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Introduction



Chapter 1

THE EVALUATOR FIELD STUDY iI¥ PERSPECTIVE

Qrientation and Overview
The Evaluator Field Study, reported here, was a
detailed examination and analysis of selected evaluation
worx within an urban school system, Metro Upnified School
District. (Pseudonyms are used throughout the

Teport.) It was a "field" study, in that it was

conducted primarily through on-the-spot observation and
discussion of the evaluation work as it unnfolded over the
course of several months. As detalled in Chapter .2, the
study encompassed more than 45 field observation visits
and 150 hours of observation time, distributed over a
little more than ome school year.

This was an "evaluator® study in that three Metro
stati evaluators were the loci of the research. The
word, "loci," is chosen carefully. The evaluation work in
which these evaluators were engaged and the social and
organizational circumstances surrounding that work
constituted the research fogi, not the evaluators
thenselves. However, because a realistic, iunside
perspective on that work and its circumstances was
desired, I "attached" uyself to these three evaluators,
accompanying them as they went about their jobs,

discussing events and activities as they happened.



Naturally, the evaluators® backgrounds, preferred styles,
and opinions became data for the research; fundamentally,
however, this research was not "biography," but rather an
inside history and sociology of evaluation work in Metro.
There were both theory-based and personal motives for

this study. The theory-based motives are described in
Some detail later in this chapter. I might sieply
SuBmarize them as follows. No such detailed study of

evaluation work existed; indeed, only the most limited

information on local school evaluation practice was
available. This was a serious deficiency, because
evidence did exist suggesting that evaluation was "in
trouble,” that it was not being used locally to improve
school programs.

Horeover, it seemed that part of the problem might he
a certain rigidity and hyperrationality in some
traditional evaluation conceptions. Recent studies and
writings had suygested that evaluators night need to
"bend" a pit, by adapting and tailoring their methods to
it real school circuasstances and by giving more attention
to the interpersonal aspects of evaluation. In this
context, a study of evaluation work and evaluation
Circumstances seen "up close" would be a significant
Lesearch contribution.

Hore personally, I had been one of those “recent

Writers"” suggesting a more adaptive, realistic approach to



school program evaluation (Alkin, Daillak, & White, 1979;
Alkin & Daillak, 1579). 7Yet, as a doctoral student, most
of my experience had been theoretical, through books and
jourmals, or vicarious, through after-the-fact interview
studies of evaluation cases. This field study was my
opportunity to move in from the sidelines, to see
evaluation and schools from the inside.

Ihe Cases

The thiee evaluators I studied all worked within

#detro Unified's Evaluation & Testing Office, a central
unit handling district-wide testing, special research/
evaluation studies, and the evaluation of the district's
compensatory education programs. Two of the evaluators
were involved in the special evaluation of a Preschool
Language Prograa for School Success {PLPSS), which was
part of the district's integration effort. One of the two
was the PLP5S's first evaluator; she produced an initial
"impiementation report" in Spring 1979. The first
evaluator left the district ia Fall 1979, and was replaced
by the second subject, who handled the program's 1979-80
evaluation.

The third and final evaluator whose work I studied
was a member of the compensatory education evaluation
staff. She worked with a caseload of ESEA (Elementary ang
secondary Education Act) Title I schools, providing them

¥ith a variety of services.



Ihe Research Experience

The research was as enlightening as anticipated, but
it was surprising in a way that I had never expected. 1
had expected that evaluation might be threatening to
school staff, and that evaluators and evaluation units
might have to find ways to allay staff fears and soften
the threat. Likewise, I had expected that evaluators

might have to "throw away the rulebook" prescribing

detached, "objectiven evaluations of pregram goal

attainment. Instead, they might need to work closely with
local program managers to "tailor® evaluations to the real
concerns of these mamagers, evaluations that would then be
truly useful for local program improvement.

The surprises were these. The threat of evaluation
had been relieved by "taming” and "defanging"
official/formal evaluation work. Title I evaluation was
minimal, and the PLPSS evaluation reports were very
discreet. Only "backstaye," in informal, unreported
contacts, were there candid discussions of program
strengths and weaknesses.

In addition, a dramatic surprise for me was the
discovery that in amore or less routine school activity,
Such as in the Title I schools, "local prograa managersh
did not really manage, coordinate, or control
instructiosal activity. Program coordirators, priscipals,

and other adasinistrators set certain bounds on



instructional work -- by prescribing general curricula,
furnishing resorces, aad writing roles and policies about
hours, staffing, recordkeeping, etc. -- but the bounds
only very loosely governed what teachers did
instructionally with students. Teachers were the real
instructional decision makers; they decided the real
content of schooling. And teachers were "atomized:" they
planned and acted largely independently, each for his or

her own classroonm.

These discoveries turned my conceptions of school
evaluation upside down. Program evaluators could be as
"adaptive" and %user focused" as anyone might ask -- and
still not make any progress toward conducting more locally
useful evaluation, if they targeted their attention to the
{nonexistent?) instructional concerns of local rrogras
#anagers. foreover, HMetro (and other districts, too?)
seemed guite content to live with only occasional,
informal discussions of program processes and guality.

These unforeseen findings in Hetro sent me, at the
conclusion of the field research, in search of an
analytical framework that would help make sense of the
data. 1 found such a framework in the literature on
school organizatioa and teacher behavior. The
implications for school evaluation work are isportant, if

a little chilling. They sugyest that resistance to

evaluation and to instructional coordination and control




is deepseated in the structure of schooling, and that
anyone seeking to change these school characteristics will
face great challenges.
The Orgamization of the Report

Part I of the report includes the remainder of
this chapter, which more faully describes the comtext for
this study, as well as a brief second chapter on the
research methods.

Part II ("The Cases™} presents uny observations of

evaluation work in Metro. Chapter 3 deals with the two
PLPSS evaluators; Chapter 4 looks at the work of tke
compensatory education evaluator. The two chapters are
primarily descriptive case presentations, albeit with some
discussion and interpretation of events. They were
written -—- and then reviewed for accuracy by the
evaluators, themselves —— prior to thke more abstract,
theoretical analysis of the concluding Part.

Part III ("The Findings") begins with Chapter 5,
which explicates an analyticallframe from the literature
and then applies it to the data froe Metro. Chapter b
moves beyond Metro to drawv out some implications for
school program evalumation, generally.

Historical Context

Program evaluation! is a relatively recent

enterprise, which burgeoned during applied social

science's heyday in the 1960s. The “Great Society" era,



which spawned massive social action Froygrams and attendant
evaluative activity, has passed, but proyram evaluation
has endured. 1In the decade and a half since the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act {ESEA} of 1965
brought evaluation requirements to local schools receiving
Title I funds, evaluation has moved through many phases.
Initially the most pressing demand was to develop am
evaluation technology, for the legisliative mandate for

program evaluyationr arrived before much progress had been

made in developing either a science or a craft of
evaluation. Evaluation "model® development was the
primary emphasis of the late 1960s and early 1970s ({see
€.g9., Steele, 1973), although the early evaluation
practitioners were also active in Wwriting about their
personal work experiences. Thus a large "“anecdotal®
evaluation literature developed, much of it dealing with
federal level, large scale evaluations, and most often
Chronicliny the hazards and pitfalls of this new w¥ork
{e.y. Rossi, 1972).

Weiss (1966) was one of the first to recognize that
systematic studies of evaluation practice were needed, but
her call for research went iargely unheeded until the
early 1970s, when "model building" had subsided and
evaluators still found theamselves faced with the
frustrating feeling that evaluation was not living up to

its initial promise. In 1973, Rippey wrote:



At the moment, there seems to be no evidence that
evaluation, although the law of the land,
contributes anything to educational practice
other than headaches for the researcher, threats
for the innovators, and depressing articles for
journals devoted to evaluation. {1873, p-. 9)

The most fundamental complaint lodgyed against
evaluation was that the information it produced was
largely ignored by policymakers and managers {e.g. Cohen &
Garet, 1975). Continuing dissatisfaction with the state

of evaluation use ushered in a period of reassessment and

——————Couselidatiser—Publication of the wassive Handbook of

Evaluation Research (Struening & Guttentag, 1975)

capped, in a way, the earlier era, and the Staanford
Evaluation Consortium's strong critigque of the Handbook
{Ross & Cronbach, 1976) showed that new thinking about
evaluation roles was underway. The Consortium proposed an
"alternative and extended view of evaluation research” in
which evaluation was to become a collaborative adjunct to
program management:

Evaluation thus becomes a component of the

evolving program itself, rather than

disinterested monitoring...Formal reports to

outsiders are reduced in significance, and

research findings become not conclusions but

updating of the system's picture of itself.

ip- 18)

Along with theoretical reconsiderations came some
initial steps toward eampirically deternining wWhere

evaluation practice stood and how its successes or

failures could be explained. {Alkin et al., 1974;



Bernstein & Freeman, 1975; Patton et al., 1975;. 5till,
this data was guite limited; of the three studies just
cited, oaly that by Alkin and associates focused on school
projram evaluation, and it examined just 42 local Title
VII (biliagual) prograas.

The empirical data base on local school prograa
evaluation has not expanded greatly in the intervening
jears, as a recent major appraisal of educationral program

evaluation undertaken for Congress and the U.S. Department

of Education indicates. That report (Boruch & Cordray,
1980) cited only three existing studies of "how
evaluations are conducted within LEAs [ Local Educational
Agencies, i.e. school districts]." One was a UCLA Center
for the Study of Evaluation (CSE) guestionnaire survey of
230 school district evaluation offices {Lyon et al.,
1978). The others were a survey of bhudget category
expenditures in 35 urban school district evaluation units
(#ebster & Stufflebeam, 1980), and a National Center for
Educational Statistics (NCES) survey to determine Lhow
frequently each of the three approved Title I evaluation
mwodels were being used {(mno reference cited).

Boruch and Cordray also included a discussion of
local uses of program evaluation data. For this
discussion, they drew on four existing sources: the
previcusly mentioned CSE {Lyon et al., 1978} survey; five

CSE Evaluation Use Project case studies {Alkin et al.,

10



1979) ; an SRI Internationmal interview survey in 15 school
districts (David, 1978); and another SRI study, of testing
in 18 districts {Sproull & Zubrow, 1980).

The reiative dearth of information on school
evaluation practices has led the National Institute of
Education (NIE) to fund the continuing researca of the CSE
Evaluation Use Project (of which this study was a part},
and to support (SE's Evaluation Design Project, which is

investigating school district-wide initiatives to link

evaiuation and testing with instruction (Bank & §illiams,
1980). In addition, NIE is supporting a two year study
(pow in its final year) by the Huron Institute, exanmining
evaluation and testing practices in selected TexemplaryY
local school districts.

Prior Research on School Evaluation Practice

I will not review all of the related studies in
detail here but rather characterize them So as to place
this Evaluator Field Study in perspective.

Quantitative Surveys.

By and large, the major yuantitative studies have
provided a broad gauge, rather than detailed, look at
school district evaluation activity. For example, the
1378 CSE survey (Lyon et al., 1978) , vwhich was mailed to
directors of school district evaluation units, collected

base~level descriptive data on such matters as the size

and staffing of the units; their location within each

1




district's formal oryamizational structure; the unit's
budget and sources of funding; tasks and respoasibilities
assumed by the umit; and an estimation of how these tasks
were prioritized and what proportion of the unit's effort
each task occupied.

The survey did not examine how school districts
wvent about the task options listed in the survey --
options such as Massessing the results or worth of

instructional programs," and Massessing student

achievement of objectives." Hor did it provide much
information on evaluation's influence or usefulness.
Evaluation unit directors did respond to a few close-ended
questions about the uses of their units' services, but
actual "users" were not surveyed nor were specific
examples of evaluation use asked for in the gyuestionnaire.

Likewise, Webster and Stufflebeam's (1980) survey of
large urban district evaluation umits looked at budget
expenditures, indicating the allocation of resources
across evaluation activities, but did not actually examine
the services purchased with these expenditures. And
NCES's survey ({described im Boruch & Cordray, 1980)
provided only the most basic data on whether school
districts were using the three new Title I evaluation
models and on the proportion of districts that had
selected each model.?

Alkin and his associates (1974) took a more detailed



look at evaluation activity in their study: tney examined
evaluation reports and sent questionnaires to program
directors. However, the small size and nature of the
sample (42 ESEA Title VII bilingual programs operating in
1971, under old regulations) makes this data interesting
but of qualified usefulness today.

Significantly, the two follow ups to the 1978 CSE
Survey -- the CSE Evaluation Design Project (Bark &

Williams, 1980) and the Huron Institute study -- have

moved away from guantitative surveys and instead comnsist
of jualitative field work in a relatively limited number
of districts (about 5 and 20, respectively). Thus, the
need for more detailed informatiom on actual school
district evaluation work has been recoganized.

Quajitative Studies.

The two projects just mentioned are still in progress
and only lieited information is available from them. Both
are predominantly interview studies which attend most
closely to district-wide programs to make evaluation and
testing more useful and influential in instructional
improvement. To this point, CSE's interviews have focused
on central office staff and administrators more than on
principals and teachers; as the study proyresses, more
information on this instructional "bottom line" may become
available. Huron Institute interim results have not been

released.

13



The most detailed ianformation currently available on
local school program evaluation comes primarily from case
studies of evaluation use. Of these, the two major
publisned resources are Davidls {1978) SRI interview
survey and the CSE Evaluation Use case studies {Alkin et

al., 1979).

fhe SRI Study. David examined the local uses of
Title I information in 15 districts in 6 states; each

district was visited by one or two interviewers for omne to

tvo days. Those contacted were: “the Title I director,
other project administrators, the Title I evaluator,
principals of Title I schools, Title I teaching staff aand
Pparents of Title I students. In some districts, non-Title
I admiaistrators, such as the superintendent, were also
interviewed" (P. 10).

With brief interviews, David was anot able to collect
detailed information on Title I evaluation practices, but

she did conclude that:

the main part of the district Title I evaluation
report for all the LEAs visited counsists of
posttest or gaim scores reported for each project
OoR standardized achievement tests. A few
evaluations included additional information, such
as the results of guestionnaires given to staff
and parents soliciting their opinions of the
project. (1978, p. 13}

Regardiny the local uses of this evaluation
information, the study reached the following conclusions:

meeting state and federal reporting requirements was the

14




primary local function of these evaluations, the
evaluations did also provide "feedback" to school staff
and parents (though often merely in a pro forma fashion),
and positive results were soametimes pointed to as
"confirmation® of success. However, David states: "Froa
the responses to the ditrect question of how the evaluation
results are used, it is clear that they do not primarily
serve either as a means of judging the program or as a

guide to program improvepent® [1978, p. ¥v)}.3

The CSE Case Studies of Evaluation Utilization.
Between 1975 and 1978, Alkiu, White, and I conducted and
analyzed five case studies of school prograas and their
evaluations. These case studies are amdng the most
detailed examinations of school program evaluation
available in the literature. Each case study focused on

the evaluation history -- some months after the fact —-

of an ESEA Title I ({compensatory education) or Title 1V-C

{innovative) public school program. Through several
open—ended interviews with the prograam's administrators,
evaluator, and selected other informants (such as
teachers, state monitors, etc.), a detailed account of the
program’'s evaluation and its consequences was constructed.
The interviews ranged widely over the program's and the
evaluation's purposes, history, context, organizational
stracture, procedures, effects, personnel, and politics;

the chronmology of important events in the course of the

15



evaluation; the evaluation information produced; the
chaages made in the progyram, or in peoples attitudes
towards or decisions about the program, and evaluation's
influence upon these changes; the changes in, or decisions
about, the evaluation; and, finally, the web of causes and
explanations surrounding all the matters listed above.

A narrative "case study report" was produced for each
Case. Each reported the facts of the program and its

evaluation and described the evaluation?'s influence.

Beyond that, my colleagues and I tried to "make sense" of
what happened, explaining, as best we could, why the
evaluation turned out as it did and ‘why it had the degree
of influeace it did. In Using Evaluations (Alkin et

al., 1979), the five studies were reported and analyzed.

In contrast with David (1978}, the evaluations we
studied were used, at least to sonme degree. ©HNot all the
evaluative informpation was interesting or relevant to
local school personnel, buti they did consider and at times
use portions of the information. *

We also found that certain features of the five
Situations seemed especially important for utilization, in
the sense that the case discussions referred to these
features again and again. These features formed the
nucleus of a "framework for analyzing evaluation
situations" that concluded the analysis. The major

elenents of the framework are enumerated in Appendix A

16



{(p. 198). Chapter 9 of Using Evaluations fully describes

the framework, providing the illustrations from the cases
that are integral to it.

The elements of the framevork vary coansiderably in
nature and potential manipulability. Some, such as the
evaluation's mandatory reqguirements (1.2) or the
relationship between the school and central district
administration ({5.1), are typicalily beyond the evaluator's

control. But others, especially those in Category 3

{("Evaluator's Approach"), can be purposely manipulated.

Using Evaluations clearly implied that evaluators should

"take into account™ factors such as those listed in the
framework. However, the book stopped short of formulating
2 recommended evaluation approach that would guide
evaluators in doing more useful work.

Rationale for the Evaluato

dmportance of the Evaluator's Approach

Within the Evaluation Use Projebt, however, we had
already begun to formulate and discuss recomnaendations.
We felt that the key to increased local evaluation use was
for evaluators to assume an adaptive, "helper" approach
consciously oriented to the needs of specific jocal
program managers. In the more locally useful evaluation
cases we had studied, the evaluators had pot assumed a
detached stance, applying some ready-made research or

evaluation "template" to the programs they served. They

17




did not assume that programs ran exactly as stated in
vritten, official plans, nor did they assume that the
programs® official goals were the prime interests of
manayers and staff.

instead, the evaluators spent time with managers and
staff, determining from them what information or services
would be most useful for program improvement. Then they
built into their evaluation work whatever extra was

required to provide the locally useful information. 1In

mapy ways, it seemed that these evaluators had made a
commitment to Ycare most" about local users. Although
they carried out the mandated evaluation tasks with
integrity, their real interest and emphasis seemed to be
with the local conseyuences of the evaluation, not with
the information they might report out to funding agents
and others.

It appeared, too, that the local program manpaygers had
responded positively to this evaluator commitment.
Whereas the program personnel often began the evaluation
With some apprehension or defensiveness, a rapport and
mutual respect and trust began to develop between them and
the "user oriented" evaluators. This rapport, in turn,
facilitated the acceptance, credibility, and use of
evaluation information within the program.

Finally, this whole process of focusing the

evaluation and developing a productive working

18



relationship was facilitated by frequent interaction. Use
seemed to be enhanced by making the evaluation fully
participatory, involvimg the program personnel at all
phases and working with them to make sense of the

evaluation data as soon as it became available.

e e A e —— .

The case studies had fairly cosnviancingly persuaded us
that the "user focused" approach just described would

contripute significantly to local evaluation use. As if

to confirm this, related strategies had begun to be
described by others {Ross & Cronbach, 1976; Pattom, 1978).
Still, there were important guestions left unresolved by
the CSE case study data.

For example, there was the matter of organizational
readiness or support for sach an approach. ¥Were there
important organizatiomal supports or constraints that
necded to be takem into account before we recoamamended a
"user focused" strategy to evaluators or school systens?
Two of the most "user focused” evaluators we had studied
worked within the same district. Perhaps there was
something special about that district that facilitated the
evalunatorst'! work. ©Would another, difierent district be a
hospitable environment for this strategy? The case
studies had focused tightly on the evaluators' work with
progyrams, nst on their worklife within the district;

organizational factors affecting the evaluators had seldon

19



been explored.

Assuaing that the "user focused" strategy coald
reasonably be recommended to school evaluators, was such
an approach applicable to all the programs with which the
evaluator might work, and was atteampting to be "user
focused” enough, or might some programs rebuff the
evaluator? The case studies had looked at each
evaluator's work with a single program (typically

selected, in one way or another, by evaluator nomination).

We had not examined the evaluators' other work efforts.
Although we had sought to avoid “showcase" or "pet™®
programs and evaluations, there was still the lingering
possibility that these were the evaluators' best efforts.
Ihe Need for a Field sStudy of Evaluators at Hork

Considerations such as those just mentioned indicated
that a long-term, detailed study of school prograa
evaluators at work was needed. Importantly, this did not
have to be a study of evaluators trying to implement our
recosmendations {although that, ultimately, would alsoc be
useful). We were not ready to mount an intervention or
experimeat in the schools, but we could productively send
into the schools a member of the Evaluation Use Project
team, to examine the evaluation work enviroament and the
natuare of curreat evaluation efforts.

Even at a purely descriptive level, such a study

would be a noa~trivial addition t0o the still limited
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database on current evaluation practice. 1In addition, as
a pre—sensitized observer -~ familiar with the essentials
of user-focused evaluation -—- I would be able to reflect
upon the unfoldiny data in search of information relevant
to the sort of "unresolved issues™ mentioned above.
For exaaple, by working with the evaluators for a

period of months, I might come to see the orgaaizational
bpanorama as they saw it. I could explore with them the

encouragemrents and constraints that the organization

placed upon their work, factors that might apply equally
to user-focused evaluation. By following evaluators
through their work tasks, I could directly observe their
interactions with a variety of program managers and staff.
1 could see whether they were already seeking to adapt
evaluation to local needs; if they were, I could sSee how
their initiatives were received.

Thus, an on-the-spot study of evaluators at work
proaised important insights, which would help us {and,
potentially, others) to refine any evaluation
recommendations we might wish to make. In this
research study, I set out to collect the needed
information.

The study was a success at all levels. Chapters 3
and 4 are a useful contribution to the descriptive data
available on school evaluation practice. The analysis

made in Chapter 5 shows, too, that important theoretical
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insights were woa. It appears now that we may have
underestimated the organizational impediments to useful
evaluation in the schools. Evaluation that is focused on
the imstructional concerns of local program managers,
while appropriate and beneficial in some cases, may be
less widely and routinely applicable than we had hoped.

n the Research Perspective

Cautionary Notes

This Study Focuses on Local Schools

Evaluation is applicable to any number of

environments and programs. Indeed, some of the proktleams
faced by local school prograa evaluators appear to be
simijar to those reported by mental health evaluators,
social action program evaluators, and others (see €a.g.,
?atton'et al., 1975). 1Hevertheless, this study's focus is
on evaluation in local public schools, and in Chapter 5
much of the analysis will hinge on the distinctive
Characteristics of school organizations.

Also, local school program evaluation often exists in
response to external mandates, for example, from state and
federal agencies, and some portion of the information
collected locally is transaitted upward to these higher
levels. A stady of Ylocal evaluation® could encompass the
complete system of organizations and agencies which
connect in one fashion or another with local activity.
That is npot the approaca taken here. A study of such

breadth would have been far beyond the the time and
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resources available for this research. The focus is
instead more tightly drawn; I examine the nature and
impmediate circumstances of local evaluation work and the
consequences of that work for the evaluators and for local
school district personnel. Remarks concerning the
external environment do appear, but I cannot claim an
exhaustive analysis of the relations between local
evaluation and the larger educational and goveranmental

systems in which it is easbedded.

The Study Esphasizes the Evaluators! Perspective

The reader of this report must bear in mind
the evaluator-centered perspective from which the study is
written. The choice of perspective allowed me to examine
closely the work enviroamment as it was seen by the school
proyram evaluators themselves; nevertheless, it did limit
the information I conld collect on certain events —--
information that might have been more accessible fron a
different research perspective.

Other local perspectives on evaluation should also be
examined: for example, that of principals, teachers,
progran administrators, central Qistrict officials, and
the public. Fortunately, the impending completion of
several current studies -- by CSE and the Huron Institate
amony others —-- promises that this information will be

forthcoming.
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Notes

1. Definitions of "program evaluation" abound —- and
seldom agree (Glass § Ellett, 1980}. For the purpose of
this discussion, a "reasonable" definition is illustrative
enough. Wholey {1979), for examrple, states:

Programs evaluation is the measurement of
Program performance, the making of comparisons
based on those measurements, and the use of the
resulting information in policy-making and
program management. (p. 1)

Program "performance" he defines as including:

the resources that go into the program, the
pProgram activities undertaken, and the outconmes

and 3 e T o]

including both progress tovard program objectives
and side-~effects on those served and on the
environment in which the progran operates. (p. 1)

<+ Boruch & Cordray {1980) summarize the NCES
results. Sixty-three percent of the districts in the
national probability sample vere using a model. Of that
group, 90% were using one of the three approved models:
86% used model 1; the other 4% divided between nodels 2
and 3.

Model 1 is the simplest angd technically weakest model
{C« f£f. Linn, 1979). Ko control or Comparison group is
used. Titie I children are tested pre- and post-
"treatment,” and their standing relative to a fixed
national norm group is computed. Changes in stasding from
pretest to posttest are attributed to program effects.
Thus, students might start the program at the "30th
percentile" (i.e. doing better than 30% of the national
comparison yroup, but worse than 70%) and end at the 4#40th
percentile. Tke ten percentile point gain would be
attributed to program effects.

3+ Several reasons for this limited use emerged in
David's interviews. Respondents criticized the evaluation
data's narrowness (data were often limited to scores from
standardized tests), the evaluation's insensitivity to
Such other important factors as student mopility and
socioeconomic status, the evaluation report's lack of
timeliness, etc. Beyond these complaints, other important
forces mitigated these evaluations’ influences. David
notes that since Title I programs change little, there are
few occasions for evaluation to influence Change. When
decisions are made, political and budgetary
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considerations play a more important role than evaluation
data. David argues, also, that two key attitudes of Title
I personpnel would limit evaluation use even if better and
more comprehensive evaluation data were generated: ({a)
staff tend to associate evaluation with accountability,
not with program improvewent, and {(b) staff are usually
committed to the prograsm and convinced of its worth, heace
likely to discount negative information.

4. Iun the "Rockland®" case, for example, an
evaluation was specially designed to determine the value
of a music component attached to the regular Title I
program. Based on the data, the music component {provided
by an external, commercial contractor) was discontinued.
In YBayview," the evaluator tried to work closely with the
director of a Title IV~C dropout prevention progranm.
Relations were good, but use was slight: a classroon

ass5essment oI "individualization®™ {[developed in concert
with the teachers) may have spurred teachers to work
harder to individualize imstruction for students.

in ®"Valley Vista," a Title I school adopted the
Wisconsin Research Center's IGE {Individually Guided
Education) program, which stresses team teaching and
collegial decision making. The official Title I
evaiuation was littlie used, but the school's own "resource
teachers® acted as useful iunternal evaluators and
troubieshooters. 1In "Clayburne," a new "career education"
high school was opened. Its evaluator, a man with
considerablie vocational education expertise, helped staff
and principal plan and refine their curriculum. And,
finally, in "“Garrison," the positive evaluation of a new
(Title IV—-C supported) bilingual program helped assuage
community coancerns and win later financial support from
other sources.
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Chapter 2

METHODS

Overview

The Evaluater Fieild Study examined evaluation work as
it unfolded and as it appeared from the perspective of the
school program evaluator. The research relied primarily
on on—-the~spot observations and informal discussions with

the evaluator and colleagues supplemented by some slightly

nore formal "interviewing."

Three school prograk evaluators within the same urban
district were observed as they carried out various
evaluation activities. I entered the study site -— a
school district evaluation office -- and spent an initial
orienting period ¥Ptagging along®™ with the evaluator
selected for study, observing and discussihg fis or her
work but also concentrating on beccoming familiar with the
work setting. Thereafter, each subject evaluator's vork
wvas traced in more deliberate fashion, focusing on the
stream of decisions and events surrounding various work
tasks. Critical events were observed as they occurred,
discussed w#with the evaluator, amd followed to resojution.
From these observations and discussions, an evaluator's

view of &vents was buiit.
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Selection of Evaluators and Study Situations

The several criteria for selecting evaluator-subjects
were based primarily upon a conception of the kind of
evaluator for whom the CSE Evaluation Use Project wished
to develop recommendations. First, it seemed most
appropriate to study ¥Yin-bhouse™ evaluators rather than
external consultants. As described in Chapter 1, a "user
focused® evaluation approach entailed a great amount of

evaluator - program interaction. It seemed likely that

in-house evaluators would be more suited to this tiame
consuring role.?

Second, the subjects should be working with schools
invoived in program evaluations -- not simply district
testing or the like. Third, if more than one evaluator
was assogiated with a program, then the senior evaluator,
"in charge," was the preferred subject. He or she would
be the most likely person to make decisions about the
evaluation's focus. Finaily, subject cooperation should
be voluntary, not coerced.

Resources and time dictated that no more than two or
three evaluators could be studied and that these should bhe
picked;ﬁtom no more than two districts. The choice
between a single district study and a two district study
was problematic. Concentratinyg all the effort in a single
district would allow the greatest "coverage® of evaluation

work in the district. Splitting effort between two
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districts would allow cross-comparisons of orgamizational
environmnents. As it happened, chance events determined
the uitimate outcome: a single-district study.

The research began with a two-district strategy.
One was to be an urban district, the other a smaller
suburban one. The difference in size, structure, and
commrunity environament was expecfed to be interesting to
pursue in the analysis. The search for these districts

proceeded along fairly informal lines, as is usually the

case in small-scale qualitative studies (Bogdan & Taylor,
1975) - Geographic proximity and the existence of a likely
contact person were important considerations.z Metro
Unified School District, the urban district, was a clear
choice based upon these criteria. The other site, Santa
Lucia, seemed representative of a class of moderate-size
suburban districts. Santa Lucia was a bedroom commpunity;
its unified district {ADA approximately 20,000-30,000) was
of "low wealth" due to the lack of industry.

Subjects were identified and work began in both
districts, but the Santa Lucia component of the study
proved unsatisfactory. The evaluator-subject there was
also the director of special programs. It developed that,
contrary to initial understandings, ke normally did very
little program evaluation work; the research field visits
Were prompting him to consider imitiating new evaluation

work that probably would not have occurred otherwvise.
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With regret, I terminated the Samnta Lucia involvement. At
that point in the research effort, however, it was
impractical to locate a replacement district, and
therefore all the remaining work was concentrated in the
single urban distcict, Hetro Unified.
Hetro Unified School District

Metro Unified School District was promised anoaymity

in this research effort, so no detailed description of

Metro's size, organizatiomal structure, student or

Coamunity popuiation will be given. The analytically
relevant characteristics of Ketro are, however, described
as they naturally arise within the chapters to follow.
Fortunately, the most relevant characteristics appear to
be "coamon" properties of schools (as arqgued in Chapter
5)s 50 the tension between confidentiality and apalytical
detail is more relaxed than it might otherwise have been.
Suffice it to say here, Metro is a large urban
district in California. 1In recent years it has taken sone
steps toward decentralization, but decision making on
important issues is reputedly still highly centralized.
Its service population includes students from all
socio—economic strata and racial-ethnic backgrounds. Like
several other California districts, Metro is engaged in an
evolving integration effort; in addition, its bilingual
service programs are rapidly expanding in response to

demographic changes and state legislative reguiremeats.
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Hetro maintains an Evaluation § Testing Office, which
handles evaluation related to compensatory edacation
programs, coordinates district-wide achievement testing,
and conducts other "special studies" for district
purposes. Program evaluations for specially-funded
programs other than coapenmsatory education (e.g. ESEA
Title IV-C} have historically been contracted to external
consultants.

initial Contacts in Metro District

. ——— A T T —

Initial contact was made in early May 1979 by Dr.
Harvin Alkin, the CSE Evaluation Use Project Director,
with Dr. Barbara Peterson, Director of Metro's Evaluation
& Testing Office. At that time, Dr. Alkin briefly
discussed the purposes and methods of the study and
explored the district’s willingness to cooperate and its
sultability for my research. Dr. Peterson —- who was
already acguainted with Dr. Alkim -- was almost
immediately receptive to the field study idea: she
herself had undertaken a case study of an evaluation
during her student years, and she agreed that evaluation
Ytheorizing" should be inforamed by a knowledge of school
evaluation settings.

Dr. PpPeterson arranged for me to meet with her and
with Mrs. Elaice Bowman, an evaluation staff wember she
thought £it the evaluator-subject criteria. Few, if any,

other staff within Dr. Peterson's immediate offices were
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assigned as program evaluators; most either held
administrative positions or worked on researca or testing
activities rather than program evaluation.

Mrs. Bowman, however, ¥was a recent addition to the
staff, hired expressly to serve as the evaluator of a
newly created special program, the Preschool Language
Program for School Success (PLPSS). (See Chapter 3 for
further detail on the nature of this programa.)

I pet with Dr. Peterson and HMrs. Bowman ia their

offices and described the purposes and methods of the
research. Dr. Peterson remained favorable to the
research, and Mrs. Bowman seemed relatively unperturbed at
the idea of being observed. (Acting entirely on her own,
she may or may not have granted peraission for the
researcher fo follow her work ~- but probably the
important point is that drs. Bowman and I gquickly
established a comfortable working relationship. Thus, her
cooperation as the study progressed was not forced or
grudgingly given.) I accompanied Mrs. Bowman through the
months of May and June, observing her work on the PLPSS
evaluaation.

In the fall, after the summer hiatus, I reestablished
contact with the Evaluation & Testing (E & T) Office. At
that time, I discovered that Mrs. Bowman had left the
Office {(and Hetro), and I was directed to the work of Hrs.

Carrie Jenkins, an evaluation staff member with the
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Office's Compensatory Bducation Evaluation Unit. HMrs.
Jenkins had aa intriguing dual role as a "regular?”
evaluator for a subset of the district's Title I schools
and as the evaluator assigned to a special district-funded
child service program. It was the latter role that first
attracted my attention to ¥rs. Jenkins, because she seemed
most "in charge" of the child service evaluation wvork.
However, as the research progressed, Mrs. Jenkins' Title I

duties took center stage in the research, and they acre the

topic of Chapter 4 of this report.3

Contact here was made by phone with the supervisor of
#rs. Jenkins'! Compensatory Education Evaluation Umrit, who
responded cooperatively —-- probably because he received
assurances frok the higher Evaluation & Testing Office
administrators whom Dr. Alkin and I first contacted.
{Certainly the previous spring's smoothly accomplished
research activities "greased the wheels" somewhat for this
Second entree.) The supervisor, in turn, conveyed his
approval to Mrs. Jenkins. I then called Jenkins to
arrange a personal meeting. Mrs. Jenkins agreed to
participate, perhaps with some trepidation, but again the
actual research experience fairly guickly assuaged her
concerns.,

Meanwhile, I discovered that the PLPSS, the "pilot®
Case, was being evaluated once again by a new evaluator,

Ms. Diapne Grimes., Phose calls to Dre. Peterson, BE & T
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Director, and Dr. #illiam Ganz, #s. Grimes?! supervisor,
secured their approval for a further study of the 1975-80
PLPSS evaluation. #s. Grimes and I met in January 1980
and immediately began the new PLPSS research.

Thus, ultimately (with the attrition of the Santa
Lucia case}, I collected research data on three evaluators
from Metro Umified School District. Hrs. Bowsan and her
successor, Hs. Grimes, worked with the PLPSS evaluation in

spring 1979 and school year 1979-80, respectively. Their

work is discussed in a single chapter (Chapter 3). Mrs.
Jenkins?' work in the Compensatory Education Evaluation
Unit is reported separately, in Chapter 4.

The Research Process

The details of the research varied, quite naturally,
from case to case. Here I describe the general pattern of
the research.

The wvery first days in the field were devoted to
fgetting acguainted® and "getting one's bearings.®
Typically , the first meeting with the evaluator subject
was somethinyg of a two-sided interview: the evaluator was
getting a fix on my intentions, purpose and style, and I
vas learning as much as possible about the evaluator's
work and personal style. Of course, this "getting
acguainted®” vwas not completed at the end of the first
meeting; generally, the first few meetings had as part of

their pur pose the goal of acquainting me with the
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evaluator?s work situation. Thus, for example, in the
PLPSS case, visits to program classrooms were guickly
scheduled. And in the case of the Comp Ed evaluator, Y
was soon scheduled to observe a "routine" Title I liaison
visit and to take a tour of the child service program with
which the evaluator also worked.

During these initial excursions, the evaluators were
very nuch ny guides to the workplace -- suggesting

interesting things to experience, paking introductions to

colleagues, and letting me tag along with them on their
roundsa. Much of the initial time was also spent
estabiishing the research relatioaship, for example, by ay
providing further explanations about the research to the
evaluators and to others we encountered. These imnitial
interactions were important, not only because the hosts
were sizimng me up, but also because my role vis—a—-vis the
subjects was being negotiated.* Of course, I was
simultaneously becomning more familiar with the subject
evaluator ®*s job responsibilities, current activities, etc.
and learning the basic office routines.

The observational sessions were not excessively long.
With the Conp Ed evalvator, Mrs. Jenkins, I usually spent
about a half day at a session, which corresponded to the
way she mssually blocked her time. Interspersed with these
half day =sessions out in the schools were occassional

meetings at her office, usually to catch up on events I
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had not been able to observe personally.

With Mrs. Bowman, the PLPSS's first evaluator, I was
able to ride alcong on much of the evaluator's activites
during the hectic six weeks in May and June, 1979, w=hen
the bulk of the evaluation took place. 5She was too busy
for lengthy interviews but not at all hesitant to have me
accompany her and talk. H#s. Grimes' full year evaluation

of the PLPSS reguired a different approach for the

research. Gsripes put in long stretches of "desk work,”
busy for her but leaviang me almost nothing to do but
hover. Rather than investigating ways to fade into the
walls, I settled om a routine of fregquent short interviews
and phone calls to check the progress of the evaluation
alonyg with occasional observations of evaluation "events,"
like the evaluator's classroomR observations, her testing
sessions, her interviews with administrators, and her
other trips to the schools.

Table I summarizes the data on "contact hours" (spent
interviewing and observing) and number of field visits.
Telephone conversations are not reflected in these

figures.
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Table 1

Contacts with Evaluators

Evaluator Program Time Contact Field
Prame Hours Visits
Bowman PLPSS 5/79-6/79 38 11
Grimes PLESS 1/80~6,/80 46 15
Jenkins Comp Ed 1i1/73-6/890 70 20

Depending upon Jenkins' and Grimes' schedules, some

weeks during the 1979-80 school year were very busy for

me, involving several sessions with each evaluator; other
weeks were guiet. The decision to "tag along" on any
given activity was a joint one. Some activities the
evaluators recommended as likely to be interesting;
otaers, I selected from the evaluators' upcoming schedule,
based on thke contribution they might make to the unfolding
analysis of each case. The evaluators were given veto
power over my suggestions, a pover almost never
exercised.s

it was sometimes possible to take notes during the
actual observations -- for example, during observations of
meetinys where other participants were making notes. In
any event, detailed field notes were prepared immediately
following each observational session.

The Using Evaluations framework {(Alkin et al.,

1979, Chap. 9) was a natural initial guide to situational

characteristics to which I should be sensitive. So, too,
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did the ®unresolved issues" from the CSE case studies {see
Chapter 1, p. 19) suggest topics to be explored im the
research. As the research unfolded, yet another
{partially overlapping) list of potentially sigmificant
topics began to take shape, which I formulated and
systematized in a series of draft topic lists (see
Appendix B). These topics grew out of the interplay
between observation and interpretation that is an

important part of any good gualitative field study. In

this interplay, working hypotheses about the important
features and dynamics of the cases were developed through
continual reflection on the incoming field data. These
working hypotheses could then be mentally mapped against
new data and refined, modified, or replaced as seemed most
appropriate.
A Personal Comment on Rapport

My relations with all the evaluators were genuinely
friendly and respectful. Mrs. Bowman and I worked
together durisy the 1979 gasoline shortage. We usually
took oniy one car on trips to the schools, tradiang off the
drivinga. She was imvolved im a hectically paced
evaluatiomn, but seemed to appreciate having a sidekick. I
was a complete novice to Metro and eager to learn. ¥We got
along very well.

Mrs. Jenkins, the Comp Ed evaluator, was reserved but

uniformly polite and helpful as we began the study. Soon,
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the reserve dissolved. Ms. Grimes was also reserved at
first, but we found common ground in the fact that both of
us Wwere doctoral students, working on dissertations. Both
Jenkins and Grimes were superbly cooperative and open. 1
believe they felt comfortable that my interests were in
learning about school program evaluation and that I was
not rating or grading their work -- or assuming I knew how
to do it better than they did.

In sum, I believe that the solid rapport established

during the many bours and months of the study comtributed
greatly to the guality of the data. The fact that the
research was of long daration definitely contributed to
this rapport: recurring contact can gradually break
through the natural reticence, and sometimes
defensiveness, ¢f first encounters.

The Research Report

Observations and discussions with the PLPSS and Comp
Fd evaluators continued through the end of the school
year. Following a complete review of the field notes, a
draft of the first four chapters of this report vas
prepared in July and August as an imitial step toward
analyzing the data. The three evaluators reviewed that
draft and discussed their comments with me in private
interviews. Their suggestions and comments are
incorporated in this final version. In addition, the

material <for the brief epilogues to esach of Chapters 3
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and 4 was derived from the "updated news" I learned from

the two current Metro evaluators, Jenkins and Grimes.

Notes

1. Many external evaluation comsultants can nake
only very limited time commitments to the programs they
serve; they often have several other evaluation clieats
and, indeed, may have other guite substantial
responsibilities, as in the case of university professors
or professional researchers with part-time consulting
practices. Under these circumstances and given the daily
rates external consultants often charge, the intemsive
consultative role we advocate may not be practicable.

2. Also, I wanted to select a different district
from the one in which two of the most "user focused”
evaluators in the CSE case studies had worked {see Chapter
1, p. 19). There was some indication that the previously
studied district had one of the better evaluation prograus
in the state. Its successes had already had considerable
"play®” in the book, Using Evaluations (Alkin et al.,
1979), and this time I wished to study a district that
might be less of an evaluation "showcase."

3 Mrs. Jenkins!' work as the sole evaluator working
with a discrete special program also seemed to oifer a
situation like the preceding spring's very "smooth" study
of Mrs. Bowman and the PLPSS evaluation. As the study
progressed, it became clear that the special progras's
managers were less willing to allow me to "tag aloag® with
Mrs. Jenkips than she herself was. (See also Hote 5.) The
Title I schools were more open to me and, once glimpsed,
the Title I evaluation situation was almost impossible to
resist investigating, because I began to note the
organizational factors described imn Chapter 5.

4. The image I tried to present to the subjects had
several facets. On a personal level, I hoped the subjects
saw me as personable, interested, sincere, and
trustworthy. Trying hard to manipulate the appearance of
these things, though, seemed dishonest and
counterproductive. The approach taken was to show a
non-judgmental interest in their work and to behave like a
guest in their "house.® The research role I adopted uas
roughly that of a M"participating® observer. In this role,
I accompanied the evaluators, sitting in on meetings they
attended, conversing with thee and with those they
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encountered, observing amnd listening. Thus, I was an
ipteracting, but restrained participant in the events
going on, not a siient watcher. An important step inm
defining this research role was setting boundaries on
participation in events; on my part, I vigorously avoided
becoming a consultant to the evaluators.

5. The only major access problem I encountered was
in relation to Hrs. Jenkins' work with the child service
program. Jenkins relayed the child service progranm
manager?s objections to my attending some meetings. My
decision to concentrate onp Jenkins' Title I activity
eliminated that problem. My impression about the child
service progra® was not that there was anythiag
significant to hide. Rather, its manager was a highly
placed district adaministrator who preferred not to be a
pacrt of the study, and who was not shy about making that

preference stick.

The only other events I could not attend were the
weekly E & T Office staff meetings and the state revievw
team visits to schools (see Chapter #4#). I was told {by
the evaluators) that Dr. Peterson preferred that only E &
T staff attend the weekly office meeting. I expected that
Peterson would have approved my attending ...but I
preferred to maintain a "low profile™ by minimizing Ry
visits to the central E § T suite. I often heard about
the meetings later. State review tear visits to schools
were another matter; as a matter of policy, reviewers went
about their work without accompaniment.
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Part II

The Cases
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Chapter 3

THE PLPSS EVALUATORS

This is the story of two evaluators, one the
successor of the other, who designed and conducted the
evaluation of Metro District?'s Preschool Language Program
for School Success (PLPSS) during its first two years of
operation. PLPSS was a rather special prograsm, as will be

BSeen, so one nust be careful about asserting the

"typicality" of this case; nevertheless, the events of its
evaluation seer illustrative of a number of the challenges
school program evaluators may encounter.

The Preschool lLanguage Program for School Success

By — E—2

The Preschool Lanjuage Program for School Success {or
"pLPSS prograas," as it is often referred to) is one small
part of Metro District's integration effort. PLPS5 has
acguired 1little attention or visibility outside of the
school communities it directly serves. No major media
coverage has been given to the PLPSS; local newspapers and
television are far more interested in the major "hot"
issue —— mandatory busing. The closest they come to
commenting on the PLPSS is im brief mention of the "RIS®
{Racially Isolated Schools) package, a set of special
programns and services, of which PLPSS is onhe component,
for the many schools left untouched by the district's

busing plan.
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The origins of the PLPSS are sketched in the
introduction to the first year's evaluatiom report, which
is excerpted in Appendix C. T’his report notes that the
district had "experience with" a preschool program in the
district's compensatory education program and, as part of
the district's commitment to quality educatior within the
integration effort, the Board of Education mandated in
late January 1979 a similar progras for childrenr in the

racially isolated schools. Left unsaid is the fact that

the comgehsatory education preschool program was cgut
when the state reduced its supporting funds. The new,
integration-earnarked funds offered an opportunity to
re-furd a preschool program, albeit only in the special RI
schools. 1

The RIS packaye as a whole played an important role
in bolstering the district's integration case. Large
nuebers of schools and students were left untouched by the
busing plan and would remain "segregated." To make this
palatable to the court, it was important not only to show
that desegregating these schools was not Ieasible but also
to provide a set of services which would credibly neet the
schools' mneeds and, in the language of the court,
malleviate the harms of racial isolation." Thus, the
district was eager to fund a comprehensive package of

services €for the RI schools.
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Orgapnization

The authorization for the program, with its attendant
specifications, appears in Appendix C. In brief, each
school was to have one program teacher, who would teach
ltwo, two—hour classes per day {e.g., 9-1lan & 1-3pnj} four
days per week. Classes were to be limited to 15 students
eacha. Two paid aides were aunthorized, one for each class.
Money for parent education instruction was provided; the

program teacher often helped select the "parent ed¥

teacher (from a list of approved personnel) and, pérhaps,
monitored the parent ed imstruction.?

Program teachers were supervised by the principals of
the participating schools. Program conteat was to be
supervised by the Regional Instructional Coordinators
{RICs) assigned to the several subregions of the district.
These RICs in turn reported to the two central
administrators in charge of the PLPSS: Dr. Robert
Hamilton, of the Office of Student Integration, and Hr.
Lloyd Mil ler, Director of Elementary Instruction.

The PLPSS's specified purpose was as follows:

The { preschool language program for school
success] will previde for students, ages 3.9 to

4.9 years, an opportunity to acgquire and extend

vocalulary, listening and speaking skills, and

pre—xeading compreheusioa skills which will

prepare them for success in the regular school
program and environment. ({(Appendix C, p. 238)
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dipplementation, Spring 1979

The program was rushed into operation in Spriang 1979,
perhaps because the court had responded positively to the
idea of special services for the racially isolated
schools. Money was available from the integration fuads,
and materials from the old compensatory education
preschool program were still on hand, making the PLPSS a
candidate for quick implementation. Nevertheless, putting

the program into operation on such short notice was a

challenge; while a few schools began operating classes in
March, others began classes as late as May.

Simply establishing the classes in such a short time
was an accoeplishment. Recruiting teachers this late in
the school year was difficult, but the positions had to be
filled. As a result, some teachers were rather "“green,"
and many had never taught preschool children before.3
Providing complete coordination and clear direction was
perhaps too much to ask: directions from higher levels to
the teachers were few, and specification of the precise
goals and methods of the program was very sketchy. HMost
if not all the teachers were given a copy of the Preschool
Guide, a curriculum and child development resource
document that had been prepared for the 0ld preschool
program, though it is doubtful they all read it. The
first program-wide staff development meeting was, however,

not held wuntil May 11, 1979, and at that meeting, attended
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by principals, teachers, and aides, it was clear that mucha
remained to be done in clarifying the Program.+*

Inplementation, School Year 131979-80

By the fall of 1979, implementation of the program
was substantially more complete. All but one of the
schools from the previous spring were Raintained in the
program, and several new schools were added.

The Regional Iastructional Coordinators took a aore

assertive role in managing the progras this year. For

example, they planned a program-wvide staff developmeunt
aceting for October 1979 {a month after the beginning of
school) ; two more such meetings were organized by the RICs
and were held in early December and late February. In
addition, several RICs held smaller meetings for the
teachers in their regions.

As before, Dr. Robert Hamilton and Mr. Lloyd Hiller
held the highest operational authority over the program —-
although, as before, neither could involve himself on a
day-to-day basis. Both did participate in the
program—wide meetings, and both interacted witih the
program's evaluator and the RICs.

The mtructure of the program remained essentially as
it had been in the preceding spring: one teacher per
school, two classes per day, one paid aide per class, and
four days of instruction per week. The Pieschool Guide

was again the primary printed curriculumr resource,
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although the several staff development meetings may have
been a significant source of instructional ideas, too.

The final evaluation report for 1979-80 describes the
proyram's purpose as follows:

The program was designed for children f{rom ayges
3-9 to 4-9 in schools designated as [ Racially
isolated Schools {RIS) J- The goal of the
prograna was to provide the participants an
opportunity to acquire the commumication skills
needed for future success in the regular school
progranm. lastructional emphasis was placed on
vocabulary expansion, listening, speaking, and
i i kills in preparation

for the regular school progras and environment.
Parents were encouraged to participate in the
progras through volunteer tutoring anmd parent
education classes. The parent coaponent was
designed to provide parents the opportunity to
participate in classroor observation, and
workshop training, with instruction in child
yrowth, developnment, health and nutrition.

{Appendix F, p. 262)

This was more or less a paraphrase and expansion of
the goal statement in the Spriny 1979 evaluation report,
which in turn was drawn almost verbatim from the
District?' s authorization order.%

Evaluation, Spring 1373

The Origimns of the PLPSS Evaluation.

There appears to have been a general understanding
that the components of the integration plaa merited, or
even reguired, some sort of evaluation, perhaps because
the court had a countinuing ianterest im integration

activities: testimony was being taken throughout the

1978-79 school year, and the court itself had established
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integration monitoring mechanisms. The school district
arranged for its owa evaluations of several elements of
the integration plan -- including elements also being
monitored by the court.

While the decision to evaluate the PLPSS was not
remarkable, the fact that the Evaluation & Testiny Office
was assigned the task was more noteworthy. Previously,

most of the evaluation work associated with the

int ng;ata‘ OR 9339 had -been-Nfarped cuth h:;‘r fthe district to

other organizational units or to outside experts; the E &
T Office had not, to that point, had much involvement.
Perhaps this assigynment was simply the first of a new
trend: the E & T Office did assume a larger fole in this
work as time passed.

The evaluation, itself, was impiemented on as harried
a timeframe as the PLPS3. The evaluator assigned to the
task did not "come aboard" until April 1979; the bulk of
the evaluation effort took place in May and June; and the
final report was completed in mid to late June 19793,
The Evailuator

Mrs. Elaine Bowman was an intriguing choice as the
PLPSS evaluator. She came from a background in teaching,
curriculun development, and prograsm administration. The
previous school year she had held the position of
coordinator of Specially Funded Programs for a suburbaxn

school district. In the wake of Califormia's Proposition
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13, her position had been eliminated. In the still tight
job market, she bhad been forced to return ia the fall to
teaching in Metro District, where she had begun her career
in the area some years before. She had taken the Metro
position {as a 5th and 6th.grade teacher) iao ordef to "be
there," she said, "“in case something better opened up."
The E & T position sas something better, aand it was an

escape from the harassed 1life of an inner city teacher,

but it was svowedly pot the position for which she was

shooting. During the course of the study, she maintained
an active interest in program administrative positions
which might be opening up {and, in fact, left the E & T
position in early fall 1979 to become a school principal)-
Mrs. Bowman's backgrouand in program evaluation was
limited. She had, at one time, served as a liaison
officer for the State Department of Educatiomn, in which
capacity she had participated in the Monitor and Review
visits the state regquired of specially funded programs.
Also, in her position as Coordinator of Specially Funded
Programs with the suburban district, she had dealt with
proyram evaluations. But she was not a researcher or
evaluator: many times she described herself as a "program
person, not an evaluator" in background and inclination.
Evaluation staff positions within E & T were often
filled by personnel with some administrative experience,

as indeed were many other central office positions within
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the district. Certainly Elaine Bowman met this
qualification. The evaluation itself was potentially
*delicate;" there was no evidence that the courts or the
pablic had yet taken notice of the PLPSS, but any
component of the integration program could take on greater
significance. <Clearly, no one in the district
adainistration wvanted to precipitate any problems, so
seiecting a mature, savvy person who would not bumble into

trouble made sense. Mrs. Bowman's administrative

experience and her backgrouand as a liaison officer with
the State may have recommended her for the job. Finally,
Mrs. Bowman had had substantive experience in curriculum
development and had some background in preschool
education. Her employers anticipated that this
substantive preparation would stand her in good stead as
she reviewed the unfolding program. Indeed, some thought
that she could provide consultative assistance to the
prograsm i mplementers, who were themselves not all
uniformly experienced ia preschool education.® Actually,
Mrs. Bowman's background would aave qualified her as
“"crogram coordinator® had such a position existed.
Personally, 4rs. Bowman w®as an outgoing woman, about
forty, with a ready, incisive sense of humor. She gave
just as well as she took in the office banter and seened
vell-liked. During the conrse of the observation, she

seemed open and framk in her remarks, although she did not
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tongue.

As remarked, Mrs. Bowman did mot view herself as a
researcher or evaluation specialist. At one of our first
meetings, I described my own background, mentioning my
training in evaluatic;n and prior experience in
mathematics; Mrs. Bowman was very guick to respond, with

what seemed to be some concerm, that the PLPSS evaluation

b TR ii 'gEiFEI’.—‘G@" and—that she was not

a research specialist.? Throughout the research
experience, Hrs. Bowsan never sought to portray herself
as a design or analysis expert.

The Evaluation Process as Originally Planned

Study of the evaluation process began on May 8, 1979
with a meeting with Mrs. Bowman and Dr. Peterson, the
Director of Evaluation and Testin-g.s At this first
meeting, it became apparent t.haf Mrs. Bowman and Dr.
Peterson had formulated an initial plan for the
evaluation, which they descri!ﬁed to me.

AS Mrs. Bowman described it, the central challenge
was to determine how to evaluate a "program that does not
exist yet."9 She said the program was still being
implemented -- was still just beginning to be implemented
~- in a mnusber of participating schools. And in virtually
all the schools the staff were still "not sure what's up."

Teachers had received the Preschool Guide, but as yet

51



there had not been a prograa-wide meeting of staff.
Program adminstrators had provided little in the way of
guidance oa program purposes, goals, or methods. How,
given this situation, should the evaluation proceed?

The approach they had arrived at was to make this
year's evaluation an assessment and documentation of the
needs of the population being served. Rather than attempt

to assess the effects of a scarcely implemented prograa,

they would examine the langyage competence and "school

readiness" of the children and, as they described it,
"make a case for the program.mio

It was not exactly clear to me to whom or for whom
they vwere planniny to make this case, even though I
subsequently pursued this issue with Mrs. Bowman. MNIs.
Bowman was clear about where her report would be sent --
to the Office of Student Integration -- but she seemed not
to know with certainty which persons or groups would
ultimately receive copies. It was possible that anyone
from the Fjudge in the desegregation case, to the district
superintendent, to the school board iight read the report
or its executive summary -- and she said it was also
possible that the report might go no further than to a
file in the 0ffice of Student Integration. Given the
controversial nature of school integration in Metro,
hovever, there was the potential for wide report

distribation -- and Mrs. Bowman seepged to take that
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potential very seriously. She said she felt that the
evaluation could have am effect on future decisions by the
court or district.

To assess the need for the program, it had been
decided to test a sample of the children. The Ber-Sil
Language test (described briefly in the final evaluation
report, appendii C, p- 228) was selected.!! It offered
the promise of documenting the children?s standing,

relative to the norm group tested by the Ber-Sil

developers, in three areas —- passive vocabulary,
responses to directions, and visual-motor activity
{reproducing figures) -- which seemed related to the
child's preparedness for the regular school program. If
the sampled children scored below local or national
averages, that would indicate "deficiencies™ im school
preparedness, thus documenting the need for a preschool
program Jike the PLPSS.

Besides testiaog the children, Mrs. Bowman planned to
circulate short guestionnaires to principals, teachers,
aides, and parents. These are displayed in Appeadix D.
The qguestionnaires for principals, teachers, and aides
asked whe ther various materials and services were being
made available and were appropriate; this information
might tel 1 the program implementors where they needed to
taryet their efforts. Parents were to be guestioned on

different matters, primarily regarding the extent of their
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contacts with the Progras, their likes and dislikes about
the Program and their suggestions for its objectives.
The preceding were Mrs. Bowman's plans at the
beginning of her evaluationm, before actually beginmning to
put the ewvaluation into action. On May 8th she had been
on staff only a few weeks; no testing sample had been
selected; no questionnaires had been circulated (though

the questionnaires themselves were written); and although

Mrs Bowman had met with some progran staff and seen sope

classes, interviews and observations gua formal
activities had not begun.

The Final Course of the Evaluatjon

An examination of Appendix C, containing an excerpted
version of the final evaluation report, shows the
evaluation work which uitimately vas reported. The
"evaluation strategy" itself is sketched at the beginning
of the report. (See p. 210) Several points are worth
commenting upon.

-=  Phe focus of the evaluation report is

ident ified, on page two and in the title itself,
as "program implementation,™ and a readiung of the
report bears this out. The initial conception of
the ewvaluation as documenting the needs of the
preschool children has receded in importance; in
its place, the emphasis appears to be on the
needss of the program. The Ber-Sil test was
admin istered, albeit in abbreviated fashion, but
the dAiscussion of test results occupies less than
a page of the report. By and large, the other
evaluation activities focused more on staff aad
progr am needs, e.d., on staff development or
instructional processes.
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- The guestionnaires for priacipals, teachers,
and aides, originally intended to provide
information about the delivery of prograna
services, have disappeared; in their place,
Bowman substituted interviews with a sample of
RICs, principals, and teachers regarding
implementation issues. (pp- 216-218). (The
original plan to survey parents regarding the
program was carried out.)

-- Substantial space is givem to a report of
classroor observations, parent education class
observations, and the results of a staff
development guestionraire {pp. 213-216,
218-221) .

The reasonsfor these changes will be discussed in
the next several sections. '
The Testing Process As It Developed

The testing effort appeared initially to be a primary
evaluation emphasis, perhaps even the evaluation's
centerpiece. Unfortunately, the testing raa into trouble
almost immediately, when the test proved problemdtic for
the chiidren. Mrs. Bowman {and I} sat in on an early test
as it was conducted by the school psychologist hired for
the testing,!? and the difficulties were clearly
demonstrated. A major problem came in the first section
of the test, which consisted of vocabulary items spoken to
the child, who responded by pointing to a corresponding
picture out of a panel of three picture options per item.
Many items {perhaps especially among the later items) vere
difficult for the children, and the total number (100)
appeared excessive for these 4 to 5 year olds. The first

child observed becasme tired and restless during the last
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half of this section, and begaﬁ to perseverate, selecting
the middle picture again and again almost automatically.

At the conclusion of the test, Hrs. Bowman asked the
psychologist if the fatigue problem was common and was
told it was. After some discussion, Mrs. Bowaan
instructed the psychologist to administer only the first
tventy—-five items and to rescore the previous tests
based upon these iteas alone. The next test

admipistration, using only these first iteas, went such

more smoothly, perhaps also because of Nrs. Bowman's
further suggestion to use the extra time now available to
“warm up the child®™ (through conversation) prior to
testing.1r3

The adjustment expedited the test and made it less of
a trial to the childrea, but it made interpretation of the
scores infinitely more difficult. Norms were available
for the test at full length, but no norms were given for
the (ad hoc) abbreviated version. If "need" was to be
determimed.on the basis of the children's standing
relative to the norm group, then shortening the test
seriously compromised its usefulness.

Indeed, Hrs. Bowman commented at several points
during the analysis of the test scores (while the final
report was being written) that she was having difficulty
pulling useful data out of the test. Ultimately, sShe was

reduced simply to reporting mean number correct aand




percent correc¢t scores.

Mrs. Bowman was also frrustrated by the other data
from the school psychologist. She expres'sed continuing
dissatisfaction with the psychologist's narrative
summaries, saying they weren't helpful and the
psychologist just couldnt't catch on to what she, Mrs.
Bowman, wanted.1l4

The result was that the evaluator's discussiosn of the

— test pesults occupied less than one page in the final

report, and the major comclusion was conta;sed in the
single sentence: "The childrem who were tested seened to
have acguired vocabulary skills, but they may need further
testing to determine sentence structure and expressive,
descriptive language ability" (p. 211}‘. Yet even this is
arguable, or at the least the first clause 1s. From a |
strict research perspective,'the PLPSS students' raw
scores needed to be compared with those of other children
to determine the PLPSS children's relative standing. ©¥o
such Ynorw group" comparison data was available for the

shortened Ber-5il test. Hrs. Bowﬁaan did not comment on

these ncerming problems to me at the time, but after
reading a draft of this report chapter, she said she
knew early on that the test data would not be useful.
The dJdiscussion of the test results goes on to state:
WThis baseline data may also indicate a need for staff

inservices for the purpose of definite language development
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and the various skills and concepts that must be taught.
Teachers may see language development as a
vocabulary-comrunication process and may not identify the
specific skills and concepts for expressive and
descriptive language development.™ (p. 211} But this
conclusion rests less on the test data than on the
classroom observations, which showed a predominance of
vocabulary drill rather tﬁan storytelling, or other

L. iviti the

evaluator's personally held theory that expressive
descriptive language use was central to langnageA
development. |

Thus (as she later acknowledged to me) Nrs. Bowman
was workimg hard to make sumethiag useful out of rather
thin test data. What had seemed initially to be the
evaluation's centerpiece had proven otherwise.
Deletion of the Primcgipal, Teacher, and Aide Surveys

The original plan was to survey principals, teachers,
and aides using the gquestionnaires displayed in Appeadix
D. These would generate numerical ratings of such
elements as the avaiiability and appropriateness of
instructional items, the availability and quality of
auxiliary services, and the degree to which teachers,
aides and parents were informed on the Program. This
might have provided useful infofmétion about the program'’s

strengths or weaknesses -- but the gquestionnaires Were
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never sent to the schools.

The events of the first program—wide staff
development meeting provided the explanation. The meeting
vas attended by virtually all the PLPSS teachers, by the
principals of PLPSS schools, and by the Regional
Instructional Coordinators {RICs) of the sé'nools involved.
Mrs. Bowman was the last of the morning speakers. She
was preceded by a number of central administrators, most

of whom spoke in generalities about the importance of the

Projram. Bowman's presentation was more specific and
concrete: she described the evaluation plan. Dr. Robert
Hamilton, from Student Integration, introduced Mrs. Bowman
that ﬁmrniag, sayiny they did not planm a lot of paperwork
or a burdensome evaluation process; the evaluation for
this first year was to be Yguite siample." Hrs. Bowman
reiterated this, saying that she was cognizant of, and
sympathetic to, the coamon feeling that there is too muck
evaluation -~ to which there was a rumble of agreement -
from the crowd. Twice, she said she felt "evaluation
should not impose on prograns,”" and she said, "evaluation
should be a tool." |

With these points made, she began to discuss tae
instruments she planned to use, copies of which she had
distributed. She directed th-éi:: attention to the
guestionnaire for teachers and'aides. Amony the comments

that followed, I present, below, several that seemed
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Particularly..salie.nt. One RIC stated: 71 appreciate
evaluation but what about going to administrators [ first,
to ask thea what they wanted ;m such a guestiounaire}?"
The evaluator said that was, indeed, an excellent idea,
but time limitations had prevented her from doing it this
year. A principal expressed his copcern that aides were
not sufficiently knowledgeable to make the requested
judgments about materials and services. After séme

discussion, the evaluator imitiated a voice vote, which

resolved that only teachers should respond to the ifora.
She said, "Fine, that's how we'll do it."

Mrs. Bowman continued, stating that %the forms can be
improved, ™ that they shouldn't hesitate to be critical,
and remar}ging that she had "no ownership of these foras."
This may have unleashed rather more thaa Mrs. Bowman
bargained for. Someone in the crowd objected to the
decision Jjust reached, claiming that some aides were
experienced and could provide valuable information. A
spirited debate ensued. Eventually, someone argued that
he knew the district well enough to know that if any aides
vere questioned, their responses would be thoaght of as
"The Aide's Point of View,"™ not just the view of
experienced aides. This led to a gquestion about what
Evaluation & Testing planned to do with the information.
The evaluator said it would go to the Integration Office

and, after that, it might make its way to other audiences.



Mrs. Bowman attempted to resolve the issue one more
time, asking "Well, principals, how do you feel about the
aides responding to this form?® Izmediately, ‘a teacher
tesponded, "Why are you asking the principals? I an a
teacher, and I'm the one who sees the aides. One of By
aides is experienced aund could answer this form and the
other is *zip,' and it would be worthless for her." Mrs.
Bowman apologized, but before another vote could be taken

someone interjected, "I'm a principal, and I guess I would

have to include myself with that aide that was 'zip,?
because there are some juestions here I don't understand®
—= prompting some laughter.

The rapid-fire comments, mostly critical of the
gJuestionnaire, went on. Mrs. Bowman responded
Supportively again and again, iith "that's good," M"let's
explore that some mpore," "let's talk about that," "I need
to know that.n

Finally, Mrs. Bowman said "All right. Shall we do
it? sShall we just tear up this form?" Then, leadirg the
crowd from her position at the front of the room, she
said, "Everybody take your yellow foram [the form for
teachers and aides] and ...," dramatically, she tore the
form in half.

The response itself was dramatic: applause and
congratulations. She followed by picking up the very

similar, white form for principals and led the group im

61



ripping up that form as well. Again, applause and sounds
of approval came from the crowd.

After this drama played itself out, the crowd seesed
more subdued and more under control. They gave gquick
approval to the next forwm, a staff development
gquestionnaire. They seemed on the verge of approving the
guestionnaire for parents, too, when the School
Ipprovenent Program Coordinator, who had been a speaker

earlier that day, rose to say that she personally was -

dagainst the question which said: "What should the program
teach my c©hild?" She said {in paraphrase}, "We are
educators, and we have some training about what is
appropriate for a child of this age; but I am also a
mother, and I know that as a mother I have a very special
idea about what you should do about my child. When he
gets out of this program, I want him ready for Yale.
Mothers think that way. We should not ask a dangerous
guestion like this."

This comment proapted a round of discussion. The
evaluator cast the guestion as one which would provide
information to the staff not so much on what to do as on
what parents gji_:ggg_hﬁ -~ suggesting, perhaps, what
erroneouss thoughts they had whichk needed to be corrected
through parent education. Then she (rather cleverly) said
it was too late to change the form, and they either had to

go with it as it was or else drop the idea of sending a
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questionnaire to the parents. A voice vote confirmed that
the form should be distributed. Perhaps as a comncession,
though, the group endorsed an audience suggestion that the
parent form could be distributed, and even filled out, in
a parent—teacher coaferencé.
Mrs. Bowman paused, and then turned to the next

topic: a description of the Ber-Sil testing. She had
expected there would be opposition to testinyg chiidren of

preschool age -- the RICs had privately voiced thelr own

concerns about this -- but the response from the audience
was anticlimactic: mno particularly active discussion
followed. ©Perhaps they had Tun out of steam in the
preceding exchanges and were eager to finish the morning
session. One teacher did ask how the program might
address the issue of bilingual education, but Mrs. Bowman
turned this aside as a "proyraw guestion." Shortly, Hrs.
Bowman finished her remarks, and the group broke for
lunch.

Thus, because of this meeting, the guestionnaires for
principals, teachers, and aides sere dropped. By the
following week, Mrs. Bowman had decided she could gather
some of the same data {(on implementation progress) through
personal interviews with RICs, principals, and teachers -
though she would be able to interview only a sample of
these personnel. She felt staff would be willing to talk

about progyram status even though they did not like the
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idea of the guestionnaires.!1s

Influences on the Eva;gatioé Plan

AS the testing proceeded and the difficulties
previously described became apparent, Hrs. Bowman realized
she would not be able to make the test data the
evaluation's centerpiece. With the school year rapidly
closiny, she turned to her own resources to carry the
evaluation through. That is, she went out into classrooas

to observe the PLPS3S in action, expecting that she would

be able to write a useful and interesting critigue based
upon her expertise in program management and preschool
"education.

The classroom observations coabined with the staff
interviews explained above gave the evaluation a decided
"implementation® focus. It was now evolving into a report
on progress in implementing the PLPSS, with
recomnendations for program improvement. Without good
test data, the origimal plan to document the need for the
PLPSS becanme difficult or impossible to carry out. This
transition was not made in a single, suddem step, however,
and there vas at least ome other important influence along
the way: a meeting with a friend and adviser, described
below.

The eventful proyram meeting at which the staff
guestionnaires were rejected, occurred Friday, May 1i,

1379. The following Monday, May 14th, Mrs. Bowman
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resarked to me that perhaps they should approach the
evaluation in a more relaxed manner than they had planned;
the next day, the 15th, she called to say she had arranged
a meeting for the 24th with Dr. Bill White,1% an
evaluation coasultant with the County Schools, whose
advice she valued and whom she wanted to see for Mam
inservice" on doing an Yimplementation evaluation report.”
At this meeting, Dr. #hite worked with Mrs. Bowman in

conceptualizing the evaluation. They began with Hrs.

fiowman discussing the evaluation as an effort to determine
#"yhere the children were” and what their needs were. Or.
white turned the discussion first to brainstorming ideas
about "What guestions should the evaluation answerz
Eventually they generated two organizing guestions: what
things are needed to implement the prograa next year, and
how is the program doing in gettiny these thiags into
operation? From these queét.ions they developed a kind of
logical structure for the evaluation and its report, with
the following sequential components: a) needs assesshent;
b} implications for operation of the program; <) initial
program implementation efforts; d) discrepancies; e}
future needs; and £f) conclusion.

one should note that this structure emphasizes amn
assessment and analysis of the progyras, not the pupils.
Mrs. Bowman began the discussion talking about an

"implementation evaluation®” based upon a ageds
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assessment of the studepts. Dr. Khite seemns to have
placed much more emphasis on a direct analysis of the
program: how it was operating, how it should be
operating, and what needed to be done. Hrs. Bownman
ultimately did not adopt his formal structure of the
evaluation, for reasons that never were made clear,l?
but she did focus more on ah assessment of.prograts

operation and less on student needs.

The last week of May and the first week of June were
devoted to managing the school psychologist's testing
work, and conducting observations and interviews. These
activities reguired far more attention and energy than one
mright initially expect. For example, to select the test
sample, student rosters had to be obtained; that regquired
the timely cooperation of principals and teachers. To
administer the tests, the school psychologist had to make
an appointmnent to visit each school and had to arrange for
testing space, €e.g. in a spare classroom. Each
preliminary Step took time, and the tests themselves
seemed to take more time per pupil than originally
planned. Observations and interviews similarly required
prior arrangeaents and scheduling. And all of this was
complicated by the competing time demands upon the
sc’hools, demands that are especially heavy at the end of

each scho ol year.
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By the second and third weeks of June 1979, Hrs.
Bowaan was finally able to devote herself to the data
analysis, and she began drafting the final report. Prior
to this, she had found the time to do a few "mock-ups" of
the evaluation report, essentially blocking out its main
headings. Slowly she began to f£ill in the skeleton. The
background data om the program and on the popullation being
served were completed early on, as were the appéndices,

with their copies of "instruments" and other documents.

On the other hand, the test data aunalysis was one of the
last sections to be completed. As late as June 11th, HArs.
Bowman was perplexed about the format and content of the
test analyses. She finally settled for a very modest
presentation of the test results, giving primary emphasis
to the observations and interviews, ianstead.

The Spring 1979 PLPSS evaluation was completed in mid
to late June. MNrs. Bowman submitted the final report to
her superiors immediately before leaving on summer break
{since she was employed on about a ten month calender). |
#y study of this evaluation ceased as well.

Evaluation, 1979-80 School Iear

My Anvolvement with the evaluation of the PLPSS was
not reestablished until January of 1980. At that point
the 1979—80 evaluation was already underway, and I found
that a pew evaluator, Ms. Diane Grimes, had assumed the

evaluation task. #rs. Bowman, it seemed, had left in
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early fall to become a schooi primcipal.

The New Evaluator

Ms. Diane Grimes was sought out for the evaluation
position, recommended, she thinks, either by Hrs. Bo;iman
or by the Regional Iastructional Coordinator whoam Hs.
Grimes had served as a staff assistant the preceding
spring.1® {4s. Grimes had returned to an elementary

school, as a resource teacher, in the 1979-80 school year.

___ on octoher 11, 1979, however, she received a call asking

her . to atténd the PLPSS program-wide meeting the next day,
Friday, the 12th. The following HMonday, she interviewed
for the PLPSS evaluator position; Tuesday, she was hired;
two weeks later she started full time in the E & T Office.
#s. Grimes had worked in Metro for some time —- as an
elementary teacher, a curriculum resource coordinator, and
an assistant to a RIC. Although she had briefly taught
preschoolers, she said she preferred teaching older
childrep. ¥®hile working for the school district, she was
simultaneously pursuing a doctoral deyree ia reading
instruction at a major local universitya She had had
coursework in evaluation at the university, but evaluation -
was not a field of concentration in her course prograf.
#s. Grimes, a young woman, about thirty years old,
seemed Wwell respected and well liked by her colleayues and
supervisers. (Her university adviser, for example, asked

Ms. Grimes to work with her on a major consulting job in
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the summer of 1980.) Ms. Grimes had a pleasant, friendly
manner, but she took her responsibilities very seriously.
Throughout the course of the research, Ms. Grimes seemned
to approach each evaluation task in a carefully planned

and organized fashiou.

The Evaluation: Pian and Process

Ms. Grimes! penchant for careful planning evideﬁced

itself immedijiately. She said that almost her first step

ad

in Appendix E. I say almost her first step, because

before developing the strategy she read Mrs. Bowman's
Spring report. The evaluation strategy does show several
points of overlap with ¥rs. Bowman's eariier efforts, but
so too does it bear Ms. Grimes' own stamp. Importantly,
¥Ms. Grimes did mot have any 'opportunity to guestion Hrs.
Bowman about the Spring evaluation prior to bowman's
departure. She did not know about the probleas
encountered with the Ber-S5il nor was she aware of the
rejected staff guestionnaires. She learned about these
events only after reading a draft of this report

chapter im the summer of 1980.

Unlike the precediny Spring's evaluation, Ns.
Grimes?! 1979-80 evaluation was implemented essentially as
planned. The sections to follow examine each of the
components of the evaluation strategy outlined by #s.

Grimes im the time—task schedule in Appendix E. {p. 249)
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1. Needs Assessment of Teachers and Aides. This

R . i e il et

was the first item listed on the evaluation strategy. #Hs.
Grimes neant, here, the analysis of a staff development
questionnaire which was submitted to teachers and aides at
the October 12, 1979, program-wide staff development
meeting. This guestionnaire was the previous evaluator's
work —- Ms. Grimes had not yet been hired on October 12th
—— but Grimes took charye of data collected. She arranéed

for tabulation of the responses and reported the results

to the RiICs, who used the information to help plam the
subsequent staff development meetings that yedara.

2. Pupil Assessment. Ms. Grimes states that after
reading the 3Spring evaluation report, she concluded that
pupil progress during the 1979-80 school year should be
assessed. She interpreted this to mean the children
should be pre- and post—tested. Because a correct
assessment of program effects required the widest possible
spacing between pre-test and post-test, Ms. Grimes began
immediately to search for aa appropriate test. She did
not automatically reuse the Ber-Sil test, in part because
she was concerned that the taped Spanish Ber-Sil might not
be comparable to the orally administered, English version
and because of some cohcerns about the test's norm sampple.

lis. Grimes' search appears to have been thorough imn

spite of the time constraints. 5She reviewed a handbook of

early-childhood assessment devices as well as Buros!
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Mental Heasurements Yearbook. The eariy-childhood
handbook provided a few leads. She examined all the test
publisher's catalogues she could find in the E & T files.
She tapped her own knowledge of reading and language
assessment devices, and she also called some of the local
language clinics. With all her effort, she found few
appropriate tests, and she was coavincing in her statement
that there were simsply few to he found.

Ms. Grimes screened the few likely possibilities

against several criteria. Given the population, both
English and Spanish versions had to be available. The
test should be ome that did mot reguire administration

by a school psychologist. It should be easily scored. It
should not reguire a great amount of testing time. It
should focus on languaye and school readiness skills. The
nora sample, if any, should be appropriate to the PLPSS
population.

Ultimately, Hs. Grimes selected the Caldwell
Cooperative Preschool Inventory {CPI) as the best possible
option —— yet she was not entirely satisfied. The test
focuses mainly on passive vocabulary and other "receptive*
language capabilities, like the ability to follow verbal
directicns. It does not actually test a child’'s ability
to prbéuce sral language nor does it examine the
complexity and sophistication of language that the child

does produce. But, unable to find a more suitable
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instrument to assess these untested skills, Ms. Grines
decided to settle for the CPI.

Ms. Grimes administered the CPI herself during
November to a "stratified sample" of PLPSS children. (As
before, it was decided that only a sample needed to be
tested to assess program effects.) By stratified sampling
was meant the following. The evaluator examined the
ethnic oreakdown of the district regions in which the

program was implemented. Within each region she selected

the ope PLPSS school whose ethnic demographics best
matched the region's demographics. <Children were chosen
for testinyg from each of the selected schools by picking
every tanird child on the {alphabetical) class roster.?i?
In all, sixty-six children were tested.

The fall pretesting vwent relatively swmoothly, despite
some reservations on the part of Program staff, some of
whom oOpposed testing such youhg children. 20

With the fall pretesting out of the way, #s. Grimes
did not rest with her selection of the CPI, but continued
to search for a supplemental test. In mid-spring she
finally located a test of languagye which she felt would he
Suitable for the children: the Preschool Language Scale
{PLS3) . The evaluation report describes it as follows:

The Preschool Language Scale was developed for
use in child development centers, preschoois and
compensatory education programks as a diagnostic

and screening instrument. Designed to appraise
the early levels of language development, the PLS
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assessed both the auditory comprehension and
verbal ability of the children. The PLS
presented a series of auditory and verbal
language items organized according to age levels.
Each level represesnted a point at which most
children have achieved competency on such tasks.
Several sub-scores were obtained, iancluding
auditory comprehension age, verbal ability age,
language age and language quotient. (Appendix F,
P- 264)

With this test at hand, Hs. Grimes was thus prepared
for the May testing with two tests: the CPI post-test

and the PLS. To minimize the testing burden on the

ChiIdT<en, Shke adElLnisStered the PLs t0 @ Second, Sepdrate
sample,21 but the CPI post-testing was of thke original
sample of 66 children. BRetesting these children was an
exhausting task, given their fregquent abseunces, but
eventually the evaluator was able to retest 57 of the
children, for a low attrition rate of only 14%.

As Ms. Grimes conducted the CPI post-tests, it
quickly became apparent that gains over pre-test scores
were yoing to be dramatic: many children jumped twenty or
more percentile points in rank; virtually ail advanced to
some degree. Dr. William Ganz -- Ms. Grimes' supervisor
-- joked with her, asking what she was doing with those
post—tests. Percentile rank gaias of the size being found
were guite unigue. {(0ddly, no test of the statistical
significance of these gains was reported, though the mean
gain size aloue sugyest high statistical significance.)

There are a variety of objections and cautions one
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might apply to interpreting mean gain scores and mean
percentile gains as evidence of program effectiveness and
worth, although such indicators are widely used, and even
legitimated by the Departmeat of Education's approved
models for evaluating Title I programs.22 None of these
potential objections were acknowledged or refuted in the
report; none of the cautions were mentioned. (Grimes
later told me she was not familiar with these problems,

and she asked me to explain them to her.) Still, the

evaluator reported the gains in detail, but without
hyperboie, and summarized: "On the CPI, which was
designed to measure factors considered necessary for
success in school, the children made great progress"
(Appendix F, p. 281).

Preschool Language Scale (PL5} scores cake in more
slowly, because this testing began later and was conducted
by others. It did not offer the opportuanity to assess
gains, Dbecause it was a posttest only, but the findings
were cowpatible with the encouraging picture presented by
the CPI: at the conclusion of the program, substantial
proportions of the children showed language skills close
to Oor abowve the average for children of similar age,
according to the publisher?s norms.

3. Ewvaluation of Staff Development Heetings. Ms.

Grimes attended the December and February meetings; took

notes on the sessions; and distributed, analyzed, amnd
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reported results from participant questionnaires. She
developed small reports on each of the meetings, besides
reporting informally to the organizers. It seems that
some of this feedback was, indeed, used: the organizers
seemed to try to satisfy participant requests. The
evaiuation final report devotes about a page to describing
the results‘of evaluatiang these meetings. This work also
gave Hs. OGrimes occasion to meet with the Regional

Instractional Coordinators, teachers, and aides, perhaps

giviay her more of a feel for staff attitudes and
perceptions. Also, she mentioned that the small group
staff development workshops at the meetings sensitized her
to things she might want to note in her classroona
observations.

4. Classroom Observation. #rs. Bowman had begun

Classroom observations; Hs. Grimes continued the practice.
Yet this may be too facile an "explapation.® Host of the
evaluation and program support staff in Hetro seemed to
tecognize the potential usefulness of classroonm
observations. Most also recognized the sensitivity of
teachers and principals to the idea {see Chapter 4 for
more on this point).

Gne of the unigue characteristics of the PLPSS
evaluation was the seeming eguanimity with which these
Classroom observations were met. The evaluator always

called aheoad to ask whether an observation would be
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convenient, but the fact that an evaluator was able to
droé in relatively freely and meet so little resistance
was noteworthy. Perhaps the "specialness" {and, possibly,
marginality) of the PLPSS —- with its primary associations
to "downtown," Student Integration, and the RICs —- made
classroom observation more acceptable.?23

Ms. Grimes did not rigorously "sample" classrooms for
observations, but she did try to visit PLPSS classes

throughout the Metro area, and she tried to pick classes

she had not been in durinyg her fall pretesting. Her
observations varied in length up to the entire two hour
class period. In the classrooms, Ms. Grines sought to be
unobtrusive, made few if any demands, and avoided offering
criticism or advice. In fact, only if a teacher requested
feedback more than once, and then with convincing
sincerity, would Ms. Grimes offer any substantive comments.
Grimes brought with her aam observational checklist,
rather simple in form, if not particularly clear cut in
its dimensions (see Appendix F, P- 288) On the back of the
observation checklist Ns. Grimes made open-ended notes on
salient features of the class being observed. Clearly
these comments were selective, but they were not
uninformed. Hs. Grimes had taught for several years,
including some preschool teaching experience, had training
in language and reading studies, and had the benefit of a

growing body of observations in other PLPSS classes. She
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noted the unusual -- "good" events and "bad" -- and
attended to many of the same foci identified in the
checklist, including such things as whether children were
talked at, expected to listen and not talk or at the most
respond, gyiven the chance to talk, encourayed and
stinmulated to talk, etc. The concern here was, indeed,
the circumstances of oral ianguage use, informed by soame
conceptions of desirable practice.

5. Parent (Class Observations. This was the parent

education analogue to the PLPSS classroom ohservations.
Ms. Grimes observed seven parent education classes.

Again, she structured her observations with a checklist --
which incorporated a number of rather high inference
items. The report of the paremt education observations
includes about two paragraphs of information gleaned from
the checklist t}xllies; the remainder of the report section
consists of capsule descriptions of the activities that
were observed.

6. Ewvaluation of Program Desiyn to Heet Needs

ldentified at October 12th Meeting. Six topics were

identified at the October meeting as important staff
development targets. 1In the yuestionnaire distributed
after the year's final staff development meeting -- in
February 3980 -- Grimes asked staff to indicate the degree
to which the year's ameetings had met their needs in these

Six areas. Their responses were tabulated im Grimes?
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report on the February meeting.

7. Home Lapguage Survey. Grimes recognized that
the children's home language environment was relevant to
their language development; as indeed does the district,
which surveys home lanjuage use at the time a child enters
kinderyaxrten. For PLPSS program plamaning, Griames
incorporated the standard language use guestions in her
year—-end "parent survey." Not surprisingly, given the

district and progranm dgegographics, it showed a high

incidence of the use of Spanish by children and by parents
in speaking to their children at home. BHNo recommendations
seemed to have derived directly froa this survey,
althougin it probably underscored the bilingual aspects of
the prograa.

8. The Surveys for Staff. The original plan by #Es.

brimes was to gquestionnaire survey prinmcipals, teachers
and aides, and RICs. This expanded and systematized the
first evaluator's, Mrs. Bowman's, interviews with staff
groups the preceding spring (and although Grimes did not
know it, it matched Mrs. Bowman's original plan to submit
questionnaires to priacipals, teachers, and aides) . But
the idea Ffor the surveys may well have been Hs. Grimes?
alone: it conformed with her method for initially
approachitzg the evaluation planning, which entailed
identifying the groups that would be "assessed" {whick she

identified as pupils, parents, and staff); and it
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conformed with her usual style, which seemed to entail a
preference for planned, structured activities {such as
checklists, topic lists, written agenda, and
guestionnaires) .

Ultimately, the BICs were not administered a written
questionnaire but rather were personally interviewed - a
not unwarranted adaptation given their limited number and
their centrality to the Program. The principals,

teachers, and aides were surveyed as planned. And

this time the surveys went through with little
resistance:- 82% of the primcipals responded, as did 98%
of the teachers and 65% of the teacher aides.

Why did the surveys proceed smoothly when HMrs. Bowman
the prece&ing. Spring had had so much difficulty? Cne can
only speculate. The fact that Ms. Grimes did not go to
the staff for approval of the forms, as Hrs. Bowman did,
probably avoided a great deal of difficulty.2+ Also, the
preceding spring the program was still in a state of
confusion, and Mrs. Bowman's guestions about the
availability and appropriateness of a variety of services
that were only yuestionably in existence ray have seemed
rather threatening. Hs. Grimes chose a different set of
guestions -- to which most respondents were able to
respond positively -- and asked them at a time when the
program had "settled down.”

The guestionnaires included not only ratings of .
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progral dimensions but also reguested open-ended responses
to guestions about program strengths, weaknesses, and
recommendations. These HMs. Grimes clustered by
similarity, tallied, and reported im the final report
{Appendix F?, p. 274)}.

9. Imterviews. The evaluator imitially planned to
interview only Dr. Robert Hamilton, of the COffice of
Student Integration, but expanded her interviews to

include the Eegional Instructional Coordinators. The

topic lists she employed (with soréne variations) for all
these interviews are displayed in the evaluation fimal
report (Appendix F, p. 298). Her fall interviews with the
RICs and with Dr. Hamilton focused generally on gathering
background information useful to her im thinking about the
program and its evaluation; the spring interviews were
more of amn end-of~year assessment of the program and
shared sevebal guestious with the staff questionnaires.
The interviews with Dr. Hamilton bear some further
comrment. First, only Dr. Hamilton was interviewed, not
Mr. Miller, the Director of Elementary Imstruction, who
shared authority over the program with Dr. Hamilton. Dr.
Hamiltcn was in charge of the RIS package for the
district, which contained the PLPSS, so in some ways he
represented the program's "funding agenrt.® HNr. #Hiller,
while at 1least Dr. Hamilton's egual in administrative

stature (if not his superior), was more the top "line"
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administrator who was to help execute the program: the
REegional Imstructional Coordinators reported to Mr. Miller
on matters of elementary instruction as part of the
norwal admipnistrative routine. We should note that
during onhe of the evaluator?'s interviews, Dr. Hamilton
brought the interview to a temporary halt and then
arranged for us to go to Hr. Miller's office to coantinue
the discussion with Miller present. At the time,

substantive issues of program operation were being

discussed, and Ms. Grimes was asking for a decision LTLOR
Dr. Hamilton. It seemed Dr. Hamilton was not supreme in
his authority over the program, particularly not over the
details of program operation.

Summary Comments. This brings to a close the
review of the evaluation strategy proposed and implemented
by Ms. Grimes in the 1979-80 school year. As indicated,
Ms. Gérimes was able to carry out this evaluation work
almost as planned -- which probably is a tribute both to
the quality of her planning and to the diligence with
which she approached the evaluation tasks. The evaluation
final report for 1979-80 is essentially a compilation of
the data rTeturns from each of these activites.

A Second Dimensioun to the 1379-80 Evaluation

There was, however, more to the evaluator's work thaan
what appeared in the 1979~-80 final evalunation report. The

evaluation's "unreported" dimension came through clearest
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in the interactions Hs. Grimes had with Dr. Hamilton,
interactions I was often fortunmate enough to witness.

The interviews with Dr. Hamilton differed from the
interviews with the RICs in that the evaluator was not
merely "collecting informatioa" from the intervieves ——
she was also bringing iuformation tgo Dr. Hamilton,
raising controversial issues with hium, and seeking
clarification, direction, and decisions. Hissinag from the

evaluation report is an overt discussion of these

important program issues.

he Evaluator's Work with Dr. Hamilton

e i

As already described, Dr. Robert Hamilton, of the
Office of Student Integration, served as the administrator
of the package of programs provided for the districts
racially isolated schools {BIS). The RIS package
encompassed a number of prograas, many with budgets
substantially larger than the PLPSS; Dr. Hamiltqn ¥as
fully occupied with his work on the package combined with
his other duties within the Student Integratioan Cffice.
The evaluator, Ms. Grimes, met with Dr. Hawilton perhaps
half a dozen times over the school year, although on.iy two
or three of these meetings were occasions at which she
could spend substantial time discussing the direction of
the evaluation.?25 #s. Grimes did not enjoy unlimited

access to Dr. Hamilton, whose hectic and volatile schedule
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often made him a difficult man to reach. During the final
weeks of the school year, in fact, Ms. Grimes tried
repeatedly to meet with Hamilton -- without success-
Clearly, though, Ms. Grimes did look for direction
from Dr. Hamilton regarding the goals and processes of the
evaluation. He, in turn, wished to be kept apprised of
the evaluation progress: at Ms. Grimes' first interview
with Dr. Hamilton, in late Jannary 1980, he chided her for

not keeping him better ianformed about the evaluation.

{Thereafter she made an effort to keep him better
informed.) One of his primary concerns, I believe, uas
that he have the necessary information at haand on the
PLPSS evaluation should the court request it, for Dr.
Hamilton was occasionally called to testify iam the
integration case.

An Illustrative Interaction. At her first

interview with Hamilton, the evaluator used a prepared
list of guestions, exploring Hamilton's knowledge of and
opinions about the program. (The interview guestions and
Hamilton?®s responses are summarized in Appendix G, p- 305.
The guestions were similar to those she asked of the RICs
—- see Appendix F, p. 259.) Hamilton responded
laconically to most of the initial questions, offering few
comments regarding program weaknesses, areas of concern,
or new directions for the prograa to take. Then the

evaluator mentioned some of the concerus raised in her
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discussions with the RICs, mentioning particularly their
feeling that program instruction needed more attention and
that more central direction was needed, perhaps in the
form of establishing a central coordinator. Ddr- Hamiltosn
said he thought that would create aun "unnecessary
bureaucracy" which the program and the RICs did not
really need.

Ms. Grimes asked him for his thoughts on the form thae

evaluat ion should take. He said, in essence, that he felt

she, ¥s. Grimes, and the Evaluation & Testing Office had
the evaluation expertise and should decide.

She asked about his attitudes toward testing
preschool children ~- and the discussion guickly becane
more lively. Dr. Hamilton was in favor of periodic
testing as a way of monitoring the program's instructional
impacta. He had little patience with those who opposed
this kind of monitoring ~-— whose views Ms. Grimes
described to him -- saying that the days were past when
educatorss coald proceed with their classroom activities
aninformerd and unconcerned with the impact they were
having omn the children. He felt the progress of all the
children should be assessed and examined regularly by the
teachers.a

Ms. oGrimes mentioned the difficulty in locating
instrumemnts suitable for use with these young children; he

suggested she confer with Dr. Peterson and Dr. Ganz about
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the testing options and then together they should all meet
to decide on how to proceed.

The Nature of the Dialogue. This first extensive

conversation betvween Dr. Hamilton and #s. Grimes was
iliustrative of the roles played by Hs. Grimes and Dr.
Hamilton the remainder of the school year. Dr. Hagilton
seemed to want the program to run smoothly and effectively
¥ith a minimum of intervention on his part and a minimum

of central structure. He definitely believed that careiul

periodic assessment of the children was an important
component of guality iastruction; in addition, he wanted
to have information on student progress as evideance of
proyram effectiveness for the court.

In these opinions Dr. Hamiltom sometimes conflicted
with the RICs and other program staff. #Host of the RICs
felt that a central coordinator was desirable, and several
expressed --froms time to time -- a desire for central
clarification of certain proyram ambiguities.26
Moreover, many of the RICs had serious reservations about
testing the PLPSS children and, generally, v¥ere
anenthusjiastic (though, perhaps, resigned) about
evéluating program gutcomes.

Ms. Grimes shuttled between bothk the world of the
RICs and Dr. Hamilton's world, besides spending some
considerable time in the PLPSS schools, where she herself

developed opinions about the need for greater program
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clarification. Operating in all these spheres, she could
See the several sides to the issues of coordimatioun,
control, and definition. And she was aware of the varying
opinions about the role of testing and evaluation, besides
being aware of her E & T superiors' views of what ¥as
appropriate and practical. The evaluation and the
evaluator functioned then in this multi-faceted arena of
confiicting attitudes and expectations. HMany of Ms.

Grimes? discussions with Dr. Hamilton centered around the

several problem areas just mentioned, forming a second,
unofficial agenda for the evaluator's efforts.

The Second Agenda

I have already listed the major foci of this mecond
agenda of evaluation work: program coordination, progran
clarification, and the role of testing and evaluation.
Tae next sections will examine how each issue was handled.

Prograp Coordipation. The opinion that a central
coordinator would be useful was duly noted by 4s. Grimes
during her interviews and other interactions with the
RICs. The occasional difficulties caused by the lack of
such a coordinator were no secret to anyone familiar with
the program, which is not to say that Dr. Hamilton was
wrong in believing that an additional layer of bureaucracy
would be Moverkill."2? Ms. Grimes related the opinions
to Dr. Hamilton, who may well have heard then aiready

through other channels; indirectly, she also reinforced
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the position by brimging to Dr. Hamilton program and
evaluation issues for his {central) disposition, thus
illustrating the kinds of tasks that a central coordinator
might shoulder.

Dr. Hamilton seemed resolutely against a central
coordinator until mid-April when, in the course of a
second interview/meeting with Ms. Grimes, he casually
mentioned that money had been budgeted for a coordinator

the next year. No explanation for this change of opinion

wWas given to Hs. Grimes. Later in the year, however, it
¥as amnounced that the RIC positions were being cut from
the budget. Perhaps Dr. Hamilton had soame toreknowledye
of this, perhaps not; in any event, the elimination of the
RICs made a ceantral coordinator more necessary and
justifiable.

This issue's resolution also made Ms. Grimes' final
report writing easier. She was able to report the RICs
comments about the need for a coordinator and recompend
the position's creation, knowing Dr. Hamilton agreed, thus
being in the enviable position of validating an already
agreed upon decision.

The Proper Role of Testing and Evaluation. Dr.

Hamilton had expressed his strong support of periodic
testing both as an adjunct to effective, accountable
instruction and as a means of documenting program

accomplishaments. Ia addition, he favored testing all
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the children. Arrayed against his stand were the RICs and
their prograg staff. The testing opponents were joined by
Ms5. Grimes and her E & T superiors (Peterson and Ganz),
“ho appeared concerned with the reception such a plan
would meet in the schools, with the purden it would impose
on all involved, and with the likely (lack of) usefulness
of the test data.

Ms. Grimes returnmed froam her first interview with Dr.

Hamilton and, as requested, discussed the test options

with her superiors. Drs. Peterson and Ganz and Ms. Grimes
subseguaently met with Dr. Hamilton to review the test
issue; at this hmeetinyg (which I did not attend) it was
determined that testing each child would not be necessary
to document prograa effects, that a gample could be
tested, instead.

dpparently, too, the group decided that a progranm-
developed assessment instrument would be as useful for
wonitoring individual student Progress as any commercially
available test would be. HMs. Grimes bhad, in fact,
previously generated some guick drafts of alternative
assessment schemes. The group seized on one of these
ideas -- a checklist of pupil skills to be completed by
the teacher for each child. This checklist was promising
'on several counts. It could be quickly completed by the
teacher; and it c:oulc’i be directly counected with program

goals, unlike a test acquired from outside. Horeover, it
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would be an important step towacd developirg a core
curriculum for the program because in Creating the
Checklist a set of important child skills sould be
identified and could thereafter help to focus ianstruction.
At the late February, program-wide meeting, several

teachers were nominated to help develop this pupil skills
checklist. Thereafter the teachers worked in a comaittee,
chaired by the evaluator, and in one or two meetings

produced a draft checklist {clearly derived from Ms.

Grimes' original guick draft). The checklist was
reviewed by Dr. Hamilton and Mr. Miller at a decond
interview meeting {which the evaluator initiated with
Hamiltom) . They (Hamilton and Miller) then arranged for
the evaluator to present the checklist to the RICs at an
upcoming meeting. Hamilton agreed to attend this meeting
to deflect any RIC criticism of the assessment concept,
but the ewvaluator's and Hamilton's apprehensions proved
unwarranted: the RICs suggested only modest revisions.
{They did, however, ask how non-English speakers would be
assessed, 28 raising the recurring "pilingual issue," see
infra.) Imn all, the RICs seemed more interested in
guizzing Hamilton about other administrative matters
telated to the PLPSS.

Ms. Grimes took all the suggestions received to the
teacher comrittee for action and manayed to guide the

process SO that none of the suggestions from Hamilton or
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Biller was rejected. Hamilton dropped in for the Ffinal
few minutes of this last committee meeting to thank the
teachers for their help.=29

In response to a committee sSuggestion, gently
seconded by Grimes,30 Hamilton and Miller agreed that
the assessaent checklist would not be employed in the
current school year: teachers might rebel at being asked
at the end of the year to measure student progress on

skills they had not previously been told to emphasize. It

wWas agreed that the teachers would be introduced to the
checklist in a program staff development meeting first
thing in the fall.

Thus, we see that Dr. Hamilton acted as a final
decision maker on several aspects of the evaluation
rrocess, especially regarding testing. And Ms. Grimes,
Dr. Peterson and Dr. Ganz played an important role in
advising him about the consequences of certaiﬁ
evaluation options and in recomprendinyg one or another
option to him, witk Supporting argupents. 3t

Frogram Clarification. If any issue was "ducked"
by the foraal evaluation -- the evaluation as described in
the strategyy outline and the final evaluation report -- it
was the issue of program clarification. From the
begyinning of my research with this program, one of the
most striking features of the PLPSS was its very loose

structure and definition. {In fairness this was most true
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during the Spring of 1979, when hardly anyone seened to be
ciear on the specific' goals of the program or the content
and methods of instruction, and the RICs had not yet
asserted strony program leadership. Of course, too, this
confusion was not surprising in a progyram that had been so
guickly developed and implemente;i.)
By the 1979-80 school year, the PLP3S's

administrative organization had "settled down". The RICs

were taking a stronger role in guiding the teachers and

acting as an important and apparently effective level of
administration between Hamilton and Miller downtown and
the teachers dispersed in classes around the district. As
already described, most RICs did still express a desire to
see a central coordinator established, to whom they could
refer scme of the difficult guestions that, perhaps.,
were best decided centrally and to whom they could shift
some of the administrative burden.

what remained clear in the 1979-80 school year was
the fact that several substantive issues were still
pending decision and much remained to be done to establiéh
a coherent, well understood curriculus for the progranm.
The program's title itself illustrated one fundamental
issue; wWas this a broadly based school-preparation
preschool program or a more narrowly focused language
developaent program. Dr. Hamilton seemed to want a fairly

broad program, but cne with a decided emphasis on oral
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language development. This meant a complex balancing of
possible program thrusts.

Working out the ramifications of this balance of
priorities, translating it into wore specific progranm
goals and commumicating these to the RICs ({and thence to
the teachers) would have reguired considerable sustained
involvement by Hamilton, Hiller, or their assistants. It
also would have meant becoming more explicit and directive

oun matters which entailed controversy, as noted below.

For whatever reasons {although, certainly, available time
was one} , neither Hamiilton nor Miller initiated this
sustained effort. Both seemed to prefer that the KICs
take the 1lead in supplying the necessary prograsm
definition, arguing indeed that flexibility and
decentralized adaptation was a strength of the program.
The RICs also seered hesitant to tackle the problem
of program clarification. ©&Grimes suggested to me that the
RICs were busy with more routine duties, and they did not
necessari iy have on their staffs persoanel with expertise
in either oral language development or education at the
preschool level. Some may also have felt it was
uneconomical for each RIC to invest the time in
curriculum development, potentially duplicating efforts.
And some RICs certainly recogpized the controversy
underiyin<g the decisions they might have to make.

Une of these "controversies® I have so freguently
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been mentioning revolved around the treatment of childresn
who spoke languayes other than English, especially
Hispanic children. Hany Hispanic children, who made up
just over 50% of the student population, entered the PLPSS
from homes in which Spanish was the most frequently used
language, and they were more competent and confortable
using their native lanyuage. Many would be going on to
bilingual classes in the elementary schools. 1In the

peantime, in the PLPSS, how were their educational needs

to be met? Should the Program foster their Spamish oral
language development, their English language development,
or a mix of both? <C(rosscutting these difficult and
politically sensitive guestions was the issue of progranm
priority -—- concept or language develoyment -- because
bilingual advocates argued that concept development was
best pursued in the child’s dominant language.

The highest program levels waffled on these touchy,
compiex issues. One should note that the integratiom
movement itself originated in an effort to desegregrate
black schools, where children spoke English, albeit
sometimes "non-standard” Bnglish. In this milieu, there
was less of a conflict among the various program thrusts.
Program leaders were cognizant of the district's current
demoyraphics, which made the Hispanic population a vitally
significant conceran, but oune suspects they were also

sensitive to the views of the courts, which have only
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slowly begun to take bilingual education issues into
account in integration decision making.

The upshot of all these forces at work, including
resource and political constraints, was that explicit,
detailed program planning was proceeding slowly anad
unevenly. No official list of core objectives to be
reached or skills to be taught had been developed;
teachers and BRICs were left to their own devices in

planning instruction; diversity was the key word in

describing instructional content and methods.32

The program's "loosenessY seeids to have been kBowh to
most adwinistrative staff, but it was treated carefully in
the evaluation report. The "Conclusions" section does not
mention the issue. The "Recommendations" do include a
call for aa imitial staff development meeting next year,
one purpose of which is to discuss program goals and
objectives; also, continued staff development activities
were recomnend2d as was the establishment of a coordimator
position (which miyht produce more systematization). The
clearest mention of the issue comes in the following
which reports the interviews with the RICs:

When questioned regarding the flexibility or lack

of flexibility in the program implementation,

[{several RICs] indicated that a curriculunm

frasework defining the program goals was

necessary. There was unanimous consensus,

however, that program emphasis should be placed

on f£lexibility and creativity of implementation.
{Appendix ¥, p.281)
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But then the succeeding paragraph sums up the interviews

as follous:
in summary, RICs felt the program had great
potential and had been successfully impiemeated
during the 1979-80 school year. Suggestions for
continued inmprovement of the Parent Education and
staff Development components were included.
{Appendix F, p. 281}

This last paragraph thus reinforced {though not unfairly

given the entirety of the RICs comments) the conclusion

that all was proceeding guite smoothly.

A crucial guestion is, was any of this information

ney to those immediately involved, ianciudimg Hamilton

and #iller? and the crucial answver is, probably not. All
concerned seceaasd to recognize the lack of definition,
which in part explains their eagerness to pursue the
skills checklist idea ppot just as a means of assessing
pupil progress put also as a means of guiding
instruction. So, information was not being withheld from
school or district personnel.

O the other hand, the public and the court had no
direct way of learning about these "problenm" i1ssues; the
court, for example, relied on testimony and reports from
the district regarding the Racially Isolated School
package. Keeping the issues out of the evaluation report
and dealing with them informally had the effect of
averting public or court involvement or discussion in the

mattera.
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Grimes had anticipated that her report would be seen
by the court. She was correct: the court's
representatives read it and met with Hamilton and Grimes
in the sumper of 1980. Their guestions related primarily
to language assessment; they thought that analyzing
students? vbefore®" and "after" languaye samples would have
been a more desirable and appropriate measure of PLP3S
success. Hamilton and Grimes argued in response that that

looked good from a research perspective but was totally

unrealistic, given resources and time, for a real
evaluation. "“Internal" program processes -- like the
matter of program clarity or the treataent of bilingual
children —-- were not the meeting's focus. Had they been
mentioned in detail im the evaluation report, however, one
may speculate tamat the court would have taken an
interesta.
Discussion

The evaluations of the PLPSS took place in an
environment marked by the latent, but real, potential for
controversy. No oune associated with either the progranm
or its ewvaluation seemed to want to take any action that
would brimng trouble down upon the proyram. The Proyranm
itself was attractive to district administrators, staff,
and parents, both for its functional value in the
integration court battles and genuinely for its likely

benefits to students. Those involved felt the preschool
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program would benefit the children, they were cheered by
the positive feedback fronm parents and teachers, and they
wanted the program to succeed. The evidence from the
1979-80 evaluation suggests (but does not prove) that the
program was, indeed, benefiting the children, confirming
the more informally derived opinions of those involved.
Both PLPSS evaluators faced special challenges. The
first evaluator, Hrs. Bowmran, was asked to Yevaluate” the

program before there was really a program to he

evaluated. She expressly felt that any evaluation report
she produaced could affect prograr contingance. A report
focusinyg closely on the implementation of the PLPSS would
have revealed the confusion that was very muach a part of
the proygras in the spring of 1979, and right have left a
negative impression of the PLPSS. On the other hand,
forthright information on program implementation and on
classroom processes would be useful in improving the
program for the following year. #rs. Bownan responded by
producing an evaluation that was globally positive about
the PLPSS ("During the Spring of 1979, the Preschool
Language Program for School Success was successfully
implenented,” etc. Appendix C, "Conclusions") but fairly
detaiied and forthright in suygesting areas for progran
improvement. Her “Classroom Observation" and "Interview®
report sections are a rich source of reconmendations and

foreshadow the continuing difficulties regarding program

97




coordination, program definitioun, and curriculum
stracture,.

Implenentation was the second choice for the
evaluation focus, replacing the ipitial pian to document
student needs. The problems involved in collecting
relevant data on student needs, €.J=-, the troublesome
Ber-Sil test, influenced Mrs. Bowman's transition to an
implementation focus.

Ars. Bowman, throughout, was clearly eager to see the

PLPSS "stay alive" and sensitive to the organizational
interests at issue during the spring months when
irplementation took place. MNrs. Bowman's research,
measurement, and evaluation skills were not perfect, which
may have contributed to the difficulties she encountered
in the testing component of the evaluation. On the other
hand, her substantive expertise and administrative
predilections showed through in her analyses of progranm
needs, analyses which had a stronyg action orientation.
Ms. Grimes was faced with a rather different
situation (though she shared Mrs. Bownman's fate, in the
sense of being suddenly thrust into an evaluation
situation with little time to "gear up®). By 1979-80, the
program had stabilized somewhat, with the RICs taking a
more acti we leadership role and with everyone more
oriented o the routines of the program. Under these

circumstamces, Ms. Grimes devised an evaluation of the
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program's effects, not just an evaluation of program
implementation.

The full-year of program operation allowed #s. Grimes
to propose a pre-post assessment of pupil progress, and
the more stable program made such an assessment more
Justified. She did an excellent job of planning a
comprehensive evaluation that would tap the major
informant groups using a variety of nmeasures. The

evaluation plan she executed with skill, energy, and

intelligence, and she produced a detailed, data filled,
final report.

Ms. Grimes was inclined to let the data speak for
itself. She was less aggressive than the first evaluator
in poiuting out administrative or instructional
difficulties still facing the program. She did "take on"
one issue, that of the need to organize and coordinate the
PLPSS's parent education component (Appendix 7, p- 281),
but she was much more circumspect in handling the more
central problem of the need to organize and coordinate the
Program's regular curriculum and instructional efforts.

On the ot her hand, her work in leading the development of
the skills checklist was an active step toward curriculum
organization; she was, in a way, helping to fix a problem
which she was hesitant to explicitly describe. #s.
Grimes was younger and more "junior" than the first

evaluator. Also, in Spring 1979 there was more of a
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leadership vacuum than in the folliowing school year, when
the RICs asserted greater control. H#Hrs. Bowman, the
experienced former administrator, had been terpted to £ill
that vacuum. The preceding factors perhaps partially
explain the difference in style.

Both evaluators performed well and with integrity.
They wWere responsive to the needs of several users: Dra
Hamilton, the RICs, and school staff. Clearly, though,

neither evaluator saw herself as a stern and detached

projram critic whose job it might be to "expose" program
flaws. They were school employees, evaluating colleagues,
and their allegiance was clearly with the prograk. They
did not fake data or conspire to write a favorabie
evaluation, but they were eager to fimnd prcgram strengths
and disinclined to probe vigorously and "publicly® (i.e.
in the written report) at program weaknesses. They
preferred to deal with these weaknesses inforwally and
privately.
Epilogue

The PLPSS was expanded by 50% in the 1980-81 school
year. Hs. Grimes continued as the proyram's evaluator.

The new PLPSS central Coordinator, #s. Okada, read
and immediately acted upon the 1979-80 evaluation's
recommendations. #s. Grimes said that Okada had put a
list of the recornendations on her wall with two columns

drawn to their side: one marked "in progress;" the other,
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"completed." She was checking off each recommendation as
she responded to it.

Grimes was very pleased with the new o.rganizatioraal
structure: (Okada, at the top, assisted by two staff
"advisors." Grimes said she met with Okada two or three
times per week, and spoke with her by phone as often as
four or five times per day.

The <Coordinator and her advisers were observing

classrooms aad parent education, were working with the o0ld

Preschool Program Guide to defime the PLPSS curriculus,
and had taken steps to more tightly link the content of
parent edwucation to the regular classroom activities.

Grimes was conducting an evaluation similar to the
one conducted ian 1979-80. Pupil assessment this year
still included pre- and post-testing with the Cooperative
Preschocl Inventory (CPI). The pupil skills checklist
that Grimes had heiped develop was in use this year and
would be +the other major pupil assessment ianstrument. The
Preschool Language Scale (PLS) had been dropped, however.
Grimes said the test was too simple for many of the
childrene

A lawxrge part of Grimes' satisfaction this year case,
she said, from the close workiany Telationships among
herself, ©Okada, and the staff advisers. HNow when she
observed program needs, she could discuss them directly

and immediately with Okada or her assistants. And, for
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exaaple, 1f she sai a teacher who needed a little advice
or assistance, she could discreetly discuss this with one
of the advisers, who might (tactiully) take over from

there. In all, Grimes felt that it would be an excellent

year.

Hotes

1. These funds were provided by the state, under
court order, to defray some of the ({costly) integration
program expenses, making them another "special® resource,

in the sense that they did not came from the reguilar

district tax coffers.

2. Or else they night assume the teaching
responsibility for the parent ed class themselves. This
was not uncommon this first spring; it provided the
teacher with extra income and solved the problem of
finding and hiring a suitable parent ed teacher under the
time constraints invoived.

3. All the teachers were "certificated" elementary
school teachers. Some had been substitute teaching;
others wwere simply or the personnel lists for new
positions. Teachers were not reassigned to fiil these new
slots; instead, additional teachers were hired for the
jobsa

4. The "bleooming confusion" that could be expected
to attend the hurried creation of any new school program
may have been exacerbated by a few circumstances specific
to this case. TFirst, no central coordinator was
established. Dr. fHamilton and ¥r. Miller, the Prograsm
overseers, appeared sincere and conscientious in their
efforts. flowever, both were located at positions far too
21gh in the district administration and were saddled with
far too many other more important responsibilities to be
able to imvolve themselves in day-to-day program
managenent.

RICs wmight have filled the gap -- as indeed some did
—-- but there was reportedly a feeling among a few RICs
that this program was a central office brainchild, thrown
toyether +too hurriedly, too haphazardly, and without
appropriate consultation. Besides, it might not even
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exist the following year. All taings considered, some
were inclined to give the program a low priority.

5. I was never shown a more precise or more detailed
description of the program's objectives or curriculum. In
contrast, one might note that the district has a very
detailed curriculum statement for elementary and secondary
instruction.

6. One should not forget that school districts and
school teachers have years of experience, with accuamulated
wisdom -~ or at least custom and tradition -- to guide
their kinderyarten and elementary school programs.
Preschool education is another matter; experience here is
at a premiuns.

7. I guickly explained to ¥rs. Bowman that I did not

Ihink Statistical research Cigor was the sine guz nom of
good evaluation. I believe her fears vere allayed.

8. Thus, because the evaluation itself had begun
only a few weeks before, I had the uncommon opportunity to
follow the PLPSS evaluation almost from its inception.

9. Another major challenge, as expressed by both
¥rs. Bowman and Dr. Peterson, was to find a way for the
evaluator to provide formative information (e.g., OB
implementation) to program staff without falling into the
trap of becoming a de facte proyram coordinator. The
managerial vacuum {or at least partial vacuus} was sharply
felt (see note 4), and although neither MNrs. Bowman nor
Dr. Peterson went into detail, they seemed convinced that
the evaluator would have to carefully avoid being coopted
by staff into the role of coordinator or resource personb.
Because of her background, #rs. Bowman had a difficult
tise restraimning her administrative interest.

10. In their avowed interest in “making a case" for
the progxam, I did not detect an imtention to trump up
student needs or slant the evaloation to show the
strongest evidence of aneed. Instead, it appeared that
Mrs. Bowman and Dr. Peterson were both genuinely convinced
that a scrupulously impartial evaluation would reveal
ieportant needs a preschool program could address.
substantiating this were their comments about the need to
avoid being coopted into the role of prograa coordinator
(aote 9 above) and to maintain an appropriate detachment
from the program.
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11. The selection was based in part on the
reconmendation of Dr. Ethel Sumner, a veteran E & T staff
member, who had worked previously with this test within
the district. No direct data is available on how
extensive a search for alternative tests was made; the
impression I had was that the search was limited in scope.
It appears possible that the evaluator "satisficed" by
accepting the first test that was found to satisfy the
following criteria: claimed appropriateness for children
aged 3.9 to 4.9, availability of norms, availability of
English and Spanish versions, relative ease and speed of
administration and scoring, and approval by superiors and
knowledyeable colleagues. Given the time constraints
involved, this selection strategy seewms reasonable enough.
{The evalaator in the second year of the project did not
employ the Ber—-Sil. The arduous nature of her search for
alternative tests was, however, well documested. There

¥ere qimplg very fow suitable ingstruments.)

12. She was a black woman, formerly a full-time
school psycholoyist for the district but now retired and
on the "reserve 1list" of former employees who might be
called for short-term testing tasks. Hispanics had been
accommodated by selecting a test with a Spanish laaguage
edition. It was felt that the black community deserved to
be treated with similar sensitivity: some black children
spoke "black dialect,* which the testing should take into
account., Ho language tests in black dialect were
available, according to Evaluation & Testing, so a Llack
school psychologist was selected instead and was asked to
note, in a narrative accompanying the test scores, summary
comments on each child's language facility takiang all
factors into account, including especlially the child's use
of dialect.

13. Hrs. Bowman also suggested using a bilingual
aide, if one was available, to administer the Spanish
version of the test: previously, the psychologist, who
#was not bilingual, had used the provided cassette~taped
instructions for the Spanish version.

T4. This seems a mild injustice to the psychologist
who was not a jlinguist and who had only untutored
subjective judgment on which to base these summaries.

15. In these interviews, she worked from a topic
list, displayed in Appendix D along with the "junked®
Juestionnaires to which it bears an obvious resemblance.

The number interviewed was obviously auch smaller
than the pumber which the guestionnaires could have
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reached. The group was also, however, a very select
Sample. The evaluator intervieved several individuals
whose views she had previously ascertained during less
formal discussions.

16. MHrs. Bowman had met Dr. White previously. 1In
his jok as an evaluation consultant for the County Schools
Office, he provides assistance including workshops on
evaiuation methods as well as direct consultation on
evaluation tasks. Duriny the course of this research
within Metro Umnified School District, Dr. White was
mentioned by a number of people, even though Hetro is
sufficiently large that it seldom calls upon the County
Schools for assistance.

17« As she drove back to the Hetro district offices,
Hrs. Bowman commented that she planned to rely on the
current instry i i :

White had been discussing. Later that day she had a
meeting with the Director of Evaluation & Testing, which I
did not attemd. 1Imn anry event, no further mention of the
White schenme, with its discrepancy analysis of program
implementation, was forthcoming; instead, she soon wWas
showing me mockups of the evaluation report which
approximated fairly closely the final form. This form was
essentialy organized around a discussion of the evaluation
data collection activities, omne by one {tests,
observations, isterviews, etc.}, followed by summary
Tfecommendations.

18 The first evaluator (Mrs. Bowman) and I actually
chanced to meet Ms. Grimes that spricg. This meeting
occurred while the evaluator was interviewing selected
RiCs. Ms. Grires' supervisor was interviewed, and she
asked Ms. Grimes to sit io on the zeeting.

Hs. Grimes was familiar with the ianguaye development
literature and offered Mrs. Bowman a copy of a relievant
bibliogra phy. The spriny evaluation report contains
references on language developzent; these were the ones
provided by Ms. Grimes.

19. 1f the selected child was absent on the day of
testing, the next available child down the alphabetical
class roster was tested.

20. fls. Grimes reports that the CPI was actually
pleasant to give -- and apparently fun to take: some
Children not in the test sanple actually complained to
their teachers that they didn't get to "play those yames®
with Ms. Grimes.
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21 For this sample, the evaluator selected the
"second wmost representative” school in each regiomn aand
selected the children within the school in a guasi-randoa
fashion, wnuch as before.

22 The literature on this issue is voluminous, in
large part because one of the Department of Education's
approved evalunation models relies on tkis omne group,
pre-post testing, normative score design. Measurement
experts are mear unanimous in agreeing that this is the
weakest (i.e., most potentially misleading) of the three
approved models {e.y., Linn, 1979). It is the most
widely used, however, perhaps because it is the model most
easily implemented. The more rigorous models, which more
early approximate "true experiments,” are more difficult
for schools to bring off Successfully; the real world of
local school districts makes a poor laboratory!

23. Typically teachers are responsible only to their
principals for the activities in their classrooas; thus,
the supervisory role piayed by the RICs was atypical for
the district. This was perhaps yet another indication of
the "marginality" of the program to regular school
operations: the PLPSS was still very much a special
program, hosted by individual local schools but apparently
perceived as "owned"® by central administrators rather than
by the host schools {c.f. Chapter 5).

24. Of course, a deeper juestion is why #Ars. Bowman
felt it nmecessary and/or appropriate to go before the
staff to explain and discuss the forams. Ms. Grimes said,
in a recent discussion, that she showed her principal and
teacher guestionnaires to her supervisor, Dr. Ganz, and to
a few colleagues for their comments, but she felt that she
was the ewvaluator and she did not feel she needed to
SeCure approval of the forams from the program staff.

25. I was present at two of the longer {(about omne
hour) interviews held with Dr. Hamilton and was along on
tvo other occasions whken Grimes and Hamilton attended
fairly small meetings, at which they vere able to
exchange a few remarks on the evaluation. One other nmajor
meeting occurred, which I did not attend: that was
between Dr. Hamilton, Dr. Peterson (E & T Director), Dr.
Ganz (#s. Grimes? supervisor), and Ms. Grimes. The
testing program was discussed at this latter meeting.

26. The exact position of the RICS on this issue of
coordination is unclear, in part because they were not
unanisous in their views and in part because 2ach RIC's
views wer= mixed. One can simply list a few of the
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competing elements that were mentioned as explanations for
their position. First, it is certainly correct that the
program itself was very loosely defined. I have already
mentioned the rather general goals and the lack of a
detailed curriculum statement as examples of this. The
importance of language development versus other conceptual
or affective goals of the program was uaresolved, for
example. {(This was particularly hard felt by those RICs
supervising schools with larye Hispanic populations, where
Eaglish language development and concept development were
perceived as competing priorities.) S0 the RICs sometimes
pushed for greater clarification from higjher
administrators in preference to their having to take
{lonely) individual positions on such issues. On another
tack, some BICs may also have been looking to relieve
themselves of the burden of monitoring the PLPSS teachers
and classes by shifting the monitoring task to a central
Coordinator. _

Yet, many RICs enjoyed the flexibility they had to
direct the PLPSS along whatever lines they thought best.
Thus, they sowetimes wanted it both vays: iafluence and
flexibility, but also the ability to pass a tough decision
upstairs.

27 Dr. Hamilton may have had other consideratioans
in aind besides the mere administrative cost of another
level of organization. Had the program been assigned a
Central coordinator and begun to operate more like a
typical Yspecially funded program" (for example, like the
School Improvement Progyram, or Compensatory Education),
then it might have caused sone organizational conflict
among existing bureaus eager to expand their territory by
swallowing up such prograas. And, Dr. Hamilton and the
Office of Student Inteyration might correspondingly have
lost influence and control over the program.

28. Grimes explained that the checklist would be
used to assess each child's developmental progress with
Tespect o his or her "dominapt® langyuage, and a notation
would be made indicating which language was being
assessed. In the case of the non-Inglish dominant
Speaker, the child's English language skills would be
discussed in narrative comments at the end of the
checklist. The checklist itself was to be maintained in
the child*s cumulative record file and was meant to be
useful to the PLPSS teacher and the child's kindergarten
teacher the following year.

29. Again, the "bilingual issue® was raised: was
the program designed to teach the children English or was

107




it focused on promoting the child's conceptual and
affective development? Staff representing a large
Hispanic population tended to favor concept development as
the goal and argued that developing each child's skills in
his or her dominant language first was the most
efficacious approach to ultimate school success, including
sSuccess in acguiring English language competence.

Hlamilton took his usual approach to this thorny
issue: he hedged. He noted that the primary goal of the
program was to "alleviate the harms of raciai isolatiog"
by helping to develop the childrent's ability to
communhicate in standard English. But he noted that they
Should not ignore the need to facilitate each child's
conceptual development -- developing conceptual skills
was, indeed, another prime program focus -- and should
oryanize and deliver instruction to fromote this

develo Dgﬁuﬂlﬂﬂmm—the—eh&é#s—wmm—ge Ts
appropriate.

30. Actually, Ms. Grimes herself secemed reticent to
argue any particular point of view with Dr. Hamilton in
our two *-'interview-meetiags." I do not kmow if my presence
had an effect. Perhaps Ms. Grimes siaply felt advocacy
¥as not her role, or perhaps it was her jenior status.

31. br. Hamilton had another strong suggestion for
the evaluation: they should begin a longitudinal study of
the effect of the PLPSS over the "long~-term," i.e. over
the next several Years of schooling. This suggestion was
excellent ia its sharp focus on the fundamental goal of
the PLPSS, to improve the children's chances of school
success. But implepesnting a longitudinal study was a
fearsome prospect to the Evaluation & Testing Cffice,
whose administrators and staff knew, from both past
experience and research training, how difficult such a
Study was. Ms. Grimes' final evaluation report contains a
recommendation for a longitudinal study, but there was no
indication that E & T was rushing into the study. Aas a
preliminary, however, Steps were takem to encourage school
principals to keep the PLPSS "graduates" grouped together
in succeeding school years.

32. But, as I note in Chapter 5, instructional
diversity is characteristic of zost local school prograns
in this district and elsewhere. Instruction is not a
lockstep process in most schools, and it is almost a
cliche to say that education depends vitally on what the
individual teacher decides to do behind the closed
Classroecm door. #What does distinguish the PLPSS case,
hoWwever, is the absence of an explicit, even if frequently
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igynored, curriculum framework and the absence of much in
the way of prepackaged instructiounal materials (like
textbooks, instructional series, etc.} to anchor
instruction ian the classes.
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Chapter 4§

THE COMPENSATORY EDUCATION EVALUATOR

This chapter tells an entirely differeut story from
the preceding one. The story will be told in a
torrespondingly different way. The PLPSS evaluators in
Chapter 3 coaducted discrete evaluations, each with a
begyinning, middle, and end. The story of their work could

therefore be told in the form of a quasi-chronological

narrative, Compensatory Education {(Comp Ed) evaluators
work in a different wvay, providing one service or another
to the schools they work with, the service provided
dependinyg to a large extent on demand. While there are
"seasons" to the evaluator's work, during which one type
of service activity may predominate, there is nonetheless
@ great deal of diversity within these overall service
trends. Patterning the discussion on these "seasons"
would give an illusory sense of order to the Comp Ed
evaluator?s world.

This chapter will be organized, therefore, around a
discussion of tae tepertoire of services which the
compensatory education evaluator provides. Fach service
will be described, with illustrative examples or vignettes
frow the field research provided to flesa out the bare
description. Besides adding some color to an otherwise

rfather dry account of the evaluator's work tasks, these
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illustrations also provide a glimpse into the school
context in which the evaluator functions, revealing
attitudes and expectations among school personnel which
affect the tactics employed by the evaluator and which may
be relevant to the larger "strategy" of evaluation within
Betro and many other districts.

The account that follows is based on observations
focusing on a single Comp Ed evaluator working within a

large office. The evaluator I studied was not "average;®

she was unigue and in many ways eXxemplary. However, the
kinds of services she provided and the situations she
faced were not atypical, and one can learn from then
froviding that some facts about the organization and the
evaluator's unigue skills are taker into account.
Ihe jubject Evaluator and the Comp E4d Unit

The Compensatory Education Evaluation (CEE) Dnit was
the largest operational unit within the the E & T Office.
It was housed apart from the main office suite, for
reasons of space. This did create some communications
problems. Main office units {testing and special studies)
periodically interacted with schools served by the Comp Ed
evaluators, and the variouas groups did not always know the
others' plans. The E & T director, however, held weekly
Office-wide meetings which facilitated coordipation.

The head of the Comp Ed Evaluation Unit was an

assistant director of E & T; he reported directly to Dr.

111



Barbara Peterson, the Director. There were two principail
sibgroups within CEE: one for elementary schools, the
other for secondary schools iancluding "junior highs.”
Besides providing evaluation assistance to all of Netro
district?®*s ESEA Title I schools, CEE assiygned one
evaluator to handle the area's parochial schools, which
received Title I assistance through Metro.

Each subgroup, elementary and secondary, was headed

by a supervisor who directed the work of several

evaluation "advisers." The advisers in the elementary
scnool ygroup, the group W¥ith which I became familiar, all
performed essentially similar duties vis-a-vis the Title I
schools {duties which will be described at length
shortly) - There was, however, sone specialization with
respect to adjunct tasks: an informal group of four or
five usually handled staff development activities; one
staff member frequently was the “anchor,” monitoriny the
phones when duties had the other staff out of the office;
one Or two others had particular statistical or computer
expertise; one person was frequently called on as am
editor; =tc.

The <valuation advisers were each assigned a caseload
of about A& dozen Title I schools. Their work with
individual schools was not closely supervised. Advisers
Spent most of their time out of the office --fat the

schoool sites, shere they worked with an evaluation
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"contact person™ on the school statf and wita others as
the situation might dictate {details provided infra).
Most if not all of the Comp Ed evaluation advisers
had been teachers, although not always at the grade levels
they were aow expected to advise. A number had held
"resource teacher" or site-level "coordinator®™ positions
before assuming their evaluation adviser role. Moving
from such a school position to the evaluation office, to a

central prograw office, or to some other "staff" position

was a step up the organmizational ladder -- but school
Principalships {and assistant principalships, en route)
were the real springboard to advancement in Hetro. My
impression was that most of the evaluation advisers were
committed to an evaluation staff career {or perhaps some
other staFf position with a program office), rather thanm
on the way to a "top" administrative job.

Bxtensive traimning in research, evaluation,
statistics, and measurement was not a reguirement for the
evaluation adviser position. As the discussion of duties
will reveal, a high level of skill in these areas was not
regjuired to do the job. To advance within the evaluation
office, however, such skills were useful. And Dr.
Peterson had recently instituted a series of Office-wide
staff development sessions on these technical skills.
{(The top E & T administrators had doctoral degrees.)

Hrs. Carrie Jenkins, the evaluation adviser I
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studied, was assigned six Title I elementary schools, half
the average. Her caseload was lighter because she héd
also been assigned as the evaluator for a child service
program within the district and perhaps because she was
active in the staff development activities {designing
workshops, preparing presentations, etc.).

Mrs. Jenkins said her assignment as the child service
evaluator was simply a matter of timing. ¥hen she was a

“new hire®™ to the Unit, that position needed to be

covered; no special honor was involved. Nevertheless,
Mrs. Jenkins appeared to be a well-liked and
well-respected member of the unit. Her colleagues and
school clients freguently complimented her in my presence,
saying that I was getting to see "one of the best." And
Mrs. Jenkins seemed particularly adept at making group
presentations, as her regular participation in staff
development work might lead you to expect. In sum, MIS.
Jenkins se=emned better than just Paverage." However, she
did not se=em "on the make" for a higher organizational
positiona She had joined the CEE Unit as am evaluation
adviser im 1973 and seemed to find satisfaction in her
current wWork.

Mrs. Jenkins' "regular" duties as a Title I
evaluation adviser were the focus of the field work and
will be the topic of this chapter. In fact, though, it

was her role as the evaluator for the child service
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program that first brought her to my attention. Access
problems regarding the child service program arose,
however {see Chapter 2, Hote 5); and #rs. Jenkins' Title
I work seemed, on actual inspection, more important and
interesting: the Title I duties were typical of the work
of her umit and far more central to routine school
operation in Metro.

Mrs. Jenkins -—- actually almost everyone addressed

her by her first name, Carrie —- was in her early forties.

Soft spoken, she was somewhat reserved on first aeetiag,
but with better acguaintance she became much more open and
gregyarious. She scemed to have formed strong friendships
with a number of her school contacts. {Title I
caseloads" were fairly stable; she had worked with the
sase schools for some time.l)

Mrs. Jenkins had been a Metro elementary school
teacher and then a program coordiaator before joining the
Evaluation & Testiny Office. She commented several tiges
on how important her classroom experience and experience
with the elementary curriculum was to her work.2 She felt
that it helped her interpret test scores and State Progranm
guality Review comments for her schools, and it helped her
make her evaluation suggestions more practical and
realistic.

Mrs. Jenkins had learned most of her useasurement and

evaluation skills while on the job. She said that the
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Comp Ed Evaluation Umit had once had "statistician types,”
who bad tended to talk over the heads of school personnel;
now, however, the complexion of the unit had changed, they
were doing more "personal touch" and "service-oriented"
evaiuation, and the need for statistical expertise had
diminished.

The Fvaluator's Work

The Liaison Visit

Mrs. Jenkins arraasged to visit each of her schools

each mOnth for a "liaison visit." Through these visits she
maiantained regular contact with the schools; in addition
to them, she scheduled other school visits on ap as needed
basis.

The typical liaison visit lasted about half a day,
usually either from 9-11:30 or 1-3:30. Because Mrs.
Jenkins' schools were located at a distance from the
office, she preferred to schedule whole days out, visiting
two schools and eating lunch in the cafeteria of one.3
4s I have indicated above, HMrs. Jenkins had a "contact
person™ with whom she arranged visits and met. Usgally
this person was a "Coordinator” for one of the specially
funded programs in the school.

These on-site coordinators have all or part of their
salary paid froa tke categorical prograns they serve.

They are *regular"™ staff at the school, however, in that

they are =elected and supervised by the school principal,
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asually from the teaching staff. "Coordination® seemed to
involve doing the (extensive) paperwork involved with each
program, working with teachers to help structure and
orgjanize the special services the program provided,
planning staff development, and purchasing materials.

It was not always the Title I coordinator who
served as the primary comntact; it might, for example, be
the School Improvement {SI) coordinator. This raises an

important point about these liaison visits and about the

whole of Mrs. Jenkins' {and her colleagues') work with the
schools. Title I fundingy brought the services of a Comp
Bd evaluation adviser to the school,* but once assigned
to a school the evaluation adviser worked with "the total
program,®™ a term which included the regular curriculum as
well as the (frequently several) specially-funded programs
in operation at a school. Actually, this was little more
than a reflection of the reality of programming within the
schoola Funds from the cétegorical programs were
segregated and disbursements clearly assigned, but the
funds bouaght services that made sense as an integrated
whole, not necessarily piecemeali.S The State's
"Consolidated Appiication" for funds from the several
state-administered pgrograms —- ESEA Title I, Califorania
School Im provement Program, State Compensatory Education,
and State Bilingual Funding among them -—- encouraged this:

one application form and one integrated prograsm
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description sufficed for all these funding sources.
Returning to the main thread, the liaison visits
varied in content and purpose depending upon the needs of
the school and Mrs. Jemkins'® plans. Usually, thke visit's
focus was agreed upon in advance, either at the most
recent preceding meeting or by telephone. AS the school
year got uander way, Jenkins' work with each school took on
structure and direction so that these monthly visits uere

not courtesy calls but working sessions, freguently

supplemented by ﬁdditiona'l, related meetings during the
month. In substance, then, a "liaison®" visit was not
necessarily different from any of Mrs. Jenkins' other
school visits except in name. The varied services that
might be provided in any of the visits are the primary
focus of the remainder of this chapter.

Test-Related Services

Metro District operated an extensive standardized
testing program, inciudiang CTBS {(Comprehensive Test of
Basic Skills), CAP (California Assessment Program), and
MSA (Metx o Skills Assessment) testing. HReguirements and
policies surrounding these tests originated from
Sacrament o and from Metro’s own administration aad school
poard. The reguirements were incredibly coaplex. For
example, +the state reguired CTBS testing in all Title I
schools &t all grade levels; Metro regquired it

additionally at certain select grade levels,
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district-wide, and reguired MSA testing among most of the
same groups. The state reguired CAP testing at yet
another set of levels. The state required CTBS testing of
students in bilingual classes, but not of pilingual-funded
students being served outside of bilingual classes. The

CTBS form, English or Spanish, a bilingual child was to

received was governed by its own detailed reguireaments.
As part of her vork, Krs. Jenkins made a point of

familiari=zing herself with all of these directioas,

regjulations, and guidelines, so that she could explaia and
interpret them to her schools. This was not idle
preparation. She said that no one in her unit liked being
in the of fice the day that the test prograa bulletin hit
the school mail, because the phones would ring all day «a.-.
and the next, and for a while. Schools called their
advisers at the Comp Ed Evaluation Unit because these were
the Evaluation & Testiny Office personnel they knew and
knew how to talk to, because the Testing Unit was too busy
to respond guickly, or even because they needed more
explanation after talking to the Testing Unit.

Mrs. Jenkins (and 1) attended the district's

testing briefing for school-site representatives.

The sschool auditorium was filled with school

progranr coordinators or other mid level

school-site staff. After a few introductory

remai-ks from the director of the testing uanit,

two s=senior staff “walked” the audience through

the lengthy memorandum of test progran

dire<tions; one speaker explained the English

langywuage testing components before the second
explained the process for bilingual students.
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Between their two presentations, both stood at
the podium fielding jquestions. Several yuestions
were raised about particular cases involving
pilingual students, should they be tested in
English? in Spanish? Dboth wWays? etc. A
chuckle worked its way through Mrs. Jenkins!
section of the crowd when people noticed that the
two speakers were shaking their heads yes or no
to the questions -- fregyuently in opposite
directions.

Later ... it was explained that children in
bilingunal clagses had to be tested with the
CTBS, but children on BILPs {(Bilingual iIndividual
Learniny Plans, providing for their instruction
through other tham a bilingual classroom) should
not be tested. Somecone asked, what about the two

Asial nLoR-ENglish speaklhg studentsS on BILFS WE

have placed in our Spanish bilingual classroom?

Pregnant pause, then the respomse: "I hate to

tell you this, but you know you have an illegal

classrocn there ... do what makes instructional

sense." {As the many special-case guestions beyan

coming in, this last -- "Do what makes

instructional, educational sense® -- became a

common refrain.)s

Mrs. Jenkins' assistance with testing wasn't limited
to helping the schools sort out whom they should test with
what instrument, or even to providing technical assistance
regjarding testing procedures. It extended, as well, to
helping get the tests themselves to the schools!
Transporting tests to schools in a mid to large district
is a substantial logistical challenge: errors were nade,
and in one instance, Jenkins personally delivered a box of
tests so that one of her schools could do its testing.

Besides providing these miscellaneous services during

the testing, Mrs. Jenkins was often called upon for help

afterwards, too. Spring testing results, for example,

120




come back to the schools in the fall in the form of
computer printouts. Some schools and school staff felt
more coafortable working from these prinstouts than did
others; the evaluator was their resource when they needed
help to make sense of the data.

one of the first observatioams with Mrs. Jenkins
yas OF a liaison visit, which covered a number of
topics, including the following: advice on an
ongeing, within—-school evaluation task; sharing
some information about the forthcoming state
reviews; advising the school about some bilingual
compliance issues. The school had just recently

gotten its printouts from the MSA, and the
coordinator asked for some help with them. Hrs.
Jenkins walked them through the printouat. Page
one broke out mean performance in each reading
and language skill area for Grade 1. Hrs.
Jenkins explained you could first identify the
veakest skill areas and note the item nuabers
indexed to that skill. Then turning to the next
page one found the items enumerated with a
capsule description and a percent correct score
for the grade level, thus pinpointing the weakest
items within each skill area. She recommended
turning to a copy of the test, provided
separately {a practice soon to be discontinued,
she said, because of concern that teachers would
teach to the test)}, to really scrutinize the weak
areass. Someone present suggested that you could
then go into the classes and see if the weak
skill was being taught; Mrs. Jenkins reconmnended
going to the instructional gaterials first to see
if the materials covered the skill in any depth.

Mrs. Jenkins also gave her schools a broader frame of
reference for interpreting their results. For example,
the MSA provided skill area percent correct scores but no
normative data to interpret them; the evaluator filled the
gap. The school just mentioned had high percent correct

scores im "decoding® but low scores in wcompreheasion.”
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Jenkins told them that was a common pattern throughout
Metro, and that the low raw scores did truly indicate weak
comprehension skills. Her informationm for this sort of
"supplementary" test interpretation included more detailed
State Department of Education reports of the district’'s
CAP (California Assessment Prograa) scores, along with
more informally assimilated coamparative information gained
from examining her several schools?! test primtouts and

from conversations with her fellow evaluation advisers

about their schools' performance.

But while Jenkins seemed williny to talk about
teaching and teachers in general, she was less willing to
talk about individual teachers. Thus, for example, the
school coordinator at the liaison meeting described above
said they wished the MSA data were reported by classroon,
rather than agyregated only by grade level, because they
felt such a breakdown would show that a few weak
classrooms were pulling down their school averages.
Jenkins ssaid no classroom identifier was attached to the
student answer form, precluding such an aggreyation. The
omission was intentiomnal, she said, to avoid the notion
that this was a teacher evaluation; besides, data
results canme back too late to benefit the classes from
which the data were collected.

Out sside, after the meeting, HMrs. Jenkins reminded nre

of this exchange, commenting that schools sometimes wanted
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classroom data to single out teachers with whom they were
displeased. She said that was exactly the kind of
thinking about evaluation that needed to be changed. The
schools should be evaluating programs, not teachers.
Evalunating teachers meant labelling a teacher "good" or
"had,” which was threatening and inappropriate.

Evaluating programs meant assessing processes and ocutcores,
and constructively working together to do better.

Besides providing the test interpretation for

coordinators just described, Nrs. Jenkins was also asked
by a school to present and explain test results to the
teachers at a weekly staff meeting and a day or two later
to the parents at an early evening meeting. She felt that
these sorts of rejuests (which were not uncommon for her
or her colleagues to receive) were not always motivated by
a desire +to tap her expertise. Some principals, she
thought, Mused® their Evaluation & Testing advisers,
letting them take the heat of parent or staff criticisa
and distancing themseives and the school, somewhat, from
the test <findings.

Services Related to Program Admipistratioxn

A large part of #rs. Jenkims® work involved helping
her schools carry out the activities required of them by
virtue of their receiving categjorical aid. Jenkins said

this major focus was typical of her colleagues'! work, as

well. By and large, the activities in which the evaluator
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assists fall into three classes: help with the program
funding application; giving information and advice on
“regulated" aspects of program operation; and helping
schools prepare for State Program Quality Reviews.

Funding applications. I have already meantioned the

State's Consolidated Application process, whereby a single
application suffices for several categorical aid programs.
#hile the Consolidated Application streamlines the fuading

process for the schools, it is still a complex and taxing

activity. Every three years, each school must subnit a
new appiication, supported by a recent needs assessment
(of students, staff, and parents) and accoupanied by a
detailed school plan describimg and justifying each
component of the school’s proposed total educational
programa. The full application and plan can easily run
fifty to one hundred pages, and it usually takes several
weeks to prepare it and its supporting needs assessment.
This process is simplified somewhat during each of the two
intervening years, when a shorter application for
"continuation funding"™ may be submitted. That reguires
neither a supporting needs assessment nor a rewritten
plan.

The State publishes a School Program Development
Hanual as well as a Plagning Handbook, which guide the
school in preparing its application and plan. In

addition, the district prepares memoranda and counducts
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staff development meetings to keep persomnnel abreast of
the latest regulations aand procedures. Still, school
principals and their program coordinators are inclined to
wtuyne in" to the reguirements and procedures only whel
they really need to -- every three years. An evaluator
with a typical caseload, however, is likely each year to
have four or five schools doing full applications.
Evaluators become an expert resource oa the application

process for their prograss.

buriny the research period, irs. Jenkins {and I)
attended a full-day training meeting on the Application
rejuirements -- a nmeeting attended primarily by principals
and program coordinators from schools around the district
—- and she also participated in an Evaluation & Testiny
office staff workshop on the latest reguirements. In the
spring she worked #ith two of her schools which were
submitting full applications.

T observed the evaluator's work with one of the
schools as She assisted it through the several stages of
the Application process. She walked then step-by-step
through a ¥Needs Assessment MNodel which she recommended
they employ. She helped them scheduie the surveys, staff
meetings, and analyses that were part of the needs
assessment. She made herself available for help and
consultation. Finally, after they had completed a draft

of the application and plan, she spemt a half-day
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reviewing what they had writtem, editing parts here and
there, suggesting they add a sentence or paragraph in this
spot or that, and actively helping them to draft the
evaluation component of the plan. She seened confident
and deft in her suggestions.? The school personnel, in
turn, seemed thankful and much relieved to have her help
with the Application, which they described as an
intimidating task.

Advice on Proyras Bequirements. MNrs. Jenkins!

knowledge of the reguirements and regulatioms goveraing
program operation made her a useful reviever of the
program plans; she tried to put her knowledge to use at
other times, too, by prodding the schools on these
requirenents.

For example, when a coordinator mentioned that the
bilimgual teachers were amostly using English in the
classroom, #rs. Jenkins reminded her that it was important
that both languages be used, noting also that state
reviewers would look for evidence of Spanish use in
instruction of non-lamguage subjects, like math.
{(Bilingual compliance issues vWere a freguent topic.) And,
for example, when "too strict® parental attitudes about
disciplime were being discussed by sone staff at a school,
Jenkins pointed out that that would make a perfect topic
for paremnt education. That, she told then, would allow

the school not only to modify troublesome parent attitudes
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put also to satisiy the compliance regquirement for parent
education to meet "identified" needs.

Jenkins was often guestioned about recordkeeping
rejuirements -- what kinds, in what detail? ~- and she
delivered a presentation to the teachers at one of her
schools on the subject. Discussioans about recordkeeping
and other reguirements vere significaat to the schools
because these were important issues when their school was

subjected to a State Program guality Review.

state Program Quality Beviews. 7o monitor schools

funded through the Consolidated Application, the State
Department of Education conducts waat are called Progranm
puality Reviews (PURs).® 1n theory, schools are subject
to a PQR every two years; in practice, the interval may
varye Each PgR teanm, of about four outside consultaants
hired by the State, visits a school for two to four days,
observing classes, scrutinizing records, and interviewing
administrators, parents, and staff. At the conclusion of
the review, they rate the school on two lists of items,
one dealing with "compliance" issues, the other dealing
with program "guality."

The approximately fifty compliance items are marked
dichotomously: a school is either in or out of compliance
on each item. Schools must correct non-compliant
situations to the satisfaction of the State, so

non-compliance is a serious matter for a school {and the
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district). The several Ygquality" dimensions are, on the
other hand, rated on a seven point scale, and low ratings
do not reguire a response or correction. These quality
ratings have little direct conseguence for a school --—
important funding decisions do not hinge on them, Or
anything of that sort -- but they are a matter of definite
pride and status to administrators and staff. (The
intention, of course, is for schools to review these

gquality ratings to help improve their programs —- and, 1in

fact, some schcols do work with the ratings seriously and
constructively.)

schools receive advance wacrning of pending reviews,
and they are the scene of frenzied preparation prior to
the review. BRecords that have been neglected are updated;
bulletin boards are redone; committees meet that haven't
met before; etc. Anyone who has ever been in an
organization about to receive a visit from "the Brass®
would recognize the routine: spit and polish. And anyone
who has been through it knows the other side as well:
gloss over the imperfections with lots of fresh paint,
sweep the dust urder the rug, and pray no one discovers
that back closet with all the skeletons. Schools are no
different, and Mrs. Jenkins lent a helping hand.

Hostly, Mrs. Jenkins seemed to help by telling the
SCchools what the reviewers wouid be lookiny for. She

knew because Evaluation & Testing hears aboat such

128




things and because she herself was trained as a reviewer.
During the year, she served as a review tean member in
three reviews {(not of any of "her" schools).?® When she
consulted with the schools, advising them about what would
happen and what would be looked for, she spoke from
experience. Thus, for example, she knew reviewers would
look for pilingual iastruction in non-lalguage subjects,
for instriuction via modes other than pencil-and-paper

tasks. etrs. And from her contacts within the district she

knew that a school should not try to cover up a shortage
of bilingual certified teachers {#hich was a Hgerious™
compliance issue)}; that was a district-wide problem, she
told them, which would not reflect poorly on the
individga 1l school but which would be shouldered, instead,
by the district.

pesides helping the school prepare for the progran
reviews, Jenkins helped them make sense of the review's
fipnal findinygs. She tried to attend the '"exit interview®
-- actual 1y a pne-way ,preseatation of final findings
conducted by the review team just before leaving the
school —— at each of her schools that was being reviewed.
She listened to the review findiangs and, afterwards, tried
to help t he school understand tae meaning of the ratings
and the reasons for them. This could be a tricky
situatiom . Often she knew ahead of time what the problen

arcas wowald be, recognized the validity of the review
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teans comments, yet had also to deal with the bruised eyos
and frazzled nerves of the school personnel.

Nrs. Jenkins and I attended the exit interview at
one of her schools. The team gave the school
what they termed "on-target" scores on most of
the dimensions, ARn Yon target" rating was a
rating of 3, 4, or 5 on the seven point scale;
the highest scores (6 and 7) were reserved for
exceptionally good performances and the lowest
for exceptionally poor ones. The school received
eight "4s," twelve "5s," and three "6s." It also
recieved one ™3," for its bilingual progras, a
low but still "on target" score.

The school was dissatisfied and even angry with

these ratings. The principal Spoke to the starlf
after the review team had left, telling them that
the important result was that they had been fouad
in compliance on all the items (except for the
one district-wide bilingual teacher problea).
They wcould be glad, knowing that they were doing
things the right way. The “guality" ratings he
felt were undeservedly low and inconsistently
applied across schools. They were a superior
school, he said, better than some that he knew
had received higher scores.

He concluded his remarks by telling thesm, "They
came, it's over, and thank God they've gone."
This brought applause. Now at least, he said,
they wouldn't have to worry about another review
for two years.

Yet the other side of this story is that Jenkins
and some others felt that the school had been
treated very gently by the review teams. In theilr
view, a non-coapliance rating oL one or more
items was possible and perhaps justified, and the
fact +that the bilingual component had received a
n3n —— low, but “on target"” -- was considered
tantamount to a gift. This school had serious
probl ems with its bilingual program. The
evaluator knew it, mid-level administrators knew
-- annd the school knew it. Yet the school was
angry at not beiny given sixes and sevens.

After his address to the staff, the principal and

his <oordinators came up to the evaluator to talk
some more about the injustice of the review. It
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¥as an avkward momenht. Mrs. Jenkins tactfully
tried to suggest some areas that the review tean
might have been reacting to in not yiving the
school the very highest scores, and she reminded
them in the ¢gentlest way of their own previously
stated concerns about the bilingual prograsm.
They did not seem impressed with this line of
conversation, and later Mrs. Jeunkins said that
she was a little discourayed, feeling that the
school wase't likely to work constructively with
the review tean's feedback. Judyging from the
meeting, she thought they might just harden in
their current patterns.

411 this happened, then, at a weak school that
had received average, or even better, ratings.

Evaluation Techmical Assistance

I have thus far discussed two major categories of
assistance provided by the evaluator -- test related
services and services for program administration. The
third and final category involves helpinyg schools conduct
evaluation tasks.

Standard evaluation tasks. As part of their

program plan, schools must specify evaluation activities.
I have already mentioned that Mrs. Jenkins soaetimes
helped write this component of the plan for her schools.
In addition, some schools asked her to help them carry out
the planned evaluation activities.

Usually the evaluation work initiated by the school
under the program plan is very simple in form: the
teachers may survey themselves or their aides; parents
might be surveyed; the coordinators might observe and

report om some aspect of the program; etc. Tais
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@valuation work is neither rigorously designed nor highly
gquantitative, but the schools do sometimes wish for
assistance. irs. Jenkins provided this service, if asked
-~ [or exanmple, editing their guestionnaires or checklists
and helping them think through the purposes and logic of
their efforts.

Ungoing Plausning asd Evaluation. I have called the

schools' standard evaluation efforts simple and modest;

the State Department of Education appears to £find ther so,

also. it has become concerned with the level of
evaluation effort expended by the schools, and Metro
District®s Comp Ed Evaluation Uait has, in tura, taken a
stronger interest in the problem. The Unit has proposed
an innovation, the "0Ongoing Planning and Evaluation
Comrmittee ," as a means of upgrading the guality of
evaluation activities within the schools it serves, and it
has begjun to take steps to persuade tae schools to adopt
the concept and to assist them in implementing it.

An Omngoing Planning and Evaluation {OPE) Committee is
to be formed within each school to design planning and
evaluation activities, to participate actively in carrcying
them out, and to anralyze the findings of the activities
and transiate thew into action. The essence of the
concept, +then, is participatory evaluation work, driven
from within the school and responsive to its needs. The

vehicle Tfor the innovation is the OPE Committee, which is
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to number no more than about 10 and be composed of
representatives of the various groups within the school
community: administrators, teachers, parents,
coordinators, etc. Teachers are to be a majority omn the
conmittee in order that evaluation be seen as
self-imposed by the teaching staff, rather than viewed
as pushed upon them by others, and because the teachers
are the primary implementers of the programs which are to

be assessed and improved.

The evaluation adviser is the change ageat and
facilitator in this situation. He or she is to teach the
concepts and structure of Ongoing Planning and Evaluation
to the school, persuade them to accept the idea and form
the commi ttee, and then assist the committee members in
carryiny out their evaluation ideas. As a beginning, Hrs.
Jenkins and a few of her colleagues designed and conducted
an inserwvice training workshop for principals during
sumper 1979 to introduce them to the OPE concept; this was
followed by an early Fall workshop for program
coordinators. Then, during the 1379-80 school year, she
and the rest of the Comp Bd evaluation staff were to begin
prompting their schools to get the Committees goimg. HrS.
Jenkins <onducted two more gyroup traiping briefings, as
well, foxr the principals and thenm for the coordinators in
one region of the district.

Mrs- Jenkins was committed to the OPE cancept and
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vorked hard to instill enthusiasm for it in her schools;
nevertheless, results varied from school to school. At
the end of the year, some were still thinking about OPE,
others were beginning to create the committee structure
but had not yet accomplished much, while one or two were
starting to take off with the OPE idea.
Not all of Mrs. Jenkins' colleagues had even tae

success she did. Some, in fact, were lukewarm about OPE,

or too busy doing other things to work ou selling the idea

to the schools. The concept 4id not just sell itself.

Mrs. Jenkins made her preseantation on Ongoing
Planmniung and Evaluation to principals omne morning
in late February. The district coordinator for
Title I was the host. After some donuts and
coffee, he opened the meeting with a short pep
talk on the importance of self-evaluation; ais
assistant carried on, stressing that ongoing
pianning and evaluation not only made semse, it
was also a compliance regquirement.

Mrs. Jenkins followed this with a fairly complete
preseatation identifying the benefits to be
gained from OPE and sketching the process. The
principals sat guietly and attentively
throughout. At the coaclusion ©of the
presentation, the district coordinator said he
thought it would be a good time for some input
from the principals. All hell broke loose..-

One principal atter the next took the floor to
complain that the burdens beiny forced upon them
were outrageously excessive, that they were busy
enough fighting to survive, that they dida't have
the time to spend with this sort of unrealistic
evaluation scheme. They criticized the idea of
parent involvement -- impractical, we can't get
enouyh parents involved. They reacted strongly
against the idea of classroom observations. They
said teachers didn't have the time to spend on
this sort of thing.
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Oone or two of the principals had already begun to
woTk on establishing such a committee. They
interjected a word or two suggesting that it

was practical and that teachers found the
process less objectionable than the others were
portraying it, but they didn't seem at all eager
to take on the majority of their peers in a full
scale debate. After a half hour, the fire cooled
and the group took a break. So much for the
first try.

Program coordinators from the schools seeam to find
the UPE concept more acceptable. #rs. Jenkins gave the

same preseantation to coordinators froa the schools

represented in the preceding day's Rmeeting with
principals. The reaction was totally different. True,
there were concerns and objections raised, but the tone of
the meetiny wvas more "How can we put this idea into
action?,'™ and those coordinators with experience
implementing OPE spoke freely abouat thelr successes in
using the compittees.

Mrs. Jenkins seemed to work primarily through the
coordinators in trying to establish the OPE Committees in
the schcols. Her other work brought her into closer
contact with these coordimators than with the principals,
and the <oordinators seemed more open to the idea.

Discussion

The preceding was a description of Hrs. Jenkins®' work
as I observed it, and as Mrs. Jenkins and I discussed it.
Exemplarss of all the major activity categories were

observed by me in the course of the twenty field
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observation visits I made (see Chapter 2, Table 1). More
than that, virtually all of the specific activities
discussed above were directly observed.

Mrs. Jenkins was im many ways By passport into the
schools. Because of the trust they placed ian Nrs.
Jenkins, s=chool staff were not only gracious to Re but
also seemingly ¢uite candid in my presence.

I did not have an opportunity to directly coatrast

Mrs. Jenkins' work with that of her colleayues, but we

discussed, many times, the guestion of the
representativeness or typicality of her work. It seems
likely that advisers differed in the priority or time they
gave to the various tasks described. For example, Hrs-.
Jenkins was particularly comeitted to the Omgoing Pilannixky
and Evaluation innovation; she told me she gave it more
attentiom than some of her colleagues. Presumably, other
advisers had preferred activities. Nevertheless, from ay
observations, 1 firmly believe that the above description
captures the essence of the Comp Ed elementary grade
advisers® duties, rather tham being an idiosyncratic
account of just one evaluator's activities.

Horeover, the key points from this study seem to me
to be the general nature of the services provided -- and
omitted —- by the evaluation advisers, combined with

observatdions on school staff attitudes toward evaluation

and program compliance controls. On these matters, the
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data were persuasive.

Mrs. Jenkins and her colleagues did not themselves
evaluate the worth or effectiveness of the projrams with
which they worked, nor were they expected to do so by
their supervisors. Host of what they did might be
described as program advisement, or perhaps prograa
technical assistance.

I should gualify these comments by noting that while

_  the ovaluators did not forgally evaluate the schools or

programs, they did informally leara and nake judgments of
the schools' strenjths and weaknesses. And to some
extent, Mrs. Jenkiuns cosmunicated these assessments back
to the schools, thoujghk often indirectly. Thus, HIs.
Jenkins was familiar with many of the problems in her
schools, and she used her informail conversations at the
school to direct their attention to this or that
component. Nevertheless, even these informal
conversations seemed tactful and indirect. Hrs. Jenkins
felt that her usefulness in this informal "pudging®™ of the
schools depended vitally on her rapport with the school
staff, rapport which encouraged them to speak candidly to
her about the school situation. She was anxious not to
lose that rapport by reacting too judgmentally to what she
was tolda

The Ongoing Planning and Evaluation Committee

structure seemed to Krs. Jenkins to offer the best avenue
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toward more reflective and meaningful planning and
evaluation. She said it gave the staff, and especially
the teachers, a sease of Yownership" of the evaluation
process, encouraging them to respond more openly and léss
defensively to evaluation, even to the point of acceptingy
classroom observations -- a common bugaboo within the
schools.

Teachers' usual negative reactions to classroon

abservations were only one aspect of what Mrs. Jenkins

felt was a pervasive dislike and distrust of evaluation
within the schools. #rs. Jenkins was sensitive to this
prevailing attitude as she planned and carried out her
evaluation duties. She tried hard to create and maintain
an image as a helpful, responsible, and trustworthy aid to
her schools. She went that Yextra mile" for then,
ferryix;g the missing test forms {see supra) they needed
for the Spring testinyg, searching out answers to their
questions about procedures aund plans, etc. She listened
to their comments about school problems and didn't violate
confidences. She attended to the little things, too, such
as alvayss trying hard not to break appointments with her
schools. In large measure, she succeeded in being a
well-liked evaluator in a district where evaluation was
not well—liked.

in some respects, #Hrs. Jenkinst' "informal®

relationship with the schools and her affiliation with the
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on-site program coordinators constituted a second agenda
to her work, just as Ms. Grimes' guiet #ork with Dra.
Hanilton and the RICs had been that for the PLPSS
evaluation. H#rs. Jenkins sought to win the schools!
confidence and to establish a solid rapport with her
program coatacts in each school. She then used these
informal ties to prod the schools to take a closer lo0k at
their programs. Thus, while most of Hrs. Jenkins®

frontstage work involved technical assistance to the

schools, backstage she was a subtle, but persistent,
agitator for greater levels of systematic prograsm
assessment and planning. The recent work to promote
Ongoing Planuning and Evaluation Conmittees was an
opportunity for her to move some of this backstage effort
forvward —— as an official Comp Ed Evaluation Unit
activitya

The Comp Ed Evaluation Unit's OPE innovation was not
the only move toward more directly evaluative evaluation
in Metroa pr. Barbara Peterson, the new (beginning in
early 1979) Director of Evaluation & Testing, has also
peen reassessing E & T Office work. In a conversation
with me in Spring 1980, Dr. Peterson remarked {unprompted)
that much of the Compensatory Education Evaluatioa Unit's
current work consisted of technical assistance and stated
that her desire was to see the Evaluation & Testing Office

begin to actually evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of
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the instructional programs within the schools, collecting
and reporting information useful to the schools for
instructional improvement.

Dr. Peterson described a plan to free the Comp Ed
evaluaticn advisers of many of their current techanical
assistance responsibilities, train them in the skills they
needed to be effective instructional observers and critics
{in the constructive sense}, and then assign thepm to work

_  flosely and iptensively with the schools. Rather than

spreading their efforts over their full caseload (of a
dozen or sSo schools), she envisioned them focusing on
three or four of the schools in any given year, rotating
schools sserved from time to time. W®ithin the schools
selected for intensive work, the evaluators would focus
even more narrowly —- for example, by concentrating on 3rd
grade reading or the like.

With the focus set, the evaluator would work closely
with the relevant teaching staff, spendiny substantial
time in «lassrooms, observing if not always measuring.
And, in <concert with the teachers aand, perhaps, the
administi ative staff within the school, the evaluator
would dewise appropriate, instructionally useful ways to
track classroom processes and student learning. The goal
would be to develop information that is directly relevant
to instrwuaction and instructional improvement. The

intention would be to shift away from evaluation based on
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very ylcbal, very general outcome data -~ as froa
achievement test scores —— and toward very specific
information that pinpoints instructional strengths and
Weaknesses.

Dr. Peterson acknowledged that this more active
evaluation approach might not be received with enthusiasa
-- initially. But she felt that the utility of the new
evaluation information would gradually win over the

schools. As a tactic to gain acceptance, or at least

initial tolerance, she suggested beginning with schools
and programs that are considered especially effective,
expecting that they would be more willing to open their
doors to +the evaluators. W#ith this foothold achieved, it
might be possible to expand to other schools on the
strength o©of the initial successes.

Dr. Peterson's potential changes would constitute a
major upheaval in evaluation strategy and tactics; they
were pot uniformly welcomed by the Comp Ed evaluation
staff. Some evaluation advisers were apprehensive about
operating in such a role, wondering if they had the skills
or persomnal imclination to be instructional critics; some
were skeptical, wondering if schools would undercut and
ultimatel y defeat such a vigorous evaluation.

The ideas described by Dr. Peterson were still
tentatives in spring 1980. Only time will tell how they

will subssejuently take shape and whether they will come to
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pass and produce the hoped for succesSesS.
Epilogue

As of Fall 1980, Dr. Peterson's classrooa—focused
evaluation plan seeped to have faded fron discussion. The
comp Ed Evaluation Unit was continuing to promote Ongoinyg
Planning and Evaluaation (OPE)} -- wshich focused on
instruction and classrooms, but in which teachers and
other school staff, not E &€ T evaluators, carried out the

evaluation woILKa.

The CEE Unit decided this yearl to make more of an
effort to involve school principals, not just teachers and
coordinators, in the OPE process; 4rs. Jenkins said that
they felt reaching principals was the key to gaining
school acceptance and cooperatioh. Special workshops for
the principals had been conducted in the sumpRer, and more

had been scheduled for early fall. gnfortunately, last

minute changes in the integration proyrank had preempted
school time and attention, causing the fall workshaps to
be postgponed. This could set back their program to push
GPE im 1980-81.

As part of theilr promotion, Hrs. Jenkins and her
colleagues had prepared a packet of explanatory materials
for the workshops. several "statf" offices in Metro
Unified bhad taken an interest in the idea: the School
Improvement Prograb Office asked to review the materials,

and the Special Education Office was interested. A
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workshoj session for special program advisers —- who each
serve several schools -- had been conducted and was well
attended. #rs. Jenkins was encouraged that these other
groups were %"puying into"™ the CPE concept.

In the meantime, Mrs. Jenkins had just been shifted
to a nevw assignment within the Evaluation & Testing
pffice. Her former supervisor in the elementary level
evaluation group had been assigned to direct a pew E & T

evaination of the district's Racially Isolated Schools

(RIS) service package {(See Chapter 3). He, in turun, had
selected Mrs. Jenkins and tvo of her colleagues {from the
informal "staff development" working group) to work with
him on the RIS evaluation. They wouid all shortly be

moving to new office space elsewhere.

Notes

1. The schools in an evaluator's caseload were
assembled on the basis of geographical clustering and
Title I £f£unding. A school on the borderliine of Title I
eligibility migkt gain or lose funding at some point, and
thus drop in or out of the unit's pool of schools served,
but most schools served were firaly, and lastingly, Title
I funded.

In Mrs. Jenkins' case, she had seen several changes
of command in her schools: virtuaily all had different
principals now than they had when she was originally
assigned then.

2a The iaportance of a teaching background was a
common refrain in the course of the study. Mrs. Jenkins
described it as doubly importast: it provided important
substantive insights into the problems the schools faced,
and it bought credibility among teachers and principals,
who generally dismissed the views of "outsiders." Hs.
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Grimes likewise agreed, rather pointedly asking me (a
non-teacher) if I dida't think that it might be wise to
get some classroom teaching experience if I were planning
to make a career in educational evaluation.

When I was introduced to school site personnel, they
frequently asked, in ome way or another, where I had
worked in the schools. Their skeptical looks, when I
admitted never having taught, could be withering. One
program coordinator asked, rather incredulously, if it was
really possible to be a professional evaluator without
having taught. My soon practiced response to these
inguiries was to state that I thouyght school progranm
evaluators should knovw the realities of teaching and
schools, that I wished I had taught, and that I looked to
this study as a partial substitute for that important
background.

3. Staying out the whole day saved driviang distance
and time. In addition, eating at the schools gave her a
chance for informal, rapport building, contacts with
school personnel.

4. The word "brought," here, is literal, in the
sease that schools witkh Title I funding vwere assigned an
evaluator who physically went to the schools to deliver
servicea. Schools without this funding did not get these
house-calls but they could get outpatient service, s0 to
speak, if they brought their problems to the advisers:
advisers would assist non-Title I schools that either
telephoned with guestions or sent someone to the Comp Ed
evaluation offices.

5. This was particularly true because the
programming trend im Metro was very definitely away from
special Title I "lab classes," long-tera, small-enrolinent
self-contained classes of select Title 1 eligible
students. These had once been popular, but the consensus
no¥ was that they were not cost-effective. Hore popular
vere either pull-out services or supplemental services
delivered in the regular classroom context.

6a one has to wonder if many more special probleums
weren't brought up in this large, public meeting. It
would be interesting to determine how comfortable the
schools Felt discussing their problem cases with the
testing unit staff as opposed to asking help from their
evaluation adviser.
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T I was guite surprised at hox guickly she seemed
to be able to skim through the draft they had prepared,
flashing through pages but nonetheless homing in on
inconsistencies or aissing links. E.g., one section
indicated that the SI coordimator was going to monitor an
activity in concert with the Title I c¢oordimator. Jenkins
checked to be sure that this same joint monitorinmg
arrangement was precisely stated in the separate section
listing the coordinator's tasks. Clearly, she had done
this sort of reviewing several times before.

8- Formerly these were known as Honitor and Review
Visitsa The acronym, MAR, captures the spirit of these
reviews as they were perceived by the schools being
MAR'ed.

G . Because this work was largely peripheral to her
—  ragular district duties T will not describe it ip detail

here.
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Part Iii

The Findings
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Chapter 5

ANALYSIS

I entered this study with two major purposes. First,
I hoped simply to observe and document a few instances of
evaluation work in order to add to the ﬁescriptive data
base on sschool evaluation practice. This descriptive task
has largely been accoamplished through the case

presentations in Chapters 3 and 4.

Now, im this chapter I will turn to the second
purpose, namely to pursue a more theoretical analysis of
evaluation work as it appears from inside the school
organization.

The Theoretical Issues Reviewed

I entered this study with an interest in the
organizational circumstances sucroundiny the school
evaluator's work. Almost immediately upon entering Metro,
it became apparent that in-house evaluation had been
ntamed" by the organization. The Evaluation £ Testing
Office was certainly not a vigorous critic of
jnstructional programs, nor even a particularly active
reviewer of these programs.

This was especially clear with regard to Title I
evalnation. Title I ®evaluators" did not formally
evaluonate the work of their schools, and they were not

expected to do so. The Comp Ed Evaluation Unit had become

147



a technical assistance group —- providing important
services, but seldom evaluative ones. The bare minimum of
Title I evaluation was imposed: students were pre- and
post-tested with a standardized achievement test and these
scores were reported to the state.

In the PLPSS case, there was more evaluation
scrutiny, but evaluation findiags were reported
discreetly. Both evaluators {(but especially the secound

evaluator, srimes) preferred to keep their criticisus out

of the limelight. Some criticisms they tucked away in
discussions of interview and observation data; some, they
completely excluded from their evaluation reports. Their
wconclusions" were distinctly positive in tone. There was
po indication that the evaluators were told to write their
reports this way, but neither was there any indication of
orgjanizational encouragemeznt to "lay it all on the table.¥
Oonly backstaye -- in informal, unreported work —— was
there candor and balanced discussion of program strengths '
and weaknesses. The Comp Ed evaluator, NIS. Jenkins,
worked with her persohal school contacts to encourage Bore
systematic attention to program processes and performance.
The PLPSS evaluator, Ms. Grimes, worked guietly with the
Regional Iastructional Coordinators and Dr. Robert
Hamilton oa such 1ssues as prograwm coordination and
clarification. There were some countervailing treands --

the Ongoing Planning and Evaluaticn innovation and the new
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Fvaluation and Testing (E & T) Director?!s ideas —— but
formal, official, "public" evaluation was generally
iimited and gentle. That was clearly a significant
organizational circumstance to be considered.

L I also began the research with an interest in
studying the interactions between evaluators and school
personnel. I had expected that there might be some
initial school resistance to, or lack of interest in,

evaluation. That expectation was confirmed in the

response the Title 1 schools made to the Ongoing Planning
and Evaluation (OPE} idea. To sone extent, the initial
PLPSS evaluation work also seemed to generate little
managerial interest -- until Fall 1980, when the new PLPSS
Coordinator position was established.

I was surprised, however, when 1 began to perceive an
anantici pated cause ior this lack of interest. That was,
that prograk Banagers -- principals, on-site coordinators,
RICs, Drf. Robert Hamilton -- did not actively manage,
coordinate, or control the “téchnical," instructionail
activity within the schools. Instruction was largely the
concern of teachers, each acting for his or her own
classroom.

This came through clearly in the work with the Comp
d evaluator. It seemed that few principals attempted to
et as ™Minstructional leaders," +hat on-site coordinators

held liittle power over classroom teachers, and that
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schools and teachers were not at all accustomed to the
collegial imstructiomal planning and discussion that was a
part of the Ongoiny Planning and Evaluation format.
There were similar characteristics in the PLPS5 case.
Program managers —- Hamilton and the RICs-—- "intervened!
in teachinyg matters only through the occasional staif
development meetings, which presented a smorgasbord of
jdeas from which teachers might select... or waich they

could reject. The PLPSS "prograa" was really many

different proyrams: what each t eacher chose to do
constituted the program for his or her classroomn.

Tf instructional management was routinely left to
individual teachers, that would go a long way toward
explaining mapagerial disinterest in evaluation -~ for
evaluation generally takes the study of instructional
processes and outcomes as its special focus (see also
Chapter 1, Note 1). Aand it might also help explain the
ntaming® and deemphasis of evaleation within tae schoolsl.
Yet, how could schools successfully operate im SucCh a
fashion? This guestion led me to the literature on school
organization and the analysis outlined in the next
section.

A Framework

e e 4 S

or the Apalysis

by

f#+h

The literature on schools and teaching furnishes a
number of analytical insights into tae way schools manage

instruction, and into the attitudes and behavior of
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teachers within schools. In the next few pages, I will
briefly review a portion of the relevant literature.

The Mapagement of Instruction

Many studies comment on the solitary, idiosyncratic
nature of teaching (Charters & Packard, 1979), supported
by the "egg-crate® architecture of the school {Lortie,
1977) anmd by teaching's socialization process, which:

leaves roor for the emergence and reinforcement

of idiosyncratic exgerience and personal
syhthesis. In neither structure nor content is

It well suited to incuicatinlig CoEmoONnly held,

empirically derived, and rigorously grounded
practices aad principles. ...[Teachers]
portray the process as the acgqguisition of
personally tested practices, not as the
refinement and application of generally valid
principles of iastruction. ...influences fronr
others are screened through personal conceptions
and subjected to pragmatic trial. ({Lortie, 1975,
pp. 73-80) .

Isolation and the lack of a stromgly held base of
shared pedagogical practices contribute to the
wprivatizing" of teaching {(Lortie, 1975), which may indeed
increase over time (Lieberman, 1977; Lieberman & #diller,
1979)- This, in turn, militates against group
coordination and planning.

Since their {i.e., teachers'] conception of
perforeance is individualistic, they find it
difficult to develop strategies to raise the
performance level of the group; they do not know
how to plan increases in the potency of the
technical culture. (Lortie, 1975, p. 81)

This individualism and privatism should be viewed in

its largerxr institutional context, for the conclusion of
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most recent studies is that the typical school
oryanization does not demand closer instructional
coordination. Indeed, the loose linkage between
classrooms within schools seems but one aspect of an
empirically substantiated pattern of loose linkages,
vertical and horizontal, characterizing public school
organizations (Miles, 1980); and a theory of schoocl
districts as "loosely coupled" organizations has gained

—  comsiderable currescy {(Weick, 1976; Neyer, 1977; fieyer &

Rowan, 1978).

Nevertheless, the loose coupling of schools can be
overgeneralized. There seems to be a research consensus
that the so-called "technical core" of schooling —-
teaching strategies and classrooem manhagement, for exaaple
-- is loosely coupled (Bank & Williams, 1980; Hiles,

1980) : classrooms differ widely on instructional matters;
and vertical control, from district administration to
principals to teachers, is weak. However, other

matters, such as pupil control, school scheduling,
budgeting, personnel allocation and curriculum
policy-setting, are often tightly controlled {Baank &
Williams, 1980; Abramowitz et al., 1978; Firestone &
#ierriot, 1980; Speace et al., 1978}

4 nuasber of explanations have been proposed for these
phenomena, but no consensus viewpoint exists; the

explanations, however, are not mutuaily exclusive, so it
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