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PREFACE

There are many different types of student volunteer programs, each with its own distinctive
characteristics and evaluation requirements. This book draws its examples from the type
commonly called ““service-learning,” which combines the accomplishments of public services
that address social needs with the conscious [ostering of learning for the participants. Although
service-learming programs take different forms and may involve a variety of goals, clients,
volunteers and types of commum:y service, they have in common a commitment 10 meeting two
sets of needs:

the social needs of the community for service;

the educational needs of students for increased knowledge, skills or understanding.
Thus, service-learning programs may be viewed as partnerships in which the goals and needs of
several different groups are balanced toward the achievement of both service and learning.

Who are the pariners involved in these programs, and thus in their evaluation? On the school
side, there are the faculty, administration, and governing boards or trustees, in addition to the
students themselves; on the community side, there are social service agencdes, community
- leaders or opinion-makers, and, of course, the clients or reapients of services. Not all these
groups are likely to become importantly involved in the evaluation of a service-learning
program, but ail will have some role to play because all are likely tc be affected to some degree
large or small, bv the evaluation effort.

When carried out in this context, program evaluation becomes a method for fostering mutual
responsibility among the several panners of such programs, a powerful tool for insuring that
the complex objectives of the programs are being met. The Natuonal Center for Service-
Leaming offers this book with the hope that it will be a valuable resource in furthering the
evaluation and the improvement of scrv:cc~lcammg programs which involve high-school and
college students in poverty-related community programs.
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INTRODUCTION

Today, evaluation concepts and methods are widely availabie 1o those who plan and administer
student volunteer programs. Unloriunately, however, evaluation has all too often been carried
out--and wnitten about—in ways that have robbed it of its usefulness to people dealing with the -
realities of day-to-day program operation. Evaluation has thus acquired the reputation among
practitioners of being too complex, 100 costly, 100 time-consuming, even too threatening to be
of much practical value,

In this book, we have deliberately set out to look on the bright side of program evaluation. Our
purpose is 1o demonstrate that evaluation can in fact be a positive and powerful tool in shaping
sound, responsible student volunteer programs. Qur assumption in arguing this perspective is
that somewhere between a subjective defense of one's program and nigorously sciendific
evaluation research lies a systematic approach to evaluation that is within the reach of program
managers who are not evaluation specialists. We iurther assume that people responsible for
student volunteer programs are committed to defining, monitoring, and assessing the impacts
of their programs routinely and conscientiously.

To accomplish our purpose, Evaluating Student Volunteer and Service-Learning Programs
presents examples of evaluations that have been done successfully by peopie currently working
in the field. The casebook is in five sections: . :

OVERVIEW (Chapter 1). The opening chapier presents-a brief, theoretical overview of
program evaluation in which the subject is defined, its uses at different points in a program’s
“life cycle" explained, and the seven steps involved in conducting evaluations outlined. Much
of the remainder of the book is devoted to illustrating, through actual cases, how such theory
can be wranslated into practical evaluation efforts that yield useful results. These seven case
studies relate the stories of specific program evaluations, all illustrated with sample evaluation
instruments and references 1o other useful materials. Taken together, these case studies
illustrate the implementation of the program evaluation model presented in Chapter 1,

PROGRAM PLANNING (Chapters 2 and 3). The next two chapters describe the careful
planning done by two service-Jeaming programs in order to facilitate later program evaluation.
Eric Liule's chapter describes the needs assessment process utilized by the Youth in Community
program. Michael Whitesage documents the approach of the Center for Extended Learning to
defining program goals, objectives, and activities.

FORMATIVE EVALUATION (Chapters 4 and 5). These chapters present approaches o
monitoring programs of very different scope. The Joint Educational Project's Senior Partners
program provides a lively example of how frequent, informal interviews can be used to closely
track a pilot program’s development. By contrast, the Field Studies Development program
exemplifies a systematic, carefully insumented formative evaluation procedure which
operates continuously to assess the changing needs of participanis as well as the results of
specific field experiences. Both cases reveal how formative evaluation data can be used to
rethink and redesign program efforis,
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SUMMATIVE EVALUATION (Chapters 6, 7, and 8). The next three cases illustrate
evaluations of the impact of student volunteer programs. Jack Knout reviews the CABLES
program’s efforts to assess the learning outcomes of volunieer experiences for students. Weaver,
‘McElhinney, and Allen report their work as external evaluators to determine the effect that
student volunteers had on the agencies that hosted their work. Finally, Roger Henry presents
the Office of Service-Learning’s contribution to a university-wide, comprehensive study of the
impact of the program on its student, university, and community constituents,

EVALUATION ISSUES (Chapters 9 and 10). These two chapters push the boundaries of the
casebook beyond the limits of the program development model inroduced in Chapter 1.
McTaggert and Wamnert introduce the concept of “‘cost effectiveness analysis’ and illustrate
how this technique can augment evaluation efforts. Finally, Chapter 10 identifies some of the
critical issues raised in the case studies and offers suggestions to guide practitioners in making
dedisions about evaluating their own programs.

As a collection of case studies of evaluations that have recently been conducted, Evaluating
Student Volunteer and Service-Learning Programs is a “state of the art”” book which does not
claim to be the last word in how to conduct the “perfect’ program evaluation. When used in
conjunction with some of the more theoretical books cited in the bibliographies at the end of
- each chapter, however, this book should help 10 put program svaluation within the grasp of
coordinators ol student volunteer programs.

The National Center for. Service-Learning hopes this book will stimulate you to see the
usefulness of program evaluation to vour own work and to understand how you can begin to
apply evaluadon principles and techniques to your own program.



Michele Whitham

PROGRAM EVALUATION: AN OVERVIEW

This brief overview defines program evaluation, explains its uses at different points in a program’s "life
eycle,” and ocutlines the seven steps involved in conducting an evaluation.

DEFINING PROGRAM EVALUATION:
A SERVICE~LEARNING PFRSPECTIVE

Stated simply, evaluation is the process of determining the significance or worth of something
through careful appraisal and study.! This view of evaluation as the systematic gathering of
information in order toc make judgments about the value of a program reflects its origin as a
strategy for insuring the accountability of innovative programs~-an objective way for funders,
decision-makers, and consumers 1o know that their money is well spent and their wrust well
placed. At the same time, however, that evaluadon is a tool for stimulating and assessing
program efficiency and effectiveness, this definition does not do justice 10 the subtleties of the
evaluation process as it should ideally take place in the special context of service-learning

programs.

Service-learning involves integrating the accomplishment of public tasks that meet human
needs with the {ostering of educational growth for all participants.? Service-learning programs
may take many forms, combining as they do voluntary acuon and experiential education
concepts into a wide vaniety of activities aimed at mobilizing the energy and talents of student
volunteers 10 address social needs. Yet despite their diversity of form and function, service-
learning programs share commitment to meeting both the needs of student volunteers for
cogniuve, social. and career development, and the needs of communities to accomplish work
that contributes to the solution of community problems. Thus, service-learning programs may
be viewed as partnerships, in which the perspectives and needs of diverse groups are balanced in
order to attain shared objectives. (See Table 1.)

When carried out in this collaborative context, evaluation becomes something more than a
device for assuring accountability, more than a detached procedure for making judgmenus
about a program’s worth. Insiead, evaluation is the cornersione of an ongoing process for
fostering shared responsibility-taking among the many parwners in such a program, toward the
goal of insuring informed decision-making about the program'’s future directions. From a
service-learning perspective, then, evaluation is best defined as the process of systematically and
continuously selecting, gathering, sharing, and interpreting information in order to make
informed decisions about improving current practices or improving future programming.
Evaluation is thus both adecision-making tool and a communication tool. an orderly procéss of
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TABLE 1

THE PARTNERS IN SERVICE-LEARNING PROGRAMS

Faculty ' Agc«:ies

Student S-L. Coordinator

Administration Opinion Makers

‘Service-Leaming Coordinators often spend most of their energy on school
side of model.

- Service-Learning Coordinators often allow the agengnes to define commumty
pnormcs and comrol studcnt opuons

*s Client

- Service-Learning Coordinators can strengthen their programs by building
networks-developing constituents—to provide balanced support on each
side of the model.



. gathering information around which a dialogue leading to considered. mutual decisions can be
built. It is most powerful when it is an ongoing part of the program itself, a continuous process
of self-appraisal that insures the objectives of the program are being met.

THE PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT MODEL
OF PROGRAM EVALUATION

As an ongoing process of assessment, program evaluation is ideally not an isolated or random
event. Instead, it is a process that takes place continuously throughout the life of a program and
is closely tied to the phases of the program’s development, from its iniual planning to its
completion. It is thus useful to think of program evaluation as occurring in three distinct
phases, eack corresponding to a different period in a program's “life cycle.”'d In each of these
phases, the information generated by evaluation can be essential to the program'’s continuing
success. A word of caution is in order, however: in relating evaluation to a program’s life cvcle, it
is important that the phases of the evaluation process not be viewed as taking place one after the
other in a rigidly linear way. As this discussion will make clear, each phase overlaps the others as
part of a continuous, integrated process. {See Table 2.)

PHASE 1: PROGRAM PLANNING RESEARCH

Most olten, program evaluation sets out to answer the question, “Is this program
accomplishing what it intended to do?”"* In order to answer this question, a program must be
clearly defined from the outset in terms of what it is trying to accomplish, for whom, using what
methods. In this discussion, the many activities involved in generating such a detailed picture
are known collectively as “program planning research.” While not part of the evaluation
process per se. these functions must be performed during a program’s planning phase if
evaluation is 1o be done subsequently.

A. Needs Assessment

Every service-learning program begins with the needs of its participants: the educational needs
of student volunteers, their teachers, and the school or coliege in which they are based, and the
service needs of the clients, social service agencies, and larger communities whom the student
volunteers will serve. Coordinaung wnese into a crisp statement of goals and objectives against
which the eventual outcomes of the program can be measured is the most critical step in the
process of evaluating a service-leaming program. Because such programs involve partnerships
in which the needs of different groups are being addressed simultaneously, 1t is especially
important (o approach program evaluation as part of a systematic planning process through
which diverse. sometimes swiftlv changing goals can be continuously examined. integrated.
and. if necessarv, revised.

Developing meaningful and appropriate goals requires that the program accomplish. through



TABLE 2

' THE PROGRAM EVALUATION CYCLE

PROGRAM PLANNING RESEARCH

S

2, Define Goals and Objectives, Program Elements

o 1. Assess Needs

EVALUATION
Establish
/ Purpose \
Report Formulate
Resulis Questions

Mainuin Climate
of Cooperation

Analyze Construct
Data Design

\ Collect /

Information
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needs assessment. the following three tasks: 1) identifving community problems, including
hypothesizing how these problems develop, 2) identifying the educational goals ol sponsoring
schools or agencies and how the program can advance these, and 3) asscssmg the needs and
characieristics of the students and community populations involved in the program and
examining how these groups can be brought together in an effort to address the identified
problems.

Key Questions. Needs assessment is a search for answers to questions such as:

& What social issues might be addressed by a student volunteer program?

¢ What causes these problems?

® What is the extent and location of these problems? Which people are the most seriously
affected by them? How are they affected?
What would be significant wavs of helping them address the problems?
What other responses are being made, or have already been made, to these problems?
What unique contributions can student volunteers make to these situations?
What gaps exist in the network of local services, and which of these might a siudent
volunteer program help fill?
What will motivate student volunteers to become (and remain) involved in workmg to
help solve these problems?
® What needs of the sponsoring educational institutions or agcnacs mxght the voluntccr

program help address?

Gathering Information. The information required to answer the above questions may be
gained in a variety of ways, including:
e interviewing experts on the issues and problems;
e organizing discussion groups among community and/or school members;
. collccu'ng statistical information on the issues and clients to be served from -
organizations that provide similar services; -
e reading studies of similar issues conducted in other communities;
@ ‘collecting relevant data from federal, state, and local planning offices;
e conducting surveys of the students, community residents, educators, and agency
personnel to be involved in the program;
e drawing on the experiences of other service-learning programs that have undertaken
similar projects.

In gathering such preliminary information, it is important 10 avoid getting bogged down in
details. Almost every service-learning program begins not with a theoretical question, but with
an exciting idea for a program that has evolved in response (0 a perceived need. Thus, the
purpose of needs assessment is to gather information related to a project already in mind. This
process also forces a consideration of how significant the perceived need is, and whether there
might be more pressing needs to address or more appropriate projects to initiate, In short, needs
assessment is not a process for considering all possible needs, which are infinite, or of gathering
all information on community problems. which is inexhaustible. Instead. it is a process for
considering whether what vou want 1o do will really address an imporiant need. This requires



adequate, not exhaustive, information on the social and educational environments in which the
proposed service-learning program is 10 operate. Without such information. program goals and
objectives cannot be developed realistically.

B. Program Planning and Design: Defining Goals and Objectives.

After gathering and analyzing information on the educational and social environments in

which the program is to take place, the next planning task is to design activities that will address

identified needs. This is the “program planning and design’’ stage of the evaluation process,

. and 1t includes the following sieps:

¢ developing a mechanism for obtaining the support of community agencies, potential

_ clients, and the school personnel;

¢ articulating and prioritizing program goals;

® (ranslating these goals into objectives—statements that describe what is o0 be
accomplished by the student volunteers and that list the criteria for measuring their
SUCCESS;

® identifyving specific procedures to be followed and services to be provided in order 1o
achieve program goals;

¢ developing agreements that specify the duties of program personnel, school staff,
students, and cooperating agencies:

° dcxcloping requirements and qualifications for program staff, student volunteers, and
community groups; .

® solving logisucal problems, such as transportation and funding, upon which the
success of the program will depend.

~ In general, this phase of the evaluation process focuses on the development of a program model
. that translates the information gained through needs assessment into concrete plans for

implerhenting the service-leaming program itselfl. The “product” of this phase is a series of
. action statements which describe how student volunteer efforts can be organized and carried out
~ to have a real impact on community issues while meeting the educational needs of studentsand
schools. Taken together, these statemnents form a program plan which is a *'best guess’ about
the specific procedures, activities, and structures to be used to address the issues identified in
needs assessment.

Because student volunteer programs typically place students in many different community
seitings, and because these are likely to change frequently, needs assessment and program
planning work best when they are ongoing, continuous activities rather than one-time-only
¢ tasks. Done this way, program planning research provides a basis for reviewing established
. programs and adapting them, when necessary, to changing community or student needs,
Indeed, established programs benefit from developing methods for regularly reviewing their
services and procedures with their community and school partners.

The following evaluation questions become important in such a review process:
¢ Has the context in which the program is operating changed significantly since it began?
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e Are the needs of anv ol the participant groups different now?
® Are the program's goals and objectives consistent with these changed needs
@ Is the specific program plan still appropriate for achieving stated goals and objectives?

The program planning research phase of the evaluation process is essential to all subsequent
evaluation efforts. If program goals have been defined precisely, for example, it will be possible,
later on, to assess the program’s success. If the design of the program has been thoughtfully
related to its purpose, it will be possible 10 determine which elements of the program
contributed to its success. In sum, if program planning has been well executed, it will be
possible to evaluate what the program has accomplished and how this was done.

PYASE 2: PROGRAM MONITORING

Variously known as “‘process,” “interim,” or *'performance” evaluation, program monitoring
involves the recording of what is actually taking place in the program for the purpose of
assessing whether or not the program is operating as planned. There are many reasons why a
student volunteer program might stray from its intended course. Sometimes money and other
-resources are insufficient 1o carry out the program at the level at which it was planned. Often the
activities that were designed {or volunteers to carry out must be modified 1o be more consistent
with student abilities or the wishes of clients. Perhaps community or school sponsors fail to
provide the kind of supervision that is necessary 1o insure the quality of volunteer work. Major
public events may radically alter the course of the program. Whatever the reasons, there may be

. significant gaps between the intended objectives of the program and its actual outcomes. To
understand why a program is or is not able to achieve its intended impacts, one must gather
detailed information about how the program was actually carried out.

Program Monitoring Questions. To be useful, program monitoring should be initiated early
and carried on throughout the life of the program, Utilizing information obtained from
program records, observations of activities, self-reports. and other sources, the monitoring
process can result in detailed documentation and a precise description of all program activities,
including any unexpected variations or new conditions that may have altered the program's
initial design. This information should allow the program staff 10 answer evaluation questions
such as:
e In what ways is the program departing from its original plan? What unanticipated
factors are altering the program?
¢ Are the activities being carried out the same as those which were initially planned?
® Is the program involving the people that it set out to involve? In the numbers that were
intended?
® What problems have arisen in implementing the program? What faciors are
contributing to these difficulties and how can they be remedied?
¢ Are sulficient resources available 10 insure the program’s success?
¢ Is suflicient progress being made to justify continuing the program?



Program monitoring can thus be seen as serving two purposes: {irst, it alerts staff 10 problems
with the design or implementation of the program; second, it provides information to help saff
- determine which elements have contributed to the program’s eventual successes or failures.

Formative Evaluation, Taken together, the activities that take place during the planning and
monitoring phases of evaluation are known as formative evaluation: the process of collecting
and sharing information for the purpose of designing and improving the operation of a
program. The formative stage is the developmental period of the program’'s life, the time of trial
- and error in which program staif are working 1o define goals, implement the program properly,
revise objectives and activities to meet changing needs, and get some preliminary indications
that participants are benefitting from the program as intended. The formative evaluatoris thus
concerned with:

® describing and monitoring program activities;

e looking for problems in the ongoing operation of the program;

e identifying areas which need improvement;

® secking evidence of progress toward the eventual achievement of program goals.

Formative evaluation is intended to assist program planners in defining program goals and
- determining how the program can be made 10 work. It is thus a powerful ally of those who
coordinate service-learmning programs, a systematic means of insuring that the program is
clearly defined, logically designed, and able 10 be unplcmemed in a way that will achieve the
desired results.

PHASE 3: SUMMATIVE EVALUATION

While formative evaluation provides information to guide the ongoing development of a
program, summative evaluation (also known as “impact” or “outcome’ evaluation) assesses
the overall elfects of a program, its total impact on the situation it was designed (o address. The
summative evaluator may set out to determine how well the goals of the program have been met,
how the program affected participants, or how cfficient (in cost or effort) the program was in
accomplishing what it did. Quite literally, summative evaluation summarizes the program'’s
accomplishments; thus, summative evaluators are concerned with answers to questions such as:
What effects did the students’ presence have on the community's needs for service? On
individual recipients of services? Did students learn what was intended from their experiences as
volunteers?

* At its most rigorous, summative evaluation tries to determine not only what changes have
occurred, but also that it was the program itself, rather than other factors, which was directly
responsible for the benefits that have been discovered. Summative evaluation is thus concerned
with establishing the cause of the benefits as well as their existence. [tis this summative phase of
evaluation, this final assessment, that most people think of when they hear the term,
“evaluation.” Yet summative evaluation cannot be undertaken unless formative evaluation has
already been done—that is. unless program goals and objectives have been clearly stated and the



program itself has been shown to have reached the people that itset out to reach. Indeed. in order
to conduct a summative evaluation, evaluators must build on the documentation of the
formative phase, establishing early in the program’s history a plan for collecting mformauon
that will demonstrate that the program achieved its objectives. '

Limitations of Summative Evaluation. For many reasons, the assessment of the outcomes of
service-learning programs is a very challenging task. The communiry issues that such programs
attempt to address are complex and have many causes. The impact of service-learning programs
on such issues is likely to be small and difficult 10 measure. Even if significant changes can be
_discovered, it is often hard to prove that these are the direct result of the work of student
volunteers. Similarly. in the educational arena, it may be difficult 1o demonstrate that student
growth occurring during community service is the result of the student’s paru::xpauon in the
program and nor ~{ other factors.

Because of these difficulties, it is unrealistic for service-learning evaluators to try to establish the
precise role their programs plan in bringing about measured benefits. Instead, summative
evaluations may be viewed along 2 continuum of measurement, with most occurring at the first
or simplest level and a few at the last or most complex and convincing:

Level 1: Self-report measures: participants say they have been affected. Significant other
people offer tesimonials to the program’s effects. |

Level 2: Other documentary evidence of effects, apart from participanis’ statements. Before-

. and-after studies using measurement instruments, expert reviews, observable changes
in the situation under study.

Level 3: Evidence that the program itself is responsible for measured effects, e.g., participants
are compared with non-parucipants to determine if changes can be atributed to the
program.

Level 4: Evidence that parucular effects are the direct result of particular properties of the
program. Participants in different programs are compared to each other and to non-
parucipants.

Although an excellent case can be made for the use of more rigorous evaluations such as those in
Levels 3 and 4. these are seldom feasible or even necessary for service-learning programs that
need to demonstrate their educational or communiry service value. In determining what level of
assessment to undertake, one should consider what kinds of *‘proof”” will be convincing to those
who will examine the evalualion results. Under most circumstances, it is possible 1o satisfy
requirements for basic accouniability and to improve the daily operation of programs by
adhering to the program development model, carefully and systematically gathering
information from a variety of sources throughout the history of the program, then compiling it
to provide an overview of program activities and to suggest the program's effects.

SEVEN STEPS IN PLANNING AN EVALUATION

Whether vou are undertakine a formative evaluation. attempting 10 improve a program’'s



onging operation, or a summative evaluation. assessing its overall effectiveness, there are seven
basic steps that must be carried out.

STEP 1: ESTABLISHING A CLIMATE OF COOPERATION AND SUPPORT. Program
evaluation is a process that in some way impinges on the life of everyone associated with a
service-learning program. Students and community residents will at some point in the process
be asked to contribute information about themselves and their experiences in the program.
. Program staff will find it necessary to articulate clearly what their purposes are. Funders, agency
- personnel, and teachers will have questions that they want answered about the program. It is
thus essential that the many partners to a service-leamning endeavor:

® see the value of dan evaluadion effort,

® understand the role they are to play in it,

¢ have the opportunity to contribute their suggestions to the design of the study and to
share their concerns about the undertaking.

Unless generating an understanding of and support for the evaluation process is the first order
of business in the planning of a program evaluation, the effort can fail, sabotaged by threatened
program participants or victimized by design flaws that knowledgeable participants might have
corrected had they been invited 1o participate. Evaluation should always be approached as an
interactive, negotiable process.

S’I“EP 2: ESTABLISHING THE EVALUATION'S PURPOSE. A service-learning program
presents to an evaluator an embarrassment of riches. Such programs typically involve large
- numbers of students working as volunteers in a vast array of community settings. Often, each
volunteer experience is individualized both in terms of what the student hopes to gain from the
program and what benefits community participants are to derive from the students’ efforts. In
addition to the individuals who are immediately involved in providing or receiving volunteer
services, numerous other parties, from community agencies to educational institutions to the
- program’s funders, also have an interest in the program. Clearly, service-learning programs
have many components that may be in need of evaluadon, many audiences that may have a
particular interest in receiving specific kinds of information about the program, and thus many
purposes that an evaluadon effort could conceivably serve. Unuil it is clearly established who
will be using the results of an evaluation, and to what use they intend to put the information, it
is impossible 1o determine what the purposes of the evaluation should be or what information

should be gathered.

Any service-learning evaluation effort must begin, then, with

® 3 review of the many potential audiences of the evaluation,

® a review of the reasons for their interest in evaluation,

® the determination of which perspective(s) to try to address in the choice of the scope,
processes, and participants in the evaluation.

" Of course, evaluation priorities are often set by circumstances beyond the control of the program
itsell. A funder, for example, mayv require prescribed data be submitted as a condition for



11

continued funding, or the sponsoring school may require evidence of the program's
educational merit. Whether the evaluation's purpose is externzally imposed or the result of
iniemal decision-making, the fact remains that the intent and scope of the evaluation must be
manageable and concretely defined before any evaluation work can be done, '

STEP 3: FORMULATING EVALUATION QUESTIONS. After determining the audience
and hence the purpose of program evaluation, the evaluator must next structure the evaluation -
to produce information that will be believable to those who will use it. Establishing :hc
evaluation's credibility requires:

® the clear articulation of the program's goals and objectives,

e the careful documentauon of the program’s activities,

e identification of the kinds of information that will be accepted as evidence that the goals

ar= being met.

Neither {ormative nor summative evaluations can be undertaken until a program description
that contains these three elements has been formulated and its basic tenets agreed to by all
pardes involved. The ‘“first commandment” of program evaluation is: articulate and
operationalize the program'’s goals and objectives.

STEP 4: CONSTRUCTING AN EVALUATION DESIGN. An evaluation design is a plan that
specifies what information will be collected and from whom. It usually involves grouping
program participants and manipulating variables (such as timeor level of participation) so that
the actua] workings of the program are clearly revealed. The most important purpose of 2-
design is to insure the gathering of comparative data so that the evaluator can conclude with
some certainty what actually can be auributed o the program under studyand what may be due
to other factors. Among the most common types of evaluation designs are the following:

¢ Case Designs, which examine a single group of participants in great detail. (In
evaluating a service-learning program, the case design might describe the experiences of a
pardcular group ol student volunteers, for example, in order 1o answer questions about their
activities and the results of.their involvement.

o Single Group Designs.

a) Before-and-After-Designs, which compare the state of participants at two different
points in the program. (In evaluating leaming outcomes, for example, the before-
and-after design might be utilized to test students’ knowledge, skills, or attitudes at
the beginning and end of a semester.)

b) Time Series Designs, which compare the state of participants at regular intervals, e.g..
weeklv, monthly, or quarterly, before, during. and atter the implementaton of a
program. (For example, a child being tutored in reading by a student volunteer might
be 1ested at regular intervals to determine her progress in mastering literacy skills.)

© Comparative Designs, which compare some aspect of a group under study with another
group which has not been involved in the program. (For example, career awareness of students
who have served as volunteers might be compared to that of students who have {ollowed a course
of study done enuirely in the classroom.)

In selecting among the many available designs, evaluators strive for the level of comparative
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information that is needed to answer the qucsddns that have been posed about the program, and
. to insure the credibility of the study with the audience(s) for which it is intended. The more
rigorous the design, the more difficult the results are to refute.

STEP 5: COLLECTING INFORMATION. Developing a plan for collecting information

invoives finding the most efficient, valid, and reliable techniques for gathering and organizing

the data needed to answer evaluation questions. The major task here is the selection of

appropriate data-collection instruments from among the variety of availabie devices:

questionnaires, attitude surveys, rating and ranking scales, interviews, achievement tests,
.. performance tests, observations, and archive reviews.

Each of these methods has its own advantages and disadvantages; thus, evaluators need 10
carefully consider all the options 1o insure a good "'fit'* between the instruments used and the
problem under investigation. When thoughtfully analyzed, each evaluation question wiil
suggest its own best measure. In general, itis wise to take several different measures of each item
under investigation,® since two or three pieces of evidence that suggest the same result are more
convincing, and likely to be more accurate, than the results of a single measure. (At the same
tme, it is important to avoid collecting information that will never be used, or that is of ~
questionable validity. A liule high-quality data is vastly superior to a mountain of unusable
junk.)

. In deciding which instrumentality is the most appropriate to the evaluation planned, it is
important (o realize that there are usually clear wrade-offs between formal and informal

_ measures of service-learning phenomena. The more structured the measure (e.g., closed-ended
questionnaires), the more time it takes to design; the more informal the measure (e.g., open-
ended interviews), the more time it takes to code, analyze, and interpret the data. Help in
preparing instruments is available to the program evaluator in the form of pre-designed
measures. In deciding whether to select an existing measure or design a new one, the evaluator
should consider the time time, cost, and talerit available to develop instruments from scratch.
how much pressure to produce valid and reliable results exists. and how closely established
instruments mect one’s objectives. While developing an instrumentspecifically tailored 1o one's
own evaluation is often the best wav of getting the needed information, such an effort may be
bevond the scope of the intended evaluation. :

Once evaluation instruments have been selected, the final steps in planning information
collection are to: '
e carefully delineate what tasks need to be accomplished to complete the evaluation;
e decide who should do them;
o decide a tmetable for when things should be completed.

STEP 6: ANALYZING INFORMATION. Information analvsis is the process of summarizing
and svnthesizing data to find answers to evaluation questions. The methods used to conduct
data analysis range from descriptive, qualitative analysis to formal, statistical analysis. Almost
all presentations of evaluation data employ descriptive statistics (frequency counts, averages,
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and measures of variation and range) and auempt to explain evaluation results by summarizing
information, identifying patterns or trends, comparing participants and other program
components, and establishing relationships among variables. In order to conduct such
“analyses, it is necessary to: '

® summarize the raw data obtained through the evaluation process and organize it in
summary charts, graphs, diagrams, and other visual displays;

¢ determine what analysis methods are appropriate (o establish the relationships among
variables;

® ascertain what resources are available for conducting the analysis, e.g., computer
facilies, the services of a statistician, etc. (Realistically, marshalling such resources should
begin very early in the process of planning an evaluation, even though they are not actually used
undl much later.)

. ® record and store the raw data in 2 form appropriate to the data collection method

employed, e.g., journals of field notes or computer code books.

A final, critical step is the interpretation of results, certainly the most delicate step in the data
analysis process. In thinking about the meanings that can be ascribed 10 evaluation data, it is
impornant to recognize the differences between statistical significance and programmatic
significance.?” While stausucal significance demonstrates that the measured effects of an
evaluation can indeed be auributed to the service-learning program and did not occur by
chance, programmauc significance refers to outcomes that have meaning in terms of the
program’s own goals. Itis often the latter that is of greater value to service-learning coordinators
in attempting to justify their programs. Since service-learning program evaluations are usually
conducted over short periods of time (i.e., less than one year), the chances of gaining statistically
significant results is less likely.

STEP 7: REPORTING EVALUATION INFORMATION. Although evaluation results are
meant 10 be used, they are often lost or buried because of inappropriate reporting. Formative
evaluation results, for example, may arrive too late to be integrated into the daily operadons of a
program. On the other hand, the most significant results of a summative evaluation may be
buried in technical jargon or in a mountain of statistics. Evaluation results will be most useful if
they are:

e translated and interpreted so that their practical implications are apparent;

e provided soon enough so that recipients can act upon the results;

e clear about the limitauons of the studyv that was undertaken.

To insure that evaluation reports are understandable, they should be organized in the following
formar:

® an introduction that describes the program. the evaluation questions that were asked,
and the intended limits of the scope of the evaluation;

® an explanation of the design strategy used [or the evaluauon, inciluding an appraisal of
its limitations: _

® an explanation of the data collection methods that were used:

e an explanation of the methods used to analvze the data and the results of the analysis:
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e answers to each of the evaluation questions, including elaborations and interpretations:
e recommendations that follow from the findings.

‘The importance of careful, modest, and accurate presentation of evaluation findings cannot be
over-emphasized. Finally, it is important to recognize that reporting of evaluation results need
not be a one-time thing. Strategic presentation of evaluation findings is also key.

This brief overview of the program evaluation process underscores the fact that each evaluation
must be tailored spedifically to the program under study. While there are common concepts,
- accepted procedures, and professional standards that are generally recognized as fundamental to
" program evaluation, every program’s needs for evaluation are uniquely related 1o the program
itseli. The evaluation of a service-learning program is thus a deliberate act: each time,
. evaluators decide what they need to know, what audience requires the information, and what
degree of rigor will be acceptable. This is the context in which NCSL offers this casebook to
service-learning practitioners. The evaluations presented in the following pages describe how
service-learning program operators have dedded what 10 evaluate about their programs and
~ how todoit. Each chapteris a case study of how one program adapted evaluation concepts to the
design of a manageable evaluation that yielded useful information to an ongoing program.

"MICHELE WHITHAM has worked as a practitioner in the

“service-learning field for 14 years, directing programs at

‘both the secondary and university levels, Since 1975, she has

“held a faculty appointment in the Field Study Office at the
- New York State College of Human Ecology at Cornell
U'niversity in [Ithaca, NY, where she coordinates
undergraduate field study programs in upstate New York.
Since 1980, Michele has served as a trainer and curriculum
consultant for the National Center for Service-Learning,
where her assignments have included the design of NCSL's
topical seminar on Program Evaluation.



NOTES

'1. This standard definition of evaluation is derived from Webster's New World Dictionary,
New York: World Publishing Company, 1960. “Evaluate. .. to find the value or amount of; to
determine the worth of; to appraise.”

2, This definiton of service-learning is adapted from Rober: Sigmon’s *Service-Learning:
Three Prindples,” which appeared in the Spring 1979 issue of Synergist, pp. 9-11.

3. Varianus of this view of the evaluation process crop up throughout the literature on program
evaluation. See, for example, the comprehensive evaluation model defined in Rossi, P.H. and
H.E. Freeman, Evaluation: A Systematic Approach, Beverly Hills CA: Sage Publications, Inc.,
1982 or the CSE (Center for the Study of Evaluation) Evaluation Model presented in Morris,
L.L and CT. Fiuz-Gibbon, Program Evaluation Kit: Evaluation Handbook, Beverly Hills CA:
Sage Publications, Inc., 1978, _

4. Goal-free evaluation focuses on assessing the actual, not the intended, effects of a program.
Such evaluations attempt to determine that the impact of a program was based on criteria apart
from those specified by the program’s own planning framework. Sriven, for example, assesses
program worth against a fixed set of humanitarian goals, regardless of a program’s own goals
and objectives. This is not the approach developed in this casebook, which takes up instead
assessment of fit to a program’'s stated goals and objectives. For a discussion of the pros and cons
ol goal-free evaluation, see Popham, W.]. (Ed.), Evaluation in Education: Current
Applications, Berkeley CA: McCutchan, 1974

5. These levels of measurement are neatly articulated and clearly described in Hamilton,
Siephen F., “Experienual Learning Programs for Youth,” American Joumnal of Education,
1980, 88, pp. 179-215.

6. The process of using muluple measures of the same phenomena is known as
“triangulation,” a method defined by Webb, E.]., D.T. Campbell. R.D. Schwartz, and L.
Sechrest, Unobsirusive Measures: Nonreactive Research in the Social Sciences, Chicago: Rand
McNally Publishing Company, 1966.

7. This distinction is thoughtfuly suggested in Fink. A. and J. Kosecoff, An Evaluation Primer,
Beverly Hills CA: Sage Publications, Inc., 1978,
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Eric C. Little

"ASSESSING STUDENT AND COMMUNITY NEEDS

Preliminary to program evaluation is program planning, a processwhich includes the assessment of both
student and community needs. Through the use of simple survey forms and face-to-face assessment
methods, the Youth in the Community program provides regular opportunities for participants to
- communicate their needs directly to one another. The YIC approach, which combines continuous
information sharing with careful recordkeeping and information management, assesses needs in a way
which is both personal and systematic.

Since 1978, the Youth in the Community program (YIC) of the Volunteer and Information
Center of Greater Birmingham, Alabama, has worked to place high school and college students
as volunteers in community agencies. From the very beginning, YIC has had as an important
goal the matching of students’ educarional and service interests to the community’s greatest
needs. YIC has thus always been engaged in ongoing, informal needs assessment,

AN AGENCY SPECIALIZING IN NEEDS ASSESSMENT

The Volunteer and Information Center of Greater Birmingham (VIC) is a United Way agency
serving a tri-county area in Alabama., This center is one of a group of agencies, known as
Volunteer Bureaus or Voluntary Action Centers, which were founded throughout the nation 1o
provide comprehensive services in the field of volunteerism, These services include volunteer
recruitment, consultation to existing programs, uaining for agency staff, and publication of
resource materials about community services. As liaison between social service agencies and .
local citizens. the Birmingham VAC coordinates both human services information and return
volunteer acuvities.

The information and referral component of the agency is designed to help people find the
services they need. One major problem that many people face in times of crisis is knowing where
to begin to get help. Tosolve this problem, VIC provides a centralized phone number, answered
by information specialists trained to refer callers to the agency that can best meet their needs. In
addition, the agency publishes annually a Community Resources Directory which lists social
services available in the Birmingham area. This directory is used by social workers,
businesspersons. local government officials, clubs, and others in the social service field. In
effect. VIC specializes in needs assessment by maintaining and dissemninating comprehensive,
up-to-date information on the services available to the people of Birmingham. In addition to
providing information and referral services, VIC also acts as the city's central resourcé for
matching people with volunteer jobs that suit their interests. One component of VIC's work in
promoting volunteerism is the Youth in the Community program (YIC).
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DOCUMENTING PERCEIVED NEEDS

YIC was initated in 1979 to address a variety of problems associated with matching interested
young people to volunteer jobs. Many talented and willing youth were not involved as
volunteers then because they did not know where to find job information. Others did not
understand the need for student volunteers. Community agencies were frequently frusurated
because their efforts to get students involved in volunteering did not reach the appropriate
student populations. In addition, the long established, best known agencies were getting the
majority of talented volunteers, while other groups received litde or no volunteer help.
Something was needed, community leaders argued, to bring the two constituencies together.

To address this situation, the Volunteer and Informadion Center decided 10 establish a program
to provide organized informaton about volunteer opportunites to students and to assist
agencies in finding the right volunteers to meet their needs. The Student Volunteer
Coordinating Committee, a subcommittee of the VIC Board composed of agency staff, high
school and college faculty, and other community leaders, was formed to secure funds for the new
program from the United Way and 10 spearhead a search for a full-ume program coordinator.
With these resources in place, YIC began operations in July 1979.

- The first job confronting the coordinator was to survey community agencies to determine their

needs for volunteers. With the assistance of the original organizing committee, the coordinator
developed an Organization/Agency Request Form (Appendix A) to gather this information and
sent it to all of the agencies in its wi-county area. Persistent telephone follow-up resulted in the
return of the majority of the forms. The information obtained in this way was then putintoa
reference file for use by the coordinator. Some of the information was incorporated into a
brochure. (Appendix B), which had been published several years prior 10 the formation of the
Y1C program. This brochure was distributed to high schools, colleges. and community service
organizations. and provided a valuable resource to the YIC program. The brochure continues to
be updated through annual mailings of survey forms to agencies, at a cost of approximately
.$200 per vear. In addition to this ongoing needs assessment process, YIC also continually seeks
information on new volunteer opportunities through: 1) information available through the
media, speaking engagements, and other public relations activities, 2) the Community
Resources Directory, which is updated annuallv by VIC staff and thus serves as a guide to new
agencies that may have emerged during the preceding vear, and 3) a monthly “DOVS" meeting
{Directors of Volunteer Services), at which volunteer coordinators from all over the
Birmingham area assess their own needs and discuss ways of meeting them.

The second task facing the new YIC coordinator was to find ways (o assess the needs of students
looking for volunteer positions and to direct them to appropriate agencies. Working with local
educators, the coordinator identified high school counselors and college placement directors
who were willing to serve as contact persons for their organizations with the YIC program and
"to channel agency requests for volunteers to the appropriate places. Educational insitutions
participating in the program completed a Registration Form designed to facilitate the
matching process (Appendix C); these forms are keptin the YIC{iles. A Volunteer Interest Form



(Appendix D) was also devised to record information on individual student volunteers.

Youth in the Community was thus formed to serve as the “missing link" between the youth of
: greater Birmingham and the socal service delivery systems that use volunteers. The program
emerged, as programs often do, from a perceived need that had been documented through
systematic informadon gathering. In the process of underiaking this needs assessment,
segments of the community which had been fragmented were now working together to solve
common probléms. YIC continues today to serve as the central coordinating agency for high
school and college student volunteers in Jefferson, Shelby, and Walker counties. Like the
Volunteer and Information Center as a whole, it is founded on, and committed to, the needs
assSesSMeEnt process.

DOCUMENTING CHANGING NEEDS IN A CHANGING SOCIETY

The Face-to-Face Matching Process, The experiences and needs of students today are not the
same as they were yesterday. Educational programs are now mandated to satisfy the needs of a
wide range of students; age, gender, race, socio-economic status, achievemnent, ability, and
attitude are just some of the variables which service-learning educators must address when
formulating programs for youth. Similarly, the community itself is adynamic entity that offers
.ever-changing opportunities to student volunteers. Amid these complexities, the YIC program
has come to rely on a face-to-face, individualized matching system for maintaining the vitality
of its services. This ongoing needs assessment process emphasizes sensitivity to student needs
and interests on the one hand, and a constant search for new and adventurous volunteer
opporunities on the other.

Consider the {ollowing example: David X, a minority vouth who had attended a local college,
called YIC in quest of a volunteer job in law and completed the Volunteer Interest Form
{Appendix D). Analysis of the form revealed a clear preference for people-oriented work
situations and a desire for a “flexible” work environment, which was interpreted to mean that
David wanted opportunities to use his own creative abilities. In addition, David supplied a list
of recent courses and grades, which indicated that he is a person of considerable intellectual
ability. The assessment process was not yet complete, however; face-to-face contact would be
needed to verify these interpretations of David's forms and academic records.

At his interview, David's conduct was business-like. He was neat and well-groomed, congenial

and comfortable meeting people, all of which confirmed his preference for working with others.
He spoke intelligently and genuinely, thus verifying his intellectual aptitudes. He talked about
career goals, aspirations, and interests with a seriousness that said, “I know what I want in life.”
Having completed this reassessment of David's needs and interests, the YIC staff discussed some
possible placement sites with him: this review helped David to further define his interests and
led 10 his decision not to participate in placements which would not give him actual “hands-
on’ experience. Instead, David wanted 1o become involved in a situation that would allow him
to use some of his own initiative, Based on both the interview and on additional information



gmned from the discussion of placement sites, the YIC swaff arrived at the folloumg final
assessment of David's placement needs:
1) Since he was a minority student, real or assumed racial barriers should be considered in
his choice of placement.
2) To gain the kinds of experience needed for his chosen profession, David needed a service-
leaming experience that involved working with people from different socio-economic
backgrounds.
3) David would need a placement that allowed him to use his intellectual abilities
creatively.

. In the YIC files there was a relauvely new ““Victim-Witness Assistance Program,” which
operated out of the District Atorney's office. This program was designed to assist victims or
witnesses of gimes who wished to report imporwant information while keeping their identinies
secret. YIC's developing relatienship with this agency indicated that race would not be a
problem. As [ar as meetng new peopie was concerned, there are few places in the city busier
than the county count house, After hearing about David's abilides, the coordinator of the
Victim-Witness Assistance Program was willing to use David in reviewing criminal cases,
attending court hearings, lisiening to evidence from clients, and making reports. Finally,
because the program's coordinator was a graduate of David's college, she understood the nature
* of the school's curriculum and was better able to help meet the needs of both the coilegeand the
student. This posiLion was recommended (0 David, and he agreed to have an interview, after
which the position was offered to him. David's acceptance of the job offer completed the
- placement process. A match had been made, based on David's ablhues and interests and the
. needs of the Viciim-Witness Assistance Program,

A phone call from the program’s coord.inator several months after David's placement confirmed
that the agency was very pleased tohave him as a volunteer, His service met the agency's need for
a dependable, effident, and genuinely interested person 10 work with its clients. The agency
could not afford 1o spend much time training someone in the basic elements of jurisprudence,
thus David's law background was especially welcome. Further, his zeal and self-motivation
eliminated the need for constantagency supervision—a real advantage in such a busy office. For
David, race had not been a barrier in his choice of placement, he was getting the experience he
needed, and he could use his intellectual skills for his own professional growth. The placement
" culminated in a permanent, paid position for David on the Victim-Witness staff.

This example of how YIC works to meet the needs of individual and agency participants
accuracely represents the program’s commitment to needs assessment through direct
", communication. It is YIC's experience, for example, that students often have realistic insights
" into what they need to know and where they need to increase their skills in order 1o participate
meaningfully in volunteer experiences. This belief stands in contrast to that of educators who
believe they are solely qualified to define student needs. Bradshaw (1974), for example, presents,
four aspects of the need concept, only one of which he defined as “normative needs,” i.e., those
. diagnosed by an expert for a specific group in a given situation. The normative needs in
education, according to Bradshaw, are defined by certified professionals who have been



delegated to bear this responsibility by society on the grounds that they are better qualified 10
perform this function than are the recipients of their expertise. Teachers, administrators, and
deparunents of education have thus been given the authority to decide what is to be learned, by
whom, for what purposes, and under what conditions. The disadvantage of this philosophy is
that it minimizes the importance of the contributions that students, parents, and community
agency professionals can make in the total assessment process. The following description of a
student conference on volunteerism further illustrates the strategy of face-to-face participant
involvement in needs assessment routinely udlized by the YIC program.

The Conference on Youth Volunteering. This conference was sponsored in 1981 by the
Volunteer and Informaton Center, and was attended by high school and college students from
many Birmingham academic institudons, high school and college faculty, and volunteer
coordinators from various hospitals and other social service agencies. The purposes of briuging
these diverse participants together were to reassess the current needs of each vis-a-vis
volunteerism and 1o work out methods for meeting those needs. The three basic questions
addressed in the conference were: 1) What do we need to negotiate with other participants in the
process in order to improve youth volunteering? 2) What insights are needed to enhance existing
programs? 3) What solutions can be offered 1o solve problems uncovered by needs assessment?

The conference was divided into four workshops, each composed of a different participant
group: 1} youth volunteers, 2) high school faculty, 8) college faculty, 4) agency and institutional
personnel. Each group was to develop five recommendations from its point of view, related to
“the above questions, and to present these for discussion in mixed groups during the afternoon
session. The purpose of the entire process was to inform each constituency of those things that
their partners in the volunteer experience needed in order to contribute most effectively to the
total volunteer enterprise. Qut of their discussions, for example, the student group made the
following recommendations, which reflect their perceptions of their own learning needs:

Student Recommendations
1) Work in volunteer placements should be challenging, educational, interesting, and
character-building—-work should be more than just time-consuming.
2) Tangible benefits need 10 be provided for volunteers in the form of free parking, meals,
uniforms, etc.
$) Health occupation education (HOE) volunieers should be given the opportunity to
observe actual work settings in preparation for their volunteer experiences,
4) More emphasis needs to be placed on recruitment and publicity. Teams of students could
be used 10 visit schools to provide information about specific details, responsibilities. and
opportunities available to volunteers.
5) Communication:
a) During orientation, specific responsibilities for incoming volunteers should be
defined by volunteer coordinators and supervisors to prepare siudents for the service-
learning experience. .
b} Activities of the supervisors, schools, volunteers, and agencies should be coordinated
o insure positive attitudes and experiences.



¢) Students are responsible for initiating communication with their supervisors about
dissatisfactions or other concerns.

Similar recommendations were generated by the other three constituent groups. Agency staff
members, for example, submitted the following list:

Agency Staff Recommendations

1) School faculty need to be more sensitive to agency stalf.
a) Don't send agencies students who do not possess good work habits or who are unable
to compiete assignments.
b) Work with volunteers to define the length of their commitments at the beginning of
their periods of service.

2) Values such as self-motivation and initiative need to be suressed to volunteers.

3) Volunteers should be used on agency advisory boards to promote their upward mobility

and professional growth.

4) Better communication and sharing of ideas should exist among agencies.

. At the closing session of the conferences, copies of the above recommendations were distributed
to all partcipants, who were instructed to review them and implement as many of the
suggestions as possible. In addition, it was agreed that the recommendations should be reviewed
at next year's conference so that participants could assess the progress that had been made
- 1oward accomplishing the recommendations.’ At that time, the suggestions that had not been
" . acted upon would be addressed again to insure that they would be carried out.

How were these recommendations and needs statements actually used to improve the
volunteering process? Even though change did not occur in every situation mentioned, there
was ample evidence that the needs of all constituencies were being met better through
subsequent efforts to act on conference recommendations. The [ollowing are examples: ~

Benefits for Volunteers
e A local V.A. hospital which uses many volunteers began (0o make plans for a volunteer

parking lot.

@ In response to student requests to observe actual work settings, tours were arranged by
some local hospitals for students who wished to observe the workings of a medical
facility. ‘

e The American Red Cross and other agencies began using youth volunteers on advisory
boards and planning committees, and as workshop and conference facilitators.

Recruitment

® The YIC program coordinated the recruitment of students to participate in “Volunteer
Awareness Teams,” which publicized volunteer opportunities within their schools and
used peer influence to recruit volunteers. The response to this was terrific!

Communication _

e With YIC's help, various youth-serving agencies began to sponsor assertiveness and
communication workshops for voung people from all over the Birmingham area.



Faculty-Agency Relations

® Agencies had cxprcsscd the feeling that faculty often referred students who could not
complete volunieer assignments. A small seminar, sponsored by YIC for high school
and college faculty, explored ways of reducing this problem. It was decided that
instructors and placement coordinators needed 10 provide more extensive orientation
for student volunteers before the students reached the agencies. Emphasis was also
placed on the responsibilities of the school coordinators 10 communicate agency.
requirements—time commitments, contract requirements, eiC.——to Pprospective
volunteers.

Volunteer Training

® Since many agencies felt that students tended o be low in sell-motivation and inidative,
YIC began to focus on these areas in periodic training sessions. (The success of these
effrris was then assessed through surveys of agencies which used the st ‘ents; overall,
the students who have been trained scored “4" on a scale of 1 to 5, indicating
considerable satisfaction with their performance.)

CONCLUSION

For VIC, the primary purpose of needs assessment is to plan new volunteer efforts or to improve
existing ones; the key 1o accomplishing this is to ask participants to directly communicate their
needs. In YIC's experience, direct confrontation of the issues of each constituency opens
" channels. of communiction in the community and proves to be mutually beneficial to

evervone.
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Work. He currently serves as Coordinator of “"Youth in the
Comrmunuy,” the community-based volunteer referral
program described in this chapter, and as State Divector of
Education for the Church of the Lord Jesus Christ, Inc.
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APPENDIX A

VOLUNTEER AND INFORMATION CENTER OF GREATEK BIRMINGHAM, INC
3600 Eighth Avenue, South
Birmingham, Alabama 35222
Phone = 323-0000

ORGANIZATION/AGENCY REQUEST
FOR
HIGE SCHOOL AND COLLEGE STUDENT VOLUNTEERS

Agency ﬁame

Address Telephone

Location of Agency (if different from above addre..)

Hours Days of Week -

Minimm length of commitment

Description of duties

Qualifications

Number of volunteers needed Minimum age of volunteers

Special volunteer costs or requirements {uniform, transportation, etc.)

Benefits provided by agency (free parking, meal(s), insurance coverage, etc.)

Orientation and Training (time involved)

Volunteer Recognition

Agency Contact Person Phone

{I understand that the information listed on this data form will be included in
the Volunteer and Information Center's file of Volunteer Opportunities and will
be used to mwake volunteer referrals., It will alsc serve as the basis for data
to be listed in the Directory of Volunteer Opportunities which 15 distributed to
schools, clubs, civic and religious groups and to busxnesses in the Jefferson,
Shelby and Walker County areas.)

H

SICNATURE OF PERSON COMPLETING THIS FORM DA
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APPENDIX B

SAMPLE PAGE
WHERE TO VOLUNTEER

(Directory of Volunteer Opportunities Published by ‘
Volunteer and Information Center of Greater Bim:l.nshq. Inc.)

-

HAFPERSON COUNTY DISTRICT AT™" "NEY 572
VICTIM/WITNESS ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

0 Caurtvses .

Sirwinghan, Alshbass XX

CONTACT: Garvis Smitharmen,

Direcwr
PURFCSE: Ta provi Sssstance snd Supsert 15 victime/witrsses of Crives
in Jeffersen Caunty.

NTEER L] ITY

VICTIM/AITNESS ASSISTANT

DVvies:  Assist victims, witnesses, snd the Depay District Atzsemey with
nferastion

QuasiifNcatiens: Asult: ﬁlllwbmﬂmmmk.ﬂm
shiilz; imvtavest i Criming jaetice system

Timg: Hours of eporstion are 0:00 am + &:30 pm, Mendsy tweuph Frigay,
Velurrtser mey thoess heurs during this ties,

Training: OMemation and gn-Uhe~ieh Dralmning .

L]
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APPENDIX C

VOLUNTEER AND INFORMATION CENTER OF GREATER BIRMINGHAM, INC.

REGISTRATION FORM FOR COLLEGES/UNTVERSITIES

Send To: TYouth in the Community
Volunteer and Informarion Center
3600 8th Avenus South, Suite 504
Birmingham, Alabama 35222

Date 19

Rame of College Contact Person

College or University |

Address

Phone

Total pumber of students to be involved in commumity placements

Name of Agency Yumber of Students, . | Time Period
: Program and Dept. of Progran

Signature




34



APPENDIX D

VOLUNTEER AND INFORMATION CENTER OF GREATER BIRMINGHAM, INC.

VOLUNTEER INTEREST FORM  Date 19
RAME _
(Last) (First) (Middle)

ADDRESS :

: (Straet) (Ciey) (State) (Zip)

PHONE BIRTEDATY AGE MAIE () YRAULE ()
GRADZ
MAJOR

SCEOOL NOW ATIENDING MINOR

SCHOOL COORIIRATOR (Counse.or or Advisor)

TEACHER OR PROFESSOR PROGRAM

DO YOU HAVE ANY PHYSICAL LIMITATIONS WHICH WOULD RARROW YOUR CHOICE? Yes Ko

If yes, indicate areas in vhich you cannot participate;

Listed below are sevaral areas of volunteer opportunities that msy be of intavest
to you. Pleasa select three choices (lat, 2nd, and 3rd aveas of interest):

{ ) Aunimal Care Journalism

{ ) Arts/Cultural Library
Arzs & Crafcs Racraation
CQlerical /Office Assiatance Rehabildtation/Social Adjustment
Commmications Ragenrch

Correctione/ Crime Prevention
Day Care Service

Digaster Servics

Driver Service

Educstion

Health - Fhysical or Mental

Service to the Physically Impaired
Socis) Services

Summer (Caxxp Programs

Telephone Counseeling

Tour Guidance

N PN PN PN PN PP T

N S sl Snl St St it Nt St
e Yt talalates Y dala Y
St Y St S Nl Nl Nt N N Nt

Flease add any specific area you are interested in not mtioﬁad above:

Do you prefer to work directly with people or "behind the scenesd™?

Which of the following do you prefer to work with? PLEASE CIRCLE YOUR CHOICE(S):

{a) One-to-one (e) Adults

(b) Groups (f) Elderly

(¢) Chilldren (g) Bandicapped
(d) Youth

Do you prefer a structured or flexible setting?

Do you have a preference as to the agency where you would like to volumteer?
Tes No  If yes, please indicare:
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(pg. 2)

VOLUNTEER INTEREST FORM

Do you have a preference as to the geographic location? If so, where?

Al

bo you have svailable transportation?

Eave you been a volunteer before? If yes, vhere?

Vhat were your duties/responsibilities?

How would you rate your previous wvolunteer experience: Excallent-Good~Fair-Poor?

Comments:
SUBJECTS LAST SEMESTER FIRAL GRADE

PRESENT SURJECTS | TEACHER

Vhen are you svailable for an interview? (Dates, dxys, and time)

Deys and hours preferred for voluteer opportimity?

Are you & member of any school organizations? If so, plesse list:

Career Interests:
a) College
b) CGraduate Schoeol
¢) Employment
d) Other

hobbies and Personal Interests:

SEND YT0: Youth in the Community
Volimteer and Information Center
3600 Bth Avenue South, Suite 504
Birmingham, Alabama 35222



‘Michael Whitesage

“PLANNING A SERVICE-LEARNING PROGRAM

The Center for Extended Leaming at Eastern Washington University utilizes a comprehensive, annual
program planning process to review its mission and goals, define objectives for the coming year, and
describe specific ectivities and tasks to be accomplished by each staff member. The resulting program
plan provides detailed direction for the .uaf[ and a basis for longer-term evaluation of the program and its
personnel.

A game is frequently used to teach executives the importance of planning. Wooden blocks are
spilled onto a table top; a team then has twenty minutes to discuss how they could create the
tallest structure using these blocks. At the end of twenty minutes, the team is given three minutes
to build their design. A second team, however, is allowed to work the entire time with the blocks.
Who will create the tallest structure?

Planning is the foundation of successful service-learning programs. Intense planning usually
occurs during the sart-up pcriod of new programs, but as tasks such as recruiting and placing
volunteers become routine, reviewing old plans can seem tedious and a waste of time. Why plan
when a program will be providing the same services as it did last year?

Nothing, of course, is the same as it was last year, especially in service-learning programs! We
experience changes in personnel; budgets grow and diminish; the needs of the persons we serve
shift. The only thing we know [or sure is that things will be different. Accelerating change
demands that we monitor shifting conditions and prepare ourseives 1o make efficient use of time
and money. Program planning is the most important tool we have to either direct change or, at 2
minimum, to cope with the changes around us. :

As the comerstone of a program, planning establishes the basis for program management.
Good planning equips a service-learning program manager to make better decisions, monitor
program performance, and describe the direction of the program to external supporters or
critics. And, since planning describes the intent of a program and its activities, it enables
program managers to be intentional in making decisions.

Program planning also provides the finest opportunity for collaboration among prograrm staff.
Planning time allows staff 1o be contemplative about their program, their roles in helping it
auain its goals, and their ideas about its future. Planning provides opportunities for the renewal
of individual commitments and of a collective vision of the program's purpose.

Since the results of planning will affect all members of the program, good planning involves
evervone. To leave a receptionist at a desk, and then plan to initiate a new program that will
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involve tripling the volume of incoming phone calls, denies the impact that the new activity
will have on the time and resources of everyone. You may also consider including students and
the persons they serve in the planning process; the information they provide could be invaluable
in recruitment or the development of next year's publicity campaign. :

§ince program management is closely related o the fiscal year of a program, the planning cycle
thould parallel the fiscal one. Planning at the beginning of a fiscal year enables you to match
'your objectives and activitics to the actual level of funding. It is vital that the plan you develop
can be matched by the resources necessary to implement it. Although it may be exciting to
stretch 10 achieve new objectives, it is also important that the plan be realistic and attainable.
Nothing saps morale like failure. Matching your plan to resources (expertise, time, and dollars)
bases the program in reality and helps keep morale high.

And what about our executives building their tower of wooden blocks? The team that spends
time planning their swucture invariably constructs the higher tower—not surprising,
considering that time management experts point out that effective planning increases the
efficency of an organization up to threefold.

THE PLANNING PROCESS

. The [ollowing pages describe the comprehensive planning process conducted each year at the
Center for Extended Learning (CEL) at Eastern Washington University. The CEL is a muld-
purpose education center for a public university of over 8,000 students. There are four major
programs within the Center: field education, prior learning, waining, and extended degrees.
Within field education, service-learning is one of the program options through which students
apply and test the Jearning they have acquired in the classroom. Service-learning thus plays an
important part in the Center's broad mandate 10 provide off-campus learning opportunities.

The annual program-planning process used by the CEL staff requires three full days and is
conducted away from the university in a retreat atmosphere. The entire swaaff is included,
regardless of position. To bring information to the surface, the group uses collective brain-
storming techniques, each led by a difierent staff member. Part of each discussion is facilitated
by the Director, 10 insure that all voices are heard throughout the process and that the sessions
maintain their focus.

The result of this process is a plan that relates the purpose of the Center's service-learning
program to a statement of activities to be accomplished during the coming year, the human
resources to be employed, and the schedule to be foliowed. This process, which has been
conducted for the past four years, is an important part of why the CEL has increased its activities
more than threefold during that time.

STEP I: WHO ARE WE AND WHAT DO WE DO? Before any serious planning can occur. vou
must know who you are and what you do. This is most frequently described in a Mission
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Statement or Statement of Purpose. All too olten, these statements are subjects ol ridicule simply
because they are grandiose or vague, or because they do not reflect the purpose of the
organization. A concise, accurate statement, however, is the foundation of all planning, since it
informs people internally and externally of the purpose of the program. As we evaluate a
program, we measure how effectively it achieved its purpose. If the program's purpose has not
been accurately stated, its impact may be diffuse or unclear and thus difficult to measure.

At the CEL, our mission statement is developed on the basis of the premise that our purpose is to
create changes in community service and in the education of our students. By considering the
specific changes we intend to bring about, we are able to envision the impact of our program on
specific groups of people whom we wish to serve.!

Using the above premise, we may next ask the following questions:
1) What changes does the CEL intend to bring about as a result of its activities?
® increased learning opdons through service-leamning;
e integraton of theory and practice;
® access O university resources;
® skills in problem-solving and self-reliance;
¢ insuwtional and faculty development.
2) Who will be afiected by these changes?
e students;
® the faculty;
® the community;
e the University as an insttution.

By answering these two questions, we are able (o sift out the ingredients of the organization’s
purpose, then recombine them into an overall mission statement. as follows:

The Center for Extended Learning (CEL) serves students, Eastern Washington
University, and the community by providing program options that recognize
university-level leamning wherever it may occur. Through service-learning, the CEL
enables students to integrate theory and practice and to develop skills in problem-
solving and self-reliance. The CEL provides the community access 1o university
resources and links the university to the community by providing opportunities for
institutional development and the faculty with avenues for professional growth.

This mission statement has proven o be broad enough to inspire the vision of the program staff,
yet narrow enough to provide the necessary focus to set priorities and chart the program’s

direction,

STEP 2: WHAT WILL BE OUR IMPACT? Once the organization's mission has been

I. We owe this concept of our program’s purpose 10 Sr. Tobias Hagan, a general counselor of the Sisters
of Su. Joseph of Carondelet and Long-Range Planning Coordinaitor for the St, Louis Province of that
order. .
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established, we can consider its goals. Goals may bedefined as statements that describe a desired
state or condition. Phrased another way, they are specific descripuons of the ideal impact of our
programs. Thus, goal statements describe what we will have accomplished if we achieve our
tission completely. Referring back to the premise that our function is to create change, we next
ask ourselves the lollowing question and brainstorm the responses (bulleted itemns below):

What will be the ideal impacts of fulfilling our mission statement?

e increased opportunities to integrate service and academic learning;

integrate service-learning into the community;
extend the University into the community;
provide opportunities for professional development;
maintain a regional and national network;
work cooperatively.

e & 6 06 0

Note that, although the mission statement described “who we serve and what we have to offer,”
the goal statements below describe the future success of our activities. Using the results of our
brainstorming, we developed the following statement of goals:
To carry out its mission, the CEL will:
1) increase opportunides to integrate service-leaming into academic programs;
2) develop innovative service-learning programs that extend the University into the
new arenas of programming, educational materials, and instructional techniques;
- 8) strive to have the CEL program recognized as an integral part of the University's
curriculum and as a contributor to the future of the insutution;
4) serve the community as a broker of University resources; ‘
5) provide ongoing professional development opportunities for the EWU faculty
- and the CEL swaff through their delivery of service-learning programs;
6) maintain a regional and natonal network to publicize the activities of the CEL
and the University;
7) work cooperatively with other University offices 1o determine the CEL's mission
and goals in an aimosphere which maximizes each person's personal and
. prolessional talents,

Once the goals have been drafted, they may be prioritized by the group. One of the easiest ways to
do this is 1o assign points 1o each goal. Since we have developed seven goals, our most important
goal is assigned seven points, the next most important, six points, and so on. Using this system,
individual staff members set their own priorities, then the points for each objective are added
together 1o determine overall group priorides.

Does all this seem tedious? Too much energy taken away from the tasks of program
management? [t is hard work, but we have found no other activity that brings the staff together
and bonds our common purpose more tightly than this clarification of who we are and what we
do. '

*Finally, the mission and goal statements may be combined into a unified statement of the
program’s intent. Going back to the initial brainsiorming sheets. we now check to see if the



document is complete. Has each ol the groups that the program intends to serve (students,
community, faculty, the University) been addressed in the mission and goalsr Have each of the
changes identified in the mission statement also been described in one or more of the goals? Do
the goals reflect changes that will occur both within the organization and outside it? This final
editing will make the finished planning document succinct and lend it tensile strength. The
polished document should be disseminated broadly to program staff, the community, students,
and the faculty, so that the program becomes known to the widest possible audience.

The CEL's organizational mission and goals are based on the assumpton of helping
community members and students cope with the accelerating changes thatare a present-day fact
of life. As we embrace this as the premise of our organization, we acknowledge that the mission
and goal statements comprise a living document that can be revised 1o reflect changes ocurring
around it. For instance, a decade ago, our students’ greatest nea was to become involved in their
communities; today, their interests lie more in career exploration. Since the primary objective of
the CEL is to provide opportunities to integrate service-leaming into academic programs, we
can adapt our activities 1o students' current needs rather than remaining attached to old
program agendas. Our mission statement enables us 10 avoid being trapped by the vehicles of
our service and allows us, instead, to keep our attention focused on the needs of the people we
serve.

STEP 3: WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE? The mission and goals paint the broad outlines of a
program's future; the objectives describe the intended impacts of achieving these goals. Within
the CEL, objectives define the specific tasks to be undertaken during the coming year. To
concretize Goal No. 1, above, for example, we developed the following objectives:

GOAL: Increase opportunities to integrate service-leaming into academic programs.

To accomplish this goal, the CEL will carry out the lollowing objectives for the 1988-

84 academic vear:

e Participants: The CEL will increase program participation by 20%, by placding 500
students in service-learning sites. Of this number, 200 will be Freshmen and
Sophomores and 300 will be Juniors and Seniors.

o Applicants: The CEL will increase student applications by 40%, by interviewing
1,000 applicants {or service-leaming positions. (The CEL intends to place 50% of
these applicants, or 500 students.}

® Service-Learning Sites: The CEL will increase the number of sites by 30%, by
developing 450 sites by the end of the summer of 1983. The remaining 50 sites will
be developed by students or faculty.

@ Departments: The CEL will increase depantmental participation by 20%, by
working with 33 academic departments (o provide service-learning opportunities
for their students.

Note the measurable characteristics of each of these objectives: in each one, the number of
students. applicants, sites, or departments is specifically stated. Measurability is the key to
developing good objectives, for several reasons: 1) Measurabilitv provides built-in criteria by
which the organization can judge its achievements. It provides targets. Falling far above or
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 below the target raises questions about the productvity of the organization or the
appropriateness of its goals, and enables the staff to assess why the objective was off target. 2)
Measurability provides a reliabie way to test the value of an objective. Simply dividing the
quantity stated in the objective into the cost of achieving it gives a rough measure of its unit cost.
This unit cost can then be compared to the unit costs of other activities 1o determine the
‘objective’s cost effectiveness.? For instance, it will cost $100,000 to place 500 students in service-
learning sites for one academic year—no meagre sum, and certainly one that will raise the
.eychrows of the Dean. However, it will cost $280,000 to place 500 students in classroom learning
situations for the same period. By describing the program by unit cost and comparing it to the
unit cost of other activities on our campus, we can evaluate our program more effectively.

The use of objectives is falling into disfavor as the pendulum swings toward informal styles of
program planning. Critics rightly note that objectives can narrow a program’s horizon and
limit creative responses. One symptom of this might be a program'’s setting objectives at a

‘comforwable level that could be 100 easily achieved. Such a situation, we have found, is more a
symptom of organizational ill-health than a problem inherent in developing objectives. If a
program’s objectives seem short-sighted or miserly it may be that the program's mission or goals
‘need to be reviewed 10 provide clearer direction or that available resources are not adequate to
provide the intended service.

STEP 4: HOW ARE WE GOING TO DO THIS? In accomplishing program objectives, we
~ have found that there is a common inventory of activities that must be performed by program

stafl. To achieve the objecuve of placing students in service-learning sites, for example,
publicity, site development, and student advising must take place. Using newsprim and
brainstorming tcchmqucs. the CEL stwaff develops lists of such progmm-wxdc activities at each
annual planning mecting. A typical list might include:

¢ site development;

advising;
coordination;
publicity;
new projects;
professional development;
office and equipment;
program development.

& &6 e & & 0 &

Since the same activiues are often required to accomplish more than one objective, we have
found it helplul to consolidate all objectives that pertain to each activity, for example:
ACTIVITY: Publicy
Objectives rcquin'ng publicity are:
1y The CEL will increase program participation by 20%, by placing 500 studcnts in
service-leamning sites.
2) The CEL willincrease student applicants by 40%, by interviewing 1,000 applicants

2. Sec Chapter 9 for a detailed discussion of the uses of cost-effectiveness in service-learning programs.
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for service-learning positions.
3) The CEL will increase the number of sites by 30%, by developing 450 sites by the
end of the summer of 1983.

The above list is by no means definitive; indeed, the exact nature of these activities will vary
among programs or from one year 10 another. By combining similar activities undertaken to
achieve different objectives, however, we can be as efficent as possible in assigning tasks and
utilizing staiff resources-——one of the many advantages of this type of planning.

STEP 5: WHO IS GOING TO DO IT, AND WHEN? At last we come to the final step of
determining what specific tasks need to be completed to autain the program’'s objectives, This
step relies on the collective expertise of the staff, and establishes individual job accountability by
indicating who is going to do what tasks, and by « hen. For example, the followmg tasks were
developed in the area of publicity:

ACTION: A major article on service-learning will be published each quarter in a

major publication, including a special article devoted to the CEL's contribution to

the community through volunteerism. Siaif: Isabelle. Due dates:

March/June/September/December.

ACTION: An assessment of all CEL publicity materials, including brochures,

newsletters, and articles past and present, will be conducted. From this information, a

plan will be developed that will identify the most effective publicity.materials and

how they can best be produced. Suaff: Pat. Due date: February.

Note that the actual tasks are written as *‘actions.” Each member of the staff team ends up with
an action list and due dates for projects to be completed. If an action cannot be completed on
schedule, we may have 1o consider that our expectations were 0o high or that the staff member
may need additional resources.

STEP &6: USING THE PLAN FOR EVALUATION. The completion of these actions
ulumarely becomes the basis for evaluaung both personnel and program performance. By
annually reviewing how, and how well, assigned tasks were carried out—as an integral part of
the planning process—the CEL self-evaluates its vearly accomplishments. In addition, this
approach helps insure that the terms of any external evaluation, such as for accreditation, are set
internally. In other words, by being clear about who we are and what we do, we insure that we
are evaluated in terms of our own reality rather than according to someone else's criteria.

The final work plan developed through the planning process is best used for evaluation at the
end of the vear, just prior to the beginning of a new planning cvcle. In fact, evaluating the
previous year is the {irst siep in the ongoing planning and seli-evaluation process. The
following steps outline this evaluation and the questions that are appropriate to ask at each
point along the way:

A. Were the 1asks accomplished and in a timely manner?
Each stalf member discusses the tasks s. he was to underiake, assessing the issues thac relate



to their accomplishment. These discussions are our best time together, since people receive

the acknowledgement for their efforts that may have been overlooked in the rush of the

academic year. It is a time when we also become more realistic about what we can

accomplish. Questions to discuss include:

® What was accomplished? How?

¢ What did you encounter that we need to be attentive to in the coming year?

e If the task was not accomplished, what were the barriers? Was the task ill-conceived? Did
you need more time? Did you need more resources? Did you need more training?

. Did these tasks iead 10 accomplishment of our overall goals?
Achieving the wasks alone, of course, does not indicate whether or not we have
accomplished our objectives. There is always the danger that we will fall into doing tasks
that are meaningless and do not contribute 10 our purpose as an organization. At this
point, then, we do a detailed analysis of the overall impact of the tasks we have completed
in terms of the broader objectives and goals of the program. Questions to discuss include:
" ® Did we achieve our targets? Were the students placed? Did we see enough applicants?
Did we develop enough service-learning sites? Did we work with enough academic
departments?
¢ Did we fall short or overshoot any arcas markedly? If we {ell short, is our objective
unrealistic? If we overshot the objective, do we need 1o reallocate our resources?
® What has occurred in our surroundings in working with students, dcpartmcms and
- agendies that might effect our objectives for next vear?
® Are there new opportunities for the program that need to be described as objectives for
next year?

. Are the goals still applicable?

Fach of the program goals are reviewed next to determine whether or not they are

accurately reflected in what is being accomplished by the program. Questions to discuss

include:

& Was the goal artained? Does it still describe the intended impact of the program?

® Did achieving the goal impact the target group? How? Is the target group well defined or
is it 100 narrow or too broad?

® Are the internal goals and values of the program being met? Are they the same as they
were? If not, how and why have threy changed?

. Is this who we want to be?

Last, we review the mission statement to determine whether it accurately describes who we

are and who we want 10 be. After a detailed review of the tasks. objectives, and goals, the

group has 2 much beuter understanding of the program’s mission and can answer the

following kinds of questions:

e Are the changes that this program initiates reflected by this mission statement?

e Is the mission statement accurate? If not. is it too ambitious or 100 timid?

e Whai changes in the mission statement can be made so that it more accuratelv reflects the
work of the program?



CONCLUSION

Once this self-evaluation is complete, we are ready to begin our planning for the new year.
Although such a process is time-consumning, no other activity clarifies the program'’s purpose,
unifies the swaff around common goals, or guides the efficient use of limited resources better
than rigorous, participatory planning. Planning is also the first, necessary step in program
evaluation; it is the program plan that should set the terms for all subsequent evaluation efforts.

Over the years, the planning process has taught the staff of the CEL much about how to design
our program to accomplish its purpose. We have learned through planning, for example, how
10 weave a2 non-wraditional program into the fabric of the University. We have learned how
much and what kinds of activities are required to justify the cost of the program. And we have
learned how to retain the focus of the prog.am despite the different demands that are made upon
the program by its many audiences. Planning has enabled the service-learning program at the
Center for Extended Learning to achieve its primary goal—to play an active role in assisting the
University in providing service 1o the community.

MICHAEL WHITESAGE serves as the Director of the
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Richard Cone

SHAPING A NEW PROGRAM

The Joint Educational Project has found no better way to monitor programs in progress than to address
Questions directly to participants at every point along the way. In making the case for focusing on
participants’ perceptions of their experiences, this chapter also reviews all of the most commonly used
progrom monitoring techniques and demonstrates how a combination of objective and subjective
methods yields the most useful evaluation results. The JEP experience argues strongly for an approach to
Jormative evaluation that uses open inguiry to assess both planned and unanticipated program
Quitcomes.

With apologies o the other writers of case studies in this book, I would like to suggest that the
evaluation that goes on during the program monitoring phase of a project is the most valuable,
the most fun, and the type of evaluadon most of us do as a routine part of our work in
experiential education, It is, if you will, the way that those of us who are chained to desks gei real
feedback from the programs in which we are involved. The mid-course evaluauion gives us
opportunities to see how well those grandiose ideas we had in planning the program really
work. and how we might tinker with our programs to make them more successful. Most
important, it gives us some positive feedback, telling us our ideas worked and that program
participants are getting something valuable out of their involvement. What other stage of the
evaluation process allows for so much ingenuity, social interaction, and sense of reward?

At the University of Southern California’s Joint Educational Project (JEP), we have found that
there is no better way to evaluate programs in progress than by directing questiofnis (0
participants, While this may sound overly simplistic, we believe itis the only way to address the
“whys” of a program. In a {inal or summative evaluation, it is not uncommon {or people 1o
judge a program on the basis of “"what” or “how many." Such final reports frequently present
data in the form of statstics, which, while informative in a summary sense, factor out the
important, often delicious, details of individual experiences. By contrast, the objective of the
JEP monitoring phase is to determine as precisely as possible how the program is working from
the perception of those most intimately involved. During this phase, staff members try to assess
both the expected and unexpected effects of the program on all participants. This information,
when compared with the program's goals, objectives, and working plans, will suggest
alierations that need to be made 1o increase the program’s effectiveness,

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The Joint Educational Project is, by service-learning standards. an old (12 vears), established
program which. unul recently, worked exclusively with community schools, sending hundreds
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of university students into schools each semester as a part of their academic coursework. Three
years ago a decision was made to expand the program to include community senior centers. The
hope was that this expansion would autract additional students enrolled in gerontology courses,
while providing much-needed services to seniors in the neighborhood adjacent to the
university. After our first year of sending students to work in a nearby senior center, we dedided
io initiate an outreach program to seniors. The center we had worked with was very interested in
outreach but lacked the resources to offer such services. University professors teaching
gerontology classes believed that, although students were learning much about the lives of
senior ditizens through their work at the center, even more would be learned by making home
visits. The Public Welfare Foundation, a Washington-based charitable organization, had been
assisting us in developing our seniors program and was quite interested in the outreach concept.
Thus, all of the ingredients were present for successful program development.

As JEP Director, I worked with the Director of Seniors Program and a part-time Student
Coordinator to define this new service-learning program. In so doing, we had several goals in
mind:

1) We wanted 10 build a needs assessment process into the program so that needs could be
systematically determined and addressed.

2) We hoped to reach the largest number of home-bound seniors possible, wnhout foregoing
a sense of commitment and concern for those individuals contacted.

$) We wished 10 invoive non-home-bound seniors in the program, as teammates to the
university students, believing that this combination of mature experience in the community
~ and youthful viwality would lead both to better service and to more effective education.

4) Based upon our work with seniors during the previous year, we knew there were limited
services available 1o meet the needs of the home-bound once these had been determined, but we
hoped to maximize those services by the personal involvement of our outreach teams.

With these goals in mind, our Senior Partners program was initiated.

GETTING THE PROGRAM UNDER WAY

As with many new programs, we started small. This proved to be difficult, as the needs were
great and the response from university faculty and students was equally great. We have learned
from experience, however, that the key 10 the success{ul devc!opmcm of a pilot program is to
keep the program managcable Sometimes funding requxrcmcms or institutional politics
makes this impossible, but it is desirable if careful monitoring is to be done.

The program, as we envisioned it, would involve two-member teams of university students and
seniors spending about three hours per week making home visits to seniors identified bv the
senior center as home-bound. The work of each team would include making visiting
arrangements, visiting, locating and making referrals to resources, keeping brief records, and
making follow-up visits.



MONITORING MECHANISMS

Because this was a new program, we built in a number of monitoring procedures. First, we
utilized a “commander-in-the-field" approach. In this case, our commander was our Student
Coordinator, a student from the School of Gerontology with prior experience as a volunteer in
our senior program, who was already working for us recruiting and monitoring other students.
We asked her to spend three hours per week as a regular particpant in the program and to give
us an accurate, “insider’s” view of some of the problems that participants were experiencing.

Second, we asked each student-senior team to spend 15-25 minutes at the end of each home visit
in a debriefing session with the Program Director. These sessions were designed to provide us
with information on how the program was going and also to help us determine how we might
assist teame in locating resources. They also served as a “decompression”’ period for studen::
permitting them to remove themselves from their sensations of culture-shock and to view :hcxr
visits from a more analytical perspective.

Third. we scheduled training workshops at mid-semester, during which we allocated time for
the group to examine the ercngths and weaknesses of the program. These workshops gave
university participants an opportunity to make open comments on the desirability of working
with seniors.

- Finally, senior ieam members were interviewed once during the semester by the Program
Director; these interviews were held at a time when their student counterparts were absent, to
give the seniors a chance to make private comments.

It was suggesied that we might also interview home-bound seniors who were being visited, but
we decided against this as being 100 intrusive and possibly damaging 1o the work of the teams.
This decision was not made lightly. We recognized the importance of following the lead of the
community when developing educational programs in the community. We believed that the
work of students making home visits did need to be evaluated by the recipients of the visits. Our
nine vears of work in schools had made us aware of how badly students might fare in relating 1o
people in the community. Yet, we wanted a program in which people felt they were being
visited by friendly, helpful college students, not by social worker trainees. We did not wish to
create the image of another burecaucracy. We knew we would be geuing feedback from the
community whether or not we designed a formal method for getting it. For example, if our
students were well received, we would get an increase in requests for student visits from
ministers. social workers, senior center swaff members, and others familiar with the needs of
seniors in the community. If the students were not well received, the community would no
longer request their services. We decided that tuning into the community network would give us
the basic feedback we needed to understand how community residents were receiving the

program.

In addition to the interviews, group discussions. and debriefing sessions, each team was asked 10
complete a home-visit report after each visit (see Appendix A). These reports were designed to



assist us in resource development, but they also provided some information that was helpful in
evaluating such things as the number of seniors served, the frequency of follow-up visits, the
types of services needed, the types of services made available, and the relative success of each of
our six teams.

In short, our evaluation design for the program was intended to give us a great deal of
information about participation actions, reactions, perceptions, and problems, while being as
unobtrusive as possible to all involved. It was a high-cost, low-profile strategy, which required
many hours of saff time; participants, however, viewed it as an integral part of the program.
The *‘data” resulting from the evaluation came in the form of a few tallies, mountains of notes,
and definite perceptions in the mind of the Director of Senior Programs as she participated in
almost daily debriefing sessions. This data was analyzed in bi-weekly meetings involving the
Direcior of Senior Programs, the Student Coordinator, the Director of JEP, and othor members
of the project stafl. As results began to accurnulate, we decided to make a number of mid-course
modifications. At the end of the first semester, major modifications were made and the cycle of
student recruitment, wraining, and program operation and monitoring began again.

MID-COURSE MODIFICATIONS

.. Within two weeks after the start of zhc progmm. we realized thal thcre were major conflicts
. among program goals.

1} While we had envisioned our teams as resource developers addressing the needs of the
home-bound seniors, our visit reports scemed to show that the biggest need was not food,
medical auention, crime prevention, or other needs commonly mentioned in the literature.
Clearly, the biggest problem was that of loneliness, and it seemed impossible both to visit large
numbers of people and 1o deal adequately with this problem. Home visits commonly lasted
nearly two hours rather than the planned half-hour 10 45 minutes. What little ume the teams
had lefu was utilized for travel and debriefing, leaving litde or no time for resource development.
As the visits continued, resource needs of the home-bound seniors became more and more
predictabie: by the third week, we had deaded to list available resources in a book so that
individual teams would not have 1o spend time doing this research. By the seventh week of the
program, we had a draft of Senior Connections: A Directory of Service Agencdies in the Tenth
Coundilmanic District of Los Angeles, which included essential informaton about services,
costs, telephone numbers, and contact persons.

2) The ratio of visits to teams was further reduced by yet another problem, which was initially
brought to our attendon by our “Commander-in-the-Field." but was confirmed bv other
partidpants. During our initial bi-weekly meeting, our Swudent Coordinator complained that
her senior counterpart had been late for their visit during the first week and absent during the

“second. Soon. the non-dependability of the senior team members became a clear pattern. Even
seniors who were well-known o the program director and who had participated in other
programs were somewhat less than reliable. Students were being forced 10 decide whether to go



[$1]
L8]

out alone on visits or 1o cancel them. The credibility of the entire program was in question.

Two students who were members of different teams which made visits on the same morning
resolved the problem by going together, or with the one senior who sometimes showed up, ina
team of three. This team was successful at seeing more home-bound seniors and at finding more
resources for those visited than any other 1cam, because of the reliability of their work, their
increased mobility, and the time they spent together at the university looking for solutions to
the problems they had uncovered.

As the sernester continued, it became clear that the non-reliability of sentor partners was a major
problem. We had not expected this difficulty from our review of the literature or from observing
senior volunteers in other programs. Thus, we decided that either there was something wrong
with the idea of seniors working with university students or there was some other factor in the
program which was considered negative by the senior team members. Qur interviews and
reports indicated that the problem was confined to the specific factor of visiting home-bound
seniors, and that the senior team members were less than enthusiastic about doing this. The
impression of the Program Director was that many of the seniors did not like to be reminded of
the immobility, loneliness, and associated problems that might be theirs in the months and
years ahead. Their volunteer work made them feel young and vital, but the home visits made
them {eel old and mortal. Even-before the end of the semester, it was deaded to alter the program
1o use teams of two students instead of student-senior teams.’

3) Another problem that emerged from our debrefings and workshop sessions was the
inadequacy of the match between academic coursework and the fieldwork experiences of some
students. Two students who were getting credit for their fieldwork from a gerontology class
entitied, ““The Psvchology of Aging,” felt uncertain as 1o how well the program was meeting
their needs. They enjoyed their experiences in the program and believed they were iearning a
lot, but worried about whether or not their level of involverment was teading to anvthing other
than a superficial understanding of the problems encountered by individual seniors. A frank
discussion with their professor reinforced this belief. She was highly supportive of the program
but hoped that students would have opportunities to become much more familiar with the
generalized nature of some of the problems. These discussions led to the creation of a new
program, “Autobiographies,” which is described below.

THE PROGRAM TODAY

The Senior Partners Program is still alive and well, thanks in part to the extensive efforts o
monitor the program in that first semester. Each semester, six to ten teams of students make
home visits, develop resources, and make referrals. Their emphasis now is on initial contacts
and resource development, since backup programs have been developed to work with seniors
whose primary problem appears 10 be loneliness, These programs involve assigning a studen:
to work with one or two seniors exclusively during the entire semester. Other students from
other parts of the university are sometimes called on to offer special services. such as learning to



adapt to new handicaps.

Many of the original evaluation procedures and program components have been leftin place as
integral parts of the Senior Partners Program:

® Debriefing still takes place, though now it is conducted by a senior volunteer. This
" institutionalization of a critical program monitoring function has both advantages and
disadvantages. The use of a volunteer is a cost-effective procedure which frees a paid staff person
to work in the development and monitoring of other programs. The use of community people
to assist in the management of a program empowers such people to guide and direct the work of
university students within the host community. On the negative side, student debriefing
sessions with the volunteer are less analytical and less open than they had been with the
Director.

¢ Workshop discussions and field notes provide a steady flow of information to our staff. We
have not given up on the idea of student-senior teams. Currently, students and seniors are
working together at a high school {or handicapped kids located near the senior center. Team
members have been working there for the past year and a half, and the seniors have proven to be
highly reliable.

® Qur resource book, now in its second edition, is being used not only by our teams but also
by senior centers, other agcnacs and individuals in the community.

To address t.hc needs of students who require a deeper undcrst.andmg of the problcms
encountered by senior citizens, we initiated an “Autobiographies” Program, in which
university students can work with a senior over the course of an entire semester to help the senior
write an autobiography. The structure of this program provides for a warm and intimate
relationship 1o develop, which can end naturally with the completion of a document and thus
avoid a feeling of betrayal by community people. Qutof this program have come many insights
into the problems of being poor, black, and old, some outsianding documents, and a few lasting
refationships between seniors and college students. While ““Autobiographies’™ has been a center-
based program so far, we are planning to offer it as a resource 1o some of the home-bound seniors
visited by our ouwreach teams. The program, while designed to meet the needs of a specific
gerontology class, has proven to be very popular among students from communications classes
and other university departments.

THE USES OF EVALUATION DATA

The data we have collected in our monitoring of the Senior Partners Program has not only been
extremely valuable in making important programmatic decisions, but has aiso been used to
publicize the program, promote it at other institutions, serve as the basis for reports to academic
conferences, and report on the development of the program (o funders, Far from being unhappy
with the deviations from our original plan. the Public Welfare Foundation has been supportive



of our conunuing efforts 1o work with the community to effectively meet their needs. Our
honest reportings of our findings and our decisions based on those findings have been as well
received as any statistical wtable or pre-post test results. They have been well received because the
Foundation knows the difficulty of measuring the effectivenss of social programs with statistics.
(Not every funding source is equally enlightened!)

A SUMMARY OF FORMATIVE EVALUATION TECHNIQUES

Within the Senior Parwtners Program, a number of methods were used to gather information
necessary to make decisions about the ongoing operation of the program. The following is a
briel description of some these techniques, which fall into four broad categories: testing the
effects, asking participants, viewing a program in action, and experiencing 2 mrogram.

1} Testng the Effects. This is the most objecuve, most scientific approach to formative
evaluation, Testing requires the development of measures which will indicate the extent 10
which a program is affecting the cognitve, affective, and/or physical development of
parddpants. It is perhaps the most difficult approach to use in service-learning programs.
which frequently invoive many differen: categories of participants being affected in many
different ways. In the Senior Partners Program, for example, we had the home-bound seniors,
the visiting seniors, the university students, the university professors, and the staff of the sentior
center which hosted the program, To accommodate this variety, 2 narrow focus must be taken in
order to get measurable results. In adental education program we operate, for example, we have
looked at the amount of plaque on children’s teeth (o determine how successful the university
students can be as dental educators. In most programs, unfortunately. such concrete criteria
cannot be used, and less objective methods must be employed.

2) Asking Parucipants. As stated in the beginning of this chapter, probably the most
accessible way to find outhow a program is working is 10 ask'‘participants. This procedure is less
objective than testing because the responses of participants may be colored by many things that
are immaterial to the program itself. Nevertheless, an accumulation of responses may offer our
best overall view of a program. Responses can be written or elicited in face-to-face encounters;
written responses have the advantage of providing tangible data for analysis. The followingisa
list of some of the many different forms that written responses can take:

® Questionnaires. The most objective way of asking questions is to present the same set of
questions or statements to different participants. If these are designed so that responses can
recorded on a scale (e.g., strongly agree - agree - neutrzal - disagree - strongly disagree), then
the reactions of participants can be tallied and reported numerically. The advantage of this
approach is that some questons can be addressed with a degree of certainty. The
disadvantage is that, once it is known that participants strongly disagree with a statement.
for example. *“The program was well organized.” this closed-response format does not
normally resultina clear-cut understanding of why the respondants [elt the way they did or
what might be done 10 improve the program.



® Journals. An excellent way to get feedback from students on an ongoing basis is torequire
them to submit journals, These can be open-ended documents which represent an
individual's general reaction to participation, or they can be made more systematic by
asking studenis 1o respond 1o a set of pre-determined questions after each session in the
community.

® Reports. In some programs, a more formal, more technical approach to feedback is
appropriate. In such cases, a reporting system can be initiated which asks students to
provide detailed information about their experiences. This method was utilized in the
Senior Partners Program by having students complete Home Visit Reports (Appendix A).
The information from these reports was not only useful in assessing the development of the
program but was also utilized in evaluating student work, in developing resources, and in
helping students see the relationship between the theories presented in their academic
courses and the reality experienced in the community.

® Interviews. The most formal of the oral data collection techniques, interviews are
sometimes akin to questionnaires in that items are presented verbally to a single
participant and responses recorded and later tallied. At other times, interviews are more
loosely structured to be more like free-flowing reports.

® Debriefings. When an interview isdone as a follow-up to a specific assignmcm. itcan be
- thought of as 2 debriefing. The purpose of such sessions is to have participants relate and
interpret events while they are still fresh in their minds.

. & Workshops and Training Sessions. Occasions when participants are drawn together for
training provide excellent opportunites [or evaluating the progress of a program,
particularly if an open, non-evaluative atmosphere exists. Evaluation within a non- -
evaluation atmosphere? It is important to let participants in developing programs know
from the beginning that they are guinea pigs, and to reassure them that the problems they
encounter may be inherent in the program. They need to feel that their admission of
difficulues will not reflect on their own evaluauons, and that their comments will be
respected and acted upon. We have used a number of traditional training techniques as
ways of opening up participants to talk about their experiences, including role plays.
open-cnded questions, brainstorming, critique sessions, and group problem-solving.

¢ Wine-and-Cheese (Punch-and-Cookie) Evaluations. Similar to evaluation through

workshops, these are special sessions which draw large numbers of participants together

for the purpose of evaluating a program or specific problems. The name is derived from the

party-like aumosphere used to encourage participants 1o relax and discuss serious issues

informally. A technique often used in these sessions is akin to a " Quaker dialogue.” in

. which each participant is asked to respond to a question and no discussion takes place
. until everyone has had an opportunity to speak to the issue.

¢ Staff Meetings. Because there are several groups of participants in most service-learning
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programs, it is important to assess the development of a program from the several different
vantage points represented. What may meet the needs of one constituent group may
hamper the fulfillment of needs by other groups. One method of getiing frequent input
from the different constituencies is to provide each group with an on-staif advocate. Our
staff meetings, for example, are lively affairs in which battles between our Communiry
Coordinator and our Student Coordinator reflect the discrepancies that exist within the
project. Occasionally, our proposal writer will jump into the fray to remingd us of our
obligations 10 our funders. Even I, the mild-mannered Director, will enter in sometimes to
protect our integrity as an academic unit of the university. Add to this cast a Director of
Health Programs, a Director of Senior Programs, and an Office Manager, and you have a
group which provides critical assessment of each and every program.

3) Viewing a Program in Action. With good reason, we are all a liule suspicious of
participant reports, whether formal or informal. There comes a time in the genesis of most
programs when we want 10 see for ourselves how the program is actually doing. Site visits and
program observations are excellent sources of information for making decisions. Observations,
like interviews and reports, may be formal or informal. A formal observation might use trained
observers and a detailed form to record percepuions on a five-point scale, e.g.. “the student’s
communications with his/her community counterpart is: 1-Excellent, 2-Good, 3-Satisfactory,
4-Poor, 5-Unacceptable.” An informal observation might consist of a visit and some open-
ended note-taking. ' : .

There are many different reasons for selecting formal or informal observations. Formal methods
will result in more objective, more manageable data but are only as good as the instruments the
observers are using and their skill in using them. Informal methods will result in more
subjective data, which may be difficult 10 categorize but will frequently point to some important
factors which were not considered prior 10 the observations. Many service-learning educators
cannot take full advantage of the formal observation methods because the numbers of people
invoived in a program are too small to produce stadstically significant findings,

4) Experiencing a Program. It seems consistent with the concept of service-learning that we
consider experienual evaluadon. The “Commander-in-the-Field " approach that we used in the
Senior Partners Program is an example of how those who share responsibility for the
development of programs can personally experience some of the programs’ strengths and
weaknesses. Every member of our staff has, at one time or another, participated in one of our
programs. Student staff members are hired partially because of their previous experience as
partcipanis: after being hired, they are encouraged to continue to participate by being given
released time to do community assignments. We believe that the most cridcal skill in
conducting a thorough evaluation of a service-learning program is the ability 10 empathize with
participants. The greater our ability to get into the shoes of those whom the program is designed
to serve, the better will be our understanding of the successes and failures of the program.

This approach to evaluation is not a scientific approach. Its strength is not its objectivity but its
subjectivity. It calls on decision-makers 10 use their intuition, to listen to their feelings. As such.
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it can be worthless if not done in a spirit of honest information-seeking. To reduce the dangers
inherent in any subjective evaluation strategy, we counterbalance it by including other, more
objective strategies. . ’

CONCLUSION

The key to formative evaluation is to leave no stone unturned in trying to determine how the
program is working. If it is not working as planned, efforts should be directed toward
discovering why, and how alterations might be made to enhance its chances for success. Even
when 2 program appears 1 be working as planned, staff members conducting formative
evaluadions should keep an eye open for the unanticipated outcomes which almost always
accompany planned ouwcomes. In some cases, negative side effects, unforseen in the planning
stages, may outweigh the positive effects being achieved. In other cases, unexpected strengths or
weaknesses in a program may require changes in the program or even lead to the creation of
entirely new programs. The combination of evaluation by assessing the achievement of
program objectives and evaluation by open inquiry is more likely to lead to strong programs.
This combination is also much more interesting, more educational, and more.fun than an
evaluation which looks at the consistency of program plans and outcomes alone, without
tonsidering the unexpected.

RICHARD CONE 1is currently the Director of the Joint
Educational Project (JEP) at the University of Southern
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APPENDIX A

HOME VISIT REPORT
David S. Cunningham Jr. ' Visitors:
Multiservice Senior Center
Outreach and Friendly Services UsC

Senior
Date: Age:
Name: Ethnicity
Address: Phone:
Referred by: Eelationship:
Previous contact with center:
Reason for home visit:
Pruhlen mentioned by person:

:ansportation____ Loneliness  Housing Difficulties

In-Home Assistance __  Health Iﬁ.sabilities___ﬁ_froblems w/SSI, ete._

Other (specify)

Describe briefly:
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 Problems observed by visitors:

Information provided by outreach teams:

New information on rescurces collected as a result of this home vigit:



Assistance provided by Senior Partners:

Arranged Transportation

- Obtained Housing Information

Helped w/SSI, etc.

Describe Briefly:

Follow—up Plans:

Arranged In-Home Assistance
Gave Encouragement

None (why?)







Jane Szutu Permaul
‘A COMPREHENSIVE FORMATIVE EVALUATION

' The Office of Field Studies Development exists to provide comprehensive evaluation data on the ongoing

need for, quality and size of, and short-term effects of, a university-wide service-learning program. In this
~ chapter, FSD shares its insight into how to design such an evaluation and create straightforward, multi-
© purpose instruments that minimize the bureaucratic demands of such a process on program participants.
The work of FSD illustrates how a centrally coordinated, internal cvaluation can be comfortably infused
into the daily operations of @ program, thus insuring the orderly and routine incorporation of major
changes indicated by evaluation data.

I. THE EVOLUTION OF THE PROGRAM

Field Studies is a well-established service-learning program at a major, research-oriented, urban
university. The program’s stability derives largely from years of continuous refinement of the
program model, based on data derived from rigorous, comprehensive evaluadon.

. The university first ventured into service-learning more than ten years ago with the supportof a
- grant from the University Year for ACTION. Following grant rcquircmcms this first program
was designed to enable students o learn while providing worthwhile services to commun’<esin_
need. Feedback from the earliest program evaluations suggeszcd that both pariicipaun,
students and needy communides embraced the program and its goals enthusiastically, but
 faculty were either silent about, or critical of, the program because it lacked “‘academic merit."
In response 10 this datwa, program administrators immediately shifted gears and set out to test
two varianons of the inidal program in the hope of gaining faculty, and therefore university,
support for experience-based learning. One variation was a cooperative education program
focusing on students’ exploration and acquisition of career skills related to their academic
studies. The other incorporated community service as a required component of existing

university courses.

It was the evaluation of these experiments that set the stage for the emergence of the present
Field Studies program. Among many significant lessons learned from this experiment werethe
following:
® While there are many worthwhile community services to be pcrformcd only some promote
academic learning.
® Students can be motivated not only by financial remuneration or altruism, but also by
opportunities 10 apply academic theories,
® In order to gain acceptance by the university faculty, experienced-based learning programs
must:
a) beintellectuallyrigorous, adhering to the standards of the university as prescribed by the



faculty and academic departments;

b} be developed with faculty and departmental involvement;

c) foster faculty particdpation that is compatible with established academic interests and
resposibilities.

In addition to such definidve findings, an equal number of program variables were found to
change from year to year, or even more frequently, pointing to the need for the program to be
{luid and flexible: for example, community needs changed from month to month; faculty
Jinterests, from year to year; and academic standards varied from department to department and
ometimes even from instructor to instructor. These variables were taken into account when the
Field Studies Development office (FSD) was established as part of the university's Office of
Instructional Development.

The FSD was designed to assist and support academic departments in developing and offering
field studies courses directly related to their discplines. In response to student needs, the office
was also designed 10 administer independent field studies for students whose major departments
have no field studies courses. Finally, the FSD was charged with carrying out administrative
functions, such as collecting evaluation data, for all courses. Today, the Field Studies program
consists of all departmental [field studies courses together with the independent field studies
“course offered by FSD. The office's role is essentially a coordinating one, while academic
departments supervise their respective field studies courses as they would any other course.
Thus the structure and functuon of FSD rellects the principle, supported by research data, that
service-learning efforts should be closely integrated with established academic programs, at
least 1n terms of content. '

The goals of this evolving program have also been changed to make them more compatible with
the instructional, research, and community service mission of the university. The specilic goals
of Field Swudies are:
1) 1o enhance and ennich students’ education by enabling them to learn by experience
through carefully designed field studies courses and independent field projects;
2) to enhance and enrich faculty teaching and research by exposing faculty to community
resources and problems through their role of supervising field studies students:
3) to provide community services by placing students in the community to conduct studies
or special projects of mutual benefit 1o the community and the student.

II. THE PROGRAM'S DESIGN

Typically 2 student’s involvement in ficld studies begins when s/he learns through the
university catalog or schedule of classes about the various field studies course options. Interested
students then meet an average of three times with a {ield studies coordinator appointed bv the.
academic unit offering their chosen course. Together, these two formulate learning objectives,
identilv prospective community sponsars, design a {ield studies project, and write a learning
agreement. When the agreement is sufficiently developed, the student is referred 1o the field
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siudies course instructor and the community spoqsor' for consultation, refinement of the
agreement, and final approval, signified by the signing of the agreement by all parties.

Once the student begins the field study project, s/he works for 8-12 hours per week for ten weeks
.(an academic quarter) to fulfill the terms of the agreement. Throughout the project, the student
: meets regularly with the community sponsor, attends weekly seminars (or meets individually
- with the instructor if engaged in independent field studies), receives a site visit from the field
studies coordinator, and completes a term paper reflecting on the experience from the
perspective of the academic discipline through which the project has been developed.

The Field Studies Development office plays a role in the ongoing development and operation of
this program that is uniquely focused on program planning and evaluation. FSD is responsible,
for example, for continuous needs assessment, reviewing requests from the communiry to
determine community needs and providing each requesting agency with a realistic estimate of
the university's ability 10 meet a particular need through the Field Studies program by drawing
on student needs assessment data regularly provided by the departments. FSD also monitors
cach student's progress in the field, sends out and collects the appropriate evaluation forms, and
analyzes evaluation data. In short, FSD serves a critical coordination and evaluation role
essential o the virality and therefore the continuation of the Field Studies program at the
university.

III. FORMULATING PROGRAM EVALUATION

In designing a comprehensive, formative evaluation to continue the tradition of monitoring the
development of field studies at the university, the FSD office has decided to focus broadly on
assessing both the substantive and administrative aspects of the program. Spedifically,
evaluation studies that have been ongoing since the program’s inception four years ago have
sought answers 1o the following questions:
1) Is there a2 demonsuable need for the program to continue?
a) How many studenis, faculty, and community organizations are involved in the
program?
b) What academic interests are students able to address through field studies?
c) What academic {instructional or research) interests are the faculty able to address
through field studies?
d) How many and what kinds of service opportunities are available in the community,
based on its needs? Can these needs be met through field studies?
2) How is the Field Studies program being administered?
a) Is the program adequately staffed?
b) How many students inquire about the program? How many actually enroll in {ield
studies courses? Which ones?
¢)'How many and which faculty are involved?
d) How many hours do students work and on what kinds of field assignments?
¢) How many community sponsors are there? Who are thev? What do they conuribute to
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the program?

f) What kinds of community services are actually rendered? What quantity of time is
given to service?

3) Are the goals of the program being achieved?

a) Do field studies students feel that their education, or parts of it, has been enhanced or
enriched through participation in field studies?

b} Do partdapating faculty feel similarly about their instruction and research?

¢) Do community sponsors feel that their respective organizations have benefited from
the field studies’ student work or project results?

d) Are other, unplanned effects generated by the program? If so, what are they and how
cenwral are they to the program’s impacts?

In generating data to such questions, the FSD office does not take the further siep of muking
judgments about the program. This responsibility is dchbc:atcly left to the course instructors,
deparunental and university administrators, and academic review commiuees, which exercise
ultimate dedision-making authority over the academic program. Such an evaluation strategy is

. essential, given the nature of the Field Studies program, a highly individualized collection of

. courses and independent projects, each governed by a separate academic unit and striving to
. meet department-specific criteria, FSD's approach has thus been to gather rigorous,
comprehensive data that any group charged with evaluation can review and derive their own
conclusions from.

Fmally. FSD has established 1he following guldchncs to insure the integrity of its data-
g'athcnng cffort:
® prionidzing quantitative data gathering;
® triangulating qualitative data, by independently soliciting subjective information from all
parties in a field placement (i.e., the student, community sponsor, and instructor) about
the same phenomena so that the data can be compared to determine the validity of the
information;
¢ integrating the evaluation process into the ongoing administration of the program, to
insure that comprehensive, umely data is gathered continuously, yet in a way that is not
disruptive to regular program operations or demoralizing to staff.

IV. EVALUATION DESIGN AND PROCEDURES

in order 1o meet the challenge of collecting data that will answer FSD's evaluation questions in

a manner consistent with the office’s guidelines for data gathering, six instruments have been
.. developed. All are multi-purpose in that they collect data relevant to more than one evaluation

area, i.e., program effects, program administration, or need for program (and in two cases, to
- other program functions unrelated to the evaluation effort). These instruments are:

1} Student Inventory (instrument code SI: see Appendix A). The Student Inventory is
completed by the student and his/her field studies coordinator by the end of their first meeting
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"“and is continually updated by the coordinator as s./he works with the student. The Inventory
illustrates an evaluadon instrument that simulianeously serves the educational, administrative,
and evaluation purposes of the program, As an educational tool, the Sl is used by field studies
coordinators and course instructors o help students decide which field projects are best suited 10
their leamning needs. As an administrative tool, the SI is used to maintain an ongoing record of
student progress. Finally, as an evaluation instrument, the SI is used to generate data on the

“types of students being served and their learning interests.

2) Placement Inventory (instrument code PI; see Appendix B). The Placement Inventory
catalogues information on specific community needs. From this information, a community
service opporwunides file is compiled for use by students, field studies coordinators, and
instructors. This form is completed by FSD staff {or every incoming community request made
by mail, phene, or in person.

3) Quartcrly Field Studies Activities chon (instrument code QR; see Appcnd.ix C). This
instrument is designed to organize a variety of factual, principally quantitative, informaton
about program substance. The report is routinely completed at theend of each acadcmxc quarter
and summer session by all field studies coprdinators.

4) Student Field Study Evaluation (instrument code SE; see Appendix D). This form is
designed o0 solict the student’s perceptions of what occurred in the field and how s/he was

"+ affected by the field experience. It is a sell-evaluation instrument, completed at the end of the

“academic quarter, the results of which are recorded anonymously for program evaluation
purposes, then filed in the individual student’s record as documentadon of his/her project.

5) Instructor Evaluation (instrument code IE; see Appendix E). This brief survey is
- completed by the faculty supervisor of each field studies student and solicits the instructor's
perception of what happened with the field project. In addition, the form asks about the
instructor’s future interest in the program. Like the Student Field Study Evaluadon, thisform s
retained in the student’s file,

6} Field (Community) Sponsor’s Evaluation (instrument code CE; see Appendix F). This
instrument records the community sponsor’s perceptions about the field project and also
assesses the sponsor's future needs, thus helping the program swaff to rouune[y upd.atc the
placement inventory. Again, this information, once recorded anonymously, is retained in the
student's file.

There is no magic in the particular design of these instruments. Each was developed through a
process of trial and error, and has been through at least three revisions by program suwafl, It is
imporwant, however, to settle on a final form as soon as possible, so that data can be compared
from one collection to the next. It is also important to underscore how infused these instruments
are into the dailv operations of the programs. Three of the six instruments do not even have the
‘word “evaluation” in their titles. All are administered at logical and natural points in the daily
life of the program. No one on the staff is conscious of the fact that these instruments are used for



evalutation. The success of this infusion effort is attested 1o by a nearly perfect return rate.

Instruments are distiibuted personally at carefully calculated times in the quarter. The length of

cach evaluation is gauged to the willingess level of the respective respondants, in keeping with
the presumption that it is better to get only critical information than none at all.

All evaluation information is amassed quarterly by simply tallying specific responses, adding
up numbers, and listing open-ended comments. Individual forms are then placed in individual

- student [iles and, in the case of quarterly reports, in the respective course files. These quarterly
accounts are then available to make immediate or short-term adjustments, as needed. Though
any reviewer is welcome to see the data at any time, academic units usually conduct only an
annual comprehensive review. Table A, below, summarizes the uses to which the data gathered
through each of these instruments is put.



TABLE A: SUMMARY OF THE SOURCES OF INFORMATION

COLLECTED FOR FSD EVALUATION

_#N.B. Numbers (Roman or Arabic) refer to the numbered items on each evaluation instrument

(see Appendices A through F). Leuers refer to Instrument Code.

8. Program Effects

Evaluation Areas 1. Needs 2. Program
Assessment Administration - on Parucipants
Parties Involved in
the Evaluation
o Community CE: 2,4,7,12-13 CE: 1.2.4,5 CE: 3,9.11
Sponsors QR: VI
PL I-IX
SE: 4,5,7-10
¢ Students SE: 6 SE: 6,11-14
IE: 1 1IE: 2,4
SI: 11 SI: LIILIV
QR: V1
" @ Instructors & IE: 6,8 IE: 3 IE: 5,7
Faculty Sponsors - SI: V ‘
QR: Vi
SE: 7-10
- " e Program SI: V1
Administrators QR: I-V
& Staff SE: 7-10
CE: 7-10

Codes: SI = Student Inventory
Pl = Placement Inventory
QR = Quarterly Field Studies Activities Report
SE = Student Field Study Evaluation
IE = Instructor Evaluadon
CE = Field (Community) Sponsor’s Evaluation



- V. USES AND ANALYSES OF EVALUATION DATA
Such a comprehensive approach to formative evaluation resultsina tremendous amount of raw
evaluation data. To make sense of these data, the evaluation is reported in three formats, each

paralleling one of the study’s original purposes (see Appendix G):

1) Needs Assessment of students, faculty, and community, to determine needs and the
. availability of resources to meet these needs; conducied annually in conjunction with planning
. and budgeting. A quick review of the Student Inventories of students who have not actually
" enrolled in a field studies course, and of the Placement Inventories of those placements which
have not been utilized as fieid studies projects, indicate the *unfulfilled needs” of both students
. and community sponsors. In the face of such information, several things can be done to address
" the needs identified: requitment of special-interest students to meet unfulfilled community
needs, identification of new comrunity needs to meet existing student interests, development of
new faculty sponsors to enable field studies projects to be undertaken not possible under
available faculty. These are activities which can be done rather easily and can yield relatively
. quick results. In the long term, it is possible to direct publicity about community needs toward
_special student groups whose membership is likely to match community interests, and 10
" develop new field studies courses which address either community needs or student interests not

_ currently being met. .

2) Administrative Evaluation, to determine the adequacy of staffing and ;;upg:rvision of field

~ studies courses and the gaps which require attention or additional resources; conducted

_ quarterly. This evaluation relies almost exclusively on the Quarterly Field Studies Activities
Reports, which not only summarize, by course, the work load of program coordinators but also
the number of students, faculty, and community organizations actually invoived in field
studies. This information allows program planners (0 project appropriate staffing levels for
cach course for the next quarter and to estimate long-term needs. When the evaluation data
points up a need, coordinators’ assignments can be shifted immediately to equalize workloads
and to fill aritical gaps. When analyzed over tme, Quarterly Report statistics enable suaff 1o

predict long-range program iocads.

3) Annual Course Evaluation, undertaken in collaboration with departmental course and

‘curriculum reviews. This evaluation is concerned with the quality and effectiveness of field

studies courses in meeting stated course objectives and overarching goals of the field studies

program. Since all evaluation data are initially batched by courses or independent projects, the

" information is easily sorted. To allow for a thorough look at individual courses, the following
questions are typically asked in departmental reviews:

a) Are there adequate community service opportunities to meet the leamning objectives of
the course? (Information regarding this question can be gotten from Quarterly Reports,
which list each student and his/her placement and-from Field Sponsor Evaluations,
which state the assignments and projects given to students.)

b) Are students adequately prepared to perform the services or projects? (Information on
this can be gotten from the Instructor and the Field Sponsor evaluations. Additional



information about student preparation can be found on the Student Inventory.)

c) Are the students actually learning? What are they learning? Are they learning what the
course was designed to teach? (These are not easy questions to answer. Information can
be extracted from the Student Evaluations, Field Sponsor Evaluations, Placement
Inventories, and, of course, student term papers and journals, which areavailableto the -
insuructors.)

d) Are course standards and requirements ngorOus enough? Are they consistent with
deparumental/university standards? (Once again, the three evaluations and the Student
Inventories provide a wealth of information about frequency of meetings with
supervisors, coordinators, and instructors, hours worked on field projects, and so on, all
of which describe the substance of each field project.)

¢) Are the demands on the instructors involved compatible with their other duties,
mcludmg pursuit of research and scholariy work? {Information regarding this is found
in the Instructor Evaluations.)

Information prepared for deparimental review is simply a summary of the raw data concerning
each of the above questions. Judgments and actual answers to the questions are left entirely to
the departmental committee or chairperson who is charged with the review. As mentioned
earlier, what may satisfy one department may not satisfy another, since each establishes itsown
criteria. The program’s effectiveness, therefore, can only be determined on the basis of aggregate
results of all such deparumental evaluations and the eva]uauon of mdcpcndcm field studies
projects.

Results from the Needs Assessment, Administrative Evaluation, and Annual Course
Evaluations all have critical implications for long-term planning, especially for budgetingand
resource allocation 1o support the program's projecied needs.

V1. COST AND ADMINISTRATION OF EVALUATION

The most costly and time-consuming aspect of such a comprehensive evaluation is its design.
This design phase requires an experienced evaluator who is familiar, or can quickly become
familiar, with the general operation of the program. It is also very important to involve
program administrators, staff, and represenzatives of all groups involved in the program, in the
design phase, since they may have keen insights into the design process. Involving them also
gives them a sense of personal investment in the project and thus makes it more likely that they
will cooperate in the implementation of the evaluation, which is, of course, a key 1o its
effectiveness.

The developmental or design phase does not occur overnight. It requires thoughtful
consideration of program goals and of the goals of the evaluation, a systematic review of the
program, and trials and adjustments of preliminary instruments and procedures. In the specific
case of field studies, the evaluation design was spearheaded by the program’s director, who was
trained in evaluation, and by her development research assistant. The process began with a



review of program goals by the entire staff of FSD, together with a small commiuee of

representatives of the faculty, community sponsors, and students. Once program goals were

well defined, staff and committee members were asked what kinds of information they would

like to have about the program. This information was then compiled by the director and

translated into proposed evaluation objectives, which were in turn reviewed and revised by the
. staff and program reviewers,

. Once the program goals and evaluation objectives were clearly articulated, the director and her
assistant attempted to identify existing instruments and procedures which could satisfy the
demands of the evaluation. Drawing on such materials, six instruments were drafted with staff
input, administered, and the results summarized. The data were then given to all involved in the
design effort, to determine the usefulness of the information obtained. From this first trial,
additional information needs were identified, useless informadon eliminated, and questions
identified which needed to be rephrased in order 1o gather the desired information. Redrafted
instruments were administered again, and the same procedure was used to determine if
additional refinements were needed. By the third round, most of the people involved were
pleased with the quality of the data generated; the version used then is still in use today.

In developing these insmuments, staff were constantly consulted on the ease of their
administration. Procedures were tried and evaluated until everyone felt that the most efficient
procedures had been found. Once the instruments and procedures were in place, administrative
costs of the evaluation became minimal. Printing of the instruments and postage-for mailing
- out and retuming community sponsor’s feedback are regular costs. Given a volume of 800 field
studies enrollees, approximately $200 for printing and $350 for postage per year are needed. A
total annual budget of $2,000 is more than adequate to conduct this comprehensive evaluation.

A final, hidden cost of the evaluadon is staff time. The program director oversees the ongoing
evaluation, making sure that all steps in the process are properly taken and making minor
adjustments as needed. In addition, other time spent on the project includes:

e For dawa input, participating studenis, community sponsors, and field studies
coordinators provide responses.

e Fordaw tabuladon, student employees work a maximum of 30 hours per quarter or 120
hours per year. This task is usually assigned to a student intern, who is assisted by a
micro-computer program.

e For analysis of data, numerous professionals take it on as an assumed responsibility of
their positions. The director and her staff are responsible for summarizing the data and
putting it in report format for others to review. The actual reviews are done by various
deparumental committees and university administrators.

SUMMARY

A comprehensive formative evaluation of an ongoing service-learning program must attend to
the following: :
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1) Need for the program. 1o assure its continued viability;
2) Quality and size of the program, to assure efficient use of resources;
3) Program effects, to assess ultimate program benefits.

While such an evaluation must be thorough and respectable, it does not need to be
overwhelming. A thoughtful design, blending the evaluation procedure into the routine
operation of the program, is effective in insuring that regular feedback is received. The
evaluation does not need to be costly in either start-up or continuing expenses.

The benefits of such an effort are enormous. Comprehensive formative evaluation insures the
more effective use of resources and personnel. It provides comprehensive documentation about
the program so that others can clearly see what the program is all about and what it does.
Finally, it establishes wends which allow administrators to plan for the future. These benefits
are extraordinarily helpful 1o programs which must maintain their vitality to grow and change
in complex environments.

JANE SZUTU PERMAUL 1is Director of Field Studies -
Development in the Office of Instructional Development at
the Uniwversity of California, Los Angeles. She has been
involved in all facets of experiential education at the college
level for over ten years, both locally and nationally. She
serves on the Board of Directors of the National Society for
Internships and Experiential Education (NSIEE) and is a
peer assistant of its Peer Assistance Network in Experiential
Learning (PANEL).
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. APPENDIX A
- Student Inventory
Code: (SI)
— A : N

Name: Placement:
Address: - Address:
Phone: ]
Major: Year: Contact Person:
G.P.A.3 G.P.A. in Major: Phone:

PLEASE ANSWER BRIEFLY TEHE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS. ¥FEEL FREE TO SPEAK WITH
A FIELD STUDIES COORDINATOR FIRST.

What would you li%e to learn from the field study or intezaship?
Academically-related areas:

Career-related areas:

Other areas:

What related coursework have you had which would help you in your £field

study/internship?
1. L.
2. 5.
3. 6.

What work and/or research experience have you had which would help you?

P e ]

ACADEMIC AND COURSE CREDIT INFORMATION (to be completed by coordinator)
Faculty sponsor: Course:
partment: Credits:
Phone: : Credit detail:
Coordinator: Qtr. to be completed:

00t oo s PO AR 3
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(For coordinator's use)

Site visit or call

Studeni evaluation

Paculty evaluation

FPield evaluation

Scheduled/Sent

i
i

.Completed/Rece.

Studeﬁt contacts

Date

Nature of contact

Action

~= Referral
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APPENDIX B

Placement Inventory

Code: (PI)

Name of Organization:,

Address:

Date:

Completed by:

Phone:

Contact person:

Type of Organization:

-

Type of Placement:

{what will the student's responsibilities be?)

What qualifications or skills must the student have?

¥ill the student receive any orientation or training? Please describe.

what skills/knowledge will the student acquire?

who will be the direct supervisor?

How often will the student have contact with
the supervisor?

#hat is the weekly time commitment?

How many students do you want and when?
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APPENDIX C

QUARTERLY FIELD STUDIES DEVELOPMENT STATISTICAL REPORT Code: (QR)

.utist:l.cal Information from:

For

1.

1I.

I1I.

Quarter, 198 .

Bumber of students you have seen for
A. Independent Field Studies (please include those who are pending or have
not followed through)

B. Departmental Field Studies (please include those who are pending or have
not followed through)

! |

C. Others (referrals, general counseling, general information)
Fumber of students you supervised for

A, Independent Field Studies (students who actually enrolled
B. Departmental Field Studies (students who actually enrclled
Nunber of inforwation meetings o:?!wrka'hops you conducted for
A, Students via acadermic departments or classes

B. Students via EXPO

C. Students via PCPEC

D. Faculty and/or staff in academic departments

E. Faculty and staff in other campus departments or units

F. Others (please specify)

Mumber of Field Sponsors used for
A. Independent Field Studies

NEEREREE

B. Departmental Field Studies
Nunber of Faculty Sponsors used for
A. Independent Field Studies

B. Departmental Field Studies

List all students, faculty, comminity sponsors as follows (use other aide or
artach list if you wish):

Student Major Fleld Study Course Faculty Sponsor Community
and units ~ Sponsor

|
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2.

3.

5.
6.

APPENDIX D

STUDENT FI1ELD STUDY EVALUATION

' Code: (SE)
Name Date
Perm, Address -
| . City State ~Zip Code

Telephone .number /

: ' Current Permanent
Field Sponsor: Organization's Namse

Suﬁervlsor's Kame
Faculty Sponsor and Department Coursé or Program

Time spant at fleld site: hrs./wk. for wks .

Quarter, 198

What were your expectations for the field study? What were the results?

as many that apply te you).

-~to acquire specific academic knowledge and skills
~-to apply theory to practice

~=to learn by experience

~=t0 explore career possibilities

-=to prepare for s specific career

-=to meet hew people/make new friends

~=to try something Interesting, exciting, fun

==to provide community service

~egthers, (please specify)

Eﬂgectltlons

T

(Please check

Results

T

What were the best parts of your field study? What were the most difficult parts?

(Choose as many as applicable).
Best Parts

a Deveiopment of Learning Agreement

be _ Fuifillment of Learning Agreement

c. ___ Field Experience

d. ____ Project Paper or Product

e. ____  Journal/lLog/Short Papers/Exercises

f. ____ Relationship with Faculty -

9. Relationship with Field Studies Coordinator

he ____ Relationship with Field Sponsors/Professionals

Most DIfficult Parts

ARRRRN
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B« ODld you receive enough help, support and guidance from:

Fleld Studies Coordinator? Yes No

Fsculty Sponsor? Yes No

Fleld Sponsor? , Yes No
Comments:

9. Was the workload too great? Yes No
Lomments:

10. How well were you able to Incorporate your practical learning with your academic
study in your paper or project?

0 ] 2 3 5
Not Very
At All Vell

11. in what way did this experlence affect your: (Circle One Number)

Mad Mo Had s  Hed o : Had & " Had »

tfface Alnimsl Moderate Substential Becisive
‘ Effect Effact . Effect Efface

L 1 cmi“ of

majors? 0 1 2 3 &
In what way?
b. Dacision to

attend grad-

uata schooll ] 1 2 ) &
In what way}
c. GPA? ) ] 2 3 4
n what way?
d., Attitude to-

ward scademic .

studies? 0 1 2 3 . &

tn what way?

e, Aslationships
with faculty
mambers? Q 1 2 3 &

in what way?




1.

Continued

f, Acguisitiva of
spacific scadenlc
skills and
usow [edoe?

s what way?

Had No Hed &
Lffece Minlmat
fffect

ot »
Hodarate
Effect

Hod &
Svbseantlal
kffect

Hod @
Beclieive
£ffact

@, Attitude toward
Yexperiential®
progroms iiks
this one?

0 what way?

n. Cholce of
carears?

n what wayl

d. Attltude toward
Community im
mly—n.ﬂ

&n what way?

J+ Attlitude tomward
UCLA?

in what way?

k. Selfeconfi~-
dance?

18 what weyl

I. Abllity to work
and learn inge-
pendently?

in what way?

#, iInsight Into your
personsl strengths
and wasknerses?

I what way?

n. Sanse of per~
sonal achieve-
mant?

in what wayt

4] !
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12. Did you keep a journal or field notebook? Yes No
Was it helpfull Yes No Please explain

13. Did you sver get a job through Involvement In your fileld study? Yes No
Please axplain .

14. Do you feel that participation in this program significantly changed your 11fe?
Yes No How?

15, Please feel free to add any other cosments you think would be useful for the fiel
studies offlice In assisting future students, communlty sponsors, and faculty spons..:
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"APPENDIX E

INSTRUCTOR'S EVALUATION
Code: (IE)

Thank you for sponsoring for & field study
project., To help us assess our effectiveness in linking students with faculty sponsors,
please complete this survey and return It to us.

Quarter Slncerely.

-

Dept. Field Studies Coordinator

3.

How well prepared was the student for the field study?

0 1 2 3 4
Not Very
at ali Well

How would you rate your student in the following areas?

No Very
Opinion Poor y Excelient

a. Overall performance X v} 1 2 3 4
b. Selfeconfidence X 0 1 2 3 &
c. Ability to work independently X 0 1 2 3 4
d. Insight into his/her strengths '

& weaknesses X 0 1 2 3 4
e. Ability to see connections

between theory & practice X 0 ! 2 3 i

How frequently did you meet with the student? times per quarter, -



6.

7-

How valuable, in your view, was the fleld study to the student?

0 1 2 3 A
0f no Very
Value - Valuable

Overall, what s your reaction to the student's learning through fleld study?
0 } 2 3 &
, Very Ve
Unfavorable ' Favo:;hlc

What qualities do you consider to be most important in a student to conduct a
field study?

How well did the student's project relate tc your academic Interests?

0 1 2 . 3 . &
Not at ' ‘ Very
All ' ' ‘ Well
Would you be willing to sponsor other students? YES KO

if yes, in what areas?

Under what conditlons?

Please make any additional comments:
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APPENDIX F

FIELD SPONSOR'S EVALUATION

Code: (CE)

Thank you for sponsoring as & student Intern,
To help us assess the fleid study, we would appreciate it if you would complete
thls survey and return It to us,

Quarter . Sincaraly,

Dept. Field Studies Coordinator

At the time the student began the field study with you, how clear an ldea did
you have of your role and responsibilities concerning the student? (Please
circle the appropriate number.)

0 1 2 3 4
Not Very
Clear Clear’

2. Did any of the following occur during the field study? (Please check as many
as applicable.)

Occurred Would have
Helpful Hot Helpful been helpful

Recelved written information on
the field study.

Had telephone contact with in-
structor or field studlies coord.

Met with the Instructor or field
studies coordinator.

Other (please speci fy)




3.

5.

6.

7.
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How well did the actual field study relate to your expectations?
0 1 ' 2 - 3 4
Not at Very
all Well
Comments:

How many hours per week did the student work?
Was the number of hours adequate to make the fleld study successful? Yes __No
If no, how many hours would have been adequata?

What were the assignments and primary duties of the student, Including any spacial
projects?

Primary Dutles Speclal Projects

How well prepared was the student for the assigned responsibility?
0 1 2 . 3 L]
Not at all _ _ _ _ , Very Well
Prepared ' - “Prepared
Comments:
Did the instructor/field studies coordinator make a site vtslt?‘ Yas Ho
Was It, or would 1t have been, valuable? Yes No
How would you rate your student in the following areas?
No Very
Gpinion . Poor : Excellent
a. Overall performance X 0 1 2 3 &
b. Seifeconfidence X 0 ] 2 3 &
¢. Abillty to work independently X 0 1 2 3 ]
‘d. Insight Into his/her strengths .
and weaknesses X o - 1 2 3 5
e.- Abllity to see connections between
theory and practice X o 1 2 3 &

Please go back and circle the letters In front of the areas where you cbserved
significant change In the student from the beginning of the field study to the
eﬂd-
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ILLUSTRATION A: Sample of Quantitative Data Report

1980-81 - 1981-82

A B C D A 8 C D

DEPARTMENTAL F/S:
Communication 185 30 15 "1 14 165 93 3 79
English 136C - NI 22 2 21 73 30 2 26
Geography 199f/s 90 37 8 36 89 33 19 29
History 199f/s 45 28 8 16 143 70 19 60
Psychology 193 124 100 3 89 143 100 3 97
IHDEPENDENT F/S: 254 21 15 15 287 58 47 52
PROF. 3cM. INTERNSHIPS: 36 22 9 20 48 25 9 19
Totals: 579 245 46 211 947 409 102 362
GENERAL INFO./ COUMSELING NA 563 NA NA NA 638 NA NA

CODE: A= Student applicants C= faculty sponsors NA = Not applicable
Bs Enrolled students D= Field sponsors NI = No information

| ummary tor &i=62: 503 students appited, but ne#er enro11ed’( A= B).
409 students enrolled in a field studies program.
638 students received general information and counseling.

1550 total number of students served based on QR™ records.

ILLUSTRATION B8: Sample of Qualitative - Narrative Report

... In 19B1-82, FSD worked with 23 departments or programs in the College of
Fine Arts and the College of Letters and Science and 5 professional schools.
Four hundred forty-six students ( a 70% increase from 80-81) enrolied in
field studies via FSD supported programs. Over a hundred different faculty.
members served as faculty sponsors ?a 98% increase from 80-81) and 291 field
sponsors were involved (a 107% increase from 80-81). The faculty sponsors
were predominantly from the College of Letters and Scfence while the field
sponsors were from the following: Media Productions- 34%, Business and Profit
Organizations- 48%, Public and Non-Profit Institutions- 13%, and Government
and Political Organizations~- 5%.

...Similar to 80-81, faculty sponsors responded favorably to field studies
involvement. Fi{fty-six percent noted that the student project related to their
academic interest well to very well., No one sponsored a student whose project
is not related to the faculty's interest. It is also heartening to note that
50% of the faculty respondents met 3-4 times with the students during the course .
of a quarter-length field study. ...Faculty {dentified some common qualities which
werg important to student success in conducting field studies. They are noted
below:

. o o . (ete., etc.)
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9. Did the student have an effect on normal organizational productivity or behavior?
Yes No  How? : o ' o

10. How valuable was the learning
agreement In planning and com=

pleting the field study? 0 ] 2 3 4
No Very
Value Valuable
11. What is your reaction to this
field study? 0 1 2 3 &
Very Very
Unfavorable : Favorable
12. Would you sponsor other fleld studles? - —Yes Mo

13. Please feel free to add any other comments you think would help us in evaluating
- the fleld study program and experiential learning.

THANK YOU



Jack Knott

ASSESSING STUDENT LEARNING

For many innovative service-learning programs, evaluation is a requirement for continued funding. In
this description of the CABLES program, Jack Knott describes ¢ quantitative approach to evaluating
student learning which transformed a mandated evaluation exercise into improved program operations
and enhanced communication with both community sponsors and educational funders.

In the fall of 1979, the Maryland State Department of Education issued a call for proposals
aimed at determining the feasibility of placing large numbers of secondary school students in
the community as partcipants in service-leamning projects. The main objective of the state in
providing seed money for experimental service-leaming programs was to further the point of
view expressed in its recenty-released white paper, “Mission of Schooling,” which argued that
the role of educating students lay, notonly with the schools and professional educators, butalso
with the community as a whole. Although career education programs, such as work-release
programs, had already been successfully implemented in Maryland, the service-learning
approach was considered an important alternative to paid work/study programs, emphasizing
as it does community service over personal gain.

In order to fully assess the viability of the service-learning model, a three-pronged program was
to be developed in three different locales: an urban, a rural, and a suburban setting. (In fact, only
the rural and urban test programs were actually implemented, due to state funding cuts.) The
mandate from the state was that fifty percent of the student population in each of the locales be
placed in community service projects. Additionally, the state required that those students who
were placed represent a heterogeneous cross-section of the 1otal student population. Each
experimental program was thus intended to try to delineate the program structure that would
support the wholesale placement of diverse students in the community.

Under the auspices of the State Department of Education, the Community-Based Learning and
Service Program (CABLES) began operation in April, 1980, at Northwestern High School in
Baltimore, Maryland, with the hiring of a full-time staff of three and the hasty placemeni of its
first 50 community service students.

Northwestern High School is a comprehensive high school located in the northwestern
section of the city of Balumore. The student population is approximately lower- to middle-class
students, 95% of whom are black. The school, prior to 1980, had a history of poor community
relations. Perhaps this was due to the fact that the school is located in a predominantlv white,



affluent Jewish community. Originally, the students were the children of the Jewish families
living in the area. As the children of these families grew up and left the area, only the parents
remained. Over this period of time the school's population shifted from white to mostly black.

In the interest of regaining satisfactory community reladions, a small program of community
service was initiated in 1979. This program set the stage for the siate’s acceprance of
. Northwestern's proposal for the CABLES program. Thus, the CABLES project was developed
to meet not only the state’s goals, but also to expose the community to the positive influence of
. those students motivated for communirty service.

Among the duties of the first CABLES coordinators were the development of in-school
procedures, site development, evaluation, placement and monitoring, and the provision of in-
service training for school district and site personnel. Since those first, experimental steps were
taken, CABLES has grown into a well-established service-learning project which places 700
Northwestern and satellite school students each year.

CABLES TODAY

As an experimental program, CABLES has evolved and changed tremendously since it first
began. Program goais for the 1982.83 school year were conaete ones which readily lent
_themselves to quantitative assessment:

‘1) To provide volunteer, community-based service experiences for 700 students, which
simultaneously promote student learning in areas related to the school's academic
curriculum;

2) To create an awareness of the CABLES program among at least 75% of thestudents and
faculty at Northwestern;

3) To foster improved school-commumty relations by involving at least 100 parents and
community members in the provision of scrvxcc-ica:mng experiences;

4} To increase the number of satellite CABLES programs in other schools in the area.

Currently, a student spends an average of 66 hours working as a volunteer in the community in
each 18-week semester, this time generally being distributed over approximately ten sessions.
Students usually work art sites during the regular school day, although students at some of the
evolving satellite centers are also clocking hours after school and on weekends.

A student’s involvement with CABLES begins when s/he completes an application to be
considered for placement. Students are introduced to the program through assemblies,
coordinator class visits, the special CABLES table in the cafeteria, and written and verbal
announcements. If a student chooses 1o apply for the program or is recommended for it by a
faculty member, s/he is interviewed by one of the coordinators. At this inital interview,
interests, skills, class grades, auendance, attitudes, and limitations are discussed and an
appropriate site is selected by the student. Parental permission must then be obtained and each
‘student’s teachers are also requested to approve the placement. Teachers do have the option of



suggesting that a student not be allowed 1o participate, although they must provide reasons for
such requests. The coordinator, however, makes the final decision about each applicant’s
participation. Finally, at an 1nterview arranged with the potential site sponsor, the applicant
and sponsor decide if the particular placement is appropriate, After all interviews, permission
forms, wtransportation arrangements (volunteers are provided with free bus tickets), and
registration procedures have been completed, the student begins work at the placement site.

‘Perhaps the most challenging aspect of the program is articulated in goal No. 1, the provision of
community-based volunteer experiences which simultaneously provide a needed community
service, enrich student skills, and offer opportunities to apply parts of the academic curriculum.
In order to fadlitate such a curriculum tie-in for each site, participating CABLES students select
a subject-matter specialist to serve as their sponsoring teacher. Among the responsibilities of the
sponsoring teachers are: providing weekly guidance and advice about the site, allowing class
time for the students to present information gained from service experiences which may
enhance or expand classroom learning, and supervising work on a mutually agreed-upon final
project. (Projects are intended to help students make connections between their comnmunity and
classroom experiences; examples include photo, written, and oral essays: photo-journals;
diaries and logs: magazine articles; architectural plans; written histories of organizations; and
interviews. These projects are as diverse as the students and teachers defining them are
imaginative.) Student classroom presentations are intended to allow them to contribute new
information, methods. and skills which are not yet in the public'school domain, and which may
~ help motivate other students; for example, students at business sites are usually exposed to
much more advanced equipment than a school can provide; students at a print shop gain
experience with the newest technologies that the field can offer; students at a teaching hospital
are exposed 1o the latest developments in health care.

WHY EVALUATE?

From the ouset, evaluation has been a fact of life for the CABLES program, having been
mandated by the funding source in the earliest stages of program planning. Indeed. the initia}
call for proposals requested that applicants submit a proposed method of program evaluation
and a plan for how the evaluation would be utilized. For the Maryland State Department of
Education, evaluation was essenual to justify the investment of tax money in such a project.

Other partners in the CABLES project had their own agendas for such an evaluation, however.
The school board needed an evaluation to justily providing in-kind services such as telephones,
office space, postage, auxiliary personnel, and released time to staff. Teachers needed 10 know
that students were not using this program as a “free” dav from school. Parents wanted to be
assured that their children would gain basic skills even while volunteering. And, naturally, the
program planners were interested in looking atall aspects of programming 10 improve program
practices in each succeeding semester and 10 provide a record of the program’s positive aspects.
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FRAMING THE EVALUATION

Close examination of our evaluation materials reveals that the CABLES program has
responded to these many demands for evaluaton by a two-tiered evaluation process: 1) an
assessment of the program’s annual goals (see above), and 2) an assessment of the impact of the
program on the students themselves. In general, all evaluation efforts have emphasized -
quantitative measures, The annual goals, for example, are stated in quantitative terms. Itis an
easy matter 10 determine whether the goals of numbers of students placed have been met, to
determine the number of faculty and students involved, to count the number of parents and
scommunity members who have helped in CABLES, or o register the number of satellite
‘programs which have been started. Qualitative staternents about each of the above measures are
then used to verify and validate these quantitative results,

‘The measurements of impacts of the program on students is much more difficult 1o accomplish.
In the CABLES evaluation, we have utilized both quantitative and qualitative measurements.
The sophisticated quantitative evaluation procedures that have been employed, however, have
‘only been possible through the assistance of the Maryland State Department of Education and
the University of Wisconsin (sec below), both of which havc lent expert research design and
statistical support to the project.

* .

-Turning first 10 a review of CABLES’ qualitative approaches to evaluadion, the goal of this
approach to student assessment is 1o provide ongoing, informal monitoring of each individual
student, in order to assess the intangible hard-to-measure outcomes of the program. In an
attemnpt to document student growth based on CABLES participation, several measures are
-emploved. Not all of these are used for each student, nor can we unequivocally state a cause-
effect reladonship between participation in such a program and changes in these measures.
Sull, positive results in one or more of the following measures seem to indicate that some
growth has taken place.

1} Academic Credit. For students to successfully earn credit through the CABLES program,
three evaluation criteria must be met: a) students must spend at least 66 hours on the site,
carrving out the services contracted for; b) students must receive a satisfactory written evaluation
of their work from site personnel; and c) students must receive a satisfactory written evaluation
from their sponsoring teachers, indicating that the final project has been successfully
completed. Students who do not meet all of these requirements, and thus who have not fulfilled
the goals established for the experience, are not awarded credit.

2) Anecdotal Records. Records are kept of both positive and negative comments of teachers,
. parenus, on-site personnel, the CABLES coordinator, and the students themselves.

3) Swudent Feedback Seminars. Two or three times per semester, students in the CABLES
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program participate in seminars where potential and actual problems are discussed.
frustrations vented, and successes announced. All students participate in at least two seminars
per semester. Parents, faculty, counselors, administrators, and frequently special guests (such as
central office staff) are invited 10 attend. Seminar groups are usually 20-30 students, and are
frequently heterogeneous, including students from a wide range of sites.

In seminars, methods such as role-playing, group discussions, brainstorming, problem solving,
and small group/large group reponing, are used to measure such intangibles as growth in
problem-solving skills, improvement of public-speaking skills, and increased competence in
expressing thoughts and ideas. The behavioral observations made in these seminars provide
invaluable evidence of student growth.

4) Site and Teacher Evaluations, At the end of each semester, both the site sponsor and the
sponsoring teacher complete brief written evaluartions of students’ work and deporunent in the
placement, including comments on appropriateness of dress, work habits, and general attitude.
These evaluations may be either positive or negative, and have proven to be one of the most
useful barometers of student growth. Typically, evaluations from teachers are lengthier and
more detailed than those received from site sponsors.

5) Student Awards. The fact that so many CABLES students receive awards from
government, civic, and business organizations is an important, unexpected measure of student
- achievement and growth. The end-of-year luncheons and awards ceremonies held to honor
CABLES students, though certainly not “hard data™ for the researcher, are evidence that
something positive is happening to students because of their participation in the program.

6) Continued Volunteering at the Site or a2 Job at the Site. Frequently, students continue to
volunteer on weekends and during the summer months at their CABLES sites, a fact which we
view as a measure of growth in social maturity. The number of students who get paying jobs at
their sites is also a measure of the value of student services to the organizations which employ
them. The value of such qualitative assessment practices in assessing student growth through
service-learning cannot be overestimated. For the program which does not have aceess to
professional researchers, such approaches to evaluation are justified by their simplicity and
manageability.

ASSESSING STUDENT LEARNING:
QUANTITATIVE APPROACHES

In addition to the qualitative approaches described above, which are ongoing and intended to
loosely bracket the impacts of the program on students, the CABLES program hasalso been the
focus of formal. quantitative evaluation research mandated by the Maryland State Department
ol Education. Initiated at the very beginning of the program, these studies utilize a pre-post test
design o determine the program’s impacts on students’ self-concept, school attendance, and
knowledge of the community.
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The history of this research effort is in some ways instructive. During the initial start-up phase
‘of the CABLES program (May-June, 1980), changes effected in the first 50 students enrolled in
the program were assessed and compared to those of a control group, using a standardized
national survey that had been written into the initial proposal. This initial evaluation atempt
proved useless, however, yielding inconclusive results. Not only was the time spent on site by
the student group too short for measured changes 10 be attributed to the oe-lcammg
experience, but the selection of an appropriate control group proved to be difficultand the time
available for testing students, inadequate. This evaluation is useful, however, as a reminder of
the dangers of undertaking an evaluadon which is not carefully designed with the realities of
~ the program in mind.

By the following school year, 2 much more compiete and appropriate evaluation was initated.
This evaluation, which was conducted by Research for Beuer Schools, a private firm
specializing in educadonal evaluadon, included both the impacts of the service-learning
program on student attitudes and school performance, and a cost analysis of CABLES,

The first phase of the evaluauon was instrument development, carried out by RBS from
September 1980 through January 1981, on the basis of the results of 100 interviews with
CABLES staff, administrators, students, and site sponsors, about the goals of the program for
“students. Two instruments were thus developed specifically for use in evaluating CABLES. 1)
The Student Antitude Survey was designed to determine changes in student self-concept and
community awareness effected through participation in the program (see Appendix A)and was
to be administered as a pre-post test. 2) The Student Feedback Survey was intended to collect
student reactions 10 the program after they had participated (see Appendix C) and consisted of
student ratings of their community experiences on a scale of 1 (“strongly disagree™) to 5
(“strongly agree™). Iterns on the Feedback Survey referred to the elements of the students’
service-learning experiences, for example, having adult responsibilities, having opportuniues
to do things at the site rather than just observing, clarity of directions, being appreciated, having
opportunities to make important decisions, and having opportunities to apply community
learning in school.

Pilot testing of these instruments was the next step in the evaluation process and was completed
between February and June, 1981, Both survey instruments performed adequately in the pilot
test: the average item-to-total score correladon for the Student Attitude Survey was .57; the
correlation for the Student Feedback Survey was .59. Accordingly, the surveys were approved for
administration in the 1981-82 school year. The {inal piece of the RBS evaluation design was the
development of simple procedures for determining whether school attendance was affected by
the program.

With the completion of this year-long evaluation design project. a complete evaluation of
CABLES was underaken for the school year, Septemnber 1981-June 1982. These pre-post test
results on the CABLES students support the value of service-learning programs in promoting
positive change in student sell-concept and in knowledge of the community. Appendix A
summarizes the Student Attitude Survey results. As can be seen from these data, there was a
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general gain in positive auitudes during the service-learning experience (note especially the
“mean change’ column), Items showing the most gain involved gaining the trust of others,
influencing events, helping others, learning in the community, taking responsibility for caring
for others, carrying out assigned tasks, persevering, and gaining kriowledge of career options. -
Overal} gains, i.c., the combined results of all students tested in the CABLES program, were
tested statistically as reported in Appendix B. The total gain scores from pre-post testing were
statistically significant at both schools, indicating that theresults of the testare “*believable” toa
high degree of confidence. )

Based on these data, it is the conculsion of the CABLES staff that students who participate in
service-learning programs develop a positive outlook on the community, the world of work,
and their own capabilities and future possibilites as caring persons in the adult world. Such
hard data documenting change in students through partcipation in service-learnir; programs
is most persuasive with school hoards trying to decide whether to invest time or funds in such
projects. While it is not possible to derive definite causal links between participation in service-
learning and the changes measured, such data nevertheless add significantly to the credibility of

the program.

Appendix C presents the Student Feedback Survey results for the program. These results are
based on students’ reported exposure to one or two community sites and on-site experiences for
approximately 12 days. High-scoring items, as defined by the CABLES staff, were related to
having adult responsibilides, doing instead of observing, having opportunities to discuss
experiences, and receiving adult auention and appredation. Low-scoring items concemned
making important decisions, having ideas ignored, receiving help, being cridazed by adults,
and having opporiunities to apply community learning in school.

The results of this survey can be used to improve the program itself, with the hope that such
improvement will enable conunued student growth and learning. For example, the low score
(by CABLES standards)of 3.77 for item No.4. “Having challenging tasksonsite,” can serveasan
impetus for the service-learning coordinator to insure that the sites provide as challenging tasks
as possible, given the competencies of the students. (It may also be that students perceive that
they are not being challenged when in reality they may be doing something very valuabie, Test
results can thus alert service-learning coordinators 1o the need to help students develop a more
balanced perception of the importance of these activities. Note the importance, in this example,
of interpreting swatistical results with care.) The fact that items Nos. 21 and 22 on the survey are
low-scoring indicate that the linkage between school and site needs to be strengthened. Thus,
test results alert program planners 1o the importance of fortifving the existing curriculum tie-
ins and of developing new linkages to the curriculum with the explicit goal of raising these
scores in future survevs, One such method actually implemented in CABLES was to use
substitute teachers in the classroom, thus [reeing the time of sponsoring teachers to allow them
to go the sites 10 observe student performance.

During the 1982-83 school vear. partly in response to these evaluation results, the CABLES
project was selected by the University of Wisconsin as one of eight service-learning programs in
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the United Siates 10 be included in an even more comprehensive study of such programs.
Although this research project meant a heavier work load for stafl, it was {elt tha the additional
“ammunition” from such a prestigious study would help insure future funding of the CABLES
project. )

Like its predecessor, this evaluation was conducted as a pre-post test study. The director of the
study and his research assistant were in Baltimore a total of three times to comp lete tasks in the
study. Twenty CABLES students and 20 non-CABLES students, selected as a contro! to the
CABLES students on the basis of race, gender, grade level, and economic background.
participated in the study, Participation was strictly voluntary. All students were tested at the be-
ginning and at the end of the program period. Four CABLES students and four non-CABLES
students were both tested with the main groupandalso interviewed extensively ac the beginning,
middle. and end of the semester, Site sponsors, administrators, teachers, and CABLES staff were
also interviewed. Students were observed on site and in regular class settings, and CABLES
students were also observed during the CABLES program seminars.

“The purpose of this evaluation study was 1o determine what specific characteristics of a service-
learning program correlate with which student outcomes. The project was also attempting to
develop a readily available, easy-to-use, standardized instrument for use in evaluating the
impacts on students of programs of this type. Results of this study will be available in late 1983.
It is expected that the study will be one of the most comprehensive studies ever conducted on
service-learning programs. This effort should make collection and documentation of hard data

_possible for those of us who need quantitative measures of our students’ growth through service-
learning programs. ' ‘ ' ' ' '

JACK KNOTT is Educational Specialist and Project
Manager of the Community-Based Learning and Service
Project (CABLES) at Northwestern High School,
Baluimore, Maryland. He is experienced in designing,
implementing, evaluating, and trouble-shooting for
experiential education programs, and has also worked in the
field of Special Education.



APPENDIX A

STUDENT ATTITUDE SURVEY RESULTS

-

Itern Pretest (n=266) Posttest (n=102)
Mean* SD Mean®* SD

I. 1{eel bad when I let people

down who depend on me. © 442 .82 4.43 75

2. It's the responsibility of

the whole community to take

care of people who need help. 5.86 .97 4.01 80

3. I want to help solve

wchool problems. 408 .75 4.12 75

4. If I'm part of a group, I try

to'do my share of the work. 4.67 .54 4.66 54

5. I ury to find ume to ]

help other people. : 4.17 .68 4.24 .55

6. I'm interested in what

. other people have to say. 412 .63 4.06 81

- 1. It's important for people '

. to work together to make . _
the community better. 4.64 L) 4.65 50
8. I've been able to help
others in my community. 3,76 .82 3.97 .78
9. 1 have a lot to offer
other people. 392 .82 4.07 .73
10. I urv to let others know
if ] an’t complete my job. 4.15 .88 - 4.3] .82
11. People should only help
people they know—like close :
friends and relatives. 4.4] .85 4.36 .88
12, It's difficult for me to
carry out what I'm supposed
to do. 4.26 .81 4.39 .97
15. I have wouble getting
people to trust me. 4.35 .95 4.62 75

103

Mean

Change

+ .01

+ .15

*On a scale from 3=Suongly Agree to 1=Swrongly Disagree: negatively worded items were reversed

statisticaliv,
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14. 1 have a lot to say about :
what happens 10 me, ' 423  L.O0 - 449 85 + .26

15. It is important to help
others even if you don't

get paid for it 429 .86 442 72 : + .13
16. I'm good at

helping people. 430 .8] 4.51 56 + .2}
17. 1 feel that I must carry '

out assigned tasks. 4.23 .87 4.36 .82 + .13
18. Good things usually '

happen because of luck. 375 L1 385 1.08 + .10
19, I worry if I don't finish

jobs I promised to do. 411 .98 4,18 .80 . + .07
20. I can help solve problems '

in my community. g 3.66 .89 3.75 .86 + .09
21. 1 learn a lot about myself

helping others. 4.32 .68 436 .64 + .04
22. 1 [eel good after [ help

someone in the community. 4,37 .66 4.38 .68 + .01

23. I learn a lot about what 1

.- want to do after finishing

schoo! by working in the :

community. 386 1.02 4,19 91 + .33

24. Working in the

community is like having
a job. 3.6 1.07 3.87 L.22 - .09

TOTALS...... ceveseraneas 99.89 B8.57 102.25 8.88 +2.36

°On a scale from 5=Sqaongly Agree 10 I=Strongly Disagree: negatively worded itemns were reversed
statistically.
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APPENDIX B

STUDENT ATTITUDE SURVEY ANALYSIS

Mean Total Standard
Score+ Deviation (SD) T-Value
RURAL SCHOOL (n=216) '
Pretest 96.47 9.62 2.88%¢
Posttest 98.35 10.77
URBAN SCHOOL (n=103)
Pretest 100.38 B.63 - 2.06¢
Posttest ' 102.06 8.85 .
COMBINED (n=319)
Pretest . 97.72 9.47 8.49¢%+
Posttest 99.55 10.32
°p. .05
**p. .0l :

+ highest possible score = 12
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APPENDIX C

STUDENT FEEDBACK SURVEY

Item

Rural School (n=3%03)

107

Urban School (n=124)

1. How many community sites did you
visit through the program?

2. How many total days did you spend
at CABLES program sites?

3. 1 had adult responsibilities.
4. I had challenging tasks.

5. 1 made important decisions.

6. I discussed my experiences
with teachers.

7. My ideas were ignored.
8. I did interesting things.
9. I got to do things instead of observing.

10. I was given enough training
to do my tasks.

11. T was given clear direction.

12. I had freedom to develop and
use my own ideas.

18. I discussed my experiences with my
family and friends.

14. Adults at the site ook personal
interest in me.

15. I was able to do things which
interested me.

16. I had different kinds of jobs at the site.
17. I never got help when I needed it.

18. I was appreciated when [ did

a good job.

19. Adults criticized me or my work.
20. 1 felt I made a contribution.

21. I've applied things I've leamned in
school 1o my community placement.

22. I've applied things I've learned in
my community placement to school.

Mean* SD
1.97 1.%9
11.67 -
395 1.12
$.65 1.18
5.34 1.16
339 125
2,78 110
350 1.19
4.17 1.01
$.85 1.04
8.94 97
554 1.16

4.11 1.00
292 1.02
3.92 1.11
3.86 1.11
3.23 .97
4.00 1.12
5.00 112
3,83 1.16
364 122
345 1.92%

Mean* SD
1.45 .86
11.69 -
4.2} .90
377 118
372 110
3.89 .95
2.9 .06
4.26 M
4.40 80
4.02 1.0%
4.32 .73
394 1.04
4.51 87
48] .82
4.07 1.0
294 1.1B
3.35 .86

446 .71
3.38 .87
4.23 .82
877 1.18
3.56 1.2

* liems 322 on a sale of 5=Swurongly Agree to I=Surongly Disagree: negative worded items were

reversed statistically.
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Roy A. Weaver, James H. McElhinney, and Joyce K. Allen
EVALUATING COMMUNITY IMPACT

. Despite the central importance of community service, evaluations of service-learning programs have
seldom examined the impact of student participation on community organizations or their clients.
Researchers from the Center for Lifelong Education present here a collaborative approach to undertaking
such a study. In this model, outside evaluators work in a staff development role to help agency personnel
look honestly at the effects student interns have on their work. In presenting their approach, the authors
reflect on such important evaluation issues as: when to rely on qualitative data, how to limit the scope of
an evaluation, end how to gamer the time, personnel, and material resources needed to conduct an
arcurate evaluation.

Although much has been written about student learning in community settings (Allen, 1985;
Ellsberry, 1982; Moore, 1982; Smith and Barr, 1976),! less is known about what happens to
individuals and agendies affected by student participation in community service projects. In
this chapter, we will describe an evaluation designed to address this issue.

The 41 community agencies parucipating in our study are all located in Indianapolis, Indiana,
and have served as internship sites for swudents from the city's 17 high schools. The
organizations providing service experiences include:
e health care agendes (2 nursing home, a hospital, a palsy treatment center);
® icaching agencies (a school for the deal, a private school, a public junior high school);
® politcal agencies (a Mayor's office, a U.S. Senator's office, a County Prosecutor's office); -
¢ other agendes (an ethnic community center, a humane society, a nature center).

From the agencies’ own perspectives, student internships serve a variety of different purposes.
Some agencies see the students as enthusiastically assuming roles that agency employees find
boring or unrewarding-~from emptying bed pans in a nursing home to swffing fliers into
envelopes for a political campaign. In other cases, agencies report that student attitudes toward
their work alfect clients positively, from showing excitement and joy while reading Peter Pan to
a group of spelibound patients at a children’s hospital, to listening intently to the fuzzy
reminiscing of a 90-year-old {former railroad switchman. In still other cases, agencies {eel that
when students work alongside regular employees, the latter's work tends to be better than when
they work alone, Thus, internships are seen as ways 1o improve the delivery of services to clients,
to free agency employees to assume more rewarding duties, and to influence the quality of work
performed by agency employees. In a few cases, internships are viewed as apprenticeships in
which students are considered potendal agency employees.
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GETTING INVOLVED

One major purpose of the Center for Lifelong Education at Ball State University is to provide
services to community organizatons. Since 1965, our emphasis has been on conducting
evaluations of public school and social agency programs, and leading evaluation workshops
and long-term, in-service programs for agency personnel. The study reported here is one of
several requested of CLLE by community organizations and was motivated by the opportunities
that it provided to collect valuable data which the participating agencies could use 1o make
decisions. Spedfically, the director of Learning Unlimited, an alternative high school known
for placing students in community internships, approached CLLE about undertaking a study
of how agendies contribute to the education of student volunteers and how, in turn, they are
influenced by the students who work with them.

Several criteria guided us in deciding whether o get involved in this evaluation project:

1) Our level of enthusiasm for the internship concept was high. Students were being given
well-planned learning opportunities in the community; we value this approach. The variety of
internship sites, the range of concepts and skills to be learned, and the number of studen:s
involved further fired our enthusiasm.

2) The extent to which we could contribute to improving the quality of the Learning
Unlimited program also seemed high, since producing useful knowledge is an important
contribution which the evaluation process can make. The ways in which community agencies
are influenced by student interns is a topic which had been little studied and was of interest to us
as well as to the sponsoring agencies. In this particular study, we believed we could produce
useful knowledge for agency pcrsonncl who seemed eager to find out how they might be
changing because of student participation. Their interest led us to believe they would use the
information to become more effective as supervisors of student interns.

3) The degree 10 which we could give time, personnel, and material support to the evaluation
seemed adequate. For most evaluation efforts, the availability of adequate financial, material,
and personnel resources is an important issue. However, because of the nature of the CLLE
program, in which we teach program evaluation and thus seek evaluation opportunities as
practice for our graduate students, the individuals participating in the design and conduct of
this evaluation contributed their time and covered their own expenses. Specifically, a highly
competent graduate student was involved in developing the project right from the beginning,
while faculty members assisted in defining the studv’'s objectives, constructing evaluation
instruments, advising on data collection and analysis, and editing copy. Because of this faculty
monitoring, we had confidence that the evaluation would provide dependable, useful data for
the community agencies involved.

4) The level of anuc:patcd collaboration was high. Indeed, the willingness of agency
personnel 1o participate in the study implied a climate of cooperation, which in turn made it
reasonable 10 expect that other conditions essential 1o the collection of quality data would aiso
be met. Thus, we assumed that agency personnel would be willing and able to give time and
thought to their participation in the study. An atmosphere of personal security would make
possible the accurate reporting and honest examination of the staff's experiences.
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5) The potential for long-term, as opposed to “hit-and-run,” involvement was present. An
imporiant objective of our research group is 10 establish the trust and openness needed to
actually use the evaluation data to improve the programs being evaluated. We were hopeful that
this inidal study would provide sufficient data to whet personnel’s appetites for such
implementation efforis. At the same time, however, we were also concerned that, just as agency
personnel did not have the time or expertise to carry out the evaluation, they might not be able 1o
devote effort to bringing about changes recommended by the findings. It fact, it has been our
experience that few program directors and pariicipants know how to use evaluation data 10
develop or implemen: program modifications. Hence, as external evaluators, we are committed
to playing a long-term role in helping 1o impiement changes in the student internships,? and
believe that our unique posidon as “insiders’ outsiders” enables us 10 do this.

Once the evaluation was agreed 1o, a letter was sent to target~d community agencies to see if they
were interested in pardcipating in the study (see Appendix A and Table 2). The letter was senit
over the signatures of the director of Learmning Unlimited and a former teacher at that school,
because both had worked closely with the directors of the agencies being solicited. These letters
were followed by phone contacts to schedule interviews.

-Not all agencies initially contacted agreed to participate. To replace those that declined, we
returned 10 our list and contacted others untl a total of 21 had agreed to be included. This
number was significant because it was a majority of the agencies offering student internships,
and was a large enough sample 10 allow us to randomly select agencies from all the categories
represented. It was also a feasible number to study in a period of a few months. Once we had 21
agencies agreeing 1o parudpate, we set out to design the study.

EVALUATION DESIGN

Program evaluadon differs from other forms of evaluation in subtle but important ways. First,
in the evaluation of programs that provide a service or that intend to educate, the evaluation
must identify strengths and limitations of the program; although individuals are often the
major source of data, evaluating individuals is not the object of the study.

A second issue specific to program evaluation is that most programs contain many components
unique 1o the program. Thus, adequate evaluation requires the development of data collection
instruments appropriate to the specific program and the use of program objectives as the basis
for the design of the instruments.

While this approach was taken in our study, we limited the focus of our evaluations to only four
- of the most important program objectives. We did so because we felt that, in any evaluation
effort, adequate data can be collected on only a few objectives if the evaluation process is 1o be
manageable. This practice means we cannot gather data on all of the important outcomes, but it
allows us to look in great detail at the objectives on which we do have data and therefore to have
more confidence in the accuracy of our conclusions.



When we began our study, we found few written goals or objectives [or the programs we sought
1o assess, (This is often the case in service-leaming programs.) To identify researchable
objectives, we asked agency personnel to describe the duties they ask student interns ta perform
and to explain the purposes of these duties. The director of one agency, for example, listed the
following: “'t0 see that the room is clean when the children leave, that games and other materials
are put in their places, that childrens’ Jockers are straightened, that the carpet is swept, thesink
washed, and so forth....” Inicially, she claimed that the objective underlying these activities was

"**to help students understand the menial tasks that are required of a teacher.” As we examined
these objectives further, the director added that “'perhaps students do things that enable the
teachers to focus on more professional responsibilities.”

We worked briefly through this process of defining the full range of program objectives with the
directors of the 2] agencies involved. By combining their responses into a composite list and
then reducing it to a manageable statemnent of objectives that subsumed all the characterisitics
mentoned orginally, we created a clear and comprehensive description of program goals.? This
became the focus for our evaluation study.

The final step in the evaluadion design process was (o identify, again with agency input,
evidence of the extent to which objectives were being met. Examples of the kinds of behaviors
that were identified as indicators of student influence on community agencies were:
® The reexamination by agency personnel of what they were doing and why they weredoing
it ' . .
~ @ Increases in the number of personnel available to provide client services;
- @ Complimenits given by clients to students for the services they had performed.

"THE INTERVIEW

In gathering data for our study of the impact of student interns on community agencies, we
relied solely on interviews. We did so primarily because we have found interviews effective in
gathering data in programs where participants act individually but where more general
descriptive data about the program is needed. There are, however, additional advantages of the
inlerview process which made it particularly appropriate for this study:

1) We entered the study with little knowledge of what we would find; thus learning about
the program was one of our primary concerns. Since interviews require respondents to
consuruct their own responses, we believed a ‘“‘reality would be created from their
answers to interview questions which would be unavailable through any other
method.”

2) Interviews would also allow us to look as flexibly and as broadly into the program as
possible. Interviewing enables the interviewer to pursue a topic, to probe into the
responses that a person gives, to stimulate a person (o talk beyond the intent of the
question where such pursuit is productive, Because of the time available for reflection
during an interview, responses may be more detailed. In a sense, interviews are often
instructional to respondents and can become a kind of intervention; appropriate
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questions can stimulate respondents to analyze their experiences with more perception
than they have used previously.

3) Unlike other methods, interviews are a “personal’ form of data collection and can be
used 10 establish rapport between data colleciors and data sources. Interviewers usually
enjoy responding orally to significant questions about topics of special interest. These
factors, we hoped, would help us get 1o know the personnel in these agencies, as this was
an important concern of ours.

Constructing the Interviews, In constructing interview items for study, an initial list was
prepared by one of the authors and revised by the other two. In designing interview questions,
we used the following guidelines, which are generally followed in developing interviews forany
program evaluation:
¢ include only one queston in each item;
@ ask each question in a neutral form;
e avoid questions that permit “yes’ or “no’’ responses; ‘
e make questions sufficiently compiex to require respondents to talk in sentences or
paragraphs; '
® arrange questions in a series to obtain a depth ol response (for example, questions 3, 4, and
5 below iogus on the value of interns to an agency):
® write questions so as to solicit the most precise response possible.

Once a revised list of questions was completed, it was sent to five researchers, who were asked to
comment on it. After making a third revision based on their suggestions, the guide was field-
tested at three community agendes where agency stalf responsibie for supervising student
interns both answered and critiqued the questions. Following field-testing, the interview guide
was revised again. The following are examples of questions asked on the topic, ““How are
community agendies influenced as they provide experiences for student interns?”

1} Students take up time which you could use for doing other important things related to
your job. About how much ume per week is given 10 students?

2} Do students give back enough 1o make the tine vou spend with them worthwhile? Please
explain.

3) Think about a student you would consider valuable to you and the agency. What makes
her/him valuable?

4) What did you, or others, do that helped him/her to become valuabie?

5) Think of the opposite situation-—a student who was of little or no value to you and the
agency. In what ways was s/he not valuable?

6) Think about yourself and the agency since students have been doing internships here.
Are there ways that the agency was changed because it worked with students?

7) What have you or others here learned about what students can accomplish as interns in
the agencies?

8) In what ways have students been imporant (o vour agencv?

9) Are there residual effects on the agencv after students leave their internships?
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Conducting Interviews. When interviewing community agency personnel, we [ollowed a set of
procedures we use in any interview situation:
& We let the interviewees know that we needed to record data by saying, *‘I will need 10 take
notes so I'll not forget the important things you've told me.”
¢ We always began with a non-threatening question, typically desu-iptivc of the person’s
work, such as, “How long have you been working here?” or “How many mtcms haveyou
supcnnsed?"
® Early in the interview, we established rapport with the person being interviewed.
® We acted business-like, and were t.horough in our questioning.
 Toshow we wereattuned to the interviewee's comments and to maintain verbal contact, we
offered encouraging but noncormnmiual phrases such as, “I understand” or “Yes.”
® We accepted all answers given, never disapproving or giving the impression that we
expected anything other than what the respondents offered. However, when we received a
general response such as, “‘Interns who work for me are valuable to the agency,” we asked
for specific examples, such as, ““What tasks that interns perform in your agency would you
consider valuable?”

As the interviews were completed, each one was recorded as follows:

Health Care Agencies

Personnel Agency Place Time . Date . Length of
" Interviewed : ' Interview -
Ms. ] Nursing Office 9am. 6/9/82 35 minutes
Home 11 : .
Ms. W Nursing Conference 9 a.m. 6/10/82 45 minutes
Home III
Ms. B Hospital Volunteer 9:30 2.m. 6715782 50 minutes
v Office

Interview responses were recorded: by hand. Thereafter, the notes were transcribed and
statements categorized by agency and by question. For example, responses reported for the
question, "“What ways have students been important to your agency?"’ were recorded as follows:
Personnel in teaching agendcies answered: "Many ways,” “They’ve been wonderful,” *“They've
kept us on our toes,” “They provide more hands—peer tutors, friends, and normalization,”
*“They're an extra pair of hands and a listening ear,” and so forth.

As shown in Table 1, below, data collected from each question for each objective were analyzed
and then summarized as “examples” of particular activities, These summaries enabled agency
personnel to see, without value judgements attached, how their programs compared with
others.



TABLE ONE

Suramary of Data on the Research Question:
How Are Community Agencies Influenced as They Provide Experiences for Student Interns?

Examples of amounts Examples of the Examples of Examples of bow Examples of students
of time per week. warth of time valuable students were helped  who were of litde
given to students spent with students  characteristics to acquire valuable  or no value
in agencies ' of students characteristics
- 15 minutes - someumes worth- - willingness to - asking what stu- - immature
- 7 hours while, students work on a variety  dents could con- - lacked seli-
- 7 minutes choose whether of tasks tribute and share confidence
- 15 hours or not to be » denendability - giving students - interested in the
- | hour the 1st responsible - a positive jobs that required work only for
time student - students helped relationship responsibility high school aredit
came, % hour the in boosting with adults - providing - irresponsible
second tme and consumer - motivation opportunities for - unreliable
10 minutes every interests = maturity students to - unaaring
other ume - interns helped do - enthusiasm listen and - not dedicated
- 3 hours things a limited - intelligence observe
- 4l minutes staff could not - dedication - giving
P36 hours - do alone - patience personalized.
total during - student tasks - ability to artention to
training mus¢ be worth- delineate students
- 4 or 5 hours while so they information - answering
- 2 hours learn from the - prompiness questions
- none services they - giving directions
provide - providing
- students learn experience and
from experience guidance

but the time is
not worth it

- interns make the
work of the

agency personnel
easier

- tapping students’
resources

- helping students
work with and
understand
handicapped
children




116

EVALUATION IMPACT: USING DATA TO MODIFY PROGRAMS

Although we had hoped to do so, we were not able 1o establish long-term evaluation and staff
development relationships with the community agencies. There were several reasons for this: 1)
The graduate student who conducted most of the evaluation completed her dissertation,
received her doctorate, and began looking for a job. 2) The two faculty involved in the
evaluation also were engaged in full-time teaching responsibilities as well as working on other
evaluation and program development projects, and thus did not feel they could take on another
project at the time. 3) Agency directors did not express the kind of interest in ongoing staff
development that we had originally anticipated. 4) The distance from our campus to the
agencies—one and one-half hours in each direction——was a problem. 5) Finally, there was no
funding available 1o support swaff development activities. Although we had provided our
services for the evaluation iwself at no cost, we were not willing to commit the large blocks of
time and preparation needed to carry off an effective staff development program without
financial support.

In contrast to this particular case, we usually do assume a staff development role once an’
evaluation study is completed. We have thus outlined, in the following paragraphs, a typical
post-evaluation procedure emphasizing the swaff development approach that we subscribe to
(see Appendices B and C).

The Suaff Development Approach. One of the characteristics of the evaluation design we are
_advocaung is that it generates large amounts of data. While this gives a detailed look at the
program under study, such a mass of data can be overwhelming and can discourage evaluators
and program personnel alike from actually dealing with all the implications of the data. Thus,
there is a need to find ways of reviewing this information, selecting a few critical aspects, and
designing responses that are appropriate, given the program’s present stage of development.

An application of this approach to the study reported here might take the following form:
¢ Once the directors of the 2] community agencies had studied the evaluation repornt for
about a week, they would come together for two or three hours of small group work. To
this session, each director would bring copies of the report containing evaluation data on
his/her specific program.

¢ Just as we urge program participants to look at no more than from four to six imporwant
outcomes during evaluation, we also recommend that the number of program changes
initiated following evaluation be limited to two or three at any one time. Thus, we would
instruct the directors to review their programs' data, to select the three most important
findings, and 10 articulate the spedlfic criteria they used to choose what was most
important.

e Because we assume that data were caused by important events occurring as the program
was being implemented, we would urge the program directors 1o speculate on what caused
each of the three chosen pieces of data to develop. While cause and effect cannot be
determined with precision, program directors usually know their programs well enough o
understand why particular data were generated.



® The next step would be to ask the direciors to describe the things they had been doingin the
past few weeks which would cause the important data they had identified 10 occur. For
example, one director might say that she meets once a week with each intern and intern
supervisor to discuss the week's accomplishments and plan for the following weck.
Another director might admit that he never knows for sure what interns do and never
schedules meetings 10 gather data on what they do. (This process can be somewhat
embarrassing because it is very possible that some directors were notauempting to produce
that data that they now see as important. We would not continue this task if the
embarrassment became destructive!)

¢ Data are caused; to emphasize this concept, we would ask the director who had the most
positive set of data to describe things that s/he was doing specifically to cause a particular
outcome or set of data, For example, a director mightshare with others a written procedure
for screening intetn candidates prior to selecting them. Another director might share a set
of orientation activides designed to establish close working relationships between students
and their supervisors. Once the most positive data were shared, we would work with the
program directors to deliberately cause an improvement in the data during the following
three weeks. For example, we might ask, “If you deliberately wanted to increase the
number of people who would give a particular response or supply a particular kind of data,
what might you do as director?”” Much of the staff development for a year would be based
on this cyclical approach to building specific, short-range goals into program
development.

Evaluadon studies are useless if not used. The evaluation process we have outlined provides a
practical, workable design that is easily adaptable to almost any service-learning program. It is
one we have found valuable in getting program directors to examine data and 1o act on the data
for program improvement.
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NOTES

1. See Allen, J. **What Do Community Agencies Give.and Get?" Changing Schools, 10 (4), Fall
1982: 6.

Ellsberry, J. "Discovery of Self Through Service to Others.” Synergist, 11, Spring 1982: 7-16.

Moore, D.T. “"Working Knowledge: Students and Curriculum in Internship Settings.* Paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Assodiation, New
York, March 23, 1980.

Smith, V. and R. Barr. “Where Should Leaming Take Place?” In Issues in Secondary
Education, 75th Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education, Part 2, Ed. W.
VanTie and K. Behage. Chicago: National Society for the Study of Education, 1976, 153-177.

2. There are a number of advantages to serving as an external evaiuator. You don't have
established allegiances which might interfere with your judgment and are thus less likely to be
biased. You are {reer 10 move among the ranks of the agency from top to bottom. You can offer a
fresh, broad perspective to the work of the agency. Yet, as an externai evaluator, you also face 2
criucal chalienge: you have no assurance that the data gathered during the evaluation will be
used 1o improve the operation of the agency.

3. In order to reduce the number of objectives, we spent more than six hours in intense
discussion, arguing at length about word choices (which adjective would best describe the
meaning we would like to convey? Which noun would best identify a concept?). We wrote,
rewrote, and negotated the language of each objective until we were satisfied that the
characienisiics of the original fourteen were, for the most part, subsumed in the final form.
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APPENDIX A

SELECTION OF AGENCIES TO STUDY

Sampling for this study was based on a stratified, random sampling procedure which involved
the development of categories of agendes (governmental, private, public, and social) and the
assignment of each agency in the study to one of the four categories. This process quickly
became problematic, however, because each agency fit into at least two categories. Strengths of
our categories were that they were descriptive and that they resulted, when used, in adivision of
the agencies into workable groupings. The weakness of the categories was that they could not
easily be defined. '

It was thus necessary 1o develop [ourteen more specific categories: animal, cultural, the elderly,
mental and physical handicaps, specific health services, historical, hospitals, parks, political
offices, private offices, religious, safety, schools, and other. The swrength of this list was that the
categories were casily defined; the weakness was that there were so many categories that
assigning agencies to them resulied in virtually no useful division of the sample. Indeed, data
collected in four instances would have described only one agency, thus providing no basis for
comparison. And even with fourteen categories, there was still the need foran “other™ category!

The categories finally identdified--health care, political, teaching, and other service—were
easily defined and had a sufficient number of agendes in each to be representative. Dividing the
agencies into these four categories, defined on the basis of characteristics that might affect the
results of the study, is called stratifying. The remaining weakness of the chosen categories was
that ““other service' contained fifteen of the 41 agencies. Indeed, the categories were generally
unbalanced in the number of agencies listed in cach: the health care category contained 41% of
the towal agencies, the political category, 10%. the teaching category, 12%. and the other service
category, 37%.

Having thus stradified all 41 agencies, we selected agencies for study by picking every other
agency from the lists, beginning with the firstagency in the first category, i.e., health care. Table
2. below, illustrates this selection process, which is called randomiring. We used both stratified
and random sampling in order to increase the representiveness of the agencies studied. For an
excellent discussion of these sampling techniques, see C. Fitz-Gibbon and L. Morris, How to
Design a Program Evaluation, Beverly Hills CA: Sage Publications, 1978, pp. 157-161.
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TABLE 2: RANDOM SAMPLING PROCESS

L. PRIMARY INTERVIEW LIST (Agencies Chosen Through Initial Random Selection

A. Health Care Agencies B. Other Service Agencies C. Political Agencies
L. Teensoosee 2. Church**e**** 1. Mayor's Oflice
3. Hospital I1*** 4. Nature Center 3. Senator I Office
5. Dentist (private)**** 6. Stables (private owner)**®
7. Nursing Home II 8. Humane Society
9. Hospital 11 10. City Art Association®® D. Teaching Agendes
11. Retirement Home®*® 12. Community Center 1. Elementary School 1#+%*e*
13. Hospital [J1**** 14, President’'s Home 3. School for the Blind
15. Nursing Home III 5. Junior High School

17. Hospital V

IL SECONDARY INTERVIEW LIST (Replacements for Agencies in Primary Interview List)

A. Health Care Agencies B. Other Service Agencies C. Political Agencies

2. Nursing Home [++eo%e® 7. Farm++®eene

4. Treaument Clinic 11. Internadonal Center

6. Mental Health Center++** D. Teaching Agendies
12. Physician (private)++®*®®® L 2, Elcmémary School II

14. Hotline++®®**

I1I. TERTIARY INTERVIEW LIST
{Agencies Finally Interviewed Because of Complications in Interviewing Others)

A. Health Care Agencies: B. Other Service Agencies C. Politdcal Agencies
16. Hospital IV 2. Prosecutor's Office

D. Teaching Agencies
4. School tor the Deal

IV. AGENCIES NOT SELECTED IN SAMPLING PROCESS

Achievement Association
Radio Station

A. Health Care Agencies B. Other Service Agendies C. Politcal Agencies
8. Society ol America 1. Artist (private) 4, Senator II Office
3. Theatre
5. Fire Station .
9. Telephone Company D. Teaching Agencies
L3
3.

—

N.B. Sec Footnotes and Code on foflowing page
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TABLE 2, CONTINUED

mespasn T ta sy sesnasasnanrrane

Notez Numbers on above lists indicate their order on the initial random list. The randomizing process consisted
of taking every other number on this list, i.e., 1, 3. 3, 7, etc.

' Codez Reasons for not interviewing certain agencies:

** Agency reponcd no program with student interns from Leamning Unlimited during the 1981-82 school
year.
% Agency personnel did not arrive at the designated place and time 10 be interviewed.
s®¢ Agency personnel could not be located either by contacting the community coordinator at Learning
Unlimited for the address and/or telephone number, or by calling the tclephone operator and
requesting the numbs-r,
se®* The telephone number and address of the agency were known, but theagency pcrsonnel with whom the
student intern had worked during the internship experience could not be located.
sssmes Acency personnel with whom the student interns had had contact was on sick leave for the remainder of
the 1981-82 school year.
ssssese | isted at Learning Unlimited as a church, this agency wumed out to be a church school and wa-
categorized under “Teaching.”



APPENDIX B

PRESENTING A PROGRAM EVALUATION REPORT
TO PROGRAM STAFF

"Developed by James H. McElhinney

1. Provide each participant in the program a copy of the report a few days ahead of a meeting
for those involved.

. Hold a meeting {or the general survey of the complete report:
a. Emphasize processes that contribute 10 accuracy of the evaluation.
b. Explain the development of objectives and their conwribution to the structure of the
evaluation. )
c. Answer all questions—accept staff criticism—move on to assisting them 1o be
contructive.
1. "We had vouble with that item, too! Do you think the concept on which it is built is
tmporuant?”
“Is there a related or similar concept that is more important?”
“If you see the concept as worthwhile, do you see a beuer way of stating the item?”
2. “When we were building the items we left some in that we weren't pleased with, but
we didn’t want to lose the concept. If the item causes us 1o have this discussion, it
serves a2 purpose.” . .
~ d. Ahead of the meeting, identify some complimentary - points and some that raise
questons. Go through the report and call auenton to the points you have identified.

-

. Work with panticipants to identify one objective to study thoroughly. Where you have
more than one team, each might identify the objective it wishes to start with.

. Plan the next meeting to study the identified objective.
2. objectives of meeting
b. time and place
¢. determine responsibitilites of each person

. Next meeting of pardcipants

. undersiand what the datwa say

. generate several possible meanings of the data
. examine the evaluator's recommendations

. draw own conclusions and recommendations
. develop a specific set of plans

components of the program to be maintained
components that need to be modified
components 1o be deleted

components 10 be added

. time lines for parts of the plan

specific responsibilities of each participant

o P ow

A S ol A
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6. Subsequent mccungs as provided in the time line
a. report and monitor progress on acccpted responsibilities
b. make needed adjusuments in plan and time lines

7. When purposes of Nos. 5 and 6 are satisfactory parts of the ongoing program, choose a new
objective and repeat steps Nos. 4, 5, and 6.

8. Repeat step No. 7 until all evaluation data on all objectives have been studied and all
appropriate changes are parts of the program.
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APPENDIX C

BUILDING A SERIES OF STAFF DEVELOPMENT MEETINGS
ON PROGRAM EVALUATION DATA

Developed by James H. McElhinney

A. Conduct a group meeting for all personnel of the program evaluated. (Follow the
procedure in “'Presenting a Program Evaluation Report to Faculty,” Appendix B.)

B. Plan to hold a series of hour-long, weekly meetings over a period of six toeight months.

C. Select one of the program objectives as the one program participants and supervisors are
most ready to work on.

D. From the objective identified:

1. Select one or two pieces of data that directors would like to ““change,’’ i.e., change
partidpant experiences so that they would choose the response that directors
judged to be desirable.

Generate two or three possible ways to *“’change the data.”

Examine each alternative in terms of:

a. specific director behaviors, attitudes, skills

b. changed activities

c. different marerials

d. different participant behaviors and attitudes

¢. organizauonal or administrative changes

4. From the alternatives, construct a detailed plan including specific director
behaviors, atutudes, ewc. Directors should practice the specific behaviors needed.
. Identify the sequence of steps to be taken as the plan is gradually implemented. Be
certain to include rewards for participants when they exhibit the desired behaviors.

6. Implement the iniual practices. Directors and supervisors should reward each
other for implementing the initial practice.

7. Hold weekly meetings to check progress and make needed modifications. Continue
intensive attention to the changed practices and look for expected outcomes.

8. When the initial practices have been practiced to the point that they are almost
automatic in appropriate situations, move on to the next section of the plan.
Repeat as [or the initial practices.

9. Contnue with the process. Select next new practices, practice them until they are
almost automatic in appropriate situations, check weekly to be sure individuals are
not returning to previous ways, add new practices.

10. Check the behaviors to be sure that the director's planned changes have actually
produced the predicted change in outcomes. Modily if needed.

11. When the change level for one objective is acceptable to the direcior and
participants, reward evervone with a celebration.

bl o

o

E. Now select a second objective and repeat the detailed process.



130

F. Substituting and then institutionalizing new practices and outcomes is a dcmandmg
task. Strict attention to specific details i is crucial.
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Roger Henry
OVERVIEWING A PROGRAM’S EFFECTS

In this concluding case study, the Coordinator of the Office for Service-Learning at Kent State University
describes the intricacies of designing and conducting & comprehensive, externally mandated, summative
evaluation. Among the many important points highlighted in this chapter are: the value of archival data
derived from ongoing self-evaluation, the importance of insider participation in framing the review
process, and strategies for turning such an event to best advantage. The OSL case study provides insight
into how to evaluate every aspect of a service-learning program, from student leaming to community
impacts to cost effectivness; thus, it synthesizes the many activities described separately in the preceding
chapters into a single process.

I. THE PROGRAM

The Office {or Service-Learning, Kent State University, was established in 1968 as a program of
the Human Relations Deparument in the Division of Student Affairs. Although the purpose of
the office has historically been to provide service-learning opportunities for Kent State
University students, it has recently expanded bevond its original community service focus 1o
include an emphasis on career exploration, skill development, and curriculum enrichment for
students. The office has the {urther responsibility to contribute 1o the mission of the Student
Affairs Division, that is, to generally promote the enrollment, retention, welfare, and
development of students. Finally, the OSL contributes to the University's tripartite mission of
teaching, research, and public service.

The principle role of the OSL is that of coordinating the work of the several partners 1o the
service-learning program. On the one hand, the office functions as a liaison between the
University and the community concerning service-learning programming, recruiting,
screening, placing, orienting, transporting, supervising, and recognizing students who desire
to become involved. The office also assists faculty in planning and supervising students from
specific academic majors in appropriate field experiences and facilitates the granting of
academic credit for such experiences.t Each year, approximately 150 students receive credit
through courses oflered by the OSL, while another 250 are referred to the office by faculty to
meet depanimental course requirements. The total number of students participating annually
on OSL.sponsored programs is ),000 individuals volunteering in over 125 community
organizations. Approximately 80% of the students placed are women. 10% are minority students,
and a majority are upper division students.



132

II. MAKING THE MOST OF A MANDATED EVALUATION

In 1981, after 13 years of operation, the Office for Service-Learning suddenly found itself
embroiled in unique and signiticant changes that were taking place at the University and within
the program. At that time, an extreme budget crisis had prompted the Ohio State Board of
Regents to mandate program evaluation for all academic units of the state university system. As
envisioned by the Regents, program evaluation was to profile and evaluate every academic
unit's effectiveness in terms of the general mission of the state university system: teaching,
research, and public service. The outcomes of the evaluation were to be used to make hard
dedsions regarding the retendon or reduction of units. At Kent State University, this mandace
was to bring special pressure 10 bear on those units on campus, the OSL among them, viewed as
expendable by some administrators.

The timing of this mandated, comprehensive evaluation was significant for the OSL for other

reasons as well: 1) As part of the general “belt-uightening” going on at the University, the

President had recenddy integrated Student Affairs and Academic Affairs under a single Vice-

President. It had thus become important for the OSL to demonstrate its fit with both student life
-and academia. 2) In reaction to its ever-evolving program, the office had recently changed its
. name from the Ofifice of Volunteer and Community Services to the Office for Service-Learning.
The evaluation would give the program an opportunity 1o highlight and assess the effectiveness
of its new focus. 3) Finally, after 13 years of operation, the OSL. was a mature program that had
never undergone an objective, external review, Such a process, its staff felt sure, could benefit the
program tremendously. This enthusiasm was not based on blind faith, but upon the extensive
- documentation of the OSL's day-to-day opcrauons that had been collected since the program's
founding (see Appendix A). Indeed, every major outcome of the program, student benefits and
learning, service to the community, and impact on the University, had been routinely evaluated
over the years. Here was an excellent opportunity 1o “show off" the program.

It was in this context that the Dean of Student Affairs set forth the following goals {or the -
evaluation:

A. To assess the clarity and relevance of the OSL’s goals and objectives to t.he mission and
goals of the University.

B. To assess the contribution of the OSL to the mission- of Student Affalrs.

C. To assess how well the office has met its goals, especially the impact of the unit on
student leamming and its contribution, educationally and adminisr.ra(ively. 10 other
University offices and departments.

D. To assess the quality and value of the services offered by the offlcc to its varied
constituents.

E. To provide a basis for the Division of Student Affairs and the OSL to continue self-
examination and self-improvement.

Paralleling these purposes was the agenda that the staff of the OSL had quietly established for

. the evaluation:
A. Toenhance the OSL's credibility by educating others in the University about its impact
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on students. the University, and the community,

B. To get a more objective appraisal of the OSL's operations.

C. ‘To assist the office in both short-term and long-term dedision-making concerning the
adequacy of its present goals, objectives, and services.

D. To compile more information about the adequacy of present management, resources,
budget, and olfice space.

E. To help further organize documentation of records for use in recruitmentand placement

of students.

III. FRAMING THE EVALUATION PROCESS

Perhaps the most ¢ritical variables impacting the success of any program evaluation are who
conduct the evaluation and under what circumstances or constraints it is carried out. In the case
of this external evaluation of the OSL., it was decided by the Dean for Student Affairs that the
process would model that rypically used at colleges and universities to evaluate academic
dcpar:mcm.s. that is, evaluation by a committee external to the program and possessing relevant
expertise. This committee, which was selected with significant contributions from the Coordi-
nator of the OSL, was carefully composed of individuals who could be objectively critical of the
service-learning concept. The committee included people with first-hand experience in the
program as well as highly credible experts in related fields. Its composition included:

- @ Two students, one recommended by the student government to represent students at large;
the other, recommended by the OSL Coordinator, had volunteered for three years through
the oflice.

@ One Faculty Representative, recommended by the OSI. Coordinator as being from an
academic deparument traditonally involved in a wide range ol service-learning
experiences for students.’

® One Staff Representative, recommended by the Associate Dean of Student Life, the
committee convenor, because she dealt with responsibilites similar to those of the OSL
and because she was somewhat skeptical of the program.

& One Community Agency Representative, the Director of a nearby Voluntary Action
Center. recommended by the OSL Coordinator because of her nationally-recognized
knowledge and expertise in the field of volunteerism.

® One Student Affairs Representative, the Assistant Dean for Human Relations, Student Life
Department, selected by the Associate Dean because he directly supervises the OSL and is
responsible for the overall program.

At its initial meeting, the committee was charged with evaluating the QSL in terms of its stated
goals and objectives. It had less than one semester to accomplish this task and complete the
evaluation. The committee was 10 meet bi-weekly {or the initial two months of the semester,
then monthly for the remaining three months. Much was to be done by individuals or small task .
forces. The costs of the evaluation, excepting the considerable in-kind costs of committee time,
were handled through the general budget of the Dean for Student Affairs.2
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IV. THE EVALUATION PLAN

A. THE EVALUATION QUESTIONS. One of the most important tasks of the cornmittee, in
cooperation with the OSL swaff, was the stating of spedific questions that the evaluation was to
answer and the identification of indicators that would provide the information needed to
answer them. By brainstorming questions related to the stated goals of the OSI... the committee
defined the following, broad scope for the evaluation:

1) Goals and Objectives: Are the stated goals and objectives of the OSL being accomplished?
Are they too broad or oo narrow? What has been the office's impact on the mission of Student
Alfairs, i.e., student enrollment, retention, welfare, and development? Do the OSL's goals and
objectives overlap redundandy with those of other departments?

2) Impact on Students: How many students are served? How diverse is the student population
served? How satisfied are students with the services of this office? What developmental
experiences are offered to students, i.e., leadership, career, personal growth, skill enhancemenc?
What contribution does participation make to job placement? To leamming? To the
development of life-long learning skills? What effect does the office and its programs have on
retention of students at the University?

3) Impact on Other University Departments: What kinds of interaction and how frequent is
the interaction with other departments or offices on campus? What contribution does the office
"make to the objectives of departments, both academically and non-academically? What classes
has this office helped develop and implement? What classes are taught by OSL swaff? What
perceptions of this department are held by the administration and faculty of other University
dcparunems. specifically of the quality of interaction with the OSL., e.g., quality of placement,
supervision of students, resource sharing, expertise in service-learning, consultative content
and process? How important do other departments think service-learning is, especially for the
employability of their students?

4) Service to the Community: How successful is the office in providing volunters to the
community, e.g., how many hours of service, how are problems addressed, what technical
support is available from the office? How creative is this office in meeting the needs of the
community? What, if any, are the problems that characterize agencies working with OSL
students? What perceptions of this department are held by the local community and by other
professionals in the service-learning field? How much support for the office is there from
agencies who work with the OSL? What is the external recognition of this program and its
Director, i.e., in the University, community, state, and nationally?

5) Staff: How effective is the staff in meeting its goals and objectives? Is the present number of
stafl sufficient® Does the suaff possess adequate expertise, e.g., years in service-learning

~ administration? How productive is the staff, e.g.. amount of programming? How high is staff
morale? What staff development practices are operant, e.g., attendance at workshops, resource
updating, seminars involving staff and student leaders? What knowledge does the staff possess
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6) Space and Other Resources: Is space adequate to meet objectives? Is it used efficiently? Are
equipment, publications, supplies, documents, and library materials adequate and effectively
urilized?

7) Budget Resources/Costs: Is the budget realistic in light of objectives? Is department
maximizing the use of its financial resources? What outside funding does the OSL. secure? How
resourceful is the staff finangally?

8) Professionalism of Office: Is there evidence of creative productivity, e.g., publications, use
as consultants or wrziners, reputation among professional colleagues?

¥) Administration: How are decisions made? Are policies and procedures adequate for the
office? Is there adequate planning for the future? Are objectives addressed and accomplished? Is
the office in compliance with applicable laws and regulations?

B. THE EVALUATION DESIGN: UTILIZING FOUND DATA. Because of the OSL's long
history of ongoing self-evaluation, the committee found itself confronted with an
embarrassment of riches when it began work on the planned evaluation. In order 10 make the
task more manageable, the committee established small task forces, each charged with finding
answers to one of the nine sets of evaluation questions. The specific evaluation design used by
these groups varied depending on the questions to be answered. The task force evaluating the
program's accomplishment of goals and objectives, for example, used a planned-
accomplishments-vs..actual-accomplishments design to study the programs’s annual reports
and performance reviews. The task force evaluaung service to the community, on the other .,
hand, used a case design, gathering information from community agencies on how the OSL
impacted them. In addition, this team undertook a comparative design, consulting with the
National Center for Service-Leaming to secure comparative data on other programs, The task
force looking at impact on studenus utilized a combined case and ume-series design, combing
through the masses of descriptive and analytical datwa available from the OSL on student
experiences with the program, then tracking some graduates to assess such variables as retention
and carcer development.

Throughout the evaluation process, the committee relied heavily on the raw and compiled data
already available from the OSL (see Appendix A for an overview of the written evaluation
procedures routinely utilized by the program). In addition, the committee used the following
data-gathering strategies:
© 1) Visual Inspection of Office Facilities. In order to assess space and other resources,
commitiee meetings were held at the OSL office so that members could see the actual operation
and have ready access to information from office files. The committee was given a complete tour
of the facility so members could visually assess such factors as space needs, accessibility (o
students (centrality), office atmosphere, and the physical condition of the office. The OSL staff
also displaved resource maternials, learning tools, and office publications so that the committee
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members could peruse them before and after meetings.

2) Interviews. In order to gain more information regarding the operation of the Office for
Service-Learning and the value of the students’ experiences, structured interviews were held
with faculty from a number of academic units and with service-learning experts. Most
departments/colleges were selected for interview because of their commitment to and
involvement in experiential education as part of their degree requirements. However, one unit,
Finance, was chosen because it did not have much contact with the OSL and lacked involvement
in experiential education. It was hoped that this unit would give the committee some critical or
different information concerning the office’s impact on, or lack of impact on, the College of
Business Administration.

Additonally, the commiuee interviewed the Coordinator of the QSL to gain a better
understanding of his knowledge of, and expertise in, service-learning and to find out about his
concerns about the office and its programs, and his plans for the future. The graduate counselor
of the OSL, was aiso interviewed so that the committee could get additional testimony about the
OSL programs, the Coordinator, and the impact of the office on students and staff. Finally, the
commitiee interviewed the student members of the committee itself, to ascertain more
completely the impact the OSL had had on them academically and personally.

3) Expert Consultation. An integral part of the interview process was consultations with
experts in the field of service-learning, especially nationally-known professionals referred by
the Coundil for the Advancement of Experiential Learning (CAEL) and the National Center for
Service-Learning (NCSL.). These representatives were interviewed so that the committee could
get a comparative and broad view of service-learning, trends in the field, and general

programmatic expectations.

V. DATA ANALYSIS

Because of the evaluation committee’s reliance on the mass of data already available from the
OSL's own archives, and because of the simultaneous need to substandate this data, the
committee emphasized trianguladon (the use of multiple measures) in making its analysis. The
general thrust of the data analysis effort was thus to look for trends in available information.
Data from several sources was continually checked and rechecked for consistency. Findings
supported by data from diverse sources, e.g., existing records, independently conducted
interviews, and expert testimony, were given more credence. As much as possible, all data was
also analyzed to provide the following categories of answers to evaluation questions:

behavioral—-What skilis did volunteers or clients develop? What did they learn 10 do
because of the-service-learning experiences?

cognitive—What did program constituents (faculty-staff, students, agency personnel,
clients) learn from their service-learning experiences?

affective—What were the constituent feelings about the office and how did their
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Appendix F provides a detailed example of the way in which evidence was marshalled 1o arrive
at credible conclusions about the program.

VI. UTILIZING EVALUATION RESULTS

As is customary in academic settings, the final report of the comprehensive evaluation took the
form of a carefully-drafied written report. Indeed, three drafts of the document, each co-
authored by the evaluation task forces, then synthesized into final form by the convenor of the
committee and the Director of the OSL, were needed to produce a polished document which met
the committee’s criteria of clarity, conciseness, and thoroughness. The final report was 20 pages
long, a readable length, and was organized in classical style:
L. Program Description
A. Purpose
B. Function
C. Overview
I1. Evaluation Process
A. Objectives
B. Evaluation Committee
C. Evaluation Activities
III. Results
A. Goals/Objectives
B. Impact on Students
C. Impact on University Departments
D. Service to the Community
E. Swaff
F. Administration
G. Budget/Resources/Costs
H. Space and Other Resources
IV. Summary
V. Recommendations for Program Improvement
V1. Recommendations for Future Evaluation

"The enure process was concluded with a final program evaluation dinner, arranged by the Dean
for Student Affairs 1o commend the work of the committee. At this ceiebration, the results of the
evaluation were highlighted and its implicatons were discussed by the members of the
commiitee, the staff of the OSL., and the Dean for Student Affairs. This dinner was intended to
officially conclude the process and served as a clear demarcation point for beginning to act on
the report’s recommendations.

Today, the report and the data that was synthesized to produce it have become essential parts of
the program’s archives and are used regularly by the OSL staff in program planning and
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ongoing evaluation. All new stalf members are given a copy of the reportand are encouraged to
view it as official background on the program. The report has proven to be an aid 10 writing
annual reports, redefining goals and objectives, and answering important inquiries. It has even
- contributed to formal accreditation reviews of the program. In short, the report is the absolutely
appropriate way to utilize evaluation results in an academic context.

VIL. PROBLEMS AND BENEFITS

Naturally, with an evaluation of this scope, problems are bound to crop up along the way. In the
OSL program review, many of the problems were process-oriented. The time limitation of less
than one semester, for example, hurried the process and caused some unnecessary pressure on
commiuee members and OSL staff. The scheduling of meetings to accomodate busy commitee
members was an arduous task for the Convenor.

Problemns with the division of responsibility also plagued the study, with administrative work
falling too heavily onto the OSL staff. While this enabled the office staff 10 actively lead the
_ evaluadion, it also increased the anxiety and pressure felt by the staff about the process.
Although the OSL swaff knew it had evidence with which to answer questions about the
~ program, it too was new 1> comprehensive program evaluation of this type.

Last, the lack of valuing of the service-leamning concept displayed by some committee members
" was a problem. This extended the period of orientation needed by sorme members and resulted in
some inappropriate recommendations for program improvement.

Despite these several drawbacks, however, the experience of participating in a mandated
program evaluation proved to be a valuable education exercise and a powerful program
development strategy for the OSI.. The evaluation reinforced the staff’s belief, for example, that
documentation and thorough, ongoing evaluation do make a difference. The fact that the OSL
had been gathering such evidence for years enabled them to demonstrate conaetely and
objectively what they already “knew™ about the program. By being willing to share this
information, they also proved that they were already oriented toward critical self-assessment
and were knowledgeable about their field.

The program evaluation was especially important for its programmatic impacts. The process
enabied the OSL to reassess the validity of program goals and objectives and to see if they were
being achieved. The evidence examined in the evaluation showed what they were doing well
and what needed to be done better. On the one hand, it demonstrated the positiveness, richness,
and benefits of the OSL program to students, faculty, staff, and community alike. On the other
hand, the experience also helped the OSL staff 10 organize their records more effectively and to
identify more useful information for future collection efforts. The recommendations in the
final report provided a constructive plan for the future, calling the staff's atention to areas of
needed improvement such as student diversity. In short, the evaluation taught the OSL o invite,
not {ear, a comprehensive review, to view evaluation as a developmental process which can
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assist the staff in improving their services.

Proiessionally, the evaluation was extremely beneficial to the staff, in helping them become
cognizant of their strengths and weaknesses in programming. It also helped them to be better
prepared [or future evaluations and taught them that they were already able to evaluate quickly,
under pressure. They were also able to analyze their own conduct during the evaluation and
learn that the process was as important as the results, Finally, the evaluation taught the staff
how to use its own resources more effectively.

Perhaps the most significant outcome of the evaluation, however, was that through it the
program became better known 10 key decision-makers at the University, who learned 1o value
the OSL more highly. The evaluation demonstrated conclusively that the OSL does contribute
much to the University's and the Student Affairs Division’s missions. It also demonstrated to
key dedsion-makers that the consumers of the OSL (students, community residents, faculty,
and staff) were having many of their needs met by the office. In short, program evaluation
provided persuasive justification for the OSL's continued existence. .

Finally, the program leamed that even such a comprehensive, summative evaluation is just 2
starting point for future action, providing tremendous perspective with which to begin anew.

ROGER K. HENRY has been Coordinator of the Office for
Service-Learning, Kent State University, for tenyears, and is
a consultant for the National Center for Service-Learning.
He received his Master of Education degree in 1974 from
Kent State, and has published widely in the field of service-
learning.
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NOTES

1. The OSL places students in community organizations specializing in special education.
tutoring, mental health, crisis intervention, aging, public television and radio, corrections.
health care, day care, recreation, consumer affairs, ecology, and government. These students
represent 150 academic majors, among them Special Education, Psychology, Family and
Consumer Studies, Recreation, Telecommunications, Corrections, Elementary Educadon,
Early Childhood Education, Social Work, Sodology, Geronwiogy, Nursing, Business
Administration, Journalism, English, Political Sdence, and Art.

2. The esumated hours spent on the evaluation were: hours
5 committee members at 35 hours each ....... eeeee 175
Research Assistant ...oveee.. seseves sersassceseces 30
Convenor of the Committee ....cvvvvaviceiecessa.. 50
Secretary of OSLL .......... teetteeretesstccsenseas 30
OSL Dimctor LI L AL B B B BN BB B Y IO N R BB I B LRI BN BN AR N N N 75
Gmdlmte &unsclorl OSL LU N IR SN B B B B BL B 3E BF B IR BN BF B B B BB B N ) 15
Supervisor, OSL Coordinator .veveecevesseeacnss .o 50
Toul Hom ------- ss PSS IBBRETIESS sSessasssrandrnr 425

The final costs of the evaluation were:
Duplicating .......... cesirerasanans cesesenaes '$ 300
Committee In—Kind Contribudons ............ 4,000
OSL Staff In-Kind Contributions ........ cesens 1,300
Postage .....cvceeene. tesesesseracasrseranans aee 45
Consultant ...... Mttt snenasevesenenananene .o 500
Recogniton Event  ....coiiiiiiiianns ceesecnscss 180
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APPENDIX A

WRITTEN EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS ROUTINELY USED

BY THE OFFICE OF SERVICE-LEARNING

The folioving instruments are routinely used by the OSL and were incorporated into the design of :hc
mandated comprehensive evaluation.

L DOCUMENTATION OF GENERAL PROGRAM OPERATIONS/EFFECTS

Evaluation
Instrument

Data
Gathered

Use in Ongoing
Evaluation

Comprehensive Evaluation

Addressed by Instrument

Project Evaluation

Weekly, Annual, and
Special Reporu

QOuuide Research

1) Logistical problems,
2) working relationship
between OSL and agency,
3) effectiveness of univer-
sity’s supervision of

of student, 4) overall
support for and rauing ol
OSL. 5) impact of
students on agency objec-
tives, 6} impact on client
needs, 7) scope and diver-
sity of services provided,
8} agency-opinion of im-
pact on students, 9) over-
all sausfaction of agency,
10) how QSL is viewed
by community.

Overview of OSL’s
accomplishments, plans,
student demographics,
diversity and scope of
programming efloris,
costs.

Impact on students’
learning and career de-
velopment: efficiency of
placement process:
general demographic
information.

Completed at the end of
each academic year by
agency volunieer coor-
dinators, Used 10 eval-

uate OSL performance,
objectives, and

community needs.

Planning tools used to
regularly document

what OSL has done and

what it intends to do.

Formal studies conduct-
ed periodically by faculty,
graduate students to
assess overall elficacy

of program,

Goals and Objectives.
Service 10 the
Community.

Goals and Objectives.
Impact on swudents.
Impact on other
university departments.
Service to the communiy.
Saff.
Budget/resources/costs.
Space and other
resources.
Administration.
Goals and objectives.
Impact on students.
Impact on university
departments,
Service 1o the community.,
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Comprehensive E\nluali’

Performance Measurement
Systemn ’

Student Coordinator
Reports

OSL Interaction Chart

First Impressions Card

Publicity Folders

staff funcuions.
Statistical evidence of
OSL's accomplishments
vis-a-vis its stated goals,
objectives, and acuivity
plans.

Impressions of OSL
effectiveness and
problems.

Number of units worked

- with; interdependencies,
- nature of interactions,

major contacts outside
university,

1) Helpfulness of staff,
2) helpiulness of wriuen
materials given 10
students, 8) swaaff inter-
viewing eflectivness,

4) overall efficacy of

application and place-
ment process, 5) overall
satisfaction with office.

Changes in program
over time; recognition
achieved: public ac-
knowledgement of effort;
scope and quality of
volunteer recruitment:
impact of office in
community,

Standardized program
appraisal conducted bi-
annually by the Student

Life Department.

Periodically

Periodically -

Rates students’ initial
contact with OSL,
usually after application
and interview process.

Collections of all public
relations materials e.g..
newspaper articles, re-
cruitment ads, cerifi-
cates of recognition
generated throughout
the year.

" university departments.
- Service 1o the . .

Evaluation Daua Use in Ongoing

Instrument Gathered Evaluation Addressed by Instrument

Unsuauctured Faculty/ Scope of program; bene- Derived periodically - Service to the community.

Scaff/Agency Feedback fits to departments and from interviews or " Impact on other
coramunity; importance correspondence, university departments.
and quality of OSL
staff performance. .

Office Management Tools Scope and diversity of Updated annually as aids  Goals and objectives.

. office tasks; accomptish- to program planning Seaif.

ment of goals/objectives;  and evaluation. Budget/resources/costs.
program descriptions;

Goals and objectives,

Staff.
Administration.

Impact on other

commaunity,

Impact on students,
Seaff.

Service to community.
Professionalism.




IL. DPOCUMENTATION OF STUDENT PARTICIPATION/STUDENT OUTCOMES

Evaluation’ Daua Use in Ongoing Evaluation Issues
Instrument Gathered Evaluation Addressed by Instrument
Volunteer Demographic iniorma- Open-ended and closed- Goals and objectives.
Questionnaire tion on students: how ended questions used to Impact on students.
recruited; motivations; derive information on Impact on other

" Tools -

1) Daily /Weekly
Journals;

2} Cnideal Incident
Writing:

3) Research Reports:

4} Learning Styie
Interviews;

5} Service-Learning
Agreements
Applicadon Surveys

INeeds Assessment

if students referred by
faculty; relatonship to
career plans or major
requirements; ratings of
services provided by OSL
and volunteer siie;
leaming derived from
placement; effects on
personal and academic
life; rating of overall
satisfaction with
placement.

Evidence of student
learmning; self-reported
value of experience to
students; quality of
service provided by OSL:
effect on carecer and
skill development: con-
tribution to academic
major; personal develop-
ment effects; efficacy of
placement sites.

Demographic informa.
tion; sources of referral to
program; information
on reasons students
volunteer.

General information
about students, their
needs and views of the
OSL experience.

students and cheir field
experiences. Completed
by volunteers at the end
of each semester.

Tools used o enhance
student learning. Re-
quired of students who
are aking service-
learning courses for aca-
demic credit. Excerpts
are copied and saved if
appropriate, Significant
excerpts are included
with annual reports.

Basic statistical informa-
tion used to profile the
diversity of student
populations served. Con-
ducted at end of each
academic vear.

Surveys {e.g., grade point
average survey, recruit-
ment survey, alumni
questionnaire) con-
ducted bi-annually 10
monitor students’
changing needs.

university departments.

The instrument most
utilized by the
committee,

Goals and objectives.

Impact on students.
Impact on other
university departments.

Impact on students.
Impact on other
university departments.

Impact on students,
Service 10 community.
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Evaluation Issues .

Evaluation Data Use in Ongoing

Instrument Gathered Evaluation Addressed by Instrument
Experimental College What students learn; Swundard end-of-term impact on students.
Evaluations cifectiness of instruc- course evaluations pro- Impact on other

Agency Performance
Evaluatons

tion; appropriateness
of course content.

Performance ratings
€.g.. resourcefulness,
ability to work with
others, dependability,
communications skills,
time utilization, etc.)

viding basis. for compar-
ing OSL courses w other
university classes.
Agency sponsors ratings
of volunteer
performance.

1. DOCUMENTATION OF SERVICE TO THE COMMUNITY

university departments.

Impact on students,
Service to community.

Evaluation Data Use in Ongoing Evaiuation Issues
Insoument Gathered Evaluation Addressed by Instrument
Client Evaluations Client satisfaction with Essay or closed-ended Service to community.
program and students; questionnaires periodi-
specific gains of clients; cally used (0 obtain feed-

problems experienced.

IV. DOCUMENTATION OF AGENCY PERFORMANCE

Evaluation -~
Instrument

Data
Gathered

back directly from
agency clienits served by
student volunteers,

Use in Ongoing
Evaluadon

. Evaluaton [ssues

Addressed by Instrument

Project Evaluations

I} Logistical problems;
2) working relationship
between OSLandagency:
3) effectiveness of univer-
sity's supervision of
students; 4) overall
support for and rating of
QS1.. 5) impact of stu-
dents on agency objec.
tives; 6) impact on client
needs; 7) scope and diver-
sity of services provided;
8) agency opinion of im-
pact on students; 9) over-
all satisfaction of agency;
10} how OSL. is viewed
by community,

' Completed at the end of

each academic year by
agency volunteer coordi-
nators. Used 10 evaluate
office performance, OSL
program objectives, and
community needs.

Goals and objectives,
Service to community.
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Evaluation Daa Use in Ongoing Comprehensive Evaluation
Instrumsent Gathered Evaluation Addressed by Insaument
Centification of Volunteer How well organized and  Standardized question- Service to community.
Program Standards administered learning naire used to monitor

sites are; adequacy of and develop community

polides and programs placements. Assesses

governing volunteer ex-
periences (e.g., orienta-
tion and training, job de-
scriptions, saaif supervi-
sOry expertise, recogni-
tion of volunteers ); how
well sites meet the learn-
ing needs of students.

. DOCUMENTATION OF STAFF PERFORMANCE

against minimum stand-
ards for volunteer pro-
grams to determine
whether agences are
capable of providing
placement in which
students can learn,

Evaluation Data Use in Ongoing Evaluation Issues
lastrument Gathered Evaluation Addressed by Instrument
Swaff Evaluations 1) Strengths and weak- Official evaluation of Goals and objectives.

Director's Performance
Evaluations

nesses of swaff; 2) quality
and quantity of work per-

-formed; 8) swuaff skillsand

professional develop-
memnt needs; 4} overall
level of performance.

Professionalism, compe-
tence, creativity,
resourcefulness,

OSL Coordinator and
staff secretary conducted
annually by the Student
Life Depanument.

Brief narrative evalua.
tions of individual swaff
performance during
major events, especially
in terms of how well
office stafl meets needs of
students, faculty, and

agency personnel.

Stafl.

Service to communiry.
Impact on other
university deparunents.

In addition to the instruments described above, the OSL regularly employs 2 number of oral and observational
techniques which, though not utilized in the formal program evaluation, are nonetheless excellent means of
assessing program impact on students:

1) On-Site Visits. Provide information on agency operations, personnel, and the effectiveness of the setting

as a learning site.

2) Student Coordinator Seminars. Gather data from program leaders on agency, operation ot program. and
motivation and needs of volunteers. Utilized for developing skills and knowledge of student leaders.

3) Volunteer Follow-Ups. Calls or letters 10 volunteers assessing student satisfaction with program and
value of placement experiences.



4} Program Feedback Sessions. Informal, small-group meetings utilized to discuss problems and concerns of
volunteers. .
3) Interviews of all program constituents. Gather information about impact on all participants.
6) Advisory Committee Meetings. Oral feedback from student volunteers, faculty, staff, and agency
nnel.
7} Credit Seminars. Used to structure and guide student learning, ascertain student problems and needs.



APPENDIX B

ASSESSING PROGRAM IMPACT ON
OTHER UNIVERSITY DEPARTMENTS

1. EVALUATION ISSUE: Impact of the OSL on other university departments

A. Evaluation Questions:

1. What kinds of interactions are there and how frequent are the i interactions with other
university deparunents/offices on campus?

2. What contribution does the OSL make to the objectives of deparuments, both
academically and non-academically?

3. What classes has the OSL helped develop and implement?

4. What classes are taught by OSL stafl?

5. What perceptions of this office are held by the administrators and faculty of other
university departments, specifically, of the quality of interaction with the OSL. e.g.,
quality of placement/supervision of students, resource sharing, expertise on service-
lammg, consultative content and process?

6. How important do other departments think service-learning/experiential education
is, espedally for the employability of their students?

B. Major Data Sources Reviewed by the Commiuee
l. Writen instruments
a. Volunteer questionnaire
b. Reflective learning tools
c. Application surveys
- d. Annual Reports
e. Office management tools, e.g., pcrformanoc measurement system
f. OSL interacton chart
g. Unstructured faculty/staff appreciation letters
2. Nonwritten methods
a. Interviews with faculty and administrators
b. Expert consultation (interviews with a CAEL consultant)

C. Examples of Data Gathered
1. The Volunteer Questionnaire

HOW DID YOU LEARN ABOUT VOLUNTEER SERVICE PROGRAMS?

65 Kent Stater 26 Posters
22 Professor 4 Dorm
21 Class Presentation 8 Advisor
73 A Friend 13 Other

WHAT MOTIVATED YOU TO APPLY FOR A VOLUNTEER POSITION?
(MARK AS MANY AS APPLY)

83 Course Credit

169 Desire 10 help others/service

154 Experience/career exploration
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MY VOLUNTEER WORK IS (WAS)

77 More educational than my classroom work
106 Equally educational as my classroom work
17 Less educational than my classroom work

WAS YOUR VOLUNTEER WORK RECOMMENDED OR REQUIRED BY
ANY ACADEMIC UNIT OR PROFESSOR?

54 Yes
146 No

IN WHAT WAY DID YOUR VOLUNTEER EXPERIENCE AFFECT YOUR
CAREER CHOICE? (PLEASE MARK ONLY ONE)

27 Questioned my previous choice

9% Confirmed my plans

11 Changed my career plans

61 No effect
DID YOUR VOLUNTEER WORK HAVE ANY EFFECT ON YOUR MA]JOR
SELECTION (PLEASE MARK ONLY ONE}

77 Confirmed selection 20 Made me think about
7 Changed my major a new major
selection 8% Had no effect

RATE IMPORTANCE OF YOUR VOLUNTEER EXPERIENCE IN
RELATION TO CAREER AWARENESS AND PREPARATION (PLEASE

MARK ONLY ONE)

EV = Extremnely Valuable LV = Of little value
SV = Somewhat valuable NV = No value
I. Broader knowledge of job and career
requirements 64 EV, 84 SV, 29 LV, 20 NV
2. Narrowed my career choices 22 EV, 6% SV, 48 LV, 58 NV
3. Gained first-hand exposure to work
environment 108 EV, 55 SV, 25 LV, 15 NV
4. Became known to people who could
be potential employers 22 EV, 44 SV, 59 LV, 62 NV
5. Became aware of how my education '
is preparing me for a career 65 EV, 92 SV, 19 LV, 18 NV
6. Gained awareness of relationship

between my personal values and job

requirements 92 EV, 75 SV, 13 LV, 14 NV



DID YOUR VOLUNTEER WORK HAVE ANY EFFECT ON ANY OF THE
FOLLOWING? (PLEASE MARK AS MANY AS APPLY)

94 Made some of my courses more meaningful
152 Developed my self-confidence or seli-image

59 Helped me to identify courses which would be useful for my carcer
.19 Made my work in classes difficult because of time constraints |

25 Helped me stay in college because it enabled me to take responsibility

and renewed my interest in a career or major

127 Make KSU more of a positive experience for me

15 No effect

2. Reflective Leaming Tools (examples from journal entries)

a. I've enjoyed my experience very much as a volunteer. It really opened myeyestoa
lot of things. It also made me realize that this kind of work is not for me. I ended up
changing my major. I would advise everybody to experience something like this.

b. Unbelievably eye-opening! Never knew what a daycare center was or did. A
minicourse in Sociology.

¢. I have learned whatitis like to deal with many children. This experience will help
me as a teacher, , )

d. Expericnce is the best teacher; there are many things you just can't learn in a’

- classroom or textbook. ' )

8. Application Survey
a. APPLICATION BY COLLEGE/SCHOOL, 1979

Arts &£ S5aences ...eiieieciemenienan. cevens 44.2%
Educaluon ...eeeeeerevesnnnacsnonsvennnns 24.4%
Fine and Professional Arts ...... deearaanana 15.6%
BUSINESS tivvrienneennronranccascnnsacnns 6.2%

Physical Educauon, Recreauon, & Dance ... 5.0%
Nursing E LN R I B R BN Y R R R B AR B L CRE N R B B N B BN R R NI - 4-6%

b. DEPARTMENT REFERRALS, 1980-81

Home Economics ...vviveenenns 90 Pre-Medical....coecniiiiiaaaes.. 10
PsycholOgY «vevevcniraienaes...30 Corrections ..vveivnnnivensnnnna..20
Rerealion veveavearveanesaeee.30 Health/Safety Education .......... 2
Social Work c.veevecencecss «.+.25 Early Childhood Education .......5
Special Education c..eeeeecessn, 50 Numsing ..oceeveccrcecrennnsees.20

4. Unstructured Faculty/Staff Feedback: Appreciation Letters (examples)

a. “"The generous and skilled contributions made by you and your colleagues in the
towh and on the faculty through the Experimental Programs Division has,
during the past year, broadened and enriched undergraduate education at Kent
State University. The Division has continued to program unusual and innovative



courses and to provide a personalizing element to the teaching at Kent. We express
our sincere gratitudc to you for your participation and look forward to your
conunumg interest in the program.’

b. “Thank you so much for thinking of us and scndmg all of those articles. I am in
the midst of reading them now, and would enjoy getting back to you on them, as
soon as I am finished. Let me know if we can do anything in return.’

¢ “Your talk to the students in the Early Childhood Deparument freshman seminar
seems to have generated a real interest in volunteer work on the part of many of
thern, judging from the questions that I have gotten in the past week. Thank you.
I think your agency performs a valuable service for those of us teaching in
education. Attached is a sheet desaribing the hours of field experience expected
under teacher education rcdeslgn A more complete report will be avmlablc ina
few days and I will forward it to you.”

5. OSL Interaction Chart
Offices/Departments  Interaction  Kinds of Interactions

Henors/Experimental  Frequently  Develop courses, share information, teach
classes, teaching methods, class speaking,
place students, key faculty, functions

Juvenile Justice Center Frequently  Share information, give support, referrals

Healih/Safety Ed. ~ Periodically. . Place students, class option,-share informa-
: tion, refer students, key faculty, functions
Nursing Frequently  Place students, key faculty, speak to club,

speak toclass, develop placements, CPR class,
transportation, share information

Correcuions Frequently  Place students, key faculty, class opuons,
interns, share information and support,
speak in classes

6. Structural Interviews

a. INTERVIEW WITH LAUREL WILCOX, RECREATION PROGRAM
DIRECTOR
The recreation majors are required to take courses or the option of volunteering in
a recreational setung. When the students take the volunteer option, they must find
their own agency in which they must spend thirty hours per semester. In order to
find a related agency they are often referred 1o the Service-Learning Center. Mr.
Henry then suggests various agencies and helps them become established in these
agencies.
The possibility of the student being hired by this agency in which the student
practices his/her expertise is very high. Many of the recreational majors continue
with the agency at salaries starting at $10,000. “The areas where this most often
occurs are therapeutic, gerontology, drugs and alcohol centers.



Mrs. Wilcox said that the students have always been most complimentary about
the services they receive through the OSL.

7. Annual Report

1. ACCOMPLISHMENTS (partial listing)

¢ Continued development of excellent resources on service-learning, helping
relationships, experiential leaming, and student development. Several
hundred articles, books, journals, newsletters, etc.

e Effected name change from Office of Volunteer and Community Services to
Office for Service-Learning. Also a change in focus: increase in learning and
student development.

® Direct/indirect involvement with faculty: assisted with resources, program
development, placement, supervision, transportation of over 1,850 F.T.E's.

® Over 200 students received academic credit direcly through our classes.
Significant increase in refinement and quantity of reflective-learning and
monitoring methods, e.g., service-learning agreements, two types of journals,
evaluation handbook, educatonal debriefing, CAEL handbook, critical
incident writing. :

e Significant effort in divisional joint programming with Career Planning and
Placement Center, Orientations, Financial Aid, Handicapped Student
Services, Admissions, and Residence Halls.

o Met with over 150 students regularly who received credit. Extensive use of
Service-Learning Agreement and monitoring methods. Significant feedback
on journals and written work.

® Speaking in more than thirty classes,

® Increase in academic departmental interaction and regular dissemination of
resource materials to 25 key faculty.

D. Results (excerpts from Final Report of the Evaluatdon Committee)
1. Impact on University Depaniments

OSL benefits other university departments in the following ways:

a. The office has provided a leaming laboratory as a testing ground for students in
relating theory to practice, while providing opportunities for the university
faculty 10 check the relevance of classroom information.

b. The office has increased the opportunities for the students to earn about human
concemns, research, and the assessment of personal skills. In addition, the office
provides the opportunity for personal development by facilitating the placement
of students in both on- and off-campus service-learning opportunities.

To substaniiate the above benefits, members of the Evaluation Committee
interviewed faculty and administrators from the {following units: Home Economics,

Criminal Justice Studies, Recreation, Psychology, Sociology and Anthropology.

Heaith and Safety Education, College of Education, Finance and Public

Administration,
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The [ollowing is a summary of the results obtained in the interviews.
(summaries omitted in this appendix)

In addition, the OSL interacts with university departments and offices in other
important ways. The following are examples:

a. Providing information and ideas about experiental education in gtncra} and
specific services provided by the office;

b. Speaking in classes, such as freshman orientation, in order 10 acquaint students
with the office, generate an interest in volunteer work, and discuss concrete
volunteer possibilides.

¢. Conducting workshops and training sessions for campus groups, e.g., resident
directors, graduate counselors, Student Government, etc.,, on such topics as
human relations anc leadership assertiveness.

d. Providing academic credit (both gradcd and pass-fzul) through the Honors and
Experimental College to students participating in volunteer programs,

e. Working with departments to develop and teach courses about experiential
education as well as assisting faculty in placing, training, and supervising
students in internships, practicums, and field experiences.

f. Involving handicapped students in volunteer work in cooperation with
Handicapped Student Services.

- g. Utilizing the on-campus media such as the Daily Kent Stater, TV2, and radio
stations to increase visibility of the office and recruit more studems into volunteer
programs.

The data also show that there is a surong fcclmg among a number of £acu!ty, staff,
commurnity service agendes, and professionals in the field of service-learning that the

OSL is efficdently managed, helpful, and valuable to the meeting of their respective

goals.

. Recommendations for Program Improvement {excerpt from the Final Report of the

Evaluauon Committee on recommendatons concerning the indicator: Impact on Other
University Departments)

A meeting should be held with representatives of various academic departments who
place students in service-learning situations to discuss issues and concerns. Therealter, a
committee on experiential leaming should be established by the Dean for Student
Affairs with the Coordinator of OSL serving as its facilitator.

Cooperative efforts with other offices and deparuments, e.g., Career Planning and
Placement, Orientation, Home Economics, etc., should be continued and surengthened.

The OSL should continue its efforts to coordinate the granting of academic credit to
students who participate in this program,



Ter;'ence MacTaggart and Janet Warnert-
IMPROVING COST EFFECTIVENESS | o

As financial resources become more limited, service-learning programs are coming under increasing
pressure to justify their value in economic terms. Cost effectiveness analysis allows service-learning
educalors to use economic criteria for selecting the best courses of action among various program
elternatives. In this chapter, the authors review the concept of cost effectiveness and demonstrate practical
ways of using this approach for program evaluation, both as a defensive tactic in the competition for
scarce resources and as a strategy for accomplishing program objectives while coping with inflationary
pressures.

Cost effectiveness is probably the most frequently misunderstood and misapplied term in the
lexicon of program evaluation. There can scarcely be a reader of this book who has not been told
that a certain activity is “cost effective’” simply because it serves more students than another or
simply because it offers a lower-cost option for community service. The problem with these
“thumbnail arguments is not that they are false, but that they do not present the whole picture. In
brief, cost effectiveness analysis is a conceptual tool which-allows the program manager or
evaluator 1o use economic criteria for selecuing the best course of action among various
alternatives. Implicit in cost effecuveness analysis is the understanding that the best course of
action need not necessarily entail the lowest cost. Clearly, a low-cost projcc: which absolutely
fails to accomplish its purposes is not cost effective! Although low costisakey consxdcrauon it
is secondary o a program'’s ability to fulfill its goals and objectives.

Cost criteria should play a central role in determining how well a service-learmning program has
fulfilled its objecuives. The cost criteria would be reflected in such questions as: Could the
objectives be achieved at a lower cost? Could the available financial resources be used more
eifectively in meeting program objectives? In a formative evaluation, the answers to such
questions would help to improve the operations of a program; for a summative evaluation, a
look at cost criteria would allow one 10 make judgments regarding the overall efficiency of
program management. To summarize: while program objectives describe what is 1o be
accomplished in terms of student growth and community service, cost effectiveness analysis is
used o insure that those objectives are fulfilled at lowest cost.

Why should service-learning educators care about cost effectiveness? Behind the calls for greater
accountability in education lies the reality that [inancial resources are more imited than in the
past and thus the value ol our work is being questioned. Sound arguments for the cost
eifectiveness of service-learning programs can help preserve the existence of these programs. Yet
cost effectiveness analysis is not only a defensive tactic in the competition for scarce resources: it
can zlso help educators accomplish program objectives while coping with the inflationary
pressures which increase costs and erode budgets. This chapter introduces readers to the notion



ol cost effectiveness and suggests practical wavs of applying this concept in choosing among
alternative service-learning projects, in evaluating the overall structure of programs, and in
comparing service-learning to traditional educational programs.

WHAT IS COST EFFECTIVENESS?

In attemnpting o define the term cost effectiveness, it is necessary (o understand clearly the
concept of “cost.” In a fundamental sense, cost simply refers to “resource utilization in dollars
and cents.”! The service-learning educator's most immediate perception of cost appears in a
program’s budget. Staff salaries, for example, are a direct and explicit cost and are often the
largest component of overall program costs. Other familiar costs include the funds expended for
the transportation of staff and students 1o a field site, or the monies needed 1o purchase
envelopes and stauonery. Many of the costs associated with service-leaming programs,
however, do not appear in the program'’s budget. In a high school program, for example, the
costs of heat, light, and maintenance of the space occupied by the program would not be
specified in the program’s budget, but would appear in a district-wide budget. Such costs are
described as “indirect” in terms of the program.

Although the basic tern: “cost” is readily understandable, it is rarely used without a qualifier.
One hears of fixed costs, variable costs, direct and indirect costs, overhead costs, standard costs,
.opportunity costs, implicit and explicit costs, and the like. Many of these terms are
interchangeable e.g., a direct cost is a prime cost. Others may be used simultaneously, e.g., the
cost of materiais provided to an individual student can be described as a direct, variable cost.

The concept of cost effectiveness is made clearer when it is placed in the context of two related
terms: cost analysis {also called *'cost finding™'} and cost benefit analysis. All three concepts are
defined in different ways by different authors,? but for our purposes cost analysis is the attempt
to determine what a given program costs, whether the program is currently in operation or
_being proposed. As we shall see, the cost analysis of alternative ways of achieving some
objective, such as the creation of a new service-learning project, is a prelude to the analysis
which will determine which option is the most cost effective. Cost benefitanalysis is the attempt
to relate the cost of alternauve projects to their differing streams of benefits. Such analysis
derives from the literature on long-term capital investment decisions used in business. The
problem in applying it to service-learning programs, and to the public sector in general, is that
the benfits of such programs are very difficult to quantify. The final section of this chapter
outlines ways in which service-learning benefits accrue to institutions, to society at large, and to
individual students, and how they may extend over a period of years. However, because of the
difficulty in measuring these benefits, this chapter focuses on a practical type of analysis that
emphasizes cost butalso recognizes that real, if non-quantifiable, benefits must be considered by
service-learning decisionmakers.



UTILIZING COST EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS

1. Choosing Among Service-Learning Projects. As a practical matter, asking the question,
*What is the most cost effective approach?" can assist in two common decision problems.’
Decision Problem No. 1 involves thesituauon in which the challenge is to fulfill a set of moreor
less fixed objectives. The approach in this case is 10 construct hypothetical models for different
alternative ways of fulfilling the objective, and then to select the least expensive. For example, a
faculty member might be given—wor might initiate—the task of developing a new service-
leaming program which would .accommodate 250 students annually and which involves
multiple placements in an inner-city area. In order to supervise these students, program plan-
ners might consider such aliernatives as: 1) using community volunteers as supervisors, 2) using
z paid, full-ume, professional staff member in this role, or 3) some combination of these two.
After costing the alternatives, the faculty member would select that option which offered the
lowest cost while still achieving the objectives of the program, This illustration points up one of
the dangers in cost effectiveness: it is all 100 easy to know the costs of everthing and the value of
nothing. The lowest cost alternauve, e.g., the use of community volunteers exclusively to
oversee student learning, may mean that one of the prime objectives of the program, student
growth through structured reflection on the community experience, would not be met. At the
same time, the exclusive use of professional staflf who lack an intimate knowledge of community
problems (Option No. 2) could mean that the program would fail to genuinely address
community needs. Thus, neither of these options would be cost effective. A better solution
might be some combination of volunteer and professicnal staffing to insure high quality and
maximum understanding of the community. This would not be the lowest cost alternative, but
it could be the most cost effective.

In Dedsion Problem No. 2, one is faced with a fixed amount of resources, sav a budget of
$50.000, and must make the best possible use of these funds. For example, a program may have
received $50,000 1o establish a service-learning program in a rural area with chronic, high
unemployment. The challenge here is 10 use the money in ways which provide the greatest
benefit to students and the community alike. A number of trade-offs are involved. Should the
funds be used o provide a profound service-learning experience for a few students or a
shallower experience for many? Should the program attempt to help a large number of citizens
minimally or to provide intensive services to fewer individuals? The answers to these questions
are not easy. Yet, cost effectiveness analysis is useful in answering them because it forces us to ask
how much cach alternative will cost. Itshould be clear that the cost issue is not the only criterion
to consider. For example, the chief criterion might be to address the most pressing community
needs as defined by the community itself. If so, cost comes into play when we ask, “How do we
use the §50,000 most effectively in meeting this need?”

Figure A, below, offers a simple scheme for analyzing alternative choice problems. This process
encourages the decisionmaker to first generate alternative methods of fulfilling objectives and
then to evaluate them rigorously. The hypothetical “models™ for each option can be based on
rough estimates, but should include estimates of cost and varving results in terms of numbers of
students served, the importance of the community problems being addressed, and so on. If the
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Figure A: Alternative Choice Model

OBJECTIVES Objectives

v
OPTIONS A B C D E F G

v
MODELS FOR PREDICTING Models for Predicting
COSTS OR BENEFITS Costs or Benefits

Summary of l Summary of
TRADEOFFS Measurable (- Tradeoffs — | Non-Measurable
Costs/Benefits l Costs/Benefits

DECISION ' Tradeoff Dedsion
PROGRAM BUDGETING Budget

beneflits accruing 1o each alternative are more or less equal, then it is necessary only to focus on
the varying costs. Clearly, the introduction of differing and non-quantifiable benefits, which
will be discussed later, makes the problem of choice more difficult.

“Differential accounting” is an approach to resolving such dedsion problems which
encourages us to estimate “how costs, revenues, and/or assets would be different if one course of
action were adopted as compared with an alternative course of action.’"

Suppose a service-learning educator at Central College must choose between two projects with
comparable educational and social benefits. Assume that limited resources (funds, faculty,
students) preclude the adoption of both projects. Project NOW, currently in operation, will be
terminated unless the university indicates its intent to extend the project to the sponsoring
agency. Project NEW, an alternative that the university has an option to adopt, has garmered
preliminary support from budget officials because the grant funds available for it exceed those
of project NOW. The costs and income associated with the two projects are summarized in
Table L, below. Note that grant funds received are 1o be used to offset project costs.
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TABLE 1: COMPARATIVE COSTS AND INCOME FOR
PROJECT NOW AND PROJECT NEW

Project Project Difference
NEW NOW
Costs
Faculty Salaries $ 49,000 $ 38,000 $ 11,000
Supplies 1,500 2,000 (500)
Equipment 500 1,000 {500)
Student Transporation 5,000 8,000 (3,000)
Supends 4,000 5,000 (1.000)
Total Costs $ 60,000 $ 54,000 $ 6,000
Income
Grant from Sponsor -$ 30,000 -$ 20,000 $ 10,000
Total (net) Cost $ 30,000 $ 34,000 $ (4,000

Differential accounting indicates that Project NEW is the preferred option, since its total (net)
cost to the university is lower by $4,000. In a situation similar to Decision Problem No. | (fixed
objectives, flexible budget), Project NEW is the choice because it offers the lowest cost. If the
conswraint is a fixed budget of, say, $30.000, then Project NEW is clearly appropriate. Should the
fixed budget be limited to a lesser amount, then the differential accounting approach can be
used in a trial-and-error fashion to whittle down the costs 10 the budgeted amount,

The results of differential accounting should be viewed by service-learning educators as
tentative conclusions only. By revealing the lowest 1otal net cost, differental accounting can be
a useful guide in arriving at a correct choice between aliernatives, However, caution must be
exercised in relying on the “bottom line™ only. In addition to looking at the bottom line, one
needs also to: 1) review cost items to be sure that all costs have been included in the analysis, and
2) examine the differences in cost for each item. For example, why should Project NEW's
salaries be $11,000 higher that Project NOW's? Can this cost be reduced? Similarly, one should
also 3) review income items and try to ascertain cach option's ability to continue 10 generate

support.

To summarize: there are no pat answers to the question, “What is the most cost effective
approach?”” Choosing from among program options almost always involves informed
judgments, compromises. and trade-offs on the part of service-learning educators.

2. Evaluating the Overall Structure of a Service-Learning Program. Thus far, we have focused
on the uses of cost effectiveness analysis in choosing among individual service-learning
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projects. But it is also important to evaluate the overall structure of a service-learning
- program—it’s adminiswation, the tasks assigned to its members, the systems through which
students are processed—in order to determine if the total structure of the organization is as
efficient and effective as possible.

What is the optimal structure for a service-learning program? Should the director devote all of
his or her time to program management, or should that person also advise students and teach?
Should students be supervised in groups or given individua! attention? How do the kinds of
services provided to the community affeat the structure of the program? The answers to
questions such as these call for educational as well as economicacumen, although the latter will
become even more critical as resources decline in the years ahead.

To appreciate ways in which cost effectiveness analysis may help us to outline the optimal
program structure, more should be said about different kinds of costs, how costs behave, and
how costs may change over time.

Fixed vs. Variable Costs, For this discussion of cost and program structure, the two most
important concepts are fixed vs. variable costs and overhead vs. direct or operationali costs. Fixed
costs are those which must be paid regardless of the number of service-learning projects or the
number of siudents placed. Fixed costs include the depreciation on squipment, space rental
costs, and the salaries of permanent staff. Variable costs are those which rise or fall
proportionately with the number of students served. In most service-learning programs, the
'variable costs are quite low and the fixed costs relatively high: Thus, to significandy reduce the
costs of a program, it is necessary to cut the fixed costs by, for example, reducing staff or office
space.

A cost that is fixed in the short run (one year or less), however, may not be fixed in the long run.
For example, the service-learning educator may know that the annual wansportation cost for
students assigned to a particular site is fixed at an agreed-upon price, but this cost may change in
the long run for any of several reasons: the number of students that become interested in the
project two or three years in the future may be larger or smaller than at present, the distance to be
traveled to and from the site may exceed ceilings in the transportation contract, the preferred
mode of transportation may no longer be available, and so on.

In attempting to reduce this fixed cost, the service-learning educator may choose to have
students pay their own transportation costs. This, of course, does not change the total cost, but
merely shifts the burden of paymentaway from the program and onto the students. Another way
~of reducing fixed costs would be to hire temporary or part-time employees rather than
permanent, full-time persons, to staff peak activity perieds, Similarly, it might be preferable to
hire a part-time supervisor who lives near a distant placement site rather than an additional,
full-time staff member who would incur greater wansportation and lodging expenses.

There are two points to be noted in the relationship between fixed costs and program structure.
First, fixed costs are not necessarily fixed in the long run. Qut of the desire (o be more efficient,
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or because of budget cuts, a program may have 10 plan to reduce {ixed costs in the years ahead.
Second, because fixed costs do not change with the addition of more siudents. one way to
increase program efficiency is 10 increase the number of students. In programs with high fixed
and low variable costs, this reduces the cost per student served. On the other hand, if the service-
leaming program suffers a decline in enrollment, the ratio of fixed 1o variable costs leads to
inefficiencies and often 1o the necessity to cut personnel. The lesson in all of this is 1o structure
the service-learning program so as 1o keep the fixed costs as low as possible. As noted earlier, the
use of pari-time, temporary staff helps reduce the fixed cost burden.

Overhead vs. Operational Costs. Another useful way of relating cost to program structure is to
distinguish between office administration costs (overhead) and operational costs (those
associated with particular service-learning projects). Table 2, below, shows the costs in a typical
program budgzt and categorizes them into these two broad areas. '

TABLE 2. COSTS OF A SAMPLE SERVICE-LEARNING PROGRAM

Type of Cost
Overhead Operational
Salaries

Swaff.......... ceseansans ceasasnsane tesanaeaens $ 15,000 s 0
Faculty ciiniiiiiieirirrecsisonrsistnnnanaaeen 0 75,000
Postage .. vieiericesseesacsccnnncncns cerresenca 250 0
Supplies........ tehecsscesiensratatetanananas .- 200 600
Student Transporation ......... Gevarsencancanns 0 8,500
Stall Travel coneiiiiiicieieiecnneeenranananeannn 1.000 0
Telephone ..vveunn... Getesacssecacattananaanns 300 0
Copying and Printing ....ccccevevecccsacnsaacas 200 500

Equipment ]
Office ..... ceseceasesssens ctscsatetaciseneans 400 0
Project cuoveeeveecncannen, Cevrseanaas 0 2,000
Data Processing «..cvevecisnnnaas ceveressasanans 50 250
Sub-totals.. $§ 20,400 $ 87,850

Total budget........... $108.250

Note that the salaries costs are assigned to both categories. This breakdown recognizes the
overlap that often exists when program personnel function as both project instructors (an
operation cost) and program managers (an overhead cost), Operational costs would have been
overstated had the total cost not been appropriately divided. While assumptions must be made
in deciding what portion of the total cost to assign to each category, the end result, although not
precise, gives a more accurate reflection of the types of costs incurred in conducting a service-
leaming program. This type of analysis is helpful when program funders are interested in
examining the costs directly traceable to the service-learning projects conducted. -
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Distinguishing these costs is also helpful in critiquing the structure of a program. Are overhead
- costs too high in proporuon to the number, size, and complexity of the service-learning
projects? Can we reassign individual tasks and responsibilities to give more support to field
projecis? If the ““botiom line™ on the budget needs 10 be reduced, where should the cuts be made
s0 as to minimize the loss of service?

Program Analysis, a systematic approach V) cvaluaung the overall service-learning program in
both its administration and service projects, is summarized in Figure B, beiow. This method
derives trom Peter Pyhrr's concept of 2ero-base budgeting.® The purpose of this model is to
encourage a review of all current and potential priorities and economic conditions. (A project
which made sense five years ago, for example, may no ionger be viable.) In Figure B, theitems to
the left of the vertical dashed line call for a detailed study of the service-learning program’s
current activitites The last of these items, “Cost/Benefits of current programs identified,”
would include a dollar figure for the operational costs of specific projects as illustrated in Table
2. above. The “Options’ noted to the right of the dashed line call attention to potential changes
in both specific projects and in the structure or organization of the program itself. For example,
under options for “More cost effective means for current services,” a service-learning program
might consider consolidating two off-campus projects under one faculty member. The
“Analysis of potental new activities/programs’ could include a marketing effort to attract
additional students or the addition of a new service-learning project.

Figure B: Program Analysis

|
CURRENT ACTIVITIES : OPTIONS
i
Objectives of { More Cost-Effective
Organization : Means for Current \
Identified i Services
! Description
} of Options
Current 1 Options for Including
Programs } Decreased ——| Costs, Benefits
Identified \ i Service Net Costs -
! <
Cost/Benefits Analysis of Ranking of
of Current Potential New Options
Programs Activities/ with Net Cost
Identified Programs - Figures
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A summary of the costs and benefits of all these alternatives would then be constructed and the
options would be listed in order of priority. Note that this list would be comprised of current
activities along with proposed new ones, and would include cost figures. The ranking of
projects in priority order would be based on informed judgments of the importance of each in
erms of service and educational objectives. To illustrate, a priority list for a service-learning
program is presented in Table 8, below.

TABLE 3: PRIORITIES FOR A SERVICE-LEARNING PROGRAM

Priority Rank Program Option Cost |
1 Maintain urban programs '$ 25,000
2 Develop new programs for senior dtizens 5,000
] Develop new program on a tribal reservation 19,000
4 Release a facuity member 1/3 time to pursue grants 10,000

The final step in this process is sitnply to match available fuﬁds to the priority list and 10 choose
those projects for which resources are available.

Because this process is complex and requires both budgetary knowledge and a good deal of soul
searching, it should only be conducted every few years. It is also wise toinclude a broad range of
constituencies—program staff, community representatives, students, other faculty and
administrators—in the discussions. Although time consuming, program analysis is a valuable
method for conducting a comprehensive evaluation of the operations of a service-learning

program.

3. Comparing the Costs and Benefits of Service-Learning and Traditional Educational
Programs. A somewhat different context in which cost effectiveness issues are raised occurs
when the service-learning program must be compared to more traditional programs in the
competition for scarce resources. Although a survey conducted at Cornell University suggests
that service-learning programs are usually holding their own in budget battles,$ there can be no
doubt that the competition will become more fierce in the years ahead. One approach is to argue
that such programs are cost effective when measured with standard criteria such as cost per
studeny, cost per credit hour, student served per full-time equivalent faculty, or credits generated
per full-time faculty member. This approach may be successful if the ratios are favorable, but all
too often the managers of service-learning programs have little control over the numbers. For
example, in a collegiate setting, if the sponsoring institution has mandated that only a limited
" amount of service-leaming credit may be applied to meet degree requirements, then the
program itself may be able 10 auract and serve only a fixed number of students. Similar
- restrictions may exist in high school and junior high situations. It is often more prudent o
argue that the service-learning program is cost effective compared to similar programs at other
schools, or compared 1o the operation of the program in prior years. For example, a service-
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learning program could justifiably claim to be cost effective if the cost per student served had
declined over a period of years or had risen more slowly than that of the school distric as a
whole. The fact that service-learning programs involve the use of community facilities may
yield an indirect cost saving. For example, if 2 school can avoid costs for additional classroom

. construction because a significant number of students are participating in community-based
projects, then the school enjoys a cost savings. Similar, though smaller, savings may occur in
maintenance and utilities costs. However, because these indirect costs do not appear in the
budgets of service-leaming programs, they may be difficult to identily precisely. If the
community-based programs resulied in additional expenses, however, such as transportation or
rental costs, these savings would be reduced

While service-learning programs have a somewhat different cost structure than do traditional
programs, they also offer different benefits or retumns. Like all educational enterprises, service-
learning programs constitute an investment on the part of society, institutions, and individuals.
These investments are the costs of the program. Society at large makes its contribution in the
form of tax dollars to support education atall levels; schools allocate their resources specifically
t0 service-learning; individual students invest time, energy, and sometimes tuition-costs. With
varying degrees of predsion, all three groups expect benefits in return. The key question for all
three is : Are the benefits sufficient to justify the costs?

Unfortunately, because so many of the benefits derived from service-learning projects cannot be
measured in precise [inandal terms, we cannot answer this. question in quantified terms.
However, a desaiptive look at the unique benefits of such programs suggests that all three
parties (o the investment receive important benefits or returns.

I} Society enjoys both direct and indirect benefits. The immediate, direct results of service-
learning projects accrue to the specific community being served. A service-learning project to
beautify and resiore a decaying neighborhood, for exampie, would have the measurable benefit
of increasing real estate values and the intangible benefit of enhancing the quality of life for
community residents, Traditional programs simply do not offer these immediate benefits to
society. Indirect benefits of service-learning programs to society would include the “value
added” to the students as a result of the project. Presumably, students would enrich the body
politic by becoming more competent, socially aware citizens.

2) Educatdonal institutdons benefit in both tangible and intangible ways. In collegiate
situations, students pay tuition for service-learning credits and publicly supported schools also
receive {unding for the credit-hours taken as part of service-learning; this return is easily
measured. A service-learning option may help the institution to attract and retain students as
well. The program may also make the school eligible for grants which it might not otherwise
receive. For many schools, the presence of an effective, well publicized service-learning program
will lead to significant public relations benefits.

3) Individual students also receive benefits or returns from their investments of time, energy,
and. in some cases, tuition dollars. Insofar as the service-learning component helps fulfill
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degree requirements, it contributes to the increased income which degree holders enjov. The
experience of working on service-learning projects adds a qualitative dimension to the student’s
education which is simply not available from the classroom environment. Thus, the service-
leamning option can lead to higher degrees of personal satisfaction and social consciousness.

Do the benefits of service-learning programs justify their costs? This brief comparison of
service-learning programs with conventional ones certainly suggests that such programs need
cost no more than traditional options, and that service-leamning programs ofier unique benefits
10 society, educational institutions, and students, which are not available from conventional
offerings. Carefully evaluated service-learning options are clearly a sound financial and
educatonal investment.
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Michele Whitham

ISSUES IN PROGRAM EVALUATION

As the case studies in this book illuswrate, there are as many approaches to program evaluation as
there are people conducting evaluation studies. And, while the Program Development Model of
program evaluation around which this casebook is organized does provide a useful framework
for thinking about the evaluation process, actual evaluations reflect the art of compromise with
reality as well as the ideals of this or other hypothetical models. It may thus be helpful, in
thinking about how to apply the experiences described here to your own situation, to view each
case study as a series of decisions that the author had to make in order 10 discover information
that could improve the administration or operation of his or her program. When viewed in this
way, it becomes clear that all of the casebook authors had to face a number of general issues in
planning and conducting their program evaluations. .

WHY EVALUATE? Like many of their counterparts in high schools, colleges, and agencies
across the country, the service-learning programs described in this book are relatively young
ventures. Ranging in age from three to twelve years, most are still experimenting with
approaches to student volunteerism. In addition to being new, the programsare also fluid; they
deal not only with predictable tumovers in their volunteer and client populations but also with
administrative upheavals linked to fluctuating levels of instututional support. Finally, all of
these programs are suruggling with the complexities of bringing together diverse school and
community constituencies. In response to these inherent uncertainties, the service-learning
educators reporting in this casebook speak unanimously of ongoing, honest self-appraisal as a
key to informed decision-making and thus to the continuing health and success of their -
programs. [t is their commitment to routine program evaluation activities that has enabled our
auchors to: 1) demonstrate the continuing need for their programs, 2) monitor the productivity
and efficiency of their administrations, and 3) assess the quality of both the services provided
and the leamning of students.

But, while the authors now argue the merits of systematic sel{-evaluation, many of them first
entered into evaluation because they were faced with specific issues or problems that required
objective information to solve. The Youth in Community program’s need assessment process,
for example, was born out of the frustrations that both prospective volunteers and placement
agencies were experiencing in finding each other. The comprehensive formative evaluation
process in the Field Studies Development office evolved over years of closely-monitored
program development work aimed at answering faculty criticisms of experiential education.
The CABLES program was faced from the day of its inception with implementing evaluation
procedures mandated by the Maryland State Department of Education. While many once-
skeptical program administrators have come to appreciate the contribution of formal program
evaluation to rationalizing decision-making, the fact remains that many of us still engage in
evaluation because we must answer a specific question for a specific audience. *"Does the



program reach whom we claim it reaches?” or “What does it actually do for these people?* our
community sponsors want to know. “What's the unit cost of the program?* asks the governing
board. “What are students learning and how does this contribute 1o their academic growth?"
inquires the faculty. So many questions that could be answered; so many audiences to satisfy. It
is thus important, before investing any of a program’s precious resources in evaluation, to know
exactly what and whom one is doing the evaluation for, and to be reasonably certain that the
benefits of the program will outweigh the costs. Clarity of purpose is 2 characteristic of all our
exernplary cases; each of the authors knew what general questions they needed to answer and
had decided how to make the best use of those answers, before they even started to gather
information data.

WHY NOT TO EVALUATE? Of equal importance to knowing why you are evaluating your
program is knowing why notto evaluate. As a relatively new specialty of social science, program
evaluation is currently enjoying a popularity that overlooks its limitations. Itis a waste of time,
money, and effort, for example, to gather evaluation data that will never be used because it
provides information that no one was asking for or that does not contribute to the attainment of
program goals. Nor is it necessary to gear up {or an elaborate, formal evaluation if ordinary
common sense readily provides the information you need. Remember, too, that you can be asked
to evaluate the outcomes of your program too soon, before any results can reasonably be
expected, as was the case with the Maryland State Department of Education’s first study of the
CABLES program. Or, you might not have access 1o the profcssional competence or material
resources needed to insure that evaluation results will have merit. It is even possible that some

. requests for evaluation of your program will lead you into damaging dead-ends, requiring you

to prove the unproveable or to correct program defects whose causes are beyond your conurol. As
the Joint Educational Project’s decision not to interview homebound senior citizens in the
Senior Partners program so beautifully illustrates, it takes sensitivity to both the value and the
limitations of evaluation strategies to make sensible decisions about how best to evaluate your
service-learning program.

Note, too, the message of the research teamn from Ball State University's Center for Lifelong
Learning: it is critical to have clear criteria that allow you o consciously assess whether the
effort invested in.the evaluation project will bear fruit before committing yourself to an
evaluadon effort Before rushing into an elaborate data collection effort in response to some
vague mandate to “evaluate” your program, be certain that you know what you will be
evaluating, for whom, using what resources. While formal evaluaton practices, routinely
implemented, can contribute to your program’s efficiency and effectiveness, it is important to
keep evaluation in perspective and not over-invest in the process. The concept of “cost-
. effectiveness,” defined by MacTaggart and Wamert applies as much 10 assessing evaluation
options as it does to assessing service-program options themselves.

WHEN TO EVALUATE. A common misinterpretation of the Program Development Model is
10 see it as a neat, linear process in which each step leads to the next as a program builds from
planning through program monitoring to summative evaluation. Nothing could be further
from reality for most service-leamming program operators, whose programs are usually well



under way before they have a moment to stop, take a breath, and contemnplate the possibility of
initiating an evaluation effort. While having the luxury to approach the design and
implementation of your program as systematically as the model implies might be ideal, few of
us have this opportunity. More often, like the Office of Service-Learning at Kent State, we are
faced mid-stream with the press of events pushing us relentlessly toward evaluarion and must
scramble in the midst of our daily routines to put the pieces of formal evaluation in place.

Given such realities, when should you try to evaluate your program? The answer most often
given by evaluation professionals is that concern with evaluation should begin in the planning
stage, when you can project an evaluation based on a *‘best guess™ of what you will eventually
wish 1o know. The answer consistently given by our casebook authors, is, quite simply, “all the
time!" For virtually all of the programs described here, pre-evaluation and evaluation activities
have been o completely integrated into their daily operations that they are often no lomer even
recognized by participants as “‘evaluation.” At the Center for Extended Learning, for example,
conscious planning automatically suffuses every program undertaking. For CEL, planning is
not something that occurred once, during the program’'s original developmental phase; itis a
strategy for maintaining the day-to-day operation of the program. Similarly, the data-collecting
instruments evolved by the Field Studies Development office were consciously constructed to
have multiple uses, effortlessly serving today as both administrative and evaluative tools. In the
Senior Partners program as well, activities that were once self-consciously used 1o monitor the
development of 2 new program survive as integral parts of a mature one.

None of these programs developed such well-integrated, ongoing evaluations overnight.
Instead, each started with a specific problem, devised an evaluation strategy that allowed them
to focus on that speaific need for information, then slowly absorbed-the evaluation practices
into the daily life of the program. This incremental development of evaluation practices
sometimes took place by making explicit things that were already done, often by constructing
new procedures and instruments as needed, and always through tmial and error. Today, they
stand as examples of programs that evaluate routinely and comfortably, receiving a continuous
flow of good information about their programs through data-collecting systems that neatly
complement the work priorities and responsibilities of staff members.

HOW TO EVALUATE. The questons of what kinds of data to collect and what kinds of
instruments 1o use are often the most vexing {or program administrators called upon to evaluate
for the first time. Indeed, inexperienced evaluators often let their anxiety rush them inwo
worrying about data collection before they have defined whom the evaluation is for, what
specific questions are to be asked, and what resources exist for undertaking the project. A review
of our case study reports lends some perspective 1o the often intimidating problems associated
with data collection and analvsis.

A. Fitting the Method 10 the Context. One striking characteristic of all the case studies is how
different each is from the others in terms of how the authors gathered evaluation data. To assess
the impact of student volunieers on community agencies, for example, the Center for Lifelong
Leamning relied exclusively on open-ended interviews, The CABLES program. on the other
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hand, used closed-ended questionnaires to measure student attitudes. By contrast, the Office of
Service-Learning employed many different techniques 10 collect information on every major

aspect of its program.

An obvious, but important, conclusion can be drawn from these cases: the kinds of data you
gather, and the methods used 1o collect it, should fit the context of the evaluation. Thus, Field
Studies Development, faced with the coordination of a university-wide evaluation of all
students participating in field studies offerings, chose 10 work with standardized survey and
record-keeping forms and to emphasize quantitative data analysis. The Joint Educational
Project. on the other hand, concerned with particpants’ perceptions of their service-learning
experiences, relied almost exclusively on face-to-face data collection methods, believing that the
subjectivity of this method is its strength, given the purposes of the evaluadion.

There is, in short, no single “right way"' to gather, analyze, or interpret evaluation data. There
are, to be sure, standardized stadistical procedures for working with data, scientifically validated
instruments for testing certain effects, and agreed-upon methods for developing reliable new
procedures. Most of our authors, however, found themselves designing their own survey forms,
interview schedules, or observation checklists to meet the particular information needs of their
programs. The reasons for this are by now familiar to readers of this casebook: the selection of
instruments depends entirely upon the questions you need answers 10, the kinds of information
to be collected, and the resources available for conducting the evaluatdion.

B. Quantative vs. Qualitative Methods. Despite the diversity of approaches reported in these
case studies, most of the programs rely on face-to-face data collecting methods which yield, in
the words of Richard Cone, *‘a few tallies, mountains of notes, and definite perceptions in the
minds of the swaff.” Indeed, in several cases, our authors are openly skeptical of statistics asa way
of analyzing or presenting informaton on their programs, The reasons for such reservations are
imporwant for you to consider in making decisions about how to conduct a program evaluation.
Because service-leamning programs are people-oriented, they place great emphasis on
individualizing experiences for program participants. The typical program is thus very
flexible, and no two individuals’ experiences of it will be exactly the same. Under these
circumstances, standardized measures that employ a single scale to measure effects are not likely
10 reveal significant individual changes. In addiuon, as we have said before, service-leamning
programs are complex partnerships that rely for their success on communication among the
pariners. Evaluation methods that are consistent with, and contribute to, promoting such
dialogue are most easily woven into the fabric of these programs.

Because of the particular characteristics of service-leamming programs, evaluators have
concluded that paper-and-pencil measures cannot adequately assess the effects of such
experiences on students or community participants, effects which include the acquisition of
skills, new perceptions. new understandings, and an increased ability to act in the world.
Instead. these evaluators argue for a moratorium on questionnaires, surveys, and other paper-
and-pencil tests, and a new emphasis on observations of actual behaviors over time. As several of
our cases illustrate, such face-to-face approaches do allow you to look deeply into the behaviors



and pcrccp:ibns of program participants. However, observation, like all othet approaches. has
its own strengths and limitations; though very time-consuming for s:aff, it can be integrated
unobtrusively inio the daily operation of programs.

C. Using Multiple Measures, A final critical point about instrumentation which is illustrated
by our cases is the value of using combinations of techniques (triangulation) to try to develop

the clearest possible picture of a program's operations and effects. Such a strategy has been
pursued by our authors virtually without exception. The Youth in the Community needs
assessment, for example, actually consists of a whole collection of activities, from annual
surveys o personal interviews with partcdpants, aimed at gathering daw to describe both
individual and community needs. The Field Stwudies Development office relies on no fewer than
six different instruments, which yield both quantitative and qualitative data, to monitor
program development. In its attempt to assess student learning and growth, the CABLES
program combines classroom discussions and individual student project reports with pre-post
tests of student attitudes using standardized instruments.

There are several benefits to using multiple measures:

1) In evaluating service-learning programs, we are sometimes faced with “measuring the
unmeasurable.” How, for example, are we ever to know whether a student’s improved school
auendance is directly auributable to his panicipadon in the service-learning program? Or
whether ten years of senior outreach programs have made a difference in the lives of elderly
community residents? Often, the best we can do to demonstrate a program'’s effectiveness is to
show. through a mass of data, that the evidence all points in the same, positive direction.

2) Because service-learning programs are not standardized, things happen that, despite all
our careful planning, we did not anticipate. Using multiple measures increases the chances of
discovering the unexpected outcomes of our programs.

3) Conunuous data gathering, using every information source available, insures that we will
have the fullest possible picture of the program, its ups and downs, when the time comes 10
actually undertake a conscious evaluation. “To leave no stone unturmed in aying to determine
how the program is working,” is an appropriate goal for a service-learning evaluation.

HOW MUCH TO EVALUATE. At this point, with all this talk of using muldple measures,
you may be feeling averwhelmed. Take time, then, to consider the issue of how to limit the scope
of your evaluation. In attempting to apply the approaches presented here to your own program,
it is important to remember that the comprehensive evaluations described by Jane Permaul and
Roger Henry have evolved slowly over a number of years, building deliberately on the pieces
that had been put in place at ezrlier times. While these studies are excellent examples of the kind
of evaluation procedures you might strive {or in the long run, the chances are that your initial
evaluation efforts will begin much more modestly. If you are a teacher, for example,
understanding the impact of service-learning on your students may be your first evaluation
priority. A program administrator faced with budget cuts, on the other hand, might prioritizea
cost-effectiveness analysis, set in the context of careful program monitoring. As a general rule, it
is better to begin with a focused study that is well designed and yields credible results than with a
comprehensive evaluation which may be difficult to manage. When faced with hard choices
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about how much to try 1o accomplish, focus on getting critical rather than comprehensive
information. By conducting several small evaluations (preferably ones that view the program
from different perspectives), you reduce the risk of wasted time and poor results while opening
up the possibility of benefiting from triangulation.

WHO EVALUATES? Although the emphasis throughout this casebook has been on the value
and feasibility of ongoing self-study, the cases reported iljustrate the possibilities of external, as
well as internal, evaluation. On the one hand, the Senior Pariners program is an example of an
internal evaluation conducted by the program’s own staff in order 1o assess internal operations.
The CABLES program, by contrast, provides an example of an external evaluation designed to
test for certain outcomes that the program’s funders had pre-determined to be significant. Most
often, our case studies describe collaborative approaches to evaluadion, in which all parties
involved in the evaluation contributed to its conceptualization and design. In the case of Youth
in the Community, for example, school and agency participants gather annually to discuss
needs and to map out strategies for meeting them. In the case of Field Studies Development,
faculty involved in the program work together to develop, test, and refine the evaluation:
instruments. The Olffice of Service-Leamning developed 2 unique commitiee system for
guaranteeing that all interested parties have input into the evaluation. Even the research team
from Ball State's Center for Lifelong Learning, a professional group of external evaluators,
developed their instruments and procedures by seeking feedback throughout the evaluation
fmm thc staff of the agendes they were studying.

Several factors must be considered in choosing between internal and external evaluation:

1) Resources. Does your program have the time and talent to conduct a self-evaluation?
Although a self-study need not be expensive (those described here ranged from $200 10 $2,000 in
annual cost), it can easily overtax your human resources, even when staff members have the
required expertise. Despite the monetary costs, an external evaluation may be less costly thanan
investment of program resources in an internal project that yields shoddy results. (Centers such
as the one at Ball Suate, which spedalize in training program evaluators and will thus barter
evaluation resources in return for thesis projecs for students, may provide high-quality, low-
cost evaluations.)

2) Audience. The choice between internal and external evaluations may be a choice between
objectivity and relevance. While self-study is likely to free you from the task of orienting
outsiders to the program and the risk of their misunderstanding some critical aspects, external
evaluations are generally considered to be less biased. Thus, the question of whom the
evaluation is being done {or is critical in deciding whether 10 undertake an internal or external
evaluation. If your evaluaton is to be a public one, designed o0 establish program credibility,
the aura of objectivity lent by an external evaluation may be essential. Butif your evaluationisa
private affair, designed to improve day-to-day operations, an internal self-study such as theone
conducted by JEP may be entirely adequate.

VALUES, BIAS, AND EXPECTATIONS. No discussion of evaluation issues would be
complete without mention of the ethical and political questions involved. While we may agree
that an evaluation should be as objective as possible, the fact remains that all evaluations are
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biased=in'their choice of questions, their selection of data collection methods, their choice of
methods to analyze data, and their interpretation of results. In this context, it is imporant o
have realistic expectations of your program evaluation, to understand in advance that it may not
accomplish what you imagined it would, and to be prepared o make as creative use of the
experience as possible. It is also critical to remember that program evaluation, like all activities
that effect people’s lives, needs to be governed by your program’s more general ethic of human
service.

Our final reminder: Uliimately, your program evaluation belongs 10 you«~it's your questions,
your evaluation plan, your hard work. The benefits are yours also. Good luck, and good

evaluating.
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GLOSSARY OF EVALUATION TERMS

DATA ANALYSIS: The process of synthesizing and summarizing raw information in order to
find answers to evaluation questions. :

EVALUATION DESIGN: A plan that details what is to be evaluated, when, by whom, and for
what purposes.

EVALUATION METHODS: Specific techniques used to gather evaluation data.

FORMATIVE EVALUATION: Evaluation conducted during the. planning and
implementation phases of a program to monitor its development and provide guidelines for
making changes.

GOAL: A broad, general statement of a desired condirien.

NEEDS ASSESSMENT: Systemadc appraisal of the gap between current circumstances and
desired circumstances, as perceived by the targer population or their advocates., Needs
assessment does not identify solutions to existing probiems.

OBJECTIVE: Spedific statement of a process for change.

PROGRAM EVALUATION: The process of systematically selecting, g-athezin'g. and
interpreting information for the general purpose of making informed choices about a program
‘or its pracuces.

PROGRAM MONITORING: Identification of the extent to which a program is reaching the
intended target population and conforming to program design.

PROGRAM PLANNING RESEARCH: A general term referring to information gathering to
aid in the rational design of sodal or educational programs.

SUMMATIVE EVALUATION: The process of systematically measuring the total and final
impact of a program after its conclusion.
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