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oo d ' ABSTRACT

>
3 - : _ N F N ;
4 The purpose of -this study. was to examine the applic- . =
K . ~ation of haturalistic résearch 'methods to the ‘evaluation -/ -
- - . of an anxich.mant brogram for gifted 'learners This was,

' the first program of its kind in. the Provinca of NewZ,

foundland and no previnus evaluation attempts had been v

‘made: .- An evaluation scheme’ was develaped ~specifically

< . fox; the enrichment program. This scheme or mode

tested through implementation, - and conclusionSA and~-_

s recommendations regarding 1ts utility were mada.

The literatur& points to an ever—incrbasing expan—

sj.o‘n of the use and application of paturalistic methods’

- T specificalll, the literature suggests’' the . importance o;
rﬂa* hid £ luation desi, ~-with—th e o f‘..

J o program. Con,s‘-?;quently an: emergent evalua;imi' design was
4 selected to evaluate ‘this program,” since t‘he, p'rag'ra{n

: . itself .had long-term goals Father than more immediate
o T achravement gains.” ' :° ) 2 : .

The implementation of the evaiuation scheme prbaed

3 data that was' both extensive and 1ndepth. An' extensive K

Sample of the data is 1m:1uded m this study] to illus- /

" trate the s.:ype of informaticr( that can ‘be genezated/




7 s v g e & s
* £hrough the use of haturali'stic meé;isz

A discussicm- of tha apprbpriataness of naturalistic 2 s
methods points out both the henefits and" constraints of - |

the methodology. Consideration j.s giv '_

o

t,o meeting the H

standards of an sffsctive evaluat?iom

SR . Ccnclusions and recommendations have been made wj.th

regard to the appropriateness of the wevaluation/ appruach

~and its future- applications.




) " ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS LA
! Vi

7 Y J

I' owe' much gratitude to- those who have provided .

suppnrt and encouragement throughout this study
Especially to D: Maty Kennedy, -my supervisor, f?t

her wisdom and knowledge that 1nsp1red e. to. press on 'in_

my academic quest, and for her many he r:s «ct‘ listeni g
‘and reading i-Ier magical abillty to, mcti ate one through
the many lull\ perlods that ‘are 1nheren& 1n a long
endeavour Sich ad this, is enviable WG e

Special thanks to carmelita, ‘a good friend,,- who

spent many hours editmg and proofxeadmg \ Her words of.

encou:agement’inspir!d me: ¥ : R ¥

1 sish fo wied the _cooperation of the Romah

'Catholic sahcol Bo‘ard and - pgrticula‘rly Mary Craig, wha

made‘ records and dhcuments available fcr the evaluation
-of the Em:i::hment P:ogram Thanks go .also to .the *
teachers of’ the enrichment classes who®-so willingly\
al—lbwed the obeervatian of their classes.

And finally, ‘to my husband Paul snow, whose t‘aith in

me helped make £his lengthy pmject a re




g5 T A e B g Page -
% wE g : :
: e

“ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS »+vvvevevereifunnenenneneenzesst v °

L_IS_’.E“D? TABLES ¢ : v \ix>. .‘_:/

LIST OF FIGURES xi1i

- CHAPTER

1. NATORE 65‘ THE 's'mmy Eo x
- .' e.mt:odu tyen L. -
& Ba:kgxo nd of the study 1.4 it 2
‘The Program 5 o ‘2
, - The Purpose of the Evaluation ... =~ 4
R : . .+ Methods. and Techniques Used . § 4 ;
' j ' ‘ ; . séandards............‘..... . "B S
" Statenent of ghe Problem \.veuuveele}’ 6 <y
: ' pefinition of Terms'. : .
- . Lipltations of tile SEORY! woveoenmiaiaibin o0
. si‘gni_fida.ncg_ of the Study ....:f:i... - S

A Design pf the étudy -




, .
o oriqin and Histoty of Qualitatlve " '

. g ~Researchuethods....u............. 1w £
" Otigin and History of Eduaational . s : v :
T ° Evaluation ...,. eeenias 20
o . " ,'Dissent in Educational Evaluation . .y —26 : -
Guls N 2 “ bverview o{biésentinﬁ' Model's P S S
" ha clossr Look at Some Models s \ . 29+ & -
i . &~ Applica.tiun of. Qualitative . ,
s ' -as e 1 ” i

S i \by Dissenters _-\',

Vg o Prllgz.fé'm Evaluation .

“oag

: IR . )
J - The Bvaluation ‘Scheme: ..., 0u.n 50
Re:

Sults Of the Evaliation ........... 54

2 Introd;zction o~

PR P 54

f o Identifying Audience Concarns

TR ) # -and ISSUES sovvseivasianssvnses 54

/ Prdgram Components. ‘ 56
.o staédards\\.’ ‘ ’ s T
: Type of /Data Geperated . 66, & :
' Program st and objectives VR ) 57‘ ”

Curriculum




classrnom AOEAvEEINR suuese s sy 75 ° W

e = . . Idanti ication .ahd selection B
L0 . . ..~ ‘Procedure: e cees 82 . H
" . Pacilites and liésaurces e s dioes 86 k
‘_ ) ’ Enrichment Program staff sesevens 90 5 )
. SEUdBNES 1 orvebeenes et 94 . 3
Learner Evaluatrlcn Procedures . -: : 105: Ty ‘
% Repoxting Proce}dures s & 110, ¢
L i 1 COmunication {nceﬁures e, 114 &

In-Service Training, .

ceseee 121

summa:y. 126
o v ‘ DISCUSSION OP THE AP&’LIO‘\TION OF =
3 - : NATURALISTIC METHODS TO PROGRAM- ¥ N
L EVALUATION ...... P . 127 -
- 2 Introduction ...teeiiiiviinniiiiinnn, 127
Y . X ez
e 7 Data Richness, T 128
%, . " THe Au'dien£ Perspective .. 131 B
e ey w - Flexibility of the Hgehodology ... 14
5 e 2 Eval\.\,atign RigoUr ....... 5 147 .
< l
- communication ARt . 151
- Bénefits of the 'Naturalistic - b o
K » 7,Approach 5
O Antlcipatsd Beneflts e 153
Unanticipat%d Benefits ..... 153 5




Constraints ...ccevviieiaiieiiaiienn

Quantity Of the Data/
Data Anaiysis .......

Lack of Knowledge Re:
Naturalistic Inqulry ceeeernase

summary “ee

2 % 5 summary Gesesesenrrtaeenn

.cfonclugions e

/ RecommendationS :.iceereececeiinenanns

¥ = REFPERENEES woiie o a0 sd @i srassrscarscs sioses s

INTERVIEV GUIDES ‘.........................

QUESTIONNAIRES ............)...».,........

OBSERVATION CHECKLISTS

The Time Factor’ .i.v.ivviennnninn,

viiy

‘Page

154~

~ 155

156

157

1710,

c211 -

"
r




- s ix
N
2 A
- LIST OF TABLES
" TABLE ! - . . " Ppage
i : g~ M
- - b 4 JParental Response re Hawing.Seen
. Written Objectives\- eseanes T 69-
w7 2 Reégular Classroom Teacher Gpinion re L
: Attainment of Enrichment Program .
.' - - Objectives .ii.civiiivrannncninnondt *69 -
IS . Student Knowledge of .Objectives of '
Ay Ny z the’ Entichment Program Y n 70
PEECE | Regular classmom Teacher Opinion .
s re Gifted Studenf Needs eing . ) A
J ¥ Adequately’Met Through A o
7 ; » Regulan Curriculum ... veeuiineens 73
) . s Regular ‘Classroom Teacher Opinion -
e 3 o . % re Existence of Basic ‘Differences
B b o i in Regulat and Enrjchment. . -
& ° . curricula........................._ 74
5 6 o Parental opinion re’ Gifted student )
5 Needs Being Adequately Met - -
: B Through the Enrichment Program ... 74
g 7 + Student Preferefce re Curriculum
. - B .~ . Content in En chment Program. cesad 74
' ,‘ 8 & Teacher/student communication i ! .
B + Patterns in Enrichment classroom e 19
: 9 . ', Pparental Opinion on Whether ) ;
: . Enrichment Clagsroom Activities . ¥
q N Meet Inte:ests of Child .....oo0vve » 80 .
;,IE\ o . B g \
AU 10 + 'Paréntal Opinion re classroom ,
Activities Developing Child's F:
. Potential .: 80
4 o . \ Student At‘:itude Toward Enri&hment

' Classroom Activities ......i....... 80

3 ) -




1 TABLE " fug page °
“ 5 .12 ) Regula: Classroom Tea(:he'r Perception A r ' .
N “~.. { on Whether the- Gifted Child's 5
“% o . .." Special Needs are Peing Met by. u 5 o
L - €5« Enrichment Classro®m Activities .o 81 . e
13 ‘Student, Perceptiens of Selection t. »
R s % Criteria Used in Thei " s
A | 4 - Identj.fication............... LT
14 Parental Opinfon re Adequucy of + - .
, ° Identification and Selection T ;
E P’rocedures _:,‘85: %
15 5 ¢ Regula: Cl ’ h '
e re ~Adequacy and Comprahansiv?ess >
+of Identification ang Select. n
P . :-Procedqrss....”..~..‘A........~.‘..- + 85 ¢ T = -
16 - Sthool Principal Opindon re Adequacy ' : .
Nl - * . of Identification and Selection .
2 . “ ST : Procedures....,................... -85 .
- a ¥ Ve, . b B R ol
17, student Opinion on Space Allocﬂtton 3
V.g = for Classroum_Activities feetneeaen ° 8
= “ % %3
18 3 ‘student opiniun re Availnbility of -, Al
Resource Matsrials in’ Enrichment * . 'J o
- Program . 8 0" :
G ]JQ -Regular Classroam 'l‘eacher opinion e . -
5, . Money Being Well-Spent If the Needs’ L -
= . * of Gifted Studants Are Being Met .. 9 - .
® S ';o *’ sStudent Involvement YLevel for one 5 )
% f ‘Period of Enrichment Class ..... 99" -
210 - School Origin of Studehts )\ttending =
- % * . Enrichment classes R RS X E RN 100 -
o T 22 - , Mothers' 0ccupa1:1uns 101 5
N ] . ' 2
. A <23 * - Fathers' Ocgupatiads .......c.......  YOf -
24 Number of Extra-Curricular g : »: . .
- ) . s M Activities Per Student ..s......... © 102" g




o

T Activities .

xi
£ R ~

N Page

Parental Opinion re Student pttitude -,
Toward Enrichment Cla: AR 103\

Parental Opinion re Student Problems
with Wwork Missed in Regular Class . 103

-

Regular Classroom Teacher Opinion )
re Adequacy of Student Evaluation #
Prodedures . ceeens 108

Parental Knowledge of Student
Evaluation Procedures ......... e 108

Student Perception of How Progress
is- Evaluated in Enrichment
PYOGEAM. 55> 55 53 th o smsl baSasmns oo s 109

Student ‘Opinion. on Enrichment
Evaluation Procedures Reflecting »
Their ‘Actual Achievement ,......... 109

Regtilar Yladwroom Teacher opinion

*'‘re’ Rep ing of student Progress %
in ‘Enr{dhment class .......o... ... 113

Parental OpFinion re Adequacy and : i
Frequency of REPOTES .............. 13 |

X 4 o

Parental opinion re Preference for .

Regular writ(in Progress Réports .. 114

Regula: classroom ‘Teacher opi.nion
re Increase in Awareness'of the:'
Needs of Gifted Students as a. , ' -
Reésult of Communication . B =

P

School Principal Opinion re Adequacy
of Communication: Within the School i
" Board™dn: the Enrin:hment rogram ... . 19

Farental Opinion re Need to Be 3

Better Informed About 3
Enrichment Progfam ................ 120




Parental Opinion #e Need for
Increased Communication Bgtween*

Enrichment Teachers and Parents ...

Regular Classroom Teacher Increase
in Awareness of Gifted Needs ......

School Principal Opinion on" -
Availability-of In-Servige on.
Enrichment .. £




FIGURE

+ _ LIST OF FIGURES

s oy

" General Trends o{ Shifts of
Focus in Evaluation ..............o.

Dérivative Postures of the

Scient§fic  and Naturalistic
'P§radigms T

5 =
Hierarfchical Presentation of

Activities Typically Encompassed

im Naturalistic Evalugtions’ .......

Scientific and Naturalistic Terms
+ Appropriate to Vario\aiaspects *
.of RIGOUr +ovvennii e NGy

150




Chapter I.
. g
NATURE OF THE STUDY : .

Int;oductlén

This_study examines the application of naturalistic
récsarch ‘methods to the evaluation of an' enrichment
* program " for gifted' learners. The ﬁrqér;r}l eva‘luati’cn
served a"two-fcld purpose: .(a) developing ‘an appropriate
evaluation scheme, and (by testlng the scheme in terms of

its effectiveness in evaluatmg this typs bf program

Newfoundland and the evaluation -dealt with the- pilot
period of implementation X ¥

This chapter describes the background of the study,

presents the statement of tﬁe_ problem, défines the terms,' '

oqtlinés the limitations and\significance of the study,

and concludes with a d‘escription of the design of the

study.

‘She program was the- first of 1ts kind 1n the province of"-




'

The Prdgram

. Y
f . \ |

"-Background of the Study
.

Th'e reéént focus on excellence in public education

has led authorities to review the evaluation practices

'thab detarmine the quality and effectiueness of our.

educational programs.’
The search for appx:opriate evaluatj.on approaches has

led to the proliferation of evaluation models in the past‘

‘or qualitat!.ve appraach. A naturaljistic ‘evaluation is

two decades. Many of thesew:odels jg\gggest a naturalis,tic

B characterized by an gent - design, iveness to

auéiences, and reliance on sociological research methods

yielding, for- the most part qualitative data. such Jn

‘evaluation is discovery—o:iented,. resulting’ “in thorough-
_description, as well as 'j\:\dgj-me'nt, of .t\t\?e.entity being

- evaluated. W . *

The Roman Catholic School Board ‘for 'st. ™ John's,,

.

after ‘the enrichment had been’impl | for two .

;. years, sought to evaluate the program using’ an approach

which could - be adapted in the future for ongoing evalu—

ation puxposes =

The enrichment program was implemented in §eptambez, :




| 1983 on a pilot basis. The school hoard’ has a student
population-of approximately 20,000 attending 36 schools.
The enrich«_\ent program” began on a smal:l scale. ) Student;

| . from four schools were Jpsted .at the grade five level.
Testing, .identification am’i selaction pzocedu’res wefe
ccmple_ted‘ by January 1984, and the first group of twelye:' :

" students began attending enrichment classz;s in Februa;y‘
1984. - During the next year four—additional schools were

tested, and. two classes ~of app:oximatsly twelve students

each were ‘in ogxration, cumprised of students at  the

grade five and siX level 4

~ The definition of g}.ftedness the school bcazd W

; adqpted was that pruposed by the United statss ofﬂce of
R Education - R
8 P . X

e ¥ Gifted and talented children are those ident- (

‘ified by professionally ‘qualified persons who
by virtue of outstanding abilities, are capable
of ; high' performance ... Children capable of
high' performance' ‘fhclude those with demon-
'strated -achievement and/or potential “ability 'in
any  of the ¥ following areas, .singly [or in
combination: - (1) general intéllectual ability;
(2) specific academic aptitude; - (3) ,creative or
productive ~£hinking; = (4)-=~leadership 'apility;
(5) visual and performing arts; -(6) psychomotor
ability. (Marland, 1972) i £

% . For the pllot period the focus ‘was on ntellectthlly

. and academically gifted students only, sifice governmant




\ did it fund enrichment programs. The school board was . .
i ‘ unwilling to wait for government to formulate policy, yet

\u_ realized resources would be. sszerely limited until
‘government took fiscal' responsibility for the’ program. s
" It was at this point that£fg~school board requested

B .evaluation as:isfance A méet;ng was held wj.th the-

pzogzum cuordinutor to detexmine the purpose, scope, and

. expectations of the evaluation. The school ~ boara
realised that, at this stage J.n bha program‘s develop— \

3 ment evaluution was essential. %

‘. . - The Purpose of: th Bvaluation S . oF -

- The overall pu:pose of the evaluation of the ek}rich- $

" ment pzognm wasito improve the event- for all involved.

s:.wciﬂcally the evaluation suught to: .
- 1. desc:ibe and, judge prognm eft'ectiveness in
< tems of meetin laarner needs,

e dis(vsr program sttengths,

- L3 -discov,at program weaknesses; ;
e '-dsvelop specific recommandétions. for\ program
sl 3 i .
1mprovemsnt i L g

Methods and Techniques g ) S :
?Atton (1981) emphn“izqs that theta is no oneé.best :




' naturalistic, and it was the naturalistic approach 'that

‘was-adopted for this evaluation.

way to conduct an evaluation.. "Every evaluatiod situ-

ation 15 unigiel A successful evaluation-emerges from S

the special characteristics and conditions of %a part-

icular situation - a mixture of peopie, politics,

; - ;

context, resources, constraints, values, : needs and
interests" (p. 23); Many of today's pnctitknnars and

authors - in the area of educational ‘evaluaticn, notubly .

‘stake (1975), Parlett and Dearden. (1978), and Guba and

Lincoln: {1961) concur with patton, and - recent evaluation El

models, advocate. an emsrgent design, responsiveness to the . . ik
concerhs and/ issves - -and information needs of varlons *
audie ces,. .and _quautatu}e research methods. . Gyba and
Lynedint “puosly Thive! Ehmiea s Hppieach: £o evaliatich

Standards - : E
’ Guba and Lincoln (1931)/state "judgments cannot be

_4n the z of (p. 353). .In tzad— «
. .

__itional approachas _to evaluation, - program obj'ectivss

function as" e Clearly stated set of standards. ‘In the

naturaltstic. approach it 18 neither desirible nor. ..

ffeasxble to use a set of prefcrmula(’.ed objectives as_the

sole criterion J\n judging the enttty belng,avaluated. ‘ 0

. v




The .naturqlisi;i;: evaluator must derive standards. _

\In the evaluation of the enrichment program, /evalu-
ators developed standards 4n ;ccordance with the four
attributes delineatgﬁ by the Joint c::mmittee on standards
for Bducational Evaluatioh (1981);

v - w e o
C oLl gty UL . \7

fe“asibil.ilty: sl

3. “propriety;.
4. and acg:uzécy‘:, (p. 13), i sl

‘standards are ééziw;ed.frém a variety of sources.
Guba and mncoln (1981)° suggest as one péssible source
"substantive expazts" (p- 355).» Th?se knowledgeable in
_the area of gifted educaticn, both i perscn and through
_the literatuxe, provided another ‘so cé -from which to

formulate criteria. And. the audientes, through tpeir
* cdncerns al}d issues, provided cri/erion ‘statements. i N3

data were inco ed in a preh ve set .of ;tandA

ards for the various component; of .the enrichment

program.’

Statement of the Problem
[ aat ™ ¥

Progrg'ms in 'gifted education arg meant te»be_long




| '

term and develgpmental‘in nature. Becaase of tﬁis, the .
- most familiar Tyles Model of evaluat;ion ‘was deemed C# .
! 1nappropr1ate in” tHe evaluation of the pmgram 1mpla—
/ mented by the Roman catholfc sghool Board. As cnllnhun
) (1983) states, "noxmative data does not exist for gifted
children. (Who can say what is axpe'ctad growth for a
3 gifted child?)' ‘p H) lconf‘rontad with the -issue of

approp:iataness, the "evaluation, team decided ‘that’ a

naturalis\ic/respdnsive -evaluation approach mlght incor- 2
porate the hecesJar}/ flexibllity Thare is a logi:alx ¥
v’affinity in_ that ‘th amergent design of the evnluution .

' parallels the emerbent_natul;e of the prt_:éram.

The problem ‘bf' chéosmg an. evaluation’ scheme‘ is

often; ccmpounded by the fact that, in .tile minds. of, manj

people, - evaluat’lon‘ C i on le ! o o '

practice as. well as in theory, many/peopls identify with
pra/post measures,‘; and there 'is a lack of knowledgs

concerning the variety of: approachas available

P .In combatting-‘ 'che predominant pgrception of what
evaluation is, the ‘evaluators had’"a twofold task: to

develop an appropriate evaluation scheme, and to’ test ity

effectiveness by using it to evaluate the prqgrarﬁ'.

FEEN . ’ .




’

Definition of Terms

v ° T
For purposes of this study, terls used in f:efergnce

to evaluatxon' ax;e defined according to the foint

-(1‘991):/ Others on gifted education come frog phe related
literature. t g

Audiences -

. 4
] ’l‘hose persons “ who will be guided by ‘the evaluation
¢

in, making decisions and ald others .who - have sz‘t;ake An

* the avaluation. . 4o ol S /

1ent ’ . 3 : i . -
The individual, ‘group, or organization which'hi’res

" ‘the evaluators. . L ) P4 J

Gt = .° content Analybis L ' )
v The proeess of' mentifyihg and 1isting - in accor;
dance with a parslmunicus classificatinn system -_.the

ideas, t‘eslings, personé\\i references, and other cate-

gories of expzessioq contained in a variety of 'inform-

ation sources. T




Cr!!erion o ¢ * R =
A standard by which something can be judged.
ot
po .
-pata & " &
M’at_;eriél,gnthered durlng the course of an evalu.aticn
< . .
which serves as the basis for information, discussion,
“.and infe ence. = e k -
. el . TR Cous v

Emergent Design

An 1mp1;amsn'tation p}an in whif:}m ‘the sbeciéicatian of
each step dep’iands'\_apon the results of pre‘«.'ious stéps.
Enrichment K e g ow :

3 -'IQ'he~ addition of learning, activities 9: subje!:t
matter rot now {uund in the regular curriculum
(Committee for Gifted and Talented Students, 1983).

: - '
Evaluation 5

.Systematic investigation of the worth or-merit of an
objéct: e.g., a _program, project, or instructional-
material. i . &

#i% 1§
' Those persons identified as be!.;g intellectually or




3 . @ . .
‘academically ,Superior (130 + full scale inteiligence . -
quntient‘) who appear to be achieving on or .above grade - )
.lgvel across t.heir' academic. égbjectr (Roman* .ca,tholic'
5 o ' ’
Proposal, 1984).

Naturalistic Evaluation y
Lo B Relies on. field study as a fundamental technique,
. R @
whigh views truth; as. ineluctable, that” is, as ultimately °
N

inescapable. Sufficient:immersion in and _éxperi‘ete with .
¥ i N '

& plienomenologIcal field yields inevitable conclusions.

> ak:’vcuy what-is important, dynami%‘,“’and éet\vasi'vq in that
S ‘field (Guba & Linceln, 1981). . .
* gualitative Information " My

. Facts and. claims presénted in narrative,

oy !\ o ical, form. e

7 mantitutive Information
25 . Facts and clains- that are {epxesan;ed by numbers
S N . ~

N )
Réspopsive Evaluation ’
' - Orients more directly tq program activities than tn

.
-

program intants- responds to audiences " zequirements for

:nfo:mation; and’ the different value per$pac't’1ves present




1

are referred to in reporting the suc‘cbss and fnslure of ’
“the program’ (Stake} 1975, p. 14). -,

: =

Standard - - B

'A‘ principle commonly a§reed to by e;cpezts in the

cunduct apd use of ‘evaluation for the measure of the

value or. quality of an svuluation. 2 * e
»

Linitations of tha Study .

B U ¥

Fhis study was‘:oncerned with evuluation.\ o\f part-

icular interest. was ,the ‘evaluation of. an enrichment

program or gifteq progxam.-' .Hence the following J‘Jmit’— -

ations have been_impnsed ) § 3 3

1. The testmg of the evaluation approach described 1n'

,thls study uas carried out in vnly one’ particular R

context and should not be’ generullzed to other

" contexts. - i

2. Tha(—stup.y—'gartains to one’ enrlehmant e‘ducaticn
pmgram,\ that of the Roman Cutholj.c s:hccl Bonrd‘
and it is intended to- assist in the i-mprovement of
that particulnr program. Whila‘the results of the -
evaluat!.on ‘may be internally vnlid they may not be




generulized to other programs.

I The evaluation was supported by the Roman Catholic
Sctllqol Board and all members concerned were anxious
to 'uﬁpwve the program. . Since the focus of the
evaluation’ was designed to. meet the information
. needs of that 9‘raup it }{ limited to the paxﬂqular'_
concerns and ‘issues of the audiencss 3.n'volved‘.’

‘. .. .The ,evalugtiop was not cbng_er:ned with‘the que§tion

. of the value of gifted education per se. It was

assumed thats aducutiuqal provi§ions for the gifted

and talented por’n of the scheol population are

ess(ntial. )
= 4
- . 5 -

Significance of the Study

Bvaluéti:é'ﬁ research has’ undefgone much change and

development over . tha past two ‘decades. K Numerous models

‘and ¢ ¢ have been ge in the liter and
‘evaluators 1n a, variety of sSettings are charged with the
* task of eva-luattng programs. The natuzulistic responsive
approach has. not been_testad to the same exte_nt as other

approaches. This stu'd'y describes an appiicati‘on in which

the naturalistic/responsive approach is appl‘i'eé to




s

w .

\ E

program evaluation.
1. The application provided the Roman Catholic -School
Board with the results ob a ‘thorough evaluation of

the enrichment program.

2. The application provided the opportunity- to assess

the .advantages and the problems encompassed in using

this apprcach in a program evaluation setting.
\
. N
5 Design of the Study
. §

This study 15 reported in five chapters. chapter I
*has outlj.ned the nature of the study ;ncluding the back-
ground to the study, statement of the problem, the defin-

ition of terms, and the limitations and significance of
_the stady. e ) o 3 U

In Chapter II the literature relating to the origin
and history of qualitative research methods and educa-
tional evaluation, dissent in educational evaluation, the
application of‘ qualitative research methods. as proposed
by dissenters, and pspgram evaluation are reviewed. 2

Chapter III examines the implementation of natural-

istic research methods to a spe_'cific ‘educational‘evalua»—‘.

tion of .an-enrichment program. It provides E_I.n- ‘overview

v E 3
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“of the enrichment program, the evaluati‘bn scheme used,
and a summary of the evaluation results, which 1ndlmte
the‘variaty of types of d}:ta genel;;ted by nat‘u!alj.stic
methods. .
Chapter IV diécuss‘es the application of ;xaturglistib
. methodology to. program eva.{uation,' the rich data gleaned
from the methodology, flexibility of' the methodology,
svuiuatian rigour,'conn;gunication, ax‘1d benefits and ‘con-
straints of the naturalistic approach. .
chaﬁter V_c_ox,ztains conclusions. regar;ling the appli-

" cation of naturalistic/responsivé' évaluation to -enrich-

~ : 8 %
,ment education. Recommendations are made regarding

ft‘ztura evaluation of enrichment. programs.
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Chapter II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

. ) " Introduction

This chapter is divided into ﬁl\ive‘ sections‘ as
follows: .
S1. origin -and Histoxy of Qualitative Research Methods
i origin and History of Educational Evaluation -
3. Dissent in Educatiqnalv Evaluation - %
i -Aéplication of Qualitative Research -Methnds as

Proposed by ;)issentel:s . g s ¥ .
5. Pi‘ogram Evaluaﬁion

The first section, Origin and History of Qualitative i
Research Methods, traces the development of qualitative
methods in social and edu’cational inquiry. The second
section, Origin and History of Educational Evaluation,
gives an overview of the develcpment of educational eval-
uation as a distinct discipline. The third section,
dissent in Edncational Evaluation, reviews some of rthe-
conflicting models of evaluation proposed in the .1960s

and 1970s. The fourth section, epplicailon of Qualita-

tive Research Methods as _Proposed by Dissenters, -looks Q‘t. N

N,
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