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FOREWORD

EDO56074

Two symposia were condu?ted during the 1971 Annual Meeting of the
American Educational Research Asscciation to deal with a recent book

entitled Educatlona! Evaluatlon and Decnsuon Making, prepared by the

Phi Delta Kappa Naticnal Study COmmtttee on?Evaluation. The first
' symposium was descriptive in nature, while the second was evaluative..
This report contains only the information from the second sympos fum,

since the substance of the f:rst symposium is already availabie through

the Phi Delta Kappa book

The first symposium wes a detcrlptlon of a two-year effort by the °

PDK National Study Commlttee on Evaluation to analyze problems and to

A

conceptualize rejevant solutions in the field of evaluat]on. Members

~

of the PDK Committee Ihtroduced and summaruzed the mater:al contawned
L

in the eleven ‘chapters of thelr final report. This sympos%qm was

__Jntended,to ppOthe~the-basls—for-the second're1ated“symposuum, .._

A

-

which -experts in educational change theory, pducatuona! adminlstratoon,

’ -

,educat:ona! psychology, phllosophy of science, and educational evaluatnon ‘

N

offered critical.?éagfjgps to the PDK report on-evaluatfon. ' \NQ
. 'The second symposaum was chaired by wa!ter J. Foley,-a memberfq;f\\;
the PDK-Study COmmittge. The critnquers included Henry M. Brickell,
institute fo} Eduéational Development,.John €. Flanagan, AmesTican
lnstitutes for Research William B. Michael, Unsversuty of Southern

California, Michael Scraven, Universnty of Calnfornia at Berkeley,

and James'L, Wardrop, University of Illlnois at_prbagaqghampaugn, »

i _ .



 Each critiquer had revlewed an advince copy Of the PDK book and had
developed a §orma! reactaon,' Lopaes of the crltnques, o5 ed:ted by

the authors, form the substance of this report. <

As organizer of the second sympcsium, { wish to express apprecia-.

‘tion for the dillgent efforts of the reviewers to provide in-depth
reactnons te the PDK report and for Walter Foley's capabie cha:ring
. of thg sesslion, Important issues are identified amongvthe critiques

and should sefve-éo further the efforté of those who are cbmmittéd

to imb}oying both the theory and practice of educational évaiuationf'\
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A CRITIQUE OF THE REPORT OF THE PHI DELTA KAPPA

STUDY COMMITTEE ON GVALUATION

2

Henry M. Bricketl ' o

The enormous scope of the Commission report ss an achievement
for its authors but.a masslive problem for its - critics, - Where does
7one grasp the beast to wrestle with it? For those of you in the

audience who have not read the Commisslon report, the risk you face
is that eaeh one of us at the symposium'yk]l drag a different section

into the ring, leaving the bulk of .the creature outside the arena,

That will give you the iﬁpression not that we are keport}ngeon

4

an elephant but that we have segmented a giaﬁt platypus and randemiy

assigned its parts for evaiuatton. | wanted you to have my. assessment -

~

. of the context we are . ln before hearing my Input into the process
of judging the product, (The Commission s report can change your
{:nggage;)

,.V/ ‘-» ) . . . .
The bro. . . & e .mission's work outreaches any cricique

of less than 532 pages, the length of the book itself. Its ;ublication

- ‘= an =ctlon that triggers reactions. it accuses; one war - “to make

‘ounte accusations. lt-argues} one war~s to aéguelback. it 1llustrates;
g or:2 wants to use opposing Illustratlons. Where it asks 3 qie: tion, one.
zwants to answer. When it gives aﬁ answer, one wants to quentson,

To sét some fimits around my own comments, | will viev this new

creature with the eYes of a practlicing decision -maker in a - bliec <
. - . N ﬂ"

s¢ ool ilstric:, The—e are two reascns for thi . The fir: is that .

I have spent most of my career as a decislon-maker and hav: had a good

!
“ g
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chance to observe other dec ‘on-makers in actlon; The ‘second reason
is that there is a lfarge and growing demand for evaluation services
for those who manage enther ongonng school programs or spec:al ‘ . =
prOJects and who must periodlcally decide whether t5 continue, modify,
or terminate them. The obllgatlon to evaluate ESEA Title | and other
fede;al programs is of course a ma;gr source of that demand, But

?N; certenn new developments, such as rlslng communlty interest in.schools
and ;he growth of performance contracting, increase the demand for
evaluation services, Decision-makers, who are the clcents for. the
kind of'eveluatlon being propoSed, will have definlte opinions about
the utnlnty of those servlces. Since funds for the kind of evaluation
being proposed by the Commlssnon will come from those cllents‘rather
than from traditional! research-funding sources, their reactions will
shape the‘#uturejof’the movement. . Research ¢an be pursued at the
lnltlative o? the lndivldual scholar,reven without speclal funding,
but the ksnd of evaluatlnn envisioned by ‘the Commnsslon rertalnly

cannot be.- Thus, apart from the need for more detanled conception and

a much better methddology (needs pounted to. by the CommeSSIOn itself)

- the reactions of declslon—makers may be dec:slve.

;
3
3

E
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Now 1 wnll react as & dec:sion-maker.l Allrnght. lHere‘ls a body

s L R HOUIN P
-

e f of theory and practlce that wants to be my servant--no, my consultant,-
or even more accurately, my’ colleague. My very flrst reactlon is,
”I have met . someone like you before--ln fact, quite a number of you

]

- Ithave a school psycholognst who often comes ln'when | am trying to

malke declsaons and explains that | ought to use hlm as a cOnsultant.

s -

wo - "
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He tells mettha; the school is a whoilé’hﬁhan entefpfise,-that ﬁg
specializes in huma,n‘behaviors and.that-In as wuch as my decisions
deal with beople“he‘dught'to guide me. The last time he was in i had
to break off for an appointment with the curriculum coordinator, who -
‘ explains thar since’ |nstruction is the central’ function of the
school, | ought to let him advise on all my maJoriﬁecasnons. The
day pefore, my bus iness manager had reminded‘me that we run the place
on money, that every decision 1 make has a pr;ce tag, and that he‘can
keep us in the b\ack only if | will brmng hsm in on my declsions in
adyance. i didn't know whether to be more impressed With that or with
what our community relations man had said about how he could keep us
out of needless trouble with the act|V|sts if 1 would check with hnm
‘beforehand on how my decisions would be recelved in the community. N
{ had }eft the ‘community relations spectalists to meet with the ‘
‘-building pr!nc:pals, who ccmplain that | spend toc mich time 1isteni99
to the central office s;aff. The real work of the system takes plaée
- out in theysdhdol bu]ldings, they say, and they -as prlncipals have(_
,_fhe best vantage point for ;elpung me make decisions. The teacherq
unlon has negobuated itself a chair on my side of the desk $0 that ™~ -
'lt can keep me acquainted in advance with how my decisions will be = —
1:taken by teachers, which the union explains is only simple just!ce_ B
since the teachers are the people whg must carry out decislons.
A fOnce ! th_ought A had command of every one's terrltory, now 1

~

realize that they all have command of mine.

5
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But -1 must admig that you are especially ﬁntrlguing;to me, you
neWnbreed evaluator, The immed:ate reason happens to be fhét 1 have
just hired a planner. .He has explalned hns “job to me. 1 have learned

P 2

from him that plann:ng is the central decnscon-makung functlon and

o

that he will thus“saend most of.his tlme hetping me make decisions.

{ am not surprised, But what interests me most is that he wahts to-
help me 1) set goals, zlbchoose among alternattve courses of actlon he
has generated 3) allocate people and ‘money to the chosen course of

action, "and 4) use the results to plan better next time. Obviously,

'not.only are both of you in my terrttory, which is already crowoed

you are also in each other t§o hot-only can i welcome you to the

e

club, | even know who to give you for a roommate. Maybe the two of'

K ~ . - -

you can work out whlch one is. gO|ng-to help ma do what.
Before i learned about your concept of evaluatlon, l. had a
fairly snmple plcture of how to useaboth a planner and an evaluator.
_ l would send the planner out of one door of-my ofﬁlce w{th a roll of‘
.plans under his ‘arm and eventually you,'as an evaluator, would come
i the other door WIth an. evaluatlon report on. how the plans had
ﬂ;worked out. -You could meet the planner at my uesk. But 1 realnze -
h now that he has stretched hlmself so far forward that he is standing
at your door and you have stretched yourself so farlbackward ékat you
_,' are standnng at his. | have had to deal wlth role confllct and riow |
- can see | am going to have to deal with réle overlap. - ' g

i have some other reactlons as well You remind me for some .

reason of the action research movement. As Max Corey deicribed it

'

Nl



_action reééerch |n the hands of thexclassroom didn't sdund>to me much
Iike research but. |t did sOund like nntellngent actlcne " For:

N

example 1if che eachei eouid teii that thsngs were going wrong ehe
'was supposed to chenge them. rught Lhen--not keep on going so she
could eccumuiate a sol:d mass of dismal results at the .05 or

5, preferablyf,Ol tevel. That made sense,‘tuat‘s exactly the way | do
thungs as a dec1sion—maker. You do- seem to understand that, unlike
most of the evelug$ors i have met, lqem not,going tb hold things
steady ju;i so you can evaluate them. But I: have always felt ‘the -
evaluators belaeved ! was somewhat s lcppy, that they couldn't help
‘e !f | wouldn t play the 'game ‘their way, and that lt WQs all‘mv
.jFault. if you could really help me wi thout getting |n the way &nd
crampnng my. style while i am trying ‘to run with the ball, then l'"

vdd/?terested But 4 have enough’9ther hurdies to jumprover without

having to- clear some .extra ones that you set up.

.- ey
U a

e a

’ where the examlnation doesn't come at the end of the course but is -

i scatte%ed in pieces *hroughout, Iesson by lesson or unit by unit so -

that the teacher can tell hcw thsngs are go!ng--even chuld by child--
without waiting untII st's too late. That makes sense. If you

o can do something like that about ‘the: declsuons 1 have to make in

i
my offnce, I‘m interested

. 3
L

One thtng I may ‘as wel! tell you quite frank!y. 1 woulun‘t even

be considerlng you for a2 job-if ¥ drdn t gave bhese federal brogramsA'

.You remind me also for some reaaon of the new curriculum packaqes.

o
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chat 1 have to evaluate.~-Ygur_salaFY*is going to come right out

@ -

g of that evaluatlon money and you are -going to.have to kaep ‘the state,

) offac‘als satnsf;ed that our Tltle i progects are successful ‘50

that we can keepqon getting the funds. <1 am wnlllng to change f‘

pro;ects that don't :succeed, y0u understand but what you have to ]
,/"’..A DA T

know is. that\the state peOple are mannly knterested lﬂ tested
—
pupil petformance-—Wash‘ngton pushe§ them that way, of course-vand
. 1
‘ they don t want to settle for anythlnq else. I f your approach

ls goi.._ to add somethang ‘to the evaluatlon of that ult:mate -

i

%4

product--punll learn1ng-¢but not try to substatute somethlng For

©

,it; then *m lnterested .But we have to keep the state people

happySand § have to be sure ghey will §ettle for your method. ) S

-

P Someth'ng ! don't fully understand is how you are going to use-

s

2 the. flnﬁlngs of the'research.dcne elsewgere, partlcularly the research

- that is generaQ|zable to my. aztuatlon. Are you saylng that when 1

2

put |n soﬂethlng that has beenrproven successful by prevlous research

” -

L elsewhere that l stild have to pay to have it evaluated alt over.

agaan in my dn;trncml Why can'“ wWe use those other reSults? . o

g, -

The thlngs you are talklng about do;ng~bcund pretty expens:ve.

But if i understand you correctly, we don't have to eva)uate 'f, o

;///// , ‘everythrngo At least we don 't have to put everythlng through

. ~"”

. the.full etajuataon cycle, We could evaluate only the maior changes.

L owe aould evalyate gll the changes, O, if v could affp:d it,
S o . S o 4,
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we could evaluate everything whether it has been changed or note
That” decision would be up to me and it would depend on what we
could afford, Right? -

‘ One thing | am very concerned about is that you not go around
turning up a-lot of trouhle. { -think things are going pretty viell.
Anyhow. | hope sot-for several reasons., . One lsrthat the staff ie‘

. ‘working pretty hard under ditficult'conditione and i ain not interested
‘cn having you bring in a critical report every couple of weeks
"finding fauit with somethlng. The teacher and pran|pals need

BV
i .

encouragement and a sense of success more than anythnng else,g

in addition to that, it would not make a very good impression on

the Board if you found trouble in every corner, . One big reason

' l hope you are -not going to flnd many things wrong is that i

B S - PR Ed
-

ecan't keep oni changing. everythlng all the tlme. First the

district can't afford it and’ second | don't want\\he place in,

constant turmoul 59, 1f your approach can locate success as well

-

as failure--and not show that nothing we try ever works, luke most R

of our past evaluatlon consultants have fodnd, then 1 am |nterested

..:' ~

At the very least, you W|ll have tn help me rank any problems you

v

S

find so that 1 can solve the WOrst of them and Iet the’ others go
‘by. A ‘ ' ‘

A have been payling a thtle attentlon to the performance Lo

.

contractang movement. we are not really |nterested rught now

and 1 want ‘to ‘see howwjt goes in other dlstricts fnrst but L ;."

ya

Y S

-
:
.9

ot
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woulﬂ like fo know'whethér‘ypur approach could putAthe fingef on
_things that we would be better,off'cdnt}aéting out ‘to some.other
agency--~or maybe éJen to our-own teachers union. The Board of
Edﬁcatio?_wéﬂié'certain}y be interested in that. =Ny

One cher thfng you have to dnderstand. | may not always
‘take your aéviée, even if yog thjhk_it's good. | have other things-
‘to'think‘about. Let me give yad an example. Last October an
evaluation consuliant t hadfhired brouéht ina reporf‘on our
paraﬁrofessiona]s for the previbus year. He was able to show
pretty cohvincihgiy.that paraprpfessionals'weren't having any effect
on the test scores’of the elémentary children, which we have been
hoping they wouid, He said;his findings forced him'to recoﬁmend
that the paraprofe%sional program be term]nateﬂ in favor of sdméthing
else. ~Gréat. Great advice. That’s-al! he knew about it, What
he didn't know was that we were in a bit of a recession iﬁighis city
last fall, Al I.néeded;to do was to drop those minority-group
paréprofes;ignalé from thé payrzri-¥all of them live right around
the séﬁools where they work, have kids in school, and a iot(of
contabt§.in thé;neighﬁorhood. 3Fifé-them all during‘thét receséjon
‘ahd,we wodld havethad-sometﬁ}ng close to an armed revolution. So

ﬁaturéljy,lj still have the progfam‘going on just as before. |

o

can’t use advice 1ike what he gave. ‘Now, if there is something in
the way yoh do evaluation that can take into account all aépécts‘

o
of the problem, then {'m interested. -

o

10




So much for my réactions as a practiéiné decisjoangker,  Let
me step ocut of his shoes and comment on the Commission's onk as
an evéluator, which | am from time to time.: As an evaluatdr,”i
would welcome something that would enaglé me to stop safing to fﬁe
decision-mqkers that come’to mes o

uToo'laie. You should have come to -me tong before you started ‘ ‘B'
this proéram."lt's~Janvary, and you'we been underway since Septemd ., ‘ *f
Your achievemert te. "~ srogram doesn't contzin anything | cen
use ac a post-test, .. zh ess.a;pfe:tesg,d,you 4idn't even specify
aqpil beh;vioral objec ° s when you started tf's International
Zixchange Program fo: Tea:hers, Moreower, it lcoks like everybody
who could benefit from it is already in the‘program so Qe don't
éven have a control éroup. . Sorry; | éan't~hélp you n

Well, | want to help.v | den_t want to bé 8 sorry researcher if

_'l can be a useful evaluator, (

in summiry, the work of the Commiss!on represents a promnsing -‘. : o E
way of bringang d!sc;plnned inquiry into the service of thz decusnoﬂv
méker, something researchers have had great difficulty in doing. The
.amduﬁt of Intelllgence and harQ work applued by the Commiss»pn

surel y will advance us toward that obuecfive.

Certannly we need something between the m:ndless and rapid , ’ ;

4 . P #-

.evaluataons performed in the early days of Title ! and the excessive
reactions to them which have government officialstoday_'expecting
us to show fha; if a Teacher COrps'Trainee goes to & good lecture

i - \ # :




E

as a college junior in 1971, her pupifs in "273 will get higher

achievement test scor~s as a result,

The Commission report itself is honec " trying to pd{nt out
its own shortcomings. One of the best cri “t.es 's the self-
A A .
examination contained in .the final chapter ~ < tf : vo .ne.

What | admire most is the Commission‘s‘t-as ess a_daring to

call for work-which requires the invention o® r - met->dology=--

rather than inventing new work to fit the av.i! le mz=-hodology.

-

i2

O
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PAruntext providea oy enic [
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A CRITIQUE OF THE MEASUREMENT AND INSTRUMENTATION ASPECTS
OF EDUCATIONAL EVALUATICN AND DEC1S 1ON=MAKING

.
- I

=,

| -John €. Flanagan s

- 'As one of a panel of five reactorﬁ o this repc § feel & ilttle
bit like one of .the five blind men describing the elep ant, 'uéi:ke
the b'ind men, my colleagues. and | all sée this elephaut, but our .
descriptions are iike}y to be rather dissimilar because of our
special flelds of interest and our veried prévlousfexper{ences:% fhué,t
the descrfptions, although ail based on the Same;532-bage 3-ton
elephanf, can be expected to be quite different. ‘

‘  in ay description the emphasls will be on techniques of measureme?t,
data collection, and the centrai role of the !nd!v!dual student in
evaluathh gctiv&ttes.? Before proceeding to;;;eclflc pOInts, some
generafuimpressidns seem in order, ?lrst, the report is comprehensive,’
detatled and analytical. It anélyzes evaluation into stagg§ oécurrtﬁg-
'ln varlous settings, having var icusvscoges. and providing lnformaffgn
relevant to various types of degiéiogs. it iIs thofough and syste&éilé
and brovtdes.a verleOOd.framework. Of‘course! it Isn't'the.b&bk §
would have written because it doesn‘t'realiy do much for pfbvlding
measurement techncques. at least not new ones. or even a real good
review of what we do have, and of course It doesn't center on/the

Indtvidual as the eve!uat!on untt in the. way that | would !ike t@

see E‘?@a!though there_ls mention of this.’

)

13
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| The report is based on a specific defan:ticn of evaiuation
which i5° ”"ducaticnal evaluat on Is the process of cei;neatung,
obtaining,~and providing usefu! !nﬁormaticn for.judglng deciston
lternat ves. | .
. Thus defiition is “followed by a discussion of four stages in
~ the process of decision-making including seventeen sp*clfic ‘elements,
In addition to this study of the decis:on process, there is a detailed
descrnption of pessible decision settungs decisfion models, types
. of decislions, ‘and some prob!ems related to de-::ts»icm-amea!'dn,g,,a in this
chapter and the chapters whlch follow on crlteria, values, infonmation
and systems theoryz and evaluatlon methodcnogy, the emphesis seems
to'be on dellneattng and dIscussing all possibillt?es rather than on
the practical.side ofﬁthe conduct of educational evaluation.
In:Chapter Seven, the four types of evaluation ere presentéd
together wlth a general mode | for conducting any one of these types
of evaluation. The three steps whlch are proposed for all types
of eva!uation are deltneating, obtalning, nd provtding.
' The four types of eva!uation ares . '/A
First. Context Evaluation wh&ch has as Its purpose "go provide
a rat!onale for determination of cbjectives. Speclflcally, it defines _
the relevant envlronment, describea the desired and actual conditlons
pertatnong to that environment, identifles unmet needs and unused
opportunities, and diagnoses the problems that prevent needs from _

' B 3

w -
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heﬁng met aﬁd‘opporﬁunfiies from being used, Th d%agnOCa&
proslems provides an essehtiél basis for developing ob’ectiive” -hose
" achievement wili result in proglfamvimprovéme_nmh

The authors state that context evaluation is ‘the mos' 3& 3
kind of évaﬁdation.“ The achors divide context evaluaticn Int two
-modes - contlngencx and congruence, in the contingency mode e-valuat on
aearches for opportunit|es to Improve the system by changing te
objectives, The congfience mode evaluates the exient to which
lntendéd objectives are aéhleved.y |

This reviewer strongly éndorsés the emphasis on this tyc -f
evaluat}on and the dlstlhct!on_between the two modes for stud .ng
the objectives of the system. The discussion, however, seems to lack:
sufficient emphasis on needs and opportunities with respect to Individual
students and although rhere is an emphasis on broad exp!oratory problng,
it appears deslrable that there be more spec!f!e provision—for
unplanned outcomes and the achievement of unintended objectives as
well as those intended for the system, _

The second type of valution. Input eva!u#ttdﬁ, is intended
to provlde the basls for selecting a design to achieve program objectives,
Thls involves the study of relevant capabtlit!es, 5trategies for ’
achlevlng objectives, and baslic speclific designs for implementing
a proposed strategy. |

The authors point out that “techniques for Input evaluation

are lacking in elducation.”” One available technlque which appears

e

15
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applicable and is not discussed is the_meghgd of explicit N -

rationales,
The third type of.evaluation, process evaiuation, is intended _

 go provide feedback to persons responsible for implementing plans

and procedures,”" To a substantial degree, what chese authors have

‘included in process evaluation has come to be known as formative ‘ME;;
5evalua§loh folloﬁing the termlnology of Michael Scriven. The objec-
tives of pnocsss evaluation-are: to monltor the lmplemengatlon of
the design, to provide informdtion néeded for ptanned decisions
durlng the Implementation phase, and to maintain a record of the . ‘  _1m¢L§

extent to which the project is actuglly lmplem nted .as dessgned B L

¢ . : : -

This type of evaluatlog is ciearly of ‘great lmportance.

The fourth type of eValuatlon, roduct evaluation, measures.and.
lnterprets’the extent to whlch obJectlves were achteved._ The o ~>A e TN
crlterla hhlch are measured to perform this evaluation are classlfled .

b’
as elther instrumental or conaequential following Scrlven s terminology.

lnstrumental criteria refer to what have been frequently called

intermediate criteria. /QonseQuentlal criteria are those usua[ly

.called ultimate criteris.
The' authors point out thét "in the assessment of objectives
relatlng to adoptlon, product evaluatlon and context evaluatlon
ultlmetely merge in the measurement of the Impact of the total
change effort on the overall systsm. " Context evaluatlon then takes
on the systematic funotions of monitoring the total system gnd the

ad - hoc Qnoduct evaluation Is terminated,"

16
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‘ attasnment; of changékaOJects wi thin a system, and context evaluation

e ' \

in a 3ater sectnon the authors state “product évaluation assessts

assesses the impact of the obtatned change on the total system.

N

‘.This distinction between context and product evaluat!on seems to be

a useful cne, In the!r general d!scusslon of the features of their
evaluation model, the authors again emphas!ze the basic Importance

of‘context eva!ﬁatlon and the need for a much more comprehenslve data-

~base to perfdrm this fuaétion. Unfortunately, they do not seem to '

go far eneugh In aeveloping speclflcatidns and procedures for

‘coliecting thia very amportant data base, Educational systems have

contlnued to cperate with very little attentcon at either the focal
or natlonal level to the study of the needs of individual students.
The authors of this study have fnsérf%d'fwo or three paragraphs
'suggeStfng the use of the individual ;tudent as the unit ﬁf measure
in eva!uat!on studies., The remarks are relevant and valuable., It
wom!d be de§Jrable if their implications were carried through move
fully tn the subsequent discussions of implementing evaluation )
programs. " - .

The later chapters of the report on implementlng and adm!n-ster-

o

ing evaluation programs need to be supp!emanted by héﬁgbook matertats h

. on what Qata to collect to study ‘the needs and opportunities of

the total educationai system especlally as it relates to the IndivldLal

stucante Some of the procedures used in recent years to obta!n such

N
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data incliude intensive case. studles of students on a sampling

PO

*- fbasis, follow-~up studies of recent graduates to determine the uti‘!ty

=2
of theknowledge and abilities achieved in school; and intensfve

studies of adults in various roles and activities to determine
the. specific educational objectives which would have been most-.appro-

priate for them during their study progrems In school., These types

of data are tot nehtioned in the book.

A

There is prébab]y o more important prcbiem In educatton at

-the present time than detenn!ning the educational obgectnves for

each individual student, It is believed that during the later
educéttonal years, much of the responsabtlity for these decis.ons
should be given to the student,. To prepare him for taking such
responsnbiiity it :;ﬂgelleved that one chould start in the primary
grades by glvlng students some respcnsibillty in planning and carrylng
cut their educational programs. This will necessarily be Vimited in

the}garly years, byt the ability to take responsibility requires

" much practice,

- This will require that the student know the specific knowledges
and abi!ltles requ.red for mahy adult rBles ‘and act!vitles. He must
also know someth!ng about the. nature of learning and: |ndividua]

dlfferences and be gble to estimate the extent of effort requi red

for him to achieve a spec!ficxleve! of proficiency with. respect

to various types of content or gbility. To assist the student

o 19 ~
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In formulating his !oﬁg-fénge educétional and occupational goéis the
behavioral sclientist needs detailed and extenslve studles of students -

%

both during and foilowlng their exposure %o spec!flc educatlonal

"VT~ , | experiences whlch can be made avallable to current students as a .
basl? for maklng thelr dec!s!ons. A minor point regardlng the prQsent
report Is-thag{én view of th?se authors such behavioral scientlsts
prﬁ clearly functioning as eénluators !n“prQVIdIng the basls forﬁ
Iné!vlduai declsions; howevér, thelr functions appear to be broadly
those of the behavioral §c!éntist and not speciélcai}y“thosé béually
cans!dered as apprépriate for am evaluator. “

To sum ug this review of educational evaiuatlon and deciston»
makfnghas presented by these authors, the first point to be noted is
. that the déflnftlon selected byxthese authors includes only one ﬁype
.of evaluation In édunatlon and theréfore'should not be thouéht of as
the only function of evaluat.on methods in the educatlonal field,
There are many Instances in which evaluatlve data are very desirable
even though no decisions have been def fned apd no actlions are
B anticipated, However, for purposes of*dectslon orlented educational

[y

evaluation, the report has much to commend i, The efforts of the
seven members'nf the Phl Delta Kaépa COmmlsslon on Evaluation 2‘ T , ‘ ' ‘ ~
7represent an tmportant step forward in lncreaslng our understanding

and abil!ty to conduct effectlve educatlonal evaluat on studles. As

gthg‘authors point out, this Is only the beg(nnlng of an iﬁportant

effcrt to improve our educa;lona! programs, -
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A CRITFQDE OF THE METHODOLOGY OF. EUALUAT!ON IN THE PDK

T

UOLUME EDUCAT!ONAL EVALUATION AND DECISlON’MAKlNG

\ wnnan\ 8. Michael

/
-~

The PDK volume affords probably the most comprehensive and

. e
e penetratlng conceptuallzatlon of educ9t1onal evaluetlon and

" decislon mak ng currently aVallable. The CIPP (context-lnput-

’
-

process-product)Model can use much of existing research methodology,
. partlcularly !n product evaluation, but does requlre new methodology '
especially In reference to. the context, lnput, and process components

that tend to be somewhat more closely aSSOclated with formatlve evalua=

>

tlon than wlth product evaluatlon.

-

The modest stance which the PDK Evaluation S tudy COmmlttee o

l

members group ‘have’ taken and thelr recepclvlty to suggestlons undoubtedly -

mean that‘ghere wlll be ample opportunlty for- the work group to make

lmprovements and to move” forward in developlng the k!nds of methodology

x

. . that wllT be needed. They seein to be ne i thar lnflexlble in thelr

orlentatlon to evaluatlon nor reslstant to suggesthns. For this

o

ktnd of openmlndedness they are to be comsanded.,
_ o One may look’ ‘at the evaluation methodology relatlve to the

3 CEPP Model from two standpolnts- (1) the feaslbility of the CIPP
Model glven current research methodology, and (2). the need for new

, methodology glven the C1PP approach to evaluation, Afﬁer conslderation

*» N
f ‘each of these “two broad topics, some recommendatlons wlll be set ‘R*g T

Ny
R ] . EE ) L. i

}
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forth which essentially wiil sunmarize many of the comments that
Ot “ <, . k)» . . -

Feasibility of the CIPP Model Glven Current Methodology

4

‘

are made in - the critique 'of the flrst two categories.

Relat!ve'then'to the firét'categoryl the feasibility of the

CiPP Model given current research meihodology, these comments may

_ By offereJ: ' ; ‘

(;3

E erpensive, but the educatlonal enterprise Is also expensive, Such

‘carefuily plannod |nyestigations,carr§ed out under relatively weli

: andvgeperaiization as well as valid methods Forwdetefmining cost-

[ . : ~

1. In summative evaluation of products, as in accountability

studies, classical research methodology involving use of an experimental

" and control group still affords a viable approach provided that evaluators

can be placed In positions ofllnf1uenoe' and oower in funding and

governlng agencies to allow them_ to require certain appnoved research

'designs--especlglly those designs incorporating use of randomization

in !arge-scale evaiuatlon studies° Such large-scaie studies are

L4

2

controlled cooditiono‘would parmit the formation of caﬂsal-infereoces

effectivéness in accountabl ity studies.

2. Relative to exlst|ng research methodology, several other gg"

_ponnts may be noted, - T Ly

. a. A great deal of existing research methodology can ke

used in evaluation studies with quite specific and limited objectives’

‘as In the determination of the most effective ways to teach

3.
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mUlkip%icatlon or substraction .or to acquire clearly delineated
. psyshomotor ski11557
'_-nb° Laboratory schools within colieges of education afford
opportunities for experimentation in whicn_pnoducts can be evaldatgd
in a relatively rellable and valid mannén.
/ c. Some research designs such as the multiple time serles
or regression discontlnuity analysis described by Campbell and Stanley
afford a basis forwdrawing causal lnfergnces especially in relation
te productsoriented evaluation snd for making decislons regarding
effectiveness of alternative educatlonal pnagrams.

B d. in thé Iaboratory orlentatlon of many colleges of
education opportunttles exist to investigate systematicoally ln an
evaluation setting such important problems as different 13l rates
f(of retentlon and Iearning, the transfer ‘of learning which, tod often,
is glibiy assumed to occur, and the effectiveness of group versus

t

lndtvldual problem solvlng endeavor through use of ‘simulation games.

Need for New Methodology Given the CIPP Model

Despi te tnis rathef'ﬁosltiQs state of Sffalfs which-allows one
to use existing research methodalogy for product evaluation in a
,reasonably well controlled setttng, there certaxnly is, however, a
need»for new methodology given the CIPP approach to evaluation,

: Especially‘ln the context, input, ‘and process forms of evaluation

o



s
!
[l

which éfe often carried out in different sociai'andeﬁV3rpnﬁentai
contexts. ‘there is a definite need for new methodology, much of which
might be adapted from anthropology, socloiogy, history, polit!cai
sqience, and economicse Curriculum speclialists and evaluators find

the distinctions among .these three components of context, iopht,:

Es
-

and process evélua;loh to“be somewhat overlapping and at times to
be'somewhét aobiguous or even contradictory. |

The following'points may be noted:

1. Throughout the recyclnng process of the CIPP Modei, which
iavolves constant feedback and dynemic mod!fications In the’ various
steps of eyaluation and decislon-making, there is the:need to
establish either exollcitby or implictty’cause and effect .
relationships primarily throogh narﬁgwlog or limitiné the .number
of possible alternative hypotheses. The<work of Yee end Goge
recently reportéd ln.tﬁe Psychological Bulletin offers considerable
pfomiso_for establishinévposézole‘d}rectfon_of cauvse and effect
among sovgfal sets of correlated meésuoés,obtained at dffférent

times, .

'2, A presslng need exists to develop a methodology for estab-
" lishing value systems in the selection of objectlves and in their
tmpiementation particularly within the realm of context and Snput
evaluation° After all, the word “evaluation” in essence contains

the word value," The probiem of setting priorit!es in the selectlgn

24



" of objectives within'a soc{ai context is particﬁiériy essential
ana deserving of serigus systematic treatment, Again, methodological
approaches underlying historical, anthropoﬁoglcai, and soclological
research could be potentially very helpful,

3. In all phases of the CiPP Model and throughout the whole
process of decision making, copsideratlon neads to be given to the
ways In whtgh different kinds of avai zble Infor- ion may be sorted,
integrated, and incorporatzd in the c.:.sion-making process. Such
‘information can be examined in a rela::vsely well =ontrolled slmulation
game oy through obsesvaticm In_a rez . .c day-tc-day s;hoof sett?ng
permitting replicability. Field tésts need to be made‘of many of
the procedures suggested .in the CIPP ; odel, as Bob Hammo&d of
Montanals Department.of Public Instruction is doing just.now. ﬁe
is Invblving people with training In other kinds of;discipl!nes.

For example, he has one man with a background in baﬁking who, in

. having a rather real!stic orientation to cost accounting and cost-
effectIVeness, is trying out the CIPP Model in rather practical
.contexts, Furthermore. fie]d testing will allow for extenslve
trial and ervor observation so that one will know how the’ various

. components of'thé CIPP Model will work,
' 4, Another underliying methodological ébpbern is the need to
distfnguish between the\role'of the e&aluator and the decision=-
maker and to ;scertafn in a given contei} for evaluation the relative
degrec of independanée‘or overlap of tﬁeir»respéctive functions,

24 o o -/
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in~service training.

‘such as that whichvcould be used for validating the CIPP Hodel,

5. Once refinements In the methodb!cgy for use with the
CiPP Model are deye!opeds concerted efforts will be required to
familiarize and train indiv{duals'in the use of the model. For
éxample, participants In a two-day simuiation game held at. The

Ohic State Unﬁiersity,in conjdh;tion with an evaluation of the PO

" yolume last June said that they found the model was wery useful

as a conceptual framework but difficult to implement tacause of their
lack of famillarity with it. Theyvnecessartly relied on past expzrlence
and intuition to méke evaluation declsions, Thus, extensive study of
and experience with the ClPP”MOdelvare needed'sb that.éne éaﬂ use it
rather a;tcmati;ally wlthout havlngvto'férret through all of the o
various components. -Current]y the complexities of the model will
prcbabif-prevent its wide use and applic#tion until there is extenslve
It §s important to point out that fhe heuristic brohertles of
the CIPP Model for qoctbral dissertation research are great i ndeed ‘
even if iﬁs use displaceé the oVérworkedVciassical39xpgrtm§nial-

control group models. Doctoral committees should encourage students

‘to do developmental studies even though they may'représent a break

with tradition, As professors of educational research, many in the

audlence could encourage students to 'do developmental kinds of work

[
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Recommendations

Within the context'of what has been said the followirg rec mmen~
dations may be formulated: | :

I. The CIPP Model should se given exten:zive comnsideration 35
a guide for conceptualizing esscntial characteristics of diécrepancy
evaluation ctivities,.

_2,.‘E“¥orts:sh@uld be made wnenever poss ‘ble to use existinc
research m “hodology .in implement ' ng many of Ise object ‘ves of 2
CiPP Mode . espec!aily 7 the i ..:ance of product evé?gdﬁﬁan.

3, - .:ention should be di-zcted toward devising new methc:- logies,
many of which can be adapted_from those of the.socfag s:len;ess to
answer quest!ons ralsed by application of the CIPP Model. In
particular, tﬁe fb!lowing recommendationsimay be set forths

a, Concerted effort should be followed throughout the stages
- of context, input, process. and product GValuatlon to furnish
dlfferent kinds . of evidence that wiill make posslble formul;tlon of
both expllclt and implicit Inferences regarding possible cause and
.effect relationships.

V b, Systematic efforts should be directed toward the develop-_
meht of a methodqjogy for setting vatue systems in the selection
and implementation of objeétlves as in context and input evaluation,

k e, The full process of decision making In reference to the

a?ajlab!]lty of many kinds of information should be studied systemat-

ically in.relation to the CIPP evaluation model,

26
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¢. Attention should be g!ven to how the CIPP Model
can bBe ac tageously used {n accountablll; a&nﬂles,‘for whic™
there wil! bn lnvreaesng pressures and demands.

L, Earther energy needs to be directed.tc .efine and dif -
entiate the educational and technical ro!e of t . evaluator, s
: N
distincti n which hqs not been made entirely c!:ar to tﬁe satic sction
of a aumber of persons who attended;the PDK=The Ohio State Univarsity
conféyence tast June,
5. The feasibility of establishing semina s and in=ser: e

'¢training nstltutes tc give the CIPP Mode! grea: er visibillty &=

utillty to the school community shou!d be Investigated,

_Sﬁmmarx Evgluation ‘ | A _

All in all, the CiPP Model offers grest promise of providing’
both external and ihternal'valldity of the evaluation hrocess?
Certainly the jh?tfaf’%héee‘steps of context, -input, and process
evaluat!on do much to sharpen the thlnktng of the evaluator who is
_oriented toward product evaluation, because the first three steps
{ndeed afford the monitor!ng, recycling, and feedback fuhctions
upon which effecttﬁe produc: evaldatipn depen&s. The external
validity,_howéver;'ls still open to,éér!ous concarn, especially in
the accountability studtes.‘ Threats to external validity may be due
most often to a lack éf‘randoﬁizatton or to thé ?nabl!ity of the

evaluator to assume a position of power and Ipfiuenée which.he
27
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might assume in evaluation studies involving decisions about a‘mulﬁl-
miitlon =o! -ar adécational enterprise. IrreSpectiye‘d% the s!:e of the
evalua® ' ov =f‘ort or the mégnituﬁé.of the decision-makiﬁg processes
invoived, the CIPP Model probably'éffords the-mqst compreﬁengivg
conceptual izzt. on of education currently avalilable, The expenditure
of efforts o develop new.and to adopt exlstihg-methodoldgtc for
‘obéaining, znalyzing, and interpretlpg'thaidété which.the model
can geners’ shéu!d jncrease its usefuiness in the education

establishrse . 2.
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IYALUATION: NOBLE PROFESSION AND PEDESTRIAN'PRACTICE

-

A

Michael Sculyen
T ae PDK reportris-cerielnjy'the,most compendious and may well
Cooes most yaluable treétiée on evaluéiion‘ln the literature.
Faomee o3 there'should be a three-minute silence at this place, for’
4 aimost the last nlce,tﬁtng ) say,. But that's jusf because
[ ot efficient to keep on sauing uice things: the braln dées not
s . redundant lnformatlon. . » |
i think there are siqn!ficant flaws in its basic conceptlon of
evaluatlon as well as in its practical advice. Here are a few,

its baslc conception excludes cructal paradlgms of evaiuattonﬁ

fer example. the_evaluat!on by histdriahs of,Napoleon‘s~tactics at_

waterloo. I take a non=educational case.‘for interest, but there can '

of =urse be educational ones too‘ suppose you are evaluating the
scheol system in Athens. It seems clear that-thls is loglcallyz
tre same kind of enterprnse as evaluating the tactics of an one

. NG fleid general or- contemporary educational activities, But
t: latter can easlly and the fonmer can usually not be subsumed
under the POK (ex-CIPF) deflnltion whlch requires that evaluation
be ‘'data gathering for future dectslon making,' Now you might, If
you have a copy of the great work in front of yougrthink that was a

"ietle unfair of me, because the basic definition of evaluation

29
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whitch they usev-“Evaluataon is the process of delineating, obtaining,
and prov ding useful information. for judging decision alternatlves Naw
does not contaln the word ''future' at all, But we very quickly Find
from tﬁe w;y it is intérpreted that "futuré" Is the key polnt and

~the implic?t/definltion in the PDK report is data gathering for . future'
‘decision making. As a matter of fact two pages before the defnn!tlon
there is a page which'conta!ns on it nothlng but the following enlighte
eni'ng slbgan, in capital letters, THE PURPOSE OF EVALUATION 1S NOT 70O
PROVE BUT.TO IM?ROVE Now‘ﬁhat’sfgreat for format!ve eva!uation, -
but that is not of course, the same thing as evaluatlion in general.

] don't th!nk qne wants to restrlct th /tonception of educational
evaluation to formative evaluat!on ({:i; actually restrlct it further
than-that)° So it seems to mé a mistake to try and tle It in to data
input for future decision maklng. Evaluation suffered for a lang ' L S
time from belng regarded as s!mply summative, but we don't have to i‘-“ '

- swing so far over as to say it's hever summative. We find many R

, N
cases later on where it!s even more obvious that they are thinking ~ N

on\y of evaluat:on as data input for future-declslon making. t
think the mistake here is like the m!stake of def!ning government,
for polltlcal ‘science texts, say. in such a way as to cover only good
government, What you shouid do, I be!ieve, is to define government:

as neutrally as you can, and then get lnto the questlou of what

<
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diséinguishee good governmenﬁ from bad government under the headtng
'T‘Of ‘political phllosophy, in this case the phtlosophy of evaluation=-
ﬂ:as—lt-should-be-done by contrast with the definition of eValuation.
~?his a;tempt to use a persuasive definition is something which i

;{%great!y a‘ffects the whole treatment and § think is unfortunate.

SN

/T."iAnother thing that ltexcludes for example, are eva!uatlons done
" fﬁ on the basis of unstant gestaltotrained Judgment. Now in many areas,
for exahple‘in the grading ofuliQeStock ano veterinary equipment,
.]gradlng-eno evéluafing in'a strdightforward way goes on and is.
v “essentielJ; a percebtualfaétlvity. Probably the evaluation of
stnﬁentstﬂegends heavilg'on this Inseant gestalt person-perception
activ!ty.- ] donit want to"axcduoe that by definltion.ubut }t l;nltﬁ

' ' evaiuative on their accountP tt's a judgment-‘of worth or merit,
V

and . how it is done, whether that s valnd or not, is a quite separate

question,

‘And sq my first worry then is that to use this partigular account
excludes some important types ‘of evaluatlon. which you. may wnsh to . ' G
. condemn as lrrelevant or- improper but i don't think you\would want  ' e

to regard them as not<being.evaluat:on at all. | o Y e

e
D

' The second problem wlth their conception is that it Includes
vast areas of the non-evaluatnve cognitive domain, €.g. administration
theory and large parts of data gathering in the educational area,

a decision which seeﬁs to me to unheaithily dilute- 'the notion of

\ . B '.. N )

K1

.32




evaluation, The netion Of‘evaluatien essentially involves"the judgment - _ Jg
of worth or meritc Now to do an evaluation you fve got to go and. '
gathe. a lot of data first._ It s reasonable enough to say that that's
part of the iob of an evaluator, "but it's con‘using to suggest that
doing it Is a kind of evaluatlng. Since a theoreticlan aliso has

to do just that, you might as weli call it theonsing¢ i think

jt's wrong to sugjest that most of what they talk about as contert - A_h R
evaluation is realay evaluation, It is not; it's a market Surveya,.-

After you ve dore the market survey, whlch you indeed must do before '

you can do a good evaluation; then you get started in the business

of tynng tne needs you uncover in with performance crnter!agof other

alternatives anq)maklng Judgments of worth and merit and producing

the evaluatnon, whether it’s formative or summatcve. But I don‘t

- : LB - 3
think dts helpful to talk about “context evatuateon.“ it's true ,

-

that one ‘part of a market survey may sometumes Involve an evaluatnon } o s

. of competitive products, in the strict sense' but most of it--often -

*ail of itesis si mply a survey of wants, And that art of a market'

survey is anyway not part of what PDK . call context evaluatuon. They . o

N - B ] L ‘?

'cail that "input evaluet!on." But lnput evaluat:on as a whole might .

-better be called a resources and options survey In which some evaluation LT L
RN : ) 3

of the relative mer|ts and eff:c!ency of than np*lons and ”asources C ' LT

goes on, But a lot‘of it is simply survey.- B "’ ' SR




Then process eva!uation'ESn;hard to work out; theee
are very, very tr:cky terms that are defined in six pages of closely
wrstten material; they re not deftned br!ef!y at all««process
evaluation ienlt‘quite, as thought it was when | first looked at
it,’essential?y formative evaluat%on. Et is ﬁostly moni toring and
bookkeeplng, two of the three eiements they identify as process
"«evaluatlon in this report--slnghtly changed from the standard
Ci1PP aecount of this, I think, it may even include social bookkeeping.
Now these may be tremeodously important for a specific evaluation, they
may be necessary for a school system's operatnon, but they are not

themselves formative evaluatuon at ali (contrary to Bloom 's unhelpful

.'bowdlerization). They may "be feednngﬁnnto one, But: process eveluation_

in the technical sense. they use :t, is by and large not formative
.Eevaluation at all fsee page 315).

Product evaluat;on, surpr:s:ng!y enough turns out to be both
=ummatuve and formative evaluatuon. i don't want to impose these
terms of mine° | just mean by them the kinds of evaluatnon that
are used (a) to improve a devaloping product, etc., and (b) to
determnne the merats of a completed, unchangeable one. . The actual
process of evaluation--the_natura of evaluation in che seps:~-

s usually the same in both caées,_out the role it plays and, in a

seose, the kind of entity evaluvated is different. The feedback

33

34

.




Sl

toop from formati&e evaluation is within the Qréject infc . aation Flow
chart==it term!nateékat*a decislon maker who contréls the next s
R&D cycle, or someone ‘who controls h!mov in summative, the feedback
is. to a consuner, typncally, or a spectator (a2 historian, for example)
ora-perhap$~°to a judge of the groducer who may Qe considgrang
hiring him for a related job.. ?5&’5 mistaké is to take the decfsion—
making role of many of these users of summative éVa!uaiioh-as definitional,
But If the term t'decision-makei! ﬁas any content at aua; it does not
‘inciude the fan in the stands eVaiuating a single play, or the academic
version of him in the history départment;’ (If you do call these
“decislon-make;s#' e.g. because they ''decide' on what judgment t;
make, or‘becapse‘there are some'actions of thefrs that/;}e affected
by largaz numbers of these little evaluatidns, gheﬁ you héve‘tota!ly ‘
difuted the PDK definiticﬁ.'sin;e everyong éé now always a decision-'
- maker and the process of obtaining informatton for these decislons
Includes every knnd of observation and reflection--|n short,
alt cognntive processas are eVG!Lataon, ‘The- trlvial or profound
. sense in whi*h thic s Lrue eliminat;s the posslbiiity of any theory
of avaiuatlon in the sciusg which PDK undertakes, since they do not
;ncludn the’ whole of cognft:ve and creat:ve psychology.)
’ In these terms, what.is '‘product evaluation' as the term is

used in the PDK report? They frequently say things like this: “This

is what has traditionally cften been thought of as all there is to

34
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eva!uaiione“ So you think to yourself summative evalunation, in my(
terminology, but It turns out in the fine print that that's not

true at ail, since they in;ist that product evaluation itself must -
.be part of the decision-mak!ngqprdce55° and the only kind of evalution
of which that's true is formative, So, it seems to me, these
categories are rather misleadingly referred to as-four types of
evaluation. 1 don't think that's the b;st Qay to put it, not that
there'!s a sharp line between “géfhering data as a basis for making

ar mva%ﬁa&ion"rand Yevaluation,'. but just because the CIPP approach
fa£!§ to demarcate the data claims and the value ciaims themselves.

To make a much tougher énd’more pedagaélcal claim about the

CIPP analysis, it scams to me ﬁbout the most complluated and
confusinq way of analyzing the practical pwuvedures of evaluation. that
i can imagine; and it's certainty the most complicated one that
E‘ve.eLEr sean, Not only is it impossiblg that teachers_w{l? grasp
this, or that school bersbnnel are going to use this witﬁout»very _
.Inteﬁélve in-service training, but | think it's very dpubtfal whether
what they'1il dé after substantial fraining will repay the cost of

the training, | don’t think we have to say that this is such &
complicated subject. es relativity theofy where that situation would
| not b= surpriélqg. i suspect-Qto.put‘iyjpragmatical]y-fthat
tén,to one condensation of CIPP would gain so much in teachability

that any distortions introduced would be ovefshadowed by improved

N
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c@ppfehensich- i think POK have » duty to try this,.or at leest

to bet that it can't be donu, in which case 171 tr§ it, 1 think
itls terr!bly,important to do tb ;, The less jargon we,cen get by
with the better; Be&'sfjunk."$ormat§ve” and "summatibe" and all
. these other terms, Hinstrumental" and VYeonsequential!! and'so on,
- “along with fuany terms like context evsluation, and let's see lf
we can prodqce equally good evaluators in less time wi thout them,
or better evaluators in the same time, A
-4 Qou!d like to go into details about the def}nitions of these

terms, but time i shovi, 30 let me instead try to make some pract&ca?

points,.- The first practical point is that these arguments ahout L

\

€

~definitions are not 'mere semantic’ issues’ at alle Many programs are n
not getging'adeqbate'funde fof'evaluation, bﬂt thoselwho runitﬁe
progrﬂne andithose Qho run the eva{uatl%ns‘often have comp’ tely

_ different ideas .as to what they’re suraoied to dd’wtth ‘those funds, -

And don't think 'the PDK report is golng to do enough to reduce
thls confuslon‘%ecause it includes too much and ‘also excludes some

\
aspects of responslble evaluatign gs 1 see ite There have aiready

been cases where the granting agency terminated the evalud&!on
contract because there was ''not enough data-gather{ng" going on,
“although no case was made that the requiréd further data was necessary
for evaluation of the program .n quast:qna PDK is quite clear

,éboui this kfnd of point at times, At one p}aée_tower§s the end

l
[
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they say, in'effect, Don't fool around gathering detailed cost data

if cost is not an cbject (in an experiéental program, for exemp1e).
Pon't wasto all that resource and time and effort and thought; All .
right, but if you take that sefiousty, then you*ve got to be much‘

more precise about the distiqction between general social bookkeeping
or mon}toring, and getting precisely and only those‘pieees of
‘information thailyod've got to have for the eva!uetion. In pa}ticuher,
if should be clear }o eve}ybodyvremotely concerned with evaluation

a

L '
that one does not have to know a_single damn thing ahout what is

going oW !n ‘an educat:onal process in order to know that the
project or method or process has campletely failed, completely
_succeeded, or come somewhere |n between. This is not alwavs true,

—-—-ﬂ—u

and that is why | say that the crucial point to understand is that

;the evaluation may requlre absolutely no knowledge of what went on
- betweep Day One andeasi Day. Naturally, if éhere are prbcese criteria i
in the criteria of'a;hievement ybu:ll Have to look at process. ' :
q,'f for example, you think it’s important that the classroom be run
democrat!cally, you!ll have to Ie/y/in the classroom, But if
you are using retentnon criteria you don't need process data
jexcept to identify the occurrence of thetexperimental variahble
in ;hefexperimeptel group and its absence in the control groub(s))°
But USOE‘isn‘t”tob clear about ihis; at times they feel that

if ybu‘re not collecting lots of data, you're not doing 2

decent svaluation. Even for formative evaluation,
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this isn't true, where you often do want to know which feaztures
of an educational package were résponsible for its success, To the
extent you do this, you are goiné beyond evaluation in the straight-

forward senss, Evaluation of a package is simply doing what it takes

to decide if the package did any good. Deciding what effects it had

without using the language of merit is both a narrower and a broader

.énterprise than evaluation; and deciding what it was in the package

of merit is, of course, an analytical anterprise of considerable

. complexity, properly called educational -research but note-gxcept

by assoclistion<~evaluation. Even deciding what the package was,
that is, settling on an appropriate description for it, is process

research, It won't do to argue that these things are all sharpiy _

. separate--=they're not, Jt won't even do to argue that they

shouid all be made, as separate as possible. For example, one of the

most useful kinds of evaluation is ;he'radlca! compariszon; to take

- an Imaginary example, one might assert that the talk!hg page device

does & good job of teaching certain vocabularies, but no better

“than the same’hage without the expensive talking feature at 1/9

the cost; That's useful evaluatlon. itls useful in the PDK sense:

it feeds Into a future dec!sion. lt is much more useful than Jjust

saying that the talking page does a great job. ‘The talking page Is

,a.damned expensive item and the question that's important Is whether

that's where you ought to put your money. Now fradical comparisons''
require some analytical comparatIv%éfractionat!ng research, 350

// , L
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i'm not arguing for a sharp diétfncfién; but | am arguing for
distengunshing whenever in fact the distinc"on doesn't “ui ¢ you;
beczuse it wiil save you a great dea1 of money to make tue distinction
uniess you actua!ly have to run thewevaluatioq into something
else, For example, Sam' Ball rah‘up the bii1 for evaluatihg Sesame
Street quite & bit by getting into some research questions about which
parameters controlled what variance, _lnterestnng, usefui, probably -
justifiableumbut‘not iﬁ'the'guise of evaluation.”

i'm »retty nervous about the rather casual way in whichi the
PDK team dismiss what they refer to as the clessical expérimenté!
design;ﬁode! for evaldatfon., They do not give ﬂetaiied reasons for
_ this.‘RThey say things like ‘what you need to evaluate a pupil may

not be what you need to eviluate the utility of a program.' Now

,

L

that may well be true, But you need to get down to cases and'say

when it's true (if it is true) and what general conctusions can be
'drawn from that. l myself feei that the strength of the classical S
comparatuve type of evaluation we've always known is still ve y much
greater than the suggestlons by Cronbach and PDK would have us

a

' belneve. o

Turning now to a more sernous point;. this conceptlon of evaluat§on
has grave professional consequences for us, among them the elumina-
tion of fundamental criticisms of the cﬁientés objectives, since
these are accepted as the axioms for the study if so presented

.
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BY w - Coe@nt, vhat is, unless he ccmgs“&md;aﬁkg you ©o help with
these5 to a large ertent they are accépted.‘ (Page references on
this important CVuticism~-and there are times when they jump the

other way—-includa the following: W 489 (a good clear one), 183

327, Lio, 387, hil Lik, 4!9, end 422.) ‘In my view, even when the'
client does not want his criterla crnt;cized the responsnbie "
evaluator is completely obligated°"contrary to zlmost everything
the PDK reports suggest except !n a few places at the end--to
sub;ect them to the most minute scrutiny both beforiﬁand after accepting
the JObg For these criteria may and frequentiy do contaln unsuspected
and well conceaied anti-social, antu-personnel, impractical, or incon-
sistent assumptions, not to mention false and unclear ones, This
fatal error of orientation s;ows up ;tbroughoutthe_report, and it
has deep philosophfcal fodndatlons, as we see.on page ul: "Selectiop :
of criteria;alwayv *Mplies some value system, anq valhes»are eésentially-
: arbntrary even if not unreasoned." Now the catJ§ out of the baé. .
‘The fundamenta! approach of PDK is that value Judgments are essentially .
arbitrary, and therefore you're not entitled to criticize those of
the client;_ That seams to me a terrible posit!on to adopt. it
seems to condone an abrogation of the responslbillty of the evaiuatorf
and | think it's prec‘sely~this phi losophy that ied to a lot of crap

masquerading as evaluat!on that surrounded Tatle ta 1 don't think

that it's arbntrary to’ conc!ude that Title t money was systematically
L0
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;sed‘*hrougsout‘the South, It isnft arbutrary to reject a
. ‘ent's goals if thev lnvoive the misusz of funds approprlated by
C2ngress fer he!ping the needy, Y s obligatory, The doctrine of
equal rights in not, in my view, arbitrary but ;ﬂg_éést rational
social strategy. Quite certainly, most é§a!uation today is sihply
naive if it supposes théeclient incapablé sf conscious or unconscious
fraud on the governmeﬁt or‘the\students or ‘the parents or the |
teachers, and move one for an evaluator is Iooking’into this possibility.
(Move two is having someone else look into the ;oésibility ~hat he is
himself putéing cne over-)

7 So it is not |ncldental but crucial. that the evaluator is a
conscugnce as well as a consultant, an auditor as well as an adviser@
Whether in the fOﬂmaE}ve or thg»Summatlve role, he Is wqrth little
ifvhefi6§es hls~iﬁdependen¢e. tn summativeé evaluaéiqn it'mustvbe.
he who.signs the repoft and edits it and-Ih certain circumstances
gets it published'ff fhe.éliént refuses to publish it, (There is
an echo of sensittvity-to that pbint on pageIBOIg) Otherwise ﬁa'
connives atvpreveﬁtabie fraud, Thlsqls:npt a mere technical advisér's
véble; it fs an autonomous professional role with é code of groféssional
ethics attached, related in many ways: to the aucd tor s role.

An amusing antecedent to this is to be found in medieval
Japan, where great families depended for thgir livelihood and

honor. upon their.leaders° skill and reputation as a sword~evaiuator,

Ly
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Thelir mark on & b%ade was a jealously guardeﬂg hard-earned, and
indispensable adjunct to the sword-maker s own signature, ft was
comp!ete?y independent: whole fami%tes, generation after generation,
depended absolute!y upon the integrity of that stgnatureo As a
matter of interest, these early evauuators were strong supporters
of theé behavioraf-objectives approach. priterlon performance was
checked out by the use of érisoners from the neareé% jaitl, and the
testers s signs on the blade Indicated the "severage quotient!
rather prectsely, (Records do not show whether ailowance was mede'v
“or internsubJect variance.)
well, this notion of independence is not clear enougn in PDK,

it seems to me. .The very elaborate attempt. from page L70 on, to

v evaluate their own, report, using ‘their theory of evaluatlon, strikes
one as a bit odd. Of course, we all do our own fonnative evaluatnon
of everything we wr}ﬁe, albeit not very well, but we can!t possibly

~ elaim to do our own summative evaluation; The swordsmiths had the
pount right, They didn’t sign the biade twice, the second }lme as
an evaluator. rhey broke it if it wasn't & gcod blade. 1f they put
at out over their signature, that meant that they thought tt was a8 -
good bladee That's what one expects fzam reports, itls lmplicit in
‘them, HNot much can be gained from a second section which says
0K, pow have we done weiﬁ? Yes, we haye done well.," | think

_one 3th hes to face the fact that there !s a role of eva!uation which

it‘s'Just not‘eeneibie to suppose ‘that yau can do by yourselfn

. . . kz . o
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The practical is 'as connected w:th this point are numerous,
For example, the instntutional contamination of evaiuators who are
on the staff of school districts, pnojects or state departments, _f
'may make the PDK mode1 for the use of evaluators in the educatuonal
- system not quite viable, | do not think they examine with sufficient
" care tnévpossioiilty thaﬁ the role for such personnel is yery tricky,
and that much'or some of theirlwbrk is Eetter handled by the uss of.

cutside consultants.

On a related point; it may be fatal to fragment the role of

evalua&son as CSPP and PDK do in their team approach. It seeﬁs to me

they finish up without either an evaluator or an eva!uat:on team—\\They

break the task out into the statlstician, the administrator, the pubiic i

i

'reiationsﬂman, and §o\pn. ‘But ‘you look at this list and wonder how
this groqp is going_so get tOQBthef and produce an evaluation.
-lﬁ's‘not clear what they'!ve got inaqud, ond } certainly don'ﬁ
' thinl you wanit to'add a moralist to the pack. But 1 do think they
- underestimate the_role of axloiogioaf or valueQanaIysiS trafning for -
: at least some of the team. . h ;
_,(n'cdnclusfon, two minor po’ Is. A.ainenston of evaluation tnat
1 find of-greot_fmporfance in-practlce is tﬁe-form of presonférton of
the eQaluatfon'ftsé!f;"Quite commonly, compression--for éxanpleé—
is a mernt that is hard to achleve and most Hmportant for disseminauﬁona
(This point is surely one of the reasons the letter-grade dies. so hard )

5 N

o |
. IR = B

44

fnd



Now | want to make & correction of the handout version, come of you
i

Q

have, which was wr:tten for ERIC some time ago, from my notes. without
o

PDK!'s: report ‘to look at,. 1t is s;maly incorrect as it stands. ‘The_f

PDK report does discuss mundane matteis such as presentatuon, and lndeed

)

‘l am very giad they da. Someth!ng it does not do is to consider

o

treating alternatave forms of presentataon as educatuonal products

3 % 3 v

'themselves, and hence appropriate for eValuation in an expesimentai

way, not by you as the author sitting there and saying you thlnk

'they're good (having just written them), but by running a et e% tests

a naive graduate student £ rom mathemat:cs to read it, make what the

on them, So, for qxample, in coming up with the CiPP outenne e tself,
why not treat that’six pages or ten pnges‘af befng an educational
product which should be evaluated? Perhaps in the workshop this

was done, but it's hard for me to believe. Tb do it right, you get .

"t

v 7y

hell he can out of |t, summarnze it in ten lines, and then_try that‘

summary as your control and see whether the teachers do- better or

© -

~worse_fr0m it. That would be a beginning on the ﬁradqcal ccmparlson“

evaluation, - _ .

F:na!ly, perhaps the best of all the practices of a good

evaluator is gettang the beneftt of crituciSm from.the-other sige.,
i) . &
It goes very hard on the ego at tlmes, but tt‘S"the'mark'of the

i
professnonal to do it, ! want to. conclude by congratu]atina the

PDK team for their wiEﬂingness ta lnv=te the expression of deviant™”

; “'u o
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viewpoints, wot only in the use of an 11=-man review panel in the
formative stage but also in the use of this panel in the summative.
,,4/‘ I'm not sure they expected my viewpoint to be this ant, but

- arranging tﬁe panel was in the best trédition of a quite noble
pnéfesziun, and | salute them for it, |
A last footrote: B thénk the list of specialties from which
evaluators can leara, which'they give én page b55, a yseful kind of
suggestion, could be supplemented somewhat. They say that‘evé!uation‘
specaa?usts can receive aid in comprehending. their work from three
‘reaSK‘ oeneral systems theory, econcmacs, and political science,
The first }s important to the eva!uator as he constders the structure
of-phénomen§ on‘yhich decisions focus. The second,‘economics, sheds
}Eght‘on'the nature of the decisions, The third, political sclence,
_;ontéins constructs helpful in understandiﬁg the process of choosing."
i would add these: (i) radical poiitical.theorf?;ih'nrdeﬁ to see
the other options in what they call input eVBluatlon, (ii) eth:cs
or value theory, never discussed by them--very impertant. They
~mention them orice in one Iine very nhear the end, but ‘they deserve

better; (ilf) Hjstorsography--:t never occurs to them that the L

analysus of htstorical material for evaluative purgoses may have

’somethnnc important for us to learn from, and of course it undermines
their defanutlon of evaluatson° (iv) accounting, a re!atuveiy
unqophistucated app'oach to cost a»counting procedures, cost-effectivene5°

L'4
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analysis, e@ﬁ;; is‘rea§3y importent tn some evaluations; (v)

language analysis, in all their lists of speciaities they never see
that the skiil of congrugnce tdentiflication between the descripticn

of goalé and the items-@n the pool of tests is a : %11 in and of | x
itself that is absolutely transcendent over statistical skiils, )

test construction skills of the\ordinary kind, and is the‘dmath of .

A )
mo e test constructnon endeavors than anythnng else., ‘

Weli one<gﬁ/the Iast things they say is "Nothing ls worse
than destructive «:riticism° '} don't agree at all., Silence s

~uch worse, | have at least avolded that.

o~
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DETERMINGING *'MOST PROBABLE" CAUSES: A CALL FOR

RE=EXAMINING EVALUATiON METHODOLOGY

Jaméé L\\Fardrop

It is al!ustratnve of the scope. of the PDK monogfgph that §
fael after Iistentng.to these four erpert reactions that have gong -
before,'that 1 still have somethingvto say. 1 have a feeling that
i f the members of the PDK Committee made a serious attempt €O "
reconcile thelr presentation with our reactlcns,.éhey would work
for at least twabty yeafs before cgming out with a new one. To
set the stage for my remarks (which Bill Michael has already
a!luded to), { shouid palnt out that one thing I have seen happenung
is people doing stuilas of ~ sort which would have to be considered
as poor research. and attempt;ng to Justify them undér the heading
of Yev luation." t would also Tike to say before i get into my
substai%&vecomments that although what’l say might seem to imply
that l aébécceptzng the PDK definition of evaluatioa and the CiPP
. apprqach,(thns is not strictly true. I have used theirhdefinitlon
k andiéhe CIPP approach because it grovides me Qlth a foil for my.
argunents ., In tth-respect, theﬁ,'l' -y noé be quite fair to the
members of the Committee. o | mﬁ) ‘ )

Ny*mbjor po!nt can be statad quite succlnctiy, namely, a

‘centrsﬁ focus of educat:onat eva!uatﬁon is enplanataan (or, wore

o
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_ precisely, the selection among se%erai possible alternative explana=
c S
tions). . _ \
\
. . \ SIS T
Once I have stated this thesisv the really hard work begins,
! have now obligated myself to do tgree xhings:‘ fFirst, to explicate _
this succinct statement and exfempt Er give it substance; second, to
and finally, td indicate in some |

\

way how iy thesis may be viewed as a Feartuon to the Pu° . ~“erials.

Justify che assertion | have made;

if | succeed in discharging any one cg\these obligations, my day wu!l

\
have been an anprecedented SUCCESS, \

i
\
\

A Notion of Causality A o \

1 circulated an earlier version cf khesm comments to a number
of Frnends, colleagues, and acquaintance% (a few people actually fe!}
into more than one of these three categogies). A gratifying number
of thése people reacted. Now on the basis of those reactions |
am- convinced of two things: f|rst, § had ;ome up with the best
projective technuque for educatlonal evaluators yet devised I’ -
won't- take the time to share with ycu those ”pro;ectuve" reactions
rlght now, but let me say that i¥ 1. wer o give you the list of

names of those'peqp]e who reacted and another tist of the react:onsj,

you would not have a very difficult time matching them, Add[tibnally,"

-

BH feel the need to qualify that slighmly and 1y that although
it is the central focus, it isn't the only focus and. shoutd ot be
il the pramary focus of many evaluatlon stud.es. Py

=7
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many of the reactions | received challenged ny st/tement>abcut'the

centra!ityrof'exp!anatiﬂn to evaluetion,'for one primary reason, In

that earlier draft t made the statement: "Explenation, as it Is used
in this paper, refers to the determunation of the most preobable .
cause for a phenomenono To use the word ‘‘cause’’ especially with
people trained in the socual sc:ences, is elther naive or foolhardy.
it's sort of like sticking one's head into a beehive.’ .
Neverthe!ess, I am going to stand by what i wrote then,
(Naive@nfdiee hard in ﬁe’) One dlfference, though, is that § am
going to try to clarify what i mean by ”ceuse" in the context of this
paper. Eraest Nagel@ ?h his chapter on "Types of Causa1 E»planetuon

in‘écience“ in Lerner's book Cause and Effect, has coneadered, among

“other things, what he referred to as’ ”condatnona!ly nacessary ceusesq“

Ijarnb¢>sure that | can do Justice to that notton'here9 but I'ii

make a stab at it, That is, suppose event E was observed. When

E occurred, antﬂcedent condutions A "By, and C’ were present. (it "~
is possib!e9 as Negel pointed out, that we may be unaware of the

existence of some or all of these conditions ) The general rule

’ which applies to this situation might be stated as follows:

ﬁlvenrthat conditions A,B, and c are present, then nf condition D
Q\

is also presentg event E wiil occur; wh;!e if D is noq present, E

wili not Qccur,_ Since condition D I'n and of itse!f S not sufficient

. te bring ebout ihe occurrence of E and since E may >ceur under some

~
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other clrcumstsneas in the absence of D, we mey sieak of D as a
contingently necessary cause of ewvent Eﬁ This is precisely the
tiotion of causality ! had in mind in writing that '!expianation=-=
the deteimination of the most probable cause or causes for a
Ehenomehon--le a central focus of educational evaluétion.ﬁ

it is my ‘contention that, in every type of evaluation presented
by the PDK Comm55310n, explanat!on is crucial, Further, | would
argue that the PDK volume does not adequately treat thls concept noy
does it adequately consider some of the Implications of the concept
for the methodology of evaluation. They have treated it somewhat
at various points in the monograph, but fiowhere is it presented in

£

detail °

-

_ e
The Role of Explanatlon in Evaluation

ln evaluation,'as |n experumentation, we seek to' rule eut,
insofar as we are able, alternative explanations for phenomena, One

aspect of context evaluatnon involves monitoring the ‘system in order

~

-to |dentsfy prc)lems and isolate possuble causes of these problems,

Since the subsequent de/r/eation of a class of’ posslble change _
’ strategies is directly(detennined by the causes so identified,

© it is. vital that the eva!uator be able to provide !nformatuondof
such quaiity as to insure that the identlfucatuon of a cause ©r
'cau%es has a high probabilitv of being correct., In other words,
élz‘vnatiye epr;oeiions for the observad phencmenon or problem

must be shown to bé unlikely.

.50
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_in input evaluation, é%so9 the issue is one of explanation, the
attribution of causality, For example, if wa do something, Ay winen
XKwill be more,likei; to ogeur than If we do B or €. 1.8., A iS5 a
nors érobéble cause?"ééicause was defined earliere=-of i "han are
8 and C, Oncé:agajn, the decision (to do A, or B, or C) determines
how and whefé'and to what extent we are going toﬂinyest Ouf roIguUrces.
The ruling out of--or the assignment of iow probabilities to=-
aiternaﬁe”ekpianatﬁohs is critical.:

One major focus of process avaluation is upon the eartj
sdentifccdtson'and removal of barrsers to the success of the particular
program selecged to .mplemwmt the change strategy. As before, we
are faced with the need for valid explanataons, To call something

a "barrier to success'! is to make a causal inference of the fonnvé
if Q,_theq probably not X. That is, }he occurrence of (ex%stence of)u

Q reduces the likelihowd that X wili sccur {Increases the 1i kehood

that ''not X' will occur). So!Ving the problems »f barriers is in

this way formally equnvalent to making ‘the kinds of selection decuﬁ!ons
which anut eValuatlon gé}ves, with the same implications relatlve
to the attribution of causality. . V |

Finaliys product evaluation can be thought of as representlng
the effor® toward final versfication of the web of explanations whnch
.has preceded it,‘ if the causal relationships postulated eariier
have been correct (if the explanations have been v2iid), then the

51
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hoped-for (lntended) egteemes will occuraz it is In connection with
product evaluatlon ehat we most often bring to bear the wei’th of
inferential watustifcdl methods, apply our prlncsples of experlmenﬁal
des?sﬁ%land in general call up ‘our methodological ”blg guns.“ The

conce?ﬂ in this paper Is that we cannot afford to wait until this

final stage to provide a sound methodOIOC cal base for causal
inference. The methodology of experlmental .+Sign and traditional -
statlstlcal techniques may not--and proﬁably are not—-appropriate
throughout the evaluatlon process, but some methodologaes must be

4

employed which will prOV|de us with a sound basis for our explanatuons.

The Search for Methodology

The preceding paragraphs have made a’case for the centrality of
"explanatlon” to evaluatlon as it is- represented in the CIPP approach.

On the basis of those arguments, one must conclude that the ruling out

of (or assigning low probabnlltues ?o) alternatlve explanetsonq—-

or at least prOVIdlng data upon whlch to- bace such declslons
about alternatlve explanatlon&w4§ an impurtent aspect of-

evaluation, S

while the distipetion belween reeeareh.andTevalhatlon is important

ané.needs to be'emphaslzed (asfthe PDKLauthpré have done), ! have ,

2
it iIs approprlate at this’ point to remlnd ourselves that
other, ununtended outccmes wlll also occura

«
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some Tear that a preoccupation with the differentiation may lead %o
an overly caaﬁal attitude on the part of sone cvaluators taoward the
quality of the information on Jhlch explanations produced within the
evaluation setting are based, Threats to interna! and=-in ‘some
instanéesaéextefnai validity must recelve'exteasive attention°

if anytﬁing, they are even more important in an evaluation settihénk
where decisions (based on chalns of dauéa? inferences) determine

the allec -tion of préciqus resources to a considerabic degrée;-

thar they are tn‘mosf researéh (espeéia!iy basic research) settin 3;
lf a researcher commnts 3 Typc i error, he -{or other researchers) may
pursue an inapproprlate question untnl the error is discovered and

w

correctcd., On the other haﬂd, the poasible consequeacss of an
evaluator (or ﬂeciston maker on the basis of lnformatlon'provided‘
Bf the evéluator) éommitt%ng the ana!ogous@kigy of erﬁb} are muc
morg-immediateiy felt in the resulting misallocation of resources.
"The traditlona] model for educational reseafch derives to a
great extent from agricultural erperimentation, after beir “itered
through experimenta‘ nsychology, In his efforts to provide valid
!nformatlon on which to base nrpiénat:ons, the evaluator wtll often
find this exlsting methodology ‘both gna*qquatg and Inapphoprlate.
" ir such circumstances, there are at least two slternatives to be .

considered. As a first step, we can s*ek methqdologies for arriv?ng

at va%ic explanatncns whtch have been sucé€Zsfully utilized In othr“



diséipiines such as socicology, economics, anth}upoiﬁgy, hictory, and
- g0 forth. Tom Hastings,’q coupie of years age in hfs presideni?aé

addre~ o NCME, addressed himself to thié»iséﬂe.3 A secom&'aiterna;ive,;
. . inadequacies in methodology havé been identified, is to set out

to develop new approaches for gathering and analyzing fnformation, in

order tc minimize the probabclnty ‘that alternatuve explanatlons are

in fact correct.

_1dentifying Methodological Needs

in the preceding section, | pointed vut vefy,generaliy a tasik for

EY

evaluation methodo!ognsts. Ore essential aspect of that task is thek

iden;i icatic Q\Jﬁ\evaiwatnon activities for wh!ch existing methodOIOgy

_is -ina'equate° Through an emphasns on the underlylng aeardh for
causality, we should be able readnly to identify many of those
;!nadequacaes. Th:s approach leads d:rectly to - coqcern for the
ﬂature of evudence. What kinds‘of eviﬂence'will-best enable the
evaluator (or dec!sion maker) to confidently dlscard alternative
xplanations as implausible? H;w Tan the evidence the eva!uator :

' collects best be commun|Cated to the decisuon maker? There is

also a question here and the adequacy of the explanatios One

- e &

Y &

Hastings, J.T. "The Kith and Kin of Educational’ Measurers,“ .

wJoufna&;of Educational 'jeasurement, 1969, 6, !27 130
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‘way of viewing that is to say that the expisn iton is adequ a,g

when the reciolent of that explanation is sattsfied° fx think w=

need to distingu!sh exps;*“*“or in °va1uation f n.expianation’

in research at least partuai!y on tﬁas basis,- As an illustration,
ln @ paper session on curricuium’ evaluataon9 one of the presenters
d35fussed an evaluatiOn o¥ an approach to preventiiig dropouts

in higy school in the course o? the £&aluation, he collected data
an attendence rates for those s;uaents En the experimentai program
and students in some of the control groupsu Havang uErst noted

that attendance wes much bettes in the experimental setting, he went
on- to offer a cOAple of possible explanations° First, it was a
work-study program andynf a :tudent did mot go to school on a

partlcuiar’dayfhe;couid-not work'that day (and’therefore wouldn{ﬁ

be paid for that day's work)o Secondfy, any time A student was

\absent, somebndy immeduately called his“parents-—either at home -

or at work-—to flnd out what was wrong, After the presentation

somebody in the audience got up and saldg "wOuldn't it be nice if

we could get better information out of this kind of s;tuat!on by

‘designing a llttle experiment in which we have perhaps a rwo»by-twn

factorlal desién lnvolving these two tactics, -If you think ef 400

i

°. students randomry assligned ac»ording to cnndtt§ons, one group whose

.absence yas'hand]e< th ‘the phone cal] and not beﬁng penmittea

to work, another group only_by the phone call, a. third group ‘only

-
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by iﬁb@m_g ‘&'"'ﬁng them not to work, and the fourth grr ip noching, mevbe
e couid Yearn sometv ru:@bout wiich variable=«not beiég mermstted
_to wnrkg or ihe phonp call to parents—nss the inportant one.'t
" The Feaftion VIS 2 'What might be Gitee, but { was an external evaluator
for thia proa=c“ &0 it wa n‘t my place to redesfcn the project En
~order to serve this kind of research need. For the purpose of the
evaluatlon it was sufficient to show that what was being done fn

this prOJect did in fact have the effect of reduuing absence."
WIthout gofng further,\one may ask which of these two._ factors Is mcre
fikely to be the cause? At th@s poin: both of them were operating
Vw!thln the program, the evaluator felt that he did not ‘have the right
_ e=-~--or the need»-to intrude into the operation of the prngram to

the extent of suggesting_thls.klnd of morevtradjtianal research
déslgno' For the ﬁﬁrposes uf the evaluatton, the explenation ﬁés :
dequate. For purpases -of . acqucring generaiizab!e, sc»entlfic
knowledge, nt/ﬁas not. .

Given the pos!tion of the PD& COmmittee that evaluatlon serves
‘fthe decns!on maker, other very Imporﬁant questlons &rlse. for example,
what k!nds of evidence % he decision maker willing to accept
as bases for hts lnferences? Another question is*‘ Are these the klnds
of ev;dence he shcé!d (according to sOme urkterla) accepta The

hope is that there is ;ome commonallty among decision makers in

termse of the kinds of evidence they are williling to accept, that -

56




the answer to th:e qu;atacn éaes not depend @ntgreiy upon the :dﬁey
syn;racues of the individual: decislan makers, that given c2rtainm
decision setbwngs and detisicn types, declslon makers -in Gcmman
. tend to seek certain kinds of eytdenge- Answering the “shouid“
QuestJQn will take much hard, logical thinking aﬁd--prcbéb?yka
-years of Investigstian in\an effort ta validate the outcnmes of

that thinking_ - . "\, : ,

Summary

-~

Let me SUmmarize now and say that if properly carried out
then, the task of the evaluatar is !n some ways much mo re dlfficult
. than that oF the researcher.i First. the evaluator Flnds typica]ly
himseif wcrking in natur;list!c settings, settings In wh!ch many
unCdntrolied—aand then uncontrol ?ab127ssaurges of var:at!on
are sperating.i He is p!aced in.the_position QF seaking censlstent
ovarlatian over time and over uantext, such covariation to be
Almportant datum Far hlshattempts at inferential explanatiag.g
Eecause the consequences of decisions based on evaiuatlnn data
hsve cansiderable implicatlon For (anﬂ<effect gn) tha ;Tiacatlan

© of resources, It Is Imperative that gaps I'n existing evaluatlﬁn

,methgdalagy be identifleérand some of those resources allocated -

to.closing the gaps.
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