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ABSTRACT

The 3 major questions about evaluating guidance are:
(1) Why should we evaluate? (2) wWhat are we evaluating? (3) How do we
evaluate? School guidance counselors must first define their goals in
order to evaiuate their performance and results. This is part of the
counselor's accountability to himself and to cthers. And by
communicating their objectives, the counselor can influence the
evaluation others meke of his work. The success of a guidance program
is difficult to evziuate because defining and measuring behavior
objectives are not adequate for evaluation. One can raise scores on a
criterion measure without affecting the actual success of the program
being evaluated. Longitudinal evaluation studies are difficult, and
few have been conducted. Mauy variables and a considerable time-lag
are involved in identifying wise decisions. And the tendency to
generalize from results can be overdone. In real decision-making,
students do not simply choose from alternatives; they can often
create their own options. We can't define wisdom merely in terms of
outcomes. Students make decisions after they have examined competing
values and formed their own value systems. Without directing the
content of an individual‘'s choice, we can help him in the process of
choosing. The major methods of evaluation are really inadequate
because they fail to take account of human differences and their
interactions with environmental circumstances. But we must, through
evaluation, provide students with a mod=1] of decision-making
behavior. (KM)
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EUALUVATIN Y SULDANCE-SWHY, WHAT, AND Hov

otalk todev will deal with three major guesticns about evaluation
schocl uldaice prosrams:  Why should we evaluate them'  What, exactly, ure
we evaluating. ani, finally, How can we go about dcing evaluations®
“he Iirsu quesiion, Why evaluate, is the easies® one to answ r.
e reason 1s to do our work better. Another reason i3 to convince other:
hat our work I1s wortih supporting. A third reason I will hold in suspernsi~:.
il alter we have taiked scme more about why, what, and how.

‘he Uirst reascn--self-improvement--recognizes that a counselcer is

aecountadble to himseif. XEvaluation by the counselor in terms of nis own

tanderds, expectations, ané concepts is a continucus feedback lrcp o zue
3 ru we a.l use to monitor rost of our efforts and try te improve thenm.
-1e errhasis in thlis evaluation for improvement is on processes and shors-

. S oaas .. . A N RIS
%z very vriritive level, <the counselor waiches what Le 1:

ioins wiile he is doins it, makes some observations about irmmediate e

£
]
]
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orreciive action as indicated. There's no sense in waitinz for
lorns-terr. cutcomes if you know you have to make z change now.
2 speafer on a platfc.m--like this--can sense whether anyone is listenin. <-

iz or not.  Ir not, he has to do something different--right away-~-tals Zouder

cr 3ofter, speed up his dellvery or slow it down, say something new or merbe

“his is evaluati~on of micro-actions--before they have aggregsated ani
aglutinated into & macro-program. It 4eals with the "necessary but not

ient"
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I
-
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conditions for success. If there is anything that can possibly
bte accomplished by speaking, it can''. te accomplished unless someone is

listening.
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7. counse_Lr announces of7ice hours and sits back o wailt v

SL.alents Lo ovore in, und no one cLmes in g vire = rr |

, then he

T vething elge. 17 he puts cceurationa. inrormation inte a fale, =n: u- }
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evaziuaticn invclves a choice between alternatives. ([t helrs =7 have 2
iz vl 28 zlternatives wvailable. TIf there truly were _rnly »rne ws» -

22:mplish zn cblective, evaluation of rrocess would be futile. Cceasi-na. .o,
we& reer on 1cing somethirg--even though it doesn't work--because we ~an':

cain¥v of an alternutive. Creativity in counselors may cfien take the Tirr

-7 seeking and finding other ways tc do things whe
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worZ. Crestivity may be fostered and stimulated as counselcrs rake these
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mzl evaluations more systematic, mere structured, more -=xv

v colieague, Henry Dyer,

(9]

alls this kind of simple systematic invesiisatic.

"

shirnslieeves research. It may consist of nc mcre sophisticated dats
ctoiliection than counting. For example, how many students used the oceup=z-

‘ “Yienzl information file? Just formulating the gue~tion may be encugh -
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het rind of data are needed and how they should be interrreted,

al least for this most primitive level of process evaluation.

Evziuation of process leads naturally to evaluation of product. Jf

the students are reading the occupational information material, what geod

[N
w
-

it dolng them? Are they learning something import int and useful for
their career decision-making? If they are coming in tn talk to the counselor,

what aifference is the talk making? What contributicon is each procedure or
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fueility making to scme outcome, or product? To gain some nbjective, h-w

rauch time should =z given student spend on each procedure? FHow much ¢ .he

1<

J

talk or of the reading could you ielete without affecting outcomes? John

Wananaker, the derartment store merchant, once said, "I know tha! hal?® tre

reney I ospend on advertising is wasted. The trouble is I don't know which

1" .

. Maybe half the time we syrend talking to kids is wasted. {Runkel

Py

iJvz, 1id = study in Illinnis high schools that showed no relationshit

btetween such process variables as freguency of student-ccunselor talks

22

ara such criteria as students' information about chosen cccupation an

tre aprropriateness of curriculum choices to cccupational choices.) <{an

we devise studies that oren up the "black boin™ of *he ccunseling interview
=n1 tease cut the elements that are effective?--effective, thet is for

wnich students under which circumstances in accomplishing which cbjectives®

We probably can't do this in "shirt sleeves'--we need ts put on the research

Y3

srecizalist's coa’ for evaluations of that complexity.

3ut the first step in such evaluations--the step in which purposes are
stated--1is cne that the counselor can take and should certainly want tc taxe.
OJthers may not agree with his goals--with what he says shoulc be the rraduct
of his wWork. Eut he has tc spell out what he is trying to do 1f he :s
going te be accountable to aimself for outcomes. [ am nnt sayinz that he
will readily find the copportunity to check out how well he acccmplishes his
long-range goals, his ultimate product. But at least he has %o rave the
long-range cbjectives conceptualized in order to define intermedia‘e and

short-range objectives that are logically aligned with them. In brie®,

the improvement of processes implies that purposes and goals are known.
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r agree with them--but the counselor should say

irst step in the counselor's accountability to himeselr is also
tne first step in his accountability “o others. The more explicit he can
rnaxe hie own objectives for guidance and his standarés for judging accom-
tlishment, the mcre clearly he can perceive the demands, expectations, and
standards of others tc whom he is accountable--st dents, their parerts,
aaministrators, cther school staff, the community. Enlarging in this way
ns consciousness of agreements and differences between his cwn concept

~7 his role und the concepts cthers have of it, he is better rrerpared itc

negctiate wilh these cthers--to build on areas of agreement and to try to

-

reconcile differences, or at least increase understanding and toleranc

V]

o
1ifrerences on all sides. By kucwing and communicating his objec*ives, he
can infiuence the nature of the accounting system which others mar use in

v

evaiuating his work. He ~zn help direct the traffic, not just stanl theve
2nd mayve get run cover.

In the speech he would have delivered this morning, Dr. Allen used a

different metaphor Lo expre.s his high hopes for public accountabiliity. He

[}
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rost serious iileg."

He warned, however, that the public is becoming
"sophisticated znd able to detect any attempts to substitute more of the
sare old brew in new bottles.” This expression trings to mind a1 episode

wescribed by my wife on her return from the weekly shopping she dces every

day =t the supermarket. In the parking lot, she saw a woman she knew to

be rregnant sudaerly sluup wver the steering wheel. TFearing an "emergency.”
rreg N I 3 NS

ublic accountability "the most promising cure for many of education's
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she ran to offer help and found the woman doubled up not in labor but in
laughter. It seems she was en route to visit her obstetrician, who had
tola her to bring a urine specimen. The only container available at home
had been an empty whiskey bottle. While she was in the store, some one
had stolen her whiskey bottle. Our moral is that the new bottie-.labeled
accountabirlity will not fool many people for very long, if the contents
are the same old bleep--which has so frequently been used in evaluations--
counseior-student ratios, or hours of graduate study completed by counselors,
or size of the occupational library.

Going from scatology to eschatology, we must expect--as Dr. Allen
has warned--that public evaluative judgments will be made of guidance
rrograzms. CSince the beginnings of NDEA, guidance ha< enjoyed a favorea
status. Under HNDEA support, guidance programs were established =zt many
schonls that had yreviously had none. But after the mid-60's, NDEA surpors
feill off, and the burden fell heavier on local school districts. 1In his
recent book Eli sinzberg (1972, p. 305) recommends cutting cff all mandated
federal azid to guidance. He urges that the issue of support for guidancz
rrograr: te decided "not in the halls of Congress but closer to home." 1In
cther words, he would put guidance needs in the pit with other educational
needs. The magic claimed for accountability 1s that in Lessinger's words,
'resources and efforts are related to results in ways that are useful for
rolicy-making, resource allocation, or compensation.” Thus the decision-
makers al federal and local levels vant to examine cost-effectiveuness so
that they can make decisions about deployment of resources. The present

commissicner of education, Dr. Marland, has recently made a commitment to
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surport model career development programs with a strong guldance component--

[
rrt

i~rlemented by 2 $Omillion allocation for 1972. His directive requires erphesic
_n "careful measurement of student outcomes in relation to the treatments.”
I+ also requires cost information on ¢ach component. Finally, it calls for
"+hird party evaluation." So we see ‘hat even the supporters of guldance

in not exempt guidance programs from judgments. These judgments, however,
are lower case and plural. They should not be mistaken for the Juigment Day,
when presumably the purpose of the evaluation will be perfectly clear, tae
criteria sharply defined, and the measures absolutely reliable and valid.

‘he present-day judgments, in contrast, will be fallible: we see no clear
consensus on purposes, there ave sharp disagreements on fuzzy criteria, and
measures that have been developed so far appear to have validities that are,
at best, indeterminate or modest.

1I. his brings us to the question of what we are trying to evaluate.
“here seems little prospect in the immediate future of convincing the public--
or even yourself--that any of the following direct questicns can be answered
definitivelv: Does puidance werk? Does it achieve its goals? How well is
~he guidance program at your schoecl doing? Are children getting good
cuidance? What difference is it making in their careers? Are the programs
worth what they cost? Is the money they cost being used efficiently? Should

the guidance programs continuz to do what they are doing?

Tumin (1970) has called evaluative questions like these the "fool's 1
questions'--""because they are absolutely risht to ask and impossible to
answer as put." These are the big questions “hat research and evaluation

studies have never been a.le to answer. At least not unlesc one fragments
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#ach of these questions into subquestions, defines each fragment in opera-
tional terms, samples from the new sets of questions thal are thus generated,
and identifies relevant observations or measures with the expectation that
enough such observations can be combined to represent a facet of each little
guestion, and that enough answers to little questions eventually azllow us tc
assemble scme kind of inference about one of the fragments of a big gquesticn--
and so on.

Let's take an illustration. We ask a big cuestion, Are ! gh school
students getling gcod guidance? Let's define a subquestion: Are they
makiigs their carcer gecisions wisely? This subquestion must be slicea up
into smuller and smaller guestions before we can begin to answer it. Frecent
studies have attempted 1o elabcrate a construct called "vocaticnal maturity,"
znd ask whether students have gzined in vocational maturity. Cne inticator
of vocational maturity might be, are they seeking occupaticnal information?
Jrne of many wavs 1n which they might seek occupational informaticn ie througsh
reading printed materials in the occupaticnal informaticn library cr files.
Ahz, now we have something we can observe or measure. We can couni the uses
mzde of these materialcs, we can ask students what use thiey make of ‘hem, we
can test students on the information contained in them. Dces thic xind of
vbservalion or measure tell us whether they are meking career decisions wieely,
ana whether they are getting good puidance? How many little questions ike

this must we answer ir order tc make an inference abcut the bLig questi

o
O
)

"Are they mazking career decisions wisely?" or "Are they getting goca guianrces"

Am I lacking in the reverence that is usually given by evaluators <c

"behavioral obyectives"? Lo 1 imply that defining and measuring behavic:.
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s ectives s not adequate for evaluation? Just so. Focusing exciusively
on behavioral cobjectives can lure us into rationalizing the inclusicn of
tehavicrs Just hecause Lhey are easy to measure.l Often the use ¢f such
behaviors znd taeir measures in evaluation tends to .mpoverish racher ihan
to enrich practice. Teaching to the test makes us lose sight cf the big
questicn, the "fool's questicn.” Guidance is not the only fiela in which this
rrcblem cccurs., rven the "hard curriculum" areas face it. For example,
Sheldorn Myers has criticized current statements of tehavioral objectives

for mathematics in elementary grades on the basis of their "great specificity.
The unfortunate consequence of this atomizaticn is that interrelatedness <f
mathematical concepts is lost and the statement is a tedicus list of very
trivial low-level skills [Myers, 1970]."

Lee Cronbach has pointed out that specific behaviors can and shoula te
used as indicators of constructs ™% nct as the definers of chose constructe.
i1t is the constructs, the network of relations or characteristics, that arc
crucizl to evaluation--not a single specific incident of behavior. "ihe
orerationists who want to equate each construct with one indicator,” he says,
"...are advocating that we restrict descriptions to statements of tlasks
performed or behavior exhibited and are rejecling construct interpretutions....
The weiters on curriculum and evaluation who insist that objectives be defined
in terms of behavior...are denying the appropriateness and usefulness of
constructs [Cronbach, 1969]."

'

Let's point this problem up by assuming that fou are working under a

performance contract. You are to be paid according to the "results" you get.

Now how are resuits .o be measured? You name one objective of guidance as

helping students make career decisions wisely. You invoke the construct of
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vocational maturity. You assume that information plays a role in this. You
mzy reuson, as 1 wrote some years ago:

Decision-making . . . may be regarded as a strategy for
acquiring and prccessing information. If a decisiorn is truly
tc _be made, if it is not a foregone conclusion, it must involve
some novel elements. The person confronted with the problem of
decision-making either does not know what information he needs,
Jdoes not have what information he wants, or cannot use what
information he has. Thus, the pressure for making a decision
creales a discrepancy between the individual's present stale
of knowledge [or wisdom] and the state that is being deman-ed
of him.

The role of guidance should be to reduce the discrerancy
between a student's untutored readiness for raticnal behavior
and some hypothetical ideal state of knowledge und wisdom.

0 the approrriate criteria for a ziven program designed to
retail information might be: (1) Do students know what infor-
mation they need? (2) Can “hey get the information they want?
(3) Can they use the infor..tion they have? [Katz, 190t].

Bur when all this language gets translated into specific measurablic

behaviors for =«

3

erfermince con.ract, the contract mey call for =« guesticn-
naire tc be . en sludents on the extent to which they use c(ccupati~nad
informzticn materials, or a count ¢f such uses, or a test of knowiedge of
factls about occupations. Would you as the contractor then attempt to develor
in students « general competency in the strategy of information-processing?
Or would ycu--as the lexarkana ccntractors are aileged tc have Jdone--fing

=z moere uirect roule to raising scores on the criterion meusure? After ajl,
stuaents c¢un be induced in many ways to take materials cut of & liprary, or
Lo respond in ¢ certain way on a questionnaire, or even to memorize some
facts. They would not 1eed a "guidance program" for this--just, if we
wanted tc be crass ubout it, a little coaching. One car. raise sccres on such

criterion measures without affecting the outcome thet ic of real concern.
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Juch an increase in scores would be no more valuable than, in Thorndike's
rhrase, boiling the thermometer to heat the house.
The ripple effect of studies that use such measures of specific behavicrs
is unother problem. By th2 time the study report gets cited in the literuture,
the specifi: behaviors and messures that underlie the findings are « rfien
forgot . A verbal summary of the conclusions is quoted and requoted:
"This treatment significantly increased information-seeking behavior of
students and thereby contributed to an improvement of wisdom in decisio: -
making and a gain in vocational maturity.'" The indicator has aow beoome
a definer. The network of linec from specific measures to constructs has
been short-circuited.
So the question what to measure leaves us in a dilemma. On the one
hand we don't want to swamp our evaluative enterprise with meaningless
rhetoric zbout goals that give us no clue to measurement of progress. On
the other hand, we don't want to limit our observations to trivial and Low..
level beheviors that are directiy coachable under such .onditicns as
performance contracting. ‘
5o where, we must ask, is the middle ground between what Tumin calls
"trivial precision and appirently rich ambiguity"? Let's see vhether we
can find it in any of the criteria that have been kicking around for some
years.
First, we must face the probiem of long-rangs vs. shori-range criteria.
Unfortunately, this has been a very slippery problem. Like a fussy fisherman
wvho cannot eat what he can catch and cannot catch what he could eat, the

would-be evaluator has fouud angling for data on long-range outcomes overtaxes

his patience and resources, while the short-teim data that are easily netted
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otten lack nourishment or flavor and may well be thrown back. The ultimate
criteria for judging effectiveness of a full-scale vccational guidance progran
have been eilusive. What many went to know is: Does guidance make a differ-
ence in people's careers? What kind »f occupatioral success, adjustment,

and satisfaction do they achieve? What contrivi.tions do they make to society?
Tc¢ Tish Tor answers to such guestions takes time, money, and control of many
variables.

1€S
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Frecious few nave even iried t ongitudinal évaluation stu

ranging over a period of years. Rothney's {(1963) follow-up cf experimenzzi

and conirol groups seyond high school is a noable exception. He used many
4

criteria, such as amount of post-seccndary education, achievement in coilege,

promolicas in jobs, sati.faction with current status and with intervening

decisions anl actions. {In geraral, differences between the experimental

and conirol groups were small and not significant. But even i€ there had

been significant iifferences, would the time-lag and changing condizions

permit assurance zhat the same treatment would have equally favcrable ous-
comes today?) At any rate, most evaluators of guidance, like those who
valuate other zareas of the school curriculum, settle for the Kini o:

criteria they can net mcre readily. A comprehensive search of their creels

cver the last 35 jears discloses, most commonly, such criter:a as studen:
satisfaction with counseling; persistence in school; comparisons of students'

self-ratings with test scores; judges' ratings of "realism" cr "apporopriate-

ness" of "preferred ¢ upations" named by students; the proportion of a

class expressing an occupaticna. goal; the constancy of expresseg\OCC'pational

choice ovser a period of time (say, from ninth to twelfth grade); the relaticn-

ship between proportion of a high school class expressing preference *or
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each occuration and the latest census count showing propertion cf working
force in each cccupation in the ccmmunity; expressions of ccunselee satis-
factizn; improvement in counselees' s:thool marks; etc. (Incidentally,
guidance has rarely made a significant difference in these variables. There
is nc clear reason why it shouid.)

Hotwithstanding consistent negative results, these criteria may have
had some utility for the objectives of guidance that were widely accepted
ur to about 1950. The increasing acceptance of recent developments in
guidance theory, however, has made the digestibility of such criteria
increasingly dubious. Today, such data seem hardly worth pulling from the
stream; the would-te evaluator must find other fish to fry. 1t is evident
that the construct represented by &all these long-range and short-range
criterion variables was whether students had learned to make wise decisions.

That 1s, were the outcomes better for the experimental group than for the

[3+]

control group
But to evaluate the long-term outcomes of decisions is not only difficuit:

it is _r,resunptuous.2 Tennyson wrote, "No man can be more wise than destiny."

I wouid feel more comfortable if we changed the criterion from "Making Wise

Decisions” tc "Making Decisions Wisely." This shifts the emphasis from

content to process. '"Wise decisions" implies an understanding of outcomes

and 2 mastery over events to which we cannot aspire. '"Making decisions

wisely,"

on the other hand, implies an understanding of self and a mastery
over processes which may be more attainable. It is in this sense of wisdom

that Tennyson is contradicted by the old Latin motto ("Fato prudentia major")

"Wisdom is sironger than fate."
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Suppose you were counseling students in the late 50's or early 60's, and
heeded the goal supported by Congress, under NDEA, to identify able students
and encourage them to continue with their educatior and prepare for certain
high-level occupations. Of course, NDEA owed its existence partly to the
shock of sputnik--so you might feel particularly effective if, with your
guidarce, cne of your brightest and ablest students decided to become an
aerosrace engineer. How gratifying for you to have done your duty by Ccngress
and your profession! But now your former student is uremployed. Was his
decision a wise one? Was your guidance good?

The problem in identifying wise decisions, however, is not Jjust the time-
lag between the choice-point ara .ne judgment day--the day when all the
evidence on consequences of the choice is in. Nor is it just a matter of
insufficient predictive validity. Predictive data are really historical
déta, and our predictions are manifestations of what we have learned from
history. Thus, if our predictors had perfect validity, we could extend the
aphorism "Those who do not learn from history are condemned to repeat it,"
by adding "and those who do learn from history are also condemned to repeat
it." But in fact we don't repeat hi-‘ory, even when events materialize as
we have predicted. For there is always a surplus of events--there are more
events than predictions. The outcomes of decisions exceed the purposes of
decision-makers. Any decision that is not trivial has ramifications without
end. Each outcome then may generate new purposes and new decisions, leading
in turn to more outcomes, and so on ad infinitum. Thus the original purposes
and predictions may be buried under this landslide of outcomes and decisions

and outcomes.
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Consider, as a somewhat painful example, the decision of the U..5. govern-
ment to intervene in Vietnam. One could argue, and indeed the government has
argued, that this was a wise decision in that the purposes of this decision
were (and are being) fulfilled as predicted. But surely the government does
not maintain that all the outcomes of that decision were predicted, and it
has built no granaries for storing the surplus events until such time as we
need them--or at least are better able to cope with them. As the Pentagon
papers have made clear, the fault in the decision to intervene in Vietnam
was in the process, not just in the outcome. Suppose the outcome had been
somewhat different: suppose we had had a great military success there--had
"brought the coonskin home and nailed it to the wall." Would that military
success have wiped the slate clean of the flaws in decision-making? Would
it have justified our decision? Perhaps it would have prevented the moral
questions from being raised--as when we intervened in the Dominican Republic--
although it is unlikely that we couid have "won" in Vietnam that fast, or
with less publicity and condemnation than the Russian interventions in Hungary
and Czechoslovakia. At least a few voices--voices like Jim Allen's--would
have cried out in the wilderness about the moral issues. But a victorious
outcome would have prevented widespread popular concern. My Lai and tiger
cages and one-man election races would never have plagued us, and tne whole
incident would have soon blown over in the media and the public consciousness.
Would that military success have made the decision a wise one? Would the
decision have been made any more wisely?

For the sake of argument, let us suppose that we have predicted and can
evaluate the ramified outcomes of this decision to intervene as in some(sense

superior to those which would have been produced by any alternative decision.
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Even then, what would the substantive payoff of this decision reinforce?
The centent of this decision itself? But this same decision is not likely
to come up again. We only pass this way once. Then we would be hard put
to claim an increment in wisdom from the content of this decision. The
content of a single wise decision is not likely to be transferable to the
next decision, and the next.

In fact, what one learns from the multitude of real-life outcomes may
or may not be relevant to wisdom. Like Mark Twain's cat, who learned from
sitting on a hot stove never to sit on any stove again, we may learn from
these outcomes more "wisdom" than is in them. For example, the current
overflow of outcomes from the Vietnam decision might teach us to revert to
isolationism (in contradiction to the "lessons" from previous decisions and
outcomes). The little boy who is spanked for turning the faucets on full
blast and flooding the bathroom may learn not to wash his hands and face.

It is these tendencies to "generalize" that lead the behaviorists to
concern themselves with what Skinner calls "contingencies" in their schedules
of reinforcement. Or as 0. H, Mowrer orce put it, in a classroom discussion
of one of his learning experiments, "You've got to be smarter than .he rat.”
Well said, since such an approach to defining wisdom in terms »f outcomes
requires that wisdom reside in the experimenter--or counselor, not in the
subject--or student. But this is where the presumption comes in: do we
as counselors know which decisions are wise?

Here one may object, are there not "universally desired" outcomes that
represent a cultural consensus or folk wisdom for which the counselor may

serve as spokesman? Let us grant this, while noting that we may retain some
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squeamishness about our ability to identify such universals even in retro-
spect, let alone in advance. Presumably, we can teach students to make N
these decisions that lead--with a high degree of probability and low risk--
Lo universally desired ocutcomes.

But when we have identified such universals and induced students to
learn them, we are not really concerned with decision-making--or with guid-
ance. Then we are concerned with indoctrination. A large part of an
individual's schooling consists of such indoctrination. The distinctive
concern of guidance, however, is not with the universals, but with the
"alternatives"--toward which the culture tends to be more permissive.

However, I must express some dissatisfaction with the term "alternatives."
The individual is not always constrained to choose from clearly shaped alterna-
tives that are already "there" like the options in a multiple-choice test.
He often has some opportunity to construct, or create, his own options--in
the sense that the poet creates his verses, perhaps creates alternative verses,
before choosing the ones he wants. He is not merely choosing alternatives
from his total vocabulary, any more than the painter is merely choosing colors
and iines from an existing pool of options. He does not find his new and
unigue combinations, variations, and transformations by considering all
possible permutations. Fifty chimpanzees typing for fifty years might
compose the complete works of Shakespeare, but they wouldn't Xnow how to

write a new work of similar quality. In terms of content and outcomes, they

might have made "wise' decisions, and yet they would be none the wiser. As

critics, we can evaluate the poet's decisions, recognize them as creative,

or wise, and teach someone to memorize them. We can even derive and apply

>
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rules for transfer of content. For example, we can analyze a line like '"Now
is the winter of our discontent" and recognize an.association between emotion
or state of mind and a season of the year, in which season is used to represent
feeling. No doubt, a computer could be programmed to ring the changes on

this kind of association, with such results as "Now is the summer of my

"N "n n

happiness, Now 1s tb= spring of my joy, Now 1s the autumn of my

melancholy,” etc. ad nauseam. But could it ever make the long leap from

this last to reach "my way of life is fallen into the sere, the yellow leaf
.."? This illustrates, I think, the gap between recognition of a creative,

or wise, decision and the ability to make one. How often the best and wisest

decision is not to choose between historically "given" alternatives, but to

construct a new option. Like able students who squirm at being forced to

choose the best of five bad options on a multiple-choice test guestion, our

wisest decision~-makers can sometimes think of a better response than any givern.

" to defining wisdom in

I hope that all this suggests an "alternative
terms of outcomes. How a choice comes out, and even how one chooses between
alternatives, may be less important than how one constructs alternatives. In
this view, wisdom derives not from the outcome of a decision but from the
process of decision-making. And our greatest folk-wisdom, our most compelling
"universal," may apply most directly to the process of constructing and
choosing alternatives.

For may we not regard democracy itself as an evolving process of decision-
making? It is its processes, nct the content of any one policy decision, that
make it distinctive.

We recognize, as a crucial characteristic for the processes by which we

ideally make national policy decisions, that our society is pluralistic. On
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every 1lssue competing interests and pressure groups are heard. Sometimes they
differ on predictions of outcomes--for example, the effects of a tax increase
on the economy. More often, and more significantly, they have different
cefiaitions of desirability, different objectives, even when they agree on
predictions of outcomes. How do these differences get fesolved "wisely'"?

The necessary condition, we believe, is freedom--the open marketplace of
ideas, in which every voice can be heard and judged. Out of this confronta-
ticn of competing values, the legislative or executive can find--or claim

to find--a consensu~ for decision, to be translated into a mandate for action.
But it does not stop there. The process is ongoing, permitting revision of
content in accordence not just with outcomes, but also with changes in values
and objectives. This provision for change, this ability to accommodate to

new situations and circumstances, has perhaps insured the survival of democracy,
up till now, through many vicissitudes. (Our ability to reverse our decision
on Vietnam is a sign of strength, not of weakness.)

Need I belabor the analogy with individual decision-making? The individual
too recognizes that ne must choose between competing values. How then does he
make order out ot lhe rabble of impulses that beset him? They should be neither
suppressed nor blindly obeyed, but brought under the rule of reason, each
given "equal time" and attention. The individual, like the nation, must hold
himself open and receptive to different values, allowing each to speak *o him
as loudly as the others. This process involves active and systematic
examination and exploration of competing values.

One way in which he can examine values is to study their sources. Here

we see a nice articulation of education and guidance. If a major purpose of
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education is to transmit the culture, an important purpose of guidance is to
help the individual come to terms with *he culture-~that is, the choices he
makes will :ndicate how he sees himself in the culture. But first he must
see the culture in himself. So his first gquestion must be, where have my
values come from? Then he will be better prepared to ask, where are they
taking me?

Wwhen tne student has taken full cognizance of the range of values in
the culture, and has formulited his own value system quite explicitly, he
wi.l be ready to lay his values on the line in making a decision. The
specifics of a strategy tor accomplishing this I have descrited elsewhere
and will not have time to go into now. But I want to emphasize thgt with
the individual, s with the natio., decision-making should be an ongoing
process, subject to continual revision. Otherwise, he may run afoul of
the warning that "tne cnly tling worse than not getting what you want is
fetting it."

In shunning a definition of wise decisions in terms of content, or
predicted outcome, I have assumed that experience does not teach us what
will be best for the individual (or society) except freedom to work things
out. Thus, I have defined the best choice as the choice that is most nearly

free. But I do not define freedom as complete laisser-faire. Rather, it

is the freedom (expressed by Shaw in the preface to Man and Superman and

quoted by Freud in contrasting his "reality principle" with his "pleasure
principle”) "to be able to choose the line of greatest advantage instead
of yielding in the path of least resistance." So without directing the

content of an individual's choice, we do think we can help him in the process
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of choosing. This emphasis on process does not preterd to insure the "right"
choice--except inscfar as the right choice is defined as an informed and
rational choice. Our bias--our conviction--is that in education enlightened
processes are intrinsically important. Therefore, we bend our efforts to
increase the student's understanding of the factors involved in choice
(imperfect though our own understanding may be) so that he can take responsi-
bility for his own decision-making, examine himself and explore his options
in a systematic and comprehensive way, take purposeful action in testing
hypotheses about himself in various situations, and exercise flexibility in
devising alternate plans.

In short, we don't want to play the decision-making game for him. We
want to help him master the strategies for rational behavior in the face of
uncertainty (which may be the nearest he can get to wisdom) so that he can
play the game effectively himself.

Ho-ace, in one of his satires, asked "Who then is free?" and answered
"The wise man who can govern himself."

Let me make "free" with Horace, and interchange the descriptors, to
ask, "Who then is wise?" and answer "The man who can govern himself freely."

III. So now at last we move on to the question ¢f how evaluations can
be made. In an interesting paper, Hartnett (1971) has pointed out some of

- . . . . -4
the weaknesses of the cliassic model of evaluation, which involves such

elements as (1) behaviorally defined objectives, (2) the rsndom assignment

of subjects to treatments, (3) clearly differentiated treatments, and (L)

criterion measures chosen or developed on the basis of the behsvioral

objectives. He suggests that dissatis*actions with this model are leading
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to two important changes: a concern for the conseguences, not just the
objectives, of a treatment, and & style of inquiry which is exploratory in
nature rather than attempting to apply in life situations the kiads of controls
and manipulations that are feasible only in the scientific laboratory.

Pace (1969) has typified the new models in this way: "The spirit of
the evaluator should be adventurous. If only that which could be controlled
or focused were evaluated, then a great many important educational and sccial
developments would never be evaluated...that would be a pity."

In guidance, this exploratory set mus. be emphasized. We have nc neat
evaluation packages all wrapped up and ready to use. For example, a number
of reorle have developed what purport to be measures of "Vocational Maturity."
Can any of these measures be recommended for use?

One of the best known measures is John Crites' VDI, an inventory } : 4 i»
the responses of 12th-graders. Extensive research has been done on this
instrument-~for example, on elimination of variance attributable to acgquiescen®
response set (Crites, 1971). Yet the instrument has b2en criticized on Jue
these grounds: Vocational Maturity, as defined by VDI, mean: saying no.

{There we see it again, the instrument taken as the definer rather than the
indicator of a construct.) Another criticism involves the use of l2th-graders'
responses as the keyed responses: a group of 10 counselor educators and

vocational psychologists disagreed with the keys for a number of items.

Back in the 1950's, I developed an objective test that I am not rarticularliy

rroud of. It attempted to find out whether students had mastered certain
concepts involved in self-appraisal, getting and using information, and

decision-making (Shimberg & Katz, 1962). At the same time, and in connecticn
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with the same project, we commissioned Warren Gribbons to develop an inter-
view schedule, known as Readiness for Vocational Planning, to see whether
students were actually applying those concepts to their own educational and
occupational decisions (Gribbons, 1960). We were evaluating a work text for
group guidance, and found highly significant differences between experimental
and control groups--for example, experimental students scored very signifi-
cantly higher on the test and also showed very significantly greater awareness
of their cwu values, better ability %o define their values and to describe the
role their values play in their decision-meking, and so on. A group of
professionals in guidance, listening to tapes of the interviews without
knowledge of the scales or scores, ranked the siu.dents in the same order on
"vocational maturity" as the total scores did. Gribbons and Lohnes have now
converted the interview schedule into a questionnaire form called Readiness
for Career Planning.

Super and his colleagues have recently developed a Career Questionnaire
that also purports tc measure vocational maturity. It includes scales called
Concern with Choice, Acceptance of Responsibility, Occupational Information,
Work Experiences, Crystallization of Interests, and so on--rubrics derived
from the Career Pattern Study.

Westbrook has been developing & series of Vocational Maturity Tests,
including some of the items from my o0ld test. The items tap various kinds
of information, Ccurse and Curriculum Selection, Planning, Goal Selection,
etc.

These are the major standardized efforts I know of to get at the con-

struct, vocational maturity, and they are all well conceived; they are good
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tries. 1 am not damning them with faint praise. I just want to fcrewarn
you that you may be disappointed wher you see the actual instruments and
study them item by item. You will agree, I am sure, that even though they
may be indicators of vocational maturity, they are not definers of it.

The questions getting at facts about specific occupations hardly seem
appropriate for students who may have had no interest whatsoever ia those
occupations. Then, too, a number of the items depend on occupational prefer-
ences expressed by the students-—-for example, Super is concerned with "Wisdom
of the Vocational Preference" and with "Consistency of Preference."

The title of an occupation, however, is probably a poor indicator of
what choosing an occupation means to an individuil. More relevant questions
might be, In his view, how important an element of his life is represented
by occupation? What kinds and amcunts of satisfaction does he hope to derive
frem it?  What differentiations does he discern between occupations in
cupability of providing such satisfactions? How much control over nis choice
and responsibil;ty for his choice does he appear to exercise? What role io
credictive data play in his choosing?--does he consider them? 1is he dominatea
by them? What risks is he willing to take to achieve the occupational
salisfactions he says he wants? What decision rules does he empioy? What
resocurces does he use? What reality tests of his perceptions and predictions
has he made, or does he plan to make? How has he coped--how will he cope--
with obstacles and difficulties? Has he formulated viable allernative plans¢
Hov explicit and consistent is his reasoning about these questions?

Once we have probed beneath the surface of choice to get at such under:.y-

ing perceptions, attitudes, and rationales, we may find ourselves with much
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richer criteria of growth and vocational development. Dr. Bingham's efforte
to get at the dimensions along which individuais construe occupations—-usine
en adaptaticn of Kelly's Role Concept Repertory test~-is & step in this
direction. Some of my associates and I have developed and used, in an
exploratory way, interview schedules to get at students' occupational
constructs (Katz, Norris, & Kirsh, 1969). Examples of some of the more
productive questions we asked were:

Now sit back and turn your imagination loose. Try te describe,

as fully as you can, what you would regard as an ideal or

"dream" occupation. Tt can be a real occupation, or one you

inv-nt,

In view of what you've said about en ideal occupation, why

didn't you decide to become a instead
of (preferred occupation choice)?

Now reverse your field and think of the worst occupation

you can. If the other was a "dream," this would be a

"nightmare." Describe it,
Of course the interview itself had its effects. One probably cannot measure
the status of an individual's decision-making without influencing it. For
instance, at the end of interviews with junior college students we got
comments like this: the interview "extended my ideas about what to look

for in an occupation,” "

made me think about why I was making my choice,"
and so on. For example, it seemed to have a particularly strong impact on
one student who had appeared especially firm and specific in his plan to
become a chemical engineer. Working as a draftsman after his graduation
from high school (where he said he had been "pushed ‘nto" a vocational
curriculum by his guidance counselor), he had had a prarticularly good

opportunity to observe chemical cngineers at work and had an unusually

thorough knowledge of their work activities. His perceptions (in the
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comparisons of occupations) seemed fixed almost exclusively on one construct:
wnether an occupation offered arn outlet for scientific interest and inventive-
ness, or not. The sole deviation involved a discrimination between occupations
in terms of altruism--opportunity to help others. The systematic explcratior.
and examination that accompanied his scaling of values brought out more
explicit recognition of Altruism as a value of some impcrtance to him. i
this discovery, other values of which he had not been fully aware alsc came
into focus as quite important to him: notably Variety and Autonomy. At

the end he said that the interview had "brought to the surface values I've
held but never recognized. That shakes me. ...If I had two lives ts leaz,
for cne of them I'd go into the Peace Corps as soon as I finished coliege.
Maybe then I'd try tc become a high school teacher or counselor, or =a
community worker. But I came up the hard way. There are things I see now I
want t¢ do, but I can't do them until I get firm ground under me. I'm still
determined to become a chemical engineer. Not like a machine, though, tu:
lixe a person."”

If you can't measure a condit.on without changing it, does that mean you
should not “ry to measure it? No, not even if it is a differential influence,
affecting different students in different ways. After all, peorle encounzer
many common experiences that have differential effects, and this attenlrt a*
measurement is only one of such an unknown number. The differential effec:
may indeed be part of the substance of what we are trying to investigate.
Samuel Messick has pointed out that traditional questions in education an-d
psychology have frequently spawned answers that are either downright wrong,

in that they summarize findings "on the average" in situations where a

ERIC
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aypothetical "average person" simply doesn't exist, or else are seriously
lacking in generality, in that they fail to take account of the multiplicity
of human differences and their interactions with environmental circumstances.
An example is the "horse race" question typical of much educational
research of past decades: Is treatment A better than treatment B? Such
guestions are usually resolved by compar ing average gains in achievement
for students receiving treatment A with average gains for students receiving
treatment B. t suppose treatment A is vettce for certain kinds of students
and treatment B better for other kinds of students? A completely different
evaluation of the treatments might result if some other, more complicated
guestiors had been asked, such as "Do these treatments interact with differ-
ences in personality and cognitive characteristics of students--or with
differences in their educational history, or family btackground, or community,
or culture--t< produce differential effects upon achievement?"
Hard uron this warning of the complexity of evaluation in guidance,
let me qucte again from Henry Dyer (1970):

The term educational accountability, as used most recently
by certain economists, systems analysts, and tre like, has
frequently been based on a conceptualization that tends, by
analogy, t> equate the educational process with the type of
engineering process that applied to industrial production....
It must be constantly kept in mind that the educational process
is not on all fours with an industrial process; it is a social
process in vhi:h human beings are continually interacting with
other human beings in ways that are imperrectly measurable or
predictable. Education does not deal with inert raw materials,
but with living minds that are instinctively concerned first
with preserving their own integrity and second with reaching
a meaningful accommodation with the world around them. The
output of ihe educational process is never a "finished product”
whose characteristics can be rigorously specified in advance;
it is an individual who is sufficiently aware of his own in-
completeness to make him want to keep on growing and learning
and trying to solve the riddle of his own existence in a world
that neither he nor anyone else can fully understand or predict.
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Despite these problems, evaluate we must. And so I come back, in conclusion,
to my third reason for why we evaluate.

My third reason for evaluation, despite all its snarls and pitfalls, is
simply this. If we believe in trying to help students make career decisions
wisely-~that is, make rational and informed decisions--ihen we muct also,
in all honesty, believe that guidance practitioners should make their
professional decisions wisely. We have to provide students with a mecdel
for decision-making behavior--and that is just what an evaluation process is.
It is a'commitment to use of information and reason, to rational behavior
under conditions of uncertainty. So~-like the students--we must take
responsibility for evaluation. We must make our professional values explicit,
examine and explore them. We must formulate hypotheses about the effects of
our activities, and try to get feedback. We must revise our hypotheses,
rlans, and activities in the lignt of new information.

When we evaluate, we commit ourselves to a continuous process of
decision-making. It is a commitment we should welcome. The methods and
the product may leave much to be desired. But let us realize that commitment
to the process itself may be a powerful indicator of how good a school guidance

program is.
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Footnotes

lThis discussion of the disadvantages of exclusive reliance on
"behavioral objectives™ is indebted to Rodney Hartnett's (1971) recent

publication, Accountability in Higher Education.

2. . . . . A . . .
This section on wisdom in career decision-making is derived from

an earlier paper (Katz, 1968).




