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5 - I. The Issue

4

Criticism of educational evaluation has been increasing the past few
years. Ore reason is the géne;al neffectiveness of evaluation in improving

reaucationalrpraetice, and a séé&hd, perhaps more aamming one, is the de-

Small groups of sgncérnéé'evalgatars, such as the North Dakota Studg G:aup,v

have attempted foV$EVEfal years to focus attentién on aritical iSEEEE sﬁch

as thé testing af black chllﬂren, and the inapgropriate selection of children

for special education programs. Generallg, tha concerns af these gfaups have v , $

failed to dent the formal agendas of érthadax forums. |
While mcét Prcfesslcnal evaluators have debated their own gsaterlc

concerns in lsglatign from these affécted by the;r vork, howevir, a graw1ng

- number of the parents, sfudents, teachers and school admlnist:atars havei'

in‘many situatians; may_cause prablems instead of helping'ta'salve themﬁ’”

€:<I . came to per321ve that educatlenal evaluatian, as it is currently practicea

. f- o Eape: presented at the Annual Canventianlaf the American Educational -
) Rese rch Associatian, New York. City, April, 1977.,
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The situaticn calls for a re-examination. Stake (undated) comments

Mayhe the whole idea of evaluation should go in the circular file.
School districts in Ohio, Illinois, and everywhere else have problems.
Many of the problems are aggravated by people who come to evaluate.

We do not know whether or not evaluation is going to contribute more

This sort of concern occurs at the same time that there is increasing
ﬂeménd in ég; society for accountability, f@:rdemaﬁstiétién by educators
that they afe in fact producing the outcomes they are supposed ﬁé*&hﬁwever
vaguely defined these outcomes may be. Being more ae;auntable means

producing hard data on the "bottom line" to most people, and thus there

"appears to be a dilemna between the need for more and better information on

" the one hand and the consequences of collecting it by current methods on the

@théf_

311 of this is a precursor of more difficult dilemnas to come. Society
isrméviﬁg rapidly into the so-cailgd “Aéeraf’InfGrmafién,“ which is | 7
characterized byrexpandiﬂg complexity in all aspects éf life. :lcéér inter-
rélateagess amangrgraups and soeiai éystéms‘thfﬁughéﬁt the world, aﬁdib

enormous increases in the knowledge base. The demand for more systematic

. v : , - S o »
approaches to education and for greater use of technology and of information

on individuals in the educative process will grow. Eﬂvemént in this

direction makes even more imperative the concern of humanists that the basic.

values of society be preserved, - Maintaining righﬁéiaf privacy in,thE'faéé

of growing technology, for example, is a fundamental and extraordinarily

. difficult task.

Riles (1973) notes that the problem in a sense is one of balance:

Qur society and our schools need a better bélange of values. That
means the ﬁééh@icianS; thE7SéiéﬂtisthVthé engineers must concern

3
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themselves more with the human consequences of their research and
‘achievements. - And it means that the humanists, the artists, the
educators must concern themselves more with the practical, realistic
and technical planning necessary to achieve their purposes.

It was against this background that the conference reported in this
paper was planned and conducted. The purpose in general was to develop a
clearer understanding of the goals of evaluation in relation to the values

of society and hopefully to create the impetus for integrating positive

change into the evaluation process in education.
II. Planning and Developing the Conference and Its Purposes

The Conference's development can be traced to mid-1975, when indifiﬂuals
and groups involved in evaluation in the SaniFféncisec Bay érea began meeting
with each other, and éiscaveréd that they shared common concerns. These
meatings promoted an awareness of the existence of a divezsified n&ational
constituency which ﬁaé critical of thé;éurrént state of educational evaluation
and which was either already articulating or was ready to articulate
humanistic views within the field.

The initiators decided to attempt to convene a significant portion of
this constituency in an atmosphere conducive to examination af’tﬁé isguea and
to dial@gue about the future of educational evaluation. Interest in current
evaluation é:actices was intense enough to forge an gd'hac coalition of more

than a dozen members who worked without remuneration for more than a year to

Vdeveleg a conference which would attract people from varigus perspectives,

professional and life styles, and which would represent a meaningful
alternative to the traditional context in which evaluation has been discussed.

Many Bay Area evaluators had been £eelin§:f:ﬁstratea about the de-

humanization of evaluation, as expressed in the evaluation of national Title I
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and Follow Thraugh Programs and of public education in general. At various
with the absence of a professional ethic which could accommodate humanistic
evaluation issues.
The absence of a professional ethic did not mean absence of interest in

! the topic within the profession; however. At social hours and other informal

those easily quantified th:gugh standardlzed testing.

In the £all af 1975, Paul t:hafféxg,F af the California Council fcr the
:Humanities iniPublic Policy, was aatively meeting 1eading education Expe:ts
in the Bay Area to discern the E@lic§ ;ssués'which were cu;r;ntiy being
debated. The Council, a stateébagéd agenéyjafbthé National Endowment for
tha Humanit;és; funds public p:agrammlng gf policy issues and asks grantges
to ;nclude acaaem;c humanists in the dialague. Chaffee indicated that the
Council would ha§gily receive an agglieati@n to fund a forum in whigh the
magor 1ssues relating to eﬂucat;anal evaluation could be raise

:Chafige;was”iﬁ C§ﬁta;t with Nick Rayéer, an evaluatiagrspgcialigﬁuwi;hv
‘Far West Laba;atary iﬁ San Francisco. Together with Ei;i Baker erthé E
Alameda County School ,istriet, Rayder be§én eeumunisating with the Bay Area’
cansartlum, camgasaﬂ of s@hgal district régresentatives frcm gix an Area
f@aunt;as and p:égrams such as Bérkelég Experiméntal Sghaals Prajeet, Far 7
West Lgbc:a;a:y'and Unlvers;ty of Calif@rnia at Berkeley F elﬂ Sarvices.

In_the summer’af'1975, ansa;tlum mambers énvlsianed -:cnference to
fcllaﬁrﬁﬁe>197§,éﬁsriéég Educational Resea:eh‘Assaeiatlan eanfe:énce in
San Francisco. Hambersbfelt that AERanpéééﬁ bygasseé the real i sues af

5
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-educational evaluation. A grant application for the follow-up conference was
submitted to the California Council for the Humanities and was successful.

The Berkeley Experimental Schools Proiect agreed to act as a cc—sp@nsér'

of the conference, providing substantial fin ial and in-kind supgart., A

?ariety of groups, including the Sﬂhéﬁl districts of San FranGigsﬂ, Riﬂhméﬂﬂ

Teachers Associlation pfgvxdea 1n—k1?§ sefvlses. At a later stage, Phi Delta
Kappa supported the dlssemiﬁatlan of prcject material.

To cgnst:uctlvely attack the problems within a Eanfe nce framework,

the planners 62§ide§ on the following organizational pri :iples-‘

1. The conference should include conc erned professionals from & rangg
of advé;agy positions in order tajestablish a rigorous caﬁtext in f"
which to consider saﬁa gm@tianallyﬁcha:géd issueérani t@vsén?gy to
professional evaluators thét ﬁhé movement for evaluation ref@fm isr
ﬁiﬁéégr&ad (if nct yet clearly faéuséd);

2. :gneerned individuals from the fulirvariéty of evaluatian%imPactgd
llfe and career roles sh@ulﬂ be includeé, and the atmasghere of the
conference should be informal engugh to permit éach individual to
feel qualified as an Fexgert" about his or her own evaiuatiané
reléted‘agée:iencé. The Eaﬁferen&e should not be dominated by
efaluatibﬁ picfeséianéléi t o |

”3,1‘Ih2 con ference s fcrmat 5hauld refleet an agprec;at;an af pluralistic'
values, shéuld be flexible and should be é;gériancedabasaarin order

to convey a sense of urgency grauna'issues_

[

The Eaﬂferenee particlpants shnulé feel that resources and gxpertise




. sEE
sufficient to maké a Xma'jc:xr impact on evaluation procedures were
presant at thé conference, and that the question to be fac:e:ié waé,
"What do we do?” ratl;afthan "What can we make others do?"
The conference was held as scheduled in April 1976. It represented the
first major attempt to engage evaluation analyzers in dialogue with each atth;
with-evaluation practitionmers, with humanist scholars, and with funding

sources.

-3
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I1I. Conference Proceedings

Sé%aral large group experiences helped set the tone of the conference and
provided a'baéisrfaf broad scale interactions émang pat;igipgnté.

Immediaéely after registfati@n on the D?ening day, the 150 ¢ conference
participants gathered to view a frightening slide-tape presentatinn cnnaerning
the YEEI'ZDDD; The narrator déscribed a United States on the brink of total
disintegration. The only hope, thérviewers 1éarned, lay in rigorous sgleeti&n‘
of the cream of the nation's youth for special school and advancement to leader-

- ship gasitians; o

‘Eac hp rticipant was given a packét cGnsiSting af information abaut ;Q
hyp@thetical yauthful can&idates fer special educational treatme t in the year
,20@0; Just two af the 10 zandidates cculd be admitted'ta the special pf@grag,
and pafﬁisipants were asked to make a cheice. The seleétign, it ﬁSEVStatéE;
would determine not just the educational future of individual candidates but
also the géneral well being éf,thé nation and the allocation of considerable

; funding. Data on eéndiﬂates;includeﬂ démcgfaphi;'igfefmatiag,“physiéai,des—’
,criéc;qn§; iﬁtgll;gen§e~quatienta,:scgial Quctients, héalth eﬁaluat;gnsg and
i,fr macign abnut gaals, intEfesta, skills, and palitical beliefs.

Partieipants watked in small g?aups, whizh made :haigeg. Then the slide

,'shgw recammencéd and it was revea*ed that ail of the applicatinns had psuedas
nymuusly described gifted indiviéuals. Mast of the groups Lad éxaluded Albert
7 Einstein (IQ cf 82 ?ery pacf schaal adjustment, etc ), Isadora Dunﬂan (1Qw v
:',s@cial quatiant béhaviar pfﬂblem), Eleanar Rgnsevelt (erfatic, withdraﬁn,
- seeks attentigﬁ,;faila aften)'and four aﬁhers of the m@stvi;lustfiqus-indivi%
duals of our times. o | | o | |




8-

The point was well médé ghat judgmental evaluations -- evaluation which
separates good students and_pfégréms from Ead ~~ is dangerous. The comsequen-
ces of misjudging or harmfully catgrgaziziugrhumanrbeings can be disaster@us.

It is clear that the issue is complex and that there are no quick answers.

A second 1afge%graup experience was a presentation by the Majumbe Dancers
of black rhythms from across the centuries. This gféup, through their per-
‘formance, illustfated that American éducatgrs and evaluators must recognize
1s not alliEﬁzgmpassing or; indeed, sufficient.

The third major large-group expefien@e, aVSaturday pénel discussion on

Vthe tépic, "DDES Educational Evaluation Influém:é Public Pﬂlit;y? 'i‘c) WhartrEx—
tent? At Whose Expense?" forced awareness of differing pri@rities for change.
By the time the discussion was over, it was no longer passible to entertain the
illuasion that Qppmsitianrta St&ﬂdardiZEd testing ig a sufficienk common élati
form for reform of educational gvalﬁétigﬁ;A biééélliﬁg‘that illusion and recog- -
nigiﬁg the divafgity'gf view?cints'éﬁd iﬁterestsrﬁhat ééﬁ be brought té,iéaf

~ upon evaluation by those 6utsidéﬁéf thELE?alﬁatign Yagtablishment" seem a"

VﬂECEBEaEy stsrﬁiug pcint for impraveme nt.

Dther Eipafieﬂges invalving Egnferenée pattigipémts as é g:éup ingludéd
Chinese, Hexigén, énd soul=food meais,,a fesding-éf,pgétry abgutAghildfen,,gaéiai
hours and several summary sessions at whiéh éhé progfess of the zanfergnceAqas’~‘>

v~é§éés§eaifrThe ;gnference sghedﬁle,an§ formgt»wéreradaptéd to meet the évoiviﬁgvh
'cénditiéns., As the participanté faced issues from a variety of. perspeatives,,
“éersénéiuintera:tian graw aﬂd abstra:tian dacreased This pracegs was intens

sified when participants entered smsll-graup discugsigng, which were the chét

majar aztivity of the ;anferenaa;
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Twelve workgroups eiéhieﬁéﬁtieleOeeﬁ‘ﬁefticipente each met four times -
euriﬁg the conference, with each eeeeion lasting about two hours. A
conscious effort was made to pﬁoviﬂe for divereiEy of experience within each
group. A facilitator from the conference plenﬂing committee provided initial
impetus end structure as the'eeeeiene got underway.

The beeicreeﬁfefeneerimpetue:tewefd reform of evaluation p;eetiee did not
Vpreclude a ,Ve‘i I; of eepefete agendas for eueh reform. FDfeéme; the work-
grodpe:wete a ffuetieﬁing expefieﬁee, which dashed hopee of eeey elliencee
tewe?i "obvious" ebjeeeiveei For others, the workgraupe pfovided e vitel ad—
~ vance toward coping with the eemplexity of the forces involved in the eveluetion'
eontrovefefe' 7 ”

In ehe conference's final session, the individual werkgreuperreeéfgedv
7 tgrthe whole. Viftuelly every greue achieved concensus for ite’teeemmeﬁdetiene,

ﬁand it was eleer ‘that the energy for eeferﬁ hedvﬁeieteined its force deepite
) differing pfiorieiee. A wideepfeedrreeegﬁitien had emerged theeftﬁefe:ere:
many probleﬁ ereee, meey routes to reform.

-'Bﬁilding‘eﬁ'the werkgfoup‘preeeee, a ﬁuﬁbef éf confe rence pertieipente '
called an infermei meeting ene efeniﬁérin an ettemptrt det rmine if-a eenfe ence-
v:wide céneeneue ceuld be forged erourd ny course of referm ection. More then

5D pefeieipente met late into the night, but at thet meeting, as throughout the
e@ﬂfe:eﬂee.;l thoee fevefiﬁg a breedbeeed thrust EOWEfd ehert—term gee,e' found
themselves et odds with those empheeieing 1ong term, eyetemie policy ehenge.i”

Ihgee eeeking to reform pertieuler teeting inetrumente end theee oppgeed
to. ell etenderdieed teetiﬁg could not reconc il their differing primriti
*Eventuelly,;;he participants egfeed that the;enly feeeible;eouree wag to .

;eeetifj pfoblﬁp ereeevﬁéﬁhin;eduee;ieeelJeveiﬁetieg;end provide erf:emewerk,'

10
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for conference participants, and other interested persons, to pursue their

various change agendas.,

]

he point should be made that the conference was not anti-evaluation --
just anti educational evaluation which is useless or haraful or bﬂtha.:IﬂdéEd;
there was recognition that evaluarion which is pasitive, which éssists learners
and educators té meet goals, and which is humane in its methods and Gutlgakcis
essaﬁt;ai! The fagtg,%hatrit is esgential aﬁd that such a:iéfge PrﬂPDrtiéﬁ:éfLV
educational evaluagién to date has failédrta meet Ehegé'cfiteria ﬁske maté’ |
crucial thé criticalrcansidératicns which emefgedg ifravélgggian weré'ngtjsﬁr'

important, then the issue would bébsimple; dé'éwayAwiEﬁ it, except parhgpg ss‘f
a gcha;astic exercise. This cannot and will not be the outcome, however, so

‘ ;ha'énly meaningful course is to press to make evaluation in education more

.:gffective!

[;;];i.fA "
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IV. A Technical Outcome:
Selecting Funétional Analysis Units

.

A. The Cross-Levels Hypcthesis

In relation to increasing EEE'EffécﬁivEﬁéss of éduéatiéﬁai E%slﬁaiiﬂﬂ,
a technical point emerged duripg' the ;cpfefénce which ses@i&d i:] ite Qtnplé and
1ogicélrat the time, but'ﬁhiéh;:Qn;fuffhgrjfefleeéiﬂn~gf‘tﬁe'sﬁthogé; EEEmélté'."‘
be more fundameﬁtal that it first ap?eargd."It might be sﬁéteériﬁ h?patheéisp, R
form as follews: . .. . - |
The efficacy of dinformation producad in an evaluatian ef;grﬁ varias
rersely with the number of organizational levels that the action the

' infnrmation ‘describes is removed from the dg:islan process thp Anfor-
mation ia intendad to influence. R

‘Evaluation is a prgcess which pfoduces infafmatian, as we 511 knaw, and
the information is inte ided to impaét décisions. Any evaluative inférmacion
is produced by observations of the behavior of some entity, somerunit of

analysis,

“ﬁﬂhat'thé hypothesis says is that infgfiation resulting from evaluation
will be more useful;-in the sense of impacting decigions,'the tloser‘thg dés
éisign maker is, Qréanizatianally, to the analysis unit: lﬂfcrmatign describ—
ing student perfcrmsnae in a glassraom, agggrdiﬂg to this hypathesis’ will hg

- most useful to thevcl assroom teacher, less. useful to the principal, still ieésv

) useful'ta the d’r rict 'Vpefinta dant; etc ,f: e 3 ,vv o

: Looking at it from the other direction. ‘the hypathesis says thst, i; yau' ':

‘~ére a décisi on_ ’k’f'it so', El in- educati@n and ycu nee& Evaluative feedb' k

to help you perform your ij and meet . your géals, thé most’ useful feednack will ,h  :

"be in terms af analysig units at your arganisaticnal 1evel or at the levzls'

; adjaceﬁt t@ y@u., if yau aré the US foige of Education, far éxamrle,
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Alitheﬂ the- ‘most. ueeful information will ceme from deeeriptione of ergenizetien

'¥ behevier at etete gevernment 1evel.,

The hypotheeie, eeneidered in theee terme, turne eut te be very intereet—f”

gw ere all ewere ef generei feilufe te pfedeee eny definitive evelue=

. qtiene ef Title I at the netienel 1eve1 - iﬁ epite of millieﬂe of dellere f”

,;ﬁngﬂE Dn the effert uver eeme lE yeers_’ I f, t, a goed meny gf Ehe netienal
?iAeveluetiene ef federeilv=funded pregreme would heve te be classified ee Eeil—f«,
:,:ufee in terms Df p i g infermetien helpful to decieiun meking.

‘Why hee thefe been feilufe, wheﬁ eeme ef the beet breine ereund heve given"

"V‘their beet tD the effoft? Ie it heeeuee eveluetien is a fiel& etil i

Vﬂuredeleecense? 'ie itrﬁeeeﬁee'the feeld ie ‘80 fregmented end 80 mueh centroverey

7f'exieterwithin it? All ef theee relete to the preblem, no doub;, but euﬁ hypo-fQ*

1:theeie_eﬁg§eete am ;e b eie reesen.; Meet af the netionel eveluetione heve j;rliy :

Q?f re1ied neevily Dn eeeuring dete on etu&ente et'the eleeefeem’level;;enégthenff;;ff”‘

fﬂegg egeting it up. thfoegh veriaue lev 1 7i,iil :“;i' ]

‘he lergeveet;n,tioﬁeil the hypetheeie ie

eéﬁferenee. After thinking

"’through ite eeneequencee eed reelieing thee it eeuld be .an impertent prineiple,fV

FJ;hefeuthere did some beckgrnund werk to,;eevif a theoretieel retionel ceuld be =

'jbuilt tn euppu t;it. What fellawe in thie eection, Eherefnre, wee net preduced Vi

et the eenferenee, but ie a poet hoc ette "'te demonettete Why'theveeeeeéie‘eiej,if i

’thP;th ,S mey be velid. We will be'
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1. Information and Its Purposes

We fifst need tn define "infarmatiun more Earéfully., Accnrding te'

;WEavgr (1953)= iﬂfarmatioEA;f7 7 @

'to its purely tezhnical or f nt

~;-w1th which the transmissian 3an bé accamplished.— In th"'

A Aunderstandiﬁg, and understanding :ln turn ’
Vrf:Ngﬁa, h@wever, that planning fgr ?héiuééf
‘procéssés must sﬁart at thé tcp, that is, with th d t
" needed “f;;: /inflnerme;
V-'TMThe functian ﬂf infcfmation 15 tn;rednéé nngrfainty zelated ta speciﬁic?iffn

"Jngééé; 'In‘nrganisations,:infnrmatinn Eb“L ';;

iiand p’ocedures te all aamponents (subsystems) ,n th;s gontext, it Eervgg 1jf
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) Infofmatian can_fail to perform igs functicﬂs far several reasons. ,itlr
can hé transmitted inag:urately._ It can be misuﬁdergtaadi It Lan be ig—”
nqred. It ga' fail to fEﬂuEE uncertainty, or it can addfess issues whichrﬁ—;,*

are nat‘relevant_

2. Aﬁpligsbl Theory

Give hi g : ba'kg und there are faut theorétical prnpositi&ns'":

: -which suppurt the- Ergss=1evels hypnthesis of evaluatign effigaﬂy

D ezting Small Eignals Amidst Great Naise.séin thai teviaw of thervg

Handbaak of Evaluation Reseafch, the Staﬁf’ ‘i tinn Eonsgrtium (1975}7 "

‘comments on the diffigulty ﬂf determining effects iﬂ sogial inter ions;ﬁ

,The relationghip betwaen the pfOEEESES cf sncial 1ﬁterventi§n and

evaluation has proven more complex. and disconcertiﬁg than imagiﬁéd.

.. (The causes of ‘social’ 1115) are usually multiple ‘and only a ,
“few" af them are affected by any one - intefventidn 'When _,hy factors. -
" determine- autcomgs, the evaluator's task is to detect

small signal -~
~amidst a great deal of noise. ~Moreover, when factors combine multi~ =~ = .
,’plizatively, a standard inte:ventian may be. ne:essaty but inauffizient,'"- S
- and théré may bg no. signal to detect (pp. 12 and 13)

'A;;iEducational evaluators almust invariably work inrcomplex Situa onsrandf;,?i*~=

’f'attempt to 155355 the effe f various ;ypes af sogial intEfVEBtiDﬂE-, ThE

,'factgrs de;grmiuing outaomes are multiple ani theré is noise in the systém =

Prwiﬁh questionabla measuring aeviges, fﬁf exampla, and with inEErfEIEﬁEE framiri

1;‘;other Cunmeasured but reievaut) VaIiSblES- Uﬁder the beat af :onditions, they:5

L_are unl ik ly pJ dfée i”f fmati@n which can definitively piﬁpnint cause=and-';},;;

S

effect relatioﬁships.:p’wsi

Ihere 15 a high Pfﬂbability! tthEfDrE; of failure in the first aEPEEt 1Qf ,"l

;fEVIncorrect Eymbuls“are llkely tg b ,,smittéd As we. shall see be-lx‘:'

kifr?'law, this situaﬁlan is exagerhatgd when Evaluative information mus fl

15

";acréssilgvelsg“ A”*”f
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Graatar Varianca aﬁd Lost Maaniﬁ& in CzaaaELaval Ganaraliaatio 8.-=The term

uﬁit nf analyaia .8u gaata itaalf whan annaidaring tha hypath, 8. In'ana

faanaa, what we ara aayiﬁg ia that tha affiaaa? af aduaatianal avaluatiara can

'ba incraaaadsif avaluatara will'choaaa'pfapar uﬁita af,aﬂalyaiai This 1is®in

turn auggaatad by cartain acaca?ta 1a Ganaral Syatam Thaary

Millar nataa (1975, P. 351)

i

}'Tha univarsa cantaina a hiararchy af ayatama, aaah highar laval of aystam _
" _being composed of systems of lower levels. Atoms are :ompaaad of particles,

- molecules of atoms . . . . a:ganiama of argaﬂa, groups (a;g. har&a,fflocka,r
. .families, teams, tribes) ‘of organisms, or anizations of groups, socleties .

.. of arganiaatiuna;,and supranational ayatema of: aaciatiea and arganiaatiana.

: Miller states that it
ta'ayatam:1é§a1 ta;aaaid ﬂéﬂquiOﬁ. "Evary diacuaaiaﬂ ahould beginrwith an idan
r,tiflcatioa of the 1e§al nf fafaranca, and tha diaccuraa ahauld not changa to
, anathar laval withcut a spacif;a tatamaﬁt that thia ia Qccurfing (F. 21)"

7 Anathat vary importanc paint is that "Croaa—laval ganaraliaaticna or- hypa— "

éathaaaa which may apply ta two or more . lavala will erdinafily, hava gfaatar

is important tﬂ fallaw ana praaadural fula in rafafan:a

varianaa ﬁhan tha athar aarta af ganaraliaatiana, ainaa thay inaluda varianca -

'ﬁaamong Eypaa and a@ang individuals (p. 352) "

Still aﬂathar kay aanaidaration ia,f;

' V!Thg more : complax EYatama at highar levels manifaat charactariatica, ‘more "

_than the sum of chafactariatica of the: uﬂita, not ‘observed at- IQWEf 1avala.'

e d e Significant aapa:ta af living ‘systems at -higher levels will be- nagleatad

- 1f they are: described ‘only in terms and dimensions used far thefr- 1owar— B
vrlaval subayatama and camponanta (Millar, 1975, P 353)

If I atart trying tﬂ canaidar tha Eahavior af Jahn Doa, taarhat, I ‘can dea— e

"criba tha ralavant variablaa at- any numbar of lavala. I Qauld maaaura and talk

';abaut tha bioahamical raaatinna taking placa in hia aalla.; Iw ;d

"’U
\
LB
PN o
L
R
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moved from my‘level éf fefefence, hawever, for the semantic sense ‘to be

v satisfied I have great difficg;ty gndetstaﬂding what the data mean in tefmsf

‘relavant to my- cancezn, even if all of the data have béen méasufed amd trans—"
";wmitted accu%ataly_, And all of it put tugether wiJl nat tell me all abgut

‘ the Eaﬁal beha v'ai.éﬁrth feferant systém, Mr. Dne..f S o

Even 1f I Hadrsaﬁe great,data%feducingrme;hanism,ﬁhich ;Gul& integrétébigihH ‘{
:éll‘aéd Péfféfm_éhisiéééfééuﬁf,cfassélevgl'agééggagién,flrwggldiétiviVhs%g ghé,,
prgbieﬁ*gfierféf'vafiaﬁce Eeing'intradﬁééafaéléach iévelg' fn a'siﬁuaﬁiéﬁiwﬁgre:f%if

f«the relevant signals are already weak and diffi:ult En de t i tro ﬂucﬁian,éf !]::

:tiﬂﬁ to Perfnrm ita iniluEEEing ﬁuﬁgtiﬂn.  "

Updating ‘a Syst grqi W af Itaelf—ssAs ﬂQtEd ahave, a majar functimn @f

'fwinfarmatiﬂn is tc :edu:e unzertainty abaut an Qrganizatign s cuTIEﬁt sﬁééég

‘;TthE arercertaiﬁ “key vafiablgs of attzibutés, thé levfls af which ;EJT1; 'i'

The term _cybernetic"'has been applied ta this usa gf infarmatian, and the:'

. agcuratgly and méaningfull_.f;

—:iﬁifféfegt}d isiaﬂ makers are: give,r




actions.

reeulee of the pfevieue deeieien can be,eeeeeeed,;eed furthee
.teeeieee beeee-eereﬁe eewrinfeeﬁeeieeleeerbeeﬁeéen, ié'thié eeneefg
the eyeﬁem is. gulded te ite geele._i | 7 ” | |
| Thie medel eppliee at-all levels ef eelfsorgeﬁieiﬂg eyetemes and a key
poine ie thet the information muet be relevent to the pertieuler &eeieien me—:
nkefrereeneerne.v Suppoee, fariexemple; thet I am a eleeereem teeehef ‘end i -

'em eeneerned ebeut a ehild'* 1ee:eing pregreee.. The model'then beeemee'vety;,e,e

eimiler te whet -has beeu eelled "individuelieed“ d? "Eeetémieed"~ieetreetioﬁ_i-'F‘fz

*fﬁie is a typeroffinfefmetien’wﬁiehiie'iikelg'tefﬁeihighiﬁéseeful Ee o

aeeieien eekefe, and a mejet'Pufpeee efeeveluetiee is Ee'eupblf itfi Selﬂoﬁ;f*:"

will iefermetine eereee mere then one ergenieetiee 1evel he direetly releveﬁt -

'te any deeieien preeeee. Henegere must deel et eheif own lev 1 of b eetieﬁei*"i

.'»and Qpefetion, thése whe ceneern themeelvee with deteils dewn the line will

leef‘;heir effectiveness.

ThE Ste,f rd Eveluetian Conseftium (1976 p. 18) suggeete the pfdduéiﬁg;

fithie type ef iﬁfOfmetion eheuld be e pfime enneern in evalgetien.:

- . Evaluation (iﬁ the eew medel\ beeemee a enmpenent of th evelviﬁg pregrem
.itself, rather than- dieinteteeted menitering; ... . Formal reports to

_ jouteidEfe are reduced in- eignifieanee .and reeeereh findings beeeme not

'.Veeneluelene but updetinge ef the eyetem pieture of iteelf_. T :

' Infnrmatien Whieh ie Mbtivating.EsTD qeoee the Stenfe:d group egeiﬁ, there'~ufi'?;

’ :ie elmeet eIWeye a. pn itieel eepeee in progreme end eltueeiene with whieh eéu—a'ﬁ.~¢;

:eetienel evaluetiﬁn ie ceneerned Eveluetafs like to pfecleim~themeelvee pre=!' 

»,dueing dete whieh will leed e retinnel deeieian meking, endet y are greetlyfwl

| diSEP :inted:ﬁhen theif eutpute eeem te be igeoted.v They ere Gftén»iempte »;f

irretionel er, et beet, ﬂen‘ "'
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'Eatiaﬁél. This is "s ious mistake, fﬂf-all dééiéiéné are rational ffﬁm'thé

ipaint Qf view af the person makiﬁg thém‘ it is, raﬁher,'a ﬁattgf,bf which

1prigritias are in opératiani "Cartainly, the evaluator who believes that the . .

'gintrodu:tian of evaluation facts anﬂ Eindings will make -an éfgﬁﬁéntvlésé §§ii¥”:;
tical is dangerously deluded (Sﬁanford 1975, p. 12) " ;”

:'bv What iﬁfcrmatian does a decisicn maker usé? va*nusly,rinformation 15 1§'d' '

which the decisian maker péIEEiVés ar has bgen cnudiﬁianed ta accgpt as impﬂfaf;_::g

tant tc his awn.concérns'in,thé matter at hand.~ This is samething like dEtEf" j;ﬁ¥

>7L~mining in behaviafal analysis what will serve as a r%infcrcgr. Ihere is no@‘»w

vdaubt that hgmaﬁ héhsviar is eanditiﬂmed* what is a: fEiﬁfﬂfEEf far me ﬁay nat ' ff>f

'be one fo yau, hawever, and specifi 1nfar¢erg havg differeat cperatinnai  ':5!f:

 méaning forJdiﬁierent persons-' The same is true’ with different types cf infar—7l

_mation.

The qgestign at hand is what infafmatign will act as'a mctivator Df humanf s

1,action, that is, be suffigiént iﬂ Wéaver éieffagtiveness Qr’influe te'sense,

f:féiﬂfﬂrcemént.. That is, the decisimn makef will be mativat

ftake’én?exéméléizj-

,eratioﬂs Df.f;;,
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'+ ffom there, I have a diificult time gettiﬁg very excited abnut it. I céuid.'v
. care less, in. fagt, hat may happgn tn the tenth generatinn dawn the line in , lﬂl:

2177

CZ'_ ggest ,s far Aé,tiéii-

_.j.é.'jTg rEEtatE EhE hYPchESiE' ;:, g

'_The efiiﬁacy af infarmati@n produced in an evaluati@n effart variéa .
‘inversely with- the number of érganizattanal levels that the action the - =
information. deseribes 1s removed" Eram thg denigion pracess the infarma— o

"Uﬁinﬂ 15 intended .to influence.', ' - T

- TE the extent that this is valid, evaluata:s Would be ﬁéll 'dviged tu choase

'“-_fy1~' analysis units at thg pertineﬂt deciai@n 1evel or at . immediately=adjacent 1evels-_,;
That - they should praduce infgrmatian on the behaviof or Drganizatinnal units S

7 _cr sygtéms'gt ;héSE'levgls. If you are iﬁ the US Office af Edu;atian, far

"'eiampleggfpnggﬁttaiévnnr state slevel a&ticns ‘and . forget abgut trying to ag=

ate up frém’zlaSErgﬂms;

hbaanclusiéns éf the Stanford Grnup (197E, P- 18)

SRR . The évaluator shngld not_ Eancentrate on - cutgcmes, ultimaﬁely, it may
L ~prove more profitable to.study just: what was delivared and how peaple
e interagted dgring the treatment process..' : — :

.The evalgatar shoul& recagnise (and act upen the reccgnitign) that
L systems aré rarely influgnced by prBttS reeaived in the mail :




SR

" V. Recommendations

= ngm warkgfaup prthS and fram ccnsidezatian of tha ctass—levels hypgthesis,‘;-fﬁ«”

-1sets ﬂf ccnferEﬁce fecnmmendatians have been fnrmulated ‘as’ fallﬂws., o

v tive and apti@n—enhan:;ng raﬁher than judgmantal ‘negaciVE and nptian degressing.5 b

a reaaanable léﬂgth af time, the Evaluatian shauld bE terminated. Lol

i;aﬁd Ehauld gnlle:t the miﬁimum amaunt af data cnmpatible with praducing Eppfﬂ— fff’

A, Humanising Evaluatiun

1. TD ‘the fullest Extént pﬂssible, Evaluatiaﬁ shauld be desc:iptiva, pnsi—A.=-u*

 i‘2_ Evaluaticn shguld be Eignifiﬁant and applicable to th nee f thDEé

vbéing Evaluatad ’ If data fram an evaluatian prcgfam are nat acted upcn within,{

“;>3 Evaluatars shguld be cuncerued with disrupting the educative pfOﬂEEE e

Lfrpriatg and rélévant infnrmaticn.’jw f?: >:7V~"

LA»Resea:ch and evaluatian shculd be c'nceived as Eaparate cancerns, and

f?*antattempt shnuld be made tﬁ definé‘the purpnges andf;;f

'_and sulving, interpe ﬁnal interactinn and pcliticaliii




- B; iﬁvalving thé:Evéluatedf

”?fi; AThe Evaluated cﬂmmunity 5hould have ultimateA awﬁéréhiﬁ"rféf:tﬁé:éQQiﬁé;a"A‘ -

:ffffirg Gut EhE avaluation.' The EarlJZChildhnod Educatian (ECE);evaluatian prcgf

i;pecple whg might be able to. laarn fmeAQr apply these findings..,;% §;,;?"

"fngina;rsi nd Sexism in Eva;uation ;Eyf,i“




k; Zn;:_ﬁnmen in évnlnntinnéréiaten fieldsrshnnldvcnnnus tn.insnfa ﬁhan innnes.
fnfwraninm and 5'¥inn.areuadnquntelyvaddfessed and that wnmen n nnncgrns a:é in—
:'rtngranéd intnidiscunsinns of Edunatinn and snnial pnlicy. o i

: ,_ani annnnnhnuld bnvinnlnded in thn dialngue at every 1nvel of evaluativé
‘;-égnini;  aking. vBeing'includéd means'nnt nnly pattinipating in théfPiQ;EE$ Df7””z”
Vf“idnnisinnsmaking butyélSn‘insnfing nnat'thé.tétminningf nf.nnnininnamnking is:;

- nonsexist. - - S ' T T I

' D; Teachnrs and Evnlnatinn 7"‘

‘1. Teachers should not allow testing to determine education objectives or =

curriculum content, o R

‘ _fnig',fnnnhefs nhnnld'uﬁiiizn,nfainative instrunénts'and’ hniqnen whinh fv;_i

EE déeﬁ?ﬁSEiié'énmbéfisnn. Fn: example, nrit‘“inn refnrnnning nnn ba aubstit‘:'

;f?fnr IQ testing, alnn, tnachers ‘can evnluate nlnss prngre in termn nf their,nwnf

'f5;tnaching gnals and a nhild's prngresn tnwafd understanding materinln prenéntéd

irnthe: thanﬁin ;Efm§ Qf ;;nmpnrinnnlbetwegnfnhildrn

_E. Evaluation and Public Policy-

la. Th% hnmanistit: evaluatinn cnnstit tem‘_'y sﬁnglé‘

; analyze and understand

ﬁthrkﬁrnblemn fannd by thnsn évaluatnrs Whn
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iéﬁhér Preaéﬁté‘to apply h se teéhﬂiQu%*;- Fo f Exaﬁblé;éthéffaet.thaf fe&e:all-i
' Ehﬂuld not be cgnsider d ffi ent grauﬁd tc agniv %uﬂh insﬁruments. N

'~i,iﬁg Evaluatcrs and gducators sh@uld avaid being stampeded by bureaufagy. - o

: Fof Example, WhEﬁ a direetive “is received from £édecal, state, ﬂnunty ﬂr distriet

"3 There should bgggnzerﬂvdih évaluating tha Suaijtz af life in the schoala,

including such indicatafs as the ﬂumber @f children who have visualrprgblems,‘ﬂf

whﬁ aré hungry during the reading periad and sa fgrth. Fufthar,va statement shnuldwf}fy

be deveigped that wnuld discuss the snzial outcn s a trinutable ta this quality
of lack of quality'gf,life‘injthg sghcals{' o ?;ii *:;§ f'; a i'

rrF.;vInéréasigg;;Qé Béleyancgpgg Decigién Pfégggsés~w3-.

':lb Evaluaturs shaulﬂ zhnage analysis its that are at the same a:ganigati i;,:

tion is intended ta impact.»“ :

2, Evaluators sh@uld cancentrate iess on ﬂutEGmES and more on what is dé=if'

1ivar§d in a pragram and on. h@w peapl& interact as the proEfam is implemented“'

o and aperated..'”

onal commitment to return to . -
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2a. anference participants shnuld try tn arganisa 1gzal CﬂﬂIEIEﬂEEE iﬁ their‘ %f  ;

'own areas that ceuld infgfm pEGPIE abaut évaluation Prablems aﬂd alternativas »f

d prnmate dialcgue on the tapicr

::vécf, A gcllection af dacuments or-a- bibliggraphy nutlining What 15 alrgady

" ‘knEwn abgut evaluatian shﬂuld ba distributed to all thnse intérested as shau;d ;“;i;;"'

E a;résoufee»l st f evaluativa mcdals that prresent alﬁernativEs to the use uf f

gstandardizéd tests.
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