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A Look at the Mosaic of Educational Evaluation and éecauntabi;itgl

The terms "evaluation" and "accountability" are becoming so well
ingrained in educational parlance that it would be easy to assume that the
corresponding activities are well understood by educators and well entrenched
in educational practice. Pﬁr‘ases’ such as "pfagram aeréauﬂtabﬂity" and
,"LIS.!!‘.Eg evgluatiﬂn to support dexﬁsiﬂn making'' appear more and more
rfrequ-eﬁtly in educators' writings and conversations in which they describe
school activities.

A closer look reveals that what is observed may be largely a form
of semantic orthodoxy, Demands to make educational systems accountable
to their publics are proliferating at a rapid pace. Yet, as Glass (1972). has
noted, most of the activities which masquerade as forms of accountability
fail to result in real accountability. Méré and more legislative bodies are
authorizing funds for the express purpose of evaluating educational programs
té determire their effectiveness. Yet many Qf the resulting systems fail
to hold the schools accountable ‘at all and deteriorate into mandated infor-
mation management 'gr' testing systems which add little if anything to the
quahty Gf edﬁcaﬁ@n. Ve’rl;;ssi statéménts abaﬁ.t evaiﬁaticﬂ and acc:cmﬂtabihty

‘are abundant, but genuine evaluation of educational programs is infrequent.

accountability in education prabal:ily lies in the fact that school practitionérs

7 1 This paper is based on the author's script for two programs on
evaluation in a 1973 University of Colorado state-wide educational television-
"series entitled "Educational Accountability," o : :
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have had .“xl;itﬂe usable guiciam:e in how to facilitate or conduct Sﬂeh activities,
The eva_’lu;:tica\;itaratura is badly fragmented into unrelated pieees and is as
difficult to Syntlzsésiza as it is to make a meaningful pictufé from a random
handful of pieces to a jigsaw puzzle. Looking at the individual pieces is
little more halpful, for thé- level of discourse in individual writings is often
“aimed at fellow evaluation thsgrists more than 5:!2 seh@olmen, therehy
communicating a great deal of detail about a topic which lacks a larger
context within which it could be useful. Working under this handicap, busy
practitioners can hardly be faulted for not expending the necessary time to
try to develop a clear picture from the current evaluation 1it;eratu}:‘é.

The pu:pc::s:é of this paper is to examine briefly a few major concepts
about evaluation and a.:;::au_atability and relate them to one another in a way
that will provide a simple poﬁrayai of part of the »mosaie of educational
evaluation s@d!accauﬂtability; Two caveats should be stated at the outset.
First, this paper is not intended for evaluation specialists or schoolmen
well versed in evaluation theory and practice. It is primarily intended for
thezprastitianer who wants a brief summary of some of the more important
notions about evaluatiqﬁ which have been presented during the past several
years. Sencmdi the basic thread which will run through this paper is evalua-

tion, with accountability playing only a supporting, illustrative role,

An Attempt at Dofinition

Evaiuaﬁi;m_is g_lasely related to several other terms with which it
is often associated and generally earﬁmseds-tériﬁs like research, assessment,
maasuremeﬂt; and, of eoursé,r accauntrabsﬂitj}f These terms should be
’separatéc;l»f:‘mm Dée another, sri-nce the maaﬁirng we attach té JWGrds ’éften



influences what we do (Glass and Worthen, 1971). It is not my intent here

to engage in the usual academic activity of defining one term by use of dnother
that is equally arcane. Those who find dictionary style definitions helpful

should read eaﬂier writings by Wardrop (1972) or Worthen and Sanders (1973).

I would prefer to use some very simple;ﬁiinded examples to illustrate differences
1:1 five interrelated but different concepts: measurement, assessment, evaluation,
. accountahility, and research. |

A high school invitational pole vaulting meet, iri which a number of boys
partieipavte, can serve as an example. The performance of the boys could
be viewed in re:létioﬁ to each of the five concepis, as illustrated below.

Measurement answers the question, "How high did each boy vault.
sux:cessfullyf‘" It is the simple act of determining fhe maximum height at
Whix:h‘ each béy cleared the bar.

Assessment answers the question, "How well did eéeh boy meet the goal
or objective he (or his coach) set for him?" Assessment comprises three
activities: (1) decisions abaut goals cor objectives; (2) measurement of how
well <bjectives are attained; and (3) a summary of the measurement infor-
mation m relation to the objectives or to relative performance. Pursuing
our example, a minimum objective i3 reflected in the decision to set the
bar at 10 feet for the initial round since it is expected all the boys can
clear that height. Individual objectives are reflected in daeisiq;g’ to try to
exceed a height of 15 feet or break the recor:# of 16 feet. Decisions about
how to measure attainment of objectives are evidenced in established rules »
that height of Vju:mping shc:uld be measuréd in feet and inches and a miss
occurs when a boy lénacks the bar off three éénse;utiv& timesv at a given
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height. - Measure’zﬁant occurs when those rules are applied. The statement
15 feet is a brief summary of the measurement inf@fﬁlatic:n in relation to
the objectives or to relative perfarmg;me.}

Eva}ugﬁ;ién answers questions like "Given ar standard such as height,
which boy is the bestipale vaulter?"" "Overall, did the use of bambao: poles
or steel poles result in greater heights in vaulting?" "Which type of égle |
broke most gften during a vault?" 7 "Did the training Ijragfam used by a

particular high school produce satisfactory results?'" Evaluation includes

(1) determining what measures and standards should be used to judge per-
férmanee (a,rg;, height of highest successful vauit, consistency of sugéésses
without a miss, form), (2) deciding whether the standard should be relative
(é.ga ,- gcmpafeé tt;:xrvaﬂzer boys) or absolute {e.g., a state~wide minimum
height Vfc:ri quaiil%;fiag), (8 éailectimg the relevant information through
measurement or other means, and (4) applying the standard in determining
merit or effer;tiveneés_

Accountability answers the question "Were the coaches and athletic

programs respansible for preparing the boys for the meet successful in

helping their boys rrgach e:{p‘egied- perfo;‘manga levels and/or win the meet?"
Bjese;aggh;gnsv.rérs qgeétians;'liks ;'What‘are the characteristics of

| stgel poles or c:ﬁss—éhandéﬁ g’;"ips which make them superior to their

counterparts ?" "Why’dées athletic program A produce better results

than program B?" In the pole faulting example, the primary function éf

research would béfﬂ cietermigews_v_;_;g certain performance levels were

reached. . - .8



These examples éversimplify the five concepts but may help to illustrate
major differences among them and reveal why my focus in this paper will be
primarily on evaluation, secondarily on accountability, and not at all on
research, assessment, or measurement, Eeseara:h is clearly an enormously
complex undertaking which goes far beyond simple evaluative findings (e.g.,
Program A is better than Program B on a particular ci‘ite:::io;:) to try. to fix |
théc:auses for those findings. The complex activities inherent in such pursuit
of causal explanations makes genuine research a luxury fe;;v school districts
can afford. Assessment has many of the trappings of evaluation and shares
with it many common activities, but it lacks evaluation's explicit judgments
of worth or effectiveness. Assessment generally is used to deﬁict SGmethiﬁg
in detail, laakiﬁg at it through a frame establisheé-by the goals or objectives,
but it stops short of judging whatﬁer the resulting portrait is good ér bad,
tasteful or tasteless. Useful as assessment is, going beyéﬁdf it to a complete
evéluation of an educational program is critical to attempts to improve school
prggrafns. Measurement is simply a precéss for collecting the data cﬁ'which
evaluative judgments will be made. It is a key tool in evaluation but hardly
suffices in and of itself, Accountability is a broad concept whieﬁ goes béyagd
evaluation bui; obviously depends on evaluation as one Gf its central steps,

making a discussion of evaluation essential to any discussion of accountability. 2

-2 Glass, in a statement quoted later in this paper, argues that evalu-
ation is not an essential ingredient in accountability. In the broad and rela-
tively pure type of accountability he describes in his writings (Glass, 1972),
the argument is valid. However, I fail to see much utility in a system which

,,,,,,
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" leaves some of the distinctions blurred, they hopefully will become more
clear as the concepts of evaluation and accountability are discussed in the

remainder of this paper.

Several Views of Evaluation

Until 1965, the term evaluation was generally used in education as a
synonym for grading. Little real evaluation of educational programs per se
had taken place.® With the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education

Act and its accompanying mandate that all Title I and I projects must be evalu-

preview of the accountability movement to come. During this period, many
prominent methodologists and educationists turned their attention to how
educational programs should be e_valuated. Many evaluation "madéls“ |
emerged, ranéfing from neaf prescriptions for how evaluations should be
carried out to presentati@né of a few factors which should be considered in
any evaltjl,a'ticm. These rm:del;s have appeared in the literature and, in the

absence of a good empirical base for determining the best way to evaluate

evaluation.? These models have been reviewed elsewhere (Worthen and

Sanders, 1973) and it is not my intent to summarize them here. Instead,

3 Obviously, there are notable exceptions to this statement such as
the Eight Year Study, but they are clearly the exception rather than the rule.

, 4 The impact and general shortcomings of the models hms been
discusged previously (Worthen, 1972) and will not be repeated here.
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I would like to quote statements made by some of these leading thinkers in
evaluation which summarize their views of what evaluation is and provide
a backdrop against which to discuss evaluation and accountability in further

detail. ®

Ralph W. Tyler

Educational evaluation is finding out what students have
learned in their school work and which of them are having diffi--
culty in learning.  For example, in the primary grades how many

children have learned to read, to add, subtract, multiply and

divide, and to work cooperatively with other children? "Which ones
are having difficulty in learning these things? Have they learned
other things of value? Or, as another example, in the high school
how many youth have learned to write clearly, understand the basic
principles of our Constitution, and can explain the processes of
Nature? Have they learned other things of value in the high school?
Which are having difficulty? All of us, whether in education,
business, health services, or other fields need to know how we are
doing. Are we really attaining our purposes and to what extent? ‘-
Are we having difficulties? What are they? Are there improvéments
that need to be made? Educational evaluation is important and
necessary both to help the teacher znd to give the public a better
notion of our educational achievements and where our problems lie
that require thoughtful attention. (Tyler, 1973).

5 The statements quoted herein are taken from audiotaped statements A
originally included in the television program referenced earlier. The charge to
the persons quoted was to prepare a brief (one to three minute) statement com-
pleting the phrase "Evaluation is . . + . " for a practitioner audience. Readers
should keep in mind the severity of the constraints imposed by that charge.
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W. James Popham

When people evaluate, they make an appraisal of some kind.
They make an estimate or judgment of the worth of some phenomenon,
and in educational evaluation we are concerned with making appraisals
of the worth of educational enterprises. The major activities of edu-
cational evaluators can be focused -in three gener:l arenas. Two of
these have to do with specification of the intentions we want to accom-
plish in our educational endeavors. Many people refer to these as
"statements of instructional objectives.'

The first kind of evaluation we have to engage in attends to
the objectives themselves. Which objectives are really worthwhile
pursuing? Which are worth accomplishing even if we could? To
evaluate educational objectives, we discover that the more precisely
they are articulated, the more rationally we can decide upon which
objectives should or should not be pursued in our schools. We are
beginning to devise ways whereby students, teachers, schala:s, citi-
zens, everyone who has a stake in the educational enterprise, can
appraise the worth of educational objectives. The more precisely
those objectives are exphcated the better the evaluative Judgments
can be. - ,
A second focus of educational evaluators concerns the assess-
ment of the degree to which objectives have been achieved. Once we
decide upon the really worthwhile goals, a second task is to discern
whether the objectives have been realized as a consequence of our
educational endeavors. Once more we find that an explicitly stated

‘objective, stated in terms of measurable learner behaviors, permits

more readily such assessment. We can discover whether such objec-
tives have been achieved. And educatiunal evalga*ars are vei:"y mueh :

achleved
A third focus of educational evaluation these days is upon

-judging all of the effects of instructional endeavors, both those which

Esbert

were intended (as reflected by the objectives) and those which were
not anticipated at all. In other words, rather than being attentive
only to what intentions the instructional designers had at the beginning
of instruction, we should attend to all the results of an instructional
endeavor, those that were anticipated as well as those whmh were
unforeaeen (Popham, 1973).

E. Stake

Let us look more carefully at the notion of evaluation. To me,
it is mostly a matter of saying something is good or bad, or saying
how good it is or how bad it is. In order to commniunicate effectively
with other people when evaluating, we have to talk about what it is
that we are evaluating, and that may take a great many words and a
.few plctu:es- It may take many dlfferent displays to mdmate to other :
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Daniel L. Stufflcheam

‘What is evaluation? What is it for? What questions énés' it :
address? Who should do it?. How should. they do it? And by what - ,
standards should | their work be judgad‘? Perstms‘ responses to these .

) questlons can reveal whether they have thaught very much abmlt evalu—» ,
‘ation and if so, what theu: conceptual;zatmns are. Brleﬂy, here are -
y respunses to these six questmns ‘ : i S

1. Evaluatign is the.a’scertammént_ of merit.
2. 'Eifaluation serveﬁsy bcﬁh decisimi; makihg and agcéugtabilifj; o

3. Evaluatmn addresses questmns about goals, demgns, =

e prncedures, and results. R e

s T o -4, Evaluatmn far decision making can appropr;ately be »
. T o ~ performed by an agency staff, but external persmmel
e v ' ' . Shnuld be mvnlved in evaluatmn fDI' ac:cnu,ntablhty

o FS.‘f'ﬂThe prm:es"' V:Qf dmng evaluatmn mvalves delmeatmg the

-evaluation :[‘equ,lI'el:):lern:si nbtammg the releva.nt infnrmatmn, %

" and prnv1dmg the Dbtamed m_t’armatmn to tha apprc;pnate
»auchenees. S Co . ; , -

-6, :Evaluatlve mforfnatmn should be ]udged for its teclmmal

’ adequacy, 1t5 ut;l;ty, aﬂcl 11:5 WDT‘th compared t@ its t:r;:st

""" . As a fmal Pomt, evaluatmn shauld serve ,m:t mily tli! prove the
wgrth Df programs, but alsn tn 1mprove them (Stufﬂabeam, 1973)

. 6 Stake's statemegt was egcerpted fram an. audmtape, M The Teagher and.

Aceauntablllty," pmduced by the VIMGET Carpnratmn Emcl reprnduced here :




Michael Seriven

Evaluatlo.ﬂ is the systemaﬁm agd ob]er:t;ve detgrmmation af the
merit or worth of. sorﬂethmg. In the educational fleld .of course, this - -
- something is usually an educational product or prcmess--or perhaps
S ,',educatmnal persmmel "But havmg a defm:ltmn tells you little about. haw
. . todoit. Theway I conceptuahze dmng it, a very heavy stress should
. be plaﬂed on the comparative element in evaluatian -I think evaluatmn
is very. rarely of any. mterest umess it tells you sometmng abgut how -
we].l ‘the thing ycju are laakmg at dld by. ‘comparison with Dther thmgs
- that- are- ava;labie or could be set up at eomparable cost. ‘8o, to me }
- the. mam task in educatmnsl evaluation is identifying the' most important S
. cc:mpamsgns to be made—stha critical competltorsﬁand then pI‘OEEEdlﬂg
_ ‘to document the eompamstms on the various dimensions of interest to- . 7 »
- .the respectlve audiences of the evaluatmn Carrecﬂy done, t]:us approach N
- avmds a Very sermus ﬂ'aw in'a‘great deal ‘of educational evsluatmn, that
of regardmg EVEI‘Ythlﬂg as necessarily tc:: be evs.luated in terms nf the
~goals of its. develo;»er or its designer. - ' : Lo S
-.To 'sum it up, the evaluation approach whn:h w111 be most fE.lI‘ -
" 'to educational’ practme is (1) the constant: jurtapositian of the item ta
" be evaluated with various cntmsl competitors and  (2) ‘the critical" !
. analysis of the’ d;mensmns of chfferenee of performam:e between these ‘
with- respect to the, needs of the target populatmn rather: than with :
respeet to. the goals of the pradueer That's evaluat;on (Scr;veg, 15'73)

Gené V Glass

Evaluatlon is the assessmént of the worth or value ofa thmg. e
, But rather than talkmg about what evaluation is, I want to say sgmethmg
" about what eva,luatmﬂ is not. . Think Df_g]:e word BOATS as a mnemonic -
- o reminder of. the thmgs that lnok like evaluatmn, but: raally are not B
e © . Budgeting. Budgets are useful. -Every school district should have -
: one and probably does. Somehow, perhaps because Program Planning aﬂd Lo
Budgetmg was mandated ' along v.uth accou,ntabﬂlty in Cglorado, drawing .~ .
. up budgets has become canfused w1th being . accougtable ‘and, worse yet, -
- with evaluating school programs.- Budgets can be based on nothing more
. than whims, fads, a_mi poar judgment. - When you get’ rlght down to 1t, a o
, _.supermtendent drawmg up a budget is not necessarlly evaluatmg or . «#
' ]udgmg anﬁhmg. He is Dnly drawmg up a budget. ' o
R 7@]31&912}\@?. Gh]emives, goals, and mtent;ons are basmally the o
. pame t]:ungs.. Statmg ijectlves is sometimes the first Etep in- evaluatlon, :
- sometimes not. Under some circumstances the evaluator need not concern
-+ himself w1th the program objectives at all, _After all,-intentions are only -
intentions. It is the value Df what evantuates fmm a EGhQOl program that ,
,»_geunts._ — L S o
: Agcamtablhty ‘In my npmlon, the pnnmple of dlsclosure is at
thg héaft of tr jeco@tabﬂlty “The. acecu,ntable school dlscloses its -

N g«:la,ls, dEElElOﬂ making procsedures, fmane;al aﬁfa;zs, and its accumpllsﬁ’
* ° ‘ments, go -

d-and bad

I "m_ﬂd regard. a schocﬂ as aetmg accou.utably 1f it -

14
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merely dlEClQSEd such fav::ts ta the pubhc, even 1f it cc:uld not 3ecgmp115h

the more difficult ]Db of turning the facts into value elalms_ It 15 Imt

necessary. to-evaluate to be accountable, h S

- - Testin ». Millions of standardized tests are gwexl every year m ' }
schools and _on balance, ‘I suspect they are wnrth the cost. . Tests are = - . -
often used in program evaluation,” but'there are many steps between
'testmg children and validly judging the worth of the programs ‘they take :

" part in, - The methodology of evaluation is a'guide for use in mcwmg -
from ev1dem:e, including test scores, to ]uclgments of value. - The tech- -
ﬂala@ of testing has little to do with deriving value judgments, 80

. although your school may ‘administer a great many tests, it daes not

~ follow that it is damg a lot of evaluation, :

" As for the S in BOATS, I prefer to let it da.ngle on the end. I
: Vwcpulcl not want things' to work out too neatly.  They never do in reality,
- heither in teaching nor evaluation. (Glass, 197 3)

As the statements above shc:w, "théfr authcrs differ ééniewhat 1:.1 theu‘
vieﬁrs kcxf what evéluaticnis and how.‘ it'shoulﬁ be carried cut; malﬂng it o
A lmpgssible to. comblne theu'r notléns iu-lto ény smgle prescnptinn for how tc:rr,":.‘ :
evaluate é pvartlcular schat}i prog:ram, : ‘ Hﬂwever thére aré 'Sémé— ccr:lmlﬁﬂni;
issues tQ whlch eaeh of these evaluaturé ha.ve attended in one wé.y ér é.nother “
and thgir- diverger_lt sugggstions prrovi&:e a‘_set éfalte;-_natiy}esf_ljom which -
pracntmnerscanselect in c:anductmg aprcgramevaluatmﬂ inthe |

rgmamder of tlus ‘paper, . 1 Wl].]. present a few simple (:’:Dncepts abnut evalu-'.

: atmn (and to a lesser extent accomtab;l;ty) a.nd dlscuss the alternatwes '

o whicl; éxist for schaplmég as they appraaeheachcoﬂeegt-

Some Basic Evaluation Concepts
The first topic I would lﬂieg_t;‘diséhss is the relationship of evaluation

_ . to decision making in ‘the ”Schéalsgr 7

Lf’,‘?:,; .




: Evaluatién for :dééisiﬂn rﬁaking ' The baau: notmg here LE very simple

aﬂd has beeg ‘well artmulated by Stufﬂebesm in his wrztmgg (’e. g. s Smfﬂeheam,:. )

- et sl., 1971) Eut S1mply, the u:lea. is that eva.luatmn ex,lsts to pmv;de i_n.fnr—
- »_~matmn ta admmlstratars S0 thay can- make more mtelligent damsmgs abaut

the‘pmgramithay admigistér. Admm;stratﬂrs nbv;gusly must mgka demsnms )

) abgut educatmnal pmgra_ms, | whethei‘ or nﬁt the_v have adequate mfarﬁié.tian
abnut wh;ch cf the a.lternatwes they é,re chﬁnsmg frumr is- best fnr tha,u:-

pu;‘ste.i The rale éf éva.luatmn as it: relates to declsmn‘ma‘lﬁugils trﬂ‘
,-?Examme éaeh alternative, crit,icglly and make a ]udgment abaut ;ts wc»rth far

) the purpcvse the adnumstratcr has in rnmd Such cnllectmn n:f evs.luatlve o

"
Ll

data to helg make igtelligent decisiags is t,he majar.use-rfarevajuatian as T
see it relating to educational Iirggrams; o T

. Evaluajiﬂnaf d22151nnmakmg_ Tlns is the process nf luclgmg exphmﬂy SRS

- at h@w the admmlstratar gnes abaut reachmg a decismn. 7 Dld he cuns.tder
: 7 alternat;ves‘? Dn:l he lmak at all’ the data'? Was he- ugdaly m.ﬂuenced by |

" political EDILS.-ICIEI‘EIIDHS'? This is a spemal;zed use uf evaluatmn where
d;gclsléﬁ mskmg;s biﬁerely,the—gbject of -the e{raluaticnssan interééting a'_ndr -

impnrtant use Df évaluatmn but ﬂi)t the majar one of cuncerg in tlus paper

Evaluation nf ther 1mpact DI‘ Iesults uf demsmn makmg Accmmtabﬂity

: j‘leglslatmn in several states has led to ﬂlls use Df evaluatmn Given that a

1

partlcular declslun has been made, what 1mpa,et has that &eclsmn had on the

-

quahty Qf edueatmnal prugrams‘? The authnrs of the 1971 Culoradn acccsuntae :

; b111ty act evidenﬂy had this ;n rmud when they stated that it was ﬂecessary

’ tc estabhsh a ‘v' . _' - means fur determmmg whether demsmns aifectmg the :

educatmnal pracess are advauemg or mlpedmg studant ach;evement“ (Cc:luradc: R




Senate Bill ﬁa 33 p. 2) 7 It seems :étraﬂgétﬁatijtﬁéy' ii?\.n;ﬁ_iitii ﬁréSé ia
evaluata ‘the i Eae csf demsmna w;thc:ut first seemg that the .declsmn maker
hag gmd evaluatmn cia.ta“s_ud uses it. ThlS Suggests a certain lD.D;DGED.QE nn
It is ngt very vusefu'l to worry anly' ab@ut Whether, t.he:j dec:;s;gj,:;si be;’ng ma;ie
are iiélpful; hurtful, or af no cgnsequéﬂce whén eclual égnééfﬁ ”sv'l;guld be o
shown fér th to 1mprc:ve thése: décisions; iégisla‘i;u;fes: El!:ld ééhuoi sys‘tems"
shnuldﬂctbecame éa‘ﬁreaccﬁéisdr with '*/-%h:ej-tj;itc:c:xnies of thé”éecisién makmg '
pruevess. fl;h»atihey fail to solve proﬁléiﬁé tthé outcomes, _m'ight-:evea’l; It
: seé’nis advisable. ,inrthis c’oni,gxt té use evaluaticn és Stufﬂeﬁeém <has pi’*ﬂpgsgd, -

.as a machamsm fer admm;stratc\rs' use in- ]udgmg dec;smn altergauves

to help them make better micrmgd demsmns.. If evaluatiun-is ‘used Efjfec.tivélyg -

: i ;d?EGISIDDS that have ajfected educaﬁ;égal prc:grams negat;veiy or m:xt at all
' Beyﬂnd its relat;cgéhip to demsmn malung, there are twc add;tinnal
dlmEﬂSLGE;S c:f Evslua.tmn which are mterrelated and shauld be> dlscussed
g tagether. . These are formative, vs, summativgevaluatiﬁ.n and i:tte;rnal vs S

ax‘te rnal evaluatmﬂ

: Scriveg (196?7)/ f;i;‘str distiggﬁshed between formative a.nd summativé_, )

e’vsluaﬁan; Siﬂt:é then, the te:rfris have béécme almost uﬁiversa.l in their
ST The 1971 Calcrada Aecuuntablhty Act is d;sc‘,uésed thraughnut thls ‘paper -
_ as an example of public Sc]:mal accnu.ntablhty legislation, - However, because of -~
- basic similarities in the Colorado law and act:auntablhty leglslatmﬂ in other -
7,states, the discussioh” herein can be generalized to many. of the other ‘states =
~where: sehcml perscmnel are faced with the task of lmplemeﬂtmg new aec:@unta-=

m» blhtjf IaWS. e e e e et e e i e i
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uee in- the held A,Itheugh m pt'e.etlee dletmetieﬂe hetween theee twe typeef

eveluetien I:ney hlur eemew‘xet emee they e.re hut etrietly Drthegene,,‘: it 8. ,,ﬁe

e ueeful te eumme.r;ze the mejet‘ differences neted hy Senven, even e.t the nek w

: ef eeme evermmpltﬁeetmn.

Fermetive eve.lue.tien elmply refere to eveluetieh the.t 1e eehdueted durmg j,,';
the epefatleh ef e pregt‘em fer the expreee purpeee ef prev;ding evaluetive

infermetien te pregrem direetere fer thelr uee in imprevmg the f\mg‘rem.E Fer

_ exe.mple, during the develepment ef a eurrlculum peekege, fermetive eveluetien

' weuld mvelve eehtent 1nspeet1eh by e:-rperte, pilet teete Wlth emell numbere ef

ehildren, , ﬂeld teets w1th le.rger numhere ef ehﬂdreh eeci teeehere m eeVere.l
eeheele, ehd 80 ferth ‘ Eeeh ef theee etepe weuld Ieeult m 1mmediete feedheek
te the develepere whe weuld use the mfermetien te me.ke hece(seezjr reviemhe
mthe me.teriele._ o R S50 BN
e Summettve eve.luetlen 157 eveluetien ecndueted e.t the end ef a pregrem fer
the expteee pu;pese ef judging the werth er effeetiveheee ef thet pregrem fer

petent1e1 uEere fer whem it hee been develeped I‘er exemple, efter the -

'eurrzeulum peekege is eempletely develeped a eummetwe evelue.tieh rmghtzhe’ s

typteel eeheeie, teaehere, e.ud etudente at the 1eve1 fer wh.teh 1t was develeped

Nete that the euchenee here s very diffet‘ent. ~In fermetwe eva,luetmn, the it

: eudlenee fer the eveluetien repert eemprleee perechhel in the pregrem—aie eur o

exempie, theee whe were reepehetble for developmg the eurrieulum peekege.» L

Ie eummatwe eveluetmn, the audlenees fer the eVeluetten repert ;nelude the "

-

petentlel users. (etuﬁente, teaehere, e.ncl other prefeeemhele) ehd the eeuv‘ee

ef fundmg (texpeyer or fundmg e,geney),- as well e.e pregrem pereenhel. , o o

' ""_pe.per is mtehded te epply
8, :projects, - preduete, and

: SAThe dleeueemu int Ei remaind
‘equally  to evaluation of- ‘educational progra)

' Vﬁ:;fPt'eeeeeee--mdeed e.ny eh;eet of an edueet;enel ‘evaluation, -However, 1o,

) evelcl techeue redu.ndehey, enly one’ term (e,g. s f"pregrem") Wﬂl;generelly be




~view of it. There is seldom as much reason to question the objectivity of

"' Program development decisions and accountability decisions draw.

" respectively on formative and summative evaluation. Formative evaluation
leads to (or should lead to) decisions about program develgpment (including

'mgdificaticn, ;térmmatian, cggtinu,atian, and the ,lik:e)i ',Summ'ati\?e ‘evaluation

is one of the necessary steps in makmg accguntabzhty demsmns:. The '19’?2

Calgrada accnuutablhty leg.slatmn {a.nd -many n*‘her state aeccuntabihty laws

as well) deals primarily with summative; evaluatitjn and emphasizes farmativg :

rrevg_luatimi little 'if éfa.lli This is Linfgrtunate, 'n@f bécausé Summativé Evaiu—

atmn is ummpc:rtant—-na rlght—thmlﬂng edueatnr ct:mld take that stsmds=but

7 because w1thnut farmatwe eva;luatmn it is- mcompléte :a;.ld inefficlent Cg_ls

sider the fcahsl:mass of develapmg a new deslgn far an aircraft aud subm1ttiag

it ta a "summatxve" test ﬂ1ght w1th9ut flI‘Et testmg .Lt in the wmdtungel : 'fhE;
’prgbab]e success of prerﬂature summative evaluatmns in education geems" ht’tle

| g’re’ater;.

- Internal and External Evaluation

L . . wE ==

" The diéhﬂtamy éf;i:itefnél vs. eﬁernal éva.luafién is largély self—'_ '
explanatnry. , The ad]ectwes refer te whether the evaluatar 15 mterna_l (1- ey

an emplnyee (:sf) or external to the program bemg eva.luated .A Title oI

» .prﬂgram mlght be evaluated by an evaluatnz‘ Wht: is a member Df the prtb]ec:t

Education (external). There are obvious advantages and disadvantages with

 both of these roles. The internul staff evaluator is almost certain to know -
more about the project than is possible for any outsider, but he may also_

“be so close to the project that he is unable to be ggrgp1g§ely ﬂbjéétivé in his

staff (intergal)r or by a site visit tés,m'appainteé hy the State Dep‘artimantraf o

9



: ‘v:the extarnal evaluatar iunlesé he is’ faund tr:) have ‘a partxcular ax tt:: grmd)
a..ud tlus d;spassinnate pél‘EpEGt;VE is perhapa his greatest asset CEHVEI‘EEIY;
. ,lt is diffit;ult ff;:r an é:ﬁ;ernal evaluatar to ever learn &8s much aﬁuut the praject
s a,s f;hé "i:,ilsidér k;mws, Note ths.t whgn say as. mueh I refer cmly tQ quagtlty, :
'mt-ﬁﬁalify One often fmds an internal eva.luatar whc: is full of uuimpnrtant
| if’ details abcmt the prﬁjecf buf éverlcoks sév.erali clr-ltirt;-ral Variables. I.f these >

'bitg of key mfgrmatmn are pmked up by the extergal evaluatar, as is sume= -

'ﬁmes the case, “he may end up kncwung much 1&:55 nverall abnut the pro]ec:t E

*

but kngwing mich ihore of impaﬁa.ncei

PD'ESib;é, Role Gambmaj;;@gs C

The dimensions of formative and summative evaluation can be combined = -
with the dimensions of internal and. external evaluation to form the two-by-two

; mat’rig shown in Figu.ée 1.

B Lnternal E}ftemél -

" Formative | 1 12
- Summative| .3 | 4

~ Figure 1: Combination of Ev_aluaticxi Roles
) The_'mﬁst common roles in Eiraluatinn mlghtbe indicétéd bylce]ié one

‘and four in the V'matrixiv Formatwe evaluation is. tyjjmslly cnnducted by an - '.; B

:!_:iﬁternaidé%glluatdf.  His Lmawledge c»f thp prggrain is_ uf greaﬁ value here and

~possible lack af s:b]ect;ﬂty is not- naarly thé prclblem it. wauld be in a summat;ve

' tedé bj" o

Summatwe evaluatmﬂs a;t‘e t_v‘plcale (s_nd prcsbably best) cn E"




' e;{ternal evaluators. It is’ difficﬁlt,‘ 'for éxajﬁplei tc:.knaw. how much credi-a

b;l;lry to aecard a SBA evaluatmn which concludea that a set Qf SRA readmg
materla.ls is far better tha.n ltS campetitors.
Another important role--that of the external formative evaluator shown

in cell two--is almost. completely neglected in educational evaluations. As

impl'ied‘ earlier, the internal évaluator may share maxiy of the;per_spectiifes -

and blindspots of the rest of the program staff and, éﬂnsequenﬂy, ‘négléet'

even to entertain some négative éjuestiﬂns abaut'ﬂie pring'ram,.‘ : The ésterna.l S

evaluatar doesn't have lc:ng fa.mlhanty with the program to fall back on and -

: he is much less hkely tc: be inﬂuenced b_v a Ermr perc;eptmns that 1t is. -

bas;ca;lly gaad Thls is :mt synnm:mcus w1th saymg that he is. pred1spused

‘ tﬂward judgmg the pmgram as bad. HlS nnentatmn shnuld be neither p@sitrve_

 nor negative, Dnly_ neutral and u;r;;nﬂueaged by ;GIﬂSE associations e‘i;ther- e

~ with the program or its competitors. In essence, the external formative

T
.

- evaluator introduces a cold, hard look Trrc:)f} reality into the evaluation relﬂtively

eaﬁﬂysei.ﬁa sense a preview of whata"éumiaﬁvé .evalﬁé,.tér. m;ght sa;y;, ihs L

'frgsh nutside perspeetlve is 1§1pnrtant eveg ,Lt' used m.t‘requently, tn avmd thé '

: —*fréquent d1saster that occurs when a prngi‘am staff Caf%f‘ﬂly and SEE‘“ |

. IL:Q,ESGIQLISIY— gonducts a Mfarmative; evaluatiqgﬂi thei:_awn‘ prﬂg‘fsmi u,sir;ig

critgria and ,'variables-: fhéy_ ini:érprét as pfavmg 'tfhe program s,uéeéésful,
7'3'313’ tD have an GUtSldE agem:y (a Sehm:sl baard or sﬂ;e Fisit team) GIDEE the

.pmgram dDWﬂ because then‘ summatwe evaluatmn facused on char vanables

@r'usgd d_iffarent sriteri,a wlﬁch iresulted m ﬂvera;ll negative outecsmés- rWisd_ﬁsm

wgﬁlid;etatétgéu;e of an outside f@rmatiiia; evaluator as part of the formative




Qlell three m' F;gure 1; .the i;iternal égmmative évaluatcxr,, st:ikeé‘ me
‘as a role thatls .fﬁnly»‘igfrequenﬂy a’ppr@pi‘iai;e.f. ,As.stated.egflier; ‘the. éﬁmnia’a .
‘tivé evaluafién ié géneralij fbestv éandﬁcteél- by s.n éxtei—naib é\'ralﬁaf.cr ﬁfégency; - b_
‘Hawever, in some msta.nces there is " simply ‘no puss;blhty af obtaining such o

e:{terna.l help because of fmamnal canstramts or. absem:e of cgmpetant person-, _

o nel willing tc dc the jcxb. ‘In thESE cases, the summative' evaluaticsn is weskened
by the laek of Gutside" Perspectivé'; "bu,trit- might be paésiﬁlg to_ retain adaciugté :

= objectivif;y and credibility by chnésigg the' intérliél Summatiire evaluatér 'f*rdm:

' of t‘hs pragram or praduct» being eva.luated,
‘The concepts disxﬁ:ussed so far lead to éansideraticm'bi two radically
chfferent appraaches tc: pragram evaluatmn—-—ggglsdxrected evaluatmn and '

gaalefree evaluation, Each Df those approaehes is descnbéd br;eﬂy belaw. R

GaaliDlrected Evsluatmn

G@al-D;rected Erva.luatmn is perhaps the mnst camﬁmn type c.nf
evsrluatmni praetmed in edueatmn It is basma.lly the appraach fu‘st suggested
: by Ralph Tyler as earljr as the 1930s and re;terated m lus statement quotea
earlier. Ths apprnach has been adc!ptéd and expa_uded by the numeraus
ad&acates Qf the use of behavmrsl Gb;ectlvesi In ésseﬂee, it depends on
- osix basu; Eteps

1, Estabhshmg broad gnals for the pragram

2, Fgr ea«:‘h brnad g&:al, 1dent1fylgg spec:lfm cbjeetwes whmh if
attamed wauld result in attamment of the goal. EE,

'-:perfﬂrmauce) fur each ab;er:.t;ve. ‘ .




: ;5; (‘;‘endueting the pregi‘em-whieh 'ie to attain the objeetivee. .

6. At the end of the pregrem, meaeurmg perfermenee on eaeh
eb]eétwe to see if expected outcomes have been eclneved

" The third etep prev;dee the geneeie for beheﬁeral ebjeetivee. As an

_ ae;de to the dleeueemn of gea.l—dlreeted eveluet;nn, Tam uneemfertable with the .

“current fanetimem about behevmrel ebjeet;vee which eeeme -to have permeated

the field ef edueation It is ebvmusly time thet edueatmnal gee.le e.nd ebjee?

‘ rtivee are mede more expherﬁ and ebeerveble and, as Pephe:ﬂ stressed in h;e

stetementv guﬂted eeﬂier, ebjeetivee ebvieuely eheuld be stated in te;‘me in‘which, -

~they can be eeeeeeedi But ene"eelymt helpbeing diefreeeedbjthe mindleeeneee;

 running rempegt threugh edueetmn wlueh would have e.ll ‘educators state
' every intenteshewever trzmel——m behevxer—el terme_ “In. eeme eeheele, the

' ete.ffs are ependmg 0] mueh time’ egd energy etatmg everﬁhmg they want to

'teeeh in behevmrel terme that they herdly he.ve t;me to teeeh. I am fre.n}dy

-uneympathet;e wrth the zee.lnue efferte te tram every teeeher to use a ree;pe ff;f_

1:9 trenelate eVery eep;retmg mte e. behavmrel eb_]eetwe. . Thie is. espee;a.lly

\

true where teeehere ere ueed te write eb]eetlvee mtended mere fer eveluetmn ' G

'the.u fm:- metruetmnal purpeses. It 1e, efter e.ll, : the eve.luetar whe is

me an ebjeetive in any ferm,‘ juet so'I understand i

euppeeedly ekﬂled in the le.nguege of eperetmnahzatien. I ﬂlLflk the evelueter

ehm;ld take tl:e fnﬂewmg etam:e in werkmg w;th prggeam> persamel ‘ "GLVE

.

t your intent is. - As =

an eVelueter, I will translate your objective into behaviural terms and have

) _ye'u" review my etetenient to make certain I have not dieterfted yeuf intent, "

T g e

 That 1 mekee more sense te me. the.n trymg to tre.m all educators to be B

‘eveluaters., The pe;:lﬂulum ebvmuely needed te meve frem the ;rreepene;bly

eef’t—headed pns;tmn that educatere dD net need nb_]ectwee becauee, after e.ll




the? V‘ka::'w in their hearts they iare, right. i;‘. ‘But Veciucatiénv swung V.to-a far to .tl;e”
bfhé:r: é;ttréme when it sﬁawned ﬂie feiigiaﬁ of béhaviéi‘ism .-.hnd thé éeaiats who
app]gr 1t umntelllgently Dﬂe can hardlﬁr m:vpcxlse Dperatmnghzmg mstruetmnal

: c:bjectlves and assessing thélr attammegt vr.,ug the level of redlmtmﬁ aﬁd théi'

R uti lity of sc@fés ar'hundreds Qf.cbjectives fc:r ‘teac:h are';;;"ﬂfendeavgr_shmld

be quesﬁﬁneci. It ;57 s;rnply far tr:m much of a gmd’thmg. If not tamﬁer&d‘
W1t11 reaaonq the press fr:)r behavmral reductionism seems likely‘ to backflre
by'disen«:haﬂting educatcrs with all ébjeétivesssa result which would cripple

educational evaluations,

B A

- Goal-Free Evaluation

i

VGaaI-VF"reé Evaluation hés been recently ,intraducéd to the field of %gvaiuatiaé"
,by-chriivgn (197.2)}_ The ratiﬂnale fm: ggﬂ—frea évaluaﬂon can ‘33 summarizsd
'brieﬂy as'fgllﬂws.~ Flrgt educatianal gaalg shauld rmt be taken as given,
they like anythmg else shculd be . evaluated Fuﬁher, gc:a.ls -are genera_lly
liftle more thEJ:L rhetonc whmh seldﬂm reveals the real objectlves nf the |
prgjecti “In additit::t_, ‘many ilﬁpt;’rtantgutcgmes of a prrggramr"do ;mt fa.ll

i.;lithe catégary Q’f ggals or ébjéctivés a.nwajf (e-g_ , .a‘ *Tiﬂé VIII ﬁféjéct'wili
,create addltmnal ]Dbs—ﬁa desu‘able Gutc ome, but never an. Exphmt gnal of a

Title Il pra]ec:t) The mast ;mpmrtagt reascm f::r prnpﬂsmg gaa:lifree avsluatién,
hawever, is the Ealutal;‘y effect 11: Wﬂl have cm reducmg blas EJ].d mcreasmg Db]ee;

o+

o t1v1ty m evsluatmnr. Iagoaledlrectad eva.luatmg— an evaiuatar wha '15 tc}ld the -

”gﬁals of the prgject is 1mmedlg.tely hmlted 11; hLS Igerceptmns“the goals prtmde

" w]:uch are. m:t d;recﬂy related to the gcalg (suie effects, as they are knawn 1;1 rﬂedl-

o c:al pgrlgncé);" _fFa’rexample, an evaluatgr who is. tald that the gcals af a drapnut R f.: -




rehabilitaticn program s:i‘e tc (l)brlng d;'c“épétits bayﬂ% into rsv:lvmalr,; (2) tram -
them m p;gdueti{rg vacatigné, and 7_('3) place theni in étgblé jobs maj speiid ’
all :'c:.f his time ‘deéigninxg a_nd applymg ,‘meésiurés to lcz‘ck ‘_s.xtth.villlgs .Such as Enw
| many dropautérhafe been régruitéd, béék ‘into schooi,':hg& ma,ny Lgﬁ‘s.'baen'
| placad‘iand continued in paying jobs, and so forth, A.]l to thegﬁcdssagd the -
rpi‘ggra'm. may be suécessfgl on all thése ‘counts. 'But what about the fact thai:
the crime rate of other (ﬁcﬂ—drgpﬁut) chlldren in the high school has trebled |
” Sijm:e the drcp@uts were bmught bac:k mtc; thesehagl? Indeed a hldden
' curnmﬂufn in stnppmg cars seems tD have Sprung up! .' This is a negatn-fe
s;de effect whit:h 13 much more likely to be pmkeé up by the ggal—free evalua-
tcu: than by the gaalsdireetad evsluatc:: _who has his built—in bllnders ,1mpqsedr
by his knﬂwledge of the ubjectives |
s - Such a brief summaly harc]ly daes justme tu Scrweﬁ's cuncept Qf gual=
free avaluatmn, but it at least pmndes an 1ntroduetmn to an mtereating new
| a,ppraach that is ga-ttmg a lczt of attentmn in the fleld of evaluati@n

- It might be helpful ta pcint out that gual—directed sgd gnal—free evaluatmn
A'are not mutuslly exeluswe aetw;tles. Indeed they supplement one a.nnther very
: rwell -The mternsl sta.ff evaluatar of necesslty conduets a goal-d1rected evaluatmﬂ
V'fHe can hardly hnpe to avmcl knmwmg the gusls of tbe prcgram and it wuuld bg unwwe o
“to lggure them even if he cuuld Pragra.m d;rectcrs vamusly need to kl:;cow haw well
the prcgram is meetmg 1ts gga_'ls, a,nd the ;gternal avaluatur uses gnsl—directad |
evsluatmn tn prmnde Ium w;rth that 1u.fc:rmatmn ‘At the same tlmé, Lt is impmrtaﬂt o
to linaw how Dthéfs judga the pmgfsm, not on’ thé baEiE @f how well it dﬁEE what ‘13
;is suggused to do—-ﬁbut on the basls nf what it daes in all areas, on all ltE Dutcnmes, S

'”-‘mtended or m:t ThlE is the taﬁk for the extez‘nal gmal—free evaluatcr whe kﬁDWE

ngtmng ij:he prugram goals_ SB 11: 1511‘1: elthar= 1‘.: Bath gnalndlrected évaluatmn 7,‘;,,,:'




and goal-free evaluation can wq:’:’-k well together. Even Scriven agrsga that thé'jiajé;
share of the evaluation resources should go to goal-directed formative and Eummativs
’ evaluatinns What ié ﬁ-agié is Wheﬁ all the iresgurcas go to ggal;difactad évalilé;tiég o

na prcgram where the gugls dc: m::t even begm tg include the lmpgrtaut uutc:gmes

of the prf:g:ram. _

CnmparauVa V8. Nc:n—(;‘crmpara’uve Evaluatmn
| A.ncnther eanslderatmn 1# eva.luatmn w].:u.ch h%.é ‘some releva.nee ﬁ: ther
' 'prgégdmg dlscussmn is ths.t Qf caméaratlve ew}aluation w}si nDn—chﬁaratlvé ‘
v(nr smgle prcgram)revaluatmn. There is a lcmg llterature on this tnpu: "
which emﬂdnct even be listed— vlef ane summarizgd .hezje,- _butv thé i‘sysﬁe_‘_'v_;_f L

can be encapsulated brleﬂy as fallnws. : Cﬁrﬂparative eifalﬁaticgs' are thasé o

) where twc: or more programs rar methads ‘are’ cnmparéd wrth one emother on -
common C:rltena . For example,‘ assume a pubhc Echnél system rls plén;ﬁmg

'to estabhsh an elementary lsgguage prag::"am in Spa:ush All but hva sets af

' eurriculum materials have beenexcludad on the bams ,t:lf emlsmexatmns suchw’l
‘as. cost, auarsgteea avgilabmfy of reﬁléc:ement materlals, “and the‘lﬂ{e. In -

',_’ad‘ditmn tn the twr.: sets Df prmted student :;uid feacher materialé, Ec;mé Df thé

teachers have expressed enthuélasm ,farra EEW Eonv’ersvatmnalv éﬁpraach to ..

teaéhmg Spa.m-sh wluch uses no wrltteﬁ materlals for sﬁidégts ‘but. depégds -

e}:cluswely on msclass cnnversatmgs.ﬂ A comparatu.re evaluatmn Imght ba

designed- to igvc»lvé;a ra.ndéni. samplg.cf six elementary Si‘h?ﬁ’,’l,s 11.1 the dis*vtr‘_iét,‘f’bifﬂ'

: wrth eaehnf the thiee'appfgacﬁés Ia.ndcnmly aé_srigﬁé;l tc:twa of ‘tED‘E‘E>-SEhC‘)_DISf-:,"

for use th_ai‘e as the exelusive tre;sﬁ,tmemi' ‘I‘he i Qufcﬁmes of the three curncu—

i'ability'inf”SpaLish"and:s‘tude’nt's? abilityztcl reﬁadSpaﬂish,f aud a;judgmejnt‘jmaﬂaﬁ* e

is best on these criteria. = Obviously, this example .~

a8 to which approach




_i8 oversimplified since it ignores treatment-aptitude interactions, weighting
of ériteria, aﬂd the like, but 1tshcmld serve to illustrate the point. '
Nan%éomparativa or singleﬁpfograﬁl ev,aluaﬁans obviously lack any compari-
son group.  The focus of these evaluations is internal and ge,neralljf is huilt on
a goal-directed approach. Single-program evaluations are the most common
type 6f evaluation conducted in edu,éatigg today. In the previous example,
the . school system would make a decision on so.me relevant basis e-g.,
' réﬁutation of puli;lisher or cost) to try a particular 'a’ppmaé.h to ‘,tea:zhing
,Sp&ﬂiéh; : C)Igjectives for thg program would be carefully néted, the ﬁragza?n

~would be implemented, and, after it had run its course, ‘measures would be
' ~applied to see if it had attained its objectives. In short, the basis for jﬁdging

suc;i::é;ss would lie not in comparing the program with any other, but in an

internal check for discrepancies between what the program purports to do and

'what:’it‘fé'a;lly"dﬁés.* e e
Both the ecmpargfive and 'éingleegaragram evaluation paradigms are well
entrenched in education and there is no unequivocal answer as to whj?c-.hvis
best for all évaluatiansi VIt vaiously depends on thg questions to be sgswei:ed
. a.nd thg rasoureés' évé.ilabla for the evslus.tiaﬁ, “to g;énti@n oniy ;ggﬁié of rther
: d%térmih.ints. For exaﬁple, if DnEviSEVBJ.L’l;atiIlg‘ threé hﬁugé plans offered hy
,é'ﬁvarﬂcularbgillfder,_ the problem canba approached as a single progfam
_évélﬁratiaﬁf, Assume one cfitgrion is ,"égnvg;iéﬁéé,h and aa E*:mmatma of
- Pla.nA rr,eveai,ia'd thatthe singlé incénvéﬂient feature was the necessity of - ,
c;ié'qlsssihg an Gpé.n{hsiliway Vtg‘ car:y fc'mdr ffum the Eitcherx to the ‘dining‘mum.
Sco far, gso good. PIEIJIA comes very‘ elcss: o{rergl_l Vtﬁ’ mee:tii;g its goal of
. ,téaﬁvéﬁien«rzsﬁ; : vEut " shr,éi,il,’d”c:inéfghoose it? 'Ihatw all depégdsqun the other hvo

.

23




plans in the same price range. ‘Does it have any beariﬁg on the decision if we
fmdﬂ:,at Plan B has no inconvenient features and Plan C réquires tha;t' one go

~ through the bathroom to reach the kitchen? Of course, as I can testify from -
-livi;u-g briefly in a rental unit with the Plan C feétu?eg The point of this
example isr that without looking at Plans B and C, Dﬂé wéu,ld never knaw whé.t
he had selected (or rejected) with Plan A For this reason, I tend to view
t’:amgarative evaiuation as the ultimate in evajué.tmg eduéatianai pragraﬁs, |
since it ,élléws yétflinét roﬂljf to know what jrc:u,r gamby ch@ésmg 'a. paﬁiculéf
program or éetht:d, butr also wl:gat you give up by rejectmg éthér alternativesg
Numercusgéministzator;s thmk they want to know theihe:r a paﬁiculaif prugrsm
does any good. What they really should be asking is what benefit vt,}:e program
produces, at what cost, and e@mpsred with the banéfité prcﬁucedby cther |

qalternatives with similar costs. Obviously, there are numerous occasions

questions posed. Uiﬁammatély, many appropriate r:;ppprtmﬁtiés to conduct
co.qparative evaluaiians are lost ‘because many educatﬂrs view "cg@parétiva '
_experiments''as useless or even harmful, ' This pérceﬁti,oﬁ Prgbably sﬁems framr
igatam:—.es whgi‘é they hgve Seen Ecmpa:isens c@:z;dgeted unjnfé;l_ligenﬂy 'byktihpse
wh@ evidenced in their d‘esigns saphﬁmaricr misuﬁdérstaadjsngé of the metﬁé&élggr '
and its appfapriaté appliegﬁan. | Hopefully this perception can be changed as
eéalu‘é.'tﬁ»fé‘ learn when and how to étru-c;turer' altornatives in ways that can be

~ demonstrated to have utility for decision makers.
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én Analysis of Evaluation Characteristics of One Accountability Law -

Enough abstract concepts have been presented that it may be helpful
to examine them in a real context. Describing and analyzing the evaluation
' chara@te;‘iéticg of one accountability law, the 1971 Colorado Accountability
Act, may be instructive, especially so since accountability legislation
in many other étates contain similar characteristics.

I suggested earlier that the Colorado legislation includes a very narrow
view of Vhéw ‘evaluation information might be ﬁsed in decision makmga.nd ngted
after the horse had escaped. ' It is unfortunate the focus of the lawrwas not
at least as great on how evaluation could be used to improve the quality of
decisions a.nd, in. tu’rn,' tlrieirutiliﬁr. | |

In writing accountability le;gislaﬁen,: many lawmakers seem unclear as

- f;@fwhe;therx—their-:e,ala-intereét«is—simply—m-disclosure;—summativg-xavaluatign; e
'fgrmativé évaluatiﬂn, or some combination. The activities mandated by

the Colorado Accountability Act are priméfily summative. On ftihe surféee,

: thlE seems eminently reasonable, since accaunting fﬁr‘ther benefits dgfiveﬁ
from large éxpenditures of public funds is essentially a summative aétivify.
However, the Vlaéguage 6f the ’ac_.t and thg diseus:siﬂns surrcuﬁdiﬂg; iﬁs passége
‘make it clear that' the ,iégisiatars \&ere alsgz interested in forcing éduégtors to
céllect infv:rm'ati'a;i fér‘ immediaté _iise in iimpmving' the quality of éduééﬁ@.
Yet, there is no real prngri?sicn“ for fhé regular use of,e{raiuativgid;ata tqmﬁ
improve. a school's program except at the end of e#ch a;n,nuai cycle. That =
tardy schedule is hardly congruent with the i::ifent ‘of providing feedback for -
pragram 'iméfﬂvéme;t, Nn cne would dé‘,ﬁ&'thé nééd. for sﬁmmitivéévaluatim o




fails to place any explicit emphasis on formative uses of evaluation for program
improvement sincé this was one apparent interest of the legislators.

A more serious problem is that the summative E\réluatiaﬁs'wlﬁeh will
result from the aﬁplicatian of the Colorado formula will not be very satis-
factory either. The law emphasizes internal évaluaticn within each district

and ignores external evaluation of programs in those districts. Thls would be
more understandable if the act chuéad on fnrﬁzativs evalﬁatian. Earlier in-

this paper, internal summative evaluafign (cell three in‘ Figure 1) was prasenté.d
as the weakest case and the most difficult té iréple’nilent ﬁithcut bias. | i"gt' this -
is the cell in which the Colorado laﬁ seems to fit best Pmba}ély fewlaﬁvmskeré
would condone the practice of asking banks to conduct their own audits, Voi‘ ‘ |

asking pharmaceutical companies whether one of their drugs should go on the

market.___Yet_the_Colorado_assembly has_asked_its_schools to_ sqnﬁﬁue,tftﬁg, I
summative evaluatic_méaf ‘how well ithey- are l'iviiig up tdthépmmiaés they

made and to regérﬁ tﬁeir conclusions back to the legislature, with the clear
implication that the information will inﬂﬁénce f@ture allocation of funds. Perhaps
the léck of a profit motive in 'public education ié a te%liing !fat;tcr, erperhiaps |
educators are sinipijr mﬁfétrusﬁﬁﬁrtﬁf tha.u banl;é‘rs' and phériﬁageatigal
rééearcherS, VCDnversaly,’ Dné c:ot;ldlspeeﬂate'fhgfédﬁc’é}érs have Vm:t sﬁ:ecia.l

: moral éminenee; eépegially ivhen iacec:_i with aécouﬁtaﬁilit; maﬁdﬁtes which many s
' perceive as unreaéopahle and puéitive; In such a_c;agte}d;, vitn:‘tay be gifcrsslly
mealr "-tr;) édéeatéfs fa ask them to carry salé’ responéibility:fér'evélu;atin'g»j‘;hei‘f
attgipméntsf Vlnéiusiqn of exte’rriai summative evalﬁatqré 'w_aulé‘largeiy elumnate
the: cenﬂmt of _interre.vsj; in whic}h many éalur;adt: gchonirﬁén £e§i A they ' h@vg ) been
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The present Celorade law is also a classic example of goal-directed
evaluation. The General Assembly mandated that each school district should report
once a year to ite local constituency and to the etete ", . . the extent to which the
district has achieved its stated goals and objectives" (Senate Bill No. 33,

p. 4). Apparently all a district has to do is state some general goals and -
specific objectives, carry on their program for a year, and at the end of

~ that time repefthew well it has done on those goals and ebjeetivee; Although
it often is important to know whether or not a district attained its stated -
ebjeetivee, such ie not elweys the case. 'Itrdep-ende lefgely on the prior
question of whether the goals were ‘we’rth attaining in the first place. Seme
goals that are e.tteieeble are hardly worth the effort. A more serious problem
occurs when all goals were a&aﬁeedx not because the pregram ‘was effeetive

but beeeuse the goals were set too low or had already been attained in pert

through other means. What in the Colorado law is to keep insecure districts
from setting goals safely low, or overly ambitious districts from setting

geels imgeeeibljr high? The first eeuld be ‘applauded and tee eeeeecleeeeured

reelly entering into the judgmente. This is not te ergue ege.inet local goal
eettmg, but ellly to point out that statewide aeeeu,ete.bxlity eyeteme might bet’ter .
depend on aeeeeemg e,nd dleeloemg euteemes on "mmlmum eeeenhele" whieh

- should eperate in all schools than aekmg eaeh dlstnet to develep local geele
/ancl ‘measure the;lr attainment in a wey whieh defere meanmgful interpretetme

ef the reeelteg ' The eituetien is elmeet amalegeue te thet in whieh eeenee‘de:

to identify wij.iieh ehilidren in a eleeereere are in good health and which are

_epffefieg from malnutrition, and height is considered —a’re'leve.ntr indicator. |




There would be at least a measure of foclishness ir_;_ asking each child to
make his own tape measure, use it in measuring his )height__,‘ and then report
héw well he has !att—ailiad the height he desires to reach at that point or
whether he is too tall or too short for his age.

If it is not already patently clear, I am not enamored with the
Colorado accountability act as a model of accountability legislation. Even
if a district followed it in every detail and specification, the resulting system
would fail to qualify as either a good evaluation or aeeamtabilitg; system.
Perhaps one. cannot really expect a 1egislative‘ assembly to write adequate
technical législatian in educratifm'and should nﬂf be diécauragéd by such 7
failures. It would seem more produciive to focus on the obvious intent of
the act. The Caiai‘adc: law is r;.-.leariy iﬂféndeti ta force school districts |
to think about and articulate whéi: they want to do and to assess the effec-

tiveness of what they atternpt. The General Assembly obviously wants Ség@lf

men to 1cﬁ:krat where tlieir decisions lead them and try to improve schooling
as a result. Rather than criticizing legislators because they exhibit some
'naiveé about evaluation (an innocence. shafed by many persons in education),
~ educators could bettér fulfill fhe.ifroig aé responsible préfessianals_ by
attempting to implement the intent of the législatidn; To do so would serve
in thebeatinte:ééts cféaché rschaurl district, éspecialiy: if eduéatéfs saw
‘the advantages of "piggi—bééking"*thé déveiapmégt of a 5@1@@ evaluation
system énié' thé need té ﬁieét legal reéuirgﬁ;ehté,” Conéidgréﬁlg time will

| bé dema;nded on thé part of seh@aimén té ﬁiéet the mmimum j'éccguﬁta.b»i:lrirty‘f :
 ; fré,’qgii:élﬁegts,r and rthra', result could still be an igadeéuétg ;évalqatipn‘.SYStem.' _. B
W;th écmé réfécusmgfanﬂ a_‘r_nodeét‘ iucr’ea‘sé_ig time spjem.:-,: a fulijfmicfinﬁing




evaluation system could be developed. “chools could profit greatly if the
impetus provided by the legislation could be used as an opportunity to develop
a good evaluation system, even though it doubtlessly means exceeding the

minimum essentials described by law.

Characteristics of Good Evaluations

What I have presented so far implies that there are good evaluation

systems and bad evaluation systems and touchstones ;;;: enable educators

to rtell one from t%a other. There are some basic components which mmy
opinion should be included in any evaluation, Some of ﬂth;gse have been i
suggested explicitly or implicitly in writings of Scriven (1967), Stake (1967,

views on evaluation. The result is a checklist of general éharactei‘isties of

__good a?ialuaticgs &é}l:,ich any school could use to dete-rrrgina:v#hethe:; its’»évalruatianr

plan includes suchjﬁipaftaﬁt considerations.

1. iC‘Dvgc:epm.al Clarity
| Caﬁgeptual claﬂty;, a;x essential feaﬁ;ré of any géod évaluatign plkagn,

| refe:-s to. whether or not thé éﬁalﬁéfar. éxhibits a clearunderstaﬂdi_ng _t:fr the W
particular evaluation he is proposing. Is herplkagning’ a formative or summative
evalu;itiag?_ Is it a comparative evaluation design or o single program evaluation?
Is the evaluation to bé"géal;dife&ed, with the design built around the measure-
meat :Q}f, attainment Df speﬂcrific _objéétives, m:' géa.l%fres with‘tha ,dgesigl ‘built -
armmd _Ivisfst er Aevaluatifé »ql;lélgtiqﬁs‘ gégérateﬂ ﬁdeﬁendently of the | gnalg?
Aﬁgwe;‘é}‘iza qugétians suéh g:é thésé should be Aapp-.@.irent 1113413!' g_écd éva.ll.iaﬁqn
‘plan, "A?ithr;:"t;ﬂ:j'i él,s.fity loﬁ'thgsapo-inﬁs,v 11_;‘w9uv1c1 ba aﬂ S‘gciéént‘,ii‘ the fem'ainder !

' of the evaluation were anything but a muddle,
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2, Characterization of the Object of the Evaluation -

No evaluation is ecmgléte unless it includes a thorough, detailed des-
cription gf the program or phanémenan being evaluated. Without such
characterization, judgments may be drawn about entities which never ;-eally
existed.® For example, the concept of team teaching has fared poorly in
severél evaluations, resﬁlting in a génaral impréssign that team teaching
is ineffective. Closer inspection shows that many methods labeled as team
tea.chjgg provided no real oppaﬁuﬁities for staffs to plan together or work:

together in direct instruction. Obviously, ‘a better descriptigg“gf the

phenomenon would have avoided these misinterpretations completely. One:

simply cannot evaluate adequately that which he cannot describe aécufately. '

3. Recognition and Representation of Legitimate Audiences

An avaluatzsn is adequate only if it includes mput from and repartmg

_to all legitimate audiences for the svalgaﬁian. An evs.luatmn af a schgnl _

program which answers only the questions of the schrzml staff and ignores
questmns of parents, ehlldren, and cammumtjr gmups is slmply a bad
evaluatmn. Each legitimate audxence must be identified agd the evaluation
plan should include their objectives or avaluatﬁE questmns ig détermimng
what data must be collected. Obviously, some audiegees will be mc;re

impurtaint than éthers s_nd some weighting of their anut mightibe necessfazjfa

-Cﬂrrespnndmgly, the evaluatmr; pla.n shnuld prnv;de for feceipt nf apprupriate

, evaluative infarmatmn by each audjence which has a direct interest in the

prgg::am. S

evehts" is frequent in program evaluation. " However, - thefr failure to present

-~ empirical evidence for their claims led Murray (1974) ‘to. waggishly suggest

o tha.t criﬂquing the Gharters-eJDnes paper might bé evaluating a nnnsevent

9 Charters and Jones (19'73) have claimed that such appraisal of "non- S




4, . Sensitivity to Political Problems in Evaluation

Many a good evaluation, unimpeachable in all technical details, has
failed because of its political naivete. it is pointless to pmmiseito collect
seﬁsitive data (e.g., principals' ratings of teachers) without first pbtainigg -
permission f’rﬁmr the office or individual who controls those data. . Agreements
musti be faaehed early in any evé,luatiun about issues such as access to dafa
and data sources and safeguards against misuse of evaluation data. Steps
muét be taken to guarantee that program staff havg_ opportunities to correct-
factual errors in evaluation repartér Vwithaut campfamismg the evaluation itself.
These issues exist in almost every evaluation and the more e@lmiﬂy they are
dealt. with, the more likely -the evaluatiﬂﬁ 15 to survive puhtmal pressures.

5. Speeifieatign cf ];uﬁ:rmaticg‘ Needs and_ §§EIGES

Good evaluators tend to develap and follow a blueprmt which tells them
pramsely what miz:rmat;gn they need tc: collect and what the snurces of that

mfgrmatian are, At the—veijr least, they know how (as Scriven puts it) tn la.y

snares at critical points in the game trails. Conversely, the novice evalugtq:b
goes about randomly turn;ing over stones or beating the brush to see what 'he
can find.  No evaluation can daperid on a r@dém, sga&er&d "hére a little, :
- theré a little" appraaéh té{ éallecfﬁig ﬁafa; A.n adequéte ev‘a_lruat'iﬁﬁbpls;
specifies at the Qutéét the infarmatian which must be:'cﬂlléeted; If the évalu—-%" '
ation is goal-dlréc.tad the plan w;ll speeify infurmatinn that wﬂl hélp to
determme whethe;‘ the cbject;ves,were atta.ined. i the evaluatinn is built

7, raf;:uﬁd év:é.luatrivé Questiéhs (nfr the "W’hét’wouid yc;u need tG knﬁw ta deeide
‘whether the prngram was ar Euccess ar a failure ralk vaﬂety), fhe evaluatiaﬁ '

plan shmﬂd specify mformatmn wl:uc:.h when cﬁllected 'will snswer thaae |

- 'questians.: And in every casge, listmg nf the needed ininrmatian laads

L 5 lagma.lly tc: ;dent;fmatmn c:f. the saurces fmm whu:h that infarmatiﬂg EEUJ be




obtained. tailure to attend to these seemingly pedestrian but truly critical
steps is one of the greatest single reasons so many evaluations produce little
useful information.

6. Comprehensiveness/Inclusiveness

Thig category is really an elaboration of the previous one. No evalu- 7
ation can hope to collect all of the relevant data, nor would it be desirable
-to do so, since there will always be inconsequential and triw;ial data not warth
the bother to collect. Collecting too much data is Séld@m thé concern, however.
The greater problem is collecting enough data--or more precisely, collecting '
rda’ta on enough important variables to be certain one has in,éluded in the
,évaluatiaﬁ;all, the major considerations whichr é.re relevant. . A good evaiuatién- |
includes all of the main effects, but also includes pfaﬁsians for remaining
alert to unanticipated side effects.. A good comparative evaluation déésn‘t

stop with comparing ﬂ‘lé e;;i:uerimegtal arithmeatic progra’ni with a control group

which receives no arithmetic instruction. It goes on to identify the critiéal,“ |

competitors=-SMSG math, Cuisemaira Rods, and so forth--and compares their

the weak evaluation is almost always characterized by a harrow range of
variables and omission of several which areimpdfi;ant_ The wider the range
.and'tha more  important the variables included in the évalua_tion, the better

it ‘generally is.

7. Technical Adequacy

B 7‘ Moré é:valuét;ians fail here than on ‘almost a.#y ré;thér’d'imensian, a:;d this o
V'ié‘tvdl,-xje - fﬁi ﬁié scére’ifj éf_r ‘éducétiansl rév'éluatéi:;ls ,ﬁhdr'aiﬁé even marglnally G'Dmpe— o
t’e;nt«‘ m teeh;tical aféaé, Ggod evalﬁé.ﬁiégé 'aﬁe cieijendéjﬁt r'on,éénétfﬁetieﬁ 6;;? -
 selection of adequate instruments, the development ‘of adequate sampling plans,

.~ and-the _q'i‘::_r:'_ect'?chciicg andlapplicatién;ﬁf! tei“c:htﬁguég for- clgtka reduction and
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 analysis. Volumes have been written on educational measurement, sampling,

and statistics and it would be pointless to try- to I‘EViEW that knowledge here.
Suffice it to say that these areas are all essential to most evaluations. Without
knowledge and control of thes~ tools of his trade, the evaluator hasg iittle hope
of | p?@dueiﬁg evaluation infgrﬂiatiﬁﬂ which meets scientific gritéria of validity,
reliability, and objectivity.

8. Consideration of Costs

Educators are not econometricians and ‘should not be axpecféd to be
skilled in identifying 3.11 the financial, Euma:;;, or time costs ‘associated with
programs_they operate. That bit of 1ei1ie’ncy cannot be extended to the |
évaluataf,’ ‘however, fgr it is his job to 'bfing these factn:s'te the attegtian o

of developers, teachers and administrators who are responsible for their-

- products or 'prggrams. Educat:xrs are often faulted for ehggslng the most

expensive program from two that are Equally effective, ]LlSt bec;:ause the

‘ ,u;sed to determme whether ‘ther pmg‘ram""was gsugsess or a fallure. The

e:{penswe one is packaged more attractivﬂy or has been more Wldaly

advertised. The real fault hes wrth the evaluatinns of those progra.ms whit:h
fail to consider c@st factors along with the other variables. As any 1ns1ghtfu1

administrator knows, costs are not irrelevant, and it is im;pértanti qu,]’:,it;iﬂtq

know how much Program X will accomplish and at what cost, so he may know

.lwhat he is gaining or.giving up in looking at other alternatives which range in

both éast, a@d effectiveness.' ,’,

R Exmmt Sta.ndards/(?ntema

It Ls a.lways a bit dlEEDnEEI“tIDg tn read thrcxugh an evaluation repart a_nd s

be unable tD find s.nywhere a statement -of the criterla or standards wluch were

o8 Aj-ilf S e




measurements and observations té,ke:; in an evaluation cannot be translated
into judgments of worth without the application of standards or criteria. 1Is
an in-service program for teachers successful if 75 percent of the teachers
,attend? That all depends on the rationale for the program and the attegdance
standard that would signal success é’r failure. What about a 70 percent
attendance rate in a high school mathematics cslaséséis that good or bad ?'
Again, it depends on the standard. If it is a college preparatory class with '
ww - high attendance expectations-~say a standard of 95 percent--7 0 percent is very
poor, If it is a remedial mathematics class for dropouts *.9.71&113f are returning
to school on a paﬁatime basis, ihe ‘expectation might be csagsidéfrﬁajblylrlﬁweras
say 50 percent--and the rattegdagce rate of 70 percent might be quite acceptable.
These éxamplfes fzveﬁrsimp}ﬁi‘y the conéepf, | but hopefully they will not detract

from the point tha: svsry goc? evaluation will include a statement of standards

and criteris,.

10. Judgivoits ad/or Recommendations

Thé trnljr reason for ineisting on explicit standards or criteria is that
they are the stuff of whizh judgments and recommendations are made, and
the latter are the sine 7ua jon of evaluation. ~An evaluator's fespr::nsibility &Qes
not end with the r:@llécfiaﬂ,i énalysis,' and reportingbpf daté. Thedata dtﬁ: @t-'
spéslf for themselves. The evaluéiar who knav?s those data well is in the
best pqsitian Vtcy' apply 'tiie sfa;ldardgrtq the data to reach a judgﬁe’m; 6f7 whathé-rr"
the ﬁprégfam is efféetivgf or inéffecﬁii;;%, “valuable or worthless. Making juﬁg— 7

“ments and rcsé;.zim'iandatiﬁns is an essential part of the evaluator's job. An

evéluatién withoul these Viﬁgrediénts is as much an indictment of its author's -

;.yflarie with récpmmegdatignsthat ‘are not based on the data. -
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11. Reports Tailored to Audiences

when an evaluator completes an evaluation, his methﬁdclag_icélly oriented
colleagues will be interested in a éamplete, detailed report of the dg.ta collection
procedures, analysis techniques, and the like. Not so for the school board, or
the PTA or the chairman of the local taxpayer group. Thesé audiences do not
share the evaluator's grasp of technical details, his interest in test reliability
and validity, or his concern over the appropriate choice of an error term in a
ra.ndgnliéed blocks design. The evaluator \fill have té tailor reports for these
groups so that they depend on nbﬁitgehniéai la.nguage and avaici over-use of
tabular preSEntatiaé of data ana.lﬁysers. A tfpmal evaluation might end up with
one omnibus technical evaluation report which self-consciously includes all the

details and one or more non-technical evaluation reports aimed at the important

~audience(s).
Another notion ,é,hould be ‘inserted here as well--that of intgrim or even -
continual reporting of evaluation findings. Timeliness is an impartantr*ccgcem o
in evaluation. Information thaﬁ is presented too late to aifec;t the decision for
which it is relefrant is rgéeless; Good evaluations will _ﬁ@t deﬁenﬂ s»c’»:lely' ,Dﬂ: the
printed wérd, but w111 include a variety éf revport- »farmats,b— inciu;iing r'r'ht::rtj—_line"
telephpné repartmg, so the iﬁfnma-tinn.:is fépérted whenever rl: is needgrcj?_ta

make a particular decision.

- This paper was written for educators with little training or experience

_-in formal evaluation of educational programs, products, or processes. ~In it, =




I have attempted to provide a brief overview of a number fxfr important con-
siderations in educational evaluation and accountability. Specifically, the
félhwing tagies have been pi‘esented; (1) simple illustratiagé of diffa:e;u;‘es
in evaluation, research, assessment, measurement, aﬁnd’acggugtability;

(2) a disgussion,af gome basic evaluation constructs; (3) an analysis of the
evaluation features of one accountability law; and (;3;) general touchstones for
judging the a:iéquacy of an evaluation. "ébﬁiausly, this sampling neglects

many areas and results in an incomplete, oversimplified paftfa.yal -of the

fieid. Hopefully, it will prove ussful either as an evaluation primérv for )
" beginners or as a guide to sources of iz:lfcxr’maticﬂ- for their ﬁzﬁher étuﬂy. o
i sany of the ,cmtents!prgvie informative for fnc:re expéfiégced évaf_l%;é‘ :

that would have to be viewed, in the current idion, as an "unentiei)

side effect." |
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