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The Organisation for Leonomic Co-operation and Devel-
opment (OKCD) was set up under a Convention signed in Paris on
t4th December, 1960, which provides that the QOECD shall pro-
mote policies designed:

= to achieve the highest sustairable economic growth and
employment and a vising standard of living in Member
countries, while maintaining financial stability, and thus
to contribute to the development of the world economy;

= o contribute to sound economic expansion in Member as
well as non-member countries in the process of economic
development ;

—= to contribute to the expansion of world trade on a multi-
Fateral, non-discriminatory basis in accordance with inter-
national obligations,

The Members of OECD are Australia, Austria, Belgium, Cana
da, Denmark. Finland. France, the Federal Republie of Germany,
Greece, Iceland, Ireland, ltaly, Japan, Luxembourg, the Nether-
fand's, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzer-
tand, Turkey, the United Kingdom and the United States.

The Development Centre of the Organisation for Economic Co-opera-
tion ard Development :was established hy decision of the OECD Council on
23rd Octuber 1962,

The purpose of the Centre is to hring together the knowledge and
experience available in Member countries of both economic development and
the formulation and execution of general policies of ecomomic aid ; to adap!
such knowledge and experience to the actual needs of countries or regions in
the process of dev-lopment and to put the results at the disposal of the coun-
tries by appropricie means,

The Centre i.as a specic! and autonomous position within the QECD
whick enables 1t to enjoy scientific independence tn the execution of ity task.
Nevertheless . the Centre can draw upon the experience and knowledge avail-
able in the QECD in the development field.

The opinions expressed and .irguments employed in this publication
are the responsibility of the author
and do not necessarily represent those of the QECD.

«: OECD, 1976.
Queries concerning permissions or translation rights skould be
addressed to:
Director of Information, QECD
2, rue André-Pascal, 75775 PaRrIs CEDEX 16, France.
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PREFACE

CERI, since its inception in 1969, has concerned itself with
change in education; with the mechanisms that might bring it about,

with the

organisational structures that will nurture it, and with

the nature of changes in ccntent and method in the curriculum itself.

Time and
have the
The

they are

again one insistent question has emerged: how successful
changes been?

objectives of education are so manifold, the means by which
achieved so interrelated, and the manifestations of success

so difficult to measure - even to observe - that evaluation has come

to be seen as necessarily complex and often imprecise in its findings.

Yet if sound judgements are to be made, a sound basis of infermation

is essential.

This report clarifies and may throw light on the problems in-

volved, and points the way to possible solutions.

J.R. GASS
Director
Centre for Educecional
Research and Innovation

4
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BACKGROUND

In November 1973 CERI launched a project on "New Approaches to
Evaluation of Educational Programmes"., 1In the previous years most
of the work on innovation in education ha* posed the prbblem "how
does the administrator know whether cr not an innovation, introduced
experimentally, is worth generalizing?" It is this question that
the project has made central to ’ts work. The stress has been less
on the major policy changes, such as the structural alteration of a
system to comprehensive education, and more on the consequent inno-
vations in content, method and organisation in the educational pro-
grammes that arise from them.

Particular stress has been put on the process by which the
administrator decides what information he wants and tlien commissions
the necessary evaluatiog‘study. However, this has inveolved also a
study of the differen?f%tyles of evaluation and some consideration
of the methods by whith the results could be communicated.

This report is the work of Professor Robert Stake of the
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign aided by experts from
many countries and by post-graduate students. He was able to spend
a sabbatical year, preceding the writing of this reoort, in Sweden
and the United Kingdom, To <elp in the process CERT organised an
international Conference at Lidge, hosted by the Belgian authorities,
which used much cof the first draft as background materials, A docu-
ment, CERI/NAE/75.01, which summarizes the work that went into and
emerged from this Conference is available on demand.

To be appreciated fully, this report should be read in con-
Junction with the document, free on demand from CERI, entitled
"Case Studies in the Evaluation of Educational Programmes". These
were collected and edited by Professor Stake.

[
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Chapter I

THE PURPOSE AND LIMITATIONS OF THE REPORT

This report has been prepared as a survey of the develcpments
in educatione] prograame (1) evaluation in the middle 1970's. It
is expected primarily to be of use to persons who will have responsi-
bility for commissioning and implementing evaluation studies. Most
of those people will be government officials but some will hold posi-
tions in schools, in industry, with philanthropic foundations or
will be members of special counciis. It will be their responsibil ity
during the remainder of the 1970's to be the commissioners of eval.a-
tion, to provide the initiative and direction for eviluation studies.

The report is written also for evaluators who will carry out
the new studies. Many of them will not have previous experience in
an evaluative study of national scope - there are not many people in
the world who have. Some prospective evaluators will have had ex-
tensive experience in educational research, and the differences be-
tween research and evaluation may be difficult for them to undevrstand.
Some prospective evaluators will have had experience in teaching or
zdministration, and their inclinations to move from evaluation into
decision making for the programme may be a problem. They and other
researchers and educaturs may find useful information in this report,
but it has been written mostly with the education official in mind.

- The greatest particular responsibility considered in this re-
port is that of getting the evalus*ive study started in a proper
manner. The issues to be discussed by officials anu prospective
evaluators prior to making an agreement and the considerations that
might be inciuded soecifically in thazt agreement are given special
attention.

Ic is apparent that officials and evaluators have different
expectations about what studies can and should accomplish. Although
their differences are never completely resolved, thcrough discus-
sions can help. It is not assumed that the contract that fixes the
details most rigidly will serve both parties best for substantial

1) "Programme" in this report is used as a portmanteau word to cover
the content, methud and frame of e learning system.
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changes in expectation and need will ofter onccur during the conauact
of the study, It in the purpose of this docnwern to alert the
reader to scme «f the issues that may reju.re wlanning and formal
agzreement.

There are, of course, many different evaluation responsibilities.
In this report attention has been .-!/=ly given to the estabiishment
of a large-scale, perhaps national, «.aluative study, probably to be

conducted once onlv rather thar or & recurriny basis. No effort was

s

made here to eximine the =

tems o f establishing better procedures
tfor monitering ordinary on: ..wions in the schools. No effort was
made here to examn:n«

the p:-blems of prescribing evaluation require-
ments tc be carried out vy project officers or their subcontractors,
in special programmes ~uvn as in the Head Start Program in the U.S.A.
or in the state-f1.ied 1nnovative projects :in Hesse, West Germany.

Emphasis is given to the evaluation of a particular prcgramme,
usually an already operating programme, rather than to the evalua~-
tion of a particular issue. Two examples of issues are changing
selective and specia: schools into comprehensive schools for all
pupils and using a special alphabet to teach reading. Issues are
important aspects of programme evaluation; but if the focus is on
the issue rather than on the programme, more traditional educational=-
research metheds are likely to be appropriate.

it is not suzsrested in this report that education has not been
evaluusted heretofore. a u teacher, each administrator throughout
the vears has been evalvating. Informal, personai evaluation should
be no less important at a time when formal evaluative research
studies are begoming important. The new studies provide information
to persons who are not in a position to make personal observations
o~ who do not have pood wavs of combining infoermal information from
many schools., The new studiec vrovide an additional kind of infor-
mation abnut larie pracrammes, potentially more accurate, more ob-
je-~tive, and more vaiid for the purpose on hand. The new studies
are a response to an emerging need.

ttendance and fiscal records, and in some countries pupil test
records, have long been kept. These records are more transportable.
They zan te accumuinated and examined by a distant educational offi-
cial or vrorcramme spongor.  Hut such records alone leave their
reacders poorly accaainted with the accomplishment and the nrobliems
of the egducatinna. nrorramme.

e .
Peoad o

3 thnt 2ll tocnal intormeTion end »i! problems
d

need the attantion of d:aotant officials. But some additional infor-

mation ic seourht., There is a nuickiy increasing belief that more

information on schon . proceedings and on the evidence of strength

and weakness o! those proceedines is essential te the proper govern-
t

ance of education.

]
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As this report has been written by an author whose experience
is largely in one country for readers in many countries, and who,
inevitat .y, has his own point of view, it has certain limitations.

I . recognised that the need and respensibility will be dif-
fore-. .= each country, Jjust as the'history and present circumstance
A ,fsrer.t in each. The American experience is unique - an
ur tepry santat ive past and a most uncertain guide to the future. Yet
it is.the experience cited mostly in this repart - not chosen on its
merit but oecause, Like Mt. kXverest, it is there, and because it is
the experience most ramiilar to the author and others who helped
prepare this report. It is hope! that the fuilness of their de-
scriptions wili permit readers to ascertain the relevance of the
findings, the models, and the advice contained herein to the present
circumstances and to future evaluation work in their countries.

In America formal educational ﬁrwgramme evaluation has been
greatly influenced by strung professional commitment to standardized
testing, by an expectation that local boards of education and parent
nroups will heip determine instructional objectives and curricular
priorities, and by the development of commercial agencies for the
contracting of iarge-scule studies such as the evaluation of federal-
ly funded projects. Cbservers such as Ernest House and David Cohen /1)
have recognised the higily political rature of the demand in the
Ur:ited States for evaluaticn 2 education. Such demands are to be
heard wherever legislatures meet and are common phrasing in educa-
tioral tracts distributed both ty reform and establishmentarian
groups. In recent years, particuiarly in the face of ballooning
costs, demands for evidence of accountability of the schools to
thei. communities have be¢n widespread¢ and even strident. Although
many compieted evaiuation studies fell short of their promise, the
demand for eva.uation in the United States has rotl diminished.

The author has worked with designs and procedures for evaluation
at the local school-district level, at the state level, and at the
federal leve. for a little over ten years. His experience is largely
limited to American work = and his orientation has been somewhat
uncommon even there. AS the listings of Section 111 indicate, he
has promoted a reiative.y naturalistic, process-oriented approach
to evaluatiun. Readers who favour a more psychometric, experimental,
or preoduct-oriented approxch may find the report unduly biased. Tt
is hoped that all readers will take these personal commitments and
limitations into account and even be stimulated to further study of

1) See Ernest R. House (Ed.), School Evaluation: The Politics and
Process, Berkeiey: McCutchan, 1973; and David K. Cohen,
"Politics and Pesearch - Evaluatlon of Large-Scale Programs,"
rReview of Educational Research, 1970, /0 (2), 213=-238,
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their implications. 4 bibliography accompanying the matrix in
Section III should be helpful in identifying the risks and potential
payoff of this and alternative approaches to the evaluation of
educational programmes.

The limitations of this report cannot be listed in full, partly
due to the finite length of the report; but one additional limita-
tion requires mention. The report is limited by the point of view
that responsibility for research upon educational affairs should be
aggressively assumed by educators. Tuis is not to say that citizens
and elected officials should not investigate these affairs. This is
not to say that scholars from the many learned disciplines should
not study education. Nor should educational researchers disdain the
use of concepts, methods, or advice of researchers from other fields.
It is a point of view taat assumes that educators must take primary
responsibility for the @valuation of educational programmes.

The education profession ha; rather successfully maintained
control of educational research. Few researchers are full-time
teacters or administrators, but most consider themselves members of
the profession rather than members of a discipline such as psychology
or economics. Their work is generally in good repute - only a few
critics find it essentially without merit.(1) 7Tt is the educational.
researcher who 1is moet frequently asked to direct an evaluation
study, and it is he who writes most of the treatises on how it
should be done. Those writings do not always inspire confidence
that the profession can evaluate its own work. A widely respected
American researcher commented:(2)

"...we have reached the end of an era tnat should never have

happened. There is nothing more tedious than having a collec~
tion orf miscellaneous essavys, each one decorated wiin the
author's "systematic" tabie or flowchart, alil taking in each
other's washing. The point of dimin:shing returns in essays on
educational evaluation was passed ir 1943 or 1970.

"...none of us thought to ask whether educational evaluation
was a field by‘itself distinct from other evaluation of social
systems. There had in fact been 2 fairly substantiai evalua-
tion movement in the postwar yvears that was mostly in the hands
of applied sociologists. Without any insistence that they made
great advances, I think it was a mistake for us to proceed with
a parochial discussion, to develop our cwn jargon, and to talk
only with a small group of insiders.

1) See Daniel Kallos, "Un Educational Scientific hesearch," Report
No. 36, Institute of Education, University of Lund, Sweden,
April 1473, :

2) Personal corresuondence to the auther, February 11, 1374,

10
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n,..our isolation has been increasingly damaging as work in
evaluation shifted in the middle '60s to the evaluation of pro-
gram and policies, as distinct from the evaluation of types of
classroom practice. . . . Few of us have been able...to par-
ticipate constructively in the debates about how future evalua-
tion money is to be spent. And this is because that front has
been manned by the sociologists, economists, and systems
analysts."

Evaluators should avoid an over-attention to model-building and the
tendency toward preachment and should not abdicate their responsi-
bility to sociologists, economists, and systems analysts. The main
purpose of many educational evaluation studies will be to increase
the understanding educators have of particular educational pro-
grammes. The responsibility evaluators have to be of service to
educators usually requires a thorough understanding of education as
a profession, as an art, and as a social service. Few social scien-
tists can or care to build upon that understanding.

Basic research on educational issues should continue to be done
by social scientists as well as by educational researchers. Multi-
disciplinary studies should continue to be encouraged. However,
programme evaluation studies, this report assumes, will usually be
of most value to education officials when developed around the edu-
cational issues found in the programme rather than arrund the social
science issues. The advantages and disadvantages of this approach
should become more apparent in the several sections of this report.

o
2
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Chapter I1I

HOW CERTAIN PEOPLE HAVE RESPONDED TO THE NEED
TO EVALUATE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMMES

1. HOW GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS AND
OTHER PROGRAMME SPONSORS HAVE RESPUNDED

There are not many government officials and patrons whu fail
to see a need for formal evaluation, It is they who are asking for
the studlies, supporting the necessary budget requests, and express-
ing an optiaism ebcul how useful the results will be. They are
anguished by the decisicns that must be made on too little informa-
tion. They recognice that limited funds must be split among com-
peting needs. They plead for evaluation studies to help identify
programme costs and accomplishments. Jimmy Carter, Covernor of the
State of Georgia, said: (1)

"We in government are faced with the problem of determining the
'ideal' level of services within constraints of available
revenues. . . . On what basis and toward what end will these
programs be directed ahd at what cost? This question can only
be answevred through an evaluation system for social services
programs,"

and Henry Ford II -f the Ford Motor Company said:(2)

"...the government has ro effective mechanism for measuring
the costs and results of prior legislation against its

goals. . . . In every decision we must weigh the benefits to
society against the costs to society, and let the balance dic-
tate the chnice."

Not all officials and administrat.i's are enthusiastic about evalua-
tion; ©but in the main they are more positively inclined than even
the evaluators.

1) See Jimmy Carter, "Reply to Position Paver," Evaluation,
Spring 1974, Special Issue, =7,

2) See Henry Ford 11, "Feply to Position Paper," Evaluation,
Spring 1974, Svecial Issue, R-12,

12



Some officials have had favourable experiences with evaluative
research, but usually the support sponsors give i{s based on hope
rather than experience. Few sponsors have had either good or bad
experience with formal programme evaluation studies. They become
painfully aware of how little is known about their programmes, how
complex.the problems are, and how elusive the solutions. They are,
as a group, highly conscientious about the effectiveness of the pro-
grammes, about doing what is best fnr the constituencies of those
programmes. Their summons to use rational management ‘methods to im-
prove those progranmes is enerrized in bureau after bureau, in
agency after agency, by benevolent concern and long hours of prep-
aration.

Quite frequently the commitment to evaluate is coupled with a
commitment te a technological approach for management. Folk wisdom
and intuitive decision making are found wanting, planning and speci-
fication are found worthy. The measure of good sense in these com-
mitments varies from time to time and from place to place. There
are many situations where the various cnsts of additional technology
outweigh the benefits. put there also are many situations which
lack order, precision, and rationality and for which a more techno-
logical approach to evaluation is clearly needed.

These officials in government halls and from other agencies and
institutions are sensitive to the communication problems mentioned
in the previous section. They know how difficult it is to find out
what is goinz on. They Know how difficult it is to inform others of
what is going on. They find the need for documentation broad and
compelling. They are persuaded that only those things that are
written down can be shared widely and only those messages that are
carefully coded can be aggregated to provide a meaningful summation
across successive years and diverse locations. They support the
search for d%cumentary evidence of programme Success.

Their reasoning hac much to recommend i1, but there are grounds
Yor being cautious., Documentation is both costly and simplifying.
The costs ot keening useful rasords ~ften eat into operating costs.
The records xept never reflect +he full cnmplexity of the programme,
sometimes praviding a simnlistlc picture which is rasily misinter-
preted. Administrators n=casionnlly overilook these drawbacks.
After all, the call for evaluntion and the presence of records, the
call itael ! and the onresence jteelt, are testimony that the admini-
stratars are doing their job. in instancrs where the records are

not useful, or ewven mimleading, the binme seldnom soes to the pmerson

who reasired them, ‘There is a Aanrer that officials will he more
concerned about being "o peoord’ an recornising the need for ovalua=-
tion than 2boit miwings 7 realon L reapanee o that need,

17
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Official "'statements are made that reflect the assumption that
what is good for society, that what is good for educational research
is good for education, and that what is good for the evaluation of a
particular programme is gocd for the evaluation of all of education.
Thus 1s almost any demand for evaluation supported. These assump-
tions do not hold. Sometimes efforts made for the one are to the
detriment of the other. Not all calls for evaluation are going to
benefit education and society. The officials sometimes respond to
the need with extravagant claims as to the benefits.

There is another important effect of the responses officials
make, They tend to make demands that result in responsibility shift-
ing increasingly to programms headquarters and away frow the schools
or projects i ine~ i.eld. Oy autnenticating certain issues via
interview ard que.tionnaire, by emphasizing certain objectives
through goal statements and test items, or by elevating certain ex-
pectations and standards with specific definitions in official nomen-
clature, responsibility for the programme shifts from the people in
the field to the programme directorate. 1Tiais occurs even where there
are sustained efforts to use democratic expressions of purpose and to
use the language of professionsls in the field. Sometimes the shift
is deliberate, sometimes unintended and undetected. Sometimes it is
gocd, sometimes bad. But it happens.

The respense of prcgramme sponsors to evaluation needs is both
well-reasoned and self-serving. The sponsors have their patrons,
their audiences. There is a story to be passed along. The sponsors
want the programme to succeed and they want to be recognised for
having supported it. The situation is largely the same in a govern-
ment bureau, the armed forces, a university, or a philanthrdpic
foundation. '

2. HOW EDUCATORS HAVE RESPONDED

Teachers, professors, and headmasters have been apprehensive
about new demands for programme evaluation. They have been con-
cerned abcut the success of their programmes, and they have been
concerned about the increasing demands made upon those programmes.
They recognise the increased involvement of distant authorities in

- curricular matters, and many are sceptical about the good that may
come of it. M- .t importantly, educators recognise that any effort
to evaluate the programme is likely to perceive inadequately and
misrepresent at least some of it - and the chances of the programme
being hurt often appear much greater than the chances of the pro-
gramme being helped. In other words, there is a fear of formal
evaluation; and this fear is not entirely without cause.

14
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It is not that these educators are against evaluatiorn. As a
group they are quite ready to pass judgement on school affairs, on
teacher performance, and on administrator performance and to grade
students on almost everything they do. Not all of them, of course;
some are quite opposed to course marks. Some are uncritical of al-
most anything that happens in their world. But mos* are evaluative.

Not surprisingly, they see little connection between the kind
of professional Judgement exercised in these informal evaluations
and the scaling that goes on in most evali:atica studies., They do
not deny the subjectivity and limited experience underlying many
informal decicions but do not see that it would be improved by tech-
nology. They fail to see the relevance to their programmes of most
of the studles they know which have pla -ed a premium on objectivity
and systematization.

Often educators raise little or no objection to "national” or
ninternational" studies. They volunteer their services as test
administrators. They provide observations of events. They yleld
up their children, often as if that were the most important thing
the children could be doing at that moment. There is some increasing
reluctance to be so generous, but getting educator co-operation has
not been a serious obstacle for evaluators.

Teacher unions and other professional organisations have started
tc speak out or the value of evaluation, particularly as it involves
the evaluation of their members., And, of course, many evaluative
studies reflect upon the ccntribution of teachers. The official
rhetoric of the organisation usually is "pro-evaluation”. Their
ocansional cautionary advice is well-reasoned, and they make an in-
creasing demand that evaluation responsibility be left in the hands
of educators. The response of these educator organisations seems to
be shifting from silent tolerance to occasional particivation in
sponsorship, with some increasing restriction against unpeid service
by members.

Many educators would report that they fail to see an increasing
responsibility for evaluating education. They believe the responsi-
bility todey is not truly different from what it has been before. What
has happened is increased publicity, increased expectations of edu-
cation, and increased cost. with more people concerned, there seems
to be more demand for formai evaluation; but the educators are not
at all persuaded that formal evaluation should replace informal
evaluation.

It is sate to say, though, that in the great majority of
instances professional educateors will be co-operative with well
presented and reasonadly modest reaquests for participation in pvalua-
tion Studies of their schools, curricula, and pupil performances.

15
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3. HOW RESEARCHERS HAVE RESPONDED

Educational researchers have responded enthusiastically - by
and large - to the responsibility for evaluating programmes. They
are motivated by an honest concern for the effectiveness of education
and a conviction that rational study of educaticnal processes will
ultimately improve them. These words of Patricia Story, University
of Cambridge, reflect that optimism and concern:(1)

"...an evaluator's role is a complex one. He is to help with
the clarification of the aims of the course, if not with their
actual formulation; he has a knowledge of sampling techniques
and can organize test programmes; and presumably he must be
familiar with the content and teaching methods of the course

he is testing, and preferably have some teaching experience.
Even if the evaluator is not expected to possess or exercise
all these sikills, the fact remains that he needs to be a rerson
of protean ability or at least to have very good advisers."

Researchers have looked at the schools from many vantage points.
Many of them question some school gcals and priorities. Many see
inefficiency and unproductiveness in the pursuit of worthy goals.
Underlying their criticism, whether in the laboratory or when giving
national testimony, is usually a deep and enduring ccmmitment to the
profession.

The training these educational researchers have had and the
company they keep reinforce their preference for a rational approach
to educational management. Most of them are dubious about reliance
on administrative experience as a basis for governing the schools.
Many look forward to a day when decisions will be made by objective
measurement and validate! formulae.

Though idealistic these researchers are, they are not immune
to the temptation to imply that their own expertise and styles of
inquiry have been found regularly to be effective aids to policy
setting and routine opnerations. They recommend looking at problems
through the eyes of their specialties. An educational psychologist
can be expected to give priority to measurements cf personal talent
and personality. An educalional sociologist is likely to recommend
role analysis and the study of communitv siructure, An economist
empﬁasizes costs, a nistorian events. Tt is understandable but not
a reliable juide to the concepts and merthods that might be most
helpful.

’ . . . ~ ry s
1) See Patricia Story, "Cambridge School Classics Project," in
Schools Council! Researrch 3Studies, Evaluation n Curriculum
Develcoment: Twelve Jase Studies.” London: Nacmillan, 1973,
30=0F,
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And it is to be expected that the more the researcher is called
upon to conduct the evaluation or be a consultant, the more he will
use it to further his own research programme and to provide training
cpportunities for his students. All very well, except that the
well-being vf the programme and the well-being of the researcher do
not always lie in the same direction. The researcher is to be found,
as all humans are, under a constellation of motives. Fortunately,
in circumstances of programme evaluatlon his motives usually have &n
opportunity to respond in concert,.supporting the use of more formal
designs in order to learn more about the particular programme and,
at the same time, to learn more in general about educational pro-
cesses. .

Most:educationel researchers suggest a number of ideals for the
evaluation-design. It should be rational. It should be preplanned
and prespecified. It should operationalize concepts, not leave them
abstract and vague. It should give focus 1o impact on students. It
should provide feedback for decision making. Few would reject these
as ldeals, but some researchers would set lower standards in order
to emphasize other design characteristics and to accomplish dif-
ferent aims.

The educational researcher has responded to the need for formal
evaluation of educational programmes by offers of help and with an
expectation that basic methods and concepts, relied on in the past,
will serve well again. As is his wont, however, he has subdivided
his methodologlical cabinet to store new evaluation models and new
terms. The researcher is showing a growing awareness that the evalua-
tion concerns of educators and programme Sponsors caa be a worthy
challenge to his expertise and can be a justifiabie priority for his
attention.

A serious problem exists because different veople have such dif-
ferent expectations of what good evaluation studies will doh The
government official often is looking for information that will help
him chonse 2monfg competing progcrammes and budget requests. The edu-
cator often is looking for understanding ahout a particular teaching
and learnins situation. The researcher often is looking tor broad
understanding about tae teaching and learning procerses. A sincle
svaluation study, even if succecsfully fellowing a sood design, will
not satisfv such diifferent expectations. The purpose of our next
section it ‘o examine tne aims and claims for different methods of
evaluating,

o
e
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Chapter III

THE METHODS OF EVALUATING

No one method of evalusting educational programmes is suitable
for all situations. The information needs will vary. The audiences
will have different expectations and standards. The evaluators will
have different styles, which in turn are more or less useful to dif-
ferent clients., The purpose of this section is to examine some of
the differences in existing evaluation methods.

1. THE MOST COMMON DIMENSIONS FOR CLASSIFYING EVALUATION DESIGNS

The writing of Michael Scriven has been influential in identi-
fying basic dimensions of evaluation, His paper "The Methcodology of
Evaluation"(1l) identified six dimensions, starting with a distinction
between the goal ¢f evaluation (to indicate "worth") and the roles
of evaluation (the different reasons and circumstances for which we
need to know the "worth"). Blaine Worthen and James Sanders (2)
created a more elaborate taxonomv of evaluation designs. For this
report ideas are borrowed from both these sources but presented in
a simpler and less thorough way,

Formative~Summative

The most pervading distinction Scriven made was one between
evaluation studies done during the development of a programme and
those done after the programme has been completed. Obviously, a de=-
veloping programme‘has components that are completed day by day. It
is difficult to distinzuish between the summative evaluation of a
completed component and the formative evaluation of a part of the
programme. The distinction is not clear-cut.

1) See Michael Scriven, "The Methodology of Evaluation", AERA Monoc-
graph Series on Currizulum Evaluation, No. 1. Chicago:™ Rand
Mciially, 1977, 29-g3,

. L3
2) See 3laine R. Worthen and James R. Sanders, Educational Evaluatjon:
Theory and Prastice, worthingion, Ohio: Charles A, Jones
bPublishing Tompany, 1973,
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The most useful distinction here may be b2tween the users of
the evaluation findings, Elsewhere I have noted that when the cook
tastes the soup it is formative evaluation and when the guest tastes
the Soup it is summative. The key is not so much when as why. What
is the information for, for further preparation and correction or
for savouring and consumption? Both lead to decision-making, but
toward different decisions.

Formal-Informal

It would be foolish not to recognise the distinction between
formal and informal studies, even though in this report only formal
evaluation studies are being considered. Infurmal evaluation is a
universal and abiding human act, scarcely separable from thinking
and feeling. Formal evaluation is more operationalized and open to
view, and less personal. It is needed when the results are to be
communicated elsewhere. Of the two, the formal evaluation study is
under an obligation to pass tests of accuracy, validity, credibility,
and utility.

Case Particular-Generalisation

A most important distinction is between the study of a pro-
gramme as a fixed and ultimate target, or the study of a programme
as a representative of others. Most research is expected to be
generalised in some ways: over time, over settings or over subject
matters, for example. Evaluation research may be done essentially
to discover the worth of the¢ particular programme, or the worth of
the general approach. Studies are perceived very differently in
this regard, both by investigators and their audiences; and a large
misperception is possible.

The more the study is expected to be a basis for generalisation
the more the need for controls, controlled variation, or careful de-
scription of uncontrolled variation. Description is needed of the
changes in time and nlace and persons, and in many of the ways in
which generalisation may be directed. The case study undertaken for
either knowledge of the particular or for generalisation is a more
useful document when it provides the reader with a vivid portrayal
of the setting and context of the teaching and learning.

Product-Process

Ansther dimension on which evaluation studies vary is as to
whether they give primary attention to the outcomes of the programme
or to its transacticns. A study of the "product" is expected to in-
dicate the payoff value; a study of the "nrocess" iz exvected to
indicate the intrinsic values of the programme. Poth are needed in

19
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any effort to get at a full indication of the worth of the programme,
but in any actual rtudy only 2 small port:on of either can be exam-
ined. Much of the argument as to preferable methods depends on the
beliefs held as to which Ls more measurable and useful.

Descriptive-Jud,menta]

Many evaluators coming from a social science backyround define
the evaluation task tarrely as one of providing information, with
an emphasis on objective data and a de-emphasis on subjective data.
Those coming from the humanities are likely to reverse the emphases.
One will find some studies highly descriptive of students and set-
tings, providing careful reports of differences and correlations,
but with little direcct reference to criteria of worth and value
standards. And eisewhers one will find evaluation studies vrobing
into the pluralism or values to be found in any educstional setting.
As with any of these dimensiors, any particular study is not likely
to be at cne pole or the cther, but to make some combination the
compronise, The extremes identify a dimension on which some varia-

tion is 2vparent from study to study.

reordinate- nonsive

Studtes differ considerably as to how much the issues of evalua-
Tior ave determined by observation of activities and by realisation
ot conceins Hf particinants in the vropramme. Preordinate studies
are more oriented to objectives, hvpnotheses and prior expectetions,

mediated by rhe abstraantionn of lansuade. [Preordinate evaluators

Xnow wiat tney are leox far and desirn the study so as to find

it.  desnensive studies are ore-nised around phenomena encountered
= often unexnactedly — as the prosramme gors alons.  (There are
wavs of being prespecified and responsive other than these, of

S0 orearainnte clwdy oo orelativelv larce portion of resources

Lo gnent on cettinge obiectives speacified in writing and develoning
lnstrumentsy it memetimers in providine Tar or controlling voria-
tlen oy visld mere devendable statements ot relationshin among

waryahinge ea rosponsive ctudy oa relatively larce portion of re-

sources is osrent in prenaring and nlacins abservers on the scene.

MG IS cmAnn TN s

Studies dutfopr alsa v o new much *hey treat the prorramme as

a toTality, recpenivins canceptasl brundaries common to non-technical

audiences. e wore Cammon soninler cienne research annroach is to

soncentrate aroy cmall omambar g gey aharacteristics. A cAase study
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is often usud to preserve the complexity of the programme as a whole,
whereas a multivariate analysls is more likely to indicate the re-
lationships arong descriptive variables.

Internal-External

An obviously important difference in evaluation studies ig
whether they will be conducted by personne. of the institution re-
sponsible for the programme or by cutsiders. They differ as to how
formal the agreement to evaluate, as to how f{ree the evaluators are

to raise issues and interpret indin

and as to how changes *
plans will be negotiated.

The eight dimensions above do not result in 256 different,
evaluation desifFns. ™Many of the dimensions are correlates, both
conceptually and in frequencv-of-use. For example, an "internal"
evaluatinn ctudy is more likely to be formative than summative, more
likely to bve descrifftlve than judcomental., These charucteristics and
correlations mijyht be particular to the places where evaluation has
been most common. In new evaluaticn situations the key dimensions

and combinatiang misht ne quite divierent,

7. NINE EVALUATICN APPROACHES

Another way Uo look at the Jdifferent wayvs educationat pro-
grammes are evaluated is to look at typical approaches. The dif-
ferences between the aoproaches can partly be describted in terms of
the dimensicns just discussed, but more subtle characteristics become

apparent when modzls or prototypes are examined.

1n tiie section, nine .approsches wiill be considered. The first
two are very common, In any cne vear at least 10 per cent of
Americr-n teachers and punils are involved, at least tor a few minutes,
in student achievement testing or insiitutional self-study, as part
of a formal evaluation etfort., GSome of the cthers are typical as
part of informal evaluntion, but uncimmon &as formal studies. The
last two are much move rare, but incressingly mentioned by evaluation
consultants. tor the deeper understandirs ol this chapter particu-
larly, it is adviszble that it is reac in sonjunction with the CECD
docurent "Case Studies in the rvaluation ot wducational Programmes"
which is availavle free on demand from CERJ/OECD, Felerences in the

+

text to case studies are tc those in that Ancument,

Student Gain by Testin:

The approach usunlly susgested by measurement specialists and

educational psychologists iz "testing te measure student rain in

erformance”. It relies on tests developed to match presneci fication
N i+ t
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of oblectives or on standardized tests that match or cover programme
objectives (or their correlates), Many studies are undertaken using
tests developed primarily for counselling and guidance purposes,
Educators in favour of highly structured curricula prefer criterion-
referenced tests as a basis for measuring student gain or masfery of
the task. Coutrol groups are sometimes used, Analysis of regres-
sion or covariance is sometimes used to identify variance in student
scores attributable only to the teaching. fThe method is found weak
by some critics because the tests under-represent what education
apparently does for school children and because the identification
nf poor learning is often not much help in identifying or correcting
deficiencies in teaching.

Two of the case studies available in the companion document
are primarily student~testing based, the Michigan Assessment study
and the evaluation of "Follow Through". (However there is some stu-
dent testing in mest of the case studies here.} Both of them were
set up to improve programme management and to provide information
for state and national policy setting. Neither evaluation study was
greatly successful in these roles., A third case study, that which
resulted in the Coleman Keport, used a great amount of student test-
ing. Partly tecause of action by the U.S. courts the Coleman study
more effectively sustained its readers' concern about government
policy for schools, desegregation, and educational opportunity. Most
of the "accountability laws" passed by state legislatures in the U,S.
impiv cr m'ndate a studenti~testing approach,.

o~

ingtitutionai Seif-Study by Staff

Mostly because schools in America have, by law, a great deal of
autonomy, their otfficers have looked for wavs of evaluating them, to
avoid federal and state control. Long ago thev farmed regional
alliances, a network of schools, for the purpose of arcrediting eacnu
other. A number of scecial professional organisations, sucn as the
american Association of Medical Colleges and the !ational Council for
the Accreditation of “eacher “ducation, moved in the came way to pro-
vide sel! regulation and to avoid state regulaticn,

‘he ~"’ncipnl method nf evaluation adopted by these organisa--
tions pa.. reen facultv self-studv., This is not to say that the final
word on any matter was left to the school's faculty, but the primary
rathering of data, inverpreting of problems and recommending improve-
ments has beer via the initiative and hard work of the faculty.

Feview by visitin: committees and adherence to specifications adopted
by memder schools has alsc been common to the self-regulation process,
The self-studv 15 sometimes used ty an institution under inter-
nal pressure, withnut any external renuirement, such as when students
are protesting or when ma.jor budget chanmes are imminent, Tt is a
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procedure which honours the status quo, establishmentarian values.
It takes a heavy toll in staff time, and is a subject in contract
negotiations with some unions. It has the great value of keeping
problem-solving responsibility at the site of the problem. None of
the case studies gathered here illustrates this approach to nro-
gramme evaluation.

Prestige Panel or Blue-Ribbon Panel

A third common evaluztion approz-h usecd by governments and
organisations of all kinds is the panel of leading citizens, usually
people without expertise in education {or whatever the tocus is),
but who are held in hi;h esteem, who have a strong sense of social
responsibility, and wht are respected for outstanding achievement
of some kind. A group >f several such people is asked to study a
problem. They may follow their intuitions, or be guided by an ex-
perienced counsel or staff member. They are expected to make a very
formal report, usually in a matter of weeks or months.

A well-known example of this approach is the British report on
“ehildren and their primary schools" prepared by Lady Beatrice Plowden
and her comritiee.{(l1) 1In some countries such studies are often
used as grouw.ds Ior *the enactmernt c¢f corrective legisiation. The
blue-ribbon panel, also, is often the first choice ame., :raluation
methods when matters are "in extremis" - seized upon by leaders
when the institution has been greatly injured, or is immobilized by
crisis,

Less sensational instances are common in the schools when a new
currichlum or student policy or staff crganisation is needed. A
prestigious group is asked to investigate. It almost always is ex-
pected to make recommendations. In these instances the method be-
comes Similar to the self-study approach menti- .2d previously. It
should be noted that the distinction of the panel members permits
them to use personal experience and Judgment as an adjunct to and
sonetimes in lieu of more objective and definitive data.

‘ione of the case studies is an example of this approach. It
might be noted that, in the case of the Michigan Assessment Programme,
the Michigan Zducational Association, 2 professional organisation for
teachers, sponsored a study of the state assessment by engaging a
blue-ribbon panel of evaluation specialistg.(2)

1) See Lady Beatrice Plowden et al., "A Revort cf the Central
Advisory Committee on Children and Their Primary Schools," London:
Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1967.

2) See Ernest House, Wendall Kivers, and Daniel Stufflebeam,
"Assessment of Michigan's Accountability System". Michigan
Educational Association: Teacher's Voice Supplement, April 22,
1974,




Transaction-Observation

In contrast to the student-tes’ing avproach as a (sometimes)
diyciplined study focusing mainly on educational outcomes, the
transaction observation apprcach is a (sometimes) disciplined study
ot educational processes. Here the activities of the programme are
studied, and with special attention to settings or milieu, Issues
are orten drawn from the proceedings rather than from theory or 1rom

gual statements,

Discipnlines trou which the methods of observation come include
anthronology, ethnograchy, nistcry and journalism. Some of these
discivlines emphasize the crucial impertance of reporting as well as
of mezsuring. This evaluation approach follows that lead.

The transactions emphasized are not those between evaluator and
educator, although it is the evaluator with this approach who seems
to be especially sensitive to professinnal role relationships. This
is nicely {llustrated in the UNCAL case study. The transactions
emphasirzed are those *hat take place in the classroom as learner
encounters instructional arrangements, plus the many transactions
amenit educators making those arrancements. Observations are made ,
in g£lobal rashion, either bv trained observers or by participants
who are debriéfed by trained interviewers.

The STA evaluation is an especially good example of this
aporoach. 3ever2l Swedish scheools had comvpleted an experimental
teachinrm programme. The evaluation was an ad hoc study to see what
had been iearnedi. The orincipal attention was to what the teachers
had dene, with narticular reference to how much the instruction was
influenced by ins<itution2l and cultural frame factors. The highly
political nerotiations to initiate the evaluation were an instruc-
tive acpect or the study.

[

n the transaction-observation anproach cne often will find an
attention to the niuralism of values in oducation. This is ccnsis-
trnt with the diec made by Frangsois Hetman in a 1073 QECD document. (1)
tile first extractoerd a senzence from a Report of the (U.3.) MNational
Academy of Sciences (i)

"whatever ‘aprovement misht be made in assessment systems,
trerefore, it is important to remember that the products of such
Systems ultlmntaly represent no more than inputs into the com-
plex networs of decislon-making processes, nrivate and public,
encnomic and ﬁm’ih1c1’. that torgether mold the growth of tech-
rnoloxy and channel its intepration into the social siructure."

rangois !etman, Society and the Assessment of Technnlogy,
: roanisation for Nconnmic Co- ~ocperaticn and Develnoment,
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"But is this duty to fall only and exclusively to the central
decision-nuking authorities? In a pluralistic socitty, -17h a
monopoly in formulating and assessing alternative future options
and courses of action may be regarded as a contradiction if not
as a real danger to democracy. Hence the idea of a "corretitive
assessment", in other words, of such an institutional se%~up &3
would allow different sectors of activity, organisations, groups
of interest and affected parties to make assessments of their
own, on the basis of their proper standpoint and scale of
values."

It is rnot unusuval to find populistic sentiment in the transzaction-
observation methcdology.

Instructional Research

when many educational researchers are asked to recommend an
evaluation approach they speak of an experimental design, with com-
parison cf randomized treatments under controlled conditions, or as
close an approximation as possible. They urge the investigator not
to pass up the chance to centribute to the general knowledge about
teaching and learning, sometimes paying little attention to whether
or not the study is useful to the people involved in the programme.

Some authsrities believe that the experimental anproach is
essential even to an understanding of the particular programme.

v, ..the small differences [educational programs] are likely to
make can easilv be either overestimated or missed entirely by
coemparing the treatment group with a non-comparable group. The
only truly satisfactory way of dealing with this problem, of
course, is through randomly assigned treatment and control

-
i

groups." (1)

There is a great respectability to this approach, but it has
come increasingly under criticism for its poor record of assistance
to practitioners and policy setters. In a section (Responses of
Administrators teo Nine Key nuestions) further on, Johi: Nisbet is
quoted reflecting concern about the educational research aporoach
and the student-testing aporoach, especially in formative evaluation.

But the purpose of evaluation sometimes is to speas of summative
values and to provide generalised information, 3uch was the field
study of programmed biology materials both prerared and evaluated Ty
Richard Anderson, and reported ag a case study in *his book.

1) From John W. Evans, "Evaluating tducatinnal Programs - Are We
Getting Anywhere?"., Hducational Fesearcher, Vol. 3, No. -,
September 1974, o. 9.
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Rebert F. Boruch has published an excellent bibiiography (1)
of particular studies and general guidelines on the evaluation of
randomized exper®uental programmes. His references include pro-
grammes of sociul rehabilitation, law enforcement, socio-medical
experimentation and welfare as well as educatioa.

Management Analysis and Social Policy Analysis

The next two anproaches blend into each cotrer but represent
differences in the urgency of the findings and atdiences. When an
evaluative study is done to assist programme managers (to make im-
mediate or repetitive monitoring decisions) the anproach might be
called Management Aralysis. When *he same study is done to assist
policy-making, perhaps with a longer time-span, perhaps for a wide
consZituency or for governing board members (rather than managers)
the approach might be called Social Policy Analysis. But they are
similar in many respects. ‘They both drew upon the social sciences
not usually involved in educational resesrch, management perhaps
more often raising economic issues, policy-setters perhaps more

often raising socio-political {ssues. They both draw up such econo-
mic concepts as cost-benefit analysis and productivity coefficients,
and such sociological concepts us opportunity costs and work ethic.

One case study reported here which illustrates a social survey
approach to policy setting is that of the Coleman study of "equal
spportunity". The principal data are achievement test results uut
the style of analysis and the interpretations are those of the social
policy analyst.

The evaluation cf the Illinois Program for Gifted Children and
of Ottawa's Informational Retrieval Television are both studies
undertaken by the sponsors of the programms (one povernment, one
private} to help decide whether the prosr:mmes should be expended,
cut back, or changed in some ways. In totn cases the officials,
finding that no startling facts were likely to emerge, took action
before the several years of findings were available to them.

Goal-Free Evaluation and Adversary Evaluation

These two approaches are newcomers to the educational research
scene. Michael Scriven introduced goal-free evaluation with t-e
conversation reproduced in the next chapter. To avoid co-option he
stressed keeping distance between evaluator and programme staff,
ev:~ to the extent of not knowing what the staff gozls were.

1) See Robert F. RBoruch, "Ribliography: Illustrative Randomized
Field Experiments for Program Planning and Evaluation",
Evaluation, Volume 2, No. 1, 1974, $33-88.
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Scriven's evaluator is aware of what goals are usually pursued and
is supposed to be sensitive to a grecat range of indicztions tnat
attainments were made, so the approach is not goal-free in that
sense. A highly structured checklist of evidences is utilised.

The Adv+ cary approach has several champions, most prominently
Murray Levine, Thomas Owens and Robert Wolf.(1) The resources for
evaluation are divided in two: part to show the shortcomings of the
programme, the rest to show merit, In some cases the court of law
is taken as the model, with the testimony sh iped, the case made, and
with cross—examination by counsels for the prosecution and the de-
fence. The approach has an unusual command of the use of real time
for decision-making, an asset that few other approaches can match,

These nine prototypes are over-simplifications of the approaches
evaluators actually use. Most actual studies draw upon several
styles, varying At the plogramme, the issues and e audiences
change.

On the following page, a grid summarises the features of these
nine approaches, (A bitliography of readings relevent to this will
be found in the Appendix.)

Lixe evangelist prreachers and high pressure salesmen, evalua-
tors promote their methods. There is good and bad in each of them.
The task for the consumer is to pick the method for which the things
it does well are important and for which the things it does poorly
are unimportant. But there is all too little agreement, all too
little evidence, &S to wlat each method does accomplish under which

circumstances.

%, THE COSTS OF EVALUATING

An evaluatiion study seems to cost whatever the funding agency
can aft~:d. The experience of many evaluators indicates that the
director will empluy as many people as the funds will allow, once
the costs of instruments, data processing, travel and administration
are +aren care of, A good estimate is that 80 per cent of evalua-
tion budrets go to professional salaries.

One common procedure of funding agencies is to set aside a cer-
tain portion of the programme's operating costs for evaluation. For

1) See Murray Levine, vgcientific Method and the Adversary Model:

i?m§ Preliminary Suggestions", Evaluation Comment, 1673,
2), 1-33

Thomas %, Owens, "tducational Evaluation by Adversary
Proceedings", in Ernest House (Ed.), School Evaluation: The
Politics and Process. Berkeley: 1cCufcnan Publishing
Corpor  on. 1973; and
Robert ... Wolf, "The Application of Select Legal Concepts to
Educational Evaluation," unpublisihed PhD Dissertation,
University of Illinois, 1974,
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SOCIAL development of cond:tions ang S0CT0LO- David Cohen JENCHS educationa! Choices,
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"l course these deseriptive tags are o great over-simplification, The approaches overlap. Different proponents and
different userg have different styies,

Each protazenist reco
one study may ip-

gnises one approach {s not
frose differences

lude severn? approackes. The priq {g an over-simplification, 1t Is |

Idea! for a1) purp.es.  Any
between Contemporary eveluation activities,

ntendad to snow sope I 9ical,
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large programmes using conventional methods summative evaluation
might run up to & per cent, Smaller programmes, unusual programmes,
and highly controversial programmes may need © per cent. Formative

.evaluation can be more expensive, depending on the difficulty of the

development problems. In evaluation efforts of the U.S. Experimental
Schools it became appmarent that agencies could not effectively use
substantially more than 5 per cent, perhaps pecause expectations as
to what would be accomnlished“by the evaluators becomes unrealistic.
(The figures in this section are basecd on the author's own experience
25 a project director and consultant.)

One good strategy for the commissioning agency 1s to be explicit
as to what kind of observations or what kind of information it needs,
and to get the prospective evaluators te indicate how they would do
it and what it would cost. They might be encouraged to submit more
than one vlan, with costs estimated tor each. Experienced evalua-
tors will be able te mlve exeamples of what other studies have cost
- stil® it is5 difficult for the commissioners to know how much was
accomplished *or thesc expenditures.

The auality of the study is not likely to be related to its
cost. The princinal concern is to get able persons working on the
stiuhy., Sometimes rhev cost very little, sometimes they are not
available at anv obrice. ‘lhe commissioners have to pay the "going
rate" for what they want, just as they would for architects, medical
doctors or striny aquartetis. ’

The costs of an evaluation study are not only the exnenditure
of financial resources, but also largely the use of sturent, teacher
and administrator tine. Interference in the programme overations is
a substantial ccst in some studies, sometimes even causing the
evaluation results t~ be called inte guestion, and encouraging the
evaluator to seek unobirusive methods.(1) A drop in staff norale,
community unrect, and increased buresucratic insensitivity are in-
tanrinle costs thar are sometimes attributed to evaluation pro-
grammes. (&) fhe total costs of an evaluation study are extremely
difficult tc tallv.

There are some reliable expectations as to how financial costs

will mount, in addition to the obvisus fact that emploving mcre

people costs move monev, iere are a few:
1) See Eurene <. “edb et 2l., Unobtrusiwve Measures: i.onreactive
nesearch in +he Sccial sciences. Chicaro: hand liclially &

company, v,

H,odiouge

Herae oy

2) See nrnest
Process.

), sechnenl Bvaluation: The Folitics and




1. Sampling a large population is much less expensive than
interviewing every teacher or testing every child. How-
ever, with small populations, such as that of a single dis-
trict, the administrative co3ts of sampling can overcome
the savings.

2, The size of sample by specialists in sampling :ncrease
cotte of data gathering disproportionately above the size
needed f{-~r answering most evaluation questions.

3. The cost o. constructing and validating new instruments or
procedures 1 very high. Existing ones will usually be
much cheaper, although perhaps not sufficiently relevant.

4, It is usually a waste of resources to use a standardized
instrument fcoo a small number of observations if the
instrument. 1s not a part of the clinical tools of the eval-
uator, tlhe educators or the audience members. Unstandard-
i-~-d obgervations or questioning are likely to be more
informative and less expensive for small operations.

5. The use of computers is necesss.'y in most large-scale data
analyses. Computers can save great amounts of personnel
time, but their budget lines are often over-funded. De-
signs for evaluation studies are consistently overly ana-
lytic because the computers are so readily available, the
costs so easy to justify, and the results so apparently
credible. In small studies especially, compiuter costs
should be considered as needing thorough justification.

6. Publication and dissemination cousts are regularlv much
higher than enticipated if there is to be an effective Jjob
of circulating the findings.

7. Overhzed costs to institutions for use of facilities, li-
braries, access to experienced personnel, fringe benefits
for employees, etc., are as justifiable for evaluation
studies as for more conventional research studies,

It would %e nice if we could catalogue evaluation cests, showing
what findings can be expected to cost, or even what inquiry methods
are relatively more costly. 3But no reliable infcrmation of this
source can be provided. The commissioner of an evaluation study
will bave to questicn experienced researchers and examine budget in-
formation from completed studies - and still should expect tn rely
on guess-work. As with many commodities the prices are very unstable.
But given reputable evaluation personnel and with care in writing a
good agreement, the commissioner can get his money's worth.
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Chapter IV

NEGOTIATION OF AGREEMENTS TO DO _EVALUATION STUDIES

The general purpose of this report is to review the various
methods of vprogramme evaluation currently in use in education. A
pore specific target is the review of the particular responsibility
for negotiating an agreement. to carry out an evaluation study. In
this section the reader will find a listing of issues needing con-
sideration by the commissioners cr sponsors of the study and by the
prospective evaluators. Three hypothetical coaversations between a
commissioner and a prospective evaluator have been included to sug-
gest different directions initial conversations may go - depending
on the orientation of the evaluation specialist. Comments by ex-
perts considering the difficult task of negotiating an agreement to
carry out an evaluation study are also included in this section.

1. ISSUES FOR CUNSILCERATION

It is reascnable to suppose that in addition to the usual con-
sideration of purposes, dates, persons, and costs, the parties
working toward an agreement would anticipate the things that could
go wrong And take preventive steps, and that they would make real
preparations to deal expeditiously with the problems that will occur.
That is the pessimistic supposition taken here. "What could go
wrong will go wrong" is a useful slogan. The following advice about
issues is based not only on theory but on the practice of evaluation
in many places, as illustrated in the several case studies in the
final section of this report.

A contract can be too specific orjnot specific enough. If the
contract is too specific the evaluator ‘will be unable to respond to
unexpectad difficulties ancd opportunities, If the conitract is not
specific enough the chances of the sponsors getting what they need
(and having the grounds for insisting upon it) are reduced. The
conversations between commissioners and potential evaluators can al-
so be too specific or not specific enough. If they undertake a de-
tailed technical examination of the programme, the evaluation design,
and the possible trouvles that might occur, the conversations are
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likely to de-emphasize the larger policy questions, to disdain the
more subtle "unmeasurablie" circumstances, and the parties are likely
to over-protect themselves with constraints and risk-lowering clauses
that could severely limit the opportunity of the evaluation study

to be maximally useful. If the conversations are not specific enough’
(and this is usually the case, sometimes because the commissioner
does not want to reveal how little he knows about research methodol-
ogy and the evaluator does not want to reveal how little he knows
about education} then there is little chance for the evaluation

study to engage the questions the commissioners need help with and

to extend the understandings of the programme in ways that will
facilitate decision-making.

Purpose

Perhaps the most important question to be raised, once and

again and again, is that of the purposes of the evaluation study.

Of course, the purpose oI evaluation is to find out what is good

and what is bad. In programme evaluation the purpose is to find

out the merit and shortcoming of the programme. Sut the particular
questions tha*t concern participants, sponsors, and other counstituen-
cies, need more final judgments. They need information. inter-
pretations, recommendations. Th~y need attention to the particulars
of the programme. & general review of the merit and shortcoming may
fail tc address these questions. A hypothesis-testing experimental
study may fail to adiress these que.tions. Any design.might. There
may or mavy not need to be direct attention, for example, to the
actual achievements of students. Questions of whether or not the
materials are too difficult tn read, aimed at the wrong objectives,
offensive to parents; questions of whether the teachers are too
liberal or conservative, whether or not they know their subject
matter; gquestions of the competence of programme administrators

- these are a few of the many imoonderables that may be on the

minds of programnc constituents. The evaluators and commissioners
need to evamine the range of pertinent guestions and to allocate

the usually modest resources for evaluation to the few questions
that c¢an be £iven primary at*ention. Evaluators and commissioners
need to consider - not :0 much the dictionary definition of evalua-
tion, nor the designs of the evaluation methodologist - out what

the peoplie involved expect an evaluation study to accomplish.

This is rot t.u say that a rood written statement of the pur-
poses or expectatinng of the evaluation studv is not necessary, or
that it will assure that the direction of the evaluation is proner.
The main thing is for the narties to Le satisfied that theyv know as
much as they should atout why the evaluation studvy is being under-
taxen.
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Audiences

It might at first be assumed that the commissioners are the
primary audience for the evaluation study, but there usually are
others to whom the results will be circulated. Guite often, the
commissioners do not expect to learn znything new, and expect that
the study will but confirm what they already know. Evaluators need
to know who the audiences are so that they may gather data consid-
ered most relevant by these audiences, verify obéervations to meet
their standards of credibility, and prepare a presenta;ion of find-
ings in a style that the audiences will find comprehensible and
useful.

It is obvious that parents, teachers, students, officials, pro-
fessors, and others will differ, and diffar within their own groups,
as to vhat iscues in the programme are most important. lost may be
concerned with whether the nrogramme is accomplishing its instruc-
tional objectives, but some will not. Some of the time, enercy,
and funding for thie study may need to be spent studying audiences.
HJow the commissicners perceive their audiences is an important first
sten, and one that needs to be re-checred during the progress of
the study.

The evaluators have their audiences teco. They want their find-
ings to be shared by research colleagues, they want their good work
to be recognised by their superiors, and they want their students or
aporentices to learn from the case at hand. Some recosnition should
be made by the commissioners of these audiences.

Methods of Inguirv

Both parties to the nerotiations will have some idea what is
appropriate and inaporopriate evaluation methodology for the study
at hand. There needs to be sufficient discussion of how the study
might be carried out so that neither party will feel misled about
what is expected by the other. The listing of the nine approaches
in the previous section might be used to illustrate some of the
techniques desired by either party. If a2t a.l possible the pros-
pective evaiuator should provide representations of previous work
{(perhaps a portfolio of instruments, protocols, and reports:. The
commissioner might show examples of mcod and poor studies previously
done to help the evaluator understand nis standards.

it is reasonable to suppose that the evaluator will be the bet-
ter Jjudge as to which technioue is most suitablaz “nr answering a
particular question, at a particular cost, and at a particular level
of credibility. But it should also be recognised that the commis-
sioner will have important ideas as to which techniques have been
useful and which have heen objectionahle in other ciruumntances.
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Because the commissioners feel at a loss, sometimes, to know whether
or not a method is reputable, it is not unreasonable for them to
appoint a consultant (or for the evaluator to employ an independent
reviewer) who will attest to the suitability of methods.

One of the most surprising things to commissioners is the fact
t’at distinguished researchers cannot or will not switch their
methods of inquiry. When one chooses an evaluator, one chooses a
metnod of evaluating, Investigators will often redirect their at-
tention to emerging issues and to new opportunities to gather infor-
mation, but they are less flexihle akout changing styles of data
gathering and analysis, One way they increase their range of methods
is to add persons with different styles to the team, or to sub-
contract a part of the study to another group.

An important part of the methodology is the reporting technique.
Evaluators have many different styles of reporting, Experimental
psychologists, philosophers, and many "academics" as a group prefer
to write a report suitable in style for publication in a scholarly
Journal, The report mey be prestigious, but may bve incomprehensible
to some important audiences. Some commercial evaluation agencies
and local study-groups are prone to make reports that reflect most
fervourably upon the sponsor. These have public relations value, but
are a poor aid to decision-making. Whatever proposal the prospective
evaluators make should indicate the style and extent of reporting
expected. The commissioners should review this potential commitment
carefully,

Confidentiality

Many data used in evaluation studies require confidential hand-
ling. Official correspondence, teacher-competence ratings, data on
parental income, student reports of misconduct, are some of the more
sensitive data, but many individual observations and scores are
zathered with the understanding (often implicit) that they will dis-
appear into impersonal summary statistics, their identity remaining
undisclosed outcide the boundaries of the evaluation project. It
used to be that buryinz information in a computer or in a student's
"cumulative file" was considered secure storage, but increased ac-
cess to computers and files, particularly Qith new legislation pro-
tecting the privacy of individuals, has changed things. The plan
for data storare and processings and for circulation of interpreta-
tions should be a major provision in the evaluation-study plan.

Certain rules about the release of scores, observations, and
quotations will sometimes be nceded. It should be stated explicitly
which people will have sccess to the data, the access an individual
will have tc his own records, how errors ray be recognised and cor-
rections made, etc. Any transcripts of tape recordings of meetings,



classroom sessions, interviews, etc., may nced to be cleared by all
who participated. Setting such rules is an integral part of the
technology of educational measurement and is part of the ethical re-
sponsibility of an evaluator.

One of the most common disagreements that arises between spon-
sors and evaluators is with the reporting of programme information
considered confidential. When this occurs it is likely to be be-
cause the evaluator felt obligated to look into matters that were
not originally anticipated, then, holding data the programme people
recognise as relevant but not apgropriate for all audiences, he in-
cluded it as a report that becomes available to those audiences. If
the findings are extremely bad the evaluator may feel a mora’ ob-
ligation to act unilaterally and release them even though +he origi-
nal agreement specified that reports would not be made wiirut the
permission of thr sponsor or programme personnel. Such situations
cannot be dealt with specifically in advance, but it is wise for
the commissioner and evaluator to be aware of these possibilities.

Continuing Neizotiations

Even though a formal contract or agreement is signed it is im-
portant to consider the arrangements between commissioners and eval-
uators as requiring monitoring and further negotiating. It often
is a mistake to fix a nriority or a limit to the study when a bet~-
ter decision can be made after more is understood about the programme
and its evaluation. The need for such continuing negotiations should
be anticipated and provisions made for modifying the original arrange-
ments.

There are bound to be misunderstandings such as the one nentioned
two paragraphs back. How to deal with misunderstarding is no great
mystery - one needs contact, communication, emnathy, and a willing-
ness To reconsider. But an impasse sometimes is reached. If so,
it might have been helpful to have identified, in advance, a group
that would act as a "court of appeals". The original negotiations
should anticipate the need for subsequent negotiations -~ not as &
sign of fallibility, but as a sign of responsibility.

2. CHECKLIST

To assist both the commissioner and the prespective evaluator
in covering the many important considerations, the following check-
list has been prepared.
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Checklist for Nesotiating an Agreement to Evaluate an Educational

Programme

1

5

Do the parties to this negotiation know each other? What
more de  ney need to find out? %ho wants an evaluation
study? Would those not participating (e.g., programme de-
velopers, teachers, students) have added an important per-
spective?

¥rnat programme is it that is to he evaluated? Whose pro-
gramme is it? ‘What is its setting? its history? its pur-
poses? its scope? How has it been evaluated before?

why is there to be an evaluation study? VWhat is it expec-
ted to produce? What should it accomplish (e.g.,recom-
mendations, authoritative Judgments, exrlanations, points
of view)?

who are the audiences for the evaluation findings? Will
different audiences (e.z., parents, technologists, members
of parliament) have different background experience and dif-~
ferent i{nformation needs?

wnat do the people who are most closely involved with the
prosramme see as its major issues or problems? What issues
do other people see? How do all these relate to the major
issues Tacing education elsewhere?

what resources are available for the conduct of this study?
what cost estimates can be nade (e.g., in money, staff time,
programme dis™nption)?

“hat is the work history and working style of the prospec-
tive evzluators (i.e., the persons, team, or agency)? Do
thes have a portfolio of reports and artifacts from com-
pleted studies?

why would the evaiuators be interested in doing this study?
what is there in it for them? Who else would they like to
have helning them with i{t?

what will be the primary sources of data? what arrange-
ments would be necessary to sain access to these scurces?
Are rules of access necdec?

-

Juring the course 7 tle evaluation study, where and how
would the dntn e kept? What would be the rules of access
to theoe doto (e,-,, 1o narticipants, sponsors, newsnanper

K]

Tepor
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11, What would be a suitable plan for reporting the findings?
informal feedback? progress reports? final presentations?
Lre the evaluators free to publish findings in professionai
journals? Wwhat checks will be made on the efrectiveness
of the evaluation feedback?

12. How will further arrangements be negotiated after the study
vegins? What will be the response to unexpected chanres in
programme? What misunderstandings may arise between the
sponsors of the study and the evaluators? How will con-
flict be resolved?

13. what more needs to be said about the purposes and expecta-

tions for the evaluation study?

4. HOW ADMINISTRATORS “AVE RESPONDED 0 NINE KEY QUESTIONS

How to go about the business of getting an evaluation study
started is a dif{ferent matter in different circumstances. Experi-
enced administrators have different advice to give, partly because
they work in different circumstances. 5till, there is a substantial
agreement among them, ac the responses on the following pages indi-
cate.

About 154 administrators were asked to respond, in writing or
orally, to the first five questions here. Some raised and answered
other questions, and some referred to statements in the professional
literature. Included is one statement from an article in Educational
Researcher by John Evans of the U.S. Cffice of Education, stated here
as an answer to a kev question, though ¥r. Evans was not one of the
administrators I sought out.

None of the administrators has spoken here for his agency but
only as an individual experienced with some aspects of initiating
the formal evaluation of educational programmes. What was most ap-
parent from the careful consideration and candid responses piven to
the questions was zn optimism that evaluation studies can facilitate
the governance of educational programmes and that good lines of com-
munication between commissiconers and evaluators are essential. The
answers were made with a quick readiness to share experience. Tne
excerots on the following nages snould nelp administrators both with
large and small experience with evaluation studies to focus on the
responsibilities of negoiiatines productive working arrangements.
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The questions started with this heading:

Consider the advice you might pass along to educational offi-
cials who are about to commission a large-scale evaluatiocon
.8tudy. It could be, for example, advice to a West Germen
government agency about to set up an evaluation of special
finding of schools having new science programmes, or advice to
certain Australien officials about evaluating consultancy ser-
vices to outback districts. The evaluation is to be done by

an outside group, not by staff from the same bureau or ministry.

Making the Evaluation Plans Specific

Question 1: Lo you feel that the commissioners should insist on
highly specific plans by the evaluators? Which is the
greater danger, that the evaluators will focus too
early on varjables and issues found later not to be im-
portant, or that the evaluators will spend so long form-
ing and correcting the design that the results will be
incomplete and unsubstantial?

Charles Beltz: Those commissioning a study should make sure
that they are clear in their own minds as to what exactly it is that
they wish to have evaluated. Often, the negotiations with the evalua-
tors are instrumental in clarifying the thinking of the commissioners.
This approach causes a good deal of frustration and argument to both
parties, is very time-consuming, and makes unnecessary demands on

-the evaluators for repeated design modification. How specific any

plans for evaluation must be varies from case to case, but if the
commissioners have prepared a well thought out brief for the prospec-
tive evaluators, the latter are in a ruch better position to develop
an appropriate and acceptable design. Taking this as the basic re-
quirement, there must be sufficient latitude for agrecd modifica-
tions during the course of the project. Rigid adherence to all of
the original design, without amendments arising out of changing cir-
cumstances over the time of the project, can make the finai ouilcomes

&t best incomplete, sometimes irrelevant. \

Alphonse Buccino: Plans chould be clear, but not necessarily
highly specific. By far the greater danpger with complex projects
is focusing too early on variables and issues which will be found
later not to be important.

John Banks: lio. Th~ plans for the evaluation should be con-
sistent with the way tne experiment has been formulated. The plans
should leave room for zrowing. The danzer of too early a focus is
more likely, but bcth »re likely.
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Stig Cbel: It depends on the sort of evaluation the evaluator
is up to. A psychometric evaluation should be based on rather speci-
fic plans or at t2ast on a model of evaluation with examples from
earlier work of the evaluator, showing rather specific variable anal-
ysis. In most cases the second danger, that of spending too much
time on plénning the design, is greater than the first danger. The
commissioner should be warned of this danger.

Bryan Dockrell: The keyword is flexibility. That doesn't mean
ad hocery or muddling through. It means thinking about the possi-
bilities carefully in advance, svecifying possible techniques but
keeping the options open for as long as possible. ‘It means too being
willing to add additional dimensions to studies as they become rele-
vant. It also means having the courage to acknowledge that data
gathered with great care and at great effort is unirformative.

Sal'v Pancrazio: Partiallv. Some of the aspects of tke plan
can be highly srecific {time-line, protfessional staff to be used,
availeble facilities, needs for subcontractineg, costs, etc.). VWhere
options in methodology =xist, or where actions depend on certain re-
sults or findinss, the need for such decision points can be speci-
fied, as well as the specificaticn of pocsible opticns. As an eval-
uvator of proposals and as a reader of final reports, I have not
"geen" the latter danger occurring. In ract, the time constraints
related to fiscal year approoriations and expenditures prevent the
evaluator from spending tco much time "forminz and correcting the

design".

Arieh Lewy: ~uestion 1 should be divided into two portions:
first about the specific plan and then about the definition of veria-
bles. The preparation = 5 specific plan does not necessarily re-
quire the early A.viniti- o of the variables. It may be that the
plan contains a time schedule which allcws for exploratory studi-s,
but which also reguires that v riables will be defined by a certain
date. Moreover, % that time tne evaluators shnuld nrovide "justi-
fication” for the selection an - ‘efinition of the variables. Such

justification should be tased on the findings of the explorator?
investigation.

Generally the rlan should be highly specific in a +ense that it
should cont.in details about the data areas which shoulcd be covered
by the study. Examples of such areas are: coznitive behaviours of a
higher mental type, transfer of knowledpge, interest, co-operation
among Students, management problems, teachers' and parents' identi-
*ication with the program. The plan should indicate now these
variatles should be defined. If they should be based on the results
of an exploratory study, how should this study be ccnducted, how many
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observations, etc., should be made? The plan should also be speci-
fic concerning the sample size, methods of sample selection, and
time~table. Such a procedure may avoid both shortcomings mentioned
in the question, the focus on variables which are not important and
on the attainment of unsubstantial results.

Negotiating a Contract

Question 2: Should the officials and the prospective evaluators
meet and negotiate a contract that specifies the de-
sizn to be used? 1Is it hetter to have a long period
of negotiationsY Does it help such negotiations to re-
fer to previous studies, instrumehts, reports, and
findings?

Brvan Dockrell: Association between the various grouvs in-
volved in a study should begin early and should be seen as a process
of mutual enlightenment. The evaluators will certainly have a job to
do in clarifying tr. limits of the information that they can pro-
vide. It is understandably difficult for administrators to realise
that a mean score on a test may not convey the information it ap~
pears to. The classic example of misunderstanding of this kind is
the Stuart and Wells readinr survey. rhe repor* itself was impec-
cable. Tt was nonetheless misunderstood. In these early discussions,
reference to previous studies, possible findings, and appropriate
instruments would surely play a major part. I do not see these dis-
cussions as merely preliminary to a study but an importan* part of
any evaluation. In a study on primarv school achievement in one
Scottish local authority area, we had a series of meetings with of-
ficials followed by the estatlishment of a steering committee which
included representatives of a school system and those in the edu-
cational community, the university, colleges of education and our-
selves who were onrimarily contributing expertise to a process of
self-examination.

Sally Pancrazin: The nerotiation period should not be long.
However, I can see tha*t where the pronosals do not fit the specifi-
cations, and the best pronosal needs to be discussed with the sub-
mitters in order tc brins it "up" to the specifications, that the
veriod of nerotiation would require a lonrer period of time. Most
of us want to eep within tight time-lines.

Alphonse Hduccino: Nfficials and evaluators need to extend
negotiatiors over as Lon~ a period as necessary to reach a proper

understanding,
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Arieh Lewy: “The inguiry design should definitely be negotiated.
Nevertheless the evaluafors should insist on adhering to those scien-
tific standards which they feel are relevant to a particular situa-
tion. Thus, for example, if instruments should be developed they
snould not agree to use these instruments without proper validation
procedures, even if this may shorten the time needed for the study.
In such negotiation, examples of previous studies may be very use-
ful. They help to clarify rlaws and merits of other studies and
thus they may improve the utility of any new evaluation study.

Constraints on Acess and Publication

Question 3: How important is it for commissjoners and evaluators
to discuss and make Specific agreements on such matters
425 to who will releac: information, confidentiality of
sources, access to special places? Can you describe
any real instance in which failuze to discuss such
things caused a real problem, o. where such an agreement
was too constrainineg?

John Ranks: The government feels it owns any information from
projects it funds. It expects to control it, even if it anticipates
making the informatior public. 1t should be the government's re-
sponsibility to define cases in which it would feel Jjustified to re-
strict publication. Two instances of such a problem come to mind,
one an economics study and one a study of police records.

Paul Dressel: The evaluator is trying to find out about the
worth or value ot some enterprise, but he also comes to this task
with a set of values. The persons for whom he works and the people
whom he evaluates also have a set of values. And very frequently 1t
is the lack of recognition of these values or the clash between the
two sets of values or priorities in values which is the source of
the difficultv. While I do not think an evaluator needs to insist
on a situation in which he can write up and publish everything he
finds, or give interviews to the newspapers to insure that all of the
difficulties and weaknesses that he locates are broadcast to the
public, I think he does need to know whether the people with whom
he will be associated will tolerate any critical commernt.

Alphonss Bucecino: OSpecific agreements atout release of infor-
mation, and so forth, are obsolutely essential. The real instance
occurring most often is that certain information may not be made
[5vailabl§7 to evaluators ir the absence of such agreements.

Stip Gbel: The nroblem ¢ e.ensing information is important.
The other two a:zpects are not ‘mnortant, ¥requently a nublished
report rewvealins onlv part of the picture - from an evaluation of
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only part of the programme - has been presented as the background
for further innovation, In almost every school you can find that
reading and writing test results have been used by parents, head
teachers, or local authorities tn change the programme in the class-
room. These tests are not reliable bases for changing the programme
in the classroom, and should be used as but one part of a more com-
prehensive evaluation. An agreement to withhold or release infor-
mation is not common on this level, but here the dangers are clearly
illustrated. In large-scale evaluation studies the problems and
dangers are even greater,

Charlea Beltz: The issue of publication rights is likely to be
a persistent problem because of the different motivations and in-
terests of the parties involved. 1In the educational area, as dis-
tinct from security areas such as defence, it would seem quite
possible tc come to explicit agreements by which the commissioners
undertake to release any progress information and to publish fhe
final report, AS SUBMITTED, and by which the conditions of access to
the project's data, subsequent to completion, are clearly determined.
Confidentiality of information sources should as a rule be maintained.
In fact, it seems mecst appropriate at completion of the project to
either destroy the information permitting identification of sources
or deposit it for safe-keeping with the commissioners, The guiding
principle should be that the information is supplied for the speci-
fic purpose of the project only and not to be used for any other
purvose without explicit prior’approval of the source,

Arieh Lewy: If no generally accepted standards exist concerning
publication procedures, then an agreement should be worked out., On
the basis of frictions that have developed in the past over publi-
cation of research in Israel, a schedule has been worked out for
studies supported by the Ministry of Education. This scheme requires

‘that first the results should be submltted to the commissioners of

the study. The commissioners are entitled to criticize the study
and to ask further clarification or explanation concerning critical
issues, If, following this exchange, the results are stated in a
way that satisfies both researchers and commissioners, both sides
arz free to use the study in any form. If such an agreement is not
reached the first pu' ization of the study should include statements
in which both sides .. iicate their views, This practice avoids prob-
lems related to publication. Any deviation from this general vrac-
tice requires previous agreement. Generally it may be = good habit
to prespecify the conditions of publication as they are uriderstood
by both parties.
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Utility of Research

Question 4: How common is it for the evaluators to set up a re-
search study that will be admired by other researchers
but not of much use to the commissioning agency?

Ralph Lundgren: Quite common. The agency should obligate the
evaluators ‘to be fully conscious of the purposes of the study.
Evaluators need to explain the implications of wvarious research ap-
proaches.

Charles Beltz: This can cause serious problems where the com-
missioners are themselves vague in what they want a project to
achieve and, by implication, must leave most of the decisions on de-
sign, xind of information needed, and outcomes to the evaluators.
The central facior ¢f a commissioned study must be its purpose; if
it happens also tc attract the acclaim of other researchers, that
is a happv side-effect, but it should never be its purpose.

Paul Dressel: I have run intn a good many evaluators who seen
to think that the world was going to be revolutionized as a result
of their studies. The evaluator tends to feel that his activities
are far more important than- they may really be in the life of a
larse-scale project, and again he may place very great emphasis on
certain values which are of much lesser consequence to people who
are involved. For evaluation supported out of political delibera=-
tions, it is very easy to see why proponents of a particular project

are dismaved by ernvthing in the way of a critical evaluation. Polit-

ical decisions being what they are, any critical comment can be
seired upon, blown up, and become the basis for throwing out support
of a project - in order to 7et funds to support something else.

One of the rreatest problems is matching up the maturity and cava-
bility of an evaluator to the persons with whom he works. I have
been particularly conscious in this institution over the last ten

or fifteen vears that, as an institutionai researcher and evaluator,
I have arrived at the position where 1 can sbeal bluntlv about the
«<inds of results found, delineate whatioucht to be done, and not

feel that ir. the process 1 was endangéring my own Status or that of
the otfice. In contrast, 1 have a Feport on myv desk, which Just

came in this morning, from a resgé}cher who admits that, because of
his concern about critical reac¥ions to certain aspects of this
study, he consciously de-emphasized these both in the process of re-
search and ajsain in the process of writing. Tre net result, I think,
is a report which evaded the major issues and which will make very
little impact. If I could give any one word of advice to an evaluator
as to how to look at the success of his own project, it would be that
to find out whether ne caused peonle to +think more clearlw and deeply
rather than whether thev chanred or replaced the activity.
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Arieh Lewy: This seems to be one of the most serious problems
in the field of evaluation. The problem becomes even more serinus
because of the low standards of practice among evaluators., There
seems to be a tremendous gap between the competency of top evalua-
tion experts and the general practitioners. The practitioners try
to adhere to prefabricated models and designs of study and frequently
do net understand the nature of the problem they deal with. Such
studies are often admired by their colleagues for adherence to models
and for the utilization of complex statistical procedures, The real
problem is that in the field of evaluation there are no valid cri-
teria for judging the merits of an evaluation study, and frequently
studies are admired without meeting acceptable standards of scien—
tific work. Many evaluation studies published in journals lack even

."internal validitv". Journal manuscriot reviewers judge studies on

the finesse of the methodology without examining whether the methodol-
ogy fits the problem of study.

The Prestige Panel

Question 5: Where can an administrator find guidelines for using - as
several of you and your fellow university presidents
have - the "blue ribbon" panel to investigate a problem
or to evaluate a programme?

David Henry: .I can confirm that (James) Conant, (Clark, Kerr
and I have "advo#aved and utilized" blue-ribbon panels, task forces,
and study commissions in the evaluation of complex programmes. How-
ever, I am at a loss to refer you to any published comment by any of
us that would be useful in analyzinyg the process. I have personally
served on four such national groups and feel keenlv that they are
important, indeed, that they are an essential part of our governance
structure in the formulation of public policv. I have not had
occasion, however, to put my reactions on papver, O0f course, there
are many evaluations of individual renorts, s you know, and probably
somebody has made a rencral evaluation, but I have not eancountered
it, '

In my seminérs on Current Issues and Problems, where T used the
reports of national rroups as backsround material, I have introduced
the subject about which vou write, by noting: 1) the special com-
mission is able ts forcus on a complex area and brinfs te lts analysis
the best in =cholarship and current informed opinion; 2 by its
nature and the calibre of its people, a commission receives more than
ordinary public attenticn and hence hecomes an instrument in public
information about problemz and issues. Since public policy is or
should be the result of extensive public debate, the commission re-
ports elevate the conversation bevond mere oninion rathering and
place it in the framewar: of ¢bjective analvsis nnd evaluation,
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Although some refer slightingly to reports of task forces that
"gather dust unnoticed and unread", even a casual studv of what
really happens to recommendations i{s auite revealing. For example,
all of the recommendations of the Eisenhower Committee on Education
Bevond the High School found their way into acceptance within the
decade following the repvort. 7This is not %o sav that the committee
report created the vesult. It aoes sugrest, however, that the com-
mittee mav have helred formulate tne nature of the result and its
timing. ¥o one, of course, could ever be sure of cause and effect
in such an instance. iiowever, the Carnerie Commission on Educational
Television resulted directly in the adontien of the Public Yeievision
Act of 1048, That *racing is clearly in the record.

Another dimension of the task force is at the state level, bv
institutions and state povernments, and at the local level by munici-
pal rovernance. It is interesting that some states seem to mave
rreater and more effective use of the blue-ribbon panel approach
than others. Jew Yer.: is a stwly in contrast with Illinois, for
example. The !lew Yor: pattern uses "the blue-ribbon" panel; the
Illinois practice favors the revresentative panel, without so many
blue ribvons attoched. The former, of course, is nalways more pro-
ductive because there are no snecial interests involved. The.latter
tends te report the lowest comman denominator of consensus amonyg con-

flictful. rrouns. #+eor that reason, poiiticians live it.

For kvaiuztin. inmowvations

“uestion :  What are the essentini tveatures of an evaluation of an

innovative pro.sramme?

John iisbet:  think we can safelv discard as inaporopriate
the erircinal American aodel of preciseir defined hehavioural objec-
tives, measurabie nutcomes, standardized tests and elaborate statis-
tical anaveis. ihis was summative external cvaluation: sumnative

end (ov semeimes only at the end of

i rnat it owas nnploet
the initial sta-e ¢ external in that 1t was @0nc by a group separate
from the innovatnrs, suppnosedly ne&%ral but ~ften unsvmpathetic.
Tnstend, we need a continucus or ongoing evaluation, built into the
innovatory programme a3 an integsral part of the team work. This is

the model which waz Aeoveloped in the ISrhaols Tounsil 5=13 Project,

‘nd the umanities “urricuium Froject, ‘The evaluator is an immortant
member o the team. and e has one of the most difficult jobs to do.
He is involwed throurhout, in the planning (to e¢nsure that evaluation
is possible. , durin~ the sroramme (to ensure *hat relevant records
are xeot , and at the end uf each ctace (ms ~vrvide fmpedbac: to the
team ~n their strensths and weninesses . 1t ic a pattern of forma-

tive or resnnrsive evaluniinn,

05
1o
U

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Perhaps this may seem to allow too much freedom to the innova-
tors. How do we deal with those who say, "It is clear that there
has been 2 change and we believe that it is a clenge for the better",
or, "We know from our day to day contact that the children are learn-
ing more effectively, and our statement of that conviction is the
cnly valid evidence"? This is certainly part of the evidence, but
the wveakness of this style is that it denies to others the right to
use their judgment - it withholds evidence. Evaluation is not only
a judgmeni: it also sets out the evidence and reasoning which led
to that judgment; and if evaluation is to be accepted as valid, we
need to be sure that the evidence repcrted is a fair sample, and
that the reasoning from it is logical, and that alternative inter-
pretations have been considered and disproved. There is no neces-
sity for statistics: recently published evaluations have included
case-studies, transcrints, specimens of pupils' work and so on.
Evaluation is a form of communication, a sharing of the experience
with others. DlMowadays, exneditions into higzh mountains or Jjungle
include a cameraman in the team: the choice of camerzman may be an
important ractor in winning public sympathy with the aims of the ex-
vedition.

Guoted from "Inncvation - Bandwaron or iearse?" a naper pre-~

sented at the Frank Tate Memerial lLecture. feibourne, Australia:
Monesh University, July 2, 1674,

Generaliring from 5S5tudies Elsewhere

Question 7: Most of the examples of evaluation studies of large-
scale educational prosrammes ccme from the United States.
Some European officials doubt that studying those cases
would help them nesotiate a contract for evalua:ion.
why?
fiichard “Hooper: T suppose that they could be saying that if
you lock at America, and the educational culture there, there are
some ma‘or differences: the whole notion of contracting with any-
body to do anything in aducation, the notion of project nropouzls,

and feder:l funding, and the fcrd Foundation, and preovessionzl nro-

pres . writers, anl ... That i{s still fore.cn, foreiyn a2 moon land-

scape, for us in Eunsland,

llow you cee, not only is it forei,n here, it iz actively dis-

liced. It is reen as nnst sentl not Aquite ~n. rather commen,
4 !

a bit vulpgar. Fducation isn't liv e thesn, 1 think in murovean coun-—

trie

Th
o)

A
o4

a lot of “eciziens are made "at tne club,” amencst gentlemen,

5 g
practice - if you like, the democracy - of pronocal writing, it

e
esn't gn on here. Thers in quite o democracy in i+, vsu Mpcw

4

anvrody can slap in nroponls ta the federal ovevesor

nt.  Peonle here

(8]

A7p't krow that thev from DEC (the Depnertment of

i o

—

Zducation and Scienze
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So I think that is a major difference. And when you talk about
contracting with evaluators, you are immedietely assuming that that
as a concept is familiar, It isn't, Let's realize that there is
not much experience with evaluation studies here.

I think, secondly, that evalua<tion as a separate activity is
totally foreign to most people working in the established parts of
education. Someone comes along with a thing called "Evaluation";

and when he starts describing it, they say: "Don't teach your grand-
mother to suck eggs. We already do that. You are dressing up what
we would call common Sense with fancy theoretical terms." It is

l1ike the response to the scciologist in this country. A sociologist
starts talking, and everybody says, "A1l a sociologist does is point
to the blindingly obvious."™ And evaluation is in the same dangerous
area.

Evaluation, as a thing to talk about, is foreign. It is there-
fore threatening, Especially this evalﬁation talking about how
people make decisions. Our countries are not as open es the U.S.
in many ways. The U.,S., is much more open, in a sort of investigative
journalism, Watergate type of world. That does not go on in Europe.

You want them to study an issue that - they hope - isn't going .

to be an lssue.

o3 -

Obstacles to Federal Evaluation Studies

Question &: In recent vears what new problems have arisen in the
evaluation of federally supported educational pro-
gramnes?

John W. Evans: 1. As educational research and evaluation
rave proliferated, the veonie and institutions who are the objects
of these studies have come under an increasing data collection
burden - and are increasingly expressing their resistance to it ...

2. Evaluation studies that involvs collecting data on adults
are encountering increasing resistance at the interviewee level,
particularly amcng minorities and the noor where it is now not
uncommon ‘or respondents t> insist that they be vaid for their time.

3, The increased sensitivity to evaluation studies - both
what they seek to find out and the amount of data they propose to
collect - is resulting in a strangling growth of reviews, Clearances,
and advisory bodies . . . . they threaten to prevent many evalua-
tions from being carried out at all.

4, As protests overrevaluation arise, ostensibly over the type
a0t meeant of data to he collected, there is likely to be an in-
crea.ed politicization of these protests and their use &as weapons
in broader disputes between local and federal leveis of government.
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5. As evaluation activity and policymakers' interest in it
have grown, therc¢ has also beer an increased awareness at tne pro-
gram level that it is necessary to start taking evaluations serious-
ly. This has had the unfortunate effect on some program officers
and school administrators of increasing their unwillingness to par-
ticipate in evaluation studies for fear of what wilil happen to their
programs if the evaluation produces negative findings.

6. Evaluations are increasingly encountering unrealistic ex-
pectations on the part of policymakers and legislators with respect
20 both the speed with which evaluations should be mounted and com-
pleted, and the simplicity of the answers which are desired. A de-
mand for evaluation has been created, and it is an increasingly
insistent one. Policymakers are beginning to display an irritated
impatience with the elaborate trappings of careful design, longitu-
dinal studies, and complex multivariate findings. They want to
know whether or not a program is any good and they want to know it
yesterday. As unrealisitic as these expectations are, evaluators
themselves probably must bear some of the blame for them. In their
early zeal to have the virtues of evaluation recognized and used,
evaluators were almost certainly guilty of overpromising.

7. We are certain to see a lot more public debate of the kind
I noted earlier over the validity of evaluation methods and results,
An increasingly important and time consuming task for evaluators
will be defending the evaluations they carry out and their suitabili-
ty as a basis for policy decisions.

uoted from ":vwluatinT Educational Frocrams - Are Ve Getting

Anywher«"", Zducational Fesearcher, Vol. 3, No. &8 (September
1974), pp. T=12.,

Advice to Commissioning Arencies

Zuesticn 9:  What advice would You sav is most important for com-

miscioning officials?

Alphonse Buccino: (a) Clarify the purpose to be served by the
evaluation and the range of actions to be effectec. Get involvement
of individuals likely to "usa" the evaluation results. (L) Be sure
that the prosram or project to uve evaluated is defined wit= a3 e
gree of clarity commensurate with the degree of precision = pwcued
of the evaluation, If pro-ram outcome: aros ot well defined, vre-
nLee measures should rniot he attempted. (c¢) Cost of evaluation
snould be cleselvy related to the votential value of evaluation re-
gults, A low-cnst surcey con, in some instances, yield nfnrrmation
as valuable as that coumine from a larser effort. (d) Anoraise the
evaluator'z capabilitv for interpletation of data. Data fn ard of
themselves are not very useful in the absence of insightful inter-
pretation.
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Bryan Dockrell: Make sure that you understand what the evalua-
tors can provide for you and what they cannot. There is still a
touching naivety about the faith of some administrators in evalua-
tion, a naivety which if not fostered is certainly not discouraged
by some researchers.

Charles Beltz: (a) Do your homework in preparing a brief for
the evaluators. Take the time and make the effort necessary to de-
termine:

.. what exactly is to be evaluanted;

.. what is the purpose of it: increased knowledge or action;

.. if action is the purpose, what stens are necessary to pre-

pare for effective implementation following completion of
the project;

.. what financial resources are likelv to be available;

.. when are the tindings needed, i.e., what are the time con-

straints;

.. what is envisaged in respect of puhlication, covyrights,

confidentiality, etc.
(t) Find a mechanism for a continuous relationship with the evalua-
tors during the whole seriod of tha project. This is a vital aspect
of a commissioned project of any size or duration, and I personally
favour a steering group or comnittee convening regularly to:

.. maintain contact with the project;

.. receive and discuss progress reports;

.. act as a forum where either party can air problems, conflicts

or new reguirements for discussion and settlement;

.. nivise the evaluators, at their own request or otherwise, on

anv asvects of the nroject or relevant new develovments or
polizy cdecisions.

‘he composition of such a group would be a point for negotiation but

‘night include, ir addiTion to the two parties, some other persons

representing, for example, interest groups or professional expertise.

Stig Obel: Find the right blend of evaluation (psychometric,
sociometric, moal-free, and cthor componerts) to give a new persvec-

tive to the oroblem.

John Banks: There is a problem selling new evaluation ideas in
government. Officials feel competent to deal only with certain
ideas, issues, and incuirv methods. There is a tendency to leave
the rest to others. Fut if questions of one kind only go to offi-
clals of one kind, e.#., econcmic ouestions to economists, then we
have a terrible mess on our hands. +e need ways of encouraging and
protecting arencies for reviewing issues and programmes that extend
outside their own spesinlizations,
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Frederic Mosher: Consider the particular circumstances. There
aren't any general rules yet.

Start far enough ahead to allow yourself to commission a design
(or competing designs) which could be worked out by the evaluators
in conjunction with the evaluated.

In touchy situations officials and evaluators may want to con-
sider adding a weighty advisory group to endorse or second guess the
process and the results. I suspect there is a trade-off between the
forcefulness and originality of the work and the safety of numbers.
You have to be sensible about the balance.

Plan ahead. Take your time and think out what you want to
know and why. Get somebody sensible to help you think about those
questions before you plunge in. If the odds are against getting
useful answers, don't do it.

Arieh lLewy: Play a simulation game, see what altermative re-
sults migh%t be obtained by the evaluative study, and explore the
actions to be taken for each different result that might obtain.
The evaluation study shouid be structured in a way that the practi-
cal implications of different resulits will be clear in advance.
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The admipistrators who answered questionnaires or provided state-
ments *to permit the foregoing summary were:

John Banks Richard Hooper, Director
Department of Education and National Development Programme in
Science Computer Assisted Learning
London . London
b
Churles .lelte Arieh Lewy
I.ssistan': Secretary Minlstry of Education
Department of Education and Culture
Austrialia Israel
Alphonse Zuccino Ralph Lundgren
Group Director Eli Lilly Foundation
Problem Acsessment and Special Indianavolis,
Studies Indiana

Mational Science Foundation

Frederick A. Mosher

W, Bryan Dockrell Program Officer
Director Carnegie Corporation
Scottish Council for Research of New York

in Educaticn

John Nisbtet, Head of Depariment

Paul L. Dreszsel n{ Educaticn
Assistant Provost Jer University of fberdeen
Institutional Research Scotland

Michigan State University

Stig Obel

John W, Evans Inspector of Fducation
Office of Pianning, Budgeting Ministry of Education
and Evaluation Conenhacen

U.8. Office of cducation

Sally F. Pancrazio, Director

David T, Henry Department of Research and
President Emeritus Statistics
University ¢i Tilinois T1linn.e Department of Education
51
.
iy

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

4. HOW RESEARCHEXT AVE "ESPONDED 10 SEVEN KEY QUESTIONS

There sre differences amoug researchers, as there are in any
group, as to the best uethods fur getting the job done. This per-
tairs, as well, to the ok r: commissioning an evaluation study.
Some researchers prefer -»:rv formal negotiations, with a careiul
speciffEation of the purpose, *he procedures, and the responsibili-
ties. Some prefer a minimum 5f specific procedural comnitments, but
well-defined methods for monitoring developments and resolving dis-
agreements, And some prefer the least acknowledgment that there a-
exprectations and obligations ecn both sides.

Many thiags hapnen in the course of a programme evaluation study
that change the nature of the orogramme and its evatuation. Some
anticipation of these chanuges is necessary. Some discussion of them
between commissiovne:r and evaluator is recommended by almost all ex-
perienced purties. But there is disagreement as to how many poten-
tial calamities should be considered, and more disagreement as to
how formally they should be recognised in any contract or agreement
made. Both parties nead protection when things go awry. It is
best to get that protection spelled out early. But most problems
cannot be adequately anticipated, and the verv discussion of potential
problems is likely to get the focus of the evaluation shifted, and
the range of issues narrowed, sc that the evaiuation may be dealing
with them, sometimes properly s-, and sometimes overly so. The
overworking of these possibilities may cause the purposes of the
evaluation to become limited tc the superficial things less likely
to become troublesome, and the issues may not be those that really
concern thz audiences,

In order tn identifv how researchers respond to this sort of
situation, 2 small proup of them ware asked seven aquestions. From
the lengthy and thoughtful answers they sent in the statements on
the following were selected.

Choosing the Methods of Inquirv

Guestion 1: The researcher feels that sometimes a sponsor prefers
a form cf investiration that is not suitable for the
issues at hand. Should the evaluator be ruaranteed the
reedom to choose the uethods of inquiry to be used?

o
&
Is this an important issue?

Davicd Hamilton: Yes - an importart issue. I don't think the
evaluator should be puaranteed the freedom any more than the sponsor
should be #uaranteed the risht to determine the research (Who are
the sponsors anyway? The Ford Foundation? 'The sharcholders? [he
workers? Or those who buy the cars?). T think that the sponsors
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have the right to spe .ify the problems they wou'd like addressed,
then it's up to them and the evaluator to decided upon the means.

Dan Stuffleheam: This obviously is an imi.ortant issue but mv
answer is no. ! think that any .evaluation desifFn is a colle=tion of
decisions concerning many things including audiences, auestions to
be addressed, authorship »f reports, editoria. license, lelivery
schedule of evaluation oroducts, schedule uf payments, access to
personnel ard program data, right ¢ re*uttal, and so forth. These
decisions can rreatly atfect the w~clitare of programs and pei'sonnel
as well as the gnality and utilitv of the evaluation work perforued.
Hence I think that -these itens should bte considered negoti-ole and
that representatives of the sroups to be involved in and affect~d by
the evaiuvation should r.2rotiate the items in advance of conducting
the study and that the resultant contract should serve as s guide
for the studv. Of course, the contract should include a clause for
allowing rew + and renegotiation. PFurther, any evaluator who can-
110t reach acceptable asreements with clients can refuse to enter
into an evaluaticn relationsnip or it zlready employed by the agency,
can quit., Hoth such eveonts have occurred several times in the past,
but prodbablv not oiten enoush.

Thomas (wens: The choice of methods of inauiry is an issue
that should be settled by negotiation between the evaluatior con-
tractor and the sponsoring acgency. In some cases involvinr competi-
tive bid, the evaluator's proposed choice oI methodology may be a
critical factor in decidings which evaluation agency is selected.

The agency prenaring a RFP (Reauest for Proposal) may also have

swrong oreferences for a partic:lar methodolosy and if so, shculd
specify them in the RFP. Obviously some methodologies are less aporo-
vriate than otlhers for answering certain key ouestinns. A sophisti-
cated government bureau should probably kr:w in advance the «ey
questions it wants the evalualion to answer and which methodologies
would or would not be adecuate to answer these acuestions. Also the
funding agency mav need t» express any constraints that would rule

out certain metheds of inguiry Tor technical, political or financial
reasons.

Marvin Alkin: 1 +think the evaluator has to have the final sayv
regarding methodolosies. ne agency nes to find its protection in
on-time submission of a technical comp ~te and correct report direc-
ted towards decision concerns prespeciiied.

Alan Thomas: The evaluator should hove considerable letitude
in selectinz the method o be uzed. In extreme cases he should re-
fuse to undertake a task if he is constrained tc use methods he
feels are inapprooriate.
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Karl Frey and Manfred Lang: Some points have tc be discussed
and decided in co-operation with the sponser and will partially in-
fluence the choice of methods.

In reneral the evaluator should hnave the freedom to choose among
possible alternatives. ne knows the vros and cons and validity of
metheds.

"Pigey=baciiing!" Sasic hesearch

Questicn 2: The evaluator sometimes says that some of his research
effort must go into the btasic questions of education.
shouid the ewaluator ask for assurance that some of the
effort in each study be devoted ‘o basic research? Is
this an important issue”

“rnest House: The evaluator mav ask for some vesourzes for
basic research but the sponsor is under no obligation to previde
them - ond shou'ld not do so most of the time. Becoming fixated on
research issues is likely to lure the evaluator from the particular
focus oI his task - the particularities and peculiarities of the
project itself.

Robert Rippey: "The issue is important, tHowever, I think that
it is more iwmvortan:t to ret competent, inquiry-oriented evaluators
functioninz than it is %o impose specific basic research exvectations
on a particuiar nrojsct. In some instances, it may be more imoor-
tant to imolement a promisine idea nnd study it once implemented
than to preordain basic research objectives on an entityv which may
never flv. Research can often appear threatening prospectively.
Perhans better research can be done once rapport is developed, and

the researcher hasz -~ 1o intimate understanding of what he is
studying, Lthan oo ' ndvance. 1 am currently e¥vloring a fas-
cinating reseonrc: - .. using some data I would not have had ac-
cess to if I had .oreoie regearch nssurances in advance of my
involvement. fese.r v, o5, Assurances = dysiunctional at times.

¥Malcolm Parlett: It depends on perscnal preference. Personally,
I think that the proper study of education nroceeds through studies
of rral ire educatianal nhenomena and problems encountered by edu-
cator.. Yo do vood anulied work inevitably means raising basic

auestions ol education. in aine words, it is a false dichotomy.

surray levine: it is and is not an important issue. It is im=
nortant Iromn tne nerco otive of the university based researcher, who

needs ta have research pavy off in » career sense. 1t is also imoor-

tant in that avaiiable funis oushi To be used in the most efficient
mann--r, and i¥ a basic suecstion can oe nosed while contributing to

the owniustion, £o mush the better. Uhe gey is the word basic, 11
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basic means using the evaluation situation to test some academic
theory, where the primary interest is in the variables of the theory,
then I would say the inclusion or such matters is secondary from the
point of wiew of the sponsor of the research. iowever, if some
really .ritical question can be readily incorporated into the re-
sear.h design, and have payvoff for the sponsor, then it should be
done. For example, Peter Brvant makes a simple westion in his
new book that the teaching of readins to voungz children might be
facilitated by the simple expedient of putting a red line down the
left side of the paze to vrovide a frame of reference for left

right spatial orientation in young children. The left right orien-
tation is pooriv developed. That sort of idea could be tested
readily, it has practical imnlications, and it could be incorporated
into an evaluation design with very little cost. ‘That kind of thing
should oe done wherever feasible.

Ralph Tvler: An evaluation organization should have @ research
propram to which ecch evaluaticn effort should mz ke scme contribution.
Alan Thonas: I believe the researcher has the right and the

responsibiiity to ensure that some of his effort is devoted to the

advancement of knowledie. An important issue.

Publishing in Journals

fuestion 3: The evaluator sometimes wants to publish results in a
professional journai. Should there be any restrictions
on what he migh® publishn there?

-
David Cohen: I can see none a priori, though agencies cught
to have the right to reply in the same issue of the Jjournal.

Julian Stanlev: It seems to me that usually an evaluator should
be free to puolish in professional vlaces articles or even books
based on his evaluation, after 2 report of it is submitted and dise

cussed.

turray Levine: I think th= nnly restrictions should be those
consistent with confidentiality. T have on severzl occasions made
an afreemeat with those involved ~hat I would submit what I write
for prior reviev with the understanding that I would control what
was incluced nG what was said. I did agree to include in the tody
of the work itsel? disarreements of interpretation, or statements of
explanation so the narty atffected would have his or her interests
represented. I have found that an effective tactic in relation to
evaluation reports, and in relation to publicaticn of a repcrt.

Ralph Tyler: Generally, knowledre grows from publications.
The evaluation orgeznization should clarify in its contract what free-
dom of publication is appropriate.
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Molcolm Parlett: ‘This is obviously sometning that can be dis-
cussed in advence, though the evaluator will often have to nut up
with the sponsor saving, "let's wait and see, until we have had a
look at what you are zoing to write", My own feeling here 1is that
the evaluator does not have to take the assignment if he/she does
not lixe the conditions imnosed. On the otheryhand, he/she can seex
to persuade the sponsor to nrovide vermission for publication
- especially on the :srounds that wider communication of educational
experiences is necessery,

Robert Ripovey: I can work with some restrictions and not
others. The conditions should be clearlv stated. It is the evalua-
tor's responsibility to draw up the specifications.

Thomas {Owens: Tf the professional journal article is based
upon data that have not become public domain I feel it is approriate
for ihe evaluator to zet approval Irom the contraciing agency for
such publishinz, 12 some cases *the contracting agency may wish to
release certein data orior to allowing them *o bte vublished privately
by the evaluator,

Ernest iouse: There should be restrictions on journal articles
but these restrictions should be negotiated in advance. 1In perticu-
lar, the sponsor should have no rizht to censor information in the
renort unless the arreed-unon orocedures call for such editing. For
the snonsor to be the final arbiter of what snall see the light of
day is not healthy,

ralcolm Provus: Yes. Client confidentiality - within the
terms of his contract - comes first.

Disclosing talfeasance

Questicn 4: The evaluator sometimes finds somethins that he feels
must be revorted to higher authority or to the public,
even thourh his contract calls for confidential treat-
ment of Information. Shouléd ti.e evaluator ask for
assurance that he can follow nhiz conscience in such

instances?

wwane jarlen: Followins one's censcience is nrobably indenen-
dent of contracts, i.e., one would risk breaking a contract if an
issue wazs suificiently important. GHowever, to avoid confrontation
it would be bezt i the svaluator were formally given the right of
decision as te whether information which others nrefer to be kkent
conf'idential should be reported.

Jullan Stanley: This is a tricky meiter and can be answered

only "1t ail denendr ., . ." Presumablv, his cvaluation should not

a‘.
be kKed: secret or hesvily edited, but in mos® instances it would not
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seem desirable for the evaluator to go to news media or others to
soring his findinjs before thev are reported to the sponsor. e
should, however, have assurances that the report will be made nub-
1ic within a reascnable length of time after it is submitted. 1t
seens to me that secret evaluations bv professionals are seldon
justified.

Malcolm Pariett: This possibiiity certainly has to be ~ddressed
in advance. Often it may be hypotheticail, but possibilities such as
these shou.d certainly be paraded early in the mame. The evaluator,
in my view, has to make it clesr that ne/she has to exercise his/her.
very best judfment in questions of ethical resnoncibilitv. There is
a ‘'‘rrev area'! vhere it is impossible to anticivate each and every
moral conundrum, and this has to be acunowledred openiy at the out-
set. Obviouslv anv breakin:: of the confidentiality 'contract' would
have to be in exireme circumstences, and examnles of what these

ft be c¢ould be raicsed by the evaluator in the preliminary discus=—

Dap Strrilepeam: The inswer to this one denendsz on *he orior
contract that was nerotiated znd on provisione for renegotiation as
well as basic moral auestions that mirht be involved once the find-
ings are known. Generally I prefer the case where the contract
gives authority to the evaluator to release his rencrt whether or
not the report is endorsed or appreciated by the sponsor. In this
case, of course, there is no problem, at least not the kind you are

.referring; te in proceeding to release the information to the public.

In another case whers the evaluator think: he ought to release the
information because ot political pressure, because of pussibility
for pervasive impact, etc., I believe the evaluator should not be
the sole decision mauer if he has previously agreed to limit his re-
port to certain defined audiences. instead, I think he must reopen
the negotiaticn of the contract and seex to reach agreements with
the other parties concerning whether the inTormation should be re-
leased and then should honor such agreements. 0Of course, there are
times wnen questions of basic mdrelity such as emerged in the
viaterrate mess vnresent themselwes. Then I think the evaluator must
do what he believes, brsed -on nis own conscience, must be done for
the welfare of societvy and in consideration of the interests of the
persons to be affected by the release.

halpnh Tvler: Ko one individual's conscience should be accented
as valid. The wav in which information will be treated should be
part of the contract.
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Attention to Evaluation Findings

Questicon %: The evaluator is someitimes discouraged by the little
attention given his findings. Should the evaluator
ask for assurance that his words will be heeded?

Julian Stanley: Realistically, would asking do any good? He
can query the agency officlals carefully before he contracts with
them, but they may, nevertheless, try to bury or ignore his findings.

Dan Stufflebeam: "This is a very toush question, highlighting
one of the most important prcebhlems evaluators have. By and large
1 think our methodology is poor for communicating with audiences,
for working with audiences tnward the application of information.
We have too often felt that our work was done once we had prepared
a 300-page repoft and sent it to the sponsoring agent. To provide
some minor improvement, 1 recently proposed a new definition of
evaluation that would, I think, place more attention on the communi-
cation process, The definition I proposed is:

Evaluation is the process of delineating, obtaining, and
applyinr descrintive and judgmental Information for
decisior making and acceountahilityv,
Whereas the "obt2ining" step is intended to be the technical onz of
collecting, orsgznizing, 2nd analyvzing information, the "delineating"
and "applying" steps are ‘nterface stens. O0f course clients, evalua-
tors, and other interecte¢ parties mu.c interface early in the study
and periodically throughout to effect ani evolve the arreements that
guide the study. As to the applyings step, the evaluator has the
difficult job of providing information throush writing and dis-
seminating reports, thrcué% face-to-face meetings, throush dis-
semination of findinsrs through the public media, etc. 4t the same
time the audiences and the client particularly must uti.is~ the in-
formation (or i:» re it, in regard to decisicn ma2ki\7, azcountabili-
ty, public relations, and so forta. Mv feelinsm 75 Lot we have to
do a rreat deal more than we have done to incorpo.,~*: communication
theorv and chanre thecry into the methodology of evsluaticn. Evalua-
tion, after aill, =sseatiallyv is a chanye process. If it is to pro-
duce improvements or chanres of any kind, it seems reasonablie that '
the well-xnown chanze nrinciple of involvement of those whose be-
havior 1is to be arfected ourht to be incorporated into our plans
fer apnlvines evaluative infcrmation to the larger chanre process. 1
Fuess I would sav that this problem area is probaklly the numver one
priority item that evaluators owsht to be attending to.

58



Rober t 3take: The evaluator may own his words but he does not
own their meanitiw. The meanivrs the reader gives - based often on
more relevant experience = are more important than those the evalua-
tor gives. The evaluater should not presume he X“nows best how much

his words are worth,

David iam:i:lton: 12 the evsluntor taites care o> acdress the
pertinent auestious, then there is 2 much rreater chance taat his
findings will pe attended to. vo my mind the chelce of questions to

focus upon is the most critical part of the evaluator's Job.

Wynne sarlen: An evrluator has no more rigfht, purelv as a
rigkt, to have his words heeded *han anvone else. ie must present

his Yirdings so their ciaim to be heeded is celf-evident.

Abuse »f Evaluation pindinss

suestion r: The evaluator sometimes finds that his findings are
used as it thev suppor:iad ciaims that thev do not.
snould the evaluator ask for assurance that this will
not happen?

by

s+ es., However, it often hapvens that persons over

whom he has no control will misinterpret his results.

Julian Ztanlev: From his sponsors, yes = ard if they do so
anywey he should attempt o rebut their inaccurate claims. I do not
see how one cai: prevent the nress from distorting its revorts of
evalustions, and it s difsicult to sav to what extant the evaluator

I

himsel? should trv +o corrast misimpressions created by the press.

That mizht resuire mucn of his unreimbursed) time and effort, with-
?

aut sufficient orofessinnel nayvoflf,

Ralph Twler: 1t is now lesally possible to ask in advwnce, but

he can assure the asponger inhat mizinternretations will be made public

cney oo ur.

Matcoln Tmia ig difficult, If the evaluator begins

. : N
Lo ralse auues

he/she is unlikely to win trust and

contidenze. 1 do not tanid trere is much that can be done over this

phenogen.n

ake care that his report is
tance witnout his knowledge.

interpretations and all

use $11 ne put, e may wish to refute some
int v be wrone in his own internreta-
tion ne sannot wash his hands of all responsibili-

.

UN3avery W

4 w-irst his work beins used in particularly
le.

coaeh s taolac aeal Too injure peop
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Thomas Owens: The abuse referred to in this question does, of
course, occur from time to time but prior assurance that this will
not happen may have little effect in preventing it, I do not feel
that a formal assurance should be requested, It assumes that the

.contracting agency is unprecfessional.

Donald Campbell: No! Freedcm of intormation applies to> spon-
sor's freedom too. Jut the evaluator should demand the right to
publicize his interpretation = . the same audiences.

Karl Frey and lLantred Lung: Misuse of results can only ve ve-
gretted by those who dila't consider the consequences of results in
a political system f nurms. A reassurance is meaningless and no
substitute for a *houghc¢ in advance about Possible means to compen -
sate or suppress misleading interpretations.

The evaluator should make sure that his results and data are
not misused. This can be done by explicating his design hypotheses,
samples, methods of assessment and analysis and by giving an unambig-
uous interpretation. More than this reassurance is ,-ot possible.

Last Minute Advice to Evaluators

Question 7: 1If you were to advise evaluators goiny into negotiations
of their 1_rst agreement to conduct an evaluation study,
what would you say to them?

Thomas Owens: Lots of luck! Investigate the government
bureau's relationship with previous evaluators., Determine whv they
want an cvaluation done. Find out the constraints being placed on
the evaluation. Establish in advance the person(s) to whom the
evaluator would be responsible and the procedures to be followed in
modifying the contract if necessary., '

David Kamilton: (1) The future career of the evaluation rests
on the.outcomes ¢f these nerotiations. (2) They should not be
hurried - keep talking/asking. (3) The negotiations are Just the
first part of ar ongoing dialogue., If the scene is set p;operly,
the actors will be better able to play their parts. (4) Do not
make promises which you know to be unattainable. Focus on the pos—
sible. (5) Keep thinking and rethinking.

Robert iippey: (1) Make certain your agreement touches all the
six previous questions. Make sure it is understood by all. (2)'Make
certain everyone vou wiil contact and everyone who is likely to hear
about your activity knows about you, what your intents are, and how
to communicate with you. Also make sure you tare some initiative
for touching base with them. (3) Realize that evaluation and change
can be threatening. Alliow ample opportunities for feedback to be
expressed by all participating. (4) Crganize your work carefull&.
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Have clear statements of arocedures at the outset written sc they

are understood. Assivn ¢lear responsibilitfes. 3Set time deadlines.
Describe procecures, mathodology, instrumentation, and analysis
early. (%) Mate certain that vou do not overlook the degree to
which implementation takes place and the effect which implementation
has on the feelings of all affected. (&) Spend a iot of time finding
out what is wanted - what the purpose of the evaluation is and what
vi12 be helpful to the project. (7; Do not be aloof. Consider
evaluation as part of the "treatment". For replication, evaluation
procedures should be replicated as well as treatment. That is, any
description of treatment should include a description of the evalua-
tion. Evaluation does not interact with treatment - it is treatment.
If treatment is "going to hell" and vou wnow why, tell someone.

Give advice. A lot of times the evaluator simply knows more than
anyone else in a program he is evaluatin:, at leasi abeout the dys-

functional aspect he has uncovered.

ZIrnest House: The evaluator works with the sponsor. He is not

r
-~

superior to him nor is he servile bLecause the sponsor is paving the

fee. The evaluatnr has a responsibility to the sponsor to be as fair

and as helpful ar he can be. iie also has an obligation to the ulti-
mate consumers, whether thev be teachers, parents, or children, to

be honest in his work and careful in its dissemination, so they will
come to no harm. This dual obl

i~ration imnoses an’indevendence on
the evaluator which must be newly nezotiated within each setting.
The evaiuatsr rust assume the final responsitility for the integrity
of his worx. .

Yarl Frer and anfred Lang: Tf a2n evaluater hrs the difficulties
formulated in these sever fuesticns, he should at first check his at-

titudes toward science. Doec he accept only scientific truth or, in

ot

addition, normative Truths. o3 he believe truth finds its way
without help or truth is denendent on the cognitive and emotional
structure {(Bewusstsein) of humans and of the material conditions in a
society. II ne accents normative truthc &s a reality he should act
politicallv, i.e. try to find ani co-operz.s with pveonle in agreement
with his ideas, make versonnel policv, #now the rules c¢f an institu-
tion and his srranization and its maintenance.

Julian Stanlsv:  He wvery carefrl and thouphtful. Take your time.
Consult with tructed collearues. Get the full apreement into writinz
amd consider that tulliy. Charce 2s high a price as feasible so that
your remcrt is more likely to be considered valuable. Be sure that
vou will be curoensated well “cr all vour efforts, including the
final "clean-up". Do nat do o iree feasibilitv er nilet or prelimi-
narv studv. ‘et nz.2 for i%t -oo. because if vou are a true profes-
sional and insiz: on sirons saferuards, vou £tand an excellent chance

tin=

the c-ninct.

o1 nct rett
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Malcolm Parlett: These negotiations are important. Don't rush
them, and don't rush into a commitment to do the study. Find out
why the study is being done; why they have asked you to do it.

Find out as much as possible about the background circumstances,
their expectations, and the freedom that thev intend to give you.
Find out whether you are going to have a free hand, or if not, how
your autonomy is being restricted. Try to get as much in writing

as possible, perhaps summarising what vou see as the decisions made,
and agreements reached, writing them up in memorandum form. Send
this rmemorandum to them and ask them whether they égree with what

it contzins. There will be some areas, grey areas, where nobody

can tell in advance what is likely to transpire: new difficulties
may arise, and ethical problems present themselves. These cannot be
foretold in detail, but the likelihonod of their occurring can be ad-
judicated, and your likely resvponse to various hypothetical circum-
stances can be speculated about. ry and build an understanding re-
lationship with them, in such a way that vou can come back and nego-
tiate with them further, in a climate of mutual trust and forebearance.
Understand that they have a job to get done, :ud that they will not
be able to see all the research difficultiers lor the pressures upon
the evaluative researcher, themselves. ‘'ry and make clear the types
of professional dilemma that can aricse, th2 hesitancies that you
have, etc. Try and see their point o. view as much as possible;
alsc try to get them to see yours. If you feel uncomfortable with
the arrangements, and cannot get them clarified to vour satisfaction,
or you don't trust the individuals to keep their side of the in-
formal bargains made, think twice before finally taking on the
as#ignment. If things foul up, and you are pitched headlong into a
personal/political/moral morass, the attraction and enjoyment of
doing the study will be quickly dissipated. If you are flat broke,
out of work, and desperately need to do the study, you may need to
take it on while still having reservations. However, do the utmost
possitie to ensure that there are not contradictory perceptions of
what vou are gfoin;; to do, and that the problems about 'who talks to
whom', when is feedback foing to come", etc. are discussed in ad-
vance of their loomins up in unexpected and threatening ways. At
the same time, don't make the contract so rigid that it cannot be
renegotiated or recast as the studyv pregresses. Build in some
escape clauses if you-discover i"at vou cannot do the job that you
said you could. Don't take on mor- than you can do - don't get car-
ried away. Above all, understand that those evaluated, those that
ycu are responsible to; or those involved, are working fer something
that they believe in, or that thev have responsibility for. You have
a license to enter into treir worid. Don't treat them in anyv way
that you would not like ycurself to be treated, by an outside evalua-
tor coming into rour world.

62 '
Ui



The researchers who answered guestionnaires to permit this summary
were:

Marvin Alkin
Center for tne Study

of Evaluation
Unilversity of California
Los Angeles, California

Malcolm Parlett
Nuffield Foundation
London, England

Malcolm Provus
Evaluation Research Center

N .
Poae™ 1 Campbell University of Virginia

Deparwment of Psychoiogsy
liorthwestern University

Robert Rippey
David Cohen Office of Research

- ; in Health Educatinn
Ceg;igcioge:gzgiflonnl University of Connecticut

Harvard University
Robert Stake
Center for Instructicnal Researc:

and Curriculum Evaluation
ilniversitvy of Illirois

“arl Prey and Manfred lLeng
institut fur die Padagogik der

Naturwissenschaften
Universitat Xiel

Julian Stanley

Study of Mathematically
Precocious Youth

John Hopkins University

David Hamilton )
Department of Zducation
University of Glasgzow

Dan Stufflebeam
Center for Evaluation
vWestern Pichigan University

Wvnne Harlen
Progress in Learninf Science
University of Readiar

Alan Thomas
Department of Education
University of Chicero

Ernest House

Center for Instructionzl Research
and Curriculum Evaluation

University of Illinois

Raloh {vler

Center for Advanced Study
Palo Alto

California

Murray l.evine

Department of Fsychology
State University of New Yorl
Buffalo, MNew Yorz

Thomas (wens

Horthwest hegional Zducationzal
Laboratory

Portland, (reron

63
O
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



S. THREE HYPOTHETICAL CONVERSATIONS

The following dialosues illustrate the difficulties a commis-
sioner and a prospective evaluator have in cettins acquainted with
what the other person needs and expects. Three were written rather
than one to show how evaluators or different nersuasions respond.
There is obviously common corcern naman. thosme three evaluators, ont
clear differences as weil,

The first evaluctor stresses the need rfor maximum 2ttention to
recults that are directly related to tHe instruction, The second
evaluator stresses finding out the problems that most concern the
people involved in this particular prograure. The third evaluator
stresses the need to remain indsnendent of snonsors and prorranme
personnel. These three evaluators represent the anproaches in the
grid in Section IIT-{ that were called Student Gain by Testing,
Transaction-Observation, and Goal-l'ree Evaluation Approaches. It
is reasonable to expect that the three contracts they would write
wouid be quite different, both in terms of what thev wculd promise
and in terms of the safeguards thev would set forth.

Followins the second dialopgue is a collection of responses from
eight administrators who were in a position fto commission such a
large-scale evaluation stud . These rosponses were made after they
were invited to consider the concerns of the commissioner in the
second dialogue and to note the unigueness or generality of the
situation.

A conversation betweenr 2 percon who will commission #n evaiuation

study and an evaluation specialist favouring a conseauence orientation

C: 'Thanks for takings the time to see me today. I suspect that your
teaching schedule at the University keeps »rnu hopping, but I've
been told thzt you occasionallwv carry out educational evalua-

ticns.

That's true, mv normal teachins load here at the University is

[

nrettyv heavy, but this guarter is about over. pfesides, I am
woreing new with 2 small group of craduate students in an eval-
uation seminar, and when T mentioned the po:isibility of evalua-
ting your district's project in iteality-Rooted Readines they
became really interested.

C:  You mean vou mirht use students in carrving out an evaluation?

1 It'c really rood experience for them, and thev often cun make
excellent contributions to the evaluation itself., Cf course,
one must be careful not to exploit students in such situations.
Too many of mv collearues view ‘radunie students as 2 somewhat

advanced form of mivrant worcers.
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C: Well, did you have a chance to read the write.-up I sent you of
our new Reality-Rooted Reading programme? We think it holds
great promise as a way to get poor readers more jnvolved in de-
veloping their reading skills.

B I did read the document, and you may be correct. There are cer-
tainly a number of positive features ‘n the programme. I must
confess, though, that- I was disturbed by the apparent lack of
replicability in the programme itself. It sounds more like a
six ring circus than anything which, if it does work, could be
used again in the future. If you're going to the trouble of
evaluating this intervention, I assume that you're contemplatin:
its use in the future. JInterventions that are not at least
somewhat replicable can't really be employed very well in the
future. Is your Reality-Rooted Reading programme foing to be
essentially reproducible?

C: - I'm glad you brought that up. The planning committee which has
been working out %the j.ogramme's details became aware of that
problem a Iew weexs a;o. They're in the process of devising
instructional ruides which will substantially increase the re-
plicability of the programme.

E: I just hove the planning committee itself is rooted in reality.

C: Well, what about the evaluation? ¥ill you take it on? Qur
district school board is demanding formal evaluations of all
new prosrammes such as this one, so we can't really get under

way until the responsibility Ifor evaluation has been assigned.

E: I'11 need to zet some aquestions answared first.
C: Fire away.
E: What's the purpose of the evaluation? In other words what's

going to hanpen as a conseguence of the evaluation? Unless the
evaluation is roine to make a senuine difrerence in tne nature
of the instructional prorramme, we wouldn't want to muck with
i+, 'Toc many of us here at the University have e¥perienced the
frustrations of carrving out research studiés whose only pur-
pose seemed to be that of widening the bindings of research
journals. Unless an ovaluation satisfies the "so what?" cri-
terion, I'm sure we wouldn't t~ Interested.

C: Well, the district superintencdent nas 1ndicated that the con-
tinua%*inn of the new programme will te totallv dependent upon
the results orf its evaluation., Tha* =zatisfy you?

o]

Sure does. .ow, tuire was a n:t of rhetoric in your programme
descripticn about uppraising tne usc.orzmme in terms of the

"uniqueness of ‘ts innovative fsatuien’, Noes that imply you're
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more concerned with evaluating the procedural aspects of the
programme than with evaluating the results vielded by those
procedures? This is a particularly important issue for me.

Well, we are very proud of the programme's new features. ‘vhet
are you getting at?

There are toc many educators vho are so caught up with the rap-
tures of an instructional innovation that they are almost ob-
livious of its effects on learners. And that, after all, is
why we're in the game. Our instructinnal interventions should
help learners. 1 want to be sure that, although we will con-
sider the orocedures employed durir: the programme, the main
emohasis of the evalusntion will focus on the consequerices of
that orogramme’'s use.

Ch, we'd be perfectly arreeable to that, After all, you neonle
are the exverts. Beciders, T ruess I share your point of view,

1 also noted an almoet exclusive nreoccupation with cosnivive,
that i{s, inteliectual Lutcomes of the nprosramme, Your mneonle
ceened tn be concerned cnly about the skills of reading. Aren't

you alse worried about punils! attitudes toward reading?

(f course, hut vou can't anrest that kind of stuff can you? 1
theurht the afrective domnin was off-1imites tor the kinds of
evaluntors who, »f ven apparently are, are concerned with evi-

dente,
[4's tou-h to Ao, but there are come reasonably cood ways of

Fetting ovidence verardin: ilearnsrs! affect toward on instruc-
tional vrocramme,  e'd want to uce “hem,

How about testr?  Wilt yen hoave to build lets of new ones?

;.y, - e
.
t

-~

that we will have to devise some new measures. The
ars viired teaching tests your district now ures will be

worthlesr for e wind of an evaluation, We'll need to cee if
there are a2 avajlable oritericn-referenced tests which wve can

Noe e oardant

D odon ce cla alwave Wove thoure teotad

Ho,but ftis innartant to et cufiyicient evidence resarding a pro=-
Sranme’t wffects oo ot we ape in s hetter nosition to annreise
e ronremiencas than merelc by o fntuitine thoe canseaquencrens,

pites G mernte oowen e vou®?

Cernainly, bun Dpdements raced oy evidence teopd te be better
Lhen Aadermente cnde witheut (., brenerly deviaed mersurineg de-
vicoes can L Uten be helnfl in detectine a propramme's effects,
both thece ot were intemded as o yel] as any unanticinnted

vffect:,
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C: How come T haven't heard you say "instructional objectives"®
once during our conversation? T thought you folks were ail
strung out on behavioural objectives.

E: Well, clearly stated instructional obJjectives represent a use-
ful way of describing a programme's intended effects. But the
effects of the programme are what we want to attend te, not Jjust
the educator's utterances about what was supposed tc happen.
Consequence-oriented educational evaluators can function effec-
tively even without behavioural objectives.

C: Amazing!
E: There are a couple of other areas we have to get into. I hope

you're sincere in wanting to contrast the new rrogramme ' with
alternative ways that the money it's costing might be spent.

C: Absolutely.

E: And, finally, the matter of evaluator indepenuence. Will we
have the right to release the results of our evaluation to all
relevant decision-makers involved in this project, including
the public?

C: You think that's important to get clarified now?

15

It might head off some sticky problems later. We'd like tha!
kind of irdependence.

9]

I think it can be assured. I'll want to check it out with my
division ehief, however;

E: There's also a related kind of indepeudence I want to discuss.
-1ike some of the independent evaluation firms that have sprung
up in the past few years, we really aren't in the evaluation
business on a full-time bpasis, hence in a sense we don't need
your district's repeat business. Therefore, we'll be inclined
to call our shots openly, even 1f it means that the prograume
is evaluated adversely.

C: That's related to your earlier point about independence in re-
nporting the evaluation's results.

E: You bet.

C: Ckay, we're willing to play by the rules. 1 hope it turns out
positively though. \

E: So do I. Our kids could surely do with a bit of help in their
reading programme.

C: well, what next?
E: why don't I and scme of my students whip up a detailed plan of

how we want to do the evaluation and fire it off tc you by mail,
say, in two weeks.

O
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C: Fine. If we have any'problems with it, we can get back to you.
All right?

E: Sure.

C: We haven't talked about money yet. How much will this’thing
cost?

E: We'll include a budget with our evaluation plan. But, because
university professors are so handsome¢ly rewarded by their own
institutions, I'm sure the amount will be a pittance, perhaps
a used chalkboard eraser or two,

C: You guys do live in an invory tower, don't you?

E: Didn't you take the elevator on the way up?

A conversation between a person who will commission an evaluation
study and an evaluation specialist favouring a responsive approach

C: As T said in my letter I have asked you to stop by because we
need an evaluator for our National Experimental Teaching Pro-
gramme. You have been recommended very highly. But I know you
are very busy.

E: I was pleased to come in. The new Programme is based on some
interesting ideas and I hope that many teachers will benefit
from your work. Whether or not I personally can and should be
involved remains to be seen. Let's not rule out the possibili-
ty. There might be reasons for melto set aside other obliga-
tions to be of help here.

C: Excellent. Did you have a chance to look over the programme
materials I sent you?

E: Yes, and by coincidence, I talked with one of your field super-
visors, Mrs. Bates. We met at a party last week. She is quite
enthusiastic about the plans for group problem-solving activities,

C: That is one thing we need evaluation help with. What kind of
instruments are available to assess problem-solving? Given the
budget we have, should we try to develop our own tests?

E: Perhaps so. It is too early for me to-tell. I do not know
enough about the situation. One thing I like to do is to et
guite familiar with the teeching and learning situations, and
with what other people want to know, before choosing tests or
develnring new ones. Sometimes it iurns out that we cannot
afford or cannot expect to get useful information from student
performance measures.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

But surely we shall need to provide some kind of proof that the
students are learning more, or are understanding better, than
they did before! Otherwise how can we prove the change is
worthwhile? We do have obligations to evaluate this programme.

Perhaps you should tell me a little about those obligations.

~Yes. Well, as you know, we are under some pressure from the

Secretary (of Health, Education and Welfare), from Members of
Congress, and the newspapers. They have been calling for a
documentation of "results®.

But just as important, we in this office want to know what our
programme is accomplishing. We feel we cannot make the best
decisions on the amount of feedback we have been getting.

Are there other audiences for information about the National
Experimental Teaching Programme? :

We expect others to be interested.

. Is it reasonable to conclude that these different "audiences"

will differ in what they consider important questions, and per-
haps even what they would consider credible evidence?

Yes, the researchers will want rigor, the politicians wili want
evidence that the costs can be reduced, and the parents of stu-
dents will want to know it helps their children on the College
Board Examinations. I think they would agree that it takes a
person of your expertise to do the evaluation.

And I will look to them, and other important constituencies,
teachers and taxpayers, for example, to help identify pressing
concerns and to choose kinds of evidence to gather.

Do you anticipate we are going to have trouble?

Of course, I anticipate some problems in the programme. I
think the evaluator should check out the concerns that key
people have.

I think we must try to avoid personalities and stick to objec-
tive data.

Yes, I agree. And shouldn't we find out which data will be

considered relevant to people who care about this programme.
And some of the most important facts may be facts about the

problems people are having with the programme. Sometimes it
does get personal.

The personal problems are not our business. It is important
to stick to the impersonal, the "hard-headed” questions, like
"How much is it costirg?" and "How much are the students learn-

ing?"
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To anewer those questians effectively I believ; we must study
the programme, and the communities, and the decision-makers who
will get our information. I want any evaluation study I work
on to be useful. And I do not know ahead of time that the cost
and achievement information I could gather would be useful.

I think we know what the funding agencies want: information on
cost and effect.

We could give them simple statements of cost, and ignore such
costs as extra work, lower morale, and opportunity costs. Ve
could give them gain scores on tests, and ignore what the tests
do not measure. We know that cost and effect information is
often superficial, sometimes even misleading. I think we have
an obligation to describe the complexities of the programme, in-
cluding what it is costing and what its results appear to be.
And I think we have an obligation tc say that we cannot measure
these important things as well as people think we can.

Well, surely you can be a little less vague as to what you
would do. We have been asked to present an evaluation design
by a week from next Wednesday. And if we are going to have any
pretesting this year we need to get at it next moath.

I am not trying to be evasive. I prefer gradually developed
plans - "progressive focusing"” Parlett and Hamilton call it. I
would not feel pressed by the deadline. I would perhaps pre-
sent a sketch like this one (drawing some papers from a folder);
one which Les McLean used in the evaluation of an instant-access
film facility. His early emphasis was on finding out what issues
most concern the peoplé in and around the project.

I think of that as the Programme Director's Job.

Yes, and the evaluation study might be thought of - in part -
as helping the Programme Director with his Job.

Homm. It is the Secretary I was thinking we would be helping.
You made the point that different people need different infor-
mation, but it seems to me that you are avoiding the information
that the Secretary and many other people want.

Let's talk a bit about what the Secretary, or any responsible
official, wants. I am not going to presume that a cost-
effectiveness ratio is what he wants, or what he would find use-
ful. We may deci.e later that it is.

First of all, I think that what a responsible official wants in
this situation is evidence that the National Programme people
are carrying out their contract, chat the responsibility for
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developing new teaching techniques continues to be well placed,
and that objectionable departures from the norms of professional
work are not occurring.

Second, I think a responsibie official wants information that
can be used in discussions about policy and tactics.

Our evaluation methodology is not refined enough to give cost-
effectiveness statements that policy-setters or managers can
use. The conditionality of our ratios and our projections is
formidable. What we can do is acquaint decision-mekers with
this particular programme, with its activities and its statis-
tics, in a way that permits them to relate it to their experi-
ences with other programmes. We do not have the competence to
manage educational programmes by ratios and projections

- management is still an art. Maybe it should remain an art

- but for the time being we must accept it as a highly partic-
ulerirzed and Judgmental art.

I agree - in part. Many evaluation studies are too enormously
detailed for effective use by decision-makers. Many of the
variables they use-are simplistic, even though they show us how
their variables correlate with less simplistic measures. Some
studies ignore the unrealistic arrangements that are made as
experimental controls. But those objectionable features do not
meke it right to de-emphasize measurement. The fact that
manﬁgement 18 an art does not mean that managers should avoid

.good technical information.

'

What I want from an evaluation is a good reading - using the
best techniques available - a good reading of the principal
costs and of the principal benefits. I have no doubt that the
evaluation methodology we have now is sufiicient for us to show
people in government, in the schools, and in the general public
what the programme has accomplished.

If I vere to be your evaluator I would get you that reading. I
would use the best measures of resource allocation, and of
teaching effort, and of student problem-soiving we can find.
But I would be honest in reporting the limitations of those
measures. And I would find other ways also of cbserving and
reporting the accouwplishments and the problems of the National
Programme.

That of course is fair. I do not want to avoid whatever real
problems there may be. I do want to avoid collecting opinions
as to what problems (and accomplishments) there might be. I
want good data. I want neither balderdash nor gossip. I wai U
my questions answered and I want the Secretary's questions
answered.
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'

And those questions might change as we go along. You would
call that "formative evaluation"?

Sometimes. I would also call it "responsive".
What kind of final report would you prepafé for us?

I brought along a couple of examples of previous reports. I

can leave them with you. I can provide other examples if you
would like. Whether there is a comprehensive or brief final

report, whether there is one or several, those decisions can

be made later.

No, I'm airaid that simply won't do. If we are to commit funds
to an evaluation study, we must have a clear idea in advance of
how "ong it is going to take, what it will cost, and what kind
of product to expect. That does not mean that we could Lot
change our agreement later.

If you need a promise at the ountset, we can make it. Believe
me, I do not believe .t is in your best interests to put a lot
of specifications into the "contract"™. I would urge you to
choose your evaluator in terms of how well he has satisfied hiz
prevlious clients more thasn on the promises he would make so
early.

'

’
% would te irresponsible of me not to have a commitment from

him. )

-

0f ccourse. And vour evaluator should take gome of the in: :ia-
~“ive in proposing what should be specified and what options
shoulu be left open.

Let me be frank about one worry I have. I am afraid I may get
an evaluator who i5 going to use cur funding to "piggy-back"

a research project he has bec wanting to do. He might agree
to do "ous" evaluation study but it might have very little to
do with the key decisicns of the Experimental Teaching ®ro-
grammpe.

It is reasonetle 1o expect any investigate: to continue old
interests in ew surroundings. When you buy him you buy his

curiosities. e .ay develop hypotheses, for example, about
problem sclv nig & d “raching sty?’- . wunotheses that zound most
relevant te .no oro.ovamke - but i tesi of these hypotheses

may be of littl. u.e *. those wiac sponsor, operate, or benefit
from Lhs programme.

His fiv/en-ite tactics, a carefully controlled comparative re-
search ~1foTt or a8 historical longitudinal research study, for
example, might be attractive to your staff. But he i{s not

=3
8



inclined to talk about how unnecessary this approach may be.

The inertia tn his past work may be too strong. You are right,
there is a denger. I think it can best be handled by looking

at the assignments the evaluator has had before, and by getting
nim to say carefully what he is doing and why, and by the spon-
sor saying very carefully which he wants and does not want, and

by everybody being sceptical as to the value of each under-
taking, and suggesting alternatives. ~

C: Would you anticipate publishing the evaluation study in a pro-
fessional journal?

E: Even when en article or book is desired it is rare for an eval-
uation study to be suitable for the professional market.
Evalustisn studies are too long, too multi-purposive, too non-
gencraitzable and too dull for most editors. Research activi-
ties within the evaluation project sometimes are suitable for
..~ audience of researchers.

r usually suppose that my evaluation w'rk is not done for that
sarpose. If something worth publishing became apparent I would
talk over the possibilities with you.

C: I think something like that should be in writing. What other
assuranzes can you give me that you would not take advantage
of us? Do you operate with some specific "rules of confiden-
tiality"?

E: I would have no objection to a contract saying that I would not
release findings about the project without your authorization.
I coasider the teachers, adminisﬁrators, parents and children
also have rights here. Sometimes I will want to get a formal
release from them. Sometimes I will rely on my Jjudgment as to
what should and should not be made public, or even passed along
to you. In most regards I would follow your wishes. If I
should find that you are & scoundrel, and it is re.-..ant to my
evaluation studies, I will break my contract and pass the word
along to those whom I believe should know.

C: I have nothing to lose, but others involved may have. I do not
want to sanction scurrilous muck-raking in the name of indepen-
dent evaluation. I wonder if you are too ready to depend on
your own judgment., What if it is you who are the scoundrel?

t

I would expect you to expose me.
C: By exposing you I would be exposing my bad judgment in selecting

you - the line of thought I would return to is the safeguard
you would offer us against mismanagement of the evaluation study.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The main safeguard, I think, is what I was offering at the be-
ginning: communication and negotiation. 1In day to day matters’
I make many decisions, but not alone. My colleagues, my spon-
sors, my information sources help make those decisions. A good
contract helps, but it should leave room for new responsibili-
ties to be exercised. It should help assure us that we will

get together frequently and talk about what the evaluation

study is doing and what it should be doing.

What about your quickness to look for problems in the programme?
Perhaps you consider your own judgment a bit too precious.

I do not think so. Perhaps. I try to get confirmation from
those I work with and from those who see things very differently
than I do. I deliberately look for disconfirmation of the Judg-
ments I make and the judgments I gather from others. If you

are thinking about the Judgments of what is bad teaching and
learning I1-try to gather the Judgments of people both who are
more expert than I and those who have a greater stake in it

than I. T cannot help but show some of oy Jjudgments, but I

will look for hard data that support my Judgment and I will

look Just as hard for evidence that runs counter to my opinion.

That was nicely said. I did not mean to be rude.

You speak of a problem that cuts deeply. There are few depend-
abie checks on an evaluator's Judgment. I recognise that.

You would use consultation with the project staff and with me,
as a form of check and balance.

Yes. And I think that you would feel assured by the demands I
place upon myself for corroboration and cross-examination of
findings.

Well, there seems to me to be a gay in the middle., You have
talked about how we would look for problems and how you would
treat findings - vbut will there be any findings? What will the
study yield?

If I were to be your evaluator we eight start by identifying
some of the key aims, issues, arrangements, activities, people,
etc. We would ask ourselves what decisions are forthcoming,
what information would we like “o have. 1 would check these
ideas with the programme staff. 1 would ask you and them to
look over some things T and other ewvaluators hae done in the
past, and say what looks worth doing. The problem would soon
be toc big & muddie. and we wouid have to start our diet.

I don't care much for the metapher,
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E: That may be as good a basis as any for rejecting an evaluator
- his bad choice of metaphors.

C: I've just realized how late jt is. I am hoping not tc be re-
Jecting any evaluators today. Perhaps ycu would be willing to
continue this later.

"E: Let me make a proposal. I sppreciéte the immedihcy of the

situation. I know a young woman with a doctorate and research
éiperience, who might be available to co-ordinate the evalua-
tion work. If so, I could probably be persuaded to be the Y
director, on a quarter-time basis. Let me go over your mate-
rials with her. We would prepare a sketch of an evaluation
plan, and show it to you along with some examplies of her pre-
vious work.

C: That is a nice offer. Let me look at your examples and think
about it before you go ahead. Would it be all right if I
called you first thing tomorrow morning? Good.. Thanks very
much for coming by.

Commentary on the Conversation with a Responsive Evaluator

I recognised as I started to develop this conversation that the
negotiating conditions tnat I had experienced and the rhetoric I was
familiar with were not common in other countries. I felt that the
tenacious reader could overcome those parochial features to get at
issues that are common to evaluation of large-scale programmes any-
where.

Many :aders would prefer a listing of issues rather than a dia-
logue; 1 agree that listings can be helpful. I do believe that
i1ssues take on a different meaning w..en they are presented in natu-
ral discourse, and that it is useful for practitioners and theorists
alike to give attention to these different meanings. The inter-
weaving of pride, vulnerability, aspiration, and other personal and
political characteristics into educational purpose and method are
more apparent in such discourse than in such a checklist as I pre-
sented earlier.

I wanted to keep it a two-person, informal situation for simpli-
city and because I guessed that that would be most common in Europe.
In the U.S.A. open bidding for evaluation contracts is required by
law for many national and state programmes. .The negotiations have
become formal, legalistic, often impersonal, with little attentdion
to the issues raised in this dlalogue. Siace I was too unfamiliar
with any European setting and frame of mind I kept the idea of a
conversation but made it an American scenaric.

75



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

I sent an early draft of this conversation to the following

' persons for comments, particularly as to how the Commissioner might

respond:

Heinrich Bauersfeld R.A, Becher

Mathematics Curriculum Developer Nuffield Foundation

University of Bielefeld London

Joseph M. Cronin ’g}g Robert Glasser, Co-Director
Secretary of Educational Affoded Learning Research and Development
State of Massachusetts Center

University of Pittsburgh
Astrid Nysztrdm

National Bou=d tof Education Lawrence Stenhouse, Director

Stockholm Centre for Applied Research in
Education

Nils-Eric Svensson, University of East Anglia

Executive Director

Stiftelsen Riksbankens Marc Tucker

Jubileumssfond National Institute of Education
Stockholm Washington, D.C.

Most of these respondents found the issues relevent and difficult to
resolve. Most noted the discrepancies between their real situations
and the fictitisus situation. I used many of the wordings they sug-
gested in revising the dialogue. Most of them wanted a quicker
declaration of ‘purposes and plans, but my responsive evaluator is
convinced that many of the shortcomings of evsluation studies are
traced to a willingness to guess at what the key variables and issues
are and to make an irretrievable commitment to personnel and instru-
mentation. And so he is vague, but explorative; anxious to base

his worthiness on past performance rather than on what he might
promise at present. It is not a stance that =11 the respondents
found persuasive. Some of the reactions of the eight administrators.
named above are most insightful. I quote a sample of these reactions:

"Now, if this were my country the prcject leader would probably
not be so free to make his own decisions. They would have been
made at a 'higher' level."

"Over here a project director has to fight to get his project
evaluated. "

"...how clearly this conversation brought out the differing
assumptions made in the U.S. from those which would be made in
this country - for example that funds are normally made avail-
ab’e under c-ntract, that such cuontracts stipulate the need for
evaluation, and that tircy impose tight deadlines.®

*The dialogue presupposes that the evaluator is a well-known
person,...A minor researcher, on his way up,...might expect to
be treated with more firmness and prejudice bv the commissioner.”
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"] read your hypothetical conversation over and over again, and
(I found the avaluator) too demn patronizing.”

*Tt is necessary to clarify the project philosophy. What really
shall be improved? ...the teaching of fractions, the sensitivi-
ty of the teacher, the degree of variety/differentiatedness,
the style of interaction between teacher and students, or what

'
else?"

nIt should be more !product'-oriented, a typical concern of
action administrators.”

"The commissioner might probe more to find out if the evaluator
is really sympathetic to thé programme, shares the values of
the creators, thinks it has promise, is willing to concéntrate
on the gosls and variables important to the project staff,
shares with the project staff some agreement as to what might
be valid indicators of project success.”

"Many commissioners would (want) the evaluator to present re-

sults...%li:zch go along with (their) own interests, or those of
the decision makers at higher levels. The Commissioner might

discard the evaluator as soon 88 he realizes that the desired

results cennot be bought so easily."

"I would have had the commissioner more tough-minded...raising
questions about time span, costs, and scope of the evaluation;
the experience and qualjfications of the evaluator; the
'subjectivity' of the proposed evidence, the apparent untidi-
ness of the ~valuation design, and whether the evaluator's re-
port will offer recommendations about the continuance or dis-
continuance of the experiment.”

"The commissioner might press for what the evaluator means by.
tusefulness'...is it the furtherance of science, of psycho-
logical methods, of parent insight, of the manipulative power
of stee.ing board members, of the child's self awareness,
of...? If the evaluator tries to serve all these needs, he is
overburdened and soon will become & distractor and an explosive
power in the project.”

"The point is: How much do»the coemlssioner and evaluator
join the common insincerity of producing designs "o which they
do not stand by?"

"The commissjpuer might well want to know row much time of how
many people with what kind of experienze and training will be
required, and at what ccst.”
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"Recognition should be made of the fact that commissioners do
have particuler constituencies and that a wise evaluation would
help meet the questions of these constituencies, at the same
time getting on with the problems that may lie deeper.”

"The commissioner might want to know whether the evaluator's
preliminary observations will be available to project staff as
the project proceeds, whether such views will be available to
others, and what control he will have over premature release of
findings."

"The commissioner mizht want some 'right of reply' to n:gative
findings, whenever they are released, or a chance to confer
with the evaluator on the basis of draft reports Lefore the
final reports are published.”

"The commissioner might want to know how disruptive the evalua-
tor will be, how much time of project staff he will take, whether
he can make use ol measures routinely administered, whether he

_will demand tha use of control groups, etc.”

"If the evaluator's racial, ethnic, or cultural background are
different from staff and students, the commissioner might try
to find out if the evaluator sees those differences as a prob-
lem, and, if so, what the evaluator would propose to do about
it.n

"Is it not too egotistical to 'learn as much as we can from the
project'? Such an ouvtcome is the byproduct of the project, toc
often the only werthwhile one. A foundation will hardly pay

millions for the learnings of the project staff and evaluators."

"I would have suggested some additional issues, such as that

of access 12 vrrticipating schools: information about the proj-
ect's underiying aims: the right tc corfidentiality of par-
ticipants-in thé programme, and the concern for 'proof!, rather
than evidence, of success or failure."

"l don't think our evaluators have audiences. They have to
create them."

Most of these respcndents felt that more should have been accom-

plished in that hypothetical meeting of commissioner and evaluator.
Most taought that it was realistic and included some of the more im-
portant issues that ne~d to be resolved in such a negotiation.
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A conversdutlon between a person who is commissioning an independent

evaluation study and the evaluator who favours a "goal-free” approach

P

C: Well, we're very glad you were able to take this on for us. We
consider thi: programme in reading for the disadvantaged to be
one of the most important we have 2ver funded. I expect you'd
like to get together with the project staff as soon as possible

~ = the director is here now - and of course, there's quite a
collection of documents covering the background of the project
that you'll need. We've assembled a set of these for you to
take back with you tonight.

E: Thanks, but I think I'll pass on meeting the staff and on the
materials. I will have my secretary get in touch with the
director soon, though, if you can give me the phone numbers.

C: Y 4 zcan you're pianning to see them later? But you've got so
little time - we thought that bringing the director in would
really speed things up. Maybe you'd better see him - I'm
afraid he'll be pretty upset about making the trip for nothing.
Besides, he's understandably nervous about the whole evaluation.
1 think ris team is worried that you won't really appreciate
their approach unless you sperd a good deal of time with them.

E: Unfortunately, T can't both evaluate their achievements with
reasonable objectivity and also ge through a lengthy indoc-
trination session with them.

C: Wwell, surely you want to know what they are trying to do - what's
distinctive about their approach?

E: I already know more than I need to know about their goals
- teaching reading to disadvantaged youngsters, right?

C: But thai's so vague - why, they developed their own instruments,
and a very detailed curric :.um. You can't cut yourself off
from that! Otherwise, you'll finish up criticizing them for
failing to do what they never tried to do. I can't let you do
that. In fact, I'm getting a little nervous about :tetting you
go any further with the whole thing. Aren't you gzoing to see
them at all? You're prrposinz to evaluate a three million dol-
lar project without ever. 'ooking at it?

o]

. As far es possible, yes. Of course, I'm handicapped by being
brought in so late and under a tight deadline. so I may have
to make 5 >e compromises. On the general issue, I think you're
surfering from some misconception about evaluation. You're
tsea to the rathe: cory relationship which often - in my view -
contacinates the objectivity of the evalnator. You " . uld think
about the evaluation of drugs by the double-blind approach...
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Bup even there, the evaluator has to know the intended effect
of the drug in order to set up the tests. 1In the educational
field, it's much harder to pin down goals and that's where
you'll have to get together with the developers.

The drug evaluator and the educational evaluator do not even
have to know the direction of the intended effect, Stated in
very general terms, let alone the intended extent of success.
It's the evaluator's job to find out what effects the drug has,
ard to assess them. If (s)he is told in which direction to
look, that's a handy hint but it's potentially prejudicial.

One of the evaluator's most "isefil contributions may bhe to
reconceptualize the effects. i.tner than regurgitating the ex-
ﬁerimenter's conception of "uen.

This is too far-out altuge:. ier “hat are you suggesting the
evaluator do ~ test for effec. ¢ Hn every possible variable? He
can't do that.

Oh, but he has to do that anyway. I'm not adding to his burden.
How do you suppose he picks up side effects? Asks the experi-
menter for a 1ist? That would be cozy. It's the evaluator's
job to look out for effects the experimenter {or producer etc.)
did not expect or notice. . The so-called "side effects", whether
good or bad, often wholly determine the outcome of the evalua-
tion. 1It's absolutely irrelevant to the evaluator Qhether these
are "side" or "main" effects; that lang.dge refers to the

intentions of the producer and the evaluator isn't evaluating
intentions but achievements. 1In fact, it's risky to hear even
general descriptions of the intentions, because it focuses your
attention away from the "side-effects" and tends to make you
overlook or down weight them.

You still haven't answered the practical question. You can't
test for all possible effects. So this posture is absurd. 1It's
much more useful to tell the producer how well he's achieved
what he set out to achieve.

The ﬁrdducer undoubtedly set out to do something really worth-
while in educatinn. That's the really significant formulation
of his goals and it's to that forrulation the evalustor must
address himself. There's also a highly particularized descrip-
tion of the goals - or there should be - and the praducer may
need some technical help in deciding whether he got there, but
that certainly isn't what you, as the dispenser of taxpayer's
funds, need tc know. You need to know if' the money was wasted
or well-spent etc.

30
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Look, I already had advice on the goals. That's what my advi-
sory panel tells me when {t recommends which proposal to fund.
What I'm paying you for is to judge success, not legitimacy of
the direction of effort.

Unfortunately for that way of dividing the pie, your panel can't
tell what c configuration of actual effects would result, and
that's what I'm here to assess. Moreover, your panel is just
part of the whole prersess that led to this product. They're

not immune to criticism, nor are you, and nor 1is the producer.
(And nor am I.) Right now, you have - with assistance -
produced something, and I am going to try to determine whether
it has any merit. When I've produced my evaluation, you can
switch roles and evaluate it - or get sdmeone else to do so.

But it's neither possible nor proper for an evaluator to get by
withcut assessing the merits of what hJE been done, not Just

its consonance with what someone else thought was meritorious.
It isn't proper because it's passing the buck, dodging the - or
one of the - issue(s). It isn't possible because (it's almost
certain that) no one else has laid down the merits of what has
actually happened. It's very unlikely, you'll agree, that the
producer has achieved exact.y the original goals, without short-
fall, overrun or side-effects. So - unless you want to abrogate
the contract we just signed - you really have to face the fact
that I shall be passing on the merits of whatever has been done
- as wel) as determining exactly what that is.

I'm thinking of at least getting someone else in to do it too
- somenns with a less peculiar notion of evaluation.

1 certe.i.™ hope you do. There's very little evidence about

the interjadge reliability of evaluators. I would of course co-
operate fully in any such arrangement by refraining from any
communication whatscever with the other evaluator.

I'm beginning to get the feeling you get paid rather well for
speaking to no one. Will'you kindly explain how you're going
to check on all variables? Or are you going to take advantage
of the fact that I have told you it's a reading programme - I'm
beginning to feel that I let slip some classified information.
What's your idea of an ideal evaluation situation - one where
you don't know what you're evaluating? '

In evaluation, blind is beautiful. Remember that Justice her-
self is »lind, and good medical research is double blind. The
educational evaluator is severely handicapped by the impossi-

bility of double-blind conditions in most educational contexts.
But (s)he must still work very hard at keeping out prejudicial
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information. You can't do an evaluation without know'ng what
it is you're supposed to evaluate - the treatment - but you do
not need or want to know what it's supposed to do. You've al-
ready told me too much in that direction. I still need to know
some things about the nature of the treatment itself, and I'll
find those out from the director, via my secretary, who can fil-
ter out surplus data on intentions etc. before relaying it to
me. That data on the treatment is what cuts the problem down
to size; I have the kncwledge about probable or poésible ef-
fects of treatments like that, from the research literature,
that enables me to avoid the necessity for examining all pos-
sible variants.

Given the weakness of research in this area, aren't you still
pretty vulnerable to missing an unprecedented effect?

Somewhat, but I have a series of procedures for picking these
up, from participant observation to teacher interview to samp-
iing from a list of educational variables. I don'%t doubt I
slip up, too; but I'm willing to bet I miss less than anyone
sleshing through the swamp towards goal-achievement. I really
think you should hire someone else to do it independently.

We really don't have the budget for it...maybe you can do some-
thing y~ur way. But I don't know how I'm going t» reassure the
project staff. This is going to seem a very alien, threatening
kind of approach to them, I'm afraid.

Paople that feel threatened by referees who won't accept their
hospitality don't understand about impartiality. This isn't
support for the enemy, it's neutrality. I don't want to penal-
ize them for failing to reach over-ambitious goals. I want to
give them credit for doing something worthwhile in getting half-
waVv to those goals. I don't want to restrict them to credit for
their announced contracts. Educators often do more good in unex-
ﬁected dir. tions than the intended ones. My approach preserves
their chance in those directions. In my experience, interviews
with project staff are excessively concerned with explanations

of shortfall. But shortfall has no significancé for me at all.
It has some for you, because it's a measure of the reliability

of the projections they make in the future. If T were evaluating
them as a production team, I'd loox at that as parl of the track
record. But right now I'm evaluating their product - a reading
programme. And it may be the best in the world even :f it's

only half as good as they intended. No, I'm not wor:.ag in a

way that's prejudiced against them.

“.



C: I'm still haunted by a feeling this is an unrealicstic approach.
For example, how the devil would I ever know who to get as an
evaluator except ln terms of goal-loaded descriptions. 1 got
you - in fact, I invited you on the phone - to handle a "reading
programme for disadvantaged kids" which is goal-lcaded. I
couldn't even have worked out whether vou'd had any experience
in this area except by using that description. Do you think
evaluators should be universal geniuses? How can they avoid
goal-laden language in describing themselves?

E: There's nothing wrong with classifying evaluators by their past
performance. VYou only risk contamination when vou tell them
what you want them to do this time, using the goals of this pro-
Ject as you do so. There's nothing unrealistic about the al-
ternative, any more than there 1is about cutting names off
scientific papers when you, as an editor, send them out to be
refereed. You could perfectly well have asked me if I was free
to take on an evaluation task in an area of previous experience
- a particularly important one, you could have added - requiring,
as it seemed to you, about so much time and with so much fees
involved. I could have made a tentative acceptance and then
come in to look into details, as I did today.

C: what details can you look at?

E: Sample materials, or descriptions by an observer of the process,
availability ~f controls, time constraints etc. What I found
today made it clear you simply wanted the best that could bel
done in a very limited time, and I took it on that basis
- details later. Of course, it probaﬁly won't answer some of
the crucial evaluation guestions, but to do that you should
have brought someone in at the beginning. Your best plan would
have been to send me reasonably typical materials and tell me
how long the treatment runs. That would have let me form my
own tentative framework. ?ut no evaluator gets perfect condi-
tions. The trouble is that the loss is not his, it's the con-
sumer's. And that mearns he's usually not very motivated to
preserve his objectivity. '+'s more fun to be on friendly
terms.with the project peopie. By the way, the project I'm on
for you is hard to describe concisely in ébai-free language,
but that's not true in all cases. I often do CAT evaluations,
for example, and other educational technology cases, where the
description of the project isn't goal-loaded.

C: Lok, how long after you'we looked at materials beiore you form
a pretty gocd idea about the goals of the project? Isn't it a

bit absurd to Tight over hearing it a little earlier?
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The impnrtant question is not whether 1 do infer the goals but
whether | mav infer some other possibie effects before ! am
locked-in to a 'wet' towards the prnject's own goals. For
example, I've looxed at elezentarv schocl materials and thousht
to myvse!! ~ vocrabuiary, speliing, general knowledge, twc-—

dimensiunna  cepreicntation sonventions, book-narientation, read-

ing swuil.g, independsnt studyv capacity, and s0 en., Tt isn't
importint which of these ¢ *he main goal — if the authors

have made any ziysnificant headway on it, it will show up; I'm
not li%ely to miss it altogether. And the other dimensions are
not mas<ed by vour set .f vou don'%t have one. Remember that
even il a single side-efrect doesn't swamp the intended effect,
the totality of then may make a verv real plus for this pro-
gramme by compar;éon with others which dn about 2s well on the
intenfed effect and on cost. Ater ['ve looked at materials
{not inc:uding teachers' handbooks, etc.), T look at their
tests. 7 course, looking at macériais is a little ¢orrupting,
ton, 10 wou want to talk abrut pure approaches. What I should
really pe looking at is students - especially changes in stu-
dentz, and even more egpecially, changes due to these materials.
Ci'm onuite happy tao be iooking at their test results, for
exanmple.! Rut the evaluator usually has to work pretty harq

be {2 he can establich cause. it's worth realizing, however,
that i< ke had all that, his job ig nct yet half done. But I
AUess the mogt imporiant practical armument for goal-free

evaiaatinn & one we haven touched yetT,

moatrard there fen't time o 0 into that now,
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