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FOREWORD -

The institution of schooling, existing as it does within a society under-
going rapid changes, has multlple problems.and only limited resources of
money, facilities, manpower, skilis, andmformatlorr to meet them. Good
information to guide both policy making and management.is an essential
resource at all levels of educational decision making but is: cespecially |
important at the local distriét level; for it is here that choices about cur-
_riculum, instruction, and delivery. of other educational services most
dlrectly affect the df’lll/ actions-of-principals, téachers, and students.

There 4re those who assert that evaluation activities, if they are based
on a broad set of methodologies derived from “the social sciences, can
provide valid, reliable, and relevant information for a range of educatlonal
deCISIons—-mstructlbnal curricular, managerial, policy maKing. Up until
now, admlttedly, evaluators have not been able to provide this information .
in a relevant and timely manner. In the ten years.or so since evaluation
has beensformaily called upon to bear burdens both for accountability
and .policy making, the limitations of the technology available to eval-—

& uators have-become pa;nfully apparent. If evaluation can be considered

—

a discipline, it is one which growssby accretion; the agenda. of unsolved
problems, both theoretical and practical, attracts researchers from diverse
disciplines who apply diverse methodologies and call their work evaluation.

The mission of the Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE) is to study,
from a varlety of perspectives, the act of evaluation s it affects educa-

; tlonal'programs and services.

: :

The case for evaluation is based on the premise that people will, if they
can, make changes based upon information. It is thus assumed that
decisions about policies, programs, students, or services will be more
rational if good information is available when needed. The simplicity of
this idea has been challenged by many who view decision making as the
result of influences far more diffuse than those within the conscious con-
i:0l of the decision maker. They-hold that.political, social, psychciogical,
or organizational factors, while often unarticulated, dominate the de ision
process. This monograph explores the act of decision making from an
analytical perspective.

Dr. House was a resideat Visiting Scholar at CSE in 1976. During that
period, he worked alongside staff, provided counsel on a'variety of prob-

A

lems, and prepared the monograph presented-here. Partlmpams in the

Visiting Scholar Program include recognized scholars in the conceptual
and policy making areas of evaluation as well as methodologists primar-
ily concerned- with the design, analysis, and interpretation of empirical
studies. Members of the practitioner community are also invited to share

vii .,
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* vii FOREWORD \ .

their perceptions of how CSEr-activities might assist school people in their

evaluatioh tasks.
- This monograph approaches the- analySIS of evaluation from perspec-
. tives that have little reliance on quantitative origins. We welcome Dr.
: . House's point of view and expect it to generate discussion within the field.
It is our intent, through publications such-as_this, to stimulaté the mem-
‘bership of the field-of evaluation to expand or to consolidate positions
related to the purposes, methods, and uses of educational evaluation. We'
> look forward to your comments. .
' . Eva L. Baker

. Director
‘CSE
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! Chapter I

EVALUATION AS ARGUMENT
7 ) .

’
s

I choose-the word *"argument™ 'thoughtfully.. for scientific demonstrations.
even mathematical proofs. arc fundamentally acts of persuasion. Scientific
statemcnts can never be certain: they can only be more or less credible.  °

/ T Joseph \Vclzcnbaum
’ . in Computer Power and Humar Reason. 1976.

. -

Generalizalions decay. .

’ Lee). Cronbach.  °*
in'Beyond the Two Disciplines of Scientific Psychology. 1974.

' THE COMiNG GREAT CALIFORNIA EARTHQUAKE

I sit in Los ‘Angeles but wonder why I stay. A sudden one-foot uplift
has appeared along a hundred-mile strip of the San Andreas fault. Based
on seismic wave readings, a California scientist has predicted a major
earthquake for the Los Angeles area within a year (Sciznce. May 1976).
Based on different readings, a radio evangelist warns of a major quake.
Both scientists and seers agree in their prophecies. Neither provides the
kind of information I need. - . .

I talk to the natives about these ominous signs. Their response is shaped
by the mecessity of living in such circumstances; they shrug their shoulders.
The President has been informed, but no one seems to know exactly what
to do. Washington officials suggest setting up a new array of scientific
instftuments along the fault, although what will result from more measure-
ment.is not clear. .

Meanwhile the weather is perfect, the setting in the Santa Monica
Mountains splendid, the lifestyle sybaritic. Calculations of probabilities
of long-term seismic events do me no good; 1 peed to know when the earth
will moye in relation to myself.

The vocabulary of action is complex. Everyone agrees that |nf01mat|on
somehow informs decisions but the relationship is not direct, not simple.
Often the more important the decision, the more obscure the relatlonshlp
* seems to be. Consider the decision to marry. For most people, it is a long,

arduous process, one which takes shape over.a period of time. No single .

piece of information serves as a decision-point: Quite the cortrary. The
decision proceeds slowly, atmost imperceptibly, until it arrives. Reason
after reason is advanced and tried out. Finally, a multiplicity of arguments
serves as a rationale for the decision, which is often made-long before all
the arguments are advanced.

——————
I wish to thank Lee Cronbach. Bob Ennis. Gene Glass, and the CSE staff for detailed

o comments on the moncgraph. .
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2 THE LOC'C OF EVALUATIVE ARGUMENT

The most significant decisions are-those that have long-range implica-
tions but. defy easy extrapolation, that 3re so entangied with everything
else that they resist precise formal analysiS. To those we are forced to
apply our intuitive logic, our common sense. It is in the nature of these
complex problem$:that knowledge about them is limited, that it is less
than detgrminate. In the face of uncertain knowledge, thc task of en-
tangled decision making becomes less.one of absolutely convincing our-
selves with proofs than one of persuading ourselves with multiple reasons.

The criterion becomes not what is necessary but what is plausible. .

EQUIVOCALITY OF EVIDENCE:
CERTAINTY VS..CREDIBILITY'

Why, then, do-government qfficials, the. public. and even members of
the evaluation community call Tor definitive proof of the success of edu-

_ cational programs? There is a tradition as old as Descartes which says

thag the only knowledge is-that which is certait . Descartes’s method of
analysis was one of total skepticism: to doubt :verything that could be
doubted. In his search for certain knowledge, he arrived at the self-evident
as the ultimate mark of reason. For something to qualify as knowledge
it had to start from clear and distinct ideas and be extended by deductive

proofs. Propositions so derived were thus necessary and compelling to

the intellect; they could not be rationally denied.

This method excluded the merely credible from conSIderatlon as knowl-
edge. In the Cartesian ideal, the onl) true reasomng is analytic. Formal
deductive logic, the method of proof used in mathematics, is the method
par excellence. Knowledge can be reduced to self-evident propositions. In
certain knowledge there can be no disagreement. As Descartes wrote, if
there is disagreement over a matter between two men, one of them must
surely be wrong. There is a true and a false, and logic works by compelling
proofs to determine which is which. .

Later. thuse who pursued this line of reasoning confronted (he fact that
rational men yften seemed to reason differently and arrive at contradictory
conclusions. Some of Descartes’s-own propositions looked particularly
suspicious. Pascal introdiiced the explanation-that such dlsagrecment as
well as the reluctance to accept necessary conclusions was a result of
|rmtmnal|!)‘ Man was seen to possess an irrational side which often ied
him astray in his search for knowledge. The apparent lrratlonah? of those
who do not accept conclusions which others perceive as conipelling is a
common molif in contemporary evaluation. \]

From the Cartesian perspective, certain knowledge can be .obtained
pnmanl) by dcdm.mc processes and it must lead to absolute conviction,

e
‘Forythis disiinetion and many other wdeas in thes papet. [ am indebted to Perelman and
Otbrechis- Lyteca s excellent modern work on argamentation The New Rhetoric A TPeatise

ERI!
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on Argument. University of Notre Dame Press, 1969, 566 pages.
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™~ . ' EVALUATION AS ARGUMENT 3

Such reasoning may work in geometry, but it does so by excludmg most
of the sensate world. As Hume pointed out, our beliefs, even.in concepts
as basic as causality, are not certain when a thorough ‘skepticism is
applied to them. Deductive reasoning succeeds in .producing certain
o knowledge primarily‘by eliminating most of the everyday.world.

The sénsate world was epistemologically saivaged for our use by John
Stuart Mill. Just as logicians had constructed formal deductivé logic by
reflecting on the natiire of mathematical proofs, Mill reflected on the
assocmtlon\ist psyuho ogy of his time and formulated an inductive logic

that. purported fo in introduce certainty into inductively-derived knowledge. ,

To do this Mill made scveral assumptions that stiil pervade survey re-

search today. According to Hamiilton {1976}, the axioms include the .
follomng, - 4 T e

K There is a uniformity of nature in, l:me and space. This lends to
inductive reasoning the same procedural cerlamly as to conclusions
drawp from syllogistic logic.,

* Concepts can be defined by direct reference to émpiricgl-categories
and laws of nature can be inductiyely dcrxved from dpta because of
the above. ; :

. ® Large samples can suppress |d|osyncramés and re\eal “general

. causes.’

i * The social and natural sviences have t\?w same aim of discovering
general Ia“s (which prowde a basis for explanation and predigtions).

* The social and natural sciences are. me:rodo'oglcally identical.

*_The social sciences are merely more complex.

>

Thus, Mill contended that certain knowledge was derivable from induc-
tive reasoning as well as from the deductive. One could define categories
\ . and relate them to each other by now familiar techniques. In fact, Mill
- concluded that the inductive. method was the only way of discovering new

ideas since deductive logic could only reveal what was already there. (Mill

was so certain of his method that he contended that ethical principles

could ’also be derived by induttive reasoning and hence had a scientific
‘ base.) . . -

. " have dideussed the powerful effect aulitzgrian ethics has had on the practice of evaluation
\ in a paper entitled, “Justice ... Exaluaton® in Lvaluation Studies Annual Review, Gene
Glass. tditor, Beverly Hills, CA. Sage Publications, 1976. At lhc end of his masterpicee-on
inductive logic, Mill constdq_rs the fogic of a Ypractice” or “art.” “There must be some
standard by which to determune the guvdness or badness. sbsolute and comparative, uf
ends. ur objects pf desire. And whatever that standard is. there can be but one, fur if there
were several ultjnfate principles ufwnduu the same wwnuw., sught be approved by one of
thuse principles and wondemned by another, and there would be nct.d\cd"sume general
principle. as umpire between them.” John Stuart. Mill in A" System of Logi, Harper, New

York. J893 (8th Edition). ~
This teads Ml to s.apose a single ({nncrsal standard by which o judg,c pramml affarrs, *
'. for the-only alternative is by “supposing 4 -mural sense_or instinet” “intustine moral .
l principles.” General ethical prnaples can onl, be known by mdumun Stnce mducmc
R © [
ERIC A g
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4 THE LOGIC OF EVALUATIVE ARGUMENT

Mill's first assumption ss the important one. In Mill's own words, “The
universe. so far as known to us, is so constituted, that whatever is true in
one case, 1 .cue in all cases of a certain description; the only difficulty is,
to find what descr.ption” (Mill, 1848). How familiar that idea is to anyone
who lias engaged in survey research and how fallible the irductive logic
on which.it is based! ' .

The. procedure of reasoning from “some" to “all” is clearly a logical
fallacy. Each confirming instance is supposed to make a hypothesis more
likely. Yet if the hypothesis is *All men are less than 100 feet tall” and

-

" one finds a man 99 feet tall, this is a confirming instance that weakens

the hypothesis considerably rather than strengthens it (Scientific Amer-
ican. March, 1976). Does every day that goes by in'Los Angeles without
the predicted great quake make it more or less likely? It is also quite
pussible in statistical studies to confirm a hypothesis by two indepgndent
studies and yet disconfirm the hypothesis by using the total resuits of the
two studies taken together. (See Simpson's paradox in Martin Gardner,
“Mathematical Games," Screntific American, 1976.)

Nonetheless, in spite of serious flaws of logic. “science” based on
inductive logic seems to work with somg degree of succéss. Certainty of
knowing. however, is lacking. Even the best established scientific facts
musf be held as tentative. As one scientist put it:

The man in the street surely believes such scientific facts to be as well-
established, as well-proven, as his own existence. His certitide is.an illusion.
Nor is the scientist fimself immune to the same illusion. In his praxis, he
must. after all, suspend disbelief in order to o or think anything at a:d. He
:s rather bike a theatergoer, who, in order to Pniﬁcipnlc in and understand

. what s happenipg on the stage. must for a time pretend to himself that he
1s witnessiag real evefits, Thesscientist must believe his working hypdthesis,
together with 1ts vast underlying structure of theories and assumptions,
even if only for the sake of the nrgumém. Oftens the *“*argument™ extends
over his entire hfctime. Gradually hy becomes what he at first merely pre-
tended to be..a true believer. | choose the word: “argument™ theughtfully,
for saentific demonstrations, even mathematical proofs. are fundamentally
acts of persuasion, . \

Scientific.statements can never be certain, they ¢an be unly more or less
credible. And credibility is a term in individual psychology. i.c.. a term that
has meaning only with respect to an individual observer. To say that some
proposit.on 1s eredible 15, after all. 1o say that it is believed by an agent who
1s free not to behieve 1t that §s. by an observerwho. after exercising judgment
and (possibly) sntution, chooses to accept the proposition as worthy of his
befieving it (Wcilc'nbaum. 1976),

certamty pressuppuses @ unsfurnuty of nature, the resultant psychology is deterministic.
Mutality 15 natural stnce unly 4 naturabistic assessment will allow suentific methuds of provf

Hedenistic utilitarianism is the only basis.
1n a scnse. Mill yuts preventing disagreement sher moral issues Since it 15 always pdisible
tu recch opposne conddusions when there is no previvus agreement an a critesiap “The result

of this reasomng 15 utifitanian caleulateen which conflates all human desie¢$ intu a single
configuration and satisfies them by the enterion of maximum total satisfactions derived
T'hie Judgug s done by an Jmpartial spectator.” who in modepn Times demonstrates his
impartiality by employing “objective” techniques of nnnl_vs}/n

r
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. * E\r’ALUATIONF AS ARGUMEN'IZ

‘EVALUATION AS PERSUASION - : -

If even demonstrations in the ph, ‘ical sciences are fundamentail) acts
of persuasion, inquiries in education are.more so. Mill's assumption that
the social and natural sciences are methodologically identical seems much,

. more dubious today. Cronbach (1974), for one, doubts the advisability _
. of imposing physical science ideals in social science, Tn the “Physical
science paradigm, events are explained and predictgd by “a network of
propositions connecting abstract constructs.” € -
After reviewing twenty years of aptitude treatment interaction studies,
which were based on suct# a model, Cronbach concluded ‘that social
phenumena ate tou upen to interactions with other variables to aupport
stable generalizations. The posmwsnc strategy of fixing condltlons in
which to reach gefieralizations assumes steady processes that can be
separated. into independent systems for study, a fragile assumption in
soe:al sysfems. ) N
Cronbach has

tu arrive :}/g neralizations. An ubserver in-a particular setting can de
scribe apd interpret effects within local conditivns. Whereas experimental
contpol and systematic currelation ask formal questions in advance, ocal
Servation is more 'up(.n to the unanticipated. Shurt term empiricism is

P sensmve to the context. In being context sens'tive, the resean.hcr may
% give up sume predictive power. He gives up constructing genc.allzauons
Ve and theury bulldmg and instead develups ““wncepts that will help pevple
- use their heads.” So Cronbach eontends.

Evaluations themselves, I wquld contend, can be no moré than acts of
persuasion. Althuugh sometimes evaluater. promise Cartesian proof and .
ust J. S. Mill's. methods of induction, evaluations incvitably lack the-cer
tainty of proof and conclusiveness hat the public often expects. The
definitive evaluation is 1are, if it easts at alf. Even a scientific method
lugist. as sophisticated as James Colen.an is faced wjth continued and .

renchant criticism of his work. Subjcded tu.serious scrulqm, evaluations

always appear equivocal. et -

E. 9ecting evaluation to provide wmpellmb and necessary conclusions.

"hopes for more than evaluation can deliyer. Espeuaiiy in a pluralistic
sudiety, evaluativn cannut pruduce necessary prupusitions. But il'it cannot
produce the necessary, it caw provide.the credible, the plausible,.and the
probable. Its results are-less \fian certan, .t still may be useful, )

Proving sumethmg implies savifyving Leyond doubt the understanding
of a universal audience with regard ty the .rutl. T.-produce proof that ©
4 universal audience comprised of ail rativna; men v uld accept requires
vvercoming lucal ur historical partuular;tlc: Certny requlres isulating
data from its total context as, for example, in the terms of a sf;lloglsm

: Lugical certainty is achievable only within a dused tutally 4ef'ned system
like a game. -
o If evaluatiun i. limited tv certain knuwledge provided by strict Jeductive

ERIC ol -
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6 THE LOGIC OF EVALUATIVE ARGUMENT

ang induetive rcasuning, it must abendon a great amount of reasoning
power that people ordinarily use in the conduct of their lives. Such a
limitation rcsuits from confusing rationality with--logic. They are not

-identical. . -

If absolutely convincing all ratlonal .men is too heavy a burden for
udlu7'umn perpsuading particular men is not. In place of the compelling
proposmuns ({med from nguruus lugu.. one miay subsiitute the non
compelling argwnents of persuasion. In place of the necessity of self-
evidence. une may substitute variable adhnrcnu to theses as presented
to pamcular audiences. The thesis, may be more or less credible. The
audience’is ff'cc to believe ur not believe after inspecting the arguments

. and exercising its own judgment.

Pusuasmn aims at winning a particular audience tu a-point of view or
w rsc of actiun by an appeal tu the audience’s reasun and understanding.
Fuyr this purpose, uncertain knowledge-is useful although the ideas them
selves are always arguable The apprupriate methods are those of argu
mentatjon, which is the realm-of the “credibie. the plausible, and the
probable’ rather than thencces;ar; (Pcrelman&Olbrcchts Tyteca, 1969).

ATgumcntatwn is cuntrasted tu demunstration. Demonstrativns rest on
formal logic which avoids ambiguity by the ingernal cons:stem) of its
symbol system. In deductive logic the origin of the axioms is extrancous.

‘When one mosves from deduction to induction, all'manner of issues be-

come arguable, such as the validity of measurement. But the search is
still for ‘*certain’ knowledge. -

‘In evaluation, the sucial and psychulugical contexts become particularly
relevantand the knowlcdg(. less certain. Under thuse cunditivns argumen
tatiun_gimed at gaining the adherence and.at increasing the wrderstand
ing oI, particular audlcmcs. is more appropriate. Persuasion claims
\ahdu) fur only partu.uh;r audiences and the lntcnsn_y with which par
ticular audicnces acvept the evalbative findings is a measure of this
effectiveness. The evaluator does not aim at convincing a univgrsal au
dience of all rational men with the necessity of his conclysions.

. Persuasion is'directly related to action. Even though-evaluation.infor
matiun is less certain than scizntific information addressed to a universal
audience, persuaston is effective in prumutmg action because 1t focuses
on a particular audience and musiers information with which this uudlcm..
is concerned. Persunalized knowledge that induces peuple to stop smoki ing
may be different from sci .ntific generalizativns Iking smoking td-heart
disease or cancer. Finding vut about the heart attack of a close relative
is more likely tu induce one to exercise than are charts and tables. Evalua
tive argument is at once less certain, more particularized, more personal
ized, and more conducive to action than is research information.

In summary, evaluativn persuades rather than convinces, argues rather
than demonstrates. is credible rather than certain, is vanably accepted
rather than comycllmg This does not mean that it is mere omtory or

' Lo ,
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. _ EVALUATION AS ARGUMENT 7

entirely arbitrary. Because it-is not Limited to deductive and inductive
i logics does not mean that it is irraiivnal. Rationality is nut equivalent to
; logic. Evaluation employs other modes of reasoning. Once the burden of
) certainty is lifted, the possibilities for inturmed action are increased rather
than decreased. e

CHART &:

- Contrasts Between Evaluation as Argxifnentation
) - and Evaluation as Demonsfration

“Evaluation as /Ei'aluan'on as N
Argumentation ,// Demonstration . :
[ . Persuasion ! v Absolute conviction N
i - * Credibility 4 / Certainty )
| " Non-comipelling” - Necessary
‘ > Variable adhé}ence True or false ’
i ¥ Particular audience Universal audience
| Dialectical reasoning A‘nal‘ytic reasoning .
} Informal logic Formal logic . )
Reflective Calculative i
. Action-oriented ' Thcory-building :
Tacit knowledge Exphclt knowledge
Knowledge in heads - Kno\\lcdgc in propositions
Ambiguous = - Clear and distinct i X
Concrete Abstract
Arguable efinitive ) b
Direct expcrie;cc Indirect indicators
. . : —_

THE EVALUATION AUDIENCES - — R

If persuasion becomes the aim of evaluation, the audiences to whom the
evaluation is addressed are important. For years evaluatots have been
counseled to think of their audiences and the kind of information the [\

AY

audiences will need. What js relevant for une group may not be relevant
for another. Aq,umcnta(iun presupposes that a “CUmmunjt) of minds™ l
’ exists, that there is intellectual cuntact, and that there is , agreement on |
at least a few issues on which deliberation is to begin. ; .
There must be a common.language and a desire omthe part of the
evaluator to,p/suad'c the audiences and to take their concerns seriously.
Often these ¢onditiuns are nut met. The audiences are miscunceived ur not

Q . )
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8. THE LOGIC OF EVALUATIVE ARGUMENT

taken seriously. It is not uncommon for'the evaluator to muster informa
tion appropriate to an audience of ,psychologists but which has little
meaning to a teacher or a government official.

There are at least three general "ty;'jes of audience: the universal au-
dience, a single audience with whom one engages in dialogue, and
oneself as an audience. Argumentation with a um\ersal audience strives
to gain the adherence of every rational person. Conceptually the universal
audience consists of all men at all times so the arguments must be timeless
and free-of context. 1

The agreement of a universal audience is likely to be secured by formal

. logical reasoning based on self-evident concepts. Thus the tighter the

experimental design, the more convinced a far-removed universal au-
dience will be of the cause and effect relationship, regardless of the
context. A particular audience closer to the scene may assume cause and
effect without such proof. Of course, the universal audience is not *“aggre-
gatable’ at any given time but various elite groups in fact serve as a
surrogate for it. Perhaps philosophers more than most represent this type
of audience. The arguments that move philosophers are not always the
same as those that move teachers.

The-more an argument is directed toward a- unnersal audience, the less

“‘arguable™ it is. There is little to argue about in pure deductive logic.
Evaluation techniques are often presented as being non-argumentative,
as, for example. being based. on valid and reliable instruments, as em-
ploying sound statistical procedures, and-so-on: -In-fact; all statements
made on the basis of an evaluation are subject to challenge and are
arguable—if properly challenged The more technical and quantitative
the evaluation, the less a naive audience will be able to challenge it and
the evaluation will appear to be mote ccrtain than it is.

In evaluations using statistical metaphors, one can argue that treatment
effects differ because there is a probability that two mean test scores
belong to different poputations and, hence, that the experimental pro-
gram is better than the control. The extensive use of numbers in the
statistica! procedures and the test scores gives a semblance of certainty
and unequivocality to evidence.

Actually many assumptions lie concealed behind the numbers (as in-
decd behind eyery evaluation). One can almost always challenge the
_validity of the tests, the appropriateness of the statistical procedures,
“and the control: of the experimental design. The “hallenge dogs not in-
validate the evaluation. But once the premises are challenged, the nature
of the evaluation as argumentation becomes apparent. The evaluator may
defend his study cither successfully or unsuccessfully. In any case, he must
resort to nun-deductive and more equivocal reasoning if he is to defend it.
Although the evaluatiun has the appearance of appealing to the defiritive
rativnality of the universal audience, it ends in direct appeals to particular

_audiences. I' believe it is impossible to construct an evaluation otherwise.

r
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EVALUATION AS ARGUMENT 9

Even a broad-based evafuation operation like Consumers Report. which
uses “‘objective’ procedures and sophisticated experimental designs to
evafuate consumer products, is an appeal to particular audiences. Its
arguments, directed- at--the upper-middle class, have little meaning for
either the lower classes or the upper ciaszes,.and its evaluations are little

heeded by them.
Thus the situation the evaluator faces is almost always an appeal to

particular audien ces which he can define with some precision. If-he cannot.

define his audiences, the evaluation is indeterminate. He must address
issues and construct arguments that appeal to particular audiences. Fut-
thermore, the audiences are likely to be a composite of several groups
which complicates his-task considerably. Effective appeal to particular
audiences changes the limits of applicable rationality. One is not confined
to the most restrlctwe modes of reasoning. If evaluation becomes more
equivocal, it also becomes more possible. e

"One -ideal. of t-o-party argumentatlon is embodied in the Socratic
‘dialogue. The dialogue develops as a rigorous chain of reasoning between
a questioner and a responder. The one-person audience is persuaded by
getting him to agree on certain principles point by point. The audience’s
particular concerns are ultimately addressed in the interaction. The

Socratic dialogue is also powerful to third parties who might gead it (see __

Scriven’s goal-free dialogue. Scriven. 1973).

The actual audience most evaluators face seldum consists of one person,
however. Tt is most often a composite. Some evaluation theorists have
suggested modes of evaluation in which the cvaluator engages in frequent
exchange with the audience throughout the study (see Stake's 1973 “'re-
sponsive evaluation™ in which the evaluator is expected to respond to the
concerns of the program persounel). Whatever the mode of evaluation,
I would contend that evaluation which succeeds in being persuasive must
engage the andience in fundamental discourse, although ihat discourse
.may occur in different ways.

Discourse conducted in this fashion is more than a meré debate in
which different points of view are presented by partisans. The dialogue
must be a discussion in which the parties seriously and honestly search
for mutual answers. This restriction severely qualifies the-use of adversary
miethods as persuasive devices since one may adjudicate a conflict without
persuading anyone of anything. -

Legal procedures are important new means of encouragmg evaluatlve
discourse (Wolf, 1974). Yet to be a successful discourse in which people
listen to one another, as opposed to a forensic contest, the acrimony in
court trials’ must be reduced.’ One must avoid the bias sometimes evident

*Ramsey Clark, the former U_S. Attorney General and a trial lawyer. is opposed to the
adversary process as a truth-discovering mechamsm. “If there 15 @ worse procedure-for
discovering the truth. I don’t know what it is.” He claims that no une knows any more af(cr
a criminal trial than before. The trial is simply a dramatization fur the benefit of the jury.
Wolf and Farr (1976). as adversaries in their evaluation of the Indiana Lnnersity alternative
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10 THE LOGIC OF EVALUATIVE ARGUMENT /

in courts of law. Admittedly, the distinction between a discofirse for
dlscovermg truth and mere oratory is not easy to. make.

There is at least one other audience one can address'in argizmentation
—oneself. Some have reasoned that arguments addressed to oneself are
more likely to be valid and sincere.since there is little advantage to fooling
oneself. If the “self” is conceived as the program staff, this means forma-
tive evaluation. 1 have seen few really successful formative evaluatiéns.
Either the information the evaluator collects is irrelevant to the program
staff or the evaluator is percened as being too much of an outS|der to’be
a credible source.

Kemamis- \1976) recently advocated *‘evaluation as self-criticism.’ "He

dialectic between krowledge and action ‘to be the only way to improve
practice, he suggested that evaluation standards be derived from the
program participants-themselses and.that the data consist of the progress
as seen by participants. Evaluation thus becomes therapeutic seif-criti-
cism. The ultimate goal is increased understanding and’ insight of the
participants themselves, which can then lead to effective action.

A follower of J. S. Mill would not think highly of this appfoach since
self-knowledge in his view point would be likely to lead to rationalization
rather than to reason. Mill thought in terms of the self as audience only
insofar as it represented the universal audience. Propositions would be
established-as either true or false. A more argumemative approach aims
at-increasing the adherence of the audience rather than demonstrating
truth or falsity. -

In fact, the difference in ue\\pomts is more fundamental. It is partially
a difference as to where knowledge exists. Does it exist in propositions
whose truth can be certified. or does it exist only in individual heads? The
view taken here is that knowledge exists anly within the mind. The goal
of evaluation is not to arrive at a formal statement except as it stimulates
understanding in the mind of the audience.

In the argumentative approach, the audience must also share responsi-
Wm{;he infofmatipa#s not compelling, the audience is free to
choose its oW -degz.%lc-)nf commitment. It must actively choose how much
it wishes to believe. This requires an active testing of the evaluation by the
audience itself rather than a passive acceptance or rejection. The audience
must make a-personal commitment and share responsibility. This rational
decision belongs to the audience, not to the evaluator.

PREMISES OF AGREEMENT '

* The development of an evaluation argument presupposes agreement on
the part of the audiences. The premises of the arguiment are the beginning
of this agreement and the point from which larger agreement is built. Just

teacher education progeam. were well aware of this difficulty and tried to reduce the
competition accordingly. .

-
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EVALUATION AS ARGUMENT 11

as common sense admits unquestioned truths that are beyond discussion,
some of the major premises of an. evaluatlon are tacit rather than explicit.

According to Perelman and OIbrcchts-Tyfeca (1969); thete ‘are two
classes of premises: ‘the *“real™ and- the' “preferable.” The real includes
Jacts, truths, and presumptions and generally claims validity vis-a-vis the
universal audience. On the other hand, the preferable is identified with
a particular audience and includes values; composite value. hierarchies,
and value premises of a very general nature called **loci.” )

Facts-and truths are those_data and notions which are seen as agreed
upon by the universal-audience, i.e., held in common by thinking beings,
and hence needing no justification. Whether a datum is a fact depends
upon one’s conception of the universal audience. If the audience changes,
so can ‘facts and truths. However to hold the status of a fact or a truth
means thag for the purposes of argument the datum is noncontroversial
and uncontested. If the datum is questioned, it loses its status as a fact
and becomes itself an ob]ect of argument rather than--an ob]ect of
agreement. .

Where\here is agreement on the conditions for verification as in mod-
ein sciencé there can be many facts. Many data are not accorded the
status of “facts’ by modern science. Polanyi (1958) pointed out how
science-protects jts own system of beliefs from inconsistency by denying
various data as‘factual which conflict. with other beliefs. Thus for many
years science did not recognize hypnotic effects as occumng at all. These
data were not recognized as factual because they conflicted with the cur-
rent general scientific belief system This belief system may change from

“time to time, but regardless of what it excludes, arguments within the

belief system must be based on uncontested facts and truths. N
Arguments also proceed from presumptions which do not have the full

" authority and confidence of a fact or truth. Presumptions cannot be

<

proved but are nonetheless widely accepted as being tentatively true.
Many presumptions are connected to the concept of the normal. In eval-
uations employing statistical models and metaphors, the-assumption that
attributes within a population-are normally distributed is almost. univer-
sally accepted. Perhaps an implicit presumption of all evaluations is that
the act of evaluation itself will somehow 1mprove the program under
inspectioil.

The second class of objects of agreement is that of the preferable.

. Ob]ecté’ ‘gf’)reference claim the adherence of only particular groups rather

ERIC

than that of the universal audience. Values are the most conspicuous
examples, Agreement with regard to a value is ar admission that there is
a specific influence on action or a disposition toward action that the
evaluator ¢an make use of. Although relevant for a particular group, a
value is not regarded as binding on everyone. ,

In science, valucs enter primarily in the selection of objects of interest

B

for investigation since one cannot inveiiggte the entire world (Polan):'i, .
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12 THE LOGIC OF EVALUATIVE ARGUMENT

1958) nd possibly in the acceptance of scientific conclusnons by overall
humanjudgment {Wecizenbatim, 1976). But during most of the argument,
espemyly in the exact sciences, values are supposed to be excluded.
Ennis’s (1973) analysis of cause and effect relationships leads one to
question this. In evaluation there is no question that values enter at every
stage. Values are-used to-persuade the audiences and to justify choices
to others. \

Abstract valuss like truth, beauty, and justice have a universal appealr
only because they are so general and unspecified. Once their content is
determined, they appeal to certain audiences and not to others. Their
role is to justify choices where theré is nof unanimous agreement. For
example, in my analysis of justice in Fvaluation (House, 1976), 1 contrasted
three specific conceptions of justice. the utilitatian, the pluralist-intuitive,
and justice-as-fairness. The purposc of the analysis was to justify protect-
ing people being: evaluated and to promote more egalitarian criteria in
actual evaluations. The analysis was warnly endorsed by those who agreed
with such values and was not \\ell accepted by those who did not, although
everyone is in favor of “justice.”

Abstract.values like justice can be contrasted with concrete values like
America or individual persons. Abstract values are more readily used for
criticisius as they are not respectors of individual persons. Concrete values
hke fidelity and solidarity lend themselves more to compromise and con
seryative argument. Of course value‘ are not held” exclusively by any
group. Audiences are perhaps better characterized by the relative weights
given to various values. -

Various combinations of arguments can be compressed into a few

'

_general groupings called “loci® (Pprelman & Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1969).

The most common Iou are those of quantity and quallty Arguments
grouped argund the loci, of quanu{) affirm that one thing is bettér than
another for quantitative reasons., greater number, higher degree, more
durability, et.. The effectiveness of means will often be justified by quan-
titative loci. The idea of the normal and the norm are also based on
quantity.

Contrasted with quantity is the idea of quality. Something has hlgh
value even though it defies number. Associated With quality is a high
r.mnb s of the unique. One can be in possegsion of truth while the multitude

15 in error, For exanple, Scriven (1972) contended that the’ notion of

Q
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objectivity is not necessarily linked to the number of people holding an
idea. nor subjectivity.to une person’s perception, as is often believed.
Besides general agreements on facts and.values, there arc special agree
ments particular to certain special audiences and particular to each bval
uation. To the extent that the evaluation is addressed to a technical
audience, that.audience will share certain agreements and conventigus.
A group, of educational researchers is such a technical audience. Eval
uations directed toward a lay audience cannot rely on the same agreements
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-

Perhaps-the most important agreements peculiar to a particular evalua-

<

tion arc those derived from the negotiation that often precedes the .

evaluation—agreements between sponsors, program personnel, and eval-
uators. -in this exceedingly important negotiation. agreement can be
reachied on criteria, methods and procedures. access, dissemination of

resuits, and so on. Disagreement on these pomts can destroy the en ire

crae hhlllt) of the evaluation.

In summary, at the beglnmng of an evaluatxon. the evaluator must
build upon agreements with the audiences. These agreements may be
implicit as well as explicit. In fact, it would be impossible to specify ali
these understandings, although it is quite dangerous to assume.agreement
on important points where there is none. The evaluator must start. from
where his audiences are, even though the beginningz premises may not be
acceptable to other parties nor to.the evaluator himself. Otherwise the

* evaluation will not be credible and persuasive. There must be at least
some coramon understanding. If the basic values are too discrepant. the
evaluator has the option of not doing the study. Of course. those basic
understandings are subject to prevailing conceptions of decency and
Justice in the society as a whole, and the eyaluator has the option of
drawing upon tli¢se larger social understandings.

That is not to say that the evaluator should be in total agreement with
his audiences. Presumably tiicre are areas of disagreement or there would
be no need for argument. Presumably the audiences wish to learn some-

v
thing new or there would be no need “for evaluatiorl. But the evaluation )

proceeds from areas of agreement_ to thuse areas where agreeraent is
%  problematic.

QUANTITATIVE ARGUMENT -

The most popular approach to evaluafion is the quantitatiye. Some sce
it as the very essence of rationality and scientific method.” Many good
evaluation studies have resulted from it—and ‘many bad ones. Since this
approach is taught in the graduate schools and promoted.in the literature,
there is little need to further extoll its virtues—they are many. In this
section [ would.like to show that even quantitative methodology is essen-
" tially argumentation and is subject to similar considerations. Properly
- used. it can be a valuable tool of analysis, improperly used, it is dangerous.

Quantitative methodology is a budy of mathematical methods and
measurement techmques available tu the evaluator. The utility of the
nthodulu/g;, depends on similarities between the theoretical problems
ealt with by the methodulugy and the substantive problems dealt with by
the eyaluator in the local setting. For his part. Cronbach (1974) has

already determinegd that the fit of the theoretical and substantive problems
_is hot a good one. The educational context is too complex.

' a probing analysis, a Rand Corporation mathematician (Strauch,
76) examined the difficulties of quantitative methodology as it applies

-
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{4 THELOGIC OF EVA! UATIVE ARGUMENT |

to poliey studies, i.e.. questions arising from the g(;vernmem decision-
making process. Accdrdin'b to Strauch, in so far as the methodology is
mathematical, it is a self-contained .)Vstem the structure of “hleh is
determined by the premises defmlng the systemn. Mathematical analysis
is the exploration of that structare as it foilows logically from the prefises.
The results are connected to the premises by logieal infer¢nce. Ii'the sense
that their validity can be determined on the basis of that chain of geason-
ing, the results are “‘objective” —there is no need to a;\peal to.the compe-
tence or judgment of the person who produced them nor to the sudience
to whom they are dirccted. The results are necessarlly lugical. In argu-
mentation, by contrast, the results cannot be totally separated from the
person who arrives-at them. ' X

The application of quantitative methodology tp :a substantive problem ™
uses a mathematics modet as a simplified represcntatlon of the problem.
The results depend in part on the ’ngthematm}l analysis—but equally on
the fit between the model and the substantive problem. In the simplest
applications, such as in physical science, the substantive problems are
rigorously L,uantlflable. Experimental cm}trol enhances somewhat the
ability of the evaluator to make the substantive problem consform-t -the

mathematical model, i.e., randomness in statistical models. In sugch cases.
the conclusions are ObjLCtl\' in the scnse that the) are subject to ‘inde-
pendert verification on the basis of the lpgic and it without refrrence to
the judgment of the person who produced them. Howevcr. the morc
behavioral or political the substzntive problem, the more difficult it is to
define it unambiguously in mathematxcal terms. The link. between the
substance and the motel bccome»tenuous .

. Strauch identifies the fuilo\ung components of such a quantltatlve
study. Formulation involves defining the formal problem from the sub-
stantive problem, then finding a mathematical model for the forr;nal
problem. This is a process of reduction. Analys:s involves computation
within the mathgmatical context defmcd by the model. It results .0 mathe-

. -matical statements, /nterpretation means converting the statements back .
into the formal probleny and finally, interpreting these conclusions within
. the substantive context. '
The validity of conclusions depends on both the logical valldlty of the
analysis and the validity of the linkages. While the logical validity can be
determined without reference to the subjective judgment of the analyst,
the linkages vannot, They are founded upon the subjective judgmcnt? of
the analyst. Both formulation and interpretation are subjective ptocesses.
Formulation requires reducing the substantive problem o some.hing
smaller that can be handled by the analysis and possibly adding .ome
assumptions which make the analysis easier but may be questionable on
substantive giounds, e.g., the independenee of cvents,

Interpretation tvolves restoring the contextual considerations that haye
El{[lcbeen ¢liminated and possibly adjusting for the simplifying assumptions,
r (DR
7 2_‘_ .
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EVALUATION A$ ARGUMENT 15 .

Both formulation and interpretation require considerabie doses of in-
» " tuitive judgment. Hence the conclusions ere not. réally “objectlve" as
| claimed. (See the discussion-of objectivity in a later section.)
The.usual way-of- dealmg with-the subjective-part: of-the-methadology
is to ignore it. For one thing it is not such a great pioblem in the nhtural
) sciences where quantitative methods:have been so successful. Evidence of
’ . objectmty ithere is taken as proof of objectmty in other areas. When
f these links are challenged it becomes clear enough that quite arguable
‘ premises underlie them. . |
Good insights are often derived -from quantitative studies, but they |
usually result from the analyst making the right intuitive judgments ratler l
than thé right calcu]atlons, Those successes are often-attributed to-the
quantitative methodology itself rather than fo judgment. Crmqucs usually . 1
_ focus on the technical quality of the mathematical analysis-vather than on .
the quality of judgments associated with formulation and interpretation.
When quality of judgment is challenged, justification must rely on the
kind of reasoning common to all argumentation.
One result of underplaying the role of judgment is what might be called-
*method-oriented analySIs. according to Strauch. The wnalyst ignores
the comple\utlos of tho context and plunges ahéad with his favorite
method. With superficigl thought the methodology is applied in a straight-
" forward mannet- as if ‘there were no problems of- fit. A few caveats are
thrown in at the end suggesting that it is the readers’ pgoblem to decide . |
- whether the fit is a good one.

In its.extreme form there is a school of lhought which Strauch calls-
“quantifieationism™ which holds that quantification ;s a positive value in
itself. A quantitative-answet is always better than a qualitative one. Any
problem can be reduced to-a quantitative solution and no problem can
be properly understood until it is. Therefore quantitative methods should
.be applied to all problems. This position may be a straw man in that few
people would really subscribe to it.

Such an attitude, which favors scientific methodology,.is based on a
reductionism that treats a phenomenon as an isolated system, develops ;‘(,
a quantitative model for that system. and uses that model as a surrogate.,
for the phenomenon. As suggested previously, reductionism may be one
element of physical science not transferable to social phenomena,

The image the quantlflcatlomst pmJects is of a purveyor of objective

“fact” based on hard data. He takes no personal responsibility for con-

clusions reached by his methodology since they arc not of his making. He

" has simply uncovered them. He is merely reperting the:results of his ob-
jective methQQs He disdains qualitative data as subjectlve

This attitude is close to what Polanyi (1958) described as *‘objectivism'*
in scieace. This is an attempt to.define an objective method such that it
relieves the observer of any responsibility for his findings. Polanyl con- .
El{[lc tended, on the contrary, that the holdmg of a belief requires personal -
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16 THE LOGIC OF EVALUATIVE ARGUMENT ,

commitment and responsibility even in science. Objectmsm has sougbho .
represent scientifie knowledge as impersonal. |
Often quantificationism and objectivism also suit the decision maker
' in that he may justify his decision by reference to a “scientific” finding.
It may help him ayoid personal responSIblllty Attempts to quantify prob-
lems that are not quantifiable and to ignore the judgnientalfactors even-
tually distorts decision making. .

Strauch suggests that one way to eliminate such distortion is to use
quantltatlve methods as a perspective rather than a surrogate for the sub-.
stantive problem. Accepting the matheniatical model as a valid repre-
sentation of the substantive problem means.using it as a-surrogate. Using .
the model by incorporating fmdmgs into knowledge one already has

means using it as a perspective. .

For most substantive problems the audiences of the evaluation already
have well-developed images of their own. The quantitative analysis may
give the-audiences an additional but not necgssarily better or more valid
insight ingo the problem. The interaction between one's own images and
additional insights must take place in the heads of the audiences, the
decision makers or whomever. Using quantitative methodology as only
one perspectlve reduces the problem of the fit between the.model and the
problem.” * ..

On the other hand, both the evaluator and the audiences must take '
-more personal responsibility for the flndmgs since they do not necessarily '
follaw from the analysis. The conclusions cdnnot be justified entirely on o
the basis that they follow logically from the assumptions. Evaluation of : i

|
|

. individual assenptions must be supplemented by holistic evaluation of

- the foual. -
uantitative argument, thep, should always be used in con;uncnon )

with human judgment, and human judgment stould be gwen the supc\ior y

position. The iraplications for quantitative argument in evaluation are

strong. Quantitative methodology sl}ould -be seen to be based en human

judgments-and on intuitive reasoning and should be justified atcordmgly

QUAL]TA’I IVE ARGUMENT ~ .

In his paper on quahtatlve knowmg. Campbell (1974) indicated that s
scientific, knowing is dependent on common sense and that partlcular

facts from cither science or common 5ense are known only within the body J

, of a great many other facts. “The ratio of the doubted to the trusted is :

. aiways a very small fiaction.” Indeed, the knowledge of any ‘detail is 1

\

|

”

-cuntext-dependent and according to Campbell, qualitative knowing of

“wholes and patterns’ provides -the .context. necessary for interpretirig
quantltatlye data. For example, generatmg alternafive "hypothesés .re-
quires familiarity with the-loca” setfing, 4 qualitative act. 1,

Campbell belicves that-qualitative knowing lias been ncglccted in favor j
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of quantitative methods. At the same time he would prefer to see quali-
tative and quantitative methods used together to cross-validate one an-
other. Quantitative methods, he believes, can provide insights that the
qualitative do not, in spite of the prior grounding of the jatter. Also, since
all knowing is essentially comparative, he thinks qualitative techniques
like case studies could be improved by experimental design considera-
tions. which he would.not see as being.a part of quantitative methodology.

1n rethinking the necessity and even the priority of qualitative knowing,

Campbell (1975) has reconsidered the “‘anecdotal, single-case, naturalistic

observation.” Quantitative generalization will contradict such knowledge
at some points but only-by trusting a: much larger body E;'f such observa-
tions. In the classic paper on experimental design, Campbell and Stanley
(1966), the case study was described as having no basis of cojmpa‘rison
and hence .providing no justification for drawing casual inferences.

Now Campbell has modified his positiod considerably, coming 'to be-
lieve that the case-worker makes many predictions on the basis of his
theory which he can disconform. The process is one of “‘pattern-matching™
in which aspects of the patteri are-mz.ched against observations of the
locai setting. Campbell sees the single-shot case study as being a more
secure basis of kinowledge than he did in the past: ¥

How is it in Campbell’s view that we can know anything? He traces
the current epistemological difficulties back to a quest for certainty in
knowing. The effort to “remove equivocalit- by founding knowledgé on
particulate sense ddta and the spirit of logical atomism point to the same

- search for certainty in-particulars™ (Campbell, 1966), Certainty was to
be established by defining “incorrigible particulars,” This would result in.

unequivocally specifiable terms and in a “certainty of communication.”.
q P ) y

Campbell now sees this brand of, positivisnt as not being tenable in
either philosophy or psychology. Things out of context are not interpre-
table. But how can one still “know " something from a group of events
which are each in themselves indeterminate?. Campbell's answer,is that
this is achieved througﬁ"‘panern-matching." . }

‘In events b'f cognition'like binocular vision, the eyes recognize common
objects by a process of triangulation. The more elab. . the pattern the
more statistically unlikely a mistaken recognition becomes. Throuagh
memory various pa,ttcrl]yf‘:vm be compared. Pattern-matching itself Camp-
bbil sees as a trial and error process.This isessentially analogical thinking
and Campbell sees it as being ubiquitous in the knowing process.

In Tact, scientific theory is the,most distal form of knowing, and the
relationship ‘between formal theory and dgﬁ'a iS'ong"of pattern matching
with the error ascribed to the measurement of the ?ata (“true” scores and
“estimated’’ scores) except when it-is agreed that Ahe theor, f.s in need.of
overhauk There are two patterns to be matched. that-of the theofy and

that’of the data. Aceeptance-or rejection ofthe, theory Is subject-to some

Coe ] ,
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criterion of fit between the two. Actually a theory is never rejected on the
basis of its inadequaty of fit except when there is an alternative theory tc
replace it. It is the absence of plausible rival hypotheses .that makes a

theory “correct.” . .
Campbell sees these considerations as directly rclevant to program eval-
> uation issues. *'1 believe that the problems of equivocality of evidence for
pregram effectiveness are so akin to the general problems of scientific in-
ference that our extrapolations into recommendations about program eval-
uation procedures can be, with proper mutual criticism, well-grounded.”
If 1 understand his position correctly, Campbell is arguing that evalua-
tion is a part of scientific inquiry and subject to similar epistemological
. concerns. Howéver that may be, in this paper at least, | have reversed the
ground-figure relationship semewhat by tredting science as ar argument
aimed at a universal audience and hence cogeerned with establishing
long-_term generalizations, qnd evaluation as an argument aimed at par-
ucular audiences dealing with context-bound issues. In any case, when
- two of the leading scholars of ineasurement and experimental design,
- Cronbach and Campbeil, strongly support qualitafive studies, that is

strong endorsement indeed, .
r In evaluation one may think of pattern-matching occurring not “only
.~ jn the evaluator’s niind as he constructs his study and inspects the fit
between his description of the program and the actual program itself, but
also in the miinds of the audiences as they compare the evaluation study
to their own experience. The &udience emselves have images, mem-
,  ories, and theoiies of the program undercvaluation. In using the evalua-
tion as a perspective (in this case a verbal model). the audience matches
ats conception of the program to the evaluation. Where it attributes the
crror depends on the pcrs'uaaiveness’of the evaluation,

The audiences thus serve as independent points of validation for the
evaluation and must assume an active role in interpreting the evaluation
and personal responsibility for the interpretation. In some modes of eval-
uation the audience may even be given explicit responsibility for approving
tne final report (see MacDonald's 1974 democratic evaluation in which
program participants are given veto power over information about ther -

. selves). : .- !

- " In Campbell's terms the basic pattern-matching process is analogical
rather than logical (although the process must surely involve many forms
of reasoning).”In fact, one can go further than this. In an.epistemology
based on rempying equivocality and establishing certainty of knowledge
by defining “'incorrigible particulars,” deductive-and-inductive reasoning
.are the proper-way-of relating these particulars. Formal logic depends on
unambiguous terms operating in a closed system. )

To the extent that the terms$ are ambiguous and the system open (or not
reducible to isolated subsystems), fornial logic ¢an be applied only arga*
F ‘IC mentatively. The rea‘suning;must include other varieties of thought or one

.

‘ »

1
PAruntext provided by eric Y
- - - - - - - - - ,,.2,!_) L Ll i o EPAX

(o Pt it 4 =

Ve

P




Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

*ERIC

R . EVALUATION AS ARGUMENT 19
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must accept the fact thatone cannot duta:ivnal analysis. Rativnal analysis
is possnblc in evaluation. but onl) raccly will it assume syllogistic form,

AMBIGUITY AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN ARGUMENT

In’a sense ambignity i. an essential part .f such reasoning processgs.
Analogical or metaphorical use of concepls in evaluation will tepd to
render the concepts more obscure. With Campbell, T would agree that
analugua' thinking is basic-to some ‘forms of eraluation, and that am
biguily is a vital element in cummunn.atmg experience. “Naturalistic™”
evaluativn, forexample. depends on bunb sufﬁucmly amblguuus tu en
compass past and future cases.- . -

In fact, sume philosuphers would find even pattern-matching of thwn
and-fact as being too positisistic (Petrie, 1376). This is because observa’

Yol categorics themscves are believed to'be determincd by the theury.

Withont an dependent observational base, there is nu “ubjectaity™ Ly
wiich to assess the™theory. One way around this problem, .uwrdmg, o
Petric, is through metaphorical assertions. -

The theory must prose itself against judgments of parti.alars. Mua,
phurical assertiors can bfidge the gap between two separate frames ui'
téference by “showing™ aew relationships rather than by merely describ-
ing them. Just gs a teachet uses metaphors to fink what the student hnows
to what he does not know. sciedtists can explore new areqs of interest by
such reasoning. Petrig poiats to Kuhn's “exemplans™ as concrete examples

in science that have cugnitise functions prior 1) speaification of criteria.

or rules for which the exemplars are illustrations. Kuhp (1970) contended
that science is actually transmitied by thuse exemplars rather than by
idealized rules of pmu.dun. Similarly, Petric sees mctaphur p.aying an
essential cognitive role in buth sciv...fic investigation and in learning.
Thus. qu litative evalua: .. may be rendered in explicit propositions,
similar tv scientific theses but supported by qnahmlm. data -and reason
ing, or qualifdt’ ¢ cmlumun may, be manifested in implic. cxamples of
naturalistic style.

Conceptually the craluative’ argument proceeds ~ om@he premises of
agreement shared by-the aadiences and evaluateg Lus;ards the perspectise
the evaluator wants the audiences to have. For sach audience there arc
sets of things that are admitted and any «. these is likely to affect its
reactions. For examplz, an audience of educativnal psycholugists will
share knowledge of a set of studies (and exemplars) likely to affect their
judgment of both the cducativnal program and the evaluation. Those

_studies are not shared by classroum teachers. The teachiers du however,

share direet classroom experiences. . -
The ‘evaluator is faced with chousing themes and methuds to aasance
the argument and appeal 0 the audiences. To the degree he sces evalua
tiop as part of social science. he will use sudial sdence methodology. By
selecting some elements and presenting them to his audiences. he chposes

R - )~ .

- . .




20 THE LOGIC OF EVALUATIVE ARGUMENT

what is 1mportant and rel'\anl tu the- avaluanon He endows these ele-
ments with “presence.” « °
“Presence acts directly on out sensibility” (Perelman & Olbrechts-
. Tyteca, 1969), The clements that are present to the consciousness assure
- an importance undert.sumatcd by mure rationalistic conceptions of rea
- ., soning. The eyalitites mlm 1 make verbally present what he considers
important, and by y-doing. s0 he enhances its value. This means that the
c»aluatlve afgument is inevitably selective in its prcsentatlun and |§ there
: - tore always upen to charges of incompleteness and partiality. The Scope of
. the study canﬂbacnlarged but can never be completé in its-coverage nor
complctt. enough to refute the charge that somethmg has been left out.
Paruzgllty.also exists within the large scope given to lnterpremtlon The |
essential ambiguity of what things mean, even in hard data studies, causes ;
nusaefous interpretation pwblums Of coursé, the evaluator may choose
to portray the.ambiguity of the situation rather than to o impose particular
nterpretatiuns. Sume Brmsh evaluators have pursued this idea most_fully
by refusing to provide conclusions within their evaluation reports (McDon
ald.& Walker, 1974, Parlett & Hamilton, 1972).1 Tliey contend that itis .
the audiences’ responsibility ana privilege to’ mtetpyct the study since only
they will know what it_means for them. The audjcnces must draw infer
ences far themselves buscd on their own experiemes The esaluator cannot
. . be so presuniptive.
British thuught has long beun known for its afflmt) for thc obscure and
J ambiguous. As. Madariaga (1949) has written in comparing the English
.to the French and Spanish. *‘The sense of the complexity of life whlch
tends to makc English thought concrete, tends to-make it also vague.’
Of course, it must be said that this concrefeness and v vagueness of
thought which respects life’s Lomplcxmes is exercised within a strong
. system of traditions and rofes inherent in British society. The caytious
" patute,of public prunvuncements and documents, incfuding evaluations,
15 often, accompanied by eatreme personal vpiniuns about the same events
, and pcrwnahhes. In any case. the British have iraditionally 12d th¢ way
in.their apprcclmmn of nmbnguny and vagueness.
An idea is unambigueus only in a formal system in which every unfore
_ seen clement has been excluded or in which the field of application has
, . heen determined. One must be.able to foresce all future cases. In such a
formal system, reasoning by calculation, e.g.. in chess. is appropriate. By
uxmrast. i law a judge must make decisions that will affect future cases
he cannot possibly foresee. : -
Ambiguous 1deas can be clarified by enumerating instances but the
ambiguity cannot be climinated in this way. The wntcxt in which the idca

-

USRS

*Barry MacDenald has expressed thd alumate viey ‘n dcdarm,. that the muie Iullv one
.studies 2 suation, the more ambiguous it sl appear. IF truc. ths raises questuns ntmul
the role of evatuation 1n decison makang. althuugh one aught wntend that evaluatan will M
Qo only make decisions beiter, nnt necessarily casier.
ERIC 25 -
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is used primarily determines its meaning and a new context will shift the

. meaning sumew hat, Analogical and metaphoric thinking apply-terms to
areas beyund their normal context and in a sense-create new unspecified
meanings. The clasticity of terms and ideas used in an evaluation’means
that the ideas themselves may develop and be transformed within the
argument-itself. ” ’

There is not time to make cxpllcxt all-the agreements on which the dia

Ipgue dcpcnds. All this ambiguity in'cheice of premises. selectiun of data.

interpretation of meaning, and use of.vague notivns makes the argument
nonbinding. . .

Indeterminacy and unspecifiability are essential pargs uf evaluation.

Whether-based ori hard data or suft. This ambiguity nevessit. tes personal

. judgments on the part of both evaluator and audiences. 1t also suggests

that overall judgment is morg impuriant than precise calculation in must

evaluative reasoning. . . -

i

O

.
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The premises will often remain implicit in an .evaluative argument.
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Chapter 1I -
THE LOGIC, OF THE ARGUMENT

’

MODES OF REASONING

T,
No doubt there are circumstances in evaluation where formal logic
is applicable. For example, deductive logic is certainly appropriate in

. determining the internal consistency of mathematical models and induc-

tive logic is indicated in problems of statistical inference. Where appro-
priate, this reasomng should® be applied: For the most part, however,
evaluators must rely on extra-formal modes of reasoning. I will enumerate
some of these techniques of argument baséd on Perelman and Olbrechts-
Tyteca'’s treatise-(1969) on airgumentation. The list-is by no means ex-
haustive of man’s informal reasoning powers. In the next section I shall
illustrate the use of these arguments by an analysis of a well- accepted
evaluation study.

The techniques of argument presented here are divided into three types.
quasi-logical arguments, arguments based on the structure of reality, and
arguments establishing the structure of reality. The first of these types,
quasi-logical arguments, derive their credibility from their similarity to
formal logic or mathematical reasoning, However, it.is only by a reduction
that the quasi-logical argument appears to be formal. The argument is
essentially non-formal rather than formal and must ultimately be defended
by resort to other forms of argument.

Quasi-fogical Arguments

The first of these arguments depend on their similarity to logical rela
uonships. They include contradiction and incompatibility, identity and
definition, transitivity, and reciprocity. The other group of quasi-logical
arguments depend on their similarity to mathematical reasoning. These

. are inclusion of the part into the whole; division of whole into parts;

comparison; and arguments of probability.

Incompatibility. In a logical system two theses that contradict one
another show the system is logicaily inconsistent. The quasi-logical ana
logue is incompatibility in which one is forced .0 choose between two
theses that are not logically but are practlcally incompatible because of
cirgumstances. In extreme cases hulding lncompatlble theses may invite
ridicule, the argumentative equivalent of logical absurdity. _For example,
in an evaluation the director of the project may present one view of the
project while a teacher working-in it may present quite a different view.
The two viewpoints are not logically contradictory since both may be true

as viewed frown different circumstances. Nonetheless, the incompatibility.

may be an important point in the total evaluation. In fact, the director

”
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whose view is incompatible with the views of othets in the project does

begin to look ridiculous.

Total identity and definition. Insofar as definitions can be stated unam-
biguously and unequivocally, they belong to systems of formal logic. As
soon as they are dpplied to real world problems,-defmltlons become
quasi-logical. One must choose among many possible meanings. Only
purely conventional systems can escape these ldentlty problems. For

example, validity is defined in at least five different ways tanging from a,
general justification-to the ability to predict one event from another. One

can employ any une of the definitions but the choice must be defended as
appropriate and applicable if challenged by someone:

B

Partial identitv. The “rule of formal justice” requires that identical
treatment be given to beings or situations of the same kind. This provides
for consistency of action, the basis of formal Jutice. “Rec1p~oc1ty of
behavior rests on defining situations as symmetrical. These arguments
require partial reductions, such as in the prestige and status of the parties
involved, which of course depend on argued positions. For example, “It
was only fair that the teacher provide sﬁecial assistance tg.the child since
she had already given extra help to others.” More arguable would be
“They deserved equal grades since they had exerted the same effort,
although with far different results.” These statements rest on definitions
of partial identities. ‘

Transitivity. A is greater than B, and B is greater than C, so therefore
A is greater than C—but the basis of “greater than* is arguable. For
example, Program A is better than B because test scores are higher. A
must be better than C because: B's test scores are better than C's. Of
course, the criteria for comparisons are arguable as is the transitivity of
the relatlonship itself. Program A may not be better than C even if the first
relationship holds. \

The arguments based on similarity to mathematual reasoning lnclude
the following:»

Inclusion of the part in the whole. The whole is greater than each part.

For example, “Having a higher total test score is better tha a high score

on one of the parts hecause the total score includes the parts.”
Divisio.; of the whole into the parts. Exhaustive division into parts leads
to the conglusion that the part left is necessary in some way. I will list my
biases for the study and against it.”” ““Either we have a Type I error or a
Type I error.” )
3% ‘
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N

Companson Direct: comparlson of objects is based on an idea of mea-
sure but any standard of measurement is lacking. Criteria are often cited.
Choice always implies comparison. “Argument by sacrifice” is a form of
comparison: what sacrifice would one be willing to make to achieve an
end? Pethaps all evaluation is basically comparative.

Probabilities. Argument by probability and variability usually entails
a reduction of data to monistic and homogenous values and to elements
by \\hlch “they cdn be compared. But it is usually powerfp! because it
lmparts an empirical character even when non- quantltatlve—e g., De-
cision Theory, which requires. that the decision S|tuat|on be reduced to_a
particular decision model.

Arguments Based on the Structure of Reality
An entirely different class of arguments is based on the “‘structure of
reality.” -Reality is sufficiently agreed upon and unquestioned, like facts
and truths, so that one tries:to establish a connection between accepted
notions and those being promoted These arguments can be more finely
_classified as relations of succession, which relate a phenomenon to its
“causes or consequences; and relations of coexistence, which relate an
“essence” to its manifestations, e.g.. a person to his actions. Among the
sequential relations, in which time plays a major factor, are these:

Causality. Demonstrating causal links may.be based on many different
‘methods and obviously plays an essential role in evaluative argument. The
“attempt to establish a causal link may involve establishing a relationship
between two successive events, reasoning from a given event to a presumed
cause, or prOJectmg a causal consequence as the result of an event. In any
case the causal statement requires certain value Judgments (see Ennis,
1972) . ‘

Pragmatism. An event is evaluated by its consequences. Value of the
consequences-is transferred to the cause. The value of the consequences
must be agreed upon or one must resort to other arguments to establish
their value. -~ .

Ends and means. Determination of the best means depends on exact
definition and agreement on the end pursued. Only values relating to the
end are likely to be discussed. In a tech..ologically-oriented society, ends-
means arguments arc particularly potent. Example. Behavioral objectives
programs are good which achieve these ends. Separating means and ends
allows maximum agreement by separating the ends and means analyt
wally, although it is doubtful if a particular means accomplishes only one

_effect. Practically, ends and means are more closely entwined.

)
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Waste. Since such an effort has been éxerted to this point, it would be
a waste to give up now. “It would be a shame not toreanalyze this data
since it has been so costly to collect.” “Develop the child’s talent to. the
e fullest.” 6

Direction. If we give in this time, where will it-lead? The domino theory.

**Knowiedge can be indefinitely increased. There is no limit to learning.”
. .

Unlimited development. More is better-and can be obtained.

Whereas sequential relations are on the same phenomenologlcal level,
relations of coexistence connect two objects or events in which one is more
basic and explanatory of the other. The order of events is of secondary
importance. These include the following:

The pe;son and his acts. Our conception of a person is usually influ-
enced by his actlons, though ordinarily the two are not equated as they
arein behaworlsm lnterpretmg an evertt by ascribing it to the personality
is common practice in evaluation studies. How the “lntentlon" of the
person is handled is particularly critical. The ,intent is often inferred by

“ correspondence among actions. But there is always ambiguity. Most at-
tributions of motivation are examples of this type of argument.

Authcrity. Although rightfuily excluded from demonstrations in logic,
since the loglc must stand on its own, the prestlge of the person makmg
an assertion is important in argument. It is essential in legal reasoning.

. Only if the assertion is agreed upon by the universal audience and hence
considered a “‘fact” is it beyond the reach of authority.

“Objectivity™ is often achieved by separating the person from his act,
e.g., taking the author’s name off proposals before judging it. However,
the person may be the best predictor oPthe success of the project. Impur-
tiality may be sought by bias reduction techniques rather than through
complete severance of the agent from his act (see Scrwen 1975). In
argumentation and evaluation the relation between a person and his
assertion’ is important.

Person and group. “He, did that because he's a behaviorist.” This
category includes arguments expressing concern in maintaining or estab
lishing relations with others. Characterizing a person through his group
membership is far more common in evaluation than is realized. Not only
are quantitative studies set up.to.reveal differences among groups, quali
tative evaluations often interpret the social system under study as a set of
interacting groups. In addition, the gvaluator is often at pains to demon-
strate his concern and.’or © artiality by showing what groups he himself

E l{l‘C does or does not belong o, :
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cts and essence. What is a good director? A good director is one who
conforms to thetileal of a director. In the absence of such conformity
there is 2 “‘deficiency.’” The essence of an object under evaluation is often
defined by a set of intuitive criteria one would expect to apply. For ex-
ample, a *‘good project director” w ould be expected to be ana'to do certain
things. The evaluator .may elicit this normally implicit set of eriteria in -
order to judge the director. The same thing can be done with a good

* program, a gotd textbook, -etc. The list of criteria is never inclysive and

is always arguable. Nonetheless, the list is often- effective in persuading
the audience as tv quality. Example. Consumers Union reports on-manu-
factured products. . -

N
- »
.

Symbolic relation. Only members of a particular group believe in the
magical relationship between the symbol and the thing, such as a national
flag. Symbolic relationships are important fn describing certain asg .cts of
social systems and statuses. These relations are somewhat different in that
they cannot be justified to others. Educators often attach such special
meanings to particular facets of their program and to particular charis-
matic leaders within it. People and things become the objects of faith in
and of themselves. This is a common puzzle to the evaluator who may look
in vain for mére material relationships underl ing the faith.

L

Arguments Establishing the Structure of Reality

The third class of arguments assumes the fewest prenises in advance.
These arguments rely neither upon similarity to formal logic nor argue
from the already agreed upon structure of reality. Rather they try to estab-
Uish’reality. Example and illustrations do so by resorting to-the particular .
case. Analogies and metaphors do so by showing new cor.ceptual relation-
shlps to the audiences. This mode of argument is relied upon heavily in

“‘naturatistic” evaluation.

,Exumple Resort to example implies lack of agreement on a particular
tule but a prior agreement that one might eventually come to an unier-
standing. A series of examples induces one to generalize. Sometifnes the
reasoning 1s from the particular to the particular with no rule being stated
The examples opcratc. lmpllutly The technique of the “closed case” and

" the legal " precedent” is built on such a technique. This argument values

the actual and the habitual. To be eff»ctlve the example itself must be
acccptcd as factual.

Illust‘mn'on. Whereas example is used to establish a rule, illustration
15 used to-clarify une and strengthen adherence fo it. It promotes under-
standing. [llustrations of forms of arguments in this section attempt
to clarify the categories but the categories are not dependent on the
illustrations. ‘ -
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Analogy. Analogy strikes a relation between t\\o previously unrelated
spheres and is hence es\senml in:invention and imagination. It develops
and extends thought; \

Metaphor. Metaphoncal a\ssertlon opens new realms of thought by
moving from the known 1o the unknown and by helping indicate things
unspecifiable in ordinary language Metaphorlc Aassertion is most used in
conjunction with examples and illustrations. How it works to extend the
audience” 'S ideas will be dlscussed as part of naturalistic evaluatlon .

TheSe techniques of argument are not exhaustive .and a.e.not intended-
as a list of techniques from which to construct evaluations. Rather the,
are meant to iliustrate the kind of reasoning that is actually employed in

» evaluatlons

" ANALYSIS ‘O GLASS'S .
“EDUCATIONAL PRODUCT EVALUATION®:

1 have chosen Glass’s “Educational Product Evaluation: A Prototype

Format Applied” (Glass, 1972) to analyze in terms of the arguments {
enymerated in the last section. I selected this evalugtion for several )

reasons: ) .

1. It is highly accessible, having appeared in the Educational
Researcher. ‘ .
2. 1t is a succinct evaliation. - -
3. The authority of the author is unassailable. .
4. 1t exhibits a variety and complexity of evaluative argume']ts ]
5. I find it perscnallv quite persuasfve ) . N .

My technique will be to paraphrase Glass's work and to identify the
arguments in parentheses as-they occur. I-would not contend that I have -
found all the arguments in Glass's work, that the ones I have emphasized.
could not be categorized otherwise, or that the types of argument I have
enumerated in the last section are exhaustive. It would be impossible to
list all arguments or.types or to classify them unambiguously. My purpose
is to illustrate from a very goad piece of work that those arguments play
a critical role in evaluative reasoning. The overall logic of the Glass piece
is somewhat more complex than the arguments I have discussed, and I
. will save it until after a discussion of particufarsw

Glass begins with a brief introduction stating the tentative nature of
evaluation techniques and describing what he intends to do. The body of
the paper,is divided into ten parts, Part I is a description of the AERA. ;
cassette recording he intends to evaluate, which is itself a discussion of
evaluation by Michaei Scriven.

*Glass’s cvaluation has been reproduced in the appendix.
H
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Part II lists the thiree goals of,the product and evaluates them. Training
evaluators is good since there is a need for evaluation skills because of
legislation mandating evaluation (cause and effect). Producing a cassette
that can bé used while commuting to work may of may ript be desirable *
because it may infringe upon a person’s private time in unanticipated

-ways'(prag'matric argument— valuing an event’ (rf)m consequences). Ex-

perimenting witi new media i'? commendable if, it is not ‘‘mere techno-
logical tinkering” (person and: his actions—intentior. of the actor). The

. evidence will be whether the cassette is properly evaluated (intention

gonstrucgedrfrom consistency of actions—person and his actions).

Part i1 describes where things stooci as the evaluzlor -entered, The
director, the topics of the tape, the lectuter, the subject matter, and
the initial copies have alrcady been agreed upon. The vending of the
cassettes, the choice of materials, and mdrkéting plans are not settled.
This signals where it is reasonable for Glass to focus attention, Im-
plicit is the argument that it would be a waste of the evaluator’s. and

‘audiences’ time and effort-to address issues already decided (argument

of waste). ,

Part IV is entitled “trade offs” and is a brilliant turn in the overall
argument. Glass enumerates what could be. purchased with the resources
used to produce the cassette—one day of training session for 100 re-
searchers, printing of 20,000 copies of prose materials, a half-year
stipend for a research trainee, or four scholarships to AERA training
sessions for minority researchers. This is the trade-off for the sponsor.
the USOE. Trade-offs for the other major audiences—thé director,
AERA, and.the consumer—are also listed. :

The. reasoning begins by asking what would be given up by the cassette
approach (argument by sacrifice). It establishes the equivalence of the
trade-offs in terms of their being purchasable with the resources devotdd
to the cassctte approach (argument by identity). The trade-offs are alsp
equivalent in that they are all consistent with the- toducer’s intent.

Without making explicit the reasons, Glass chdoses the typescript al(’ér{ <
native as the trade-off “with the greatest leverage’i(argument by compar-
ison). Why choose the strongest alernative with which to make further ©
comparisons? Implicit in the reasoning is the idca that one should choose
the technique which will best. further the end of the producer (argument
by ends and means). AT

_sHaving chosen the strongest competitor, Glass, in Part V of the study
expands the cost c.nparison between the cassetie and typeset approaches !
to the fullest (a.guments by comparison and sacrifice). In explori: ; cost !,
considerations, he argues that the cost would be worthwhile for groups of
10-15; that the tape is too expensive and could be che..per—for this he
aite the Colorado audio-visual instruction department as authority (argu-
ment by authority); that typescripts could be better stored; and that the
typescript's cost could be further reduced. All these arguments are varia-
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tions based on comparlsons between the two approaches and what each

Part V1 is the “intrinsic” wvaluation, labeled secondary by the evaluator
It is an evaluation of the techaical quallty. content, and “utilization of
uniqueness” of the ‘mediam. This series of arguments deals wnth issues
that are seconddry to the entire cassette versus typescript comparison but
which might be important to a potentlal consume:\who wishes to purchase
the cassettes.

‘The evaluatlon of the techmcal quallty and conten*.are based on an
ideal of what the technical qualxty and contenf should be—deviations |,
from these ideals are deficiencies (argument by.act and essence). The,
evaivator lists criteria which he considers-to be relevant and: commonly
agreed upon, sinc he does iot attempt to jllstlfy them Technical quallty
contains tape quality, recording fidelity; aesthetic quaiity, editing. and
packaging. Each criterion is accompanied by a judgment and-a f;/w
remarks enumeratmg obsetvations on which the Judgment is based. 51
lar “a.posteriori'” criteria ace applied to the content. ™ ;

The second part :of the intrinsic évaluation is of the "ut:lxzatlon of
uniqueness” of the cassette medium. This is again basically an argu{?-nent
based on the “essence” of tiie cassette (act.and essence). Two producer
claims are explored. The fact that one can stop the tape ddvantageously
is refuted by the evaluator. b) countmg the number of stops. The ISecond
claim that a significant number of people have cassette players.2ad time
in wnich_to listen to the cassegtes is.confirmed by a nfail survey to - 100
AERA members (argument by probability). Knowmg he.is addressmg an
audience of educational researchers, Glass reports the confi dencF ‘intervals
in a footnote. Throughout the second part the dormant comparison with
typescrlpt is utilized- by refuting producer claim< that rf*admg typescript
cannot do the same things. Glass argues against the producers' “unique

features'" claim for the cassette approach {argument by act ;md essence).

Part VI[ is the “outcome” evaluation and is labeled as prlmary by the
evaluator. The comparison between cassette and typescript is head-on
in terms of outcomes. He argues that even if the auial, mediuni-is as

effective in transmitting information, it is slower. This i, 2.comparison

implying measucrement. It is a compatison based on pr2gmatic conse-
quences {argument by comparison; pragmatic argumcnt) A'ccess is also.
miuch slower on the cassette (argument by sacrifice). ,

Glass cites a review of experimental studlesmompa,ymg the aural versus
visual mode as being inconclusive because relative efficiency depends on
several contingencies. Tlis is non-contributury to his argument, other
than increasing the evaluator’s credibility, but it:allows Glass to describe
a particular study in detail which shows the super.orlty of visual learning
(argument by illustration). K

Part VIII is a summary of conclusions and a scparate set of recommen-
dations for.each separate major audience. The recommendations are quite
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115 eséablish a-hierarchy of actions each audicnce might take. dependiag
}g’u)mmbuu_us Part IX lists the special audiences wio mu,hl benefit
fromsthe cassette approack. The arguments are that cas\célcs may b~
beneficiut to sightless learners, lprge groups, “Reverse Luddites.” All
these arguments in Parts VIIT and IX are variations of.costs and benefits
{arguments of ends and means; pragmatic arguments). 4

Part X i undSul_in its reflexiveness. It is entitled “Evi llualm,g, the
Evaluator™ and «.\plor«.s e evaluator’s own biases. OF course, simply
undertaking such a consideration enhanges the evaluator]s vrcdlblln)
Glass pomts out that evaluations themselves involve costs, especially in
destroying a sense of commupity (arguments of person and gronp). In this

case, he undertouh the study because he was asked ) the product devel- +
upc: {person and act). He establishes his credibility by shmxn.g that he
. muk actions which are inimical to his own interests, thus giving evidence
of -his impartiality.

Glass dnvides his motives mto the c\dusnc categories of motiies for a
favorable.evaiuation and motives for an unf.numbk evaluation (.lrgumcm
by division of whole into parts). ‘Biases for a favorable review derive from
the fact that Glass is a member of the AERA, Exccutive Board. the bene-
factors, and the fact that the producers are his close colleagues (argument
of the person and his group).

Motivks for the unfavorable review are that he declined to participate
hiniself on the grounds the cassette approach is not cost effective and the
fact that he Sas onee beaten in table tunnis b} the projeet direetor. These

- arguments (h.pond on the construct of the p\.rson belrind the acts (argu-
ment from person and acts). He u)m.ludu the evaluation by pointing out
that he has collected no data on attitudes toward the prodyct or on its
ceffectiveness. He leates the audiences to draw their onn conclusion on .

¢ (he balance of biases and overall eredibility. -

The vverall structure of the sludnis well worth examining. It consists
of a comples form of agument calfed the “double hierarchy™ .lrgumcu’t
(Perelman & Olbrechts-Tytewa, 1969). The double-hierarchy argument,
consists of two hlu.lrc.hu.s of values or objocts which are usually connected
by relations from the structure of reality. For L\qllll])lc+tll)llll statement

. that “smce [God] cares for the Sparrons, he will not neglect reasonable

creatnres whp are far dearer to, hlm‘ is based on implicit hierarchies of @

creatures and God's caring and' connected by implied cause aid ‘efféct.
Double-hierarchy arguments often take {he forms of | lf .. . then” con
gitidnal stateruents and are usually Impl\‘ll ) !

The overall logical structure of Glass's u.llumum seems lo consist of
a donbleTwerarchy argument. One hierarchy is a hierarchy of costs. The
other Ierarchy is one of benefits. The two Kierarchies are. connected by
a-means-ends relationship. In fact. the entire study s based on establish-
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ing this- logicai' structure and orchestrating the subarguments within the
grand overal] design. .

.For example, after the context of the study is dcfined by the product
description. the producers’ goals, and the entry point of the cvaluator,
Glass builds a hierarchy of trade-offs in Part 1V, In Part V he selects the

. strongest competitor and builds the cost comparison hicrarchy between.
 the two approaches. In Part VII he builds the benefits-hierarchy, again

based vn comparisons between_the two approaches. The means-ends
relation connects the two hicrarchics. It demands that the best means be
chosen to accomplish given ends. The contingencies in Parts VI and 1X
are explorations of v @ would happen if one moved up or down the cust
hierarchy or the- bcncftts hierarchy.

Thus Glass has conducted a cost-benefit analysis without precise mea-
surement of the gosts or the benefits. And it is persuasive. It 1. ,cicompel-
ling. I think, because of the integration of the arguments. All the argu-
ments work econumically within the'overall structure. There is very little
extrancous movement. Orily the introduction and the final scction on the
credibility-of the evaluator do not contribute dir. .y to the overall argu-.
mentative line. Aesthetically these two sectivns are appropriately placed
at the beginning and end. Onc is inclined tv agreé¢ with Polanyi that the
ultimate test of truth is the coherence and beauty of the structure.

‘The most difficult part to handle in-the overall design is Part VI, dealing
with the quality of the cassettc. Glass was actually asked to evaluate the
(\casscttc itself. 1 would surmise that the bagic problem of intellectual
incompatibility from which the evaluation g grew was that the cassette itself
was good but Glass did riot see the investmént.as being worthwhile, He

“redefined the problem such thathe was evaluating the cassette approach
rather than just the cassette itself. Yet he could hardly evaluate the
product without direct evaluation of the tape. Also, une of his audicnces
had to be potential copsumers who might buy the tape and not just AERA

uard members who wanted to know if-the entire weasity was worthw hile,

He labeled' the cassette evafuation secondary as uppused to the primary

vutcome evdluation. Acsth«.tually he alsyp de emphasized it by tucking
the intrinsic evaluation into the'middle of the werall prcscntanun

In addition to the loglc.\l cuherence, of the evaluation. it is also persua-
sive because the pn.mlses‘uf agreement are well chusen fur the audiences,

Costs.'benefits are powerful values for the audiences and means-ends

relations are nearly unquestioned by people versed in the televlogy of
utilitarian ethics. Glass takes the, audiences from values thc_y agree with

-

to conclusions they may not have accepted initiafly. He js kcwl) aware ,

of who his audiences aie, even addressing cach directly-and giving cach
diffcrent recommendations. One may suspect, hodever, that his argu-
ments are not equally persuasive to all. Some groups are likely to harbor
values and conditions untouchad by the g\aluatiun. Yet he has sohed the
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prublem of cumpu.;ilc audiences with (!iffcring demands beautifully, both
logically and acsthetically. -~
How would one deny such an evaluation? One could attack the basic
arbumemalm. "structure by denying the equivalence of the trade offs and
by questioning the selection of the strongest competitor, thus denying
g " the means-end relationship. One could attack the costs and deny the
~comparative benefits that result- from the.typescript approach. Anackmg,
the secondary evaluation of: the tape quality itself does little good since it
1s nut integral to the werall logic of the study. Glass can condede points
there and still arrive at negative conchisions. One can also claim the
evaluator is unduly biased and attack the credibility of the study in that
way. although Glass's discussion of his own biases makes it more difficult
to du, Ady evaluation js assailable, even one that is highly persuasive.
- Itis noteworthy that in this masterful evaluation, Glass has used most
of ‘the types of argument previously enumerated. He relies heavily on
arguments from the ‘structure of reality. especially sequential relation
" ships linking phummena to consequenges such as ends and »:;ans argu
ments, and on quasi-lugical arguments such.as comparisons. He has very
few arguments which attempt to establish the slruclure of reality such as
. ' “examples and metaphors. ’
. v Formal data collection prm.edures are used only moderately, and where
employed do not contrivute critically to the lmpurl of the evaluation. Most
data consist of already 1ccepted * ‘facts.” Formal data collection pro-
cedures art not essential te ev'tlualxon. argumentation is.

ANALYSIS OF SCRIVEN"' RESPONSE TO
'GLASS’S EVKLUATION‘ ‘

This section was writien five months after the rest of the paper be-

cause I did not know, of Seriven': rcsponse to Glass's evaluation until

. nformed of it by Glass., The timirig is important because Scriver, at-

tacked Glass's evaluation in precisely the way it was suggested in"the

previous section-une would have to do. Ine must deny the equivalence

“F ofthe trade-offs and question the selectin of the strongest competitor.

thus denying llu. -means-end relationship, as vell as attack tfic costs and

deny the mnmamuu..lu.m.ms of the typescrip alternative. This is what
Seriven docs., and comparing his reasoning to Glas:'s is interesting.

Scriven (May~1972) begins by saying he has been invited to respond

to the Glass evaluation of his cassette (intentiuns of the actor —argument

e relating a person and his~acts). He shetches the background conditions

surruundmg his deasion to redo the entjre second sycle rather than revise

« the first produat. The argument-is laid ouf 1ationally as a “choize among

. three alternatives (pmsmam argument), However, Scriven devotes” su
. much space b dcu.lupmb the context of his action that he clearly wants
Q “*Sernen’” \‘;t.sp(!nsc has been reproduced in the appendix. : .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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his audncncu te understand hlb mutlm\luns (aq,umun relating a pmun
tohisacts). . . .

Scriven also}as* a much larger problem .with bias than does Glass be-
cause Scriven iS responding to an evaluation of his wwn product and s
immediately suspect. Interestingly heargues that the direction of bias s
50 obnous that it-can do nv harm {pragmatic argumeit). This argunient
.mcmpls to sever the relation between the act of countes argument and
the motivgtion (bias) of the actor (argument relating a person and his
acts). It is an attempt to reduce perceived bias un the part of the actor.
Scriben t‘wt\{csscs his impartiality by showing his abilits to distinguish
betwcen “exchises’ and “eriticisms” (in itself an argument by division of
whole int:3 part ‘) While there are several Rinds - £ arguments in the “ret
two sections of hiy response. Scriven organizes theovtowards disassociating
himself froni bias.

In the third section Scriven turns to a.consideration of the conclusions

"about.the hardware. He accepts most of Class’s eriticismia w.thanding his
credibility ) but dismisses e desitability of crieap wapes because they wiil
wear badly (pragmatic argument) bucause of heatfng and Triction effects
(cause and cffect). He & o dismisses-distortion in the cassettes if they
arc played on the proper s gt ip.. * . Thé meation of Advent and Mac-
Intosh equipmert immed. ..cly captures the audiophiles m the audicnc
and shows that Scriven knows what he is talking about (argument by
authority). Now it iy clear why he started with an analysis of the relatiely
unimportant arca of hatdd are, Sciien has better informaien this arza
than docs Glass. It is also an attack on Glass's.cost dalysis in terms of
the size of the audience reachable and the cost of the tapes. .

There is little to argue’ about i software since Glass's evaluation of
Scriven's tape is a atrmg of “excellences.” Scriven dismisses the criticism
that lack of citativns is a handicap, based an_the ft.v..db.u.l\ he has recer ed
from the field (argument by probability).

Then comies Scriven’s basic attack on the logic of Gl.l-,s's cvaluation,
Seriven concedos that “'the general procedure of really working to get
estimates of Cump.\r.l(' ust effectiveness seems to mie absolutely correct
dnd 1 deed the lm.thrmt' choice in all educational evaluation,™ But he
is 1 .t in agreement o i§lLGlass’s assessments of the costs and benefits andd
purticularly the way Glass has them linked toge”.er. Sctiven’s bnsg&;th.us(
s that Glass has chosen the wrong compietitor {the typeseript) for com-
parison.

Scriven contends the cassette serves different ends than dues the type-
seript. it is more uscful than listening to a cat gadio and it can be a chieap
stirrogate for a usmn;, lecturer in a course, (Thes  wo exclusive purpuses
dare established by definition.) These arguments deny the equivalence of
vutcomes that Glass has established (the argument by dgntitn). The
cassettes accomplish different ends and therefore the trade-offs are nat
cquivalent. The cassette is a inotivator in places where wnitten material

s
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|s_,_not'(pmgmatic argument). Also the costs are the same as for C(‘\mmer
al cial tapes (comparison witly the norm).
L Seriven admits cost, speed, and replay advantages for the :_ype\script.
-  but again the cassette introduces a new clement the written material does
not. Scrvenrgives several reasons for using the cassette in class. hearing
the authority himself. several speakers are better than one, and the tape
provides variety {arguments of pragmatism, the whole greater than its
parts. and unfimted duclupmcnt) While not geoerally superior, it is
rcpertolrn-cnlargms Notice that overall, Scriven is arguing for, the
uniqueness oi the cassctte while Glass is arguing that the typescript

quantity).
The cost trade- ulfs Scrnven treats as prub!cmquc Perhaps the fun\g\s

_circumstances (argument of waste?). Even if they were, AERA should
dmn&, expertmental things {act and essence — “being experimental”
_impheit eriterion for AERA). and this_is a reasonable cxpcnmcnt gnen
"other attempts (argumeng by cumparison with the norm). Also it is better'
to try it in education.if it is to be used in education (partial identity?).

But Scriven’s main vbjection to Glass’s evaluation isthe-object of com-
. parisun, ““Su my principal criticism of the Glats evaluation concerns the

chutce of the main crugial compari « . It should not have been the type
. seript but just the- better contuu——d\eapcr package cassette ** The dis
- agreement is Got mm,ly one of cumparison. The disagrecment is whether
. to connect the costs and benefits by a means-ends argument, which sug
gests the best competitor—the typescript—ur by a pragmatic argument.
which suggests a lesser competitor.

Scrven insists un the unigueness of the wiediym. Although Glass has
refuted the uniqueness argument by counting the number of times Scriven
stopped the tape, Scriven argues he is not persuaded because Glass did
not offer what would be o umigue utilization. Scriven switches to “‘com

.« prehensibility” as the uniqueness factor, admitting that the number of
- stops on the cassettets a puor indicator of_th cﬁTEFio/—n(Mgument by

. act and essence).
In the last section of hus response, Scriven suggests that Glass's “Reverse

‘ Luddites” category of putential audiences is tuw narrowly conceived and
that there are many normal people who would benefit from a cassette
because there are people who prefer listenng to reading (arguments by

'/_ﬁ frequency ). In fact, esenone does so at sume dime of the day (cause and
. effect). These arguRcnts are: supported by Scriven asking his wife (argu
L * ment by tlustrdtion) just, ay, Glass used a study by enc of his graduate
P students. f‘mxslls Suriven says une must also consider the additional bene

. fits of what has been leatned by the intermediary pupalation - himself ang
the producer (pragmatic argument), All these arguments increase the
@ benehits, thus making the cost benefit ratio more acceptable.
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The overall logic of Glass s ongmal evaluation is a double "hierarchy
.argument of costs and benefits linked by a means-ends rela.mnshlp Scri-
ven sees this structure clearly and accepts the basic comparison of costs
and benefits as the method of chuice for all evaluations. He tries to show
how the costs are not extra\agant and unreasonable and that the benefits
of the cassette are significantly underrated by Glass. But the main criti-
cism is fo challenge Glass's means-ends argument by substituting a prag-
matic argument as the, link. The means-ends” argument requires That the
cassette be compared tu the besz alternative available. Scriven’s pragmatic
argument requires only that the cassette be better than what now enists
among other cassettes. Scriven's strategy is to cigim unique features fur
the cassette so it does not have to compete- totall) head-to-head wit
typescript approach on cach dimension. Scriven i is arguing for a qualita-
tively different field of comparison. -

The pragmatic argument in its elemental form consists of evaluating an
eveat in terms of its consequences. The means-ends .argument,-on .
other hand, depends on agreement on&he ends. Determining the bea
means to:the ends depends on exact definition of the ends pursued. Values
not related to the ¢nds are eliminated from consideration. If the ends are
exactly defined and agreed upon, the determination of the best means
becomes a technical problem. Such reasuning, appropriate fur the tech-
nical disciplines, is quite different froni every day reasoning.

Generally speaking Glass's work as a whole has t.aded to be more
means-ends and more technically oriented while Scriven’s has tended tu
fely more on pragmatic argument. In fact, Scriven’s goal-free evaluat
might be regarded as an ultimate expression of pragmatic argument. 3nc
does not care about the expressed ends at all but unly about the conse-.
quences of the object under evaluation. Generally, cotigeiving an evalua-
tive problemin “means ends" lugic tends tu devalue the means in-refation
to the end's, while conceiving the same problem in “event-consequences”
logic tends to make the event relatively more important. Scriven's chal-
lenge to Glads culminates cventua} y 11 @ discussion over the ends of the
cassette approach. :

On a more abstract fevel the digpute is between two principles of rational
choice. the principle of effective means and the principle of ms.lus“eness
{Rawls, 1971). The prmuplc df effective means supulmcs that, gm.n the

objective, one is to achieve it with the feast expuldnure of means or, given ,

the means, one.is to fulfill the objective to the fullest possible extent. In
other words one is to adopt the best alternatives.

The principle of inclusivehess stipulates that une alternative plan is to
be pref‘crred 10 the < her if it would au:omphsh all the aims of the other

~ plan plus some additivnal aims. In arguing for the cassette appruach as

“repertoire” eXpanding but nut as a total substitute fur the typeseript,
Scrm.u iS50 arguing. “ ‘ |
The few differences between Glass and Scriven should nul (?{bsuurc thg.

-
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man) stmilarities of their evaluative argument. Both accept comparlson of
costs and benefits as the-method of choice. -Both rely heavily on.*structure
of reality” arguments, Glass relying a little more on relations of coexis-
tence, e.g.. the relations between a person and his acts and between a
person and his group. Scriven relies slightly more on sequential relations
arguments, especially pragmatic argument. In spite of structure of reality

~ arguments, there is little surveying of others for information. Both rely

on their own personal observations for primary data.

Secondarily, both use quasi-logical arguments, though only about half
as often_as the above arguments. Both use arguments attempting to estab
lish the structure of reality, e.g., examples, analogies, etc., only once. An
entirely ifferent type of evaluation would have been to put the cassettes
into use 1n the field and to collect anecdotes about’how they are used. This
type of evaluation will be discussed in the next section as “naturalistic™
evaluation.

Both Glass and Scriven use more than twenty- flve arguments in ‘their
articles, although Scriven's article is half as long as Glass's. Scriven's high
argument denslty reflects his general style. he is apt to spm out a number
of reasous fur a given judgment one after the other in a profuse and linear

fashion. Here and el where, Glass offers fewer reasons but they are more

carefully articulated with vne another, some arguments carefully nested
within others.

Partly,because of this, Glass’s piece is more coherent and aesthetically
pleasing than is Scriven’s. Scriven is at the disadvantage of having to
respond to Glass’s paper rather than creating a full- fledged argument
formof his own, as he did, for example, in his goal free evaluation paper
(Scringn, 1973). The sumewhat rambling flow of Scriven’s response as he
answeps vanious points in Glass’s paper detracts from the overall persua-
stveness of his arguments. It is a serious disadvantage that. -every respon
dent to a document must‘face. -

Finally it should be noted that this exchange betwecn two of the fore-
most evaluation theorists is not primarily over data. Rather, the dispute is
over the proper comparison for the object under esvaluation, which is
eventuddly traceable to the argument form preferred and the audiences
addressed. Sume pevple think that all dispufes can ‘be resolved by data
but such is not the case. it is often the logic of the evaluation that is in
dispute.,

NATURALISTIC EVALUATION

When one reads a novel or poem, sumething is learned. If someone were
to ask what has been learned, it would be difficult to say. Often the knowl-
edge galm.d from such readmg is not in pro l5)osmonal form. Yet in the
reading of such works, experience frum the novel or poem is mapped onto
the mind of the reader. The kinds of generalizations the reader acquires

K
-
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have been called ‘naturalistic"{(gtake..1976) or *'spontaneous” (Perelman
«& Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1969). -

The class of arguments that try to establish a structure of reality and
assume the least agreement in advance between the author apd audience
are those most used in “naturalistic” ‘evaluation. They include example,
illustration, dnalogy, and metaphor. I would label as “naturalistic” an
evaluation which attempts to arrive at naturalistic generalizations on th
part of the audience, which is aimed at non-techpical audiences like teac
ers or the public at large; which uses ordinary language; which is based
on informal everyday reasoning, and whlch akes extensive use of/argu
ments attempting to establish the structuye Y of reality. In this cagegory I
would include most case study evaluatlon Stake, 1976; Smith & Pohland,
1974; Parlett & Hamilton, 1972; and ’IacDonald & Walker/ 1974) and
also those employing legal procedures (Levine, 1973, O\\ens, 1973, and
Wolf: 1974). s )

Denzin (1971) described the na)urallstlc approach m somology It at-
tempts to, blend the ‘“‘covert, private features of the, social act with its
public, behaviure 'y observable counterparts. It thus works back and forth
between word and deed, definition and act.” The éserver is a part of the
research act and reflections on the self may be important data. The re-
search begins with truublmg Issues and admlts ,any and all relevant ethical
data.

The focus i is on the complexity of everyday life, and naturalism tries to
understand the everyday world in the experlence of those who live it. The
natuaralist shows profound respect for the empirical world. Participants
serve as constant sources of ideas and as checks on the developing ideas
of the naturalist. Multiple persp,e/ctnes are essential to portray the whole
picture. The naturalist carries on and perhaps records covert dialogues
with himself as he tries to explairi events.

Since the focus is on understanding various interactions, the naturalist
must follow events over time. He searches for explanations, rather than
predictions, and explanations must usually be grounded in the retrospec
tive reasons people give for their own and others’ behavior. This necessi-
tates considerable submersion ip the participants’ culture and languag".
Joint actions are major points of attention, and they have to be seen in
some hlstorlcal/perspeetlve

Validity iy provided by cross-checking d|£ferenl data sources and by
testing perceptions against ghuse of participants. Issues and questions
arise from the penple and situations being studied rather than from the
tnvestigator’s pre\.unueptluns Cum.epts and indicators “derive from the
subject’s world of meaning and action.” In constructing explanations, the
naturalist looks for convergence of his data sources and develops sequen
tial, phase like explanations that assume no event has single causes.
Working backv.ards_from an important-event is a common procedure.
Introspection js a common source of data.




T f———

Q

ERIC

« " v
. e 6 7 v
.

' 38 THE'LOGIC OF EVALUATIVE ARGUMENT

Of course, the socivlogist is interested in constructing a generalizable
theory. The naturalistic cvaluator is interested only in the case he is eval-
uating. The sucivlogist will try to justify his conclusions to a universal

, audience. The naturalistic evaluator must adjust his worh to a particular
audience, who may even be the participants of the program he is evaluat-
ing. In presenting their studies both will rely heavily on,’examples and
illustrations drawn fiom the ficld. The evaluator may or may not draw
specific conclusions fruni the examples. If the examples are collegicd and
presented systematically, their logic will resemble that of inductive reason
ing. However, in naturalistic evaluation the audience always has the
choice of how tu mtcrprt.t the findings and of how much credibility to
assign them. .

Evaluations using L\amplcs and illustrations cxtensively, even evalua®
tions which consist entirely of one extended example, are bccommg
commonplace. They are particularly |mpurtant whcn appcalmg to nun
tethnical audiences who are not familiar with more arcane furms of quan-
titative argument and to audiences for whom te cga}uator ‘can make few
assumptions about the premises of agregment, School practitionets fall
intu both these categories. 1t is dangerous to presume:that practitioners
start from the same values and see rcaht) the same ¥ ay as evaluators or
government officials. et :

Analogies and metaphors are seldom used in evaluation, becuse they
are often perceived as mere figurds of speech and thus unreliable data.
They are, however. important ways of afriving at naturalistic-generaliza-
tiong. Petrie (1976) suguested that Kuhn's exemplars convey cognitive

» categories essential for an initiate to understand scientific theories. Ortony
(1975a, l9"5b) discussed the ways in which metaphors work to extend
thought. )

Ortony contends that words do not precisely cunvey the flow of expe-
rience as it is presented tu the human mind. Expetience is continuois and
_non-discrete, and even though words du not have distinct meanings like
Iugual symbul systems, neither do they accurately represent all forms of_
experience, By partuul.mmtlun metaphors help bridge the gap between
lapguage and experience. Particularization conveys mental images to the
mind of the reader’ A term like “fearless warrior™ evokes meaning more
succinetly and compactly than does a longer description. In addition
metaphors van capture. distinctions that are othcrwl.«)v~ inexpressible.

According to Ortony. anuthet characteristic of metaphors is their vivid-
ness. They are closet to eaperience and convey emotional as well as cogni-
tive and sensory meanings. This lm.q,lblhty is associated with-learnability.

“Metaphors facilitate mslz,ht aitd personal understanding by moving from
the known to the less known, They facilitate naturafistic generalization vn
the part of the audiences. It is critical, however, that the author under-
stand his audiences m order to know whether a metaphoric assertion will
¢xpand understanding or simply pass the audiences by.

-
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Ortony also extends thi, conception of language into the: tc‘uhmb learn
ing situation. Drawing upon Polanyi's ideaof tacit knuwledge he contends
that. the teacher must al\xays know much more than he can express in
propositional form. It’is this tacit knowledge, partially a knowledge of
contextual appljcation, that is the deep understanding of a field or disci;
pline. In order to communicate knowledge to a student, the teacher must
select from his tacit knowledge and try to represent it in propositional
terms. The proposltlonal form-is always somewhat reme- .d from the full
tacit understanding. ,

The student initially sees only the propositions, It is like Icarnmg, to ride
a-bicycle by reading a sct of instruetions. The beginner’s behavior is con-
trolled by the explicit propositional knowledge which is madcquatc It
is here that the teacher can aid the student by examples, metaphors, and
non-literal language.

Scientists trying wo learn their discipfinc have similar problems. Accord-
ing to prominent critics, it would be impossible to learn a scientific dis-
cipline by following a set of rules (Polanyi, 1958, Kuhp, 1970). According
to Kuhn, a scientist learns his discipline through a set of exemplars—
concrete prodlems permitting solutions that enable the novice to make
comparisons with other disparate problems. The shared meaning is trans-
ferred through these experiences and not through rules.

The similarity between naturalistiv generalizations in evaluation through
the use of examples and-metaphors and other arguments which attempt
to establish a structure of reality is clear. Understanding’and. insight on
the part of the audience is facilitated even though there may be no scien-
tifically verified propositions in the s>nse of formal logic. Even though its
epistemological and psychological assumptions are sumewhat different
from other types of evaluation, naturalistic evaluadon is still a form of
argumentation.

OPJECTIVITY, VALIDITY AND -~
IMPARTIALITY, RECONSIDERED .

What does it mean to say that an evaluation stud; is “‘objective™ or
“valid?" Few concepts have been so confused and have caused so much
mischief in educational inquiry. Many people are reluctant to accept ot
believe qualitative evaluations simply because they are based on only.one
person’s gbservations. Observations by one person are considered in and

~

.uf theruselves to be subjective and hence I||L!>Itlmdtt. for public purposes.

The crux of the confusion lics in misconceiving “objectivity.” Scriven
(19"2) ‘has’ written cogently_and brilliantly about this confusion, tracing
the unfortunate history of how objectivity has been defined. The theme of
most definitions of UbjCLtlHt) is that there is sumething outside the mlnd
that is verifiable thruubh public or intersubjective agreement and that one
can express or prove such things without influence frum pt.rsunal fct.lmt,s
An cwaluatlon which can do svis objective. But can vne person’s view ever
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be oojecme"" The dlfflcultv lies in confusing ubjectivity with proc\.dures
for determining intersubjectivity. .o

Scrl en (1972) contends that there are two dlfferent senses in which
objectivity is l_lsed‘—the quantitative and the qualitative. In the quantita;
tive sense of the term, one person’s opinion about something is regarded
as being subjective—the disposition of one individual. Objectivity is
achieved through the cxperiences of a number of subjects or observers.
The common expeuiencing makes the observation public through inter-
subjeume agrcen..:nt. More furmally. one might say that with a number
of indivicuals one is more certain that one has properly represented the
population—a samplmg problem. ,

The qualitative sense of objectivity is quite different. It refers to the
quallty of the observation regardless of the number of people making it.
Being objective means that the observation is factual, while being subjec-
tive means that the observation is biased in some way. Is it possible for
vne persun’y observativns to be factual while a number of people’s-obser-
vations are not? Indegd it is. So an observation can be quant} itatively
_subjective (one man’s opinion) and also qualitatively objective (actually
unbiased and true). .

In fact, one might contend that the t)pes of biases.that affect the opin-
iun-of one person are somewhat different from those biases that plague
group upinivns. For example an individual may succumb more easily to
Jdiosyncratic viewpoints since-he can hold only one perspective. On the
other hand. there are social and cultural biases to which a group.is:moré
susceptible than is a-particular person, e.g.. jingoism. Tiic-individual’s
quajitative objectivity ean be assessed by his previcus track record onsuch
matters and by his current self interests. In any case, one who subscribes
entirely to the quantitative notion of objectivity is nct going to besatisfied
with approaches like case studies.

How did.the quantitative notion équating‘the number of people making
an observation with-its truth gain such ascendency, even to the point of
excluding qualitative objectivity? Scriven traces this distortion to psychol-
vgy's attempt to root out introspectionism and philosophy’s attempt to
purge obscure metaphysics. Both tried to do so through the verification
principle, Intersubjectivity became.operationalized as the criterion for
objectivity. In its extreme form the equating of objectivity with the quan
titative notion of intersubjectivity was manifested in methodological be
haviorism and in operativnalism. ,But the fallacys of mtersubjectlmm
pervades all ficlds.

Scriven cites the example of an evaluativn of a televigion antenna in an
eletronics magazine in which the evaluator can see and report a better
picture resulting frum one of the tested antennas. Yet the evaluator apolo-
gizes for being ‘subjective’” in his approach since he did not use an
instrument to measure decibel gain. In fact, as Scriven notes, it is possible
to get intersubjective agreement without instruments on the pc-formance

’
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of electronic equipment and it is the case that these pooled judgments of
quality do not correlate highly with any instrument readings. Why then
is an instrument,re%ding objective while one person's judgment is subjec-
tive in the perception of this confused evaluator?

The reason-is that the evaluatgr is only one person making the obser-

“vation, and even though he knows he could have his observation confirmed

by calling in his colleagues‘. "he believes an instrument would be better
because he can get even higher agreement among. observers on the meter
reading itself—even though the meter readihg is not highly indicative of
quality. In this case the quantitative notion of intersubjectivity has sup-
planted the quality of the perception.

In operational terms ‘‘measuring on a quantitative scale by mechanical
means’’ becomes the indicator of truth bécause the interjudge reliability
is higher. according to Scriyén. Simultaneously one has actually sacrificed
validity for reliability because the meter reading. while reliable, is not a
gocd indicator of picture quality. This is one of the common errors of
evaluation—the substitution of instruments for direct observation.of qu.xl
ity. the substitution of reliability for validity. And‘it is an error of the fics

. magnifude. N

From this ldea-—that what cannot be directly. experlenced by others
cannot be taken seriously by science (mtersubjectlglsm)——has developed
the concept of objectivity as the externalization of all references so that
multiple witnessing can be achieved, a gross oversimplification according
to Scriven. In educational*inquiry, this has been manifested in equating
objectivity with the ability to specify and explicate most completely all
data collection. procedures. Complete externalization and objectification
permit replication, the hallmark of reliability. In education being objec-
tive has come to mean having a “valid” instrument—just as with the
electronics evaluator. *

What exists, in fact, are highly reliable instruments the validity of which
is questionable. They do not always cortelate highly with judgments of
educational quality. The distortion of the intersubjectivist verification
principle has resulted in equating objectivity with externalized, replicable
procedures— - .though these procedures may be infected by biases and
hence be quah.. -ely subjettive.

The identification of objectivity with a completely specifiable external
procedure has another important effect, It relieves the evaluator of re-
sponsibility for the results and consequences of the evaluation. After all,
if these “objective” instruments and procedures give these results, how
can the evaluator be held liable? Scienct is to blame. Polanyi (1958) calls
this position “objectivism.” Objectivity in this sense comes to mean that
observations are subject to mdependent verlfu.auon Mthuut reference to
the person who produced them. *

Now it is not possible to specify all knowledge explicitly nor to venfy it
completely by independent-external procedures. Scriven contends that
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even in maﬂ{éz{atjcal proofs in which the steps of the proof are reduced
to the self-evident, intuition plays an inevitable and important role. Not
only is intersubjective verification not a guarantee of truth, it is not even
necessary. Truth is an ideal which is approximated through an interplay
of introspection and public verification,

Because of their complexity, many intuitive judgmeats can never be
fully explicated. But conclusions may be noless true because of one’s
inability to explicate them. Agreement arflong many may be'necessary for
) explaining the truth to someone else but it is not necessary for the truth
- itself. . .

How is it possible to establish the validity of a claim if one cannot
separate it entirely from-the person making the claim? One way is to
check the reliability of the observer in previous instances and to check the
observer's freedom from bias. These are not guaranteed to procuce truth
but there are rio guarantees anyway. There are knowledge claims that are
hybrids of the internal..external split, e.g., tendency statements, analogies,
approximations, that are true yet are not the types of claims one usually
assocfates with scientific statements, according to Scriven. He czlis*them
**weak knowledge * claims and suggests they represent the type of kfiowl-

\ edge available in the social sciences. ) ,
~ Such knowledge claims are manifested more as explanations than as
\ predictions. Explanation and understanding are functions of the way
information is coded in the mind. Explanation implies a person who is
understanding the explanadion. It does not exist by itself. The under
standing is ultimately reducible to something familiar in the mind of the

. audience doing the understanding—or else it is not an explanation.

Similarly, unless an evaluation provides an explanati n for a particular
audience, and enhances the understanding of that audience by the content
and form of the arguments it prssents, it is not an adequate evaluation for

+ thataudier ~* :.en though the facts on which it is based are verifiable by

other procedures. One indicator of the explanatory power is the degree

- to which the audience is persuaded. Hence an _emluaﬁon may be “‘true”

in the copventional sense but not persuasive to a particular audience for

whom it does ot serve as an explanation. In the fullest sense, then, an

1 evaluation is dependent both on the person who makes the evaluative
statement and on t ¢ person who receives it.

. Prediction is not necessary .o demonstrate undqrstan\ding. Inferring
another event from a carrelation coefficient plus a few antecedent con-
ditions is nut-necessary as a test of validit, or objectivity of an observation

v or an evaluatiun. Rubbing bare observatipns together to produce sparks
. of correlations is a forlorn entexprise in much social inquiry. Rather, the
* basic reasoning pattern is closer to one of pattern-matching, of finding

reasunable interpretations and explanations and understandings within a

given context. The test of an explanation is not accuracy in predicting an
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but relevant” questions.
Finally, about the question of objectivity one must conglude one of two
things: either objectivity cannot be exclusively ‘ideniified with an exter- .

event but whethe™the audience can see new relatlonxn’nd‘answer “new

" nalized procedure totally separated from the’ minds that }Yoduced the

observations-and comprehended them; or else a great dea \of truth-is
subjective, in character. In the first case, objectivity means S{)smg:thing
more than it is commonly taken to mean; in thé second case, it means
something less.

What about validity? One definition of validity is that it is bastd on
objective procedures. Validity carries with it the notions of b:.mgjprop rly
related to intent, of being correctly derived, and of being sanctioned hy
authotify. In the narrow sénse of quantitative objectivity, validity i
eq ed with prediction—uwith checking the data against a criterion. Bdt
that assumes a single intent and assumes intersubjectivism as the verifi-
cation principle. This is'too narrow-a proce. ure. Ultimately, says Cron-
bach (1971), validity is « 1endent on how the data are to be used and
“utility depcnds upon values, not upon the statistical connections of
scores.’ ‘

If one cannot arrive at a smgle score presumably indicating validity,
how is validity determined? Perhaps the best answer to the question is to
examine the sources of invalidity. An’ evaluatlon may be invalid in a
number of ways. One way is for the “facts and truths" upon which the
evaluation is based to be wror.g. Facts and truths are subject to the agree-
ment of the universal audience. Many facts and truths are actepted with-
out question by everyone. Other data must be determingd by recognized
data vollection procedures, which are in turn sanctioned by a particular
dlsmplme and subject to puvllc scrutiny. Often validity refers to using
the accepted data collectivn prcuedurcs themselves, as Cronbach’s article
on test validaion suggests. |

Another way in whllch vallultyx is at issue is in relating conclusions and
interpretations to the data. *s Cronbach asserts, it is not the test or the
data collection-proccdures themselves sv much as the interpretations that
are valid or invalid. This is theJalidity of an inference. Is the inference
correctly derived from the data And premises?

There is also the gaestion of whether the interpretation can be properly
applied to situauons other than the one from which it was derived, since
all generaliz tions are context dependent. These concerns have been dealt
with in experimental de.ign suinew hat systematically as threats to internal
and ¢xternal validity. . )

In qualitative stadie "t {2 mo,e difficult to provide evidence of validity—
which is not asignt. .t does not exist, Demonstrating validity in natur-
alistic studies usually consists of vonfirming one kind of data with another
kind. In proposing case studies T science education, Stake and Easley
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(1976) saw personal biases ¢nd past experience’as thc mainthreat to the
credibility of the,case studies. They proposed extenisive tape recording:of’
integviews, xtenfive usé of direet Qquotations where possible, andreport-

ing dlsagreements amonfg respondents where they existed. People familiag,

.with the local situation could read the written case. to judge the accuracy

of.portrayal. The field workers wouid be keyed to “hints of i inconsjstency"’
for further pursuit. In instructions {o of-site observers aomg the studies,
Stake (1976) urged confirming the observations through replication. Con-
texts for obsersvations would be.documented and elucidated, Securing. the
observations of several partlcrpants abopt a, patticular issue or event was
a way of "trlangulatmg what actually happened. <

Most of these threats to vahdlty are seen from the perspectwe of a
universal audience, But there is afother way of lodkjng 4 )t validity in
evaluation—whetner the evaluatmn is valid for partlcular audiences. After
all, valldlty is Always Concermred with purpose and utxllty for someone: If
the "evaluation i is not based-on values to which the major audiences sub-
scribe, these.audiences-m. y_not see it.as being “valid,” i.e., relevant to
them in !h(. sense of heing well-grounded, justifiable, or applicable. The
evaluation may SlmpI) miss the main issues as far as particular audiences
are concerned. At the same time the evaluation may be valid in the sense
that the facts are correct and the inferences from thé data correctly de-

- rived, From a particular audlenCe s perspecnve. the premises may be t

‘M'O{lg ones. .

An evaluation can also be mvalld in this secondary sense if the argument
forms employed are \\rong For cxample. in this society ¢ means end,s
tent. If une were to empluy an argument based on ma\ImIZIng'é':ic?llence
instead of choosmg the best uvallable alterngtive, it might carry, little
weight although being equally tru -and valid from the perspectwe of the
universal audience. ‘So validity can apply to evaluation in two rather
different ways. -
wltis also. the case that the more naturallstlc the evaluatlon thc more
1t relies upun its audiences tw draw itsown generaluatlons (external valid-
ity). For example, a case study may be interpreted in different ways by
each reader, since each reader iias his own universe of cases in Lis mind
for comparison. The reader can see Similarities and differences based on
his own experience and can .draw his own interpretations.

Ccncemng the process of g generalhatlon in this way alters even the first
sense in which validity is used. The evaluator is still responsible for ascer
taining and reporting “true” facts and statemcnts, but part of the inter-
pretation is beyond him. Since, as Cronbath says, the ultimate issue is the
validity of the interpretation, which only the reader knows for sure, the
audiences gust assume considerable res;\:nmbillt;y for the validity of their
own interpretations. The evaliatur must ultimately assume rational pro

cesses in the thinking of the audiences.
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As Ennis (1973) noted. mter,nal valldlty and external validity refer
to rather different phenomena. External validity is concerned with the,
generalizability of general causal statements. Internal validity bears on
specific causal statements that do not entail generalizing to new cases. |
Generalizing always assumes that one knows the relevant laws involved in_
extrapolating into new realms. An internally valid study, by contrast, only
claims causality in the pa:t within the specific circumstances. It claims

. ho extrapolation a..d\is hs ace less dependent on outside assuinptions.

However, neither specific causal statements nor general causal state-
ments follow perfectly logically from observations. even in the best ex-
perimental designs. Some empirical assumptions are needed even in the
tightest design. In addition, identifying a particular event as a cause
inescapably invdlves a judgment of responsibility that a particular event
and no uthers is responsible for the effect, according to Ennis. This-ascrip-
tion of responsibility requires much background kno“ledge and a value
judgment. It involves a probable assignment -of praise or blame and
suggests a place for intervention:

Most evaluators “ould assume responsibility for specific causal stage-
ments that *x caused y™ in this study (internal validity), although this in
itself necessarily involves a set of assumptions. But some would refer the
generalizability of the findings to the audumces judgments, since general
izability-is based on outside information which the audiences but:not the
evaluator may have. The audiences might make sume of the responsibility
ascriptions based on.their own background knowledge and valucs. Some
evaluators, particilarly naturalistic ones, might argue that this would
ultimately result in superior generalizations.

There is yet a further related problem with ob]ectmt) Is it really suf-
ficient to say that an evaluator is objective? If objectivity is.taken in the
commonly used'sensc of empluying an externalized, specifiable procedure
which produces replicable results, then it is certainly an insufficient cri
terion for an evaluation. The administration of standardized achievement -~
tests is a tuially externalized. specifiable procedure which produces.repli
cable results. At the same time such tests are thought to be highly biased
in many ways, particularly towards minority groups. In this sense, vne has
an objcutue but biased instrument. In fact une can produce an instrument
in w hlch the bias is in the other direction. (I'o.furiher confound matters,
if racial discrimination is the intent of such an nstrument, gne Luuld have
an objective, valid instrumient for that purpose.)

. An evaluation must be free from distcrtion and bias (qualitatively ob”
“jective) and beiriyg exicrnalized. specifiable, and replicable dyes not suf
flucntl) address pussible biases. Even quahtatlve vbjeciivity is insufficient
for ebaluation, fur it carries-the aura of neutralll_y Peuple being evaluated
do not want a neutral evaluator, one who'is unconcerned about the issues.
A person on trial would not choose a judge tutally removed from kis own
social system. .

ERIC - 52

)

—c e L _ ) S o Z .




~

»

46 _THE LOGIC OF EVALUATIVE ARGUMENT —

' -

Being disinterested does not give one *he right.to participate in a deci
sion that determines someone’s fate to a-gcofisiderable degree. Knowledge
of techniques for arriving at-objective findings is inadequate. Rather, the
evaluator must be seen as a member of or bound: to the group being
judged, Just as a defendent is judged by h{s peers. The evaluator must be
seen as caring, as interested, as responsive'to the relevant arguments He
must be-impartial rather than simply objective.

The lmpartlahty of the evrluator must be seen as that of an actor in
events, one who is responsive to the appropriate arguments but in whom
the contending forces are balanced rather than non-existent. Th2 eval
uator must be seen as not havmg previously decided in, favor of one posi
tion or the other.

The ewaluator may resort to objcctne criteria to resolve the issues, but
when his own lmpartmllty is at stake, it is not enough that he give evidence
of objectivity. He-mnust give evidence of his impartiality by showing how he’
has acted contrary to his own interests in the past.

- S
-
,

EVALUATIVE DISCOURSE’ THE GOOD LIFE
(ALONG THE SAN ANDREAS FAULT)

It h2s been several weeks since I'began this paper. The great Los
Angeles earthquake has not yet come. Beautiful day succeeds beautiful
day, each one much like the last, so it seems tomorrow must be like
today, a pleasant dream-extending indefinitely .(argument by unlimited
dgvelopment). )

Each day that passes makes the quake secm less likely than before. Yet
if it is to occur this year, it-should become nore likely.'] reason that the
time 1 have remaining here is only a smalfl fraction of the coming year, so
the chances of the quaka coming now are less than for the entire year of
the prc.dlctlun {argument by probability). I reason that even if the quake
should come, the effects w l‘" not be disastrous (argument by wnscquencas‘
In addition, the Midwest is racked by tornadoes (argument by compari
sun). Besides, would many af the smartest men in the country, including
the seismologists, live here if the danger were so great (argument by
incompatibility)? I fecl reassured. My anxiety lessens.

Meanwhile within the last few days, the New York Times Magazine
heightens the drama in it.-Bicentennial edmon (July 4, 1976). As sym
bolic of *America at 200, it features areport on “The Good Life (along
the San Andreas Fault).” On the cover is a painting of a fragment of a
freeway jutting out into the empty vcean, the remains of Los Angeles after
the next earthquakc Thc aricle begms with a six paragraph,scenario of

_ the effects of the antiupated quake (dr;,uments by symbul and illustration).

ﬁc

Those who.literally live on top of the nine mile deep-fault have their
own reasons for living there. As his backyard crumbles away daily. a
postal wurker, who has three cars, would like to move but cannot sell his
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house (argument by sacrifice). A ranch managcr whu finds liks better in
California than anyplace he has evit lived explains, [I'm a0t leaving. .Is
there any. place that does.'t hau: some uatastrophe (argument by com-
pdrisen)?*
For some the.precariousness itsei! makes Being here all the more pree
cicus. A dropped-out fivestment counselor living an the Fault sags
“You're living.on a crisis point. Everything vou have can be taken away
from you at any time." More than any place, ia every way, (.ahfonua is
a challenge to the argument of unlimited: dcve:lopment -
These are not the reasons I would give but they may be right. Each mon
is free to discover his own reasons. Each man-is free to make his own

nients cannot be based on an irrcfutablé reality. There will be a day when
carthquakcs -are-much more predxcta:olc than now. Even then, there will
remain room for choxce in how to respond. In sodial decisivn making cer-
tainty scems remote if not imposs:blc .

Faced with such difficulty in arriving at an irreTitable reality, the..are
thbse why try to force simplicity atop the wmpl;xmcs of li'e and:-thereby
crayicate ambx;,ult) They mslzt on prucndmg there is agreement where
ther  none. whether of facts or of values. Oftén in, positions of power,
(hey 1mpose arbitrary definitions of reality for the sake of agten. Yet
reality is still there. Whatever even twenty-une million Califormans be-
lieve. the great earthquake will come eventually. :

The alternaxm is not necessatily a descent inte irationality, If upinions
cannot be mdlSpuL’lbl\ based. acither ‘must {hry be regarded as cntl_cclv
arbitrary, as ¥eing merely “value judgmcnts Such a clagsification iden-
tifies as knnwledge only that which is clear, dxstmct. anhambxguous
This distinction establishes a schism between ubjectizely true theoretical
knowledge onr t} - one-hand and actiun based un irratiotg/motives on the

other. It culmmatﬂs in dcsxgnatmg as irrational thuse who do not agree
with dne’s perspeciive, Classifying people as irratiunal justifies ignorning
. their opjnions and pcrhaps their dignity and interests. It even leg,mmatcs
using suggcsuon and force on them.
. The alternative is4o treat all men as rational. Between thc Lonservative
authontarianism of tradition and the liberal authoritatianism of sugntiém,
between the certainty* of fanaticism and the lrrespunslblhty of skeptiusm
lies rati. ..ai delibgration. One must take serivusly the upinions of other
people and engagt them in serious discourse. This is the realm of argf
mentation and the proper sphere of evaluation.

The startmg point is that groups of people adhere to opinions mlh

- variable intensity and that these belicfs can bg put to the test of serous
discourse, Even facts and valyes-may be so consi ered. Rativnal discourse
consists of giving reasons, although not compelling reasvns. In the realm
of action,” where few thmgs are clear’ and distinct, motivation can be
rational, Practice can be reasonablc'. . ;

* . - \e
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choices. So it must be when faced with such..unccrtamty of knowing. Judg- -
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The cyaluator must engage his audxcnccs in a dlalugue in which they
are free to cmplu; their reasoning. This means that the audiences must
assume- personal responsibility for their interpretation-of the evalua‘ion
since she rcasomng, presented to them is neither completely convincing
nor entirciy arbitrary. This means that the esaluator must also assume
personal cesponsibility for his judgments since he cannot hide behind
blmd mcmod Both-must gxercise their na(hral reason.
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¢ Educational Product Evaluatlon' A Prototype Format Applied*
Gene V. Glass
Laboratory of Educational Research
University of Colorado .

’

The conventions and techniques for evaluating educational products are not
yet well established. Only recently have instructional materials and procedures
been viewed as products to be developed and evaluated. Although the general
procedures appropriatt for evaluating-consumer products are apphcable to edu- .
cational products, the unique characteristics of the educatiun cuntext raise speial
evaluation considerations. This paper addresses a “shelf-item” educational pruduct
that is of interest in its own right.

.

L. Product Description.

The product evaluated here is an instructional cassette recording “Evaluatiun
Skills** (Tape 6B) crzated by Dr. Michael Scriven (Department of Philosophy,
University of California, Berkeley) and produced by Dr. W. James Popham (Schuol
of Educatipn, University of California, Los Angeles) for the American Educational
Research Association (1126 16th St., N.W.; Washington, D.C.) under i grant
from the U.S. Office of Education. The recording is intended pnmarlly for in-
service training of etdu:ational rescaruhcrs and can be purghased for $6.00 from
AERA.- . |,

The recording consists of a lecture on fundamental concepts of evaluation. The
lecture is about 7,500 wurds lung (the equivalent.of approximau.ly 17 singlc spaced
pages of typescript) and runs aboyt 45 minutes. The 100- foot tape cassetie can be
plryed on any standard «assette player. “ £

I y

II. Goals Eﬂialuauon . .

. Product‘Goals /afc —

, * Totrain educational researchers and vthers in the fundamentals of cducatlun-
al evalyétion. The tape was coramissioned “. . . to give the listener at least
one important technical skill rélating to cducational research. . . . Although
pnmgnly intended as an update device for the educational researcher who
has completed his formal training, many professors will find the tape idca!
for their graduate classes.” (Educational Researcher, Vol. 22, June 1971, p-2)

* To provide an instructional product which can be used in situations (e.g..
while driving) in which typical instructional products can't be used. T

* To experiment with new instructional media.

There can be liftle quarrel with the first goal. Evajuation skills are in short
supply. chlslauon has created a significant demand fur such skills, and a need
for training in evaluatipn is commonly and ]ustlﬁabl) cxprcsscd .

Making better use of utherwise dead time in commuting is commendable. The
cassette tape is-one of the few instructional media well suited tu turning this
unproductive umc intu something worthwhile. It is tov suun tu tell whether the
ultimate, long rang,c effects of encroachment upun such private ume wili be un-
desirable. Noncthclcss. it mus. be rcwz,m,:cd that in extending an instructivnal

>, -

*Glass, Gene V. “Lducativnal Product llvalualwn A Prototype Furmai Applied.  Educanonui
Researcher. January 1972, Vol. 1, No. 1. Pp. 1-10, 16. Copyright 1972, Amencan Educational
Research Association, Washingten, D.C.

Permission fo reprint has beer granted by AERA. .
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\

opportunity into time formerly not so used vne may also be contributing tu the
destruction of peoples’ senses of identity as persuns apart from the roles they play .
as less than fully autonomuus worl&ers in huge, impersonal bureaucracies.

The goal of experimenting with new media is commendable to the degree that
the chgice of media for expenimentation ts made wisely (1.¢...on the basis of data
concerning costs, probable effectiveness, availability, fongevity) and is not mere

technologica! tinkering.
o Clarification of Point of Entry of the Evaluator:

Irreversible Decisions
¢ USOE's gran( to Popham (Program Director,to produce tapes.
' “e ‘Popham’s choice of topics and lecturers
7« Lecturer's choice of subject-matter under the topic of “evaluation™
*AERA's reproduction of initial copies of the tape
Reversible Decisions (Enter the Evaluator)
¢ AERA's vending of initial COplCS p
* AERA's choice of materials (cassette tapes)
* AERA's plans to sell additional copies of tapes in present form
*AERA's lgck of pl:ins to publish and distribute typescript

iV. Trade-Offs. .
A series of tratle-offs are involved in the pruduutlun and uppluanun of this tape.

USOE traded off to preduce the tapd®, *
* One-foufth of a 5 day training session for as many as 100 researchers
* The printing costs of 20,000 cupres of 25 pages of prose mau.rmls for research

training v
Half of one year's stipend fur a doctoral lesel educational rescarch trainee

Four all:éxpense scholarships fur minority researchers tu the AERA training
session of their choice .

The Cassette Tapes Project director traded off to produce the tape

¢ The production of typescript copigs of the lectures
* The production of recorded synupses of several Jassie papers vn educational

] evaluation - !
AERA continues to trade off to sell and produce thé tape

¢ A sniall amount of managerial labor -

v

The individual educational research would trade off to buy the tape

¢ Purchase uf any four numbers in the ALRA Curriculum Evaluation Monv
graph Series.

* Purchase of Wittrock-Wiley's The E valuatmn of Instruction. vs the April 70
issue of the Review of Educuuonal Research. or Sucltmans Evaluative

Research. cte,
¢ Purchase of photo-cupics of a half dozen significant published papers on_

educational evaluation.

The trade-uff with the greatest leverage that would retain the inlent of the
yuducer woneerns the deasiun to pruduce ana distribute the Jedture as a cassette

ERIC -
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, TABLE 1
Cassette Recording Versus Typescript Costs -
Casseue Recordmg
1. Produmon of master copy . .
a. costof tape only. e erannnnnasnnnnnns eiteiens gesereriaatas vereenan $6.00
b. cosf of lecturer’s services and cxpenscs ................................. $700.
2. Reproduction of copies
(Cost of additional cassettes only: no economy of scale) vooveenvnnnnnoen $6.00/copy
3. Mailing costs (4th class book e 10 PEPPPIP S fetresencetaoassransisons . 50.14
4. Operation of c:{_ssettc fecorder
a. "Purchase of tecorde (price quated on cheapest mode!).............eall, $25.00
b. Rental of recorder (rates range from S2. 50 t0 $5.00 per day) ....... ... $3.75/day
C. OPETAtiON Of TECOTAET. oo v urreneeeeeeeenercnuecensonsnsooernsonsnsanns $0.00
" 5. Net cost of productian and distribution of 100 cassette recordings {exciuding
JeCtUITer’S SEFVICES)s survuvrrnnnneetuernnerenceneneeronsseionns veey 561400
. Typescript ) ] -
1. Production of master copy v .
a. -typing of 40 pages. double-spaced typescript..... Geoenoenes fereseeenanens $8.00-
b. costof lecturer’s services and expenses ............. teteosssererseenencos $700.
2, Reproduction of copies (cost of paper and photocopying no economy of scale -
above 1,000 copies)eeernieneenennnineennnnes Ceveesesanccenes $0.40/copy
3. Malhng costs (4th class book rate).......... resoaons saeesessssenaens PP $0.14

~.

5. Net cost of production and distribution of 100 typescripts (excluding lecturer’s
SETVICES) s ovusarnunnanonsosssnsnsssscosronoceccnns Coe mresseasann $62.00

—

€

recording rather than a typescnpt Thus, the evaluation of the product will have
a prominent comparative element in which a typescrlpt of the lecture is the
alternative product

V. Comparatlve Cost Analysis. g

Table 1 summarizes the comparison, additional cost considerations follow.

Simultaneous Mass listening. For simultancous teaching of 10-50 persons,
the cassette recording could be econumically used — even though there is significant
distortion at hngher volume on the Mnlovac (CR 203) ¢ .assette Recorder.

Tape costs. The tape appears to ue of high qualjty, perhaps too high since the
voice frequencies of the tape do not_require high fidelity réproduction. Since the

. lecture is only 45 minutes, it could have easily been recorded on a shorter, thicker,

less expensive tape. There are other disadvantages of the thinner, more expensive
tape. it tends to bind or, cheaper players, print through can occur in the recording
process. It is presumed that nearly'SS was paid for.cach cassette. The evaluat )r
has priced cassettes of acceptable quality at $0.75 per 60 minutes playing time
(source. University of Coloratdo Bookstorc) Thie entire cost of the tape cassette and
reproduction from a master tape can be held below $2.00 (Authority. Dept. of
Audio-Visual Instguction, Univ. of Colo.): .

Storage costs. A 40-page typescript would occupy 65 in? of storage space com-
pared to the 10-in’-occupied by the cassette recording. If storage space became
quite costly, the cost advantage would swtgg toward the cassette recording. How-
ever, under such circumstances the typcscrlpt could be transferred to microfiche,
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/or whu.n .storage (and usage) costs would be substantially below those of?'l
cassette recording.

Reducing costs for the typesctipt. Prices for thc typescript version of the lecture
arc quoted.on a 40-page double-spaced manuscript. These costs could be signifi-
cantly reduced by the following means. a) editing redundanciesfrom lecture could
reduce length by 10 per cent, b) single-spaied typing could reduce typescript
length by almost half. Both a) and b) would result i ina typeseript version of the
recording which could be sold for less than 20¢.

VLI..Intrinsic'(Secondary) Evaluation. 2 :

Technical Quality PR
Tape quality: Excellent. (But unnecessarily expensive.)

Recording fidelity. Excellent. The tape is free of bachground noise, volume is

CV\nn

Estheticquality. Exu.llt.nt l.ectu'cr s vutce 1 well modulated, delivery is smocth
and conversational.

Editing. Poor. Numerous stups starts during recording (approximately a dozen)
have garbled one or.two words at the beginning of sentences, distracting and
ugcaglunall) confusing. Approximately 10 seconds of rccordmg is obscured at
about the 80-foot mark of side 1.

Tape packaging. Poor. Sides (1 and 2) of tape are not marked. Cassctte is
difficult to remove from its pourly designed case. Erasure preventing devices on

cassette were not activated by vendor. Label is not permanent and was poorly
attached on the cassette purchased by thig evaluator. o

C‘Q}uem Evaluanon. .

. Selection and Organization of Topics: Excclient

2 Use of Examples: Excellent

3. Clarity of Exphmtlons Excellent

4, Identification of Lecturer. Poor. Lecturer is identified only by name on
label. No address or institutional affiliation is-given for Lecturer cven though
he solicits communications from listencrs at one point.

5. Accuracy of Scholarly Citations. Poor. Eisner volume is incorrectly cited as

. Confronting Curriculum Evaluation. Bloom, Hastings, Madaus handbook
on furmative evaluatioa is inadequately referenced.as a “volume edited by
Bloom.™ Wittrock & WiL% are cited, but authors’ names arc not spelled.

Utilization of Unigiieness of Medium,

The tape must be rated -poor on this criterion. The lecturer claims that the
oppurtumity to stup a recording is a umque feature of the medium (“the-tape can
be stupped mure casily than the eye can be stupped frum glancing ahead™). how
ever, this claim cannut be substantiated in the upiniun of the evaluator. Only about
five requests for stops are made. and thcsc requests are not very compelling.
Furthermure they are prubably inferive in chuting thuught when compared with
adjunct questiuns n a typescript accompanied by answers at the end of the text.

T'he Jatm 15 alsomade that the tape can be played under circumstances in which
reading is mlpuwblc ur incunvenient (e.g.. on airplanes or ln Lars). l'hc range of
arcumstances in which the cassette rueording is more comenient is probably
smualler than the lecturer Jaims. Reading t)pcss.npt un an airplane is quite con
vemently done, furthermure, considerations of fellow travelers” comfort would
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require an earphone,.usually a no-cost but often-misplaced accessory. Yhether the
cassette recording will be utilized as is hoped (primarily.in au'omobiles when no
productive use of time would be made) remains to be seen. The data bel0w bear
on this possibility.

Survey of Availability of Cassette Player and Incidence of Extended Commutmg
Among AERA Members. \

The following survey questionnaire was sent to a random sample of 100 members
of AERA: . o

Dear AERA membes
This survey is part of an cvalualmn of the AERA cassctie tapcs program. 1t is not
sanctioned by AERA: they are not aware that 1t is being conducted.
We would ap,.reciate your answering the following questions:
1. Do you have access to  cassetie tape player (1.c.. do you own onc or could you
borrow one at no cost)?” ’

-

s No
2. Do you commute by car to work for more than 20 minutes each way?
Yes . No

A total of 62 usable yuestionnaires were returned. The results permit the

" following conclusions regarding the -availabil‘ily of cassette players and their

possible use while commuting to and from work:

‘

1. Results. Frequencies.of Response with Percents of. Total Sampling.
Accgss to a cassette playen

. (ycs) , (o) _
Commute s
4 morcthan  (yes) EES~ 2(3%) 15(24%)

20 minutes
_ cach way *
‘ to work (no) 39 (63%) 8(13%) 47 (76%)

Totals ‘ $2:(84%) 10(16%) 62

2. Conclusions. )

® That.84%"' of. AERA members have access to a cassette tape player
indicates that AERA made a good choive of an “alternative” instructional
medium.

¢ Even though a substantial minority (20%)' of the AERA membership
spends sufficient time commuting by car to make the tape medium of
instruction advantageous, in_terms of a head-count a substantial number
(about 2000) of AERA members do commute under conditions whlch
wottld permit instruction by cassette tapes.

VII. Outcome (Primary) Evaluation.

Learning Rate. Even if the aural medium is as effective for transmitting

nformation as the visual medium (a questivn addressed lalet) it is andoubtedly

. slu“er. The speech rate fur the cassette recording 1n question s approxnmatcly

*160 words, minute (shghtly slower than normal, conversativnal English). This is
less than half what the reading rate would probably be for the typical listener
{the average college freshman rcads hewspaper prose ai .iore than 300 words.
minute). .

¥

'These samiple estimates are subject to substantial samphing cirur bevause of the small sample siee
{n = 62). The 95% confidence intervals on .84 and .24 are (.68. .92) and (.13. .40). respectnvely.

62 ' '
A -
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The effect on learning of this slower rate could be more serious than merely ~
. doubling the time required tu learn the content of the recording. The slower rate
of information preseptation in the aural modality may. tax tbc tetentin ¢ poners of
short term.memory.to the-cxtent-that comprehension is seriously impaired.

A cumpressed speech version of the recording mnght correct problems allegedly
asyociated, with this low information transmission rate. Speech rates can be more
than duubled by means of speech cumpressors without lmpamng gumprchcnsmn
However. recording equipment may be prohibitively expensive. .

Provisions for Arbitrary Access. Perhaps the Prlnmpal disadv antagc of record-
ings as a teaching device 15 that access to material on a tape at arbmary pomts 15
awkward. Access tu a particular sectivn of a recorded lecture could be s!o»\c{ by a
factor of fen or more than access to the same section in a typescript. \

Knowledge Acquisition in the Aural vs. the Visual Myde. The relative efficiency
of learning through visual and aural modalities has been debated in the history of,
psychology at least since 1894, As with most comparative educational research,
the findings have been largely inconsistent .and non-generalizable. Relative effi
ciency appears to depend on such interactive factors as 1) meaniugfulness of the
instructional matetial, 2) age of learner, 3) reading speed of learner, 4) intelligence
of learnzr, 5) difficulty of the instructional material, apd 6) whether retention 1s
measured immediately ur delaged, ([Tur an excellent te.iew of published studies on
this question. see Travers, R.M.W. et al. Research and Theory Related to Audio-
Visual Information Transnussion. USOE Contract No. 3-20-003, 1967).

A recent expcrjrpcnt relevant to the comparative effectiveness of the cassette
recording and lypcsmpt lcarmns»\as performed by James R. Sanders (Short «orm
and Long term Rele[uy,(n Effeis’y Adumcl Questions in Aural Discourse. Ph.D,
thesis, Lab. of Ed. Rw.carc} gmv. of Colo., 1970). Sanders ptesented a 2000-
word biography of Wlllmm J ep to 72 undergraduates in either the visual or aural
mydc Learning was me: um?;ugmcdmtcl) after presentation and une week later
with a multiple choice tm R’c;ulls showed sigmficantly (p<.05) grcatcr learning
in' the visual mode (s‘and,.fs. 1970, p. 70).

e
Vil Suhlmamy:/.(udgmcnts and Recommendations.

Judgmem“‘ ‘

The technica quality of the recording. is good. The substantive content of the
lecture is cx;cl}éul T Je recording is substantively mure.eapensive than « typescript
version of the same lcqurc and is prubably less effective as a teaching device.

Recommendumms PR

To the individugl re .;(urdnr .scekmg to upgrade lus understunding of eraluation.
Do ot purchase this recording. Instead. buy AERA Curriculum Evaluation
Munugraph No. 1 and Suchman’s Evaluative Research or purchase photocopies
of the following papers:

Cronbach, L. J. “Esaluation for course |mprov<.mcnt Teachers College Rec-
ord. 1963, .

.Scriven, M. “The methodology of evaluation.”™ AERA Currictdum Evaluation
Monagraph, No. 1, Chicago: Rand-McNally. 1967,

Stake. R. E. “The countenance of educational evaluation.” Teuchers College
Record. 1967, N

If AERA uffers for sale a typescript version uf recurding 6B (sec Recommen-

“ations beluw ), purchase it at any price up to 31,00 but not in p!agc of purchasing

RIC o
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photo-copics of any of the'above three papers or AERA Curriculum Evaluau:on
Monograph No. | Rand McNally, 1967).

.~

To USOE: . !
Cease alldcating funds to the productlon of instructional recordings unless a
compelling argument is presented that the instruction cannot be conducted in the

visual mode (e.g.. some instruction in music; training in auditory discrimination

for young children, some instruction in speech pathology. linghistics. foreign
language: “talking books™ for the blind.)

Funds for training.expended on dcvc!opmcnt of products like that evaluated
here would te better spent in support of the AERA Research Training Sessions
program or in corunisstoning. reproducing, and disseminating fraining matenals

in typescript forim.
n typ pt form

To AERA:

Offer for sale at 75¢ per cop) (to include mailing and handling) a typescript of
the contents of Recording 6B. Offers for sale of the recording and the typeacnpt
should nor be made separately. '

Produce the cassette on cheaper tapes for the purihase whose cnrcumstanccs
make-it an effective, superior learning device.

IX. Circumstances Modifying the Summative Judgments (Scope of the Value
Claims).

The conclusion that the cost. effectiveness of the typescript version of the Tecture
is greater than the cost. effectiveness of the cassette recording would not be.ex
pected to hold (the superiotity would be reversed) for sightless learners (whe are
also not deaf). .

The cassette recrrding may be cffcctlve and is probably less (.xpcnslvc than the
distribution of the typescript version for large groups (e.g. .o-undergraduate
class) for which simultancous mass listening is possible.

The cassette recording may be the only way to reach a segment of the population,

who might be characterized as **Reverse-Luddites™ or *‘Mechanical Cultists,” i.e.,
those persons who purchase electric carving knives. can openers, trail .bikes,
compléx stereo systems, etc., and who claim - with vague appeals 40 McLuhan—
that sincg books are passe they are no longer read.

.

X. Fva!uatlng the Evaluator ‘ -

Whysan Evaluation?

Gratuitous evaluation of products for s hich the net social investments are small
can be a hostile act. Such “evaluations” can incur greater ultimate social costs
than they reduce by destivying a sens¢ of community among producers and
evaluators, by creating defensiveness amung pruducers who then refuse to co-
operate with evaluators, by eroding civility in human relations, etc. But in this
case, thte product developer asked to have his product evaluated. h

The Evaluator's/Motives. .

Evaluator’s motives which would be served by a favorabie over-all judgmeni
a) He is a member of the AERA Exccumc Board and would take satisfaction in
the success of any AERA spon.wrcd activity. bj Persuns involved in the productiun
of the cecording are culleagues of hjs and in a pusitivn indirectly tu promote his

generaf welfare. ]
¢ 2

-
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Evaluator's motives which would be served by an wafuvorable overall judgment.

. a)He dcslmed an.nvitation e participate in the recording program on the grounds
that it did not- make use of the unique. features of the medivm, and would not be
vost, effective compared to dissemination of the presentations in written form.

Hence, an unfasorable judgmént would conhrm his prc;udgmcm and protect him

agamst fecling that an opportunity had been.lost. b) He was once beaten in a
table-tennis match by the project dircctor, i

The evalnator has collected no reprcscntatwc data—cither objective or sub
jective—on atatudes toward the product or its effectiveness as a learning device.
Hus claim for the supenority of the typescript version of the lecture as a tcachmg
Jevice 15 based on extrapolation of the findings of a half-dozen experinients in
audio-visual research comparing Icarmng in'the qural and visual modes.

. . . ¥
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'Educh(fonal Product-Re-Evaiqatlon* _
Michael Scriven

University of California L, L
Berkeley : -
1. Background el )

(a), The editor of*ER invited this response t¢ Glass' (Jan. ‘72) evaluation of
the cassette 1 did for the AERA series concurrently with the acceptance of the
Glass manuscript fgr pubhcatlon

(b). As Glass notes, I explicitly invited evaluations of the cassette and in fact’ ,
offered a princely grize for the winning entry, namely, $8.00—the cost of the
cassette. Glass' entry currently holds the lead in the competition for this prize, for
the ummpeachably objective rgason that it is the only one.

fc). 1t is ofksome interest that the production procedures of these cassettes
invalved one srep of formative evaluation. Popham brought the authors to Los
Angeles, where they uttered their taik into a microphone in a recording studio,
without audience. The talk was recorded and also piped into a nearby room, where
a number of experts and stadents heard it, and later critiqued it in a discussion
with the author. In the light of this critique, the author then rewrought the talk
at his leisure and taped it on a small portable which he was lent. The isolation <f
the: recording act at Los Angeles was interided to simulate this final production
procedure and to provide a chance to pick up technical deficiencies-in recording
\procedure.

{d). While the formative zvaluation of 'my performance was quite favorable, I
dec:ded fo redo it completely. This involved some risks, not all of which paid off.
It s, for example, possible that the new attempt was worse than the original one,
and somewhat more,probable that it was worse than a touched-up version of the
original would have been. A second cvcle of feedback weuld have'been ideal, but
was |myract|cal Three procedures are possible to handle such situations, i) m‘{m
max strategy would” support prehibition of “new starts™; (i) funds might be
budgeted to provrde a second cycle’in, say, 5% or 10% of the cases (I'{h hinl8I was
the only such case), (i} the producer mlght- as he did —take the chare that the
author cap improve his rating by making a fresh start. It s.ould be interesting to
have some data on these strategies.

» . '
2. Self-Evalvations . ‘ ] w
I have criticized the authors of the Phi.Delta Kappa report on evaluation for a

" section in which they attempted a quasi formal evaluation of their own book, in the .

book. I argued that if they came up with anything negative; they should revise the
book, and if they didn’t the endorsement was superﬂuous That argument is over
simplified but still seems plausible. Now réwewmg one’s own book, as I ofice did
by invitation is only one stage better, ‘but there is a time Iag and a chance for v
critical input from others. Replymg to reviews, as here, is then two stages from
self-endorsement. The probability of bias has scarcely evaporated, but its probable
direction is so obvious that it can do less harm than *yhen conceale¢ and there is a

hange of useful rebuttals. The most interesting problem for the author in this role
«
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18 dlsnngulshmg buw gen giving excupes and rebutting cnlmsms. Fo cxamplg. une
wight excuse lc;hnlu.ﬂ defects sn the tape as-auc to cx,ulpmcnl deficiencies, but
this hardly affects the evaluator’s wmplaint abuut them. Explanatiuns may hase
sumc value for fature prujculs of the same kind, but in attempting to achieve the
best posalblt. s.amative eviloatiun of the product, they are inelevant. Since unc’s
products arg seen by others, as well as-onesell, as extensions of onescif, it’s very
hard to avoid thmking of eauuses as relevant. But 1 shall try tueschew them, and
, fucas on-summative product evaluation, as-does Glass. Defense 1s therefore re
served against the usual inferences frum thg several defi ienaes of product tu lhysu
of the author or produccr. o

N

3. Specifi¢ Rcacuons . - .

{a). Technical~~HaYdware. . .

Many of the cuinments made here scem curredt, but one o twu caveats should
be cunsidered. The value of guod quality tape and cassettes is not immediately
detedtable. Buth print through and deterivratiun of signal to-nuige rativ undet
heating and magnctizing cycles m;re.uc with the years, and the mechanical cum
pc.nc-its of . cassette are extremely susccpﬁblc tv wear, The under $2.00 figure
quuted by AViat L., of Colurado’ indwates severely substandard materials. (Never
theless, sume saving might have been made here ond 1t u.rlamly would have been
preferable if more of the tape could have been rcwrdcd assuming any merit in
the marginal matenal thereby added. ) To ghe eatent that teaching use 15 made of
the tape, exposure to worn and uver magnetized heads and defective tape trans
purts—ecommun faults in classtoom players—would increase the desirability of

better quality -materials. The disturtion noted by Glass was duc to the amplifier :

and speaker limitatiuns of his player. Using an Advemt 201 playiog through
Maclntosh clectronies and AR transducers the results would, 1 judged. be quite
satisfactory in a 2500-scat auditurium — even with an audicnce present. Of present
purtable players, Craig and Suny are pretty guud products in the econumy seutor.

[b). Technical-~Software -~

(Agam complaints not confested are conceded.) It scems likely that-the defi
«iendes i dtativns would not significantly handicap usual library scarch toutines.
Feedback to,me has proved possible for those who wrote .o AERA ot .0 Pop-
ham. not an cxccsslvely taxing procedure. . ' o °

Crucial fompamons .

h‘ general procedure of really working to get cstimates of comparative cust
cffertivencss seems to me absulutely currect and indeed the methud of chuice in alf
cducational evaluation, But the interpretation of the resulty.by Glass may not be
unimpeachabld, Let me tny shaking the kalerduscope of data up a little to sce huw
much stability there s in the image he repurts. Cunsider the casseties as sénving
suicly these purpuses, (2 Pruviding an impruvement oyer listening to the ~ar radio,
or music tapes. fur drivers interested 1n cducativnal rescarch. (The use by thuse
passengers in cars and un planes who find that rgading i such circumstances
gives them a headache is anuther “exclusne’ but small market usc, whivh Glass
dues ot idenufy.) /1) Providing a Lheap surrogate fur a visiting lecturer in (ap
prox:mately) graduate courses.

Nug, it ssmply 1sn’t interesting tu cumpare cassettes with written materials
vis- a@qs use f1f. Nu duubt we could all learn mure than we du at hume and ip the
office, but the AERA hasn ldmf)md a motivatur yet. and until sum.one dues,
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t seems a useful servie to offer an wptwnal educationil filling for the intentice
of aut life space. On <5t and wntent there can be sunte seéhivus criteasms. but the
medium teally has nu Smpetition when used as desenibed. (Nute thad ane st 1
the same as that for commercial management trainthg casscttes). .

Use #ii? is usually a luxury use. of course. Written material has cust, speed. and
replay advantages over tape. But it dues nul bring a new penson into the didaci
teaching process in quite the s¢ & way. Even getting to hear cducation - rescarch
pErsonnel has some value «n itsolf for the graduate student. as witress the reasuns
g,ncn fur attendifg cunvention prugrams. There is alsu u pussibality tnat the vapact

several speakens will be strunget, mutnatiunally. than one instructor plustead
ngs Agaln an is.cuctut 0 a particular classroom sttuation may feel the im-
mediate importance of ludung in a diverson. a chenge of pace. an externai

- authoritv. Without arguing-iur the general supetionty of tape teaching, ene can®

argue for its utility as a gepertaire.gnlarging device fus speaial situatiuns unt.|
is cuntribution can be shuwn-to be muuu negligible. Is this an adeyuate justifi
cativn fur the use of the funds mvabved? That's a puint-uf cnity problem, » may be
that the funds and owrenthusiasm were ot available fut any other producton.

Even df they nere, the esperimentai commdtment of AERA should justfy tnung &

number of innvsaqwns ke thps one. The previvug “success™ of this in the medical
if senvice tramning aica. aud the Mmanagement ared. makes it a reasunuble-cxpen
ment, not a wild ane. OF counse, “success™ in woher ficlds has been subjectively
and economuially determined. aut by pruven learning gains. But yf real wests are 4y
be dune, the strateyy of dung st aith AERA tapes and 1|cmbushLﬁus a govd.dett
tv recommend 8 wer dwing it oh medical fipes. fur caample, and tnying to t,ucss
on eattapulation to educatiunal geseacchers, Sumy ppacpal antivsm of the Glass
cvaluation concerns the chure of the main uadl wmparisun. It sheuld st hase
bwen the typescript., but just the better cuntent <heaper package cassette. Broadls,
evalyation should take ware not to saddle the pmdu\l with two large a “targel
pepulation,” one of the fallacies of “value dnluunn

td). Use of Medium

How cuuld the cuntent have been improved? There it many 5uud AnSWErS o
lhal. and Glass puks up several. am not persuaded by his case for a puut 1e..ng
un “use of the medwm”™ lowever” To sume extent. we are just irading hunches ¢n
this, Fthink it's hatdeg to stup your eye shimming &head on wiitien matertal rhan
it 15 tu stop a tape, he dues not. He thinks that my reguests tu stup are tou few and
not very compelling. cte, But I am nut persuaded here, mainty because he ddes
nut suggest what noald be guud wtilizatiun of the medium, Fran, my perspectne,
the must impurtant factor s winprehensibility at Latening speed, whivh Glass
grants me under anuthet heading. The mterrogation idea was the unly dmm;luc
uvne §eould think up. I expect there are uthers, but I'm put convineed thata “pussr’
rating on this dimension is justifiéd until I see them.

4. Wider Hotizons .

Ta). 1wasso impressed by Glass” allingness .o du field research in-the coune of
his evaluation. that 1 felt tuy respunse shuuld alse be based un 3 firm empirnal
foundation. Extensive field tnals un a nane graduate stedent populatiyr has
strongly wenfirmed my own belied 10 the cantence of uthet pypulations bosides
thuse Wdeotified by Glah. ut discussed sbuve, fur which this cassette may be ascful.
' Glass affitms utility for: s




(i) "sxghtlcss leamers (who are not also deaf)";
(i} “large grc,.ps'(c g. an undergraduate ‘lass) for which slmultanegus mass
listening is possible™; <.
fii) * ‘Reverse-Luddites’ or ‘Mechanical Cultisty', i.e., those persons who pur
chase electric carving knives. ., trai blkes .. .etc., and who claim—
with vague appeals to McLuhan—that sinfe books are passé they are no
longer read.; " .

My survey - indicates that group (#i} is too narrowly conceived. There really are,
normal people who prefgr fistening to discussions on the radio, over reading the ,

transcript. And the cassette is confrollable in a way the radio is not— no need for~ -

sudden dashes during wmmerctals. for example. In the individual's diurnal prime,

about'{'a. ., 2 p:m., and 7.30 p.m., rcading works pretty well. But at the eyclic

low points of the day, (7:45 a.m., 4 p.m., ar.. 11:45.p.in.), there is a switch in
optimal modality, a characteristic pattcm of, lying back with. tflc eves closed
emerges, at which times auditory input is quite acceptable. Further details of this
study must await replicatiun, which I :hall attend with coafidence that some of the
minor deficiencies in what s, after all, 2 pilot study (n = 1) are more than compen

sated by the quality of the naive graduate stuglent popylanon {my_spouse).

(b). Evaluation of educational products frequently, but understandably, over
loaks ‘the Jearning pay off for the intermediary population, us..2ly the teccher. In
this «ase the produszs i probably) and lecturer (certainly) have icarnt a great deal
from producing this ¥assette. This is a small gruLp, but one\mtﬁ potentiality for
signiffcant further effect un the theory and practice of evaluatfon. 2. substantial
part of this l*ammg has come from the evaluation of the cassette by Glass.
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