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o A NEW ROLE Fé/‘k EVALUATORS

R ' M. €. ATkiR . SN

o

. Before | bog1n my speech, [ v 1d 1ike't0 ask the audience'tognot applaud-

»
&

wildly, to not" stamp your feet or otherw1se show 1ndecent apprec1at1on 0 ’the

f1rst sentence which I am about to state: The mgdest proposa] that l_br ng to

o

;ff you today concerns a new ro]e for the evaluai ,; that newlroTe has been
2

©° gradually ev01v1ngAgxe§,the years- the new ro]e that I Qropose for eva]uators
- : N

t

'js obso]escence;'in sho%t' 1T propose that we do awax w1th evaluatofs. / -

{ ~

/ If you think about 1t th1s is rea]]y a very sens1b1e suggest10n /After

all, what are evaluators? Why do we‘need them? Of what usegare they? | =

g
Perhaps the theoret1ca1 consideration of these quest1ons\Js one. of the Jmost

d1ff1cu1t tasks- that we m1qht undertake, because evaluatory are rea]]y[def1ned

, by the roies and functlons that, they”perform and//hese ro]es and func41ons

vary. Lerta1n1y there s no Complete agreement ﬁn the 11terature of Our field

as to the .proper funetions of eva]uators-v There are aspects of the q£f1n1t1on
/

on which all agree, but it s in the interpretations o® these broad be]iefs
’ {

L) . . , : . .
that disagreements, like hot air, begin to surface. ‘To illustrate the

complexities of these issues, letsme present some examples.

i)

&

5 . .
i . P
1i,uncheon speech presented at the Fourth Annual Conference ‘and
Exhibition on Measurement and Evaluation, office .0f &he Los Angeéles
County Superintendent of Schools, March 22, 1977. ‘ x .

]
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l. "A1l agree. that the eva}uatou li~§%gpbn51b]o forthe co]lect1on

of 1nfqnmat1oh (whether or not he -or she personal]y co]]ects

. v : s A .
it). ' o . ; -

. v .
. ) 4 e .
Ed A , C s

v A.  Some maintain that the moSt'appropriatevtype of infor- o

mat1on is forma] test data

S

- B. 0thers ma1nta1n that the 1east approprlate type of 1nfor—

mation-is forma] test data.
LI. All agree that "va1u1ng" is a part of the eva]uat1on process.

-A. Some maintain that~1t is the role of ﬁhe»evafjator to

i~ \

Value : J

- .

R B. , Others maintain that ﬁt is the'role of thé eva]uator to
assist decision makers in c]ar1fy1ng their’ va]ues
111. Af] agree that eva]uatlohftakes place within a pol1t1ca1
setting. ) /
A.- Some-maihtajn that the evaluator mugt'be pure of heart
(mind, soul, and hodx) and simp]y.present his findings

1

and not be influenced by the po]1t1ca1 system

B. ﬁ?ther ‘malnta1n that the eva1uators must be cognizant of
and wo k\w1th1n the potitical system

Iv. Al agree tha eva]uators should look at the outcomes of

programs. . o . -7 ’ )
i A.  Some mainté}n that the outcomes -examined should be_re]ated
) to the objetfives.prqposed. ‘ /
N
B. Others maintain that-the outcomes should be examined

without prior knowledge or objectives.
% . ] A
V. Al ga}ee that evaluators must have expertise.
A Some maintain that technical sophisticaticr o *he
z/g,,gfl hallmark of expertise in dan evaine
’\ o . , )

4

’ "'7
a5 ;o




- : | : L

ya

B. Others maintain that expertise is instead an understanding
of instructienal programs and organizational dynamics.

VI. All agree that evaluation reportihg should occur (and that's

about all we can say that all agree on).

-

A’ Some maintain that reporting should be a complete, unbiased
technical .presentation of facts.

B. Others maintain that repoytiﬁg shoutd be from a multiple

0

« .
source on. an advocacy basis.

o . »

C. ' Some maintain that written reporting is the most important ..,
D. * Others maintaih/that verbal/informal reporting is 'the ‘

fost »important.

¥ ) ) ! ) /\ '
The theoretical. literature on the role of the evaluator presents a-

E

yast dfversity of views which may make it a fruitTeSs effort to discuss

. this changing role b;sed on any ideal description. Let us in§tead,

- retreat from the ideal "theoretical evaluator" to a view of the "common
man" evaluator as he acﬁua]]y functions (and nonafuéctions) in the real
WO{1E, with all his strengths, weaknesses, desires, -and hangups. I'm
afraid that with that last addendé, 1've bitten off more than ? can

chew, but let's at least take a crack at beginning the ekaminayion of
. . P . »

the evaluator. To do this, let.-us first consider the extent fo which
sh ' : - ’ ,/' .

power .is an_influence in the role of the evaluator..

{ : " -

EVALUATORS AND POWER .

LY
<, : .
}

First of all, evaluators are people, and their performancénas
people is subject to all of the rules, that we Fnow Covernng huidn

behavior. While thinking over this section of the speech. Dowas attenpting
- ,/ £

. . ¢ .
= . Ty ,’i»‘ . e E
o ”¢%@ oo |
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to find an old adage (are there such th1ngs as "new adaqes?“) whfch
, a1ght fit this current sltuatwqq lThe first thought toﬁcome to my mind
was the'saying "power .corrupts; abso]ute power corrupts abso]ute]y

The ro]e of the evaluator is somet1mes ak1n to the s1tuat1pn Just descr1bed

-

(The eva]uator by v1rtue of his/her pos1t1on is p]aced in a pos1t1on

. that carries enormous potent1a1 fgm power--proqrams wv41 be funded

-

1ncreased decreased personnel will be h]red and f1red, adm1n1strators
ba d

will grbw 1n 1mportance as the1r adm1n1strat1ve domain increases or
’ ' (m (
a]ternatwve]y have their power fade as the s1ze of the1r domain oontracti )

v ¥

Sometlmes, however, 1t doesn't work out that way and a-more appropr1ate

-

adage prescribing the eva]uator S ro]e mwght be- "lack of powe< when you .< .

)thought you had it,»or ought to hawve had it, frustrates. .(Aha, a new -,

adage) . Sometimes, the evaluator only th1nks he has power and in his- .

r

behav1or acts under the assumption that peopﬂe are yjsten1ng and w111 ink -
. some way‘}n1t1ate act1on and make ‘decisions based uponqghe eva]uat1on
//?report Such stuff is. the fodder for frustrat1on o :‘ L

‘The po1nt to be made of a]] of th1s is that evaluators are v1ewed

o S
as hav1ng power or gotent1a]1x hav1ng power (w1th this view sonet1me

only be1ng he]d on]y by the evaluator hlmself)3 Power. Does th value’

-

rea]Ty view his ro]e as one of power? Surely, the presuﬁption on the_ . ;ﬁ
P K- J
part of eva]uators that “their recommendat1ons w1g1 be acted upon . that ’
N . L5
the. results of the1r evaluation findings .. « be ' »rporaccd i. the
' 4 AN

decision process, sure1y the disappointment by evaluators in instarc®s
where ‘their reports do not have greater impact upon decision making are

“all manifestations of the anticipation and éxpectation that the evaluator
. , \ )

.-
is in a power position.
e !

One.pnésible way of changing the role of evaluators i -the removal




. s
, ¢ R . ) D' ) 'S X
) of(i)owerJ actudl or perceived. MNow what are [the implications of this ,
. P . - - . ) -
statement in terms‘of the role -and func%ibn of eva]uators? Let me

’ . .
.

descr1be three of -them? r’ff’hhe va1u1ng respons1b|11ty, Zﬁ the reporting
respons1b111ty,;3) the techn1ca] respops1b111ty ' ”
4 .

I's

The Va]uing Responsibility

4 ’ ‘ ' r
#, As prev1ously noted, there is no comp]ete agreement on the extent
-9 ~ \

to which the evaluator has the - respons1b]11ty for mak1ng independent Loy

iva1u8t1ve judgments on the data and 1nfoxmat1on collected. There are>
¢ e ’ - ,
some-who feel that as an independent expert, it is his responsibility to -

bring his own vaﬂues andfjugéments to play in interpreting data. There
_ \7 Aen
are’ others, I. among them, who maintain that the eva]uators ro]e is

\ .

he1p1ng to clarify the/éa]ue Judgments and va]ue bases of those respons1b1e

.

_,for operatlng the program, part1c1pat1ng in 1t or in other ways affected

.

by” it : ! "% . A °
The r 1e deflnltlon that accords the eva]uator the respons1b111ty'
of” invoking his persona] va]ue system to choose wh1ch data will be '
collected aoout programs 1s a great source of power (actua] or- perce1ved)
Somet1mes ghﬁkother aspects of the eva]uator s role, 1nc1ud1ng the
context in which he f1nds h1mse1f are suff1c1ent1y forceful that they
) a]]qy the eva]uat?r S va]ues--1 e. h1s/her choice of what to 100K at——to
be accepted and" the concom1tant resu]ts and reconmmndat1bns of the N ‘,L

eva]uat1on to be accepted More frequent]y, though the va1u1ng act1v1t1es

of theweva1uator form the rLJor'bas1s for d1<pute of évaluation reports

and subsequent non- attention to and 1nactlon on the f1nd1ngs of the (o
. . W A
evaluation. T : ;
One thing is clear, and that is if we are fo vemove the power o
P - ’ BN
Uy
5,. .

¥

./“

~,



. “ /\ . .
percept1on ‘of power from the hands of the eva1uator c]early both aspects{
o o
. of the va1u1ng funct1on must be removed as legitimate ro]es of evaluators

¢

]

[ 4

S - 1 o )

. \ ‘h>o \ " . Vd
The”Reporting Function - e o
. ¥ . v \ -
. wh11e one of|&he maJor sdurces of power of the évaluitor 1s the

v va1u1ng funct1on, perhaps an even greater source of power (or perceived: -

power) emanates from the report1ng func§1on The' eva\uator, after all,
y

+i1s 1in many ways ana1agous to the schoo1\1nspectors -of many Euvropean
/-

e
sghoo] systems. These peop]e go around from sGhoo]Qto school in various </
”/parts of the system and "1nspect " In essence their fun jon is to make -

evatuatrve Judgments about the schop] and it's qua]1ty in terms'of'

~G

{ ,
g prescribed wr1tten standards and in many 1n§tances in terms of the1r own" '

conception (the1r own ‘value Judgments) about what a qua]ity schoo]?

G \.
should look like. \{Qese are positions of power held by people in essence

performing eanAat funct1ons. The power in 1arge part der1ves froms

the re5ponsib111ty to report Th1s respons1b111ty always re]ates to

another agency, or to a _higher 1eve1 of government, where action at the s
h1gher 1eve1s or other agenc1es may be taken based upon the eva]uatJon - <\
1nformatlon reported It is c]ear1y an 1nstance of eva]uator powéC ‘ On ®

the cont1nuum\prev1ous1y descr1bed, rang1ng from corrupt1on to fr-ustrat1on,,]/‘A

« -

T would venture to say that the traditional school 1nspe;ior is far more

——

" toward ‘the corrupt1on end of the continuum than the frus ation énd..
A similar kind of reporting ro]e exists in many of the funct1ons
~ that evaluators perform in th1s country tod/y E1then they are report1ng :

to another agency with the 11k11hood that ‘subsequent fund1ng might "be
" witheld (a]though we know that this does not usually hapje or the

Y »
evaluator is reporting to a h1g@ level of the school d1str1ct s orqantzatidn - -
. - // g . . '

Q.
-




A

w1th all. 1nd1v1dﬁals and part1c1pants adm1n1strat1ve1y 1ocated below

- _;that level cons1dered as éfa1r game" for his’ evaluat1ve Judqment crlthues,
. . . S

kudos and outright dritigisms. N

Somet1mes, eva]uators are asked to occupy a dua] role, aqrole as
member of the project staff who prov1des 1nformat1on towards internal =~ .

program mod1f1cat1ons during program operat1on and s1mu1tane0usly the :
o I e
role of externa] Judge, va]uer, and Fbporter In a menograph that I d1d

’severa] yea/ﬁ ago, (Evaluation and Dectsion. Mak1ng_ The Title Vi1 - =

Exger1enc e), I d1scussed this problem in terms of the ro]e amb1gu1ty and

conf]ict “that T1t1e VTI eva]uators face in. the1r dual respons1b111ty of

L’
,meet1ng 1oca1 information needs and report1ng ”unblased" resufts to the

—

"~ federal. agency “Ine that study, my co]]eagues and I found that the

‘.

‘. =eva1uat1on resu]ts hadrno 1mpact upon federa] dec151ons re]ated to
; ‘ < !

prOJects We’ a]so fdund that those evaluation s1tuat1ons 1n which the
4

local decxfdon makers v1ewed the eva]uat10n as be1ng usefu]‘and hav1hg
N .
1mpact upon mod1f1cat1ons in program tended to be hlgh1y re]ated gp
¢

situatiqns where eva]uatd?s had apparent]y abrogated (or made 119hi of)

Aa

Vlgheir federal reporting re§pon§ibility'and had instead focu d most
heavily on théir hithin project:eia]uation role. T ' o
Why do eva]uatdrs need to have the exiernaﬂ-reperting (esponsipility
.at all? 1 suppose we cou]d think of iwdgboss1b1e fungt1ons\f9< evaluation
R repdrting' 1) program 1mpnovement, and 2) accountab1]1ty Let"s ook
for a mqment at the program 1mprovement quectlon The‘literature of
eyaTuation is replete with art1c1es decrying the non utilization of
eva]gatjon information in program decision making. Usually’ these\articles

are written by evaluators whose expectations of power and influence ted
5

them to bel1ewé,that people would pay heed to their cogent advice. -The

V- 4 .
_) ' -
- ’ l A
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schoo] azn‘ﬁ’ztrators are surpmsnﬂ’g]y eager to echo the cry of the.
d

\. “ &- .
frustratfd évaluators that evaluat1on makes 1o dlfference (Th1nk1ng

~ perhaps that 1f we ve got those guys—~the eva]uators—-on thé Pun, why

. not keep them there7 Maybe 1t wou]d be helpful to get them off our

~

]
bécks ) If eva{%at1on report1ng as it is, current]y structured has such
W
small impact on progra@’decisions anq'program improvement, then of what
use is it? o

t

The second poss1b1e reason for‘;vajuatwon reporting is that of

b

,accountab111ty It s c]ear that evaluator's. aﬂﬁthe.r ro]e is current]y

def1ned are\gpabﬂe to fulfill s1mu1taneous1y th "1nformat1on seurce. of
Gs l) »

program 1mprovement” ro]e 6nd the "agent of the forces oF account&blllty

rl.

role, {The accountab111ty ro]e acts as-.an 1mped1ment tQ the program ’
1mprovement ro1e because accountab111ty carr1es with 1t power or the :41
phesumpt1on of power. I believe that pr@é?am 1mprovement thr1vés best
’ where 1nformat1oh f]ow s nonzth eaten1ng, [ believe that program - ;

~ < : g
1mprovement thrives best' when’ the agent respons1b1e for reportﬁng is <
] o f

. e
. d1fferent froﬁ the agent prov1d1ng-1nformat1on dnd counse11ng We have

<
, l?ng recognized this pr1nc1p1e (h pub11c h1gh@schools by separat1ng the,
functions of attendance off1cer or Dean of Students from the ro]e of l‘;

‘ . o>

R

class counse]or Ene person has the respons1b111ty of reportgng, mon1tor—

. 1ng, bbta1n1ng c0mp1]ance, the other_has the role of counse11ng, aggregat-
: \ w

s 1ng 1nformat1on prov1d1ng data—ﬁon co]]eges, on JObS, etc

N
It is c]ear to me that at the heart of”, eva]uat1on is the prov1s10n

e

. of 1nformat1on for actions for dec1s1on making, for grogram 1mprovepent

{+
To atta1n that\pos1t10n, I be11eve that the reportlng funct10n,hthe

>
source of potential thréatening power, needs to be deleted from the

rvaluative role. i \ ’ » }}i .
’ ' Lo, " , '

Q ) ) ‘ ™ o ‘
« . ) :‘l" . ' Y
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external agency or to higher eché{ons within the same administrative

organ]zat}on, and we do not need tu havp evaluators have free rean on

1.

[} Ay
the use of their technical expertise. If we do-away. u1th all of these
. . ’ L
> things perhaps 1ts best to conceive of & new volo for evaluators-- ’
obsolescence. for if ve are to deving, a nzw evaluative role free of oo
& g .
~ N - ) . @ .
©powier, oF th2 app2aranco ) pouns 0F @van 0f seil-poCipiions Oy power
, o |
then why car o with it che amocion tingad Zicis o’ Tevalucior.” ltke
5\\\\2:a \H]tU(d} baggade 7u,.1 ait by the now immiavanis o this country wio
b came Americanizoed, pevhaps w2 oo can disce o E T TaNgUEgE; Tagopt e s
a new nam:z, and-let the title "evaluator” quidtly Tade into the past. 2

s

Acnieving Obsolescence

And now lei us consider the steps necassary [or achieving the

obsolescent statz 7or zsaluators.  As.ue gradually phase outlevaluators
B ’ ' - . . 4

{wihat on ecacth-am @ doiag? Con’t I know that I teach in a training
program {or cducational svaluators? ) NOHO{HNIO‘? tot me continuwe. (1

! .

[

say citis condidently Faowiug voilowell e natere of my speculative

{

idz2as and the e¢bsoiute unliklinoofl that the burcaucratic system could
act on these suygesiion ooy less time than the 20 or 25 years 1 have

botore retivement aif, the university.) To continue, let us consider the

creation i g new position, a new protossional position in which the
oo L N : —
occupant docn not have the respons th1l|ty Tor Erablishing personal or

extornal van

prefoventes in Judging data ‘\(> ys establish ¢ new role ¢
: hY

. _ .

in which the occupant does not have the responaibility for reporting Lo

Loother agencie, 0i 0o other levels within the came agency.  Let us establish

A new protecciond] position in ouhich the indiyiduel 1o diszsuaded tron

w,ineg hia

—

-

cchntial evpertise as o means o atbaiaimg b own sdesired

’
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



.. . . . Y
L4 B . . . . v P

- . -~

v and preferred preferences on program opeuat1on, but instead recogn1zo%
K

the ﬁécess1ty uf somet ime sett11nq for. less: ‘than L(Chnltal excel]ence

Lvt s call” this new ro]e/functlun/parson an xnfuvmdtlun &pe(1a11st and
cons1der huu or her 45 a mcmbu/ of the project or,prdgram‘team; responsibie
for satisfying the informatioa needs of the project

Uhat would the informating soecialich da? Goe fanoritont Tunciion

i thar of progran cla 111

R A S

~ . .
As an individual respensinle o wakiag
suggesiions avoul che means Of wzasuring o ibaomenld of program

)J) E*C Y \_jé;(;___, S'TD]E’ Fo3re e 56 mgeqd o

~

solution sirategies of o program have been tmplemented, fhe impovtdant -

role of program clarifier emerges. Perhaps you might think that as we
have described it, the appropriate description for the role is "devils

.
s

advocate” but it goes far teyond thot. In his role as program ciarifiel
the information speciclice witl ask questiuns such as:  "What are we

ceally trying to de?"  "Do we went to be nzld accountable for that?"

ST I Fvunytﬁmneym’v? Y PL7 or, mora acnerally, "How wirl we
La0v Jnschc;.“?ﬁ “hat do e mzan by. 0?7 Mihas «@Jructﬁﬁif tics wi'll,
/
L present in ordar o observe.. . ?" And, onornaps che mosi importard
question of all "do we really plan to do thai?" o
red
A socond funcoron of the information specialisi is that of information
structurinag. o This person would be responsible o devising the forms,

.
solecting the iescs and construcuingother Tnstrumenas for the acquisition

4 . . .

oi.datay a1l ta be presented to bvroject colleaques for thers acceplance
) 14

and agrecment g, Lo ouhethor the insivuments  aptuce fhe ensence of what

vias o intendoed,

t.
{
A Uhied funci con of bhe Jniormat ton spes talis Lhat oi intormation
7
dequa st on, This anc lades momitoving of programs n aceordance v th
O . 11
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agreed upon instruménts in order to gat@er systematic data on the-extent
to which the programs have been imp]gmented in the pre-determined manner

X 1 : ' - . "'
oy what they 1ook 11kem—p1an or. no plan. Some»informati&n to be acquired.

js. of a‘moie forma« var1ety and Lhe acqu1\1 ion pro<es» enLa115 the

n°C€§S1Lj of adm4n1sue,1nq IOsz: tests. A1l of this s dgne with the

concurrence and prior agrecmﬂeﬁ af fellow project members, because this

creed upon function Yoy tne information specialist.

v
Vo
=
[§))

v

A further activity for this person is &3 informagion provider. In

‘this role the speciaiist may have co perform analysis of certain of che

data co1lected, prepare charts cab]es. or in other ways clarify the "~

meaning of the results. (Somz 1nformation, for example, the program

implementation monitoring data, would undoubtediy pe provided 1n a more

N . [ . ' .
s informal manner to project staff during thescourse of the project--such
o .
as dur1ng staff meef1ng5/)

!ﬂ

A final ro]o of the information 3D8C1c‘15t 1s as ﬁggbgjca] assistant. .

—
—

this r01@ the ﬁnformatjdn specia]ist brings his techriical expertise
in the arzas of research 3e51gn, SIdL15LlC§ measureanent, etc. to bea&

i
‘

S
41

on the problems and requirements of the project. The specialist may L.

4150 do literature searches, pilot tests, etc. The information speciaiist' .
i a resource person available to tell his fellow ataff members what 13

PO ] -
technically most correct but recognizing the possibildity” (indeed prongi]ity)
that‘€6ngernﬂ over program relevance, goncerns over lnformdtiog reaevance

For decision making can, supercede technical consi@erafions.

In this model of program evaluation, values are determined by the
administrative staft, ork$koferah1y b; the tota\ project personnel:. In
this model, reparting of project Qttainmvdt, Succens. modifications,

it /

/ io done by the project adminis frator or statit (For after all. we

| -2 . |
Q 1 (
ERIC
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_are far more concerned about withi. .taff initiai~d program change based

upon systematically gather. “rmation than we are with external

"reporting of project pgrformance based upon veporiing formats dévised‘

. ) . X . N , @ d
elsewhere and generally not~fﬁund to be meaningful te project personnel. )
. Tt o . -

v, e

Beyond Obsolescence -

Now thet 1 have succeeded in‘cr=ating a/mbdeE ANiCh makes e

aveluaior role obsolete, let mz consider the implications of this

;
L7

action. [ have éxaminad the role of the information specialist. In
b

esgence, this role places the emphasj$ on project self-evaluation and
g .

' . . & -
reconstructs the evaluator vole 19%6 an ‘information specialist who 1s a

/

part of the project team which s engaged in self-evaluation. [ would

- / EN

maintain that‘ihis is a scancé more consistent wWith the liklihcod of
aizaining prograin change.

I recently came acir0ss a ook entitled Enhancing #Motivation by
Zichard Dé(hnrma,‘ Hhile his oo iSﬂLh& céaﬂsroom?,the Leacher,\and
studenis, noneinaless the.ana!ogy or .the Qo?qt ne makes s2ems Lo me Mose
vappropriate in the consideration of a re&ef%ned role for evaluators.
JeCharms maintaipﬁ:ﬁhut the greatest motivation is attained by students
- unen they function &

s their own evaluators--when self-evaluation takes

lace.
prta X \

In fact, Self—évgﬁuation occurs in all sityations. We are constantly
aware, ‘as individuals, of our status, of our achievements, of our

Artginments and we place value judgments on Lne extentxgo which we
N " N ..1‘

, i . L
consider those altainments satisfactory. When a student n a cTassroon
. g ¢ B

ets an 885 on a teacher made tesl, he may view that as either a magnificent

Aohevement or 4 micerable failure dependant upon his own o value trameworl

2

. ‘1 | EEE o |
ERIC '
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y conception- of who hs 4hat he is capablie of, and probably
'S own aspirafions as we : 1

P To some extent the way in which a sLudent v1ews a piece of evaluat1ve

P

data (such as a test score or % correct on a test) is °set for him by
the,eveduative statementsvmade bi the teacher. Thus when the teacher
ro says -"over 85% is an A on this tesi,” students will tend to view the

dété item in a morerfavbrable 3j§b%. To some extent'the student 1is

removed from acti&e participation in makiné é judgmeht abeut the extent

to which the performance was .satisfactory bgcause the valuing has already
“peendone - for him: - DeCharms- maintains’ that. greater student involvement —
in the valuing process, the establishment of one's own goals, andlthe
determination of_standards of -expectation lead to greater committment by
the student and greater motivation. -
- It seems to me that this is analogous to the situation we face in

school districts where programs are being evaluated. Let us consider

V/

for example, compensatory education programs in twWo hypothetlcae California
sk%oo?se (Now you better listen carefully, because 1'm going to test

you on it in a féw minuces.) In ?he Mebster school, an‘externa{Aevaluatqr
has been hired to prov1de the evaluation of the program. He came on the

&

5 oscene in pErhaps September or October, was provided with the A127 plan

the school and wWas asic v .de angyndication of the evaluation
. N F

’

ived during the CQU@SQ of the school year.
o Jn , ‘kv',,) ’
“ﬁﬁg the program plan has a sectlon in which evaluation instruments

e - d
v dre def1ned ' but'due to. prev1ous bad advice , many of these are inappropriate

B

£
for the obJectlveS. Moreover there are a number of places within the.
plan which indicate that there will be a site developed instrument. The
’ evaluator comes in, he's asked by:project personnel to provide the

14
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necessary advice. #He accepts the plan at face value and makes, some
. /

3

recommendations as to instruments that might be#5§ed.*‘rn seyeral cases
in: wh1ch he feels no ex1st1ng instrument is appropr1dte, he dev1ses a
measure for use’ by the prOJeCL penébnnel (Perhaps ®his méasure is for

an obJect1ve 1n one of the more amorphous areas, like pd.en participa- .
Ry

°tion or health aux11iary.) The project eva]uacpr then c0ﬂ(ucts system-

%

t1c observac1ons in che c1assrooms, and meets u»th schoo] personnel in

order {o conduCt the process evaluatTOn “He views th1ngs go1ng on in
&

the c]assrocm he notes problem’ areas’, he recogn1zes needs that are not

i bering- met, and wr1te3 a process eva1uatlon report to the school, certain-

-

ly with a copy to the district office. Tp1s report not on1y comments on

-0

the extent to which the stated solut}on strategies were 1mplemented but
in some. 1nstances po1nts out problem’ areas that, the evaluator feels are

approprﬁate to ment1dn 1 perhaps these were solution strategies not i

(,;

Jisted in Lhe plan’ b&t which seemed to make senSe, pernaps they were

aspects of a program that the evaluator feels are & part of "good" .
education (e.g., suificient individualizatioﬂ); The .report is reeeived
by program personnel who for the most part are not bhi]dsophica*
commifted to what the evaluator hac { to say. The ndtions

are his values, the standards of acceptability have been estabi at”

a level beyond their involvement. Naturally they do not Qant to

antaqon1ze him (pr1mar11y because he will be writing a final repe£$

the end of the year). Natura11y they do not want to look bad in the

!
\.

eyes of the district officg br to present a negative image to their

school advisory council. _Thus,l%he principal, the project administrd;
tor, if one exists, and to a lesser extent other professiona}\personnel

in the school nod their collective heads affirmatively and pay

15 ,;-;-1' ;



‘that he feels are inappropriate for

‘1ip seérvice to the implementatjon of the suggestions presented in the-
: process evaluation report The moge of the day 1s/oomp1iance, but

.comﬁl1ance is not committment.

A

- Continuing on with our d, our evaluator proceeds through the:

year, considers the evaluation tests that are scheduled to be given near

the end of the academic year, and in |some instances he .notes measures
3353ri”9 the objective. In other
instances he's not totally satisfied with the measure that's been'selected
in terms of its comprehensi $S and‘in some cases he just simpiy feels
there are aspects of prog am. operat1on that it is important to know ',2
S mething about that are\q t refﬁected in the measires that have been

4

_spe 1f1ed in the Al27 form. And so he presents a list-of additional

measures to be co]lected d&d1t1ona1 instruments to be administered near

1 -
_the end og the academic year. The data collection takes place, the

evaluator doe$ his analyses and in addition to preparipé‘the.eva]uation:

N

.

report for the State, he prepares a sumwo#" - ' ~‘rooort;for fhev
school and the district. Th» vop 90, dnd fo{
qost part they don't understand the irés or why they were selected

1
ur what they have to do with their progi ... and besides .that its pretty

near the end of the year and $heve isn't too much. that any one can say
right now. So the report geg% f11ed away in one of the drawers in the
principals desk” and everyone says, "Gee its sure nice that vacation time

is here. You know maybe we ought to do,somet%ing about improving our

program. We don't quite know what but let's put that off and we'll talk

'about tt next September.?

Consider a second schooh the Merr1am school. Let's assume trat at

e

rh1s school an 1nformat1on spec1al1st is appointed instead of an ovnluator.

6 {0
Yhoo
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Now, you haxe to make the dec1s1on as to whether you want to appeint
!
someone from within the sch064 to th1s role, perhaps someone .from the

district off1ce or possibly even an Sutside con&ﬁ?&ant who you m1ght

" previously have hired as an_eva]uator You th1nk ab0ut 1t Nh1ch ‘one
of these do you want to hire? Uh1ch of these do.you want to appo1nt as
"information soec1a11sx for the Merriam school. _ Pick one. First, we' 1{3 %'

- ne d to" be sure Lhat whoever you p1cked is aware of and understahbs the -
funttion of an information specialist. Then, we "1 have to be sure that

that person has the appropriate technical skills. &

N " Now, here is the test.that 1 promised you a few moments ago. Think

>,

abouE\&he act1v1t1es that went on at the Nebster schoo] and consider the

-

role and function of the 1nf0rmat1on spec1a11st as 1 descr1bed them to

you earlier.  (Program clarifier, infor tion acquirer, information

S

structurer, informatios; ‘der, technical assistc...., [ want each of S

you to think for a momenc and write ‘the next m1nute of my speech in your;
]\

0wn mind describing how the information specialist, whether prOJect
internal, district or external, whichever you happéhed to select, how
the information specialist would operate in faci1itating self-

eva]uat1on
Now, let's hear from some of y@u as to what your 1nformat1on

%%ecia]ist did (facsimile comments from audience including clarification
G

of goals and obJect1ves of program, more precise and understandable
I

statement and so]ut1on strategies, measurehent instruments desf@hed by

QrOJect staff per technical assistance from information spec1a?¥st ®
co]1e§t1on of data, ana]ys1s of data, d1scuss1on by project staff of the
ﬁeaning of the results, with technical assistance from informafion

specialists so that droup midht write the evaluation report-+ teh special

permission of SDE).

17 L«’ A:
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‘Some_Loose Ends o : ) . .

A1l of th1s hypothet1ca1 d1scuss10n, the crqated/obsolez7pnce of
‘the evaluator and the def1n1tion of a new profess1ona1 posit on as

.Joose ends. [ will

information spec1a1rst I am sure has left som&}
attend to some of these, butyf1rst 1et me brig2fly summarize. Ear11er 1n
this d1scu§§1on 1:focused on the need to dev1se a bettek mochan1sm for
proViding'informd€¥on for pzqgram improvemenﬁ. I maintained .that this oo
ds thé propervand appropriate ro{e fok,eValugtibn and that perﬁgpsfthé ‘.'%

A

ambiguiXy assoéjated with functions of the evaluator, themprob1ems~
N .

associated witfi evaluator power, the appearance of power, or the self-
. _- S 9 ~
perception of power, as wali as uac sgmawha. ainted image of %Waluators,'

all made it_benefitial to do away with evaluators ‘and create.a né@
position for the person perfg%yihg some of the functions of ?roviding
information for program seff:'ug]uation. ’I'd also noted that another
apparent function of evaluation, in addition to the provision of irformation
for program 1mprovement is the provision of information for accountab111ty
purposes. }t was my view that f% vias 51mp1y not poss1b1e for the same
individual to fu1f111 both functions sdmultaneously. In fact, I pointed.
to a study that [ have completed that demonstrated this particelar role
ambiguity and;discﬁssed some of the implications of it.

" Thus., fn focusing on the function of providing ‘information for
program improvément, for program decision making, we have apparently
left an enormous void related to the evaluator's function of-acc0ubg— Y

e WO . ‘ v

‘ abi]ityq\?gl'm qot SO sure that such a void really exists.) with‘eva}uation T
defined as gmphésizing self-evaluation and é@p]oyindﬁkhe servigbs‘bf an

1nformat1onﬁspec1al1st, it would seem to me that the external audilt

function would grow in lmportanco. The people 1n the, Reseavch and



v

s

. . : T -
8, . ' ' . K
. ) , 4
.

Evaluation Unit of Los Angeles County écnoofs, who nave-pioneered"the

-
v

" broad sc§ﬁé i@plementatign of audif'prOQedures, kpow that the conduct of

B

"~ an audit and the conduct of -an evaluation are quite different functions.

The amount of time consumed in typical evaluat1ons as we now kriow them

¥ substant1a11y g%eat r than what is requ1red in dﬁﬁﬁéd1t and a good

K. 43

deéﬁ less appropr1ate QO the. accountab1 ity funct1on Evaluation, even
\

when done best is noc as appropr1ate for the determination of comp11ance,

and the ver1f1cat1on.&£ results as is the audit procedure. Thus, the

\\/
1n1t1at1on of self- evaluat1on procedures and the chang1ng ro]e of the

evaluator- @bsolesce ce, would s1mp1y require .a greater emphas1s on
P

_periodic aud1ts f programs. And’what would those aud1ts Took 11ke? In

large part that would need to be determ1ned by(the information requirements
of the agency asking for the audit. 1 be11eve that traditional not10ns

of ﬁ%e audit that are tied to, traditional not10ns about tre evaluat1on

RN

¥

might very well go, by the wayside and be rep]aced by audits that are-
quite different than we now conduct them. /S

Another loose end, g1ven this d]fferentrconcept1on of evaluation,

is that there w0u1d be the necessity for restructuring re ort requirements

\
\ ,/

of externally funded programs, If the focus is on self-e aluation, the

=

1mp11cat1on is that when the progect staff is engaged in the process of
systemat1c self- evd&uat1on us1ng procedures that they understand, then

\

they are most likely t/ use that evaluative “information in making program
changes that are meaningful. »

Some might maintain that the reporting procedures, program nlan,
and other such things of a particu]ar_externa]]y funded program (s@ate

or " federal) q;e;systematic,;gﬁe_conceptual]y sequential, and do provide

“a mechanism for praogram understanding. Let me notAquan}el with these

¢

. 19
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assert1ons and 1et me agree thd‘t each of these documents, reports

format,‘etc. was conceived of in a systemat1c way andtrepresents an
& appropr1ate prob]em so]v1ng/program improvement methodo1ogy The pro;;;g;”//

becomes the trans]at1on of these procédures to peop1e in the f1e1d wh ‘

are Taced Mﬁth “the necess1ty of filling them out Unfortunate]y most

0
people in school districts do not view the procedure as a systemat1c

sequence of events to be aocomp11shed 1h order .to obtain program undei -

4

., standing and u]trmate1y program 1mprovement Instead, thj%/see a steady-
parade of forms f111ng fa1thfu11y past thegr desk, -and d?hand1ng to be

hand4ed properly. Qpe learns the sequence, learns the thlngs that one

>

“has to do, and’consequéht\y the process become§ v1ewed by préject

personnel as something external to them that they comp]y w1th but are

2

\/
not comm]tted to, wh1ch is” "the State" but is not "us."

[

sche\e should in' some uay demonstrate that projects are engag1ng in
self- monltor1n9 self-clarifying, self- acqu1s1t1on of information, and
se]f correction. In short, self- evaluat1on 1§)what is hopefully atta1ned
And what the externa] agency should want to have reported to,ﬁt is not

how weuq the program did, nor how well the program was 1mp1e;Ehted but
instead is how we]] the project began the process of understanding what
it hoped to accomplish, how well the prOJect jdentified and recogn1zed
aspects of the program that they were uncomfortable with and how We]]

- the\prOJect responded to its .own feedback information in making self-

_ correct1ons Th1s kind of eva]uat1on report focusing on the power of

_self-evaluation, must be oriented towards capturing evidence that the
self-evaluation process is taking place. Thas‘k1nd of self-evaluation

- : o N

reporting is far more iAportant thdn the reporting of the Gutcomes of

. P )
Cr the program to external agencies.
", d
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And that iy my message for teday.
St v_ . - .

“ Remember when I bégan this speech I fofﬁade %pu fvom app]audin§

w11d1y, stand1ng up,,stamplng your feet etc.? Now, 1et me rémove'that

5

prohib1t10n and close w1th the- conment that "I propose that we create a

a

ﬁew pos1t1on of 1nformat1on spec1a11st and do away w1th the*role of

evaluator.” : < W , N f
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