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) " The Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE) is a university-based
o0 research and development center established iM 1966 by the De-
partment of Health. Education. and Weilfare. 9e mission of the

BCemer has been to conduct research. development, training. and

» " dissemination activities for the purpose of improving the planning

< and evaluation of education and other social action pgograms.
s More specifically. CSE eictivi}i‘es include: guidance for €ducators

- and researchers in the areas of tests and measures and in educa*
A . tional decision making: development of easy to use evaluation pro-
: cedures and materials in the form of manuals. workshops and Kits;
and evaluation of projects for federal. state. focal. and university
agencies requesting technical assistance in evaluation. The work
of CSE during its first decade has clarified the ways in which sys-
tematic evaluation can be helpful in the improvement of many

‘ . kinds qf programs.

Information about’ CSE and its publications may be obtained by

writing to ) -
c . s
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Director. Pubtic Information

Center for the Study of Evaluation
UCLA Graduate School of Education
Los Angeles. Cahfornia 90024 ‘ E
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o \ o CTHE TITLE OF THIS S_PEECH,IS...1 S .
s . ‘ . [ . . : , y -
o \ oo R o /’ ) ‘ .
N \ e Marvin C. Alkin - : .
oo '
- The t1t1e of this speech is: ;kchdose one)
: ,\ - . a) Why Evaluations Don't Work .
a pJ' Confessions of an EWaluation Sinner
. n)c), Test1m0n1a1 of a Tw1cerborn Eva1uat0r R
| . Lo
d) A Descr1pt10n bf the 3 D]mens10ns of a
* 7 . Vo : ‘ Context—0r1ented Eva]datToanatrTx f' _ ' , . .
' _m‘ P l e) Mnsindland;Mutterings of a Midd]e-agedgu
. ‘(Moderate]x-M1dd1e-aged) Eva]uatoh v;§’
[ used to th1nk(§any th1ngs that,I no 1onger believe. I believed ‘things
about niy pHys1ca] ab111t1esp T be11eved th1ngs about the extent to wh1ch I
' cou]d dr1ve myself to further ach1evements -1 be11eved thlngs about the
extent to w 1ch certain k1nds of accomplishments were 1mportant to me.
- A_Perhaps even I believed th1ngs abog;)my sexual magnetism. And’ there were b

other’ be11efs Many of them afso haye ‘been d1spe11ed partially as a funct1on

. (I expect) of the aging process

v

. ' Some of: the things that I be11eved about eva]uat1on have alsd been .7

. mod1i fited. PLrhaps ten years ago, when I'1eft my other disciplinary endeavors. K
i K ' . ‘é .
in\Education\and became "born""as an eva]uator I surveyed the field, noted

1Keynote speech presented at the annual meet1ng of the California
Educat1ona1 Research Assoc1at1on, Burlingame CA, November 18, 1976.

: T
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thé extent to which thére were so maﬁy;m;sguided practitionérs: and'd%cided ,
that knowledge by me gf the “"true" way of eva]uation‘and“pérspna]ppécﬁic;f: ;
of the "right" way of eva]ﬁatinn were not in and of themse]ves'éuffic}ent;

~ Indeed, what was necessary was a massive missionary effort at cgnQert%ng>the

. . I3
’\" N - . . . . . - ’
heathens (and assorted other misqguided 1nd1v1dua1s) to what I cglled the true

..+ religion, "decision-oriented evaluation."

I felt then that there was c]eér1y a need to dqhsomething about miscon- s

‘Ceptions of evaluationi l=looked around, and saw the'host of misguided

© evaluators. IR . -

’
o "

. - Look dt them, 105k'at them,: thought I, glancing-at the host of researchers;.
~préj'tending‘-tdbe evaluatdrs. Don't they know, don't they Know fhat research

2

is not evalyation? : o L
. - .

Webster says (dictionary Websteh)_that research is "studious
inquiryp wusually a critical and éxhaustiVe 1nVéStigation or experimentation,
having for its aim the revision of accepted.conclusidns’in the light of newly

distovered fatts." And, oh how 1 hammergd dt that. Expefimehtation? Was :

evaluation experimentation? Was the aimYof evalpation simply the revision of

accepted conclusions? Certainly, evaluation _had as its goal something other
c ’ than adding to the body of.scientific know}fdge. Surely evaluation had as
. , ‘ y o el

its aim something other than discovering-additional insights into the nature

df an énpity based upon  incontrovertible evid%pce. Clearly evé]yati?n is
diffefg t from research.‘ Clearly evaluation meant more than (or\Jes; than~~ "
deéndg:g upon~your bias) the accumulation of research f{ndings. : |
But I felt that this was understood. The distinction.between evaluation
and research'wax fairly broadly accggzed. ‘The'MGssaqe was that research con-

ditions are nob~&{ways possiblesgnd that research conditions may nc wver
b

- 2 u'

, - /
- ' | , .- ‘;ﬁ
/ . . }
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‘ most abprdpriate in the conduct of evaluations 1n“rea1 world program settings.
. Schoo]s are not 1aborator1es, children are not easily exper1mented with; and

the demand for rigorous expev1menta1 contro] frequently 1is not possible in

educat1ona1 administrative sett1ngs This, however, did not mean that the

eva]uator shou]d not attempt to approximate, research conditions in the field

to be the best extent poss1b]e. But, research’ cond1t1ons could usua]]y not be

met within schoo] contexts MoreOVer, the coneern of the evaluator as opposed

to that of the researcher was the prOV1s1on of information, the best poss1b1e

information under the cond1t1ons ex1st1ng w1th1n the field sett1ng.
‘And so the gospe] got spread But there rema1ned some disbelievers.

There. rema1ned some who still fe]t that good eva]uat1on was good research and

Ed

- that bad research was, of necessity,; bad eva]uat10n--an evaluation could on]y

be classified aSAPwe11 done" if it was gooJ_research and anything thought of
as a poer research study must quid-pro quo he-poor eva]uation.
’A1so,\there‘were {hejmeasurement specia]ists;and theré were the
statisticians. - o ) | A '
Look at them, look at}them, 1Q0k‘at them, thgught I, élancing at the host
of measurement specia ists pretending to be evaluators. Don't they know,

they know, that evaluation is«more than $imply measurement? And so,

~ the Traditional measurement;masters, the méasurement establishment if you

will, wisely shook their heads, recognized a rising trend, saw this new’word
“eVaLuation"'coming over the horizon, @nd with perspicacity and sagaciousness
sutcumbed to the new movement."gnd how did these trjfitiona1 masters of 1
surement——the nOrm—reterenced test makeps succumb? :

Qimp?e, they continued

writing their measurement texts in precisely the same way, with the chapter

[N
(O]
ey

D
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headings a]most exact%y the same,_w1th the content a]most 1dent1ta1 but

changed the t1t1es of the books to “Measurement and- &fa] uation in the Schoo15“

~

"Measurement and Eva]uat1on_1n Pducat1on and Psychology", "Measurement and

Evaluation in Teaching". (And these are, as you know, honest to Gosh t1t1es.)

A
M

But, the emphasis was the same. The claimed -synonymity of ‘the words ¢

“measuremeht“'and i va]uationh Wwas. 'mg]ﬁed in the veryﬁ¥1t1e”of the books.
And when they 1nfrequent1y ventured 1nto the real world to do am?eva1uat1on
1t was s1mp1y a quest1on of se]eet1ng or dev1s1ng a measure and report\ng

the resu]ts That was it. Evaluation was measurement of resul ts. PERIODF'

) S

But there was another failing of the work of the measurement masters--

'the resuits. And\what results! esu]ts based atmost exclusively on the ‘use

T

of norm referenced tests whose match w1th program obJect1ves was dub1ous at
best S _ S

o -

But there were some, there were some among the measurement spec1a11§i5

‘who saw the folly of ssome of th1s reason1ng Jhere -were some among the modern
i

measurement sages, who rec09n1zed the error of bas1ng eva]uat1ve Judgments

1n school situations upon the resu]ts of normfreferenced tests that m%ght or

N

might not “(usually not) have a re]at1onsh1p to the content taug@; in educa-

ational programs. Th1s cu]t deve]oped holy werds that all throughod% the 1and

-~

came to know - "Behavioral Objective,' “Measureable Objective," “Cqﬁterfon—
R " A1 ! ‘_:
h refehenced test1ng, ”ObJect1ves based Eva]uat1on -The dogma was Tlearned:- by
/‘{a11, {(no, perhaps exper1enced by all*is a better way :f'puttihg it). hhou\

shalt write behavioral objectiles," “Thou shalt write them and write them and

. e / . .
write them. “Khou shalt write them 1in measureab]e terms," "Thou shalt write
them ‘upon the doorposts of Thy house and upon Thy A127's," moreover, "Thou
shalt place them in column f on page 6.1," ‘and so on. The 'experience was

\ . o .

Ll
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» re]igipus, %ma]])doses Qf'ﬁogma, with s1m11ar small doses of practice led

-y ‘. .',‘ .‘ - y i n‘- 4'4'. ‘ ' . .
' to\?Eé%nngsKof se f—r1ghtequsneéi:, Large d&Sps of both led to feelings of -

indignation toﬁard non-be]fevers.

) -

Yet, the approach rema1ned s1mp11st1c The key to evaluation was

'-neasurement. True, a new kind of measurement, but megsurement and evaluation

3

N 0 U . . < N - . 13
were still taken as synonymous terms.”\To measure (properly measure _in cri-,

poocr -

¢ terion reference terms that is), to measure was in essence to perform evalua-

~
~

tion. - , - = / . '
. I | ; ‘ , .
But agaim I implored, don't you see that ev uation is far more than

N " ~ just measurement, don't you-see-that'the decisions t0 be made as a consequence /;
. < ﬁbf he eva]uat1on perhaps have as much to do w1thgthe way in which the eva]ua-;
"tibn should be conducted. as do the obgect1%/s to be measured Measurement is

a part (I grant you, an ‘imporgant part) but neverthe]ess on1y a sma]] part of

5 ot @

‘ . the science (perhaps in reaﬂityﬁit«is'an art) of evaJuat1on. N
‘ s . , )

vfib no avail. gngpheard a:% arny heédedthe ta]] to decisidn-oriented
e eva1uation, but the seductive entrappings of this neatly presented, enter-.
1 ta1n1ng, and s1mp1e road to-~ evaf&at1on sa1vat1on ga1ned many followers. | Didn't
they know, d\dn t they know thét measurement is: just one part of eva]uat10n?
But the mistaken measurement specialists were. not a]one Qn their 1nn0cence,

» - there were also the- soph1st1cated stat%st1c1ans

o

A O Look af theri, look at them, thought.I g]anc1pg at ‘the host of stat1s-

ticians acting as though statﬁst1ca1 methodo]qu4was Synonymous w1th eva]ua-

—

tion. At that most of the stuff'that they wereLﬁéﬂa11ng was psycho]og1ca1
statistics, the stat1st1cs of psycho]og1ca1 experimentation, What about
: . ,

social fesearch methodology which in many respects is more appropriate for
] - . ,' -

4
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the kind% of situatiohs faced by most evaluators? 'dhat about the statistical
R . 4 - U o~ .
procedure§ of the economists, ‘as they cast 11qht upon cost effect1veness kind$

<
»

o
"of quest1qﬁs in eva]uat1on7\\What about the stat1st1ca1 procedures~emp1oyed in

operat1ons research models7Jv ' . S o

’

; . . Sure]y, statv%tucal analy51s s an 1mgortant part of the evaluat1on

-

’ ogerat1on ‘But 7B hear them ta]k, one m1ght think “that the magor*fa1]ﬁng of

the Coleman Evaluat1on was' the way *¥in wh1éh the mnalysis’ was done. Article |

i

after art1c1e has been wr\}ten criticizing the -analytic proceduré agd sugge t1ng

gl

even more ésoteric podels for "fine tun1ng the data. From this po1nt of view,
H | ¢ g

the.fdi]ings of the Co]e@an Eva]uatiop are not related to the appropriateness
* ’
4oﬁ\tneédata co]]ected (to the way it was co]]ected to the attent1on (or lack

/
of attention) by the eva]uators to the. po]1t1ca1 context, or to the attention

(or lack of attention) by thelevaluators to othergixterna1 data sources that
might belviewed:and considered by those\\@ major policy positions. Ail are
.incidenta1 to the)maj Sby of the agaﬁysis. The sophtétication of the statisx

‘ t1ca1 sophistry re1gn1 suﬁ?emel ‘ ‘ )

My words and the words of other s1m11ar1y 1nc11ned evaluation prophets,

Fo

fall on deaf ears. Ffor many, eva]uat1on was synonymgus with stat1st1ca1

analysis. gunﬁ there were a feu other things ‘that one “thought about, /but 1t
-~ i 3 -
was:primarily stat1st1ca1 ana]ys1s. AWOu1dn t they accept, couldn't they accept,

! : s o : L - - -
/ that statistics is.just one part of evaluation? //\\\\
L4 ' * v N )
In juxtaposition to these feelings of what evaluation was not, I and
I | . ; - N
others had been pul]inq together thoughts on what evaluation is. I had

S been at U.C.L.A. deve]op1ng, ref1n1ng, and ag1ng my brand of eva]uat1on stuff.
% =
' k«‘)t’m,‘m.h.ad beep tilling o similay, but dis .ant, ovaluatmn vine-yard. .
’ | , : . , ' . . //
' . —/'b ) ‘ -

. ) ' O : .
PRl 4 Ta, . . a
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N Dan Stufflebeam, -and the late Mal Provus, tolgame two, had each been ? -

[

approaéhing eva]uation in a simi]ar wa;\\ (Indeed there were some who scof-

fingl dubbed us fe]]ow ”handma1dens¢of deL1s1on makers"--reférriny of coufSe'
Ly, du e !

to our concerr for .recognizing‘ the spec1f1c decision issues 1nv01ved L“Hand

N

maiden" thought of Dan;Stuff]ebeam wearing a scanty swimsuit,;rose in teeth,

1 O / ’ - '
laurel-gn thead, carrying bowl o?'fruit, t?jpping Tightly (?) through woods,
“4 A\ . . s
X : : ¥ -
("‘ . fddLow1ng a/dec1s1on’maker]).;’// ; N - -
We all said simitar things about what evaluation ts not. Evaluation is
. ™ N . - i )
not synonymous with research?” Measurement alone is not the essence of, eval- ~ “
o - . - ’ M_;) 3 -l ~ .
> uation. .Statistical analysis alone is not the essence of.evaluation.

— =

e all believed that the purpose of evaluation was the co]]ect1on, ana]j;
PR,
sis, and report1ng of 1nformat1on re%evant for spec1f1c decision concerns

v ~

i Eva]uat1on mugjrbe dec1s1on or1ented and the activities that the eva]uator

v [ .

\\\§ngages in must contLhually uig the dec1s1on c%pcerns as a gu1d1ng framework

We a]] defined var1ous dec1s1on ]eVefs or dec1s1on txpes that we felt:

occurred as a part of the edpcat1onal dec1s1on process The distinctions
/« ~
between the dec1s1onﬁtypes that each df.us 1dent1f1ed wene based pr1mar11y o
upon d1fferences in point of view. and differences in the kinds of schoo]
¢ - )

~systems that we had been expdsed to, or were operat?ng in. 'MakxProvus, for .

example, was at the time serving as director of research and évaluation for $\,\

the Pittsburgh Public Schools and had, to be particularly tuned to the needs

<3

and,organizational functibning of a district such as that. My own experience

il

//wjand orientation, .perhapss; was towards the middle-sized kind of school district.

YA We 311 tried to develop specific evaluation procedures that couid be

-

f X
} employed by evaluators in acquiring the kinds of information necessary for each
pu X
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of the decision types that hgd been \ stipulated.. In dur own'ways, each of usf
{
attempted to c]ar1fy and define prec1se1y the steps that a dec1s1on oriented

evaluator must ‘foltow in order to be'max1ma11y effective.:~In our own ways, -

’

each of us attempted to d1ssem1nate these views on eva1Uatﬁon procedures to

)
pract1t1oner{ [, for Ay pant th fructed efforts at d1ssem1nat1on of eval-
(4

uation 1nfonnat1on, through the Center for the btudy of Evaluat1on, wh1ch I )

directed. I began the process by creat1ng~a var1ety of eva]uat1on tra1n1ng
<

mater1als - Eva]uat1on WOrkshops/Needs Assessment K1t/0{her Eva]uatnpn Kits

n

-

for: L\4§Zntary $choo] Pvact1t1oners o R

+

. I believe that the dec1s1on ‘oriented v1ew(gf evaldation enJoyed (and

-

enjoys) sone modest success. Many have- adopted the v1ewpoqnt that evaluation
9 .. . ! - o .
has as its»érime function the provision of information for decision making -- -
-~ . ) - ooy s,
L (that the sevaluator has, as one-of his major concerns, to deténg&ne the Tikely

. decﬁsions-prior to commencing évaluation dat& CO]LEthOH or ana]ysis).
- A . N : . ’ . ’ . \. . ‘o - '. (
And now; for the corifession that I had. earlier prohised. tPrécepts that

<, 1 have preached are ot withous the1r fdilings ™ (Let's see~~1t says.heke

5 - 2

. [1ook1ng down at notes] ”Leave p]enty of t1me for the gasp of astqh1shment \..‘
e [} .
b o from fhe aud1ence td‘gubs1de before cont1nu1ng ).. Yes, many~peop1e\haVe seen -

4

the decision-oriented evaluation po1nt/gf view, many people have seen the Lo s

1
e

Tight. Perhaps the prob]em is that some have seen too - much 11gh€‘ .

The nawvete and the s1mp11c1ﬁy that I abhorred in other approacheé is

9

vqual]y present in the pract1ce of dec1s1on oé?ented evaluation as conducted

by many. These def1c1enc1es s tem pr1mar11y trom ‘the 1ncorrect assumpt1on by'

} & .

some that the evaluation - dec1s1on making llnk is c]ean, firm, d1rect and

il

g jmiedtate. Ihismj;sumption invarlahly leadss to the understanding that the

. &
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evaluator is to determine what decisions are likely, and havingtmade these

-

¥ . . ¢ : R . ' . - .
determinations, he/she conducts nis/her evaiuation and prasents: the findings,
: - : ’ : ho

) then sios back and =niovs Lhe fraite of his/hey arfovo,s The aszumpuiovin 15

>

e acted upon &rd w
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.4 considered by-the decision maker as an adequate response to the decision ques-

‘ .

tion that he had in mind. Thus, in essencé,il as the evaluator simulated some
< evaluation“resylts ("suppose 1 told you thgtlx percent of the students had

. PO 'Q . . 3 - - ol
accompFished such and such an gbjective "o "suppose I told you. that 75% of

the parents with-children in the program avéraged o score of 4.5 on an attitude-
Is

vorablza and 5 signifies nighly

[Cal
-ty
(o8]

toward-program guestionnaire whe o &1
Favorable"), amd in the process of this refining the conditions of adequate

ovaluation inrormatic i, dacision maker and evaluatov gained further refinement

0f the decision question. Typically this refinement would occur as a conse-
quence of a decision maker indicating that the data presented would not really
ba adequate for nim to make the kind of decision that he wanted and in fact \“
'%g%ékmdybc fha way in which the decision question had been stated was in-
Pl \\ . N ] -
////széurate_ And 50, the evaluator and decision maker would jointly redefine

decicion questions iato a forn that more properly reflected what the decision

N N T VAR o | Loy s ]‘7\ o i N . . ’
by or docision mabers)oreally meant., .

‘
‘

Cwdeted thoi ARRA cassette-tape, titied "Framing the Decision Context,"
“eit o snoenal uncasy about the tepe. I f2iC uneasy not because of the

. Gquality of the tape, (which of course I v pivinced was "great") but-rather
‘4 ; ‘ . .
‘he uneaniness s teamed from the fact that part of the discussion of the tape

dealt with witudations that might logically be “called’ framing the nons-decision

Contest. Tnat i, the evaluator in the «course of the “framing" might deter«

~

. ~
e that indeed inmany instanmes there,was Qg_dé%?%ion that was to be made
- ks ’

o ) N D e . . . . . ..
vw,a1?1!n11t<)f the evaluation information, or that the 11ke11p00d of decisions
4 ,

f‘ ' . : . .
van rofiole.  Periaps anolher’ reason for uneasiness vias that [-was awarce of

:

vogreat deal o of non-decinion colated evaluation activity that perhaps was nol

fecusaed within the ALRA casselte-Lape,

ERIC ,
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. &Eva1uation does not always ledd to decisions that will be made.

\ ’ ¢

Occésional]y, possibly. even fredueni]y; evaluyations were never 1nteﬁded tb.
lead to decisions. Tnus, whaf [ was drfCing at (what'1.was concerned about
Jaf the tima -that I developed that tape speech),was perhaps not the decision
context but the necessity for unde;standing the total context in which the

evaluation would be occurring. N

- University professors are often.stereotyped as veady to davelop a model,
) gt ) .
a theory, a formulation, a framework, a conceptualization, a tautologogy, &
theoretical formulation, or any of dozens of other esoteric conceptual enti~
ties, at the drop of a hat or at the merest indication”of the potential

possibility that one mignt be helpful.” [ would find it helpful to develop a

categorization (you'll note that that was not one of the terms 1 previously

ridiculed) showing three dimensions or vay® of classifying the evaluation

. 7 context; there are undoubtediy others that might com2 to your attention or

/

which might beccine bmeediately dpparent( For i moment I Find this «a holpful

way to thinl about the evaluation context. (1 can't really say how long it

_ will remain unchanged).
[ A .
The first dimension of the evaluation context is somethinyg that Uowill

refer to as evaluation intent. As 1 look at the research that I had done on

ovaluation utilization, at the case studies that [ am currently conducting re-

~

.lated to this pdrticular topic and to the evaluation projects that I have

personally conducied in school districts and in other kinds of organizations,

’ [
[ become acutely aware of the necessity of meking the distinction between

L

’ . eyaluationﬁ which are commissioned for the purpose of obtaining some vesults
‘5@

(or learning about some outcomes of the program) as opposed tp those evalua-
i
tiOTS in which the major intent is the commissioning of the evaluation itself.

O ’ Y ' 11
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In the, 1atter instance, it is the process of having the eva]uaf1on conducted

that 1% 1mp0rtdnt rather than Lhe re sults that might be obtained from the

4

eva]uatlon In some. respects, the commissioners ot the eva]uat1on see it as
a]most immaterial whetnev or not the evaluation uIL1nate1§ pTOdUCtb one set
of Jfindings or anotheyr (or none at all).

As [Pye indicated, one potential evaluation intent. then 1s engaging in

“the ‘process. - Obviously another possible dimension of evaluation intent is

heving a concern for the results or an understanding of the outcomes of the
program. But [ would like to break this into two categorias, the first, a concern

for the results with o particular predisposition as to what the nature of

those results should be, and the second, having a concern for the results
! N -
\ /

@nhere there 1+ an openmindedness on the part of those commissianing the

<7

evaluatiorn. -
i . v

[ have become aware of instances in which those' comnissioning an evalua-
Lion really have dong so o in ofder L0 "show that the program is doing a good
S oo : L o ‘. noy gy % PSS ) - HIN : M N s 1]
job . fhe intent is not Lo “deiesnide i tie program is doing g good job
but to show. Hopefully, instances of this type are few and lessening. Hope-
fully, more and nore evaluators are refusing to participate in evaluations

. . I -
which have thiy as the intent.

Thus, |osee thrvee categories of evaluation intent: 1) protess, 2) results

(
with o predisposition and 35 results {or results openminded, 1t you wish). s
How et me consider a second dimension of the evaluation context. (Help
v decide on oo onames tor this dimension of the evaluation context.) It seems
.

toome that evaluations. are comnissioned either for individual or for organi-

salional purposes, and morgover, that the variely of .organizational purposes
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differ rather substantﬁa]]y. For example, I can égnceive of an instance -
where angﬁ;a]uatio; mighf'be Fommiégionedfio fu\ﬁj]] persona] needs of the -
individual requesting the evaluation. That is, the function is not so.much
the demonstration of a program biit rather it is an action that is faking
piace and whic: has been commissioned 5y a decision maker, primarify because

.«

of a view that it might add to his own personal glovy; or to his status

within the district, or to his feelings about himself, or to the wiay his

colleaques in other districts View him.

I suppose there is a certain amount of the personal e]em?nt in every
situation. When 1 describe the alternatives within this dimension, [
suspect that they are not mutually exclusive, but that rather we're conce¥ned

.

with the ex}ent t0 which one or another of them is the dominating motivation.,

As a second alternative within this dimension, [ suppose that one mfght-
inink that the dominating motivation could be found within the schicol program
1tselffm(pgiﬁaps there 1s an insisteﬁceyby teachers or by a nrogram direcﬁor
that ;n evaluation be conducted to find out how "we" are doing). Possiblys

. .

the dominating motivation is at the school or district level. Possibly, the
pfime mover is the prineipa1 of the school or the Superintendent of Schools --
d]thoﬁgh my exp;riehde tells me Lhat this 1s not usua]]%f$he case because
they typically do not want to shake up fhe system un]esgnit is required from"
elsewhere. | |

A further possible motivating force i< frequently the school board. I
recatl perfurhinq an Svaluation for a school district of d@fa]ternative Aiéh

cchool.  In that case, i, was the school* board -that insisted that an evalua-

%yon take place. (Something novel was being introduced into a relatively

7

/e 4

13 /

s

.;) ‘

%



1

of knowing whether

[N

A

' .. and they wanted the a
Lt worked -- andg1f lt didn't, they wanted the political nnsu]at10n of hav1ng
Another poss1by4/ty is that-

2
5

conéenvative SChoo|

ca]]ed for the eVa]uat1on that demonstrated 1t )

the d0m1nat1ng force, the m0t1vat1ng force, might come fiom the community 1t-{

Perhdps dn,. eAdnple of this might be on h1q§]y Vo]at11e issues wﬁwch i
Dus1ng) and an eva]uat1on,

'

E

fervor (e.q.

self.
nvoke a great deal of communlty
(genericallyy scme kind of data acquisition and summary activities) ---an
alled for in response to an evaluation mot1vat1ng force from the
.

i is, cal for 1
A f1na]~examp]e of this d1mens1on of theveéjtext is the external agency.

evaluation

comruni ty.

And I feel tnat this 1is a'part1cu]ar1y appropriate example becduse many
(possibly most evaluations), are commissioned primarily because

avaluations
agency has p]aced .upon organizations that recetve program f nds.

v :
of an external agency (a state or federal government) and- the requ1rements
take this one example -and explore it somewhat further s1nce»1t forms such
‘ .5 "

"evaluation.

’ .,'v‘
' i{af
/ a major portion of what, is 1one.under the label
ngﬂjnnent agencies impose reporting requirements on school districts.
d "evaluation
u

These report1ng requirements are generall
3 1)

PR

.

TheSe%ngport1ng reduirements demand the presen

e ant evaluation E;t1

,’u A

§§f o
e-modified,
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/
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t@_'GQV1de dn lnfd&%dtlon gyften and an eva
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tation of certain kinds of data --
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levels and at state levels) may have been c]ear
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: ’\gépﬁvvwi.werte felt
cally, procedures get modified
And while the 1ntent (usua]]y

; 4
reeen]arged
1uat1ve procedure useful fon
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to those who initially conceived of the system, each subseguent refing@ent

to the procedure makes the rationale less clear. Soon, those;who become

enmeshed in the procedural contortions become a céptive §f the pr0cedures -
and in a very real eense, the agency is the dominating force. Domination

by the agency usuh]\y pree1udes whataver valid decision utility interft that'
might have 1n1t1a]f§ bean present as the cornenatone of the "evalua-

tion procedu?e In pr;et1ce, dgency dom1neted or mot1vated eva1uat1on
frequently has Tittle 1f any 1m5ect on decision mal1ng It would be” sur-
prising if this kind.of evaluation did have impact. The sma%ﬂes¢ amount of
knowledge of how federal agencies aﬁd other large éovernmenta] bureaucragﬁes
operéte, qu1ck1y convinces one that this is not an arena in which empirical
rationality it always the dom{nant mode. Furthermore, ‘@ Tittle common
sense, under§%ﬁﬁd1ng of the time schedule w1tH&wh1ch fund1ng decisions get h
made 1in agencaes at the state and *federal Keveﬁ (for examp]e), in 3uxtapos1-

tion with the time of the year in which governmentd1lj required " evaluation

reports“ are recewved quickly cenvince one\bhat thére is no way that such

reoorts c?n have’ 1mpact upon fund1ngﬁdec1s1ons Agency required evaluation
o SR lTER R

reports typﬂta1ly are rece1ved from three to six months a © the fubding

decision has already been made. )
Typxca]]y tHe'onl/ way that the evaluator can have 1mpact in such pro-

qrans n tennslof the prov1sxon of eva]uatxoe 1n§ormat1on ledd1ng to program

AY

modifications, is for the evaluator to develop a relationship with progect

B

personnels where project personnel are attentive to the eva]uat1on f1nd1ngs,
sl - : L{} . & .
respect the ey a]uator and his integrity, and are awarefof maJor eva]uaL1on

findings p:lor to the pub]ludflon of the final evaluat10n report, and are

g -
<7
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1
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ab]e and w1111ng to incorporate these recommendations into progra%thanges
for subsequent years. In many cases, the rout1n1zat}bn of the procedures
convinces the eva]uator that compliance with agency requ1rements is synony="
mous. with” good eva]uat1on and doing more is redundant.

7
{
4

(This belief .is reinforced by many practicing SchOOT'adhiniStraf6r§;’”

' who believe that evaluation is simply an event that ledds to complighce with
variohs(agenty’requirements. There is no real expectation that major’basic

dec1§ﬁons will be made. The name of the ba]]game is simply not to get
3 \
LA /“d1nged" by the governmental agency -- in- short to show the agency that

. you've p]ayed ‘the ggye their way.) A/f \“\\

Let me summar1ze one pownt with respect to this second d1menswon, and

.

. that is that we are not concerned with who actually commissions the evalua-
tion, but rather the guest1on is who or what is the motivating force for
the evaluation be1ng/commwss1oned In the past,when 1 have p]aced emphas1s o

and ‘concern upon designation of the eva]uat1on report commissionnv

son who actually set in mot1on the se]ect1on of an eval

Y
Y

me that - .ne r1§ht quest1on in teims of unde ing the 2
4
re]at1onsh1p between the evaluator and the person he was to i. ..ii to but

Al ‘

1t)m1ssed a very important d1mens1on, and that d1mens1on dea]t w1th who or
what was the floving force that necessitated an“gya?hat1on Now what name
would you give to this second dimension of the evaluation context? (Shall
we call it the evaluation motivating force dimension? Kind of clumsy --
perhaps you‘ll help me think of a better name for this dimension;)

> There is a third d1mens1on to the context of evaluation which I would

. . Jike to identiefy. This dimension dea]s with the extent to wh1ch those

S

fmt




I
commissioning the evaluation have a specific set of expectations as to the

areas to be investigated, the goals to be examined,'or-what it is the eval-
' uator is to do. Perhag; one could think of the ends of a continuum as
- - / .
- ¥ restricted agenda evaluation or open\sbenda eva]uatgon. It seems to e
‘ thaﬁzthis description 90e§ far beyond the goa]~based/goa]—free'distinction
that Michael Scriven has made in his writings, because we are dealing wifh
: far more than the _goals of the brganization. Of concern might alsa be
prograﬁécharacter1st§§e and the extent to which they're implemented. A]so ¢

included wikhin this category is 2 genera] express1on of the autoqgmy granted

hY =

to the evaluator, po1nt1ng at the program to be evaluated and asking him to
present a report. The typical program eva]uat1on situation of which most of
us aretshare has a tightly prescribedbagenda within which the evaluat
> : expected to live. Typically,-this tight prec | .on is related to the
- Jor completing a reporEDto an external agency. ‘However, even :
without such a report to an exterha] ageﬁcy, I have performed eva]uations in
some instances where school districts have let out requests for proposale
thai specifically state the activities that the evaluator is to engage in
and the kinds of data that he is tq collect. ~(And [ am sure that many of you
have performed such evaluations as we]f.) q
At the other end of the continuum, I can recall somé instances of eval-
uation situations with "open agehdas.”. In one ease, [ had bee; requested by
| a State LegisTative Commiftee to "evaluate" the educational program of
that State's juvenile detention facilit®es. This evafuation was te take
p]a\e within a three day period. And there were little if any-additional
PN prescr1pt1ons presented td me on the way in wh1ch this evaluation would take
o flor

17
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. place, the data would be collected, the waj in which my observations wod]d///

.

take p]age, or the way in which my final report wqu1dru1t1mate]y be framed.

I was the evaluator. I had performed evaluations for this State Legislature

\ = on a number of other occasions. The Legislature had béen impressed and
5 : ' T - . . . N i . )
»i " pleased with my work, Thus, in this instance, there seemed to be a

T ) ’ /\,‘-\ . . .

belief in the evaluator as an-omnicient presence who needed no guidénce or

_ °framework, who was neither to be bounded by the goals of the program, by
report1ng requirements and formats, or by spec1f1q dec1§1on concerns of
those responsible for programs. In thﬁs instance, what was wanted wassa
sage, a seer, perhaps/an oracle of De]hhiu (T hope thas when such urac[es
are comnissioned, that those who do so- get not the oracle but the true
priests. [story of DELPHI -- st0ne smoke rising, etc., a mad 1111éerate

< woman, priests who 1nterpneted her ramb11ngs into meaningful statements
in line w1th the context 1)

At any rate,what I have identified here is a thitd dimension of the con-

text of evaluation. Perhaps I mig%t call this third dimension of th# evalua-

tion context something like evaluation structure -- implying-the structure

provided tg_the evaluation by those_who cdﬁﬁission it rather‘than the structure
_‘provided to the evaluation by the evg]uator in the process of his conducting it.
What 1t appears to'me that I have said thus far is that the notion of‘

* decision—orientgz evaluation (or of ahy other single kind of approach to evai-
uation) is extreme1y'11miting and that instead we ought to be thinking of the
context in which the evaluation takes pﬁace -- context-oriented evaluation 7f

you will. And that one way of framiﬁbfthat context;;gge_way ot describing

the context in which evaluation taRes place is in terms of three dimensions

.. that I have referred to as evaluation intent, where the primary difference
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is between wanting the eya]uatiohghecause you' want the resu]ts,‘as qQpposed

“to wanting the_eVa]uation simp]y td‘demonstrate that the process has
. N
“taken p]ace The second dﬁmens1on of this contextde eva1uat1on is the 1den— .

t1f¥@%t1on “of the eva]uat1on mot1vat1ngaforce ~-- the mo{;vat1ng 1nd1V1d%&E£
EO ,} ]

or force for the evaluation being comm1ss1oned # The third dimefision of the

v

context of eva]uat1on is the eva]uat1on S structure wh1ch I def1ned as the

restr1ct1veness or ,openness w1th wh1ch»the va]uat1on cou]d be conducted ~tr
el % * AN
~that fs the»1n1t1a1 'Structure 1mposed upoﬂ}the evaluation prior to the

. | evaluator commencing His work. T
. Now it appears to me that the f1rst and major Job)of the eva]uator is
to play to this dominant context, to é}ovide an evaluation-consistent with’

the major contextual needs of a'given/situation Or, alternatdively if that

u

Py context is d1sagreeab1e,/repugnant ethically unpure or what havé/you to ~
° either refuse to do the evaluation or (with greater risk) per}orm the eval- 691

uation in a manner not intended to serve the~ddminant evaluation centext)
But if the 1atter course is chosen, 17T the evaluator chooses to perTorm an
eva]uat1on 1ncons1stent with the dominant context, he ought to do 1t with a
full understanding of the situation and- the potent1a1 consequences instead (;:\*
of with thg naivete that currently exists in eva]uatoré who sometimes per- - =
fonm.an evaluation, have high expectations for it and suffer the disappoint-

ment of apathy on the part of those who receive the report. If the eval%étor

is aware d? the dominant context and finds it apprbpriate to work within that
'context there is no reason why he should not be able.to attembt.to'extend the ‘
implications ahd findings of his work to other appropriate contexts or to

even atteﬁpt to change the dominant context. The important point, however,

is that if evaldation is to in_any way be usefu]twe need to be aware of’what

is the contextual starting point. - ’ 0

;'_\"
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Against these various contextual situations there are perhapé,a”varféty
of evhluation forms. and sty1e§ that become imposed. Different eva1uatohs _ N
& *e
have d1fferent ways of approaching the eva]uat1on s1tuat1on Sometimes the’ -

matth with the context is. good, somet1mes it is poor. When the match of the

/;‘\‘«
\vaaluator with the context is good he w111 typ1ca11y praise himself for an ?
-

,e¥§1uat1on we]] done. But when the match is poor, he will typ1ca11y bemoan

the 1ack of responsiveness of the various program part1¢1pants to his eva]ua- M///

tions c -

, ) " o
a . '
- . . . . . e
Now, what about_these/different fonﬂgwand styles? Evaluators approach
e s

their task/'n'different ways. Some evaluatoys have been 1abe1ed'or‘haveﬁ/ o0 s

labeled themse]vesuaS‘decision oriented eva]uators (they must use d1fferent
<

models to. descr1be the steps in the sequence as~#hey see them) and in each

N

(st struggle to identify the potential decisions even in

?

situatiof they
&

situations wfere none exist. Some evaluators prefer the role of seer and
\.

.

P . _~Y
try to jfipose that upon all situations. Some evaluators readi%y accept
Lkl @
- 4 >

the role of "federal form fi]]er—outers“ and "state statute satisfiers" and

\\ : ‘
w1111ng]y do wh$§i1s necessary to satisfy ‘those requ1rements That too is 7

- - : -

evaluation.

Contggt oriented evaluatidh involves the necessity ot recogni;ing con-
textual needs and of matching evaluative orientation and style to contextual
needs. To the extent that an evaluator has the insight and the abilities to
modify his style in his response to the contextual situat%on, he will he more
successful. Genena11y, the evaluator cannot do very much more than the con-

/

text will allow. Generally, evaluation widl not be more than the context

will allow. = S -
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If someonedshould ask you (I can t imagine who wou]d) what that speech

. ». _ by Alkin was all about, it seems to me that you might’ teH them that it dea]t

h o with why beva]uafwns don'tyork, that there was @ certam amount of confes-
L sian on his part as to how he felt he .had grred in his eva]uatwnlpresgmp-’
. F"g' tions of the past, there were a lot of musmgs and muttermgs,, and substan—

-

> tively he focused,om context-omeryted eva]uat1 on -- the -notion that we ought

to be awaré of the c'oﬁtext in which evaluation takes place and be responsive

| e T
. to that context. e ¢ ’
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