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An evaluator who is a

member of the project staff will have difficulty producing .an

aevaluation which is credible and valid. Project monitors will alsq

have a problem since.they' are of ten required to assume the
conflicting roles -of external evaluator and pfoject advocate.

Therefore, no unit should rely entirely on a
evaluative feedback about that

given subunit for

same subunit. Evaiuative feedback

systems require reneval or replacement to prevent deterioration of

their independence. Evaluators
their own work by independent evaluators.

should atrrange for replication of

reducing bias in evaluation ‘include: (1) standardizing the
qualitative aspects of evaluation procedures by using a checklist;

(2) upgrading evaluator training procedures;

bias external to the evaluator; and (&) comparing the project,
programs, or products with alternatives. (SDM) ’ ]
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Introduction

In th1s paper I shall cons1der certain aspects of the prob1em
1or ohta1n1ng unbiased 1nformat1on about the merits of a program or
product, whether for purposes of- dec1sron mak1ng or for accountab111ty
The evaluation of personne], as well as the eva]uation of proposals
' | ‘and evaluat1ons, genera]]y involves a d1fferent set of problems "than )
those which I will consider here. However, some po1nts made here
§w1j1 apply: Throughout, Efforts are made to consider both'the cre-,
| dihility.and the validity of an-evaluation, the former befng g:outhy)
the audience's estimate of the latter. '
Since the aodience's estimate is'sometimes affected by consi- )
;derat1ons that are, as it happens, 1rre1evant in a part1cu1ar case;
v and since ti¢ function of an evaluat1on is somet1mes in part to pro-
v1de cred1b111ty and not just va11d1ty, evaluation des1gn must some-
E . times involve con51derat10ns that go beyond va11d1ty This must not
“e viewed as pander1ng to preJud1ce, but as of the essence of cer-
r.¥ication, of accountab111ty. 15 a more general}sense of the educa—-v
. tional ahd social obligations of the evaluation."(“ + is not
:enough that justice be done, it must also be the case that it be
seen that justice is done.") | '
Let us hegin by'looking at some'typica1 jmportant‘practical

i Lo cases of bias in program evaluation.

. ’ -

Jivided Loyalty and“the Co-option of Staff Evaluation

The simplest instance of bias in program evaluation is ‘the case
~of the evaluator who is part of the program staff and loses objec-
tivity because of soc1a1 and economic bonds to the deve1opment staff,
- 1 ’
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'rapid1y become quasi-staff.) PFaced with these'visitors, the staff

'This isusometimes'complicated by the need for special expertige

compqunded by the cumulative effect.of repeated acceptance (or

rejection) of evaluative-suggestions. The resu]tﬁng situation of

- quasi co -authorship (or frustrated co-authorship) naturally deg-‘

troys the-external cred1b111ty of the eva1uat1on and often the
validity of_the evaluative Judgments. ~ '
The remedy s to add external evaluators. Being short-term

-w

consultants, thesE'do not or cannot replace the staff gvaluators

for day-to-day purposes. (If they are not short-tarmers, they
\ -

_evaluator often exhibits considerable amb1va1ence Professional W,

bonds ‘struggie w1th work-mate bnnds, with rather errat1c results.
Another approach is possibie within fairly large organlzat1ens,
such as states, wmost school districts, ard R & D units. This in-
volves the systematic rotation of evaluation'staff-frcmzproject to
project_sgias to avoid the effects of eerssive loyalty or hostility.
.’.

(e.g.. in math curricula), but the excuse is produced more often -
. . P .

‘than it deserves. Rotation is usually possible, and nearly always

N,

des1rab1e for much theﬂSame reasons-as 1n the diplomatic and\:rmed
‘sérvices. It should be 1mposed by management as part of th

disci-
bline of'the jgb,.the requfikments of good performange, in mueh#the
same way as inservice updating ‘'should be neiyiredlof'staff phys#cians
in a clinic. . : , ' e 7 .

» : N
-

Divided Loyalty and Rroject Mdnitoring S J 7

fhe proaect monitor from the fund1ng agency fa¢€s related prob-

. /7
lems but in a different context. Wh11e v1s1t1ng the project, he or

.
.
.o
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P
t'- she is seen as an external evaluator, but bagk in the capitol, a
! R switch in role is often required (or naturally adopted) to that of

) O
' - project advocate. .

.One.recently espoused’remedy is to.segregate the monitoring
" ‘///’_ function ent1re1y, ooss1b1y through subcontract1ng;the evaluation,
] "';, " . to rechr1sten the 11a1son persaon w1th a title such\as progrhmfoff1~
cer or associate, and thus wholly 1eg1t1mate the advocacy ro]e at
the agency. Another solut1on is to interchange the roles just des-
cribed, that is,’ have- the monitor carry out the evaluat1on and have
the pro;ect appo1nt a resident advocate representat1ve in Nash1ngton,
or have someone on the staff who could go there at a moment's not1ce,
Thé.big contractors,'of.course, adopt this alternative)

. Now, using such cafes and proto-solutions as a-springboard, can

we begin to see the outlines of some genera] approaches?

-

Organiaational Bias Contro[ | ‘° o .
» ,
b The f1rst great step, towards accountab111ty (or just towards
'~ decent work) conS1sted in requ1r1ng that there be some evaluation of
~ j\\\ tax-funded or founda:1on-funded projects. At first, th1s meant no
| more than rechristening the final report. In any case it amounted
. to requesting Jones to be sure to te[] the agency whether she or he
- had done a good Job This is obviously not 1ike1y to produce un-
b1ased feedback but 1t s less obv1ous that there are two sources

- i

of b1as in the s1tuat10n The agency has made a grant, so it’is, in
D,

a parental role, and the success or Ya11ure of the grant is ‘partly"

an eValuatd/n of the agency 1tse1f 0rgan1zat10na11y, the s1tuat1on

cgn .be represented 1n terms of a téblé ar d1agram as shown below

»
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Figure [ 111ustrates the situation we. have Jjust been disc ssing

(1etters represent actions, such as requests, payment orders, and
/suppdrt, numbers represent evaluative feedback). we notice that
there is a closed c%rcutt in the evaluation of the project,.begin- .,
ndng with Aq, and concluding with 3.2, i.e., the money boe;-to.the
organization that evaluates its use.s Similarly, project management
sends money down A, and gets evaluation feedback via 1, 2,'and'3;1.

.
!

Funding Agency '
J(A1 Ta.?_' lo o

New Projects
Project Management . .

-BT tle el T“.

r

P Production Prockss & Staff = SR .
. .t
. . . N4
- A = Initiation steps, staff agpbintments, materials orders, etc.
o : . L
, Ay = Initiating actions by Funding Agency g
‘ -; A2 = Initiating actions by Project M%nagément : : .
. ~ B,C = Developmental decisions, staff raplacement, etc. )
b o 'd:l . ) ‘I ..
\D = Agency decisions about future funding
* 1 = .Early fp‘mative sva1uatidn'feedback to service;dedisions B
o .. . N ‘
2 = Later,feedback to service decisions C g
3.1--= Final Summary of data to service 3.2
3.2 = Summative evaluation of Ero;eet, can-be regarded as formative
. ‘by the foundation with respect to_its ongoing act1v1ty, i.e.,
as -serving / e ' ~ _ \
- . o - % |
t = Time ' ' - v
’ : -. ’. s
™ Figure I T a

Cycles of Decisions and Feedback: Internal Evaluation Only,
‘ N~ . , T ’ . A
Q -~ . : A ~

.. o (.\ R . 8 ‘
" K 3 . -«
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These circles‘are risky, thodgh not wholly avoidable. The trick'

is to provide some procedt:re that eliminates the‘ complete dependence

of management- on a _1gglg feedback circuit. The feedback systems of

F1gure I are 1nherent1y-bJaspd p051t1ve1y,'and we have'to introduce 2 K

circuit nith a balancing bias, or some reality conStraint'tnat cuts

. +" across a circle."Tnis can be represented as'?n Figure II. " The ~
Jmp}e c1rc1e is broken by the’ 1ntrusion of f1e1d trial resylts.
Notice it 1s broken only if that data goes stra*ght to project. manage-‘
ment.. If it goes only to the productidn staff, it does not cut the 3-

’ hcirclgz(actually, an.overlapp?ng.series of ci?‘ﬂes) cf fonmative- ”

evAQuation. And at best it on}y cuts the. formative circle, not the

| ]
sunmmtive one.

.“

U

'Pnoject Management ,

. H' ‘
“ " Praduction Staff . - h ) ‘ :
. ‘ Results of Field Trials ° - ‘ ‘ \‘
¢ ‘AZ = Initiatin act1ons (the content of'Ak.by'Project Management
B,C = Developmental dec1s1ons, staff rep]acement etc.

e}
"

Early formative evaluation feedback to serv1ce dec1s1ons B

Later‘feedback to service decisions C

Format1ve feedback from field tr1als prov1ded to Proaect Management

n
"

*

ct
]

= Time

’ B < ({‘\'
Figure II

>

’4

. ‘ > Cycles of Decisions and Feedback with Internal Eva]uat1on
' R . Plus Field Trials '
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It s 1mpossib]e to understand the pprsistence of the 1ncestuo§§

pattern of Figure I with its ‘tendency ‘towards optimistic bias unless
«

-one realizes that both parties 1nvolved have a motive for’ continuing

it. The agency nants“favorab1e feedback about its actions, and the
proJect wants the agency to think well of it (and wants to think well
of itself). So of course, the stable situation is one of.highly
favorable eva]uat1on In “the. technological area, there is reality .
feedback to the agency later (breaking the potentia]ly vicious

summative circle) from marketing or medica] data. which keeps the sys-
tem honest. But in educat1on‘and armaments, though such feedback .s
possible in pr1nc1p]e, it is all to often transmitted through and J
hence open to (possib%e bnconscious) corrupt1on by the responS1b1e
agency: it does not break the cincle. ' ‘

Against .this formidabie a111ance. the search for truth is a
little short of soldiers. If the principal value of the funding
agent is maximizing the social contribution of every do}1ar granted,
as of course its rhetoric and in fact its situation requiresy then there
has to be an attempt to get evaluation of its projects from sources |
not quite so preddsposed towards a favorable 'response. '

The circle we are now talking about trzing to breakfis a third - .
one, superimposed above the two already diagrammed.. It begins with _
Congress, gr)the taxpayer via Congress, fund1ng the agency and even- -
tual]y receiving evaluation reports from the agency on 1ts stewardship. .
Recent years have seen Congress increasingly sensitive to the mana-
ger1a] weaknesses of that system, bringing in OMB, GAO and OCA as
1ndependent evaluators prov1d1ng a feedback lToop with at least Tess

tendency to positive bias.

4



If\pnly the reality data was readaéTe by the amateur, one
wou]d Just have to compare it to the reports for the eva]uations to
have a circle-breaking proCedure. But that data, on big proJects,
needs computer pracessing,‘statist1ca1 reduction and expert 1nter-
'pretat1on before 1ts sign1f1cance is apparent Each of.these steps
involves the possibility of distortion and the ‘necessity of exper-
t.se. If the expdrts used are the same ohes whose pgrformance 1s
’ be1n§ evaluated, the "reality" line does not cut the circle. Hente
a.more genera] solution 1nv91ves u51ng an 1ndependent gatherer/
1nterpreter of reality -data, the externa1 eva]uator.

" Perhaps we can infer pre]iminary forms-of two nonerat princi-
ples for minimiz1ng‘bias from thesg considerations. They prebably
pave'on]y hnemonic status, not deep theoretical sign%ficance, but
at least they are.coqprebgnsible. The First Principle is theTPrinciple,? '
of Independent Feedback, which states that no unit should rely entirely

"on a g1ven~subun1t for eva]uative feedback about that same subunit.

D1agrammat1ca11y we need to replace: '~ ' T
o ( Super1or . o B B o
e 0 0 ;LT ‘ B
/
I cj” _ ~ Subdrdinate
with: .
N _ Superior =

o | ' /¢?§9/ Evaluator 5

Supoidfnate 1§:::::;f: | ) *‘x

The fact that one has\an_independent feedback loop between one pair of

levels poes not satisfy the First Principle; it requires such ‘an arrange- '



. ) !
ment (not necessarily permanently installed) between every pair of ad-

jacent levels. Here is a situation one frequently encounters:
Superintendent

Project Director
. : \\\\\\\\Evaluator

gAN]

Project Staff

.One young evaluator in this situation came to me not long ago with a _j

sad but nbt whusual story. He had evaluated the project as required

and submitted a report.. A1l the critical comments‘in ﬁhe'evaluation
were then excised, his name removed, and +the result forwarded to the
sdberintendent by the director as a "synthesized" evaluation of the
prqject. 0f course, the responsibility for getting corrupt feedback
1ike that is partly fhé suberintendent's,\for violating‘the First
Prmnc1p¥e ' |

. The cheap way to get independent fee&?bck in these situations is
to bypass the whole chain of command with the fgedback loop and put a
single evaluator fn ity igsteAd of dup1iéatid§ the evaluator installed
at the lower level, or one can use the ev- iuator already shown in a
double role. A dev1ce I have introduced intc Title VII evaluation
;rrangementé simply requ1res that a dup11cate copy of.all communications
from the evaluator to the project director goes up to the higher 1ével
(in the Title VII situation that means the project officer at-USOE). -
This makeg.the directo:: take the éva]uation much more seriou;1y in the
%ormative stage;.and'makes Eheatind (as in the c;se described above)

. . i ~ . . . .
impossible in the summative situation. ¢0f course, the director can

12



—_ °
supplement, annotate, or refuté the evaluator's contentions--but must
do so open]y, not by excision Thére are of course some costs in time
and frienﬂahip, but there are no free lunches in evaluation. | |

Consider thg'evaluation of teachers (or students) in the T1ght'
of this pr1ncipie;-the same remarks apply t0~6rojects. Self-styled

progressive schools and colleges sometimes. go in for so- ca11ed self-

[}

evaluation--meaning a reflective but who11y self- gene?ated report--as

the key procedure.” While it probably has a place in a decent system

<q

of evaluation, it cannot replace such a system. A better systém usas
s . . .

feedback from the students directly to the department chairperson. A
sti11 better system (Swarthmore, Oxbridge, Austrq]ia) uses an‘e;ternal.
examiner to determine the studénis' achievement and ﬁgﬂggvthe‘efficécy
of the teacher, é better indicator than opinion. The feedback 1oops

For the three systems differ as shown in the.diagram be]ow

DeQFrtment Chairperson ) ' ' Chair

J .

Teacher - i . Teather
(§g1f¢Evgluation) Students

. ’ ) %
.. . Chair
: R i ;&::::;: )
' Teacher £ Evaluator
~ J'T '
St*dents
d | -
(External Examiner) : S
It is extremely dﬁfficult to dismiss ihe arguments for external
evaluation.: " .
<The most general issue'in'this area conce}ﬁs ghe decision Wheghgn‘
to segregate the in-house evaTuation staff in thé?r own unit, or have

evaluators attached to and paid by each regular unit.  In the case of

< -
.

* (Studenk Eva]uationf-

[ 4
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- v
an educat1ona1 materlals development institution (R & D center or pub-

? 11sher, for -example), the options look 11ke this:

<

Director
.5 ‘ ) ; | '
T e . - , ] -,
Production-Unit 1 - Production Unit. 2 = ¢ .Evaluation Unit
‘ - | ) Ty
N r b i f l N
Writers Designers Writers Designers Evaluator Evaluator
C 3 . N of Unit 1 - of Unit 2
L} .
Figure III
/
Segregated Evaluation Model
Director
- 7 ] .
I ]
Production Unit 1 . Production Unit 2 -

» | T [ ] ‘ l
Writers Designers Evaluator Writers Designers. Evaluator
: of Unit.1 ) of Unit 2

) e
/ : \. '\\
. : Figure IV T

Integrated‘Eva1uation Model

It is obvious that the "integrated" model, (Figure"IV) violates the
- First Pr1nc1p1e at the first "step—down," as far as the director's
feedback is. concerned. And, prov1ded that the about to-be-discussed
Second Principle is taken into account, it is my exper1ence that the
“segregated" plan coe; work better, Of course, the feedback from the -

evaluators must go to the unit managers as well as to the director of

Y

- 14
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LS the whole shop, and there may also be a need for internal evaluation
} .

staff within the units ¢f 2 large shop. " o

v

The“trade-offs one mUst accept in using the!segregated_mode]
// " sometimes involve loss of access to data or hélp with interpreting it,. *

2 because the quasi-external eva]uator in this mode1 is seen as more

alien, more of a threat than in the 1ntegrated mode] A "hybrid" plan,

similar to the one mentioned earlier, is also possible with the eval-

r

- uators located in units but with double reporting duties. Sometimes

this makes more sense if the outside'reportihg_noute is via a principal
. e ' ‘
evaluation officer on the director's staff who schedules regular

meetings with the evaluators for ourooses'of development, sharing of

problems, discussions with consuTtants,\etc .

The Second Pr1nc1p1e the Pr1nc1p1e of the Instability of Indepen-

N
dence reminds one that organlzat1on charts rarely reflect much of {re-

a11ty, and, in part1tu1ar the longer they have been true, the 1ess

true they are, part1cu1ar1y as a basis. for eva]uat1on feedback mapp1ng

Independence,’when it exists at all, is a fleeting state consplred

against'by almost all forces in a bureaucracy,'and the Second Prine
ciple tells yOU'that you have to have 'a definite program of-systematdc

renewal and replacement or your eva]uat1ve feedback system will de-

. o ¢ .

~ ter1orate severelj, often without any sign that W111 be apparent in- ’

T ternally. The s1mp1est case of thd the staff evaluatgr ‘who gets
or- hen.

?

co-opted by the acceptance of his cr1t1c1sm or suggest1ons

AR ' Look1ng at the organ1zat1on chart in Figure IV from the v1ewpo1nt of
the un1t1manager in an 1ntegrated setup, 1t appears that the F1rst

Pr1nc1p1exhas been applied. And so it has, formally speaking. There™®

[ .

15, . -
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1S independent feedback if the criterion for ‘independence is separate g
bodies. 0bv1ous1y that is neither. necessary nor sufficient. 3ut it

7 is a good start because anyth1ng lass lacks cred1b1f1ty It’Ts not

._enough because fr1endsh1p and enmity and 1gnoranoe and rigidification X
- do not show up on charts. You must have sometthg in the system that

s

will identify,deteriorat1on of_:ndependence or obJect1v1ty and pro-
vide support or replacement where indicated. ) )
The Se:;nd Principle reguires that provision must be made to in- 2
// sure and continuaily reinsure the independence of the.evafuators. The
1nforma1 version of this pr1nc1p]e 15.( Make sure ‘the evaluators get
evaluated. This suggests a worry about infinite ‘regression, but no .
n,such necess1ty occurs in practice because of rapid convergence. To
< take a spec1f1c elample the Central Midwest Regional Lab used to have |
(and perhaps st111 does have) three levels of eva]uators operating on
a hybrid model with an annua] e;ternal review by a Nat1ona1 Adv1sory “9»
Board on,Eva]uation. The Lab's djrector furthermore arranged for a = -
steady influx of new blood to the National Board by rotating peob]e
of f it. Thus at the “work1ng 1eve1" there are‘staff evaluators,& o
assigned and.report1ng to proJects but selected w1th hetp from and' :
. moni tored by the Lab' s evaluation off1cer (second 1eve1), who reports
to the lah d1rector and is d1rect1y overseen by the National Advisory
Board (third level). The #hly organizational weakness that turned &up
in that scneme was what looked to me’(as Cha1rmar of the National
Board) 11ke a 1ong run (three year) reductign in sen51t1v1ty of the

project eva1Lators, and the Second Principle would suggest using &

rotation system to av01d*th1s. s ‘ :

16
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‘ Another worry gbout;the Second Principle is that adding
hierarchieSeof evaluators looks like a costly business. It should.
fnvo]te no net cost at all, usually no net cost to the organization, —
and certainly no 1ong-run net cost to the "consumer" (taxpayers
and/or users), and it shou1d be desianed w1th1n that constra1nt (See
"The Doctrine of Cost Free Eva]uéglon" [Scr1ven, 1974 pp 85-93].) .

The Second Pr1nc1p1e implies that 1ndependence requ1res regular veri-

“fication and support and can be seen as the diachronic (through time)

* complement of ‘the synchronic First Principle. The Second Principle

mayf?ead to recommending an oscillation between two organizational
arrangements just because the aging of organizatiens leads to seni1{ty
(after they ach1eve maturity). Moreover, a return to an arrangement
“that was initially 1nfen1or--on First Pr1nc1p1e grounds—-may prov1de con-
siderable 1mprovement 1n-sp1te of what might appear: ‘to be decreases in
thé‘indeqendence of the, feedback. For exampie, after a period of heavy
reliance on a particular external evaTuator with a yery definite "line"
about evaluation, a prOJect may benefit’ from a\Per1od of 1nterna]
eva1uat1on where the 1essons 1ea?ﬁ‘d_?Faﬁ“fﬁE“Uuts1der can be built'into
the ongo1ng work in ways that may be too subt1e for the short term ¢
externa] consu]tant to detect But what has rea]]. happened here is
not at variance with the Second Pr1nc1p1e over a short per1od The
staff--once‘they have been sens1t1zed by - the externa] eva]uator-—are..
now in a position to produce evaluative suggest1ons that are 1ndependent
of him oy her and, at this stage, more useful to the prOJectv I have
seen this point corrup*ed ‘into the idea that-“frgm ndw on we don't

need external review." Of course, it will only be a matter of months,

0
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at most a year, before the rigidifying effects of a constant ‘social en-
fvironment are likely to lead to oversights that a-continued appli-

catigr-of the Second Principfe would identify,~and so'the/fntroduction"

of some new kind of independent feedback loop should be planned.

/
| A mllder treatment 1s to switch to another external evaluator
Such a move is sometimes called for by the Second Pr1nc1ple It is-

called for 1f'the suggestions from the original. evaluator s next visit

.are (a) completely predictable, (o) probably unfeas1ble or invalid,

althoagh c) the situation or data or staff have changed very signifi-
cantly. Here we have the not uncommon phenomenon of r1g1d1f1cat10n of
the evaluator That is one kméd of loss of 1ndependence--the b1as

now being internal (to the~eva1uator) rather than external (e.g., due

to economic agvantades of a2 favorable judgment). On the other hand,

there are occasions when the repeated evaluation 'is as tiue as ever

-
.

., @ 4
-and the advice given is as sound, and the reasons for rejecting it as

unsound. ‘Then a sw1tch to andther competent evaluator will predictaﬁT’“x

prioduce tHe same adV1ce To put it another way, there's nothing wrong

with the 1ndependence of’the présent evaluator, and the- Second Prin- .

ciple cannpot be' invoked to Justify a.change. Loss of 1ndependence with

time is a tendency~and does not neceé;arilz occur in 1esi<fhan fifty

years; -though it's 1ikely ‘to occur in less than one.

U

~
[

A Closer Look at Bias

The quest for objectivity via~ the cr1ter1on of 1ndependence often
leads to the use of "external” evaluators in both the format1ve and

summative situatlons. Now of course,vexterna11ty is always relative.

~



sometimes interpreted as a statistically.likely tendency.to systematic

dprobabiiity of it. In legal and moral, as waii as SCientific contexts,

_oniy the second sense is relevarft (except when’ politics is part of the.

~ . . 'IS ‘ - . N "~

Using someone from another department or school may be external

™

enough for one's needs. But there are ties that bind across those __e*s;_.xmyﬂ—%~—
little gaps--ties of family, friendship politicai alliances, and even T
the sameness of profeSSional commitment It is. near]y aiways pOSS]b]e‘
to find important simiiarities and/or differences in the va1ue-systems‘

of any evaiuator a”H'any evaiuee That is too often taken to be &

T si sign of disquaiifying bias It §s not. It is oniy a possibie cause "

of such a bias, not proof of 1ts presence. : S : -

There;is a crucial ambiguity in the concept of bias. It-is

error (against which nepotism rules are formulated) and sometimes as
an actua] and systematic -increase in the f;equency of errors. The
former is crucial in credibility considerations and the Tatter '
(narrower) concept in validity considefations. Ne'need to be clear
that only the Tatter affects vaiidity The;Second Principle does

not guarantee increasing bias (in the second sense) only an “increasing

probiem, hich sometimes converts the issue intd a credibility one). o //:
One way to put the pOint is. to say that ene can overcome bias in the /
second sense but not in the first. If one's spouse is put on one's '_' )

staff, one has become biased in the first sense, .one w1]1 "have, a endency ///

towards bias, in the second sense--but one may be- able to transcend

it ‘Bias, in the first sense, is-a statisticai tendency 1n a group of .

which.you are a member; i the second-sense it is a‘tendency which: ha§ in.

fact “infected you. Only in that sense is'bias fatal to objectivity.

!
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We have been stressing consideraticns of independence here, -

;because this represents a'partia1 operationalization of the crucial
S concept of bias. ' Is the era1uatorfs~opihion formed on the basis of '
the reIevent ava11ab1e evidence, independent of the irrelevant '
';;_ : consi&érations such as friepdship? That is the key question,‘and it i
is.not hard to find evaTuatOrs_who are highly ihdependeht.of their
sociai ties {n this sense. Of course, for credibi1ity5purposes one
hi]]_have to avoid the extremesfof mepotism, etc. And a refinement
~of the First Principle warns us to beware pf regarding people who are
physically separate as judgmentally inqependentlhhen they are ppaid b‘y-L
the same hand and rewarded-for the alleged success‘or actual continuance
e ‘of the same proaect., . '
The Second Pr1nc1pie warns us to lodk at the d1achron1c dimens1on
when checking 1ndependence* and it interacts w1th the F1rst Principle
in var1ous,gays, Suppose you do” h1re an out51de firm for eva]uat1ng
/ \
oo proaect, a f&hm whose headquarters are in a distant state. This
?-;1ooks 11ke rea] 1ndependence. But\ask yourse]f what the reward
“,system is For that firm. It 1sn' t any more rewardinv for them 1f your
proaect is successfu] or not,. per se: se--and that's why you va]ue the1r
opin1on, why they appear 1ndependent But Took a little. deeper, or

longer. What is rewarding to them over ifie years? Success in their i

~ - business, which of course requires a.continued flow of contractSu

. Since such firms are very well aware of the'power of .the grapevine
. . [
in getting further clients, they are often we11 aware that an eva]uat1on
. - which shoré/’he c11ent in a good'11ght is much more conduc1ve to later

contracts th%h a cr1t1ca1 eva]uat1on The reverse side of this c91n

- :
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-was brought home‘tO'me When-communicating with a network of cevaluators

——_

. on a- USOE grant. 1 "heard more than one sad tale. of "blachhai1ingh an

evaluator who gave a deservedly critical evaluation. In short, the
"independence")ff an external evaluator ean be‘serfously compromised '

- .

oy the constraints of bus1ness success. For a brilliant exposition

. . of\the same phenomenon in the world of CPA's, see Briloff 61973)
- Th1nk back to the example of student‘evaluat1on of teach1ng Phe"

time sequence is cruc1a1 If the effects of that eva1uat1on on

5 -

the teacher w|11 occur bef//p/the teacher evaluates the students, they .

e

have an incentive to g1ve false pos1t1ve evaluat:ons If the teacher.

evaluates the students before the reverse occurs they, have a ’"ett1ng
(el

even" motivation for false negative evaluation, and the teacher‘has 2
Ny . ) g v ) [ o
‘bribery motivatioq for false positive eezluation of the .students. It

is possible to handle these problefs, but it is usually done badly |
because no-one looks at the feedback 1dops . 4 . :
. An example of the way in which apparent independence s corrupted\\\\_?’/
. by profess1ona1 ties can be seen in most accred1tat1on reports by teams
" visiting, e.g. *h1ghaschools The team contains, e.g., specialists in
K dr1ver education, who "site- vvs1t" the dr1ver education department and |
':Zreturn with the Judgment that dr1ver educat1on needs more support than

Jt.s getting from the school administration. . -

3

. Practical Implications : ’ ; B -

Four morals emerge of concern to us all, evaluator§ and evaluees B

alike. First, it is a serious management error tp provide funds for

external summative evaluation to a grogéct, since if the project

AT
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\ management contracts out evaluation.of their work, the’ phenomenon

just described will have the maximum ef?ect; i.e., they wiJ]»tena to
p1ck "friendly" eva]uators or fix the RFP to e11m1nate some serious
soyrces of negative evaluation (Sesame Street s contact"to [ $ is
an eX@mple). Second,vwhere tﬁerfund1ng agency contracts out the.
eva]uatidn itself, thereby avoiding the preceding objection, ona is
still not ent1re1y free of the prob]em S1nc£\the agency 's own decision
to fund.the'prOJect is -indirectly under evaluatiQn and ce they too
tend to want a favorable report, a fact whicht;:;\ﬁﬁ§E::: signal to \\\
the evaluator. Even where the project yasn't much‘favored By-them,
but imposed by Congress, the agency js often incapable of avoiding
'ego-invo]?ement in it. USOE's subpres§ion‘9f a moderately critical
Title I eva]Oation is a well-known examp]e; and NSF has been ikypdved
in a sfm11ar case (so has every human,institution,\np doubt; the
question is on1y;Whether eericus efforts are made to ninjmiie the
frequency of such occurrences). - ‘, h .
- | Now if an agency can't ask: its projects to get the summative
.'f\ evaluation done, and isn't above suSpicion¥eVen when it hires the
. eva]uators’itse]f what‘e left? Either a'genera1~purp05e evaluation
Joff1ce, 11ke the genera] Account1ng Office which currently serves’ J
th1s function as we]] as the f1sca1 one (a]be1t rather 1ncompetent1y,
s1nCe their*staff has little’ tra1n1ng in- the neé:roTe of genera]
‘ : eva]uat1on), or 1ncreased pressure from the ulg.mate 1oser (the tax-
) . - payer) via Congress to get the. ego protect1on of agencies- rated Tower
rather. than getting obJect1ve 1nformat1on ‘to the pub11c Congress
tendency to Monday—morn1ng quarterback1ng is a major cause-of this
. trouble. ‘ - : : _ SN
- .'_::, _- : ' A . .
22,
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There is a "next-bestf~procedure,'if neither .of the preceding

' twee suggestions can be immediately effectuated. It is quite natural

ta use the same 1iaison officer for the eva]uation contract as

the proJect contract This is a fatal mistake tqThere must be at
least separate'indiViduals involved even if not separate diVisions
of the agency The reason is simple. The norma] type of pressure
on the liaison of ficer, discussed earlier, rapidly converts him into
an advocate of the project back at the agency. Indeed, it is entireh;)
appropriate fhat he should ful}fill this role, since there's usuaily
nobody else to do it after the initial recommendation comes in for

the review committee (which can be consfdered an advocate of the

proJect in some remote sense) The prob]em is that if this project

-=is also handling the eualuation proaect the advocacy Will lead to

L ]

pressures'on the eva]uation contractors to soften their report, or is ©

_15gly to’ 1ead to these pressures,iin a way that Simply reduces the
independence of the feedback to the agency and the admfnistra\or
This has now happened too often for it to be ignored any longer.

. One can see the sequence of sophistication in terms of-the7
fo]lowing stcps in an imaginary history of evaluation arrangements.
The first step consisted in asking the project to be sure to do an

° evaiuation of itself The second step consisted in asking the project
#0 use an advisory committee of external experts to help it do an '
evaluation of itseif. The next step consistsd in requiring‘that‘it

A

devota specific monies to evaluation; both‘of_the previous’step?; ‘

apart from bias, suffered from the fact that overruns were takeh

23 -
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for an agancy that contracts independentIy for its evaiuation project’
:i\
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if the commercial eva]uators are open to b1ases Just ment1oned and

“if the changes just menﬁioéid have not yet occurred, it looks as 1f
fin

- c' 20

“out of the hide of the evaluat1on But this step still meant that

the prOJect--even if they- appo1nted a subgroup of the1r staff to: the

summative evaluation task--was evaluating itself. The next step

cons1sted 1n requ1r1ng that the prodect sub-contract the evaluation.

[3

This still -teft open the “control" of sett1ng up the des1gn part of

' the RFP in such 2 way as to Exclude‘appropr1ate-cr1tfcism and .

\ : . &

| select1ng sub- c0ntractors part]y (and perhap° uncon°cious1y)'becausei

~;

Vﬁ_

of probable ‘favorable tendeng{es The néxt scep was to have the
agency sub- -contract the evaluation. Th1s 1s unsat1sfactory for the '
reasons we have just described The' best arrangement is to have a
separate agency in charge of evaluattors, :erta1n1y cooperat1ng w1th‘
evaluation staff and 11a1son off1cers of both the proJect and the
agency that s funding the proaect or at least .a sub-agency.

Th1rd moral if proJects cannot se]f evaluate obJect1ve1y and

q

one will not .be able to good eva]uators There are two routes
to go. The big shops Tike ETS RAND and SDC do have a degree of
independence of any partncularnagency or off1cer and can afford to

choose 1ndependence over back-scratch1ng, at least part of the "

:‘ t1me, and they dorhave strong profess1ona1 status needs as well as

¢
economic ones. The other route is exemp11f1ed by Br1loff (1973)

in the account1ng field, i.e., by:someone who has a permanent full-

timg fall-back job which provides a perfectly acceptable -alternative

| to contract work and-tne that is_Qositively preferap]e'toJcompromised
, /

o / . [ ,
0ntract1ng It is not possibie to concludé that the middle-size

futl-time shops are in fact less reiiable, but it 1@ harder for them

' - e
A -t
.. l
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("*'- ’ to ignore i1licit pressures. There are important trade-off ad”antages

> . for thqi. however--effictently manageable s1ze, avan]ab111ty of
ungversity resources, flexibility of procedures, etc. S1nce the only
real test of bias is error, and since some of thése shops do run with

" a low error-rate;,a consumer who is familiar with the track records ..
- ' night well pick a good midi-shop over the pdrt-timer'whose resources
are limited or the big shop where there is considerable variability
in staff quality Nevertheless we coqu do:. w1th some evaluators
who are as beyond susp1c1on .as organ1zat1ona1karrangements can make
them. One might argue that Alan Post, the nog-partisan Leg1s]at1ve
. Aha1jst'for the state government in California, is one- paradigm and
the Supreme Court another. I have suggested to NIE that they should
consider rev1v1ng ‘a version of NIH's Life Research Fe11owsh1o/orogram
for th1s purpose. | | ;
The fourth mpra] is that since the arguments under the th1rd

, po*nt bear c1ose1y on the present author S own ro1e as an eva1uator,

. they should be viewed with except1ona1 susp1c1on Indeed, th1s is an
essay on suspicion, since w1ﬁhout 1t one cannot avofd serious -
contamynation But it is not\an essay on the virtues of susp1c1on
-~ in 1tse1f A11 susp1c1on can 1eg1t1mate1y do is suggest poss1b11it1e§

. "against wh1ch one takes su1tab1e but not ag‘urd precaut1ons, and the -

- truth of which one subsequently investigates. : N

. . . . . ' 4

— e

) Negative Reactions to Bias Control Procedures
h ! L ' ) ' . ] » ‘l\‘ i
' Given our cultural emphases, these'systems of independent eval-

—~

5}- ., - uatidm are likely to §trike us as symptoms’ of distrust. Given a’serious

*Tl“ ~ S
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. % commitment to"effectiye.SerVice,,responsibi]ity, or self-improvement,

they would iﬁstead Be seen’as usefu]=--or rather, essential--aids. .

Since it is a universal truthbthat éelf-eva1uation is unlikely to be __

reliable, it is a necessary EOnsequence‘of interest in truth that one’) ',

supplement seff—eva]uation. "Hence anyohe interested in improving |

his or her own performance must arrange for or endorse sgqe kind ‘of .

.1ndependent evaluation. Thinking about my own teachipgror my own

performance as.an eva]yator: I know that I need independent assess-

ment of it, and.l arrande jt whenever funds can be obtained (which

is dssentially always, if one really tries). I use such feedback r

myseff in the fOrﬁative:mode iwhen experimenting with alternative |

approaches)gaad expect it to be used by others summatiyely,_that is,

for judgment of my performance by my superiors or clients. It seems

to me that a ﬁfssing major goal in schoO]s of education, and probably.

in all tert1ary if not secondary education, is the affect1ve goa]”bf

valuing just1f1ed cr1t1c1sm wh1cﬁ'1s not of course, the same as

., = enjoying it). \\ ,\
Long experience vith lazy.or corrupt supervisors in bureau- \

cracies of-all kinds makes it obvious'that potentially effective systems

of evaluation are open to all kinds of abuse and neg]ect. But the ,/f\

common labor-union (or profeSsorial)'response of refusal to participate

in any such system is even less respensible since it nejects a"1egit;:

mate demand instead of rejecting illegitimate abuses .A serious loss ef

'cred1h111ty w1th the parent voter, and/or taxpayer is a natural and

2
appropriate resu]t Refusal to participate is, however, justifiable
if e1ther of two cons1derat1ons applies: first, that the proposed sys-
~ ) <
13 <
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tem is techn1ca11y seriously 1nfer1or to another feasible and spec1f1ab1e

system w1th regard to which cooperat1on would be forthcoming (the

3

- inferiority to bemiudged by independent expert evaluators), or second,

that a respectéble system'of independent mutual eva?hation (of the . ..

administrative staff who commission or will conduct the evaluation) is

1 -

. s1mu1taneous1y or ear11er 1ntroduced It should be noted that "tethhi-

cally 1nfer1or" is not contrasted with "mora11y 1nfer10r“ (i.e., more

11ke1y to produce injustice) since it is a technical requ1rement that

the system minimize 1n3ust1ce The contrast is with "imphessionistically

1nfer1or," i.e., inferior in the v1ew of unskilled personnel who neact

1arge}y to perceptions of risks for them. A good evaluation system

nearly alhhys has to ano1ve some moral elements, and its moral. status. - ' .
requires it to weiéht the we]faré of all people that it qffects brb- "
portionate!y’to their stake in the jssue. ‘That means it mus t weigh the _
rejection of outstanding job app11cants in the balani//aga1nst the re- T
tention of weak teachers, using the gains and loss:gwfor students and

others affected (parents, employers) as additional currenty Mora]ly

speaking, too, it is outrageous that most educational systems which use

administrators to evaluate teachers have nothing worthy of the name in

~

the way of procedures for evaluating the administrators.

Efficiehcy, narrowly cohceived, is not the only concern of evalua-
tion systems. Indeed, it is entirely secondery to justice. And the
cardinal principle of justice is that evaluators should be evaluated, a- o
theme preViously stressed but_that deserves further explicit discussion
in the follow1ng section. Its practical basis lies in that it fo]fo S

directly from both pr1nc1p1es already enunciated. The infrequency of

27
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its application is an illustration that evaluators are not - much more

———

attracted by tough self-evaluation than are LhE]P evaluees.

Metaevaluation

I have used this .term to refer to the evaluation of evaluations
or evaluators. Thomas Cook, in the most detailed study made of it so
far, calls it--or‘a'special case of jt--secondary: evaluation (Cook, 19f4,
pp. 155-222). Jim Sanders, in the only essay that I know .of by another -
author on the topic, follows my usage (Sanders, [973).* The term "sec-
ondary evaluation" suggests to me evaluation using -secondary indicators,
such as teach1ng sty]e, instead of pr1nary ones, such as learn;:; gains.
The term “metaeva]uat1on" makes some sense to someone used to -the aca-
demic termino]ogy (metamathematics, metaphy51cs, metaphi]osophy, meta-
soience,'metapsychology, metaethics) but;is for others an opague
neologism for which I aoologize. In a sense this whoﬁe paoer:is a study
in the methodology of metaevaluation. | I will stress here a couple of )
part1cu1ar]y crucial points about what I would regard as- standard
operating procedures The first arises from the'requirement that eval- B
uators should try to arrange that their own work be regl1cated, in whotle
or part, by other equa]ly competent evaluators work1ng 1ndependent1y

-

This 1s}part1cu1ar1y appropr1ate where any non standard methodology is

RIS

involved or where part1cu1ar1y difficult synthe51zxng Judgments\of over-

all merit are_?nT/GW-d"”"wﬁen‘this*approac—h-is-used+ it should not con-

clude with the subm1ssion of the independent reports. - Each evaluator

“or evaluation team shou1d, after such submission, now cr1t1que the

-

report of~the other team and have the opportunity to submit a revised

(*See also Stufflebeam [1975].) T
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evaluation report 1nvo1v1ng such modifications as seem called for after
reading the other report. In certain cases a combined report may be
agreed upon, after a joint "convergence” meeting, a procedure Stuff]e-
beam has enchuraged. .

A useful special case of the prededing approach is the adver-

. sary arrangement, where one eva]uator or team de]iberate]y undertakes
the task of making the very best possib]e case for the project, given
the data, wh11e another presents the case against. This was admirably- '

) done (on a micro;budget)_in_the.TC;TY evaluation by'Stake and Denny

*»

(Stake and Gjerde, 1971, pp. 26-27;14). It cauSed'troub]e because
defenders of the project felt it legitimated the negative cohment. bne‘
would do better to discuss this mode of reportin§ with the éva]uees and, -
¢ c11ents in advance to avoid unnecessary defenS1ve reactions like this.’
Robert Wolf has recent]y extended this approach 1nto the "1ega1 fode1"
of eva1uat1on (Wolf, 1973) ' 7~
The mefaeva1uatqons thus generated/Lds eacly team crjticizes the
- otherfs eva]uation) are very useful‘for_the adm1nistrator-c1]ent. For
they are;the’comnentslgf tuo highly know]edgeab]e parties with a
‘reputatfon on the line. Arranging a design that puts this kind of_'
Vo 1eVerage on th5‘26a1uators is the moral equivalent of the pressure that
' the presence (or prospective presence) of «an evaluator p]aces€oqﬂan B :
Lo evaluee, wh1ch has a certain natural just?ce; but it also provides,
pragmatically speaking, a very substantiaﬁ incentive'for doing one's -
pest.. Goal-free evaluation, which 1'11 diécuss in a moment; is a
natural extension of this type of procedure ‘2> ‘

The "double-teaming" p cedures just described, bes1des the1r im-

plicit recogn}tion of the truth of the adage ebout sauce for the goose

B -

Q . - - n T .29 "Ql
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being sduce for the gander, are staps towards a scientific approach
' 't

to evaluatibn in that they yield some_data for calculating reliabilities.
The approach applies equally well to the evaluation of proposals or
persénnel by -panels/committees; 1n&eed,,it is a scandal that)the big E
foundati;ns, who d1§pense most of their funds through their peer- re-
view panel procedure do not 1nvestigate the re11ab111ty of such panel

especially since there are a number of different ways in which’ panel
- aad -
reviews can be conducted, w1th the resulting proba5111ty of significantly

4 L
rd

different rahk1ngs. | N oL ’ Lo
l - - .

The second suggestion I would stress 1s us1ng the evaluees as meta-
gvajuees
evaluators That is, the preliminary report from the evaluators shou]d

be made ava11ab1e to the, evaluees for cr1t1ca1 conment, and that comment--
/

in raw form, or synthesized in a way acceptable to them--should go fog& -
ward to the c11ent a]ong with the evaluator' s original report and any
mod1f1cat1ons that the eva1uator feels are appropriate in the light of
this feedback. Guarantees that this uncensured response_§111 be attached'

to “the evaluat1on report"w111 often have a favorab]e impact on openness

\

The two preceding”suggestions might also be taken as 1items ?or,in-_

s

to the evaluator at early stages.

clusidn in a handbook of professional ethics. There-are others‘besides

the evaiuees who m1ght well be consulted as metaevaluators, for example,

those whose resources are be1ng used for the programs being evaluated.

7’ -
Th1s proposal for "representatfon of the affected who are ndt involved" -

hast”rather general agp11cat1on and essent1a11y zero recogn1t1on Ho
many’ schoolvboard members are representatives of che childless community

on whom the tax burden falls without any obvious returns? Howtmdny of |

- _f
. ’ ) L
o t o
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»
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~1s being evaluated, even if they do not qualify under the second
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the advisory»panels for, say the National Park Service, include
representatives of .those who do not use the parks--but pay for them-
a]most as heavily and might be 1nterested in using them if the1r

interests were provided for? Moreover, evaluators shou]d look around

_,Carefully for people with special knowledge and interest in whatever

v

suggestion above, that is, as evaluees.

Methodological Approaches to Bias Reduction

a

The reduction of bias in the sc1ences is normally achieved by then
/p}ﬁcement of judgmenta] procedures by mensurat1on and ca]cu]ation.
To a cons1derab1e extent the same path can be followed in evaluation.

In fact,fthe'"ca1cu1at1ons“-41n this case, the stat{st1cs--are already

' b,retty' sophisticated,, a]though their se'lection; and interpretation still

requires a‘good'deal of judghent Eveq there, the choice and signifi-

cance of different statrstics has been great]y standardized in recent

~years with increasing sophistication and adyanced training. The prob]em '

is mainly with the qualttative framework of an eVa]uation, especially

the elements in it that generate the value component of the conclusion.

This means particularly the“ﬁeeds“asSessmentlﬂthe comparat1ve dimensions, -

and the costing.

I shall confine myself to a mention of four approaches that seem

to me capable of having considerable effect in upgrading the objectivity

of evaluation. First, there is the standardization or routinization of =~

qualitative aspects of the procedures. A detailed study of scores of

evaluations done during the -last six years suggests that a great many of

" 31,
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~ them (over 90%, at a guess) omit one or more considerations that are
- obviously rglevant to the assessment of merit they are allegedly pro- -
g viding. The reasons for the omission are often ego-defensive or poli-
tical. (For evample, the fai]ure to look at the comparative perfbrmance ' .J
. of critical competitors, essential if eva1uation is to serVice purchase |
decisions and hard to avoid when responsibie refunding is being con-
sidered. ) But they are aiso often s1mp1e errors of oversight Both
. kinds “of omission can\he reduced by using a: standardized checklist
approach, and I have been\encouragéd by the extent to which a suggested 1 R
version of stich a check]i:t\was adopted in its first‘year after private

circu]ation (scriven, 1974,\§p 35 93) The orientation of that 13-point

chedkiist and profile generatoh\is towards pay -of f .evaluation. One
- developed by Maurice Eash and ESXE (Eash 1969, pp- 18 24) is aimed

more towards systematic product description and is naturally consider-
ably more popular amongst producers Both have ]egitimate uses,. and

“ T :both can no doubt be improved ETS also has one with some special
features (m1ne originated in some work with ETS on a product review .con-
tract)t Some others have been proposed for specia] purposes, e.g.» the -
CMAS (Curriculum Materials Analysis System) from SSEC, and the tremen- '
dous]y~va]uab]e checklist covering all the. administrative aspects of S .
an eva]uatidﬂ deveioped by Dan Stuffiebeam j1974). The trend is there

and, given support, can lead to very suhstantiai upgrading of evaluation,

;despecialiy of eva]uations that should be fairly straightforward but

that often get bogged down in 1rre1evan-1es, or omit re]evanc1es

%

As an exampie of an 1rre]evancy, one sometimes hears ‘the lament that

we ‘can't really evaiuate educationai products until we have an -adequate

i
! . . . . ‘ .
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theory ‘of learning. This remark displays a total lack of understanding.
of the difference between evaluation and explanation. One needs great .
professional skii] as a product evaluator to set up a valid assessment "

-

of color TV sets; but one needs to know nothing about electronics. On

N the other hand, to explain why a part1cu1ar set triumphed in the

ratings will require such knowiedge--in fact, an extremely rare com-
bination ‘of theory, design ‘and production engineering skiiis Theory ’
may suggest breakthroughs in design, its contributiqn to evaluation is-
at most that of supporting the use of certain secondary indicators as
criteria for merit. Euen there one needs oniy'empiricai correlations.
of those features with favorab]e evaluations. The.checklist, 1ike the
trouble-shooting cart in the back of an appliance handbook, incorporates o
a massive amount of knowledge in.a maximally task-oriented torm; theories
have the first, but net, the second property. ‘ )
~ But the improvement of evaiuation is rot the only pay—oft from the
checinst.approach. 1§ believe it has already produced significant
1mprovements in products, for the producer is not only aware that the
checklist may be--in some cases, will be--used in evaluating the pro-
duct, and hence tries to meet the standards it expresces, but he or she
is also ’to a vari:%’e extent) interested in turning out-a quaiit& prodHCt
arld may €ind the arguments supporting the check]ist persuasive in up-
grading his or her conception of what trat implies

The second approach involves upgrading the t raining pr ocedures for

-

cva+uators-espeeaai%ygan—the~qua1+tative—d4mensien——éihe—Simplest—meve———
wouid be to increase enormously the number of evaluations performed

during the train1ng”period, perhaps to a hundred or; more,—with feedback

- -
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" in one form or another (such as ta1lored comment, progrémned materials,
op the issue of goad and bad parad1gm.answers) fAnother procedure,
which could be applied in modified form to the tra1n1ng of rev1ew panel
. members, 1nvolves a direct effort to achieve high inter-judge relia- -
bility without introducing correlated error, a procedure that I call
. calibration. “Th1s is an e:tens1on of the first procedire and involves
using-.a basdc set of cases, “Judging them 1ndependent1y, talking “out
differences as far as possible, test1ng on a new set, and so forth until
reasonable convergence* 1s’ obtained. ce , "
The third approach picks up where training leaves off, out focuses
on the elimination of sources of bias external to the evaluator. We have
aJready d1scussed'some of]these that arise from orgahizatjohaliahd econom1c
factors, the need for further contracts, for {nstanoe.‘ Qe have also dis-
.cussed 1hterpersona1 ties and argued for-the use of external. evaluators,
at least in a supp]ementary role, for both formative and summative evalua-
tion. Even when we had taken account of a]l the preceding suggest1ons,
a typeiof biasihg'interaction occurs whith has htgh]y significant effects
. on the. evaluator and needs to be dealt with. h;t hasktwovd1mensions‘
which are, roughly speak1ng, affect1ve and cogn1t1ve
¢ - '  The affective 1nf1uence occurs because of the generally subm1ssive-b‘
| obsequ1ous hanging-on-every-word posture-which it 1s difficult for an
eva]uee to avo1d ;;opting towards the evaiuator, espét1a11y if the 1atter ’

-

B , - T s eva]uat1ng on behalf of the fund1ng agency. Th1s 1s somewhat too ego-

grat1ﬂy1ng for evaluators to suppose that it has | no influence on them

]

a

“How can all these nice 1nte111gent people who saow their good taste by
asking after my hea1th and werk so interested1y (and e@en, in format1ve"

) sttuations, by select1ng and pay1ng-me to do the evaluation), poss1b1y

j S
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®  not be doing something truly worthwhile?" The best wav.to minimize

) this influence is by minimizing the social contact with the'eve1uee
prior\to submission of the‘;re11m1nary version of 'the report' There ’
is . p1e\ty of time for it later, during the 1nteract10n about the report,

"; . -}and ‘thén it is far less time wasting for proJect staff. (Site-visit |

83 - a]ways have a disruption cost going against\their utility. )

0 the draft evaluation, the eva]qees have a focus for

«<)

1t1es and remarks, and the evaluator has a stake in the',

In reactina
their ac
% | ; discussion so that a fru}}fu] exchange céh‘//cur‘rhther than a “show
| 1" and tell" performance.

" If one elfminetes these prior social exchanges, how does the
eva]ﬁator get briefed ahout the backoround aims, and nature of the
project? This question 1eaqi us: to 1ook at the cognitive biases that
resu]t from such a br1ef1ng If one wants an unbiased view of what
the’ proaect does, one wou]d do better to talk to or, better observe-
the users, not the . producers After a11 whether formative or summa-
tive, a major func]jon of eva1uation s to 1ook at the materials from -
the point of view of a-prospect1ve user. The user will not get a

" visiting fireman treatmeht. The user will not be concerned.with .
achground of the product or what 1t was meant t0‘do on]j with'vhat
it actua11y .does. So the eva1uator 1n si u]a?ing the user's view-

.. point, does best to av01d all the "fringe benefits."

v - Taking these considerations ser' usly leads one into doing goal-

free pva]uatlnn (GFE) lﬁ_is extremel.y_ 1mpontant_as_ajlethodologv.f_gr ,I,

n

. avoidfﬂg OVErfavorab1e eva1uat1ons and: for detecting si{f effects

- Since one haﬁinot beenétuﬂﬂrahet the 1ntended effects--goa1s--are ohe‘T

N

e works very hard to\d1scover any effects, without the tunne] vision

~
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induced by a briefing about goals. If GFE sometimes errs in the

direction oft being too criticalor missing a main e“fect, the cost

of those errors is -insignificant because th';,-,n be picked up at
- the debriefing. Putting it another.way, the .. ~wue 1s the best

way to begin an evaluation because it is reversible without loss,
whereas the.GBE (goal-based) mode is not'reversije and more likely
. to be biased. , ' .
_/ One might describe GFE as a step beyond double-biind methodoiogy.'
(Some of fts cr1t1cs would probab]y prefe¥ to call it tdtallv blind.)
In double- b11nd drug studies, neither pat1ent nor nurse and/or investi-
gator knows which pill is the placebo and wP ?h 1s the experimental

drug during the period of observation (which is when the bias would

operate). The interest is to get the 1hvestigator to look just as
carefully at_all patiehts, without the k1ﬁdaof prejudice that might
lead to projecting effects onto the group that got the experimental -
drug. And, of coytse, to ensure that the,"treathent,"iwh1ch 3nvolvesq‘
both‘a p111 and its precentation, is equalized.\ The'ev1dence about
the effect of expectations on perceptions is so strqng‘that an experi-
mental design that does not blind theﬂobseryér-investigator simp1y
could not be tdken ser1ously In tr1p1e-b1ind the ihvestfﬁator--who '
: would now'have to be different from the developer--would, also not know ,
‘fiilj”whai,the intended effect was. He or she would have to discover what

' effect. if any, the administered substances had from a,study of

pat1ents ‘health, etc , through the period f drug adm1n1strat1on, and

*

thereafter

Now what poss1b1e point could there be in such a procedure? Very
simp]e. it will hmke the observer .evaluator struggle hard to find any

Q T “‘ S - . ; ‘ \
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and all effects, wi thout prejudice, since his or her reputation_is on
the 1ine, and the job has not been pre-defined. Reading a non-existent
effect into. the clinical picture, ‘Cued b} inspiring messages from the
research crew, is made less easy; missing a slight but crucial side-
effect‘is made more difficult. Of course, the evaluator has access

to the charts and medical history of each patient and it will often

- be easy to get an idea of the intended effect from these. But to make

that idea pretise, to describe the class of patients for which the

» effect appears to be such-and-such, especia11y given the absence af,,

cues as to which réceived a placebo, will put the {nVEStiéator on '

his or her mettle.,

- In the medical situation,. the intended effects are relatively

simple; the class of patients treated is a rather good indicator of the
\

1ntended effect, and the consequences of read1ng non- existent effects

into the. gata are considerab]y (but not entire]y) mitigated by the

" double-blind s1tuat10n In education none of these considerations

normally hold, the latteflfailing‘since doub]e-biind studies are not

. generally possib]é ' Consequently, the advantages of goaT-based ,

\
evaluation are partitu]ar]y crucial there whereas they may be only
b 1y / -
marginal inmedical research Ppart from the methodo]ogica] advantages

S
of making the eva]uator hunt for any effects and thereby reducing

- the chance of missing a\side-effect GFE provides yet another of the

o

'procedures for exerting accountab111ty"pressures on the evaluator

____in_adnltion_tn_those_ment1oned_ln_the_sectlnn_nn_metaeva1uation, and
HaLior

hence restr1ct1ng the pfay of b1as There are more detgjfédxdfscussions

o

__of GFE in House (1973) and Popham (1974). o
T . /
< T
’ ///. r -
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Finally, it is well worth mentioning the advocate team approach

for generating a]ternative pfans, wh1ch cdh then be comparative]y
evaluated. This has been particularly carefully studied and deve]oped
by Dan. Stuff]ebeam s staff, espec1a11y by Diane Reinhard (1973) who
applied 'the emphasis J; independence stressed earlier in talking about_

-

feedback channels to input. One notices a deficiency.in this‘dimension

L .
of eva]uation not ongp where complex plans are involved (the area where

adversary methqdology has been focused) but also in simp]e product
'evafuatign where some ingenuity may be requjred to 1dent1fx the approp-

riate a1ternat1ves For example, the evaluation of CAI (computer

‘assisted instruction) should normally involve comparison with programmed

'
texts using the program content from the computer since thes® can be

produced for a minute fraction of the CAI costs, are p0rtab1e, and

simul{aneougﬁy usable by many students.

Conclusions : - :

An effort has peen made to review a wide range of sources of bias
in evaluation, and preventative measures for‘themcmﬂfne-resu1t1ng

recommendations, taken in toto, prov1de'a fatrly comprehensive set of

guidelines for setting: up the broad out]ines of an‘eva]uation system .

Two normative pr1nc1p1es were formu]ated the f1rst recommending
¢
independent feedback in evaluation, the second requiring regular review

of tH§ 1ndependence A third principle 1s inherent in much of the later

d1scussions of pract1ca1 procedures; Tdt asserts that the/best guarantees

of independence-rare ignorance and counterva111ng bias. There are no

L

wholly unbiasedsevaluators but there are arrangements which discourage

them from bringing (some of their most damaging) biases to bear, or

38
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where their biases are (at least partially) balanced off. The search

for the pure in heart. is more appropriate for mythology thao wethodology.'
We can arrange for Jurisprudence when ws\tan't find it; it can be @
property of a group of evaluators, even when it is a property of none

o? them. It's a mattér of balancing off, not perfect stabi]ity. We
could call this ‘the Principle of Independence as Dynamic Equilibrium,
following our practice of grand titles for grim truths When we want®
valid independent evaluation, we don't use the driver-educator to evaluate-
the driver-educator, but wé use one driver-eductor and one Latinist, or
both in one, and that's better even than an accountancy instructor (the
1mp11catioo§ for Qvaluating ethnic studies programs are obvioos and
possibly more exciting). To evaluate breeder reactors we use someone
from the Sierra Club and a member of Congress, not a retired-Juage 6{\

the Supreme Court. ‘(When we're conterned with credibility rather than |
validity, we pigk the jodgé and nequire that the judge hear the others
and that a summary of t?ﬁ{:‘briefs be attached to the evaluation report.)
Or, to evaluate a.new drug, we use researchers who aren't told_what the

drug is supposed to do. In short, fight fire with fire or with 0xygen\

starvation, qot by trying to make everything out of incombustible materials.

The Principles tell us that independence is essential, impermanent,
and situational. Of oourse, one might‘:ay, we all knew that. But then
why didn't we value the knowledge epough to use 1t? Perhaps because we
also knew, or thought we knew, the opposite, that 1ndependent advice is

—a—fuxury*~or-that—+t"can—be—provTded—byva—pFOﬁeF~organ#zat1onal—uxxange

. ment of superwisors, or-that it can only be obtained from really dis-

1nterested people. Knowing contradictory truisms about bias and its
control is knowing nothing about it. /
‘ 39
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