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When analyzing evaluation strategies, one must systematically
ements composing the various- approaches

‘ABSTRACT

pick and choose among the el
While completing this task, it is important to keep in mind that
the purpose of an evaluation strategy is to aid in evaluative de-
By utilizing a taxonomy approach, it is possible to
fforts to pick the ele-

cision making.
analyze and compare various strategies in e

ments needed to satisfy a-given evaluative. need.
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INTRODUCTION

Wé all.have our_problcms. iSo it is with-educdtiona]»tvuluutorg.

War lering the streets of academia ifi écdrch of un/idcntity, cducational
. evaluators are caught in a conflict arising from i sense of not belong-
ing. |

Whether due to fear, frustration, or just a general lack of,undcrf i(,
standing, evaluatidn'has devcr, dntil just recently, been given more than
cursory acceptancé..

Stufflebedm (1971)"reported, "Avoidante bf'eyaluation is evidenced
even within-thq United States-Office of Education (USOE}'which; histori-
cally, has provided'neither budget or staff sufficient to evaluate its
own programs, ideSpite a great deal of talk about the‘desirability of eval--
uation for rhe school"[]] As in any "field where strict definitions are
neitner appropriate nor p0551b1e evaluation begs the participant to con-
stantly reassess his options in search of a better way.

The problem arises when one tries to differentiate ambdg.these better |,
ways. In-the field of evdluating programs for disadvantaged adults alone,
the ERIC blearinghousé’on Adult Education lists 58 evaluation models cur-
rently in use.

By closely scrutinizing these as w€ll as a ;iéthora:of other strat-
egies, one'finds a pattern of similarities_if not total repetition. In
v1ew1ng thése various evaluative approaches, it becomes apparent“that eval- -
udtors .generally follow one of several basic patcerns and then embellibh
the similarities with 4 personal touch in efforts to legitimizt their 'new

.creation.” This'approach typifies, in many respects, the cxpanding field

of educational technology in general and instructiehal development in

particular. As in evaluation, instructional developers have %E%;led on a




basic approach focu51ng on edugat1onal design, development, cevaluation,
and revisions, prier to massaging adstlonJl steps geared to reflect their .
unique cjircumstances. -7 i

The same gencralization holds for evaluation--there is a basic struc-

ture ‘that is,embell%fhed to mect one's unique needs. The question arises:

Dy ,

Is it pbssible to isolate. particular evaluative characteristics and then
build, in COokadk fashioﬁ, a super-strategy based on the various major
_evalua;ive appréaches? In essencé, that is the purpose of this pdpér;-to
analyze the major prograp-evaIUation strategies utiiized by the current
leaders in, the field by developin6 a taxonomy' of evalﬁative strategies.
& Whlle delving 1nto thls ana1y51s of evaluation strategies, heed a word
of cautlon voiced by W, James Popham -a seasoned evaluatlon spec1a11Qt
'from the University of Callfornla at Los Angﬂles (UCLA),“ "Although it is
sen51b1e fbr educatlonal evaluators to inform tnem>e1ve% of the nature of
‘egucatlonal evaluatlon models, they should not get too caught up in that
enticing-but enervatiné'game known as comparative model meshing. Some
'p°op1e take great dellghf in see1ng how Model X' dlffers frem Model Q and
‘is ever so sllghtly like the 3eventy n1nth stage of Model Z. Instead of
v
engaglng in adgame of ! samus and’ stferents," ithe educat1cna1 evaluator

sheuld become suftic1ent1y conversant with the avallable models of eval-

uatlon to decide which, 1f any, to/fmploy* Otten a more. eglectlc approach fﬁ)

will be adopL"d whcreby onc selcctively draws from several available modcls

those procedures or constructs that appear most helpful." (2]
: g - B _ T
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C. "Organization of Informatlon

WHY A TAXONOMY?

For the purposes of this paper, ”tuxonomv“ 15 Jdelined~as a Systcm-

/ :
atic attempt at classlfv1ng phenomend into c1teﬂox10~, elther corre-

. spondlng to real ordering or to uarbitrury OldCFlﬂQ among, the phcnomcn..

I)-

Concernlng the development of an e\aluatlon de\1gn taxonomy,

horthen (1968) states, "While manageable in th001v, :uch'an approach J

presents’ the evaluator with a task which is exrremely d1ff1cu1t in

practice. It requires that the selection of alternatives affects a

balance between selection of the most appropriate alternative. for each

decision situation and the selection of a set of alternatives,which

can be integrated into the beat over-all de51gn " [3]

In analyzing various evaluatlon de51gns Stiff1cbeam (1978) devel-

oped a logical evaluatlon de51gn structure that transcends all types of

3
evaluatlon wnether content , input, process or product--the comoonentq

*of his own model [4] The necessary elements are as follows:

A.". Focusthg the Evaluatlon
. 1. TIdentify the major 1evel(s) of dec1 1or maklng to be :erved
e.g., local, state, or national.

2. For each 1evel of dec151on -making, plojeot the decision situa-
tions to be served and describe each one in terms of its locus
focus, timing, and comp051tdon of alternatives..

3. ,De11ne criteria for each decisionm situation by specifying vari-

"~ ables for measurcment amd standards fol use in. the Judgmenr of
alternatives. - N
4. Define policies within wh1ch the e\nlxmtlon must operatc
B. :Collection of Information . ! o7
1. Specify the source of the 1nf0rmat10n =0 be collected.

2. Specify the instrumen®s and methods. f01 collecilng the
necded informaticn.e v

3. Specify the sampling vrocedure to be emsloyed. |

4, Specify the condltlons and schedule for" 1nformat10n collectlon

. i
. L

!

.. 1. Specify a format for the information which is. to be collected.
2. Spcc1fy a meahs for coding, organiz 1ng, storing, .and retricving
“informat Lon

w7 . P o -
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D. Analvsls of Infoxmatxon ' ' : -
L. bpeclfv the analytical procedures to he cmpIO\cd
2. Specxt\ a means for coding, OILdnl‘ajﬂ. storing, and retriev- o
ing; 1nEormnt10n ' '
E. Reporting of Tnfornutlon S ' ¢ ' o
Define the audiences for the cvnluatlon reports. ' |
Specify means for providing information to the audiences. | \
Spec1fy the format for *\aluatlon reports and/or’ reportlng '
ssessions. -

4. Schedule the rcportlng of 1nfornut10n o Co

\

1.
o)
L.
3.

E. Adnlnlstratlon of the Evaluation -
1. Summarize the svaluation schedule v
7. Define staff and resource requirements and plans for, meeting -

+ these requirements.

3. " Specify means for meeting pollcy requirenents-for conduct of the
. evaluation.

4, Evaluate the potential of the evaluation design for prov1d1ng

‘ .+ . information which is valid, reliable, cred1b1e timely, and. .
pervasive.

(3 Specify and schedule means for per10d1c updatlng of the evalua-
' tion design. ,

6. Provide a budget for the total evaluation program

These criteria along w1th others developed by the auithor will be

ut1117ed in development of thls matrix-based evaluation taxonomy

TEN EVALUATION STRAFEGIES FOR COMPARISO\

’ ‘ /'. .For the purposes of thls taxonomv the follow1ng evaluntlon %trateg1es

were selected on the baHIS of the1r major acceptance and the1r re1at1ve1y
unlque approach to. this complete fleld The 1nd1v1dua1 strategies alonb

.o . w1th a brlef annotatlon of each are prodeed below:. ’

-

1. SIATE--”Countenance of Evaluatron ot

Evaluatlon data are elther deqcrlptlve-—lntents and observatlons--
or'judgmental. ' In order to cvaluate, an educator will gather together

:certain'data. _Thendata arec-likely to be from several quite different

e 2
e .

T

sources, gathered in several quite'differeht ways. Whether the immedi-
ate purpose is description or judgment , three bodies of .information

Ta 7 . -
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should be tapped. In the cvaluation report it can he helptul to dis-

tinguish among antecedent, transaction, and cutceme Jata.

An antecedent is any condition existing prior to teaching and

lcarning which pay relute to outcomes. The status of a student prior

to his lesson, c.g., his aptitude, previous experience, interest, and

. .
W1111ngn055, nqv comprlse a complex antecedent.

TranSstJOHS arc the countless. encounters of studcnts with tCJLhO'\

students with student, author with rcader, etc. FExamples include the

‘presentation-of a film, a class discussion, ctc. Transactions are

’

. dynamic whereas antecedents and outcomes_arc relatively static.
. . K . /_/__
) ' Qutcoimes arc the consequences of educatina-~immcdiafﬁ-and long- .

range covnltlvc and conitl\e personal and commun1ty-w1dc
H (%%

JudomcntJl statcmnnts axc c11<51f1cd enther as UCnLlll «tandards

of qualit%‘oi as juﬂumcnts spécnfic to a given program. DLQL]lpthC

\

N dlt1 are C1d>>lf10d as Jntcnt% and’ Ob\C’VJtlﬁn\ Thﬂ evalutto1 can or-
_ . . , . - .
ban) e hls daLd gat}crlnﬂ to conform to the fermat shown' in Figure 1..[5)
.. (INTENTS . OGSERVATIONS . STANDARDS - JUDGHENTS:
- RAT jONALE : o S N P
) P “ ANTECEDENTS . .} -
: | ' Sl ) .
' - ) ’ i -~ . ) . v ’ g '- .'! B ) " |
S ' 7 qRANSACTIONS .+ - -~ L L.
. ' ! - i — ‘)
S - 1 ol OUTCOMES - ‘
S ) | .
L IV i I -
' JUDGMENT MATRIX

.- ) DESCRIPTION MATRIX
: T . _ B (Figurc 1)
ERIC ) -
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plannlng,

-

The Stake model is considered to'he the rext humanistic of any of

the mijor models in current us¢, placing heavy weight on Judgiental data.

V.

2. QIUIII‘BI\M.APH’ DELTA kxli\-~”ﬂo ision- (ontvlcd Fvaluation [{l?P)”

. -

Evaluation pIO\lJC\ information for JUu”ln” decision d]IL]A’Il\L\
It can be useiul at all, Stdﬂc\ of decision making--awareness,, design,

ch01ce and actlon Four ]cxcls of e\aluztlon--fonLO\t input, process,

x

:and product--c01r0<pond to foux P130r steps of programming decisions--

Gtructullnq, 1m91;mont1n and-rccycllng.

-

3. PROYUS-—"chcchnnC\ F\a]nltlon

>

Evalgatlon 1dc"t1f1ﬂs d1>crcp1nc10s between- a;tuql programs and

‘andaldb for p1001nms SO thﬂt p”oglamb can bc improved.

! - . \

sonncl set standa1u> fo“ “Ltl\lules and’ rC\Ultb at-each p1ooranuun0

.

Program per-

a \

stagc--dcelon 1n>fdllat10n proce%s and p”ndULt ‘Actual petfoxmnnCe

1% Com011cd with tlc ftandald xnd dJQCIOp’nule< or arcas for improve-
- a .l-‘
ment 1dont1f10d - Dl\CICpﬂnL\ 1nf01rut101 Jx u\cd cither to chﬂngu the

pCrfOrmnncc or to chnngc the stnndard. .

‘
” Rd

4. s«:rzl\w-'-"co:nhcarx.dlmumr : A

e . e

Reqults of p1og1am< 1rc 1udﬂcd agalnct the.oxlnlnlrlno nceu rather

4

CO\t of produ;1nn tho~o 1o\u}t< is consid-

N

than thc etatcd 0b1CLt1\CS.

- -~

crcd in rclatlon to- Costs of altorna{ivcs‘ -The work™ of cxaltmtlon is

\J

viewed. as pxlnmrll\ an act of Condcnsdtlon that “includes two major

stagcs- comprcsalon and ¢1edcnt1a111nw

[

are’ comprch d until Jud"mcnts as to the VJ]UC or uoxtn of the program.

‘<

can be madc--crcdontials‘assigned. (61

-

A mass of dutu'and_ohsvrvutions

iy



5. SCRI\TV--"FornutJ,e Jnd Sunmative Evaluation''

There are two C\llUJtl\C stages: formative--the purpose. of which 1s
to assist in developinq curricula--and summative--the purposc of which .is to
asscss the merit of turllcula once they have been developed and arc on
the market. Scrlven states that formatlve cvaluation 1s an ong01ng pro-
cess préViding constant feedback to the producer with summative cvaluation

being used to assess: the merit of the finished product by the consumer.

.

6. GLASS--""Trade-off and Comparative Cost-Approach”

A format for evaluation of Materials or educational activities,.in- -
cludingi'describing'the pfoduet to be evaluated- evaluatinw the goals of
the product clarlfylng the point of entry of the evaluator; determlnlng
'rthe kinds of. trade offs involved; comparing costs with costs oE alterna-
t1ves, maklng an intrinsic (secondary) evaluation; maklng an outcome
(prlmdr\) evaluatlon forming judgments and recommendations; n;tlpulatlno
circumstances that would modify the conclﬁsions; and evaluating the eval-

uator.

7.  HUNTER AND SCHOOLEY--""The Synergistie Evaluation Strategy"

An educationallsystem can be broken down inte four domains: (1) pol-
icy, (2) program deyelopment,(Sj instruction, and.(i) feedback. Each
domain conta1n> activities which are of a teLhﬂlLal and non-technical
nature wﬁlch comprlse a complete evaluation strategy. The approach is

synergistic in three ways: (1) its activities requ1re the 1nv01Jement and
complete interaction’anbhg Students, educaters, and parents; (2) it requires

the interactign betweceri-technical and non-technical aspects of evaluation;



axis 1s“concerncd with thc follonlno categoxlﬂ “ (1) issues, (2) initia-
//

and £3) its activities include both goal based cvaluation (GBE) and goal
. N - . .

" free evaluation (GFE). [71

8. FOSTER--"The Kurlsruhc,ﬁva]uatiqg.Strdtbgy”
As an offshoot of the Scriven Formative/Sunmative cvaluation systen,
the basic steps involved are: (1) preplanning, (2) planning and mode]l

dcvelopmcnt (3) implementation, (4) operation,-and (5) dissemination.

.In contrast to most. developwcnt&l stratonlcs, cvaluation is not listed

as the final phase because evaluation is viewed as an ongoing activity.

at all stages of program development.

9. CREMEL--"The Clemcl Evaluation Strqtcwy”

“The Cremel strategy is developed utilizing an X/Y matrix. The X-
’ ~

v

+ion, (3) pilot, (4) fleld'test, and (5) pub11c_§;££u3i6ﬁi The Y axis

- is concerned with: (1) dC&llﬁblllt)/fcagthJ]T\ {2) management pro-

cedurai cost, (3) product yorth, (4) usability, and (5) gencraliz-
abilitft The cvaluator rcsponds to the matrlx in terms of: (1) cri-
teria, and (2) audicnce.. -Thié enables those involved in the study tb a
analyze the iﬂaividualmsegmcnts'of thc'cvalumtion ﬁs to their‘iqstruc-
tion515wargh.. | .
In-using the Crcmcf-strategy thenevaluator helps the c]xcnt to';f\“
idcntify the issues .to be considered, i.e., ”Desxlqbl‘1t)/‘0d>1b111t\
The cvalhatqt/cjicnttham then idéﬁtifics the vurious audiences for cach
issuc (varies from isguc to issﬁc) ahd‘thc ;ritcria needed to satis{y

a'pnrticular audioncc in rcgards to a specific issue. Similar criteria/

audltncc anqusls is conductﬂu for thc various %tagcs of pregram evalua-

,tlon, i.e., initiation, pllOL, ficld thtlng pub11c diffusion. (FlgUIC 7)

’

11
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. 10.  STUFFLEBEMNM/SCRIVEN,/CGUBRA--""Meta -I\alu tion, or, ‘hc Taa 1untxon of
Evaluations' s

Becau%c of 1ts‘\dtlcd 1nrcrp10~at10n>, a little background infdf—
mition on Mcta- E\aluqtlon is in 01dcr. The term '"Meta-Fvaluation”
means '"'A procedure for des cribing an cvaluation activity and compar-

. . ing it against a set of ideas concerning what conct teeos pood cvalta-
tion." According to Scriven, this ircans that mota-C\p]uution is high?r
order than stundard evaluatiun and includes cvaluations that arc séc-

ondary, tertiary, ctc. [8]

«

C11tcr1a for judging mota cvaluation have been discussed In thc

woxks of Campbell dnd %tlnlg) [9] cphart,, Inglc lnd Reinstad [10]

,and BIJCht and’ GlaSs [11]

-, ,
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The st ucturing of -méta- e\al11t1on appears in TFigure 5. Ths
- ‘structu1e portlJy; meta-evaluation as a. mcthodOIOg\ for assessing the

mcrlt of propoch uﬂd conp]ctcd cvaluation efforts as discussed in the

4

flr\t plcmlqe f The flameu01} relates to three dlmvnxxons, namely;

PURPOSES,‘OBJECTS, AND STEPS. - The contonts of the cells of thc stit

ture reflect the three criteria of technicul‘adequacy, ‘utlllt\ and LO\T/

‘cffectivenéss._ “ctu-evuluwtioﬁ follows the premise that insidcrs should

S conduct formative or plo active mcta~C\J1uat10n while cxtcrndl agcnts

v
-

f7shou1d LOHdULt slmmntlve or retroactive meta -evaluation. LA .

Stufflcbcam st tcs tha; there are two spec1f1c WUYPOkC\ of mcta-
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1. Meta-evaluation should scrve decision making and accountabil-

itys In 01dn1 to support dCLl\lOH m*klnu in o ultutlon it rcquircs

dnd cmphxsx es, thc need for toxmatj\c uOIL An efforts to ﬂlO\ldu txmgl\

,

regommondxtjons LOH&ClPlnﬂ how e\aluitlon xtudlo\ \hOUlJ beo chxnnoJ

and carried gpt. Iornutl\c meta-cviluation 1s a direct way of insuring
4

that evaluations will produce results that are'tochnicallf adequate,

useful, and cost/cffective.

2. The second, and possibly outwardly more irportant, purpose of

meta-evaluation is to provide a system of acccuntability for the cval-.

. . -

uator. To facilitaté‘thiq accountabilitv, mcta-evaluatﬂm1of a sum-

- mative typc is condu;tcd b) outside- qoent to produce an un- bld\Cd out-

~ side op1n10n and fOstCr publlc Judoment< of thg merits of the comnlotol

evaluation work. Much of the 1nf01mat10n required in summnat ive mcta-

) "y

evaluation is potcntlall) dVGlldblO in the f0111t1\c meta-cvaluation.
> .

'\mRI\ Fomm L .

In asscsslnv thc various o\ aluﬁtlon strategics, several character-

- e

istics were deemed necessary to explOrc. Thcy are:

‘
a

Type of Evaluation--The context in which the evaiaation is conducted.

>

Definition--The primary aim of the cvaluation.

2

B
C. Pu1p0>c~-<QJt thc results of the cvu]uiticn will be used for.
D

Crltcrla for Judging E\aIUJtlon--Thc criteria by which the evalua-

Fudd

tJ\e design “and inmlombwfation will bC*JUdng.
E.' Porsonncl Requirved--Staffing inp%ications in relatian to a given

c»aluatlvc qtlatog) i.e., to shcccsstlly.moct cvaluati:} criteria

. -

certain StldtC“lCS need move mnnpouc1 than others. (This is an im-
~ N

_portant budgctnry~considcration.)» :

K N ) _ ..1.1"



vious, otherb rema1n_h1ddcn tor the most part. S : . AU

~ more conprchen51ve they would also tend to make the taxonomy more dlﬁfr*,

CF.. Inplicutions for Design--Specific design constraints encountered when

¢

tolloulng a vx\cn stratcoy

G. Key lnphﬁqls—-Hou thc information gleancd- from the evaluation is used.

tl. * Role of Evnluutbn—fThc-eva}tmtor's rolo in rcgurdS to o specific

strategy. '

I. Rclatlonshlp to ObJettlves--Mcanb by hthh ﬂK‘ObJCCth s.are mct

J.. Relatlonshlp to Dec151on Maklng--How the evaluatlon strategy scrves

-dec151on making.

-~

. T1me to Conplete--Approtlmate time needed to complete a g1ven eval—
uatibn.- Time varies greatly concernlng the size of the proglam and
- depth of the evaluatlon o "o ' r
L. Cost--Budgetarv requlrements in very general terms dependent once
-’1aga1n, on the size ‘of the program and depth of the eraluatlon
It is quite obv1ous that various: other characterlstlcs could be .-
pluvoed'into this frémework. It is felt, however, that the chnracter—

1st1cs llsted here will- prov1de the rvader with a f1rm base trom which .

various evaluation \trategles can be analyzed.

LIMLTING FACTORS | | - B -

Ever» tatonomy has 1nherent drawbacka While some are quite ob- .

In looklng over the characterlstlcs con51dercd in the matrix, it is

apparent that ‘other aspects of the mode1> could have e3511v bccn added

to this framehork While addltlonal chaxactﬁrxxtlcs would make thc tn\onom\ -1

P
—e?’

cult to dlgcst Anothcr problem arises from the difficulty of t1a551fy1ng '

varlous stratcgles using someuhqt vawue term1nolog) such as ”cost "

Y
-
B



4 : :._, - “ " o ' R | o .
"purpose, "’ btc, _Términology phag is too rigid will tend to misrepresent
certain %tfﬂtoﬁies while non-specific tcrms will fall to.give a firm ﬁusc
by which difterent sttﬂthsz can be analv*ed

A final factor ot concern to thc person’ JktUdllV gondu\tluq an eval-
wition is the size of thc ptogtam being analvzed. . Onc shoulu keep in
mird. thnt thc 51-e of an evaluat1ve etfort, bo h in terms of budget, pcf-'

-

‘sonnel’ requ1rements deadllnes etc., will have a great affect on the v’

evaluatlxe >tzate0“ or strateglcs to be ut111 ed )
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SYNTHESIS - . _ -
T N o ! [
"As st&ted garlier in thl\ paper, the vast maijority of cvaluation
‘ . .
strategics utilizes similur cvents in a rather predictable sequence.  In

,

analy:ing.thg various 5{11t0010> di scussed in this pupor, it is note-

worthv that nearly all fIJmChOIk\ Htlll-C clomcntx of l\tlng strategics
to come up with "unique" cvaluatlve approaohcs Ior qumplc most strat-

'egiQShfolloW.a~sequence similar"to‘Sthfflebeam's Context, Input Process,

s
1

#e

Product (CIPP) system for la\1ng out the dif{ferent cvaluatlvc Staocb.
Almost all. models 1nc1ude the Eormatlve/sUHmﬂtrve evaluatlvc nrocess
credlted to Scriven. Although Scriven ponularl ed the. term‘”for ative/

ummatlvc cva]uat1on " the vast majority oE present -day’ evqluatlvc strat-.

JLgICS before that time ut111 ed some‘form of program feedback for guidance
~ from prOJect ini 1atlon.uo completion.

Other approaches, such as’ Stake s “Countenance of Evaluat1on” svstem

.

attcmpt to gather <1mllar data ut111-1n0 d1+fevent mcthod~ sucn as Stake's

humanlstlc approach to gathorlng informatrion. ‘ -

An cxample of evaluating a given product or program using a uniuue
- approach is Scriven's "Goal-Free' evaluation strategy in which goals, the
guiding 1ight of most cvaluators, are intentionally-hyv-passed in efforts

to create an outcome-bdsed, bias-free evaluation. C ] i
. . . . P - l . N N

Early in the deVelopmont of this taxonomy, the nced was expressed to

find a "'super strategy” utilizing the best elements of each evaluative an-

@ -

proach. In. anal ng the approacgcq discussed "in this paper, it becomes

- L

obvious that phe dévelopmoﬁt’of'a ”super stratcgy” for educational cval-

uation is not a new concept . . .
. . . Each of'thq"stratcgiCSchscussedin this paper is an attemnt at devel-

' ..
r

oplng the ultimate evaluation tool de s1gncd ta fill a qpcc;.lc nced. The

- . +




E

O

. \
v .
’ : - * \
X ) . \

success of various strategists in reaching this end can only be decided,

b .

‘he the individual evaluator, who, after assessing his cvaluation needs,

must . look at cvaluation options currently available and decide whether to

&

_ ., .
ut111:e an oxisting one or develop a "'sumer strategy'" of his own which
tranSLond\ provious modcls. .

. +

One needs’ to romcmhe1, however, that evaluatlon QtTOtCQ]C\ need not

be complex to'be effective.- There is, for example, a particutarly slmplc

} . . . - . . - -
‘one developed by ‘Ernest R. touse, and reported in-his article: "Confessions

’;Technoioqy (1963) . :

Sc

% - : ,

\

of a Responsive Goal-Free Evaluator.'" Cloaked in the jargon of educational

evaluation, the tongue-in-check House states, 'Below is an evaluation model

deJeloped by an- Office of +Education official and reported in Educational

b

Beginning LS Middle v L  End

A e e e e

Or was it an eva aluation modcl of the Oifl' of Education?. In any casc,

the data u111 be azrdved 1nto the abovc -scheme." [18]

‘House's point is well taken. The nurpo&e ot an odu;qtlonal ovd T -

tion strategy should be to facilitate evaluative decisiom making. This

-

should b¢ dowo as- fFlClcntlv as posqlhlc without undue ﬂlorltlcatlon and

obfuscating frills._ Whllc House's simplistic model OVLT\tdtC\ the case,

the measure of’a "QDOd" cvaluation strategy is its gbility to fill an

'etprc<>cd cvaluat1ve nged and not to aud more jargon to a field approaching

v

the saturation po1nt
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