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DEFINING RIGOR AND RELEVANCE Ds*-
VOCATIONAL EDUCITION EVALUATION,

The termd 'rigor' and 'relevance' most often surface in discussioris of

methodological adequacy.* If they have a 'classical' meaning, then, mist

'likely, the phrase 'rigor versus relevance' refers to the tradeoffs involved

in designing an experiment that has both high internal validity (rigor) and

high external validity (relevance) (Campbell and Stanley, 1966). Within the

context of the current methodological these two terms have been

used in a rather general way to characterize the differences between 'hard'

data and, traditional, scientific, or' quantitative methodology which is

riiprous and 'soft' data and, less Conventional, naturalistic, or qualitative

methodology which is relevant.

-N
'I initially intended to investigate vocational education evaluation

models, methods, and

dimensions of method

of the terms 'rigor

as well as a metho

frameworks in view of their treatment ofthese two

logical adequacy. Yet, attempts to clarify the.meaning

d 'relevance) revealed that they have an epistemological,

Hence, in what follovs, I propose a more expanded analysis of rigor and

ogical meaning.

relevance. Four distinct, though interrelated, notions of rigor and relevance

are identified: epistemological relevance, epistemological rigor, method-

ological relevande,.and methodological rigor. Each is explained and an attempt

is made to illustrate the treatment of each in the'literature on Vocational

education evaluation. The paper concludes with a discussion of the need to

further investigate each dimension. .
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Defining Rigor and Relevance

iCgical-and conceptual analysis of the witions of rigor and relevance

in the context of spcial, science research and evaluation reveals an

epistemological and a methodoldgical usage of each term.. These four aspects

of rigor and relevance are explained below.

Epistemological Relevance

It is commonplace to characterize the major criteria for adequate'researeh

iproblems as relevance and fruitfulness.. For example, Steiner 11978) explains

that for an educational problem to be relevarit it must be generative of

scientific, philo'sophical, or praxiological knowledge about educatiod the

mark of a fruitful problem is that it must be capable of leading to the

extension of knowledge. Assessing epistemological relevance is thus equivalent

.to answering the question, "Is this particular research question worth asking

at all?"

We mivnt extend this notiot& of epistemological, relevance in research to

the domain of evaluation in the following way. To determine whether a
.

particular evaluation question is worthasking (Or whether aarticular
(-

evaluation is worth pursuing), we muit:first apswer VA? questions: (1) What

is to be evaluated?, an (2) Etz is it to be evaluated? These questions must
. .

be anewered to thesatistactionIof stakeholdeis in any given eitaluatipn before

questions of how to procee d are promed. Failure to adequat 1Y specify. the,
4

evaluand--"the entity being evaluated Scriven, 1§79)-'-andkto .identify the

intended uses and users of evaluativelinformation will'likely result ix an
o

inaccurate evaluation of little use to anyone.

ti
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Determining epistemological relevant- need not benarrowly condeived.as

a task unique to positivistic science: e following two approaches to

assessin4 epistenological relevance originate .n'quite different points of

view regarding the nature of evaluation

Joseph Wholey.and his oolleague; at th

Horst, et al, 1974) is compatible wi
.,

as evaluation.research'. The approa

requi;pes clarifying and defining the

'the user and the evaluator. The maj

are characterized lilt Wholey (1977)

1. Determining- the bollnda4es
what is it that is to be
objectives?

2. Gathering information th
activities, andunderly

3. Develdpinq' a model pt p
from the point of ,view
evaluation informition.

The first approach, roposed by
. , . ,

Urban Ins4tute -(Wholey, 1975,;19-47;
, ..% ' '._.

. , .

...

the.tra4tional view of evaluation.

. 1

i

..e ...

,
A

Ni1h, known as nevaluability assessment, ";

I
. f )

. .

valua0 froM the perspectpesHdf both ." ...

.

r elementi,of
,

an evalpability astessment '

of the,probldm/prOgram,,i.e.,
'almzed?, Jtit'are,,the piogiam

; . ,

de.finesprogramIlitiiies," .
g,assumptf.Ans. "."

.

4ram activities and objeC`r

fthe intenaecruset 'of the
.

ti

!.. e

....e

4. Determin ing to what extent the -definition 8f tn program,-

as contaihedin the inodel,,qp.sUfficientZ, unambiguous to
permit a usefUl evaluatiop.. .

, -

5.
- .

!., ...
%.

. .

Presents of, above informatidn to-the intendid user'
.of the a/uation and determinationof next steps to'be.taken.

. r.
Though quite

,.
. , 1 .

Antithetical tothe'geheral approachioeevalpation research,
.: ... .: - .-

.
. . e

Gibe's (1978) comMentary,on the methodology
.

of naturalii,tic inquiry. in

.

4

.-
evaluation also addresses the-que'etion of ep4etemological relevance. In

.

.
. ... . . . ..

surfacing the concerns and:issues of 'relevant parties to the evaluation,

the natur alistic investigdtor is efgegedein'a process of determining-what

to be evaluated and t.rhy it is' to be evaluated. Having cycled through repeated-
>

) '

4.

4'
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phases of discovery and verification, the evaltiator possesses a preliminary

set of categories. of information., Gu8a suggests that considerations of salienceq

credibility, uniqueness, heuristic value; feasibility, and materiality be

emplOyed to prioritize the categories and thereby focus the inquiry.' As a 1

result1of this prbcess,.the evaluator is able to pursue those-categories °X

concerns and issues -"most worthy of further exploration."

Itsshould be apparent from these two examples that, regardless of one's
. .

philosdphical orientation regarding the nature of evaluation, assessment of

epistemological relevance id'a,critical first step in evaluation. Though :

;
the tecfiniques of the evaluation researcher and the naturalistic investigator

are quite different, both aim at clarifying the nature of the eve/liana and'

surfcing the concerns of potential users of evaluation information.

Epistemological Rigor

.When we discuss the properties of a 'researchable' problem, we are

speaking-of epistemological rigor. As was the case with epistemological

relevance, thii notion of rigor is.iMportant regardless of the particular

philosophical orientation of the researcher or evaluator. However, 'scientific'

and "naturalisti'c' Inquireis assess the dimension of epistemological rigor in

quite, different waits. '1
.

,
Wherle evaluation is viewedas an extension of scientific research, the

. . ,t

efssessme t'of epi:steidlogical rigor is quite straightforward. Here, rigor

I :" 1 .

ze&rs .to the exienttb which evaluation questions are cast in a form that is
.

.- .

deaiur le ortestable. Assessment Wrigor is largely context-independent
t

..

-:.and a lomi.,/IIV$Ives adequately specifying the eppirical referents for

v..

C
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and. the connections between variables contained in the 'statement of the research-,

or evaluation problem. Darcy (1979, 1980) illustrates this process in the

'context of vocatiOnal'education outcomes evaluation. Beginning with a

meaningful Outcome statement, he explains that (1) this'statement/miet 15e
.

translated into &hypothesis with careful specificition of dependent

independent variables, (2) the entity on which the outcome. is to be observed

must be delineated, and (3) empirical indicators of the outcome must be

specified. Outcome statements so fOrmulated meet the test of epistemological
4

rigor.

where evaluation is placed more in the tradition of ethnography (e.g.,

Guba, 1978; Patton, 1980; Pilstead, 1979) tO de'termination of epistemological

rigor is no less Important, yet the process is less apparent because problems
.

are not so carefully circumscribed prior to the investigation. Here, the

assessment of epistemological rigor isilargelycontext-dependent and a

posteriori. That is, epistemologital. rigor is not assessed at the outset of

. investigation by determining whether or not a problem is iesearchable, rather

rigor is assessed near the conclusion of the investigation by determining

whether or rift a problem has been' adequately researched (investigated).

Naturalistic or ethnographic evaluation approaches begin with problems.,

that aie not lar1ely delimited. Hence,, the naturalistic evaluator defines

epistemological rigor in terms of whether the limits'to aminvestigeton of .%.!:

a problem have been reached. Guba (1978) deuribe'S this prOceis as ot'WOE'

reaching "closure" by applying the criteria of "exhaustion of resources;" .,",,
s.

41
"saturation,:' "emergence of regularities," and "overextension" to the ectiIity7

.

.
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'.of collecting information. If these signals.for closure Appear, then the

`naturalistic evaluator is reasonably certain that epistemological rigOr has

been attained.

both approaches focus on setting the boundaries that define a researchable

problem. In the case of evaluation research, these boundaries are defined in

terms'oiconditions for stating the Problemi. In naturalistic evaluatidn, these

boundaries are defined in terms of outer limits that signal completion of an

investigation.

Methodological Relevance

If we acCept the proposition that differentkinds of evaluation questions

require different kinds of methodologies, then the question of methodological

relevance can be asked as, "Is this particular' method (or model) appropriate
- .

to the questions that I am trying to answer?" Atsessig methodological

relevance is largely AmAtier of determining the tiadelffs, in terms of

strengths and weaknesses, of methods that are available to the evaluator:`

Questions of methodological relevance are'largely means-end questions.

It is only after knowing what we are trying to discover that we can decide

how to proceed. For example, if we wish to test causal hypotheses, then we-

might:choose an experimental design. If we wish to act as the surogate eyes

and ears of decisilon makers who desire inforMation about what really takes

place in a program, then we might choose a case study approach.

Determining me4lodological relevance requires (1) a review of the

conditions which must be present to facilitate the use of a given method

and (2) a careful consideration of the intrinsic strengths and weaknesses
0-
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of the method. 'For ,example, in order to make use of an eitferitnental or

quasi- experimental evaluation design, conditions such,as the following must

obtain: a clear, precise statement of intended program results; a reasonably

I

'controlled' program setting; a reasonably 'uniform' treatment across

participants and over times a large enough sample; and an ability to select

and assign individuals randomly to treatment and control groups, or the

availability of a comparison group. Likewise, the measurement of program

effects by means of objective, standardized instruments such as aptitude tests,

achievement-tests, or attitude scales requires that there be a.program logic

exhibiting valid linkages between the program's goals, the treatment delivered,

and the instruments used to measure utcomes.

To understand the second objective--the process of weighing the intrinsic

merits of a given technique--consider the following review of the technique of

documentary analysis. This method involves the analysis of written program

materials- -e.g., interim repdrts,.'ihternal memoranda, activity etc--
.

"to gain a clearer' insight of program planning and operation. Tts str the
4

are that it is entirely unobtrusive and nonreactive, that thi documents

themselves are unchanging and expressthe perspectives of their authors in the

authors' own nat4at language. On the other hand, among its weaknesses are

that the document may not be representative, it is usually uniperspectival,

represents unique events, and may be temporally and spatially specific. In

a similar way, every method available to the evaluatorcan be scrutinized for ,

its intrinsic adequacy or merit.

The activity of determining methodological relevances clearly not a

a

simple process. The choice of one method over another invol(res tike evaluator
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dhd other parties to the evaluation in a series of trade-offs'for which no

set of rules will suffice. It may be tempting to say .that the determination

of relevance should be based on the prindiple of maximizing utility. But

that raises the que.stion of how we are to measure utility and for whom. A

more plausible approach. may be to argue that instead of seeking optimal or

maximal solutions to,the problem of methodological relevance, we.should adopt

a strategy of "satlsficine (Simon, 1976)choosing methods which are not

necessarily the best but 'good 'enough' given the goals of the evaluation,

the limititions of the methods themselves, the problems inherent in the

particular evaluation situation, and the needs of relevant'parties to the

evaluation.

Questions of methodological relevance naturajly raise the possibility

of combinihg methods in a single study. The rationale for th4 use of multiple

methods is captured nicely by Webb, et al. (1966):

Once a proposition has been confirmed by two or more

measurement processes, the uncertainty of its interpretation
t

is greatly xecluced. The most persuasive evidence comes

through a triangulation of measurement processes. (p. 3, .
.

1

. .

. I

emphasis added)

Den zin (1978) further suggests that, there are fouretypet.of triangulation

available: (1) da'ta trianqplation--.using a variety of data sources,.(2)

investigator triangulationusing several different evaluators, (3) methodological

.6

, triangulationusing several different methods to examine the same questions so

that the flaws of one method can be compensated for by,the strengths of other

methods, and (4) theory triangulation- -using multiple perspectives to interpret

4

.1
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the same set of objectives. However, though the rationale may be veil-

4:0

established, actually effecting" methodological mix in a given study is a

complicated matter (cf. Trend, 19 9) requiring a great deal more investigation.

Methodological Rigor 1

Unlike methodological relevance which is an assessment of instrumental

worth, methodological rigor is a dete

we bask, "Is this method/evaluation-des

we are asking whither it meets certain

'trustworthy' method, a 'sound' design',

ination of intrinsic merit. When

gn/type of data analysis rigorous?"'

analysis.

iUntil very recently, t e only avai able andragreed upon standards for

greed upon standards for a 'good' or

or an 'appropriate: type of data

methodological rigor were the canonsfo what constituted rigorous scientific

inquiry. For example, in their review f federal evaluation studies./

Berns.tein and Freeman (1975) developed a composite index of scientific

standards for measuring the quality (rigor) of evaluation.. research. Their.

; rating scheme is shown below in Table 1.

'Insert Table 1 about here

The Bernstein and Freeman index is fairly representative of the types of

\ standards currentllt in use for judging the methodological rigor "of both

research and evaluation studies. 4imilar sets of standards are commonly

employed in assessing the' internal and external validity of 'research designs

(Campbelland,Stanley, 1966; Cook and Campbell, 1979), the psychomdfric

properties of measurement devices (Guilford,,1954; Nunnally-, 1978), etc.
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Standards forassessing the methodological rigor of evallotion stUdies

,i
.

conducted in a natura4stic or ethnographic mode are far.,26s well developed.
4 .

.j.`
5I

A recent paper by Guba (In press) represents one op'fle first attempts to t.
.

o'
.

.."
..,

specify standards for naturalis tic. studies. Table 2 below displays the

A, #

criteria which Guba proposes for assessing the methodological rigor
* . .

("tiustworthiness" of4nOtturalisiic inquiries. Guba defines the naturalistic
..

investigator's analog for criteria'such as objectivity ("confirmability"),

reliability ("dependability"), generalizability ("transferability"), and

hr internal validity ("credibility") and lists and'briefly explains methods 4

that might be use4 to determine whether theS'e criteria have been'Imet.

. I
Insert Table 2 about here

Efforts such ass this to specify die standards for judging not only'he design

but'the product of naturalistic inquiries are indispensable in'view4Of the
a

growing interest in. the use of naturalistic and ethnographiqmethods.

Relationships Between Rigor and Relevance
5,e

IP

I.

1

The'preceding four categories of rigor and relevance -- epistemological

epistemoldgiqal rele vance, methodological relevances and.thethodokogical

rigor--have been presented in their most logical sequ4nce. It should be

apparent that efforts to 'frame a question in a rigorous :way soUld commence
' 4 e

only after it is determined whatit is that we are askilyi ikewise (assuming

.the existence of standards for judging the rigor of both quantitative and

qualitative methods), it is reasonable to believe that'questions of which

.0 t

I
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method to use can be, settled before examininhow these methods might be

used (or whether they have been- used) in the most rigorous faitdon.
4

This analysis of rigor and
I

relkvance has also demonstrated that these,

notions are not necessarily inversely related. In other words; an increase

-.41 rtlevance,need not result in a decrease in rigor and-Vice-versa. To be

c-sure, the four dimensions of.r
1
igot and relevance are not orthogonal. For.

..,

.

example, an assessment Of episjemological relevance .informs the assessment

of.aethcidologicallielevance. Nevertheless, one need alwayS;:liff

rigor for releVairce.

Tradeoffs between rigor and, relevance Irequently (and quite inappropriately)

characterize the cieRice of evaluation and research methods. /tis argued that
. 4

.cme must chooscbetween'rigorous and relevant methodi. This demonstrates a

.

confounding of the notions of methodologioal rigor"and methodological relevance.

As was discussed above, the relevance of any method can be assessed with

V

respect to the goals of the research-sir evaluation. Methods are instrumehtalitiest

7 4' .

the suitability of a method for meeting the goals of inquiry determine its

relevance.

steps` can

'developed

-methods.

Rigor is another matter. Once a relevant ,method haeteen chosen,

be taken to ensure the rigorous use of that method. The only.well -
.

and agreed upon standards, for rigor Upply to the pse of)quantitative

We have dhly recently begun to investigate standards for rigor that
.

govern the use of qualitative methods. It is not the case that lualitative

methods are inherently non - rigorous (and her somehow more relevant); but

that, at pretent, we are uncertain of bow to judge whether they have heed

used in. a. rigorous fashion.

II

4

JP
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Rigor and Relevance in Vocational Education Evaluation

Given the diversity of approaches to and methods for evaluating

vocational education programs; it'is hazardous to offer general statements

regarding the extent to which the enterprise of vocational education

evaluation is:addressing these questions of rigor and relAvance.. NoWever, it

is commonplace to find questions of rigor and relevadce addressed to varying f -

degrees within the context-of particular methods or approaches. From these

discussions
.
there emerge several central tendenciei which are discussed below.

Epistemological relevance is emerging as a primary concern after several

years of evaluation efforts. For example, following a two-year study of

vocational edpcation outcomes by the National Center for Research in

ipational Education (Darcy, 1979, 1980) it was recommended that

In planning evaluation studies, care should be taken.to ,s

determine clearly what is to be-evaluated and what._
Oit

crite4a, data, and evaluation standards a to ba

(Dar% 1980, p. 70)

This recommendation stems frdM several findings of this study which point to

shortcomings in assessing epistemological relevance: (1) Terms-such a§

'outcomes,' outdome measures4"irogram goals,' and 'program benefits' lack

precise 'definition,. (2) it /6 not 'clear what is being evaluated--outcomes,

. groups of students, programs, etc.,- (3) There is,little appreciation of the

range, diversity, and complexity of possible outcome and (4) The relative

importance of outcomes vis-a-vis other types of evaluation has not been well

addressed.
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1
has -been alluded to in other

41' *-
... -

-.4
of evaluative' data by)means ol 4,- ,

a standardized vocational. education data system,

answering questions of why. data-are to be colleCted (a dimension of assessing 4°'

4.

epistemological relevance) will determine the use and'atility of such a

was (1978) potedith

.

system. Kievit (1978) sought to lay out a rationale for linking kinds of

evaluative data to the values perspectives of potential uSars, therebyi

addressing the question of why vocational education progam are in need

of evaluation.

Determining epistemological rigor has always been, and will-likely

remain, a major concern of vooational evaluators. For example, techt's

(1974) discussion of indicators of ocational program success can be viewed.
. -

.

largely as an attempt-to address questions ofepiVamological VigOr in the

. ' .., . .-
.

definition and measurement of those indicators. Mdst recehtly, the link

between episi.emiegicel rigor and relevance has been demonstrated in the

vocational education outcomes study noted earlier. The study attempted to

document epistemological relevance for outcomes evaluation byxequiring
. 1

,/
. (11 a clear rationale for the 'choice of ad outcome, (2)' aViOnce of the

appropriateness of-ag4ven outcome as a basis for program evaluation,

(3) illustration of the potential impact of resultsand (4) identification

of relevant audiences for evaluative informatioit. As noted earlier, the

study then addressed epistemological rigor by indicating how outcome

statements are to be translated into empirical measures of outcomes. Owing

to the relatively recent importation of qualitative techniques to vocational

- 1 t-
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evaluation, there are no commentaries on procedures for establiShing

epistemological "rigor in ethnographic or naturalistic :vocational evaluation

studies.'

HOwever, as alternative methodologies for evaluating social programs

have found their Way into evaluations of Vocational programs, discussions

of metAodological relevance have emerged. Rolland (1979), for example,

briefly addresses the question of methodological relevance by listing the

relative strengths and weaknesses of various data gathering techniques in

%her review of vocational education outcomes studies. Grasso (1979)

discusses the suitability of impactvevaluation for meetingthe evaluation

reqdirements spelled otit in the 1976 vocational eduditlon legislation.

Spirer 1980) points.to4the utility of the case study method in vocational

education evaluation. 'Bonnet (1979) discusses alternative'methods for

measuring the outcomes.,o career education in view of the outcome goalse
4,4, 'y

set by the Office of,Carvr Education. PinaIlyi Rifgel (1980) recently

offered a very reflexixe presentation oft. the utility of the case study
.

approach in the Vocational Education Study, and Pearsol (1980) commented on

4 :the' implicationsof combining quantitative and qualitative methods.

Methodological rigor has perhaps been the mast frequently addressed

aspect of rigor and releva4e in vocational educatiah evaluation. Most, if

\.!

not al, of these discUssions are concerned with specifying standards for

N
scientific rigor as it is commonly,perceived in the research community.

o ,

Hence, Rolland (1979) specifies eight basic components of a sound research

report. Morell (199) and FranChak.and Spirer (197k) address design aid

If 4

'4
.

a,
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statistical'iss ues inn the application of follow-up research to vocational
t-

ivaivation. Borgatta:Il979) diicussesthe requirements fox. `good'-

4
experimental and quasieipefimental deAbins..

Several papers address questions of methodological rigor and relevance

sifnultane`ously in reviewing .a particular 'research technique.' Pucel (1979)

addresses questions of methodological relevance by pointing to the types of ,

.

questions that cats be` answered ldnRitudinal studies. He also focuses

on aspects pf methodological rigor in the use of the method (e.g., solving s

problems in implementation, specifying type% of data to be collected, etc.).

Likewise, Frinchak, et al. (1980) seek to demonstrate methodological re14vance,

by,linkingtthe useof longitudinal methods to critical data needs in vocation.

educatipn, and,theY address problems of rigor in reviewing basic strategies
P

and procedures far rbngitudinal studies. Similarly, several public ations in

cam.

the Career EduCation Measurement Series (e.g., McCaslin, et al., 1979;

McCaslin and. walker, 1979) address both methodological rigor and relevance in

discussing the selection, evaluation, and deSign, of instruments to evaluate

career education

In summary, the importance of addressing the issues of ep4temalogical

''and methodological rigor and relevanet can be seen in Lee's (1979) discussion

of the factors governing the use of evaluation data. Lei identifies the

following five factors: (1) availability (making.evalua

4

ion data available

to users in'a way that cen .be reidil,Onderstood), (2) reliability, (3)

credibility, (4) utility (collecting, an4yzin4, and interpreting evaluation
I . 10

data in view of their potential uses), and (5) consistenci (collecting,

,

1

1 t f
i
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,

analyzing, and making available data within the b4Alndaries of possible
...

action). It is possible to recast these factors as functions of addressing

rigor and relevance in evaluation studies. Thus, failure to address

epihstions of epistemological relevance may lead to problems ixt consistency

and utility; failure to address questions of epistemologital rigor and questions.
-

of methodolOgical rigor may result in problem's with ;eliability and credibility;

finally, failure to address questions of methodological relevance may lead to

problems with utility and, availability.

Avenues for Future Studi,

.
X11 four dimensions of rigor and relevance, discussed in this gaper

warrant further attention by.the commun4y of yocatiohal education evaluators

and researchers. Epistemological relevancedetermining what is to be

evaluated and war-must clearly be ourforemott concern. Premature focus on

q 4 tr
the selection of appropriate methods will likely encourage the approach of

'solutions im search of problems.' That is, we may, attempt to fit existing

(and new and developing) evaluation strategies to particular vocatiokal

education evaluation problems without first understanding what it is we wish

to know and why. There should be nq equivocating,: arguing that we have the

'right' solution but the 'wrong' problem is simply an argument for the wrong

solution.. We should not hesitadto retreat. from solutions to make a more

careful diagnosis of the prablem.

Attending ta epistemological rigor. presents us with, two different types

of problems. It appears that we are fully invossession of the knowledge of

J
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whatCoristitutes a, testable or measurable problem from a positivistic

perspective. W at,we need are mor attempts, such as that demonstrated in

he vocational educatiO
f

n outdomes 'study, to aptly this knowledge to particular

Isevaluation qu tions. On the other hand, As naturalistic inquiry becomes

increasingly.relevant to evaluatilns of vocational. education programs, we

will need t devote oulefforts.tp specifying procedures for determining the

boundaries f such investigations?. The lack of a priori constraints,

characteristic ofthis approach, :does not imply a total lack or regard for

constrain i s which demonstrateriwor in the investigation of problems: .

Me odofogical relevance -- including both an assessment of the intrinsic

merits off methods and an investigation of the possibilities for combining

methodst-demanda our most careful attention, lilst the choice of methods

become simply a matter of what is-currently in vogue. We must guard against

the nokmaiive appeal of certain established methods as being the most,(or
..

the o ly) 'rational' strategies and investigate the contextual limits
u

governing the .scope of these strategies. We must be careful not to mistake
/

-...,. .

evi <4ence of the inapplicability of certain methods as simply problems with

implementation.

Finally,, in the area of methodological

of traditional.standards for assessing the

methods and experimental designs. Yet, we are largely ignorant of how to j

rigor, we lack_little knowledge

scientific adequacy of quantitative

judge the merit of case studies, emergent designs) and similar methods and

tools associated with naturalistic or ethnographic inquiries,

In general, we need to become more open and public about our discussions

or rigor and relevance. There are relatively few accounts of the conduct of

P
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' .

t. '.
ocational educgtion.inquiries that are reflexive. Reflexivity refers toithe

i.

[

..

al3acity of 6oUght to bend b'ack upon itself, to become an object to itself
. i

(Ruby, 1980). To.be reflexive is hot the same as being self-conscious or

Iref lective. Most evaluators and researchers are,probably self-conscious, yet

thatkind of awareness remains private knowledge for the inquirer, detached

'from ihe product of his or her inquiry. There are relatively few accounts of

. -
inquiry in whic'h inquirers reveal the epistemological-and axiological

assumptions which caused them to choose a particular set of questions to

investigate, to Seek answers to those questions in a particular way, and,

finally, to present their findings in a particular way. By'engaging in this
444

kind of, reflexivity about our research and evaluation', we are more 14ely

to address critical issues in rigor and relevance.

.

2
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Criterion

Sampling

Data Analysis

Statistical
Procedures

Design

,

TABLE 1

Criteria for Assessing the Quality

of Evaluation ylestarcie

1

4),

Rating

1 - systematic
0 - nonrandom, cluster, or nonsystematic

2 quantitative
1 - qualitative and quantitative.'
0 - qualitative

4 - multivariate
3 - descriptive
2,- ratings from qualitative data
1 - narrative data only
0 - no systematic material

r

3 - experimental or quasi-experimental
with randomization and control groups

2 - experimental or quasi-experimental without
both randomization and control groups
longitudinal or cross-sectional without

. control or comparison
4.. .

0 - descriptive, narrative.

Sampling

. .

.6
"

r cbi ;

1 6; Me .47SIOrg,,Me 161 t

vjf Pro eel:lazes .

0

'

r Ay

*" r'

!;
'2 - representative
1 - possibly representative 1

0 - haphazard

1 - judged adequate in face validity
0 - judged less than adequate in face,validity

t: istit

4/,
t

;

;;*Berniteia,Freeman 100 -101

s

4.6

we

0

40:

6
.6. 4

«

6,

0J), ,aft

2
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TABLE 2

Criteria for Assessing the Trustworthiness

Aspect of Method,
Study, Procedure

Tuth Value

Applicability

$

Consistency

Neutrality

*Guba, Inprese, passim

.,

4

of Naturalistic Inquiries*

Naturalistic 'Perm
, .

Credibility

Transferability,.

Dependability

Confirmabiiity

[..

Methods .for Determining

Whether Criteria, Axe Met

Profonged engagement at ii
site, - Peer debri4fing,

Triangulation, Member
checks, Collection*
referential adequacy
materials

Theoretical/purposive
sarkpAin4",.Collection ofn
i'thiciet*descriptive data,'

.

Overlf0 methods, Stepwise
Ixeplication,,Establish
"auilit''. trail

Triangulati
Confirilabilfty audit

I:

,
- /

(.'
4 A

.
.4%, , .

a

,,,

I

,
- i'...--

. e. . , 0
-0

i'A :' '''i k ;
.-

, .

c-1' '' g- .' : , - %
4, % bi.k. ! .- .. .. ,
. ... )4?

:.:p
..0. . e . Ift;
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