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Thisg paper has tvo aims, each hearzng on recent

\\develapments in evaluation-policy. The first is to summarize a report
presented in 1980 to the Unzted States Congress and Department of
- Bducation, concerning evaluatxen policy -and pragtices at the =
nntianul,$state, and local levels of government, The second aim is to

‘dink some

of the United States recommendations to ideas presented at

the Israel-United States seminar -on education évaluation, and in
‘related papers by the seminar pnrticipnnts. The intent  is-(1). to

- outline similarities, dmffarences, and analegs between the two
perspectives in order to-learn how the Israeli exzperience can be
adapted by the United States, and vice versa; and (2) to examine how

!

the problems evidenced in the arena of evaluation are ‘not- confzned by
natzonal borders, ethnzc orzgzn, or hzsterr. {PN)
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1." INTRODUCTION T ' .
l" — . g ’/_M ) : ’

Attempting to’ understand which of several policies or.pFograms has the
_greater benefit is not, of course, a novel human erterprise. Comparative
tests to unde;stand conditions under.which childeren learn speech for
instance, were undertaken by the Arab conqueror Akbar the Great in l4th
century India, Competing theories of human development fired rabbinih<,
argument and theories oj evidence during the same period in the Middle East
Nor are sophisticated logic andﬂstatistical theori’s underlying: the fair
£omparison of programs especially new. They are represented in the 18th
century scholars'’ attempts in Europe to understand numerical evidence and
independent contributions during the same period to characterize’ the toxicity
of metals, chemicals ~and drugs. Finally. there ‘are some distinctive early
precedents for corftrolled field tests of social programs. They‘?nc}pde _‘
experimentS’on the effects of sanitation instruction in Syria during 19331-33,
and on the comparative benefits of raw and pasteurized milk in nutrition

<

-

What {s relativety novel about evaluation is. the regularity of formal,

government interest -in understanding the comparative effects of new sociol ’ .

programs and increased government nillingness to: estimate effects in pilot
tests of the programs.' This interest fn effectiveness 1s- linked in principle

. to systematicolly estahlishing the need for programs and the quality of the

implementation. ‘The latter are no lass important than estimatingjgffectsL
but, until recently. kad not, been routinely required by lan. ¢

This paper has two aims, each bearing_on recent developments in‘evaluation
policy, The first is to summarize a report that we presented fn 1980 to the
u.s. Congress and Department of Education concerning evaluation po]iey and
practic [ at'the national, state and local levels of governmeht, The focus
here s on retonmendatioqp and the trentment 1s very brief.* The report
itsélf (Boruch and Cordray, 1980) provides\details. is readily accessible,
and the literature review on which.it is based has been published.elsewhere
(Boruch and NOrtman. 1979)
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The second aim 1s to link some of the U.S. reconmendations to ideas pre-
v ' sented at the Israel-U.S. seminar on education evaluations\ and in. related
. papers by the seminar participants This examinatiqn. too, is brief rather
too brief to do r-al gjustice to the ideas proposed. But the intention is
) simply to outline 51m11ar1ties. differences, and analogs between, the two ;
.DEPGDPCtlveS 0ne of my motives is pragmatic “to learn how the Israeli
/%xpevnenreern be adapted by the United Stateé. and vice versa. The, second
motive is based on the simple premise, suggested earlier, that p: ‘oblems of .
evidence in th15 arena are not conf1ned by national borders, ethnic origin, .
or history. Understanding how durable prob]ems and .their’ so]utions are 1s k T

a tdsk that, as a theoretician, I ¢an i11 afford to ignore.

[N N\
> ‘ 4 1 N :
a . . e
' .

2. THE HOL1ZMAN. REPORT TO THE CONGRESS T >

The™ tducatuon Amendments of 1978 réguired that the Secretary of the U. S .
pepartment of Education conduct a comprehensive review of federal evaluatvoh ]
practices and pr0cedures Introduced as-a bill by Congress\oman Elizabeth

. Holtzman.\the law directs attentiom to federally .supported programs at the
national, state, and 1oca1 ievels of government,: In response, two projects

’ were initiated. by Departmen‘ and Congressiopal staff. A group at Nonthwestern
University was asked to undertake the first in September 1980. The National < '
Academy of Sciences Camittee on Program Evaluation was asked to, initiate ///
parattels .udependent—wonkr__lhe_resultseof each are reported in Boruch qnd

Cordray (1980) and Raizen and Rossi (]981) respectively
A S
The questions_ covered in. Northwestern s report to the Congress and the

Department of Education are fundamental They were implied by the law and

e . the conference reports preceding it:
. . Why and how are’ evaluations carried out? ‘ S~ ?
" . wWhat are the capabilities of those who carry out evaluations?
s . How dre the results of. evaluatiQn used? -’ '
g o LﬂHhat recommendations can be made to improve procédure or practice? \

The study was: prospective in its orientation. designed to~ provide ‘evidence” T T
~ ® and argument bearing on, these questions and to provide recommendations which
ﬁ?‘éﬁ' would help to ameliorate’ the préblemSothat were identified Theqﬁdndings

- and recommendations’ stemmed from two general sources of information: contem-

+  porary investigations by other researchers and agencies. and direct- investi-
/ . gations by Project staff. C The latter included site visits to local and
_ ‘state education agencies and te1ephone surveys of local units, both based on ’
s a stratified random sampie. Roundhtable discussions were undertaken to
. . 9 / : °
- . -
\ & -
X ‘4
* . P l¢ -
_ : .
i 4
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capitalize on;speqral expertise in topics such as school board interest in

evaluation. Interviews with some staffers of all major federal agencies with
©an interest in- educatfonal evn]untﬂon vere carrjed ouf. This, incluoed the

U.s. General Accounting 0ffice and’ tne Congressional Budget*Office as well as.

the education agencies. The 1iterature review covered both unpub1i§hed and

pubiisned documonts. including reports ‘maintained by ERIC and. i’q%he case

of statute, by the LEXIS system! ‘An earlier review served as’a guide to . SR
- sources on-national ‘stugies published before-1979. © :

N

e .

-

The project report made reconnnndqtions to the Congress and to the U.S.
'Department'of'Education. 'The wo sets are conglensed Tn the following treat-,
ment and coupled to a brief ra ionale for. each. The links to.Israeli wonk . e
are discussed after cach recommendation '
9 s ) ; ’ . P -
3. REQUESTLN& AND[?LANNING EVALUATIONS : :‘ 4. [" ’/

~ Three of the .Report's recommendations concern the process. of deciding’ o
‘what kind of evaluations can or:should be done, 3pd‘the way they shob]d ke .
'done Tney stress the necessity for regular meetings to establish\jnforma-_‘ ’

* . tion needs, the me'it of specificity in évaluation law. and the reduction(
. 7. of constrnints on\exchnnge of information. “ , -
: . . o L e, A
on thrifying»needo, audieri{oand options . L .

He recommended that the Congress direct the relevgnt staff ;# Congressionpl
rommittees and support units such as the U.S. General Accounting Office and
the Congressionoi Budget Office to meet with evaldation stnff‘?f the Depart-
ment af Educntion regularly with {instructions to: 1) identify splcific .
connﬂttees and groups as oudiences for evaiuation results. 2) reach hgreement
about when particuior evaluations are werranted and the extent to wnich each

' evnlunﬂ\pn required by law 1s possibJe. 3) clnrify COngressional information
needs, the Quo1ity and type of evidence required. and a planning cycle for .
“ - aach- major- evn]uncion required‘by law, and'4)_identify the. changes in programs .
or ufiderstanding which could occur on the basis of alternative findings.:
. Parallel suggestions were also made to the Department of Educntion,’

. The recomendation is, at its simplest, embarrassingly mundnne*‘\t asks
that the principals meet. And indeed perfodic efforts haveybeen mide by -
Congressionoi and Deportment staff to assure- that ‘the production of reports
coincides with authorization cycles and that Congrossionni needs are under-

stood., But the process has beéen less orderly, less regular,’and less thorough
o B : ‘ ¢ 3 o o

. .
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. . _k.than it ought to be. This recommendation ‘depends ﬁFavily on ttd faqt that L "
- . ; a-.legistative demand. for “ev&luation" %s"- -of ten ambiguous The wgrd cen ] o

: .imply‘xny acfiv1ty fn.m Jourﬁalistic feporting to qu blown ong-term fiéTd ' R

L expériments geoicated to estimating the effects of inndvation on ‘chi]drpn " o }'_'
The involvement ,0f - multiple in’erest groups,is oftei'l necessary. But this e ’
s} i cemphcates matteriwﬂ'ther sinca aﬁ are !unlikely to agree on just what sort

: of evalJation 1; warranted At woro!. qgnéral Tegal demands to evaluate that

A
-

v are. unaccomphmed by: Serious dascussion wscure the fact that the feasibi]it'§ .S
. of partic’ular kinds of eva]uat1on varies enormous]y and~thdt elaborate evalua-’
‘- i -, tion may be. wiwarranted o \ (g’ : ! .
W TT T /‘g > \“ . . P
2 e, : ‘ N PR

. L . - , ‘ ‘ ’ ' V ' .
h AT g AN 4 : ) !
"o n : 111 ulmn IN /(u- . “'") B *
. ‘ : ) ,' \ '.. . o
. ' ;

o ote U We pecommended td:nPt ‘n constructin Taws for evaluation the Congress - ' o
. " 1) sper{fy exactky which questions ouZ\to be addressed and the audf'ences -
- to whom \(esul ts shouid be addressed,” when\pe, ification is possiblay 2) pro-
= < ’ ._ﬂde fo\vT\‘FormaJ assessment of the evaluabiy ty of the re]evanstaproﬁram where
S spec1fica‘tion of questions is not possible. 3{ prov(&de for §tati§tica11y " .
. ,'valid\;field testing of propc{sed"_evaluatiOn requirements where specification -
w: © is not dossible and imhouse.assessment insuffic ent

E

o '
T _ Though statu\tes are 'frequent]y expliicit about n utine report'ing requirb- (/ ﬂ
ments;' r i’erences to evaluatiomfre oPten ambiguou:\. The gommnon requirement. e
A for,insgange. to ev%l uate: whet&ser the program-meets \the objectives of ‘the ‘statute” S
_' is corrmom‘but vagu ;" The publjsHed Hearings. clovering pich testimony
- . 'submit ed pr‘ror t .enactment‘%f a !aw. are’ not aTwa’ys in@ormﬂt.ve “ ~

.h

T e De?in?ng eva]uat on requirements ip terms of the QuiBtions that should be
. s addressed is ensible 0 9 as the questions themSelves are clear. answering'
" them issfeasiole. and nswers are 1ikd1y to be useful\ Tﬁe particu]ar . -
7_questions that often ‘o be addressed are: Rou many are servad ,and how '
many need service7 What are tne services and ‘their costs? Nhat -gre the effects '
of nrograms on their- primary ‘or seoondary clients? What are-the costs and - s
-benefits of services? The early specification of audiences. especially parti-
o oL cu1ar commnittees or Congressionaf support agencies. should enhance the useful-
ness of reports f,'-d"t - S
) . We, recognizedrthat explicitness in law is often not feasibfe or desirable
L o Consequent]y. we. suggested formal investigation of evaluability (Wholey, 1977)
“to clarify questiohs. audiences. and the waysiin which.results could be used, - o

withinlaiyear‘ahter’enactment of a demand for’evaluation. We recommended field » T

¢
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tests of reporting requirements in the interest of assuring that costs-and. .
' ‘benefits of reports, users and.uses of reports weré well understood. e 3

-
L

o . T
Authom ty. f‘hr fechmcq,l c&wcueswn N .

. The third reronmendation in this class urged that the Department autho-
;. rife the technical staff of evaluation units.to. initiate discussion of eva- .
luétionQEbdns with pertinent Congressional_étaff, at their discretion, and’
to refrain from directives which might 1mpede direct discussion., '

. "L The impetus for the recompendation was- simple Competent evaluators can
" expect'to do a good Job onJ) when. they have the OpportuniE? to frequent]y
discuss Congress s 1nformat10n needs Restr‘ctions on the evaluation unit s .
initiating discussion with the Congressional staff of conmittees that demand ' ,
. K evaluation prevent the Job from being dope better. Such restric‘ions were
© made formal by, among others ,~Jaseph Califano durjng his tenure as Secretary
- of the Department of Health, Education and Helfareq The Report recognﬁzed ¢
> that sqme restrictions on bureaucratic lobbying for programs are ﬂarronted.
. and that some adminiatrative ru]es gre necessary to'keep the process .of co- e *
s e mnunication between. agencies and the Congrlss ordnr]y Restrictions.engender .
_' ! ooa lack .of ‘clear opportunity-to identify which information Congress can use. _
r * . This in turn decreases the 1ikelthood that evaluations will be timeiy. rele-
‘vant, ‘and, credible Aand the 1ikel4hood that the Congress will find the results:
N useful. Relaxing rgecrjctjons will not, of course, guarantee usefulriess.
. h) ) B

~
-

o

Remarks s

~ Three aspects of the {sraeii papers are pertinent todthese reconmendations.

. Mapping the Question. The first concerns Louts Guttman s mapping Sentence {
., which. as Lewy describes it, is a remarkably terse statement for helping one -
‘ 1dent1fy criticol decision poidts*in the evaluation: nhen information 15 ' '
“warranted (a: what stage of the program). what entity ought to be evaluated,
why the 1nfoemntion is needed, how 1t should be obtatned. This literal map

* . is implicit in our first two recomnondations to the Congress. Moréover. it
' constitutps a neat working rule for the Andividuals responsible for -pianning- "];'Vﬁ'”; ' -
evaluations at. the national level. It takés no wit to see that it can be -

" formaTﬂyaadopted as well in’ work at state and local levets, of goverqment L '
Audiences for Results. The mapping sentence dedicates no exp11c1t atten- ° l e

J ~tion to the matter of whose needs must be> served bv the evaluator, but both
the Holtzaman Report_and the papers in this volume do so. For instance, one

- L3 :
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_ ‘ ..of our major suggestions was to 1denti$y audiences for resulgégas sqpn as

’ possible At its worst, this is merely piou: exhortation: the turnodgr of

*  staff members of the Congress and at the. executive level is high enough to .

* threatcn some short-run projez%s and mos‘ long term research. But it’is a

practical Suggestion to the extent that career bureaucrats and Congressional

« committee staff that arg responsible for evaluation aré a stabilizirg influence.

and can serve as a vehicle for 1dent1fying both transient and durabie- users of
1nformation - o, . : ) A

l The 1dea of regular meetings among both evaluators and users of informa-
thﬁ is not different in principle from the tactic already used at the Israel
Curriculum Center, judging from Lewy's paper.. The ICC's use of a liaison ;

* person as.a bridge to users and as a'expedﬂtor seems sensible for information-
4 exchange.:building trust-and a. common vernacular" Note that our recommenda-
L . -¢ions, though. concern only evaluators and users. Productidn or develooment
- e agencies are agnored “In principle at teast, the 'ICC liaison.approach oS,
. adaptable to working relations between these two groups in the U S."as well, at
« the federal. state, and ﬁocal 1evels //*' '

Y. Developing,an Evaluation Portfolio ‘Lewy “cites a 1970 article by Alkin.
R U , suggesting that.tha task of evaluators is-in.no small measure. "ascertaining
the decision areas of toqcern" Lewy expands on thlS to argue that the eva-
. L luation unit adopt .this aS a fundamental operating principle, and- moreover that
+the selectionupf the topic for evaluation "should be done on the basis of con-
T sgnt between or at least compromised among the two teams Kﬁé two teams being .
.- ’ the evaluation unit and the program developmeﬁt team. The Kugelmass discussion
’ of the ﬁeform Junior High School change ipstituted bv/the Israeli Knesset
.. makes a similar point. In l968 the Taw altered the 'then conventional 8 year
vprimary school and 4 year high school program into a-new §-3-3 sequence in
. government schools Kugelmass suggests that there wa$ a great dea! of diffi-
culty in meetings among the administration of the Ministry of Education and

LIS

"f researchers, and stresses that making a, decision about what sort of evaluation B

to.do, under differing presgnggs from diverse interest groups, is not simple
K ——Qr easy. Dan Davis too makes the point But he emphas izes that once a pre-

' ference is. made explicit about the desirability.outcome evaluation at least,
the ‘evaluation must be under considerable control by the evaluator to assure

a reasonably successful evaluatton . ot L h
‘ -

. The problem ‘here is not new, of course.~ It underlie; any att\ pt to build’
a coherent reseprch and development agenda, any effort to choose, mong products
for manufacture or c%rporations for acquisition \Nick Smith* /labelbing of <
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the.process of trying to choose nmong evaluation enterprisns as portfoiio ke
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deve]opment is also apt.’ (The label may assist in tran»inting ideas about .
evoiuotion to a nontechnicnl audience, such as a legislature, that’ is some-

“times more sensitive to business than to the evidentiai basis for .government). .

£

Nor is the difficuity of choosing what sort of evaluation to perform con-

-fined to Israeli borders. .The U.S. encounter with the same prob]em is one

of the reasons for’making c1ear the choice and the basis for choice in the 4

. Holtzman Report's recommendations. The pertinent evidence comes from a va- "

_in. the local agencies Chnr]es Stalford (1980) quite properly warns against ° t

o riety of sources. Mary Kennedy  (1980) for- 1nsthce suggests that efforts *to

compare the relative effectiveness of two qr more strategies of (say) instruc-
tion are not common 'at the school, district level. Her message is that impact
assessment is-less frequent and less important than other evaJuatJon questions

a "testing-only model of evnluntion" {p. 6) “The Holtzman Project and other

work seems to support this contention: activitiaes other than impact estima- .
“tion are. importnnt and the importonce vories with the ievel of government pnd

-onerous to countennnce

>

with the agency nithjn government v L . ) ?:

This of, course does not mean thnt compnrisjons nre unimportont mere]v‘;\\
that they can recefve lon priority The reasons ma inciude s1mp1e innbi]ity
to. create Vhr1ot1ons that are oheoper and more productdve than ‘the existing
one and thot are worth testing. . For {nstance, 1p responseotpihw suggestion.
that the Agenoy for International Develgpient test variations,>one AlD staffer
comploined ploint1vely that they had had enough trobu]e creating one variation
and that creating | more just to be able to’ find the mos t effective oqe was too

°a -y

[

.Thé more general 1mp11ont10n'is thnt.ﬁithin d school district or at ony
other levgl of government a de facto portfolio of evnlunt1on activities.is
created. The question this | engenders is how¢soch a portfolio can-or should,
be built. Cons1der for instance’ the first factor that might be tnken into

- account when developing a portfolto: the source of the inquiry or tnrget'

audience for evaluatien ‘results 1Is it suffioien; to-rely so1e1y ‘on evalua- -

[

o

' tive questions from instructors, parents, or proirnm managers to develop a

~-portfolio?- ‘Probably not, since asking-the r 1gh questfions requires some

111 and 4nformid concept idfis of evidence. Can one rely solely on the eva-
luator? Probably not, since this assumes too much knowledge of ‘substantive

problems. What do the stereotypical portfolios look 1tke in-this- respect? ° Y -

The U.S. General Accounting 0ffice 1n1t1ntes noout two-thirds of its own -

» 1nquiries dnd most of these are monogerini studfes. Should evaluation offices

R

.

v [y
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4, - .at the state level build a portfolio i the same way? He Know very‘little ;ﬂ

o about this Nor can we give much advice T . o
. ) [ . .
¢ The secondafactor is time. MWe know that‘faft turnatround stuéf%irare

- " essential to satisfy a public or a superior ‘with a shért attention span, *
- - if ot to actually resolve dirable prpblems And so’ perhapslmost evaluative
studibs need- to be short in the interest_.of evaluator survival. But all eva-

2

luators. especially those in government and academe, do have some responsibi--'

lity for finding long-term effects\éf programs. and for understanding long-.
. T~ term social problems as well. There is no technology ‘far- designing evalua-
o \“\etions which produce short, interim, and long-term results.

The strategy has heen to elicit suggestions for evaluations from directors
T ' - of substantqve programs xﬁb ultimate choice is based partl» on agreement .
< , between evaluators and these agencies in principle But it may be- superseded
by agreements with tne Secretary of Egucation or by -other criteria used in
‘. ,° making decisions’. The ‘other criteria include expiration dates for legisla- .
tion bearing Jﬁbprograms. the period during which a legislative ‘committee
could be expected to use information or whether high priority. programs have ~

: Y been eval ated. The choices arg’incorporated intd three plan< Jor evaluation;

- Very 1 ttle intellectual attention fias been dedicated to a third factor,
the admin strative mechanism which yields th evaluation portfoliio, and which

é can.be used to terminate projects which are not turning out welll The system.

at the U.5. General. Accounting 0ffice appears to“be hierarchical.\involving
. ?screening covmittees to ultimately determine. the choice of project. and a
o . special committee for termination Nomination of topics to be~investigated
2 . come from staff groups nith operating responsibility s yntil recently. the

< Office af Education and’ Dissemination at the Office of Education had a simitgr .

_system. But it is not clearthow terminatton decisions were made. *

Lot

. The main point is ‘that criteria for- develOping and assessing the value of .

an evaluation portfolio are not yet clear.. Serious attention .has been given

- tne matter by bureadcrats, not by execu;ives or academics. and their effort
__ﬂ,_-w;_.“__wcan_be auqmented profitably by others. - . S e

K . ke . '

4. EVALUATOR CAPABILITIES -
‘ The ﬁroject staff: had been, asked to investigate the’capabilities of those
who do-evaluations -and.to’ make recommendations based on our findings. ye =

’ q '

g ) n "g-recommended that che Congress and the Department. 1) assess capabilities of
> . local and state education staff before new statutory evaluation requirements
-~ + '
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are d1rected at them in order to détermine where resources are adequate to
.meet the demand 2) expand training or techrfical assistance when the demands
_are, notab1e and capabi]ities low. and 3) explore the feasibility and desir-
agjlicy of' direct contract programs to capita11ze on capabilities in strong

//:////1oca1 and state education agencies . , ]
L * .

»»»»» ) The first section of' the reconmendation stems part]y from the fact that
no real standard for assigning the title "evaluator" exists and that §kills-
_required of the eva]uator depend heavily on ‘the nature of the evalyation
demand and on local and state’ interest in evaluation. The. second part is
' based on the finding that mbst local and state’ agenc1es neéd assistance
' < when the evaluation requirements are technica] Theeminority o these agen-»

cies that do ha!ﬁ strong eva]uation units are a major resource. and -we believe

that direct grant opportunities should be expanded to cap1ta11ze ‘on them.

By determining capabilities here we mean understanding whether. there can
be a reasonable match between what the law demands. of 1dca1 ‘and state eva-
- luators and the skijtadof these individuads. A formal aSSessment of this
sort {s.unlikely to be easy® for three reasons . #1rst vithin a school
Sl district or state office, evaluation sponsibility may be #plit up among
45evera1 1nd1v1dua1s. none. of:whom may haté any pertinent trainisg. and’ ‘this
P responsibility can often \hange Second, evaluation. dutfes nay have a con-,
siderab1e range depending on 10ca1 {nterest~in exp1oiting systematic infor-
mation to improve programs. -Just meeting minimum federal- requirements
requires far different resources than establishjng a,long-term research
program. Final1y. the Methods one might e'?1oit to perform capabilities
- - assessments are not clear. They range from intensive tack andlyses during,
Mo say, pilot tests of<nem regylations that reqcire a specific type of evalua-
”\ tion to-gplephone survays that enumerate- shkils and tasks Drs. Georgine

-\ Pion and David Cordray are developing plans nowfto atcommodate\such problems .
. -and to implement assessments for 1oca1 education agenc.es and for connmnity A

“mental health centers o s . A ;! ‘.

4 g

A critical influence on the matter is whether an education agency decides_«”

<~ - --to just accommdate federal requiremen‘~'or goes beyond these "to mount a’
N .Stronger evaluation program.” Even just meeting requirements demands same
‘ - o skill. The notion of temporal instab11ityror re11abi1ity of tests is not
_ obvious to Tmany people despite training in a substantive education area and

fn the history of testing. As a consequence, we urged that the federal pro- ~

gram. sponsor- make an effort to capita1lze on eva]ﬁation unit expertise in

. »-training local ar state staff in meeting demands. and that funds be allocated,
. . . ) -, ) . ' " ﬁ‘ _' '. et
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for such training 0pt15hs Such as cooperat1ve arrangements among sma]]
eddcation agencies “for"jeint support of an evaluation unit and sion’
of federally supported technica1 .assistance centers need to be elg oqed.’ "\
and the Report suggests d01ng s0. . _ LN

) Fbr J<local and state agencies that are willing to’ go beyond federal re-

{ quirements Le stressed direct grants from the federal government for two -
purposes. First, some agencies are capable of mountingaresearch and eva-
-luation programs that ‘match fﬁderal efforcs in quality and are more pert1-
nent to local, interests.” They are in the minority. accounting for probahly
no more than 40G of the 15,000 scho?l districts and less than half the 3 ‘
state agencies. and they deserve to be given an 0pportun1ty to produce good-
_work tbat can be applied to other areas. The second purpose is to foster
closer fies between local® ‘agencies and uniyersity evaluation groups. Such
arrangenents ‘are b0und to be difficult. but it is hard to see how the state
of the art in eJa]uation can be advanced without better t1es between the.
two . o j N - . v P

. ) t AN N o [
o | A i . " . . ‘_: ~

Revwrks - . ' : oot

There are several p01nt Sof correspondence between the findings on uhich
. chese recommendations’ are/based and the bpinions registered in the seminar
papers Consider. for eéxample, Lewy's conclusion that "a’ realistic assess-»
. ment of - actual need ih terms of manpower and other resourcés and their satis-
factory provision constitute a prerequisite for the surcessfu1 operation of
the evaluation unit. It is“not the absolute si*e.of the budget which deter-
‘mines the successful operation . but rather the match betneen the resources
available and appropriate definitian of the evaluation tasks“ ! This 1s revn
markably similar to. tne conclusions tendered by.Pion and others in the
Holtzman Report that evaluation tasks vary widely among school districts,:
- that the skiils’ required to do those tasks vary as: well, and that the tasks
. have to be undegs tood before resources can be intelligently allocated to:
- training and before laws demanding wholasale evaluation can be conscientious-
ly constructed. \ .- \ . ) " .~$ -
The second point of- correqundence li\s in Kugeimass‘ observation that as
a result of the academic emp asis on basic research and theory._the manpuner
* available Fbr task-oriented: nesearph such as evaluation is spare Tamir points
out that even whepe universityotrained researchers are availab]e there will
be .a notable tengion between - the research-oriented view of.uhat should be *
~ done at. uhat level -of accuracy. and what the manager or. practitioner be]ieves

v *a
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7 is warranted. That same problem has appeared in the United States -and is )
: ; " being resolve in several ways. A tight market in university jobs seems to y
' s have resul.ed 1nxbetter people going into government “into independent con- - /
tracting research institutes. and into evaluation units at the local and
" state levels. The_migration engenders probiems but it is also reasonable
- to expect*better understanding .of local practical. problems and wiser evalua-
"tors; The federal govennment has assisted by creating technical assistance
" centers to respond solely. to local needs for advice. The centers are staffed
by unTVersity trained ‘people; not all local programs, however, are assisted

by such centers ) _ . J) . v ¢ .

[

A third pOlnt of correspondence is Leny"s conclusion ‘that the evaluation
y ' . unit’ serves as- ‘a “catalyzer foc 1nitiating evaluation activities, °the limits
'of which exceed the working capacity of the unit itself”. This suggests .- .
that developers get interested in evaluation to the extent that the working ° , °
\ i _.relati0nship with evaluators is clgse and that this 1nterest can be used to
S expand the effective size of the, evaluation unit's staff. There is; an apalog 0 .
*. here to efforts “at the local “and state levels {nthe UIST ® to! sugment the
evaluation requirements'set out by the federal government. In particular,
N though only a minority of the evaluation units and research upits within- =
" .school districts are strong. this minority used “the minimal Pequirements as .
" a vehicle for coiTecting. additional information of more direct relevance ‘to- "»
s R local ‘interests; » States such- as California and Massachusetts also have this
utilitarian perspective. building on federal investments and requirements to
do a better job in meeting federal, \state. and local demands . v

.

)

S ' One feature of the Israeli experience for which there is no routine analog
a0 s the use‘of a 1Maison person to 1ir ik the program development group with an (a .
evaluation ggoup ‘Informal arrangements of the sort do "appear in the’l. S,y
but the role seems @uch better.. articulpted in the 1CC. Lewy's description . _
of the 1faison person's trafning and skill 1s especially interesting. If 1 ..
L understand it correctly. the” three types include those with evaluation train- : '
. ~1ing of a Substantial sort,: those with substantial substantive training,.and '
.\ the prdﬁect direqtor? “Lewy Suggests tha% the project director does not uork .* .
out too well because he hasn't.-got the time, and that the substantive area A

expert is probably best because he is immersed in the project itSelf . !

i

. = ‘. 3 E -
5. \b 1N, AN EXECUTION OF ouTCOME EVALUATIONS - o \ .

Once sdid, 1t is. ébvious ‘that quality in design of an outcome evaluation., . T
affects qual of *the’ data‘aﬂdaof conclusions. _The evidence- that bad design

P
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can make programs 100X worse than they are, or better than they are,.or
yield ambiguous evidence is substantial. . The theory. that organizes under-
standing of biases in estimafing program effects 15, however, reasonably

. well articu]ated s v ‘

’J .
-

‘The idea that quality in design ought to be recognized as a formal part
of evaluation policy ‘is exp11c1t in federal education agency attempts -to
\ o ynke the introduction of “new programs with design, as in evaluation of the
" programs supported under tne Emergency School A551stance Act, in attempts
to veQﬁew de51gns with more vigor within agencies, and in efforts to prov1de
techn1ca1 adsistance presrams in the interest of better local design. It //
appears also in the U.S.\General Accounting Office s attention ‘to- competing
/////explanations characteristic of poor designs, to the e]ements of reasonab]e
//’ _design, and to the need for designing eva]uations before-a new program is -
/o put into the field. It has been recoghdzed by the courts in cases out51de
- . education which recognize the f]aws in some evaluation designs and the bene-
fits of others. The Supreme Court's Federal Judicial Center, for example,
7 ~ is deVelopigg poTicy on the use of randomized field experiments in ‘legal
: settings to'make clear,the 1ssues and precedents. The theme of quality,
\_ ‘ ’ . though, is not sufficiently well estublished to flourish without periodic
A . S reiteration The task was undertaken in the Holtzman Report through: two .
PR \;“ p '“ recomnendations, one made to the Congress, and one to the Department of Edu- = T
«cation, A third, concerping standards, is ticedted later.

P

-

Pilot tests and designs

N 3

_ We - récommended that the CongreSs* 1) routinely“oonsider pilot te;ting
. ’ every major new program, major variations on existing programs. and major . °
program components before they are adopted at the national level, using
_ high quality eﬁaluatibn designs, -and .2) authorize the Secretn#& explicitly,
; _in each statute that requires estimates of the program ‘s effects on target.
. individuals, to use high qua]ity designs, especia]iy randomized fie]d expe-
e G ———piments-—For—planning-and- evaluating new program components, program varia- ‘
tions, and new programs . o i

a e

i . © The rationale for the first part of this recomnendatfon is that higher b,

» ' qua]ity evaluations ,are more feasible before- the program s. adopted at the

national level. Political institutionnl constraints are likeiy to be less

: _ severe, better/designs can be employed, and conc]us1on9 then are 1ikely to

)4,/;;‘ 7 . be less ambiguous.“‘The introduction-of-new-programs-— —can-be- stagedmso—that-— —_—
o ear1ier stages are pi]ot tests for later ones. He stress formal tests of v *
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¥ . new program components and new variations here because such evaluations are
S : : \ Y
not a matier of common practiCe )

. B4 x
v -

" The second part of the reconmendation, as*well as the first. stems from
; our conclusion that better designs must be used if the Congress or the De-
’ ‘ fpartment wants good estimates of the effects of programs on childrea. We
do not advocate estimating those effects in all.cases. Estimation is compli-
cated under the best of conditions, despite simplistic announcements that the
~  "program was successful because test scores went up” or that it was unsuccess-
© Ful because they wept down Nor do we believe that de51gns that are high
; qua]ity relative toistatisticai standards are always feasiblie or warranted
for estimating program effects ‘He do advocate explicit authority in statutes
. for high quality designs. eSpecially randomized experiments, to facilitate
‘Lheir.use. He oelieve exp]icit statutory provision is ‘essential because such
~ 'designs "are the best in.principle, and that should be recognized. The autho- °
rization should provide for review of the use of these designs./: ) ' )

“r

. . , - .
Tests of ngw program components, program variationg, and new programs.

We recommended that the Department of Education exp]icit]y-authorize theT/”’///r
use of high quality evaluatign designss especia]ly randomized experiments.
< in evaluating new program c0mponents.,new program variafions. and new programs.
' T inall regulations that- require estimating the effects of innovative 3hanges.

——

The main justification is that high qua]ity designs iead to less debatable
estimates of programs on children than do low quality designs. They are Jess
difficult to execute and are more feasible. for pilot testing new programs , . )
‘program variations. and- program components. than for estimating the effects
of ongoing programs. Explicit authorization would make ‘the importance of . -
good designs piain. and would provide a more clear opportunity for competent , °
state -educatfon authorities (SEAs) and iocal education authorities (LEAs) to
exploit them. HWe use the word “authoriza" here rather than “require" to make
clear that the evaluator is empowered to use an experimental ‘design but need
not do so if it is unwarranted or not feasible: : _ /

s .

. v
Ramarko r
< ’ ~ 4

The recommendations on randomized ‘field tests were supported by some evi--
»  dence on their feasibility and appropriateness. A judgement-gbout feasibi-
—— © JXity in the particular case, we betieve, should be based’on precedent. for
" a number of field experiments have been undertaken.in education and other

-
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areas. It should be based; for complex evaluations. on pilot tests of the
experimental procedure itself, for ‘one cannot anticipate all problems engen-
dered by the method. And it should be based on \ndependent criteria such

as whether the service is in short supplytnnd randoriized assignment is 1ndeed

“an equitable method of allocating it. These criteria néed to be explicated

hetter, and they need to be linked to broader testing strategy,

Standardized Evaluation. In doing both, Qe can rely partly on Davisf‘
presentation. He proposes that six condi:'ons must be met in order to »
obtain decent estimates of -the effects of%&rograms. 1) The program has to
have reiatively tlear goals and operating procedures, that is, it must be
implementable, %) The evaluator must be responsible for both the program
operation ‘and its evaluation, maintaining special controf’over evaluation.
3) Ihe program must be implemented first in an optimal setting - field
conditions; training, and the like being the best possible. 4) Schools must
be selgcted for their willingness to participate in the research~5) The
research design must approximate laboratory models in terms of assignment
and execution of evaluation. 6) The résults of the evall tion must serve as,
a standard against which normal field operations can beug

udged.’

Not content to just lay out conditions; Davis is attempting field trials
under these conditions on a program that has never been investigate well,

despite its attractiveness. in the U.S. or elsewhere The_ program is, as -
I understand, a national tutoring effort in which university students get :

academic credit for helping chiidren in grades five through nine. e

regular program has minimal supervision and the more elaborate “optimal"
version involves intensive supervision ahd more hours ofltutoring. The

more intensive version is:distinctive in that "the.program is a superd%sory
and guidance structure which is sensitive to the.problems ‘encountered by

the tutors and can help in_solving them, and the program is maximally flexible
so that it can adapt to the specific conditions of each tutor-tutee relatijon-
ship". Earlier evaluations of the ongoing program shom mixed results Con-
sequently. a good field test of the ideal versfon of the program is a natural
way to understand what the maxiumum effects of tutoring can be.

Apart from the conditions that Davis proposes. his general strategy of
conducting\a ‘controlled experiment of an optimal pro?rom to gauge the maximum
effects of subsequent or ongeing prpgrams is an attrpctive one. It is general-
izable to the U:S., at least in principle, and does/not appear to have been
suggested before, at least not as-explicitly. There have been relnted\’
suggestions‘however{ For {instance, the Riecken et/al. {1974) volume on

- 5] >
)
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social experimentation stressed the idea that in field tests of programs.

one 0ught to assess not only program levels that are §learly feasible, but
also some that are not practical at the national levé? The argument is
based on the premise that “practical" programs are often weaker than we
expect them to be and that - high dosage (optimal) programs, though impractical
at one time, may be practical-in the future. This is especially likely if
one’ finds that the higher intensity does produce notable effects while low - ~

dosage "practical" programs have-no detectabla effect at a]l.
> ¢

Testing Components and Variations No theory of evaluation demands that
the effects of an entire program be estimated, and few practitioners would.
regard sucn/an unqualified demand as sensible. Yet professional vernacular,
rhetoric./and legal’ mﬁhdates foster the view that wholesale evaluation is

warranted, distracting attention from the possibility of testing components o

of prograps " For example, one may. find that running MMgh quality tests of
new parent education programs is not, _possible. . But estimating the effect
of alternative sources_of information. of various ways to present the infor-
mation or ways to prevent ingenuous’use of information and so on, may be

. possible in smal] high quaiity experiments. The strategy of component-

wise evaluation has been exploited 4n the U.S. evaluations of the Emergency
School Assistance Act, in research; which preceded the development of Sesame

iUStreet. and elsewhere. Incorporated {nto evaluation policy, the 1déa broadens

early options, and in the event of a major evaluation's faflure, 1t 1s a
device for assuring‘ﬁhat at least pieces of the program can be assayed
properly. S c*

o

Analogs to this appr.ach are not difficult to find in work at the Israel
Curriculum Cs\fer. the High School Biology Project, and dther projects. The
process of identifying'ﬁhich components to evaluate seems to have been .
routinized best at the 1CC, notably by exploiting the mapping sentence
approach Lewy' s application suggests that focusing on the entity to be
evaluated is integral to the continubus evaluation strategy. ~ The lsraeli
adoption of high school biology curriculum (BSCS) programs developed in the

— U.S.1s pertinent_taa,__Acccndingeto_Iamir,_the_Bscs_pnng:am_uas_axailable S

in three versions. The blue version emphasized bio-chemicai concepts and -

is reiativeiy sophisticated The green emphasized an ecological perspective.
The yeliow stressed a more conventiona] approach, but was somewhat more
interesting and adaptable to the Israe11 perspective. The important point
here 1s that three variations of the program were developed. This seems an
imminently sensible {dea when: there are major differences in perspective

AN
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* about how something should be'taught and major differences in teacher opf;
nion about how it .can be taught. Moreover, the variations' relative effect-

1@ ' . . 3 BORUCH\ ©
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jveness are testable in pr1nc1p1e In practice. pieces of each are 11EE]y .

“to be eva1uatab1e

Dan Davis's "standardized evaluation" is also consistent with this theme.
To determine the maximun possible effect of an ongoing program which itself
may be difficult to evaluate well, one may invent a very intensive variation
on it, an optimal version, and Submit this to very well-controlled tests.
The idea can help to circumvent the - chron1c probiems of estimating the
effects of ongoing studies.

Finally,- the plan being developed by Gershon Ben-Shakhar and Baruch Nevo
for understand1ng the effect1veness of matriculatlon tests ref]ects some of
the same spirit. Formal testing in a part of ‘a large, complex educat1on

" system and its evaluatlon. more or, Tess independent1y Of the rest of the

system, is an idea worth explor1ng The so-called Irish Study has had a
d1st1nct1ve advantage in this" regard. since standardized t@sting is not
#conmon in Ireland and evaluators could introduce it on a trial basis and
‘estimate its effects on teachers and students using randomized experiments
and other evaluation designs (Airasian. et al., 1978)
] .

6 CRITXQUE AND SECONDARY ANALYSIS oF EVALUATION RESULTS

o5

The evaluat1on design, its execution, and ‘the skills -of] original inves-
t1gators are basic to the production of useful information. But they are
not always st cient. The'pressure toward less than candid reporting is
sometimes great. and it 15 not always clear that one can resist them.
Egregious errorsoare made.and covroborative or contrary evidence is: 1gnored.
for the time available, for.analysis is not o}ways adequate. The benign
skepticism necessary for the in-house evaluation generates a reasonable-but
parochial picture. A less benign, or at Teast more impartial, outside ”
analyst could come up with different conclusions Finally, data generated
Jn social program eva1uations constitutes n'nationnl resource and should
be treated as such. The research can be‘expensive despite the: production

. of data that are useful in short-ternm decisions 1t behooves the eveluator

“tole n how to exploit the 1nformation repentquy

o

Partiy for these reasons, we recomnended that 1n statutory reguirements N
for evaluation of mgﬁor programs, the Congress: 1) require an 1ndependent
balanced, and competent critique of evalugtion results that ara moter1a1

18
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to policy decisions, 2) require critique of samples of evaluations submit-
ted by LEAs and SEAS in response to lega}, requirements, and 3) require that
statistica. data produced by nationa1 evaiuat*ons be made available for .

reanalysis 4 ~

A compliementary reconmendation was made to the Department of Education:
1) Incorporate into procurement: prccedures and policy’ the requirement .that
all statistical data produced in major programn evaluations be documented

N

and stered for reanalysis. 2) Create an- administrative mechanism for deciding .

when simultaneous analysis by both the original evaluator and an indgpendent
analyst is desirable and feasible and a mec?anism fo? executing simultaneous
independent analyses. ; .

LY

The text of the Report made 1t piain that we did not mean adver~e conment~
ary in using the word "critique". The idea is to ask _for reasoned judgements
about whether conclusions drawn from the evalgation are sensidble and can’
inform decisfons.’ The immediate reason for the recommendntion is that duch
criticism is not routine but s essential to enhance the\credibility of good
evaluations, to. properly identify poor evaluations as such\and to provide
. feedback to federal evaluation units, contractors, and grantees about - the
quality of their uork. There {s no ‘formal system for the competent critique
“of evaluation reports produced by local and state educntion ngencies in '

¢ response to federal Taw, yet mapy such _reports could benefit from conscien-
" tious review

»

The e1ements of a system for critique and secondnry analysis should “in-
clude: 1) an exp1icit institutiongd policy on the rapid disclosure of reports
and .access to the data underlying the reports, 2) a mechanism for independent
critique or secondary analysis nhere possibie uring an gvaluatfor, and where
this fs\not.possible, after & report is submftted formally, ‘and 3) guidelines
_on the reporting and storage of informntion.

4

The Report recognizes the problem that criticism may be. nitless and counter-

productive. The reconnmndntion is based on the premise that the 1ong -ru
benefits will offset qye ef?ects of self i\%erested criticism and the b den
that criticism imposes on the evaiuator. - : ‘

' .
~

Remarkg . ST “‘~;Nim e
No expiicit attention to. thip mntter is evident in Jthe seminar papers.

Rather, the theme is 1mp1i it in the spirited exchanges of opinion during
the seminar, and in custom 1f 1 judge correctly the participants‘ stress

[
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_ . on presenting research results inf the sometimes harsh ciimate of professiunai )
J forums. . The High School Biology Prcject, fo/'instance. appears to have gene-
. rated a‘]arge number of fascinating papers that are informative to re5earch-
;, ers inside and outSide Israel As 1 understand it, the Office of the Chief . -
v scientist too can serve as a device for’ independent critique, and perhaps ffz:
‘ secondary analy51s as wel] But the ordinary mission of the office, in .
advising and deciding on research projects, can dilute administrative inde-
pendence. Similar offices in the United States, such as the Director of the
- " research-oriented National Institute of Education, opernte with.a similar
constraint: fiscal, adm*nistrative. and bureaucratic independence is a matter
of degree. C - N ?

AN

Reasonable, Crithue depends on. stahdards. and standards vere addressed {n..
o ‘both the lioltzman Report and Jn the seminar papers. They are considered in
the next section. - -

. l > ) ‘G ' - .
Analysis_and Competing Models. The. HoltZman Report did ‘not examihe the
» meéthods of data analysis used in evaluntion Its principle audience was
‘nontechnical and most of the questions it addressed spre answered in & non-
technical way. ‘WStber research produced by North Wpstern, however, has
examined tedhnical jssues in* assuring access to and the qqaiity of data for
- analy$is-and the nature of competing analyses that might be undertaken The
- " volume edited by Boruch, Wortman, and Cordray (1981), for instance, consi-
' .~ '~ders both policy and practice, and cnn'be.regarded.as an explication of the

Holtzman Report's recomnendations on secondary analysis.

a L ’ {tai Zak's paper fis mos t pertinent to this level of deta11 It represehts

a statistica] tradition of trying to understand the structure under1ying

data, of establishing the extent to which»n theory. represented mnthemnticnily

is consonant with the information. - The traditi is reg;osented mst visibly

in’ econometrics. but recent attempts by Goldberge wdreskog anﬂ ofhers to -~

Ky -- " 1ink approaches ip psychometrics ard econometrics through structural equationv

' models, and the quantitative sociologists work on the latter have led to

. - some remarkable advances in chi1itating and unde]‘tnnding their use. Severa) .
po1nts bearing on the genernl topic seem worth making. They are implicit in '
lak's approach.

— T ———
First, methods such as Wold's PLS and J8reskog's maximum 1ikelihood.
approaches permit one to relax the assumptions characteristic of conventionai
* “textbook approaches such as regression nnnlysis. Simpf} puts they n11ow one
/ Lo : to build more realistic models of reality. That this advantage is not trivial
' JIs apparent from policy-relevant research in the U.S. For example, the

'
AN

4

-
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y ﬂﬂ§egongery”§ngly§esﬁ§f the same data, by Magidson (1977), capitalized on  ~.._.

Westinghouse-Ohio State:Unfversity evaluations of Head Start;ra preschool

program for deprived children. resulted in estimates of program ‘effget that . s
were near zero and in some cases negative. At worst, ls\seemed that the

program hurt rather-than helped in their conventional covariance analyses.

strictural equatio‘ madels similar in character to those that Zak uses. The
new results, based on .less demanding ‘assumpt ions then the ornqunal work, a
suggest that the program had p051t1ve though small effects on lhe cognitlve

ability of children who participated . < _ o )

> 1)
*  The second point is that this benefit of new ‘methods also produces ambi- .>,/‘
"guity Disparate models, thed®ies of behavior if you will, nay fit the data
equally well.So, for instance. the Magidson results are being debate:! by
other_enalysts who believe theirqmodels are at least as approovlaté‘*‘lhls
ambfguity is tyrical .And consequently it behooves the analyst to fit™ -
_several models *to his data, in much the same way that Zak has done. ot

Another point worth recognizing stems from the fact that these new model- -
fitting approoches have develbped independently of methods in cozventional '
randamized experiments. . The two cultures_here are different but failing
to _recognize their linkages noulh\}e a mistake. It 1s possible. for instance,

‘ to express the ordinary analysis of the vorinnce magdel thotwunderlres random-

fzed tests in terms of structural models. .Lee Wolins and 1 have done so fof

one class of models but not much other. work ‘seems to Have been dong. Perhaps ;
more important, the stru*turol models lend themselves to 1nterna1.nnalyses/” ’ '
in-experiments. That is. hoving d‘»covered that a program hds an overall :
effegt, based on\rondomized design and conventional analysis, one may exploit.
the.new methods in path analysis to better understand 1inks between specific.
componentssof the program, specific types of participants and specific out- .
come voriables. Something of, the sort has been tried in an eialysis of )

. prison parole programs by Rossi, Berk, and Lenihan (1980) More distantly To-
related approaches are not uncommon in anolyzing the results of field expe- S
riments on income subsidy programs for the poor !see Boruch, COFdPAj. anu : l
Wortman'{1981) for other {11lustrations)., - '

7. STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES _ - o

-

4

One of the justifications for the Holtzman Project was Congréssionil
interest 1n whether evaluations could be subjected to uniform standards
for judging their quality. - Indeed, a vnriety of’ guidelines to judge quality
have been developed by the U. S, General Accounting 0ffice, the Evaluation

o -
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. embodied in certain federal activity, notably the Joint Dissemination:and °/

-

R&search Society, and the Joint. Committee on Standards for Program Eva]ua-

_rriteria for_ judging evn1dﬁtion plans submitted by ‘Jocal and statF agencies, 4

- about what can rensonnb1y

tion, a group whose.members include representatives of most professiona] o
associations with an interest in evaluation. Crude standards_are al3o I

Review panel, 'whose missfon is to assess the evidence on locally developed f
programs in order to detenmine whether the’ progrnms merit federal support ° f
for distribution to other local. agencies. There is substaqtin] overlap in ; ..
topical coverage among guidelines. But they differ in detail. Our, review ! > '
led to the following recommendation: while recent]y developed standards and.
gu1de11nes for evaluation should not be incorporated into law, they are

sufficiently well developed to recomnend that .the Congress: 1) use such . ”j S0 .

-quidelines to understand what can reascnably be expected of .evaluations, |

2) direct that agencies’ use them as a 9u1de where nppropriate to deveIOping

and 3) e11c1t assistance in-the interpretation of guidelines fram Congres- < .
sional- support agencies, such as GAO, that have been 1nstrumentn] in their o

» {
K] N

: onstruction ‘ N . 1

T .,

“ The main reason for recognizing that guide]ines be recognized off1c1411y
is that we believe they can be useful 1n‘exp1a1n1ng what 1s mednt by efn- ‘
luatign to the pub11c and.its representatives, nnd in informing the pub11c ’

éBe expected of eva1uet1on projects. ~Gu1de1/nes

. may also nss1st in protecting the competent evaluator from 1nc0mpeteht R

crittpism. They should certainly help one to fﬁent1fy 1nept evaluations.

* He nrgued ngn1nst incorporating such standards into law because e1ther

. eya1unt1on 1am nor the standards are suff1c1ent}y vell developed ns/yet to

justify 1ncorporntion. Mpreover, giving legal status to specific Pu1de~

Tines .can impede the development of better guidelines, qre nlmost’certn1n .
to be-applied 1nf1ex1b1y. and are 11ke1g to do more dnmage than good n . .
other respects. : -

‘s

.
[y .-

we

3

Remarks

Most standards are genernI and their perer npp11cnt10n depends on c1r- '
cumstnnee. “A survey of needs, for instance, réquires & subset of criteria
in a comp1ete 11st; a_randomized exper1ment requ1res a few | Jf the same
cr1ter1n but others must be employed as well. The Mo1tzmn Report did not
address—this matter 1n detail. 1Instead, 1t focused on nhen gu1det4nes
shou1d be used, qptnb1y 1n Judg1ng the mer1t of grant proposn1s ang contrncts

. . -
) R . ] ‘/
e . ) ) :
: : , , g .
N . i .

oy - o / B .
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. rhet contain eveluation plans and, once the program is evaluated. in judging,
'the quality of the evaluative evidence.

The 1éc evidently takes ‘a Somewhat different approach in ascribing the '
idea to “minimal eyaluation requirements" As I understand Lewy s remarks,
the: concern ‘is not only on when evidence becomes material but on the general
- kind of evidence as well Expert judgement is regarded ‘as essential er, -
judging the quelity of materials observation of the teqching anﬁalearning_
processes are eSSential during éarly try-outs of the material in clesses.
‘and assessing’ cognitive achievaments of children 1s essential at the end i
“of “the firest try-out. The First two activities are the resvbnsibiliwy of
the' progrom developers and the last 1s-undertaken pnimnrily by the evalua- .
tor. o - . T L

A - .
- . v

The ICC criterie are ng€ incompagidble with other, more elaborate guide-". \‘

11nes._ They n_pe regarded as a distinctive operationaligation of items,
that eppeer in more generel lists and, partly because of their brevity, are
"1ikely to be a' useful operdting rule in at least some large local education -
" agenci@s 4n the U.S. And there are distinctive,paynllels to this minimalist
approach in some U.S. eveluntion egencies The, 0fficercof the Inspectoﬁ. )
Generel in the Department of Health and Humen Resnurces. for e;ample. under-
takes fast turnnround studies' that rely henvily on expert bureaucratic
Judgement and some on-site observation of processes 1n. for eaample. health

. services 'delivery (Mendrichs 1981). But his effort 1s dedicated to adnints- .
—-trdtive feilures rether than to programs {n general.‘ There 1s some simile-

rity also to recent.Agency~for Internotionol Development efforts to execute

- fast turnnreund studies of fnrefgn assistnnce{preiects Here, as 1n the o

".1sraeld case, there 18’ often Tittle time to do much more than obtain expert -

° e e

judgement and crude observations. o L

Implicit in both the Heltzmnn Report'and in Lewy' s stnndards pnaer is °
the 1dea that guidelines for Judging quality can range considernbly. fronr
the very permissive to the very generel The clearest 111ustration. of both
. the: 1dea and. 1ts exnloitntien comes from the engineering sciences. Mere. o~
the demand level of the )tanderd depends on ‘the uses to which the informntion
i3 put. .Relatively nide tolerances are permissible in local geophysical

e measuremants since the informetion 1s used primerily by lawyers and cens-'f~

truction englneers~¢‘nuch _closer tolerances are required in geophysical
\\\
measures. mede for some scientific studies. on—1and- erosion for instance e
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T observation~ It s evident tdo but underexploited in the/U .S, It 1s sen-

s sfb]e to con51der using one set of standards in’ special arants made for-. sma1i

. Lnnovative programs and a less restrictive set for programs that oahrate

~ with reqular budgets. Ig'may be sensible to'?équire larger. more capable

S school districts to provide infonnation that accords with more rigorous

standards and to require much "}ess precise in{pnnation from the less capab]e:,
ones. The imp]icatiOns have not been worked out nor have the options been:

. PrtiruaatEd well in’ eva]uation management inﬁmhe u.s. or abroad Both tasks N

*  should be undertaken. \» 2 : ‘ Lo , ' )

v 8. THE USE or EVALUATION RESULTS ’, - . g
e Whether the ceSults of eVa]uation are used and by: whom they are used was

a fundamental coﬁcern of the Project He uncover@d a great deal. .of -informa-

. tion on ‘use, but the research was difficu]t Not the least of these was

b -~ lexical confusion. A federai directOr of -research, for instagce, announced
that’he did not perform evaluation at all- despite a. list of prqjects under..
his direction-that i~-. ‘ad. evaluations labelied as such His. superior.o
interviewed fifteer -~ :n: =% later, claimed the cpntrary that the division
produced a great many.evaluations all useful to manngement e encountered .
a_Congressional staffer who announced baldly at the beginning of an interview o
that his committee did not use evaiuotions. ’yat he later said that evaluation
reports were used to guide comnittee hearings of programs. } A -

-«
-

This confusion or at’ ieast inconsistency. underlay a good deai of debate:

about the uti]ity of eva]uation results. And so we defined "use" expiicit]y

1 . __to mean: 1) applying these results #n making specific decisions about law, .

~ regulations, budgets, or related, adninistrative topics, -and changes- in sub- o

d stantive content of programs, 2) capitolizing on them to enhonce understandipg
of issues even where a decision could not be mnde. or 3) expioiting the infor-
maticn to—persuade others, as in’ poiiticai speeches. or .to c0nfirm one's own

. o * " beliefs. The Project s efforts to document use and nonuse of ‘evaluation

reports focused pn spetific evoluotioﬂ% and stréssed the corroborotiOn of

evidence from dffferent sources. The findings suggésted,-as one might expect,

" that some eval ati0ns are used and some are not, and that use: depends heavily

on the planniffg of use, close relations between the user and evoiuotor. and

°

. wil]ingness/pnd capacity to 'use results. ‘ _ IR
»»~3~:~~m_»~ﬂ————-—0ur—fi t—reconnMndntiOn bearing on use of evaiuation resuits was made to
the Congress. We urged thot its members: = .
v - ' [S ;
B Te i € - .
) . . » . - \
‘ / ! / , 2‘2 1 N ' .
| / o - ‘ . ¢
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1) direct the staff of re]evant committeés.qthe DeparSment. and ghe GAD
- to routinely outline which* 1nst1tut1ons can’ reasonably be é&%scted ':s'
- L " to use resuﬁts of each’major evaluation arid how such resultsmight # (AL

. ) be used, during the design stage of every maJor program eva]uation.

7 ok

- 20 specify exactly which eva]uatioﬁa have been used and why they were
’ used. which have not been used and why they were not usad, in authog
.o '.. rizations and appropriat?ons committee reports.:. L5 e

3) requ1ve evidence about specﬁfic changes resulttng f:om evaluat1on.
AL whenever the Taw requires state agencies to-descv1he uses of evaluaif

e “tion: and o . . - ) o y
. ' o

{~ 4) explore the feasibility of direct compet1tive grants and contvact N
programs forused‘on improving“the use of results at the 1ora1 and '

state education agency levels. N s . e

A
> - \

:  The orig1ns of the first part of -the recommendation’ lie in the absence
" of any mechanism for. p1onnjng use ,at the na{iona] Tevel. 51mp1y put, -
~unless specific user groups are 1dent1f1ed an\usome‘decjsion optione }aid
A out ¢ evaluotion results nre Tess likely to be used. Indeedi if there is
o no clear pay to 1ink the evaluation with decisions or. c0n°1derab1y better:
' _understnnding. one can argue thnt the evaluation shou1d not, be performed
v at alt. Specifying user and options,w141 also Ie1p to mnke it easier to A
. track ut11jzntion. and thnt. in turn, n;11 help o 1nform judgements about - '
. K how evoluotion ‘resources could be bettér allocated? Ipe reconmendotion to :
- & .cite-useful and Useless evaluations in federal reports\and to rdquire SEAs T
&nnd LEAs tp record specific changes. has'?he same obJect ves: better under-‘
. " » stnnding of use and better resource a11ocnt10n The suggestion: to 1dent1fy'
: useless evaiuation is not’ an invitation to eriticize arbitrorily.. We found L
“ethat some local and state edycation agencies are capable andiinterested 1n ' ,‘h -
. inventing and testirig better ways to use 1nformatioh The' kuggestion to .
\> expnnd their opportunities for doing sb 1s based o this.\”‘\ Z e <

.\.

a

< \\ A seco d, reInted reconnmndation was made ‘to the'. eportmnnt of Educntion r
. The Report urged that evo]untion unit statf and o«nluntion contractors be
directed to 1) _provide-ora}: reports“regulnrly ‘as well as G??EEEhwreports on .
o t-= " resylts of mjor evaluations, gnﬂ'on the uses to which results cdn be put, T
. to relévant Congressional staff 4nd support ngenc} staff and the program
N \staff n1th1n the Department; 2) create a system to periodicnIly collect.
Synthesizo. and report specific uses to which evaluation 1s \put; 3) 1mprove

the Annual Evnluntion Report by citing 1nstances of use more spec1f1c011y.

.
. e
[ ~
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. . - . . . .
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and 4) direct evaluation staff to meet regularly "{th"3069r9551°"af'5taff e

"and executing eva]uat+ons

to clarify information negeds, feasibility of’ eva]uation audiences for sy
recults, and ways in which. results can be, used to modify programs v

This clgster of suggestions is ‘based. partly on- the finding that the use
of evaluation resuits is not tracked cehscientious]y ‘and the belief that it |
ought to- be tracked to learn how to perfonn evaluations better, and how to
better allocate eva]uat1onrresources The rationale for the last reconnmn~
dation is identical to the one given earlier for the Congress on p]anning L {

3 P :
- .

The final suggestion under this topic focuses attention on assur1ng
access to and* better Spec1ficat1on of reports ' ’

., We rAronnendedrthat the Deyartment 1) adhere to a clearohce ru]e wh1ch

- . makes eva)uation reports automat1ca11y ava11nb1e after a fixed number of
‘weeks; specify’ comp]etely the evaluation documents referred to fn ‘the .

~core r0c1p1ents o - » . -

Department's Annua1 £va1uation Report, the Federal Regjster. and: pol1cy o -
statements; and 3) 1nc1ude, 1n every major evaluatioh réport, a }1st of. . A

-~ , . e . ' \

The reconnendation stems partly from difficulties’encountered in oota1n-"
ing reports -under review by the Execut1ve Secretariat of the Department .of .
Health, Education and Welfare and other groups 1nvolved in the DHEW ‘ ," v

: clearance process We also found it difficult to identify reports precise1y

reports mdde 1¢ very difficult ¢o 1dent1fy potential user groups and to

= the data 1s implicit in both our’ rEconnmndat1ons and 1n ISrae11 operations.

i

when they'Pere cited as evidence ,of the usefulness %f eva1uat1on in develop- - T
ing regu1ations or: po]1cy The absence of.a 11st of core recipients of

- B A

determine {f reports were used. The consequence is that what 1s useless L e
or useful s less veriffable. = . . - . R S
' men*o‘ v e o ;_ ce T '

The basic 1dea that there needs to be a group constituted to reason from

T4

The form differs a bit, though. b

-

Committees to Reason from Data. Consider, for {nstance, Kuge1mass descr1p-

‘tion of the Van Leer study of primary schools, a massive undertak1ng to

understand the process and products of primary schools 1n Israel, 1nc1ud1ng ‘ -
controversial 1ssues Such as 1ntegration and re11giods vs. non-re1igious ’
school systems One distinctive aspect of. this enterorise was that the
M1n1stry of Education: and Cu]ture and the cnief Sc1ent1st took pains to
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appoint a high level comh1ttee to uhderstand the ways in which the results_
of this reSearch.could'be\ugfd by the Ministry. The Chief Scientist, as
“well as heads of various divisions of~the Ministry and of the- primary school
*system. were 1nvo]ved in the ‘committee, and a number of Sub-conﬂdttees vere
set hp to recognize spec1a] interests and problems. -A mechanism of this .
sort was not suggested in.the Holtzman Report.- But- it does seem to be a
. » sensible way to ynderstnnd how po]iéy implications can be educed from such ™
. " - data: The Holtzmnn'REport assumed.that neéotietion and regular commnunica- k
':', tions between’ the Congress and the Department vwould faci]itate in understand- =~
~-ing the uses to which the data could be put. "The power that a blue ribbon
_commnittee has to do’ this or to exploit suggestions made at lower 1eVe1s
- could be used to make negotint1on more effective. : -

I's

Dec1s1on 0pt1ons. The Ho1tzmnn Report marshalled a good deal of ev1dence }
on the use:of .evaluations in decisdons u¢ the federal level. But we obtained

~ very 1{ttle for local levels because of the d1ff1culty of corroborat1ng use.
Nor did we c1ass1fy the uses accord1ng to what dec1sions they might concern.’
Partly for th1s reason, ‘the c1ass1f1cnt1on schemes developed by Lewy and
Davis are pert1nent ‘They are tidy ways to specify décision options. More-
over, we can explo1t them to exp1a1n our OWR -peconmendation about making
decision opt1ons c1ear before evuTunt1on 1s ‘undertaken.

S For examp1e. Leuy 1dent1f1es three decis1ons that might stem fram ap
evaluation done by an eva1ua§1on unit: The first is the selection of program
components : what shou1d be taught, nnnt materials nght be 1ncliuded in the
teaching; and so on. ‘de 13 carefyl to point out that the program developor
is uitimately the -one who Must choose from aming several ‘alternatives eramined
in evo1unt1on. The second’ dec1s10n 15 mud1fy1ng a program.  He suggests that

- it “mny turn out that some element such as’ eaerc1ses. Allustrations, or

- exp1unat1ons contains certa1n flaws", 1It. 1s up to the evaluator to call
" attention to these. The third decision option has to.do with qualifying the

-use of the program. Nere he stresses the "othmn1" cond1taons under, which
~ the program might work or the minimai-conditions for usage, This 1nc1udes.
for cxample, whether the program will work with Tittle or no. trn1n1ng of 7
~ teachers rather than with a good deal of train1ng. vhether equ1pment. snace, '
and the. 11ke are available, and So on. _ . e

This po1nt 1s important for U.S. evaluators. ~The Holtzman Report ‘ointed

-. . out the 1nabi11ty or unwillingness of various audiences to spec1ty decision
., options before an evaluation 1s actuaily undertaken. Yet here Leuy implies, ?fa
that . the process 1s almost a matter of course for - the Isrne11s. More 1mpor~'

L e
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tant, Lewy recognizes'some decisions that are independent ofrbodget and
" therefore less controversial ' ' '

Davis is careful to explain decisions that cou1d emarge on—the basts

of his, specin] standardized evaluation plan and to urge that these decision
options be recognized beforg_evaluation is undertaken His options depend
on the-results of the "evaluation. For instance. the first possible resu1t
is that the standardized evaluation yfelds an estimate of no effect or of
negligible effects for .the optimal version of the programi. The” implications
for decisions are that one cah question the "efficacy of the program in any
form" and may reconnmnd either dropping it or revising it. The second

possibie result is that the standardized eva]uation results ina large

program effect. and all subsequent field evaluations show negligible program
results. 1t ie>at this point that the program director, according ~to .Davis.

_has to think -dbout alternative ways of improving the field version of the

program. The third case is. that eva1uation of the optimal version yields
a large program effect and "one of the generalized evaluations results in
a moderate ‘affect". Haere Davis suggests that the difference is a matter
of consideration and.cost benefit analysis.. _The final_ outggmg of . interest
is-the standardized.and generalized evaluation resuit in approximnteiy the
sanie moderate or large program effects. 1t is at this point that one goes
to the next step and- tries to understand “how the'cost of programs can be
reduced. ’ -

s

Enumerating Uses of Information. Tamir's strategj of briefly identifying
the specific findings of ‘evaluation and their eventual uses is, similar in
spirit, although not in detail, to the way the U.S. Department of Education
office of Evaioation s annual- report is composed The uses he identifies’

. are interesting.

For example, he cites a 1974 paper showing Tow studgnt interest 4n the
study of botany.. The subsequent action was integrating the study of topics
common to both botany and 200logy. He cites a finding that students had -
trouble appiying statistics in biology with the ‘consequent “action of prepar-
ing curriculum materdals on the use of statistics in biology. Another
finding was that students "in- agricu\ture schoals achieved p00r1y on this
version of the material, probab1y ‘because it had no app]ications to agri-

~cu1ture. Action was taken’to preparg special nndu1es to "suit the needs °
. and interest of agricu1tura1 students Simi1ar1y. it was found that

culturally’ deprived students whose families come ‘from developing countries
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achieved poorly and the consequent action was preparing a Hebrew version
‘of the material of the test designed for the original course and designing

4—w~A~——4?——suppleme»tary~modules—as—ueil~os_;nnsenvice_teachen‘tnaining a

" Such items are very persuasive "More importantly, a listing of the sort
provided by Tamir might serve’as a good model of the sort of informaticn
which should be recognized in the university training of evaluators. It
is the kind of information tha® can be- provided to program development staff -
‘to gui Q them in making decisions about how to "reason from the data" and
to senior executives and perhnps legislative staff to show how evaluation

a nesults have been used. And the model is- 1ikely to be useful at the local’
1evel to {llustrate use ‘at lesst and to foster invention of other approaches
at best . i

¢ . ’ ' ‘ <
Definition of Use. None of the seminar papers put much stress on defining

. the use of evnluntion r-sults. But several recognize difficulties'engendered
by amb1gu1ty fn the’word and a variety of def1n1t1ons are imp11c1t. ‘Blass,

“ for instance, recogn1zes. as the Holtzmam Report does, that arguments about
« . - utilization may be gratuitous, citing the "usual almost ritual ‘litany about
the underut111zat1on of research results". The 1mp11c1t definitions range
s -» from oxam1not1on of a report. Judg1ng from the Kugelmass paper: "The very:

" process of bringing:,.. son1or decision mekers (through the Office of Chief

Scientist) into ‘cofitinued examination of the research... moy be the most ¥

. 1mportant product of. the process of evaluations, and not necessarily spec1f1c
decﬁs1ons" . The Noltzmnn Report recognizes the same kind of use in defining ‘-
evaluation and explo1ts it in enumerating references made to evaluations in

earing rout1ne1y 1ssued by Congress1onal Gaﬂnntthes charged with authorizing
funds for education programs. AR : -

[

, Tamir's Msting 4s much more specific and implies a ditferent category
. - . of uses, also identified’in the Holtzmnn Report specific decisions. The
' cotogory 1s important but was rather difficult to examine. To be sure, some
‘evaluations, such as the National Institute of Educa n's Compensatory
‘Education Study are remnrkab1o in that evidende | on u32°1s ailable from
. the public record, such as nnr1ggs. and can be corroborntgj\thgggggnfnter- )
views with 1ogis1otfﬁn staffers and bureaucrats. Mpreovor. 1t was F@latively
easy to trace ties’ betnaon items in the Study -and- subsoquent changes 1n
. federal regulatfon. dnd adm1nistrat1vo practice. Others are not as easy:
- _ 'Overreport1ng of use 1s 11kely, for 1nstance. 1" one talks only to the

'producors of*o study. Undorroport1ng 1s chronic portly because of memory
lapse. the lbsonce of wr1tton accessible records on use, and the time 1t my

° . A . . \
- . . - s
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take for a report to filter through several layers of bureaucracy. The I

i centralization of Tamir's project may make tracking utilization easier than /
i n-a-decentralized enterprise. . /
~ Factors Influencing Utilization. For Blass, the most important factors in-

fluencing use are the politica] situation, the organizational structure of |.
= the society, perédna] attributes of the evaluator or of the decision maker,

. especially of the latter, the state of the art in the scientific discipline;
(\ and the character of the issues. N : .

The Holtzman Report did not frame the influences on evaluation this way.
But the conceptualizat1on seems natural for Israe11 operations and for some
U.S. activities., My understanding is that- eva1uat10n is more centralizbd
in Israel, if the 0rganizat10n of the ICC. the High School Biology Project,

' and the Office of the Chief Scientist are any index. This stands in con-
trast to many U.S. efforts in that evaluatfion. responsibi]ities are dispensed
across levels of government - local, state, and federal - and agencies w thin
levels of-government Judging from the Kugelmass paper, the 0ffice of the
Chief Scientist can relate directly’ to the political concerns of the Mi 1stry
of Education. In the U. S .+ the severa] layers of bureaucracy between the i
Secretary of Education and the Evaluation unit within the Department, for >
good or 111, probably affect the po11t1ca1 attentiveness of the latte and . St
the receptivity of the former.

Centra]ization does appear at times in special studies undertaken in the
U S. For example, the NIE Compensatory Education Study was created By law
to examine, among other things, how, federal funded programs for poor rimary e
" school children fared. It was centra112ed in that a team approved by ‘
Congressional ‘staff was created to be answerable to the Congress alone. It .
Lo was deliberately sensitive to political issues and accommodated theﬂ through  + &
continuous negotiation between the evaluation groups and Congressional 1nterest
groups. The personal attrtgutes ‘of the group leader, Paul Hi11, 1n21ud1ng
his- prior ‘experience as a bureaucrat.and cOngressional staff member, seem to
have been very influential in producing useful results.

‘ There are, of cours€é, ways to characterize factors that influence the use
'/ of evaluation other than the one that Blass proposed. .1 some cases, thgy
/ may be more productive. Consider, for example, that each of the eminar
papers stresses the richness and the diversity of the process by which eva- ‘
luation results are used Or not usea They are important: in th1ﬁ respect ' . ;///
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The following questions 1mp1y dlst1nct events that detennine whether eva-
juation results are used:

. Does the prospective user know about the evaiuation results?
. If results are known, are they understood? - '
. If understood, are they believed?

. If believed, does the user have the ability and ui]lingness to use them?

- When a]] are answered in the affirmntive. then results are 1ikely to be used.
But the first negative will reduce any possibi]ity of use, especially if the
potential user is the same at each step.

This way of describing the utilization process is useful by itself. Ffor
example. it suggests that simple probabi]istic models may be helpful in
understanding why some research on ut11ization is misleading, and how one
might enhance utilization. The simplest such model posits that each event
is independent and a probabilfity is attached to each question s .resulting in
a Yes. “the’ probability for each is Onﬂ§ 1/2, say, then the overall proba-
b111ty of a "use" occurring is (1/2)9 = 1/16. If, as 1 suspect, the odds are

. lower on each Yes, say 1/4, then the prubabi]ity of a user's knowing about
results is 1/4, the probability of the user's understanding them 4s 1/4,.and
'so ons the‘overall odds against results being used are 255 to 1. Not very-
promising. ; ‘

Other nodels though are more realistic. If for example, we supposeé that
the evaluation péocess {s centralized so that the prospective user is also
the producer of the information, then the probability of being n1111ng to
use the information 18 conditionn1 on the prior events and the 1ikelihood of
use 1s cfoser to 100%. fndeed, the conditional model s a numerical represen- °
tation of what happens when a 11aison person 1s used in 1CC evaluations in’

.Israe1 and when a brokerage system 1s used to translate findings, into usable
results as Ceoley (1980) did 1in -the Pittsburgh schoo1 district.

The model does suggest .that we collent data ‘at each stnge. to properly
estimate odds on ultimate use of evaluation results. But 1ittle work appears
to have been done on this problem in the U.S.. Most research ﬂen1s with the
question: What does the process of use look 1ike in partifular case studies?
It seems to me that the case-studies are important to inform such models, as
well as being important as _qualitative descriptors of the process. But they
require large samples of events across sites or-of-multiple_events within
site.to obtain decent estimates of parameters in the model. '

ST s
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Notes

1 The research on which tnis paper is' based was supported by the Division

3

of Evaluation of the U.S. Department 6f Education and the National Insti-
tute-ofEducation. ~The discussion of Israeli work here 1is based! on mate-

rial presented at the Israel-US seminars on evaluation in June 1380. “The
material on U.S. policy adopts héavily from Boruch and Cordray (1980) and
other documents cited in the text. .

? See Verma's (1977) discussion of research on medicine in medieval India
and Rabinovitch's (1973) fine description of rabbinic thought on evidence
during the ninth through twelth centuries. The Syrian experiment 1s. des--
cribed by American researcher F.S. Chapin (1947); the English and Scottish
tests are described in Cochran (1976) among others. _

Two other efforts, independent of these, are worth examining because their

conclusions differ at times from ours. The first, undertaken by Rand.s .,
Corporation staff, appears in a monograph.by Pincus (Ed.). The Seco¢¢5§§
prepared by members of Stanford's Consortium on Evaluation Research,; 3" °
presented in a volume by Cronbach and others (1980). . -:éa :

v
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