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INTRODUCTION

The problems of educational evaluation beccme very real when one
attempts to apply an evaluation system to the ongoing operations of
an educational institution. They are real because the same problems
facing educational evaluation at any theoretical or conceptual level
become barriers to the installation of an evaluation system. The

recently published PDK monograph, Educational Evaluation and Decision-

Making,* is centered around five macro-problems of educational evalua-
tion which provide a meaningful framework for the topic here--barriers
in the application and installation of an evaluation capability in an
educational setting. The five macro-problems identified in the FDK
monograph are those concerning: (1) the definition of evaluation,
(2) decision-making, (3) values and criteria, (i) levels problems,
and (5) the research model.

The purpose of this discussion is to examine each of these five
problem areas: (1) as they are depicted in the PDK monograph, (2)

as they appear as barriers to the application and installation of an

evaluation system, and (3) in terms of selected caveats and suggestions

for their recognition and avoidance.
EVALUATION'S PROBLEMS: AN OVERVIEW

Several chapters of the PDK monograph specifically address the

five major problems of educational evaluation. Each will be very

¥Stufflebeam, Daniel L., et al. Educational Eveluation and
Decision-Making, 1971, Peacock Press, Bloomington, Indiana, 368 p.
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briefly surveyed for the purpose of acquainting the reader with the
general tone and dimensions of the treatment given them in the mono-

graph.

The Problem of Definition

The definitional problem is much more than one of lexicographical
confusion and ambiguity. Definitional problems are profound and far-
reaching because as one defines evaluation so will he act and react.

Most important are these widespread definitions of evaluation
which are inappropriate, inaccurate, or incomplete. The PDK monograph
discusses three such definitions which cast evaluation as only: (1)
measurement, (2) a means of determining congruence between performance
and objectives, and (3) professional judgment. While each definition
may have certain pragmatic advanteges, each has unique disadvantages
and all have the disadventage of being incomplete. Evaluation may
be forced by circumstances to be any one of these three some of the time,

but it should never be just one of them all of the time.

Problems of Decision-Making

The problems of decision-making are integral to evaluation because
evaluation as defined by the monograph's authors is the process of
delineating, obtaining, and providing useful information for Jjudginz

decision alternatives. Thus, evaluation has no meaning or utility

apart from decision-making. The problems of decision-making center

around the assumption (and premise of the monograph) that decisions

ought to be rationally based on evalua.ti:ve. infomation'._ While the

fact that they are often not dsta-based is itself a problem, other problems

stem from our collective ignorance of decision-maxing phenomene; the
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difficulties in linking evaluators and evaluative information with
decision-makers; the proper role of the evaluator in ma.inta.ining a
non-decision-making position while still influencing and altering the
decision-makers' behavior; and the fact that decision-making settings are

of%en obscure, situational, multiple, and incompatible.

Problem of Values and Criteria

Related very closely to the problems of decision-making are the
problems concerning the values and criteria on which decisions are‘
based. Their origin is often unknown or obscure; they shift from-
situation to situation and from decision-maker to decision-maker;
they reflect the myrind and often contradictory values applied to
education itself; in addition, the values of the evaluator himself may

be inconsistent with those of the decision-meker.

The Problem of Levels

The so-called 'flevels" problem stems from the traditionally
microscopic view held by educational evaluators in contrast to the
increasingly‘ macroscopic perspective of the educational decision-
makers. Thus, because their units of observation, analysis, and
interpretation are incompatibls, the evaluator often uses ineppropriate

techniques. He attempts to "measure mountains with micrometers,"

"which results in evaluative findings that are inconsistent with the

information needs of decision-makers. The multiplicity of decision-
making levels confound the problem of micrdscopic evaluations. The
levels problem is also represeqted by the traditional tendency of
evaluation to be coricerned with determining the congruence between

performance and standards while ignoring the examination of alternative

4
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futures and strategies for their attainment (contingency evaluation).
A final consequence of the level problem is the inappropriateness of
data bases for serving macro-level, programmed decisions. The ad hoc,
micro-level investigations simply do not provide the systematic and

cumilative data base relevant to the information needs of contemporary

educational decision-ma.kers .

The Problem of the Research Model

A final ailment of educational evaluation discussed by the mono-
graph's authors is the persistence of some to equate evaluation with
research. The authors agree that to do so results in a variety of con-
sequences which become barriers to sound evalustion. The dysfunctional
consequences of equating evaluation with research (or of irying to "do" |
evaluation with | c;nly research assumptions, methods, and tools) include:
working under unrealistic controlled conditions which are antithetical
to the dynamism and complexity of many educational programs which must
be evaluated; obtaining results only at the completion of the program
(treatment); assuming or forcing comparsbility of subjects; and producing
informetion which, even if relevant to decision-makers! information
needs, restricts their interpretation to the dichotomous acceptance
or rejection of hypotheses.

The reader is directed to the comprehensive treatment given to
each of the five problems in the monograph. They have been briefly
described here in order to provide a setting for discussing them in
relation to attempts to apply and install an evaluation system in an

educational R & D agency.
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EVALUATION PROBLEMS AS BARRIERS TO THE
INSTALLATION OF AN EVALUATION SYSTEM
The basis for much of the discussion to follow is, ironically,

a series of subjective, experiential, and intuitive judgments about
the barriers to the installation of a supposedly objective and rational
evaluation system. However, the barriers take on a bit more credénce
in that they are based on the framework provided by the FDK monograph.
Using the framework, each of the major problems will be discussed as
it presents barriers to the application and installation of an evalua-
tion capability in an educational setting. The barriers will be
discussed in terms of symptoms, consequences, and possible guidelines

for recognizing and circumventing thenm.

Problems of Definition

Quite possibly, the most important and subsuming of all barriers
is the difficulty of arriving at an adequate definition of the evaluation
system to be installed. It is helpful to look at the definition problems
in terms of the appropriateness and consistency of the expectations
held by the actors in an educational setting for the eveluation system
which is to be implemented. These expectations can and will vary widely,
yet it is essential that they be consistent.

Foremost, the expectations must be consistent in terms of

direction and locus. Figure 1 depicts the alternative expectations for

these two dimensions.
Direction refers to the attitude held by an individual--simblistically

expressed here as either a positive or negative attitude--toward the

evaluation system. Locus refers to the question: "Positive or negative

for whom?"-~for the individual himself and/or for the institution in

6
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which the evaluaticn system is to be implemented., Stated sithply,
individuals in an educational institution can define (hold expecta-
tions for) an evaluation system that are positive or negative in

terms of the consequences which they think will accrue to themselves

and/or the institution.

Figure 1
Directions and Locus of Expectations
Toward an Evaluation System )
Locus
Institutional Individual
Q
S
o A B
gl A
a 3 |
"8 ﬂ-ﬂ .l
i g -’
‘ >
Al 1 C D
)
Q
=

Using the cell designation from Figure 1, the logical combinations
of definition sets for any given individual or group are: A and B;
A and D; C and B; C and D. The optimum definition set is of course
A and B. BEach of the other three (if held in significant numbers by
key individuals) become barriers to the installation of an evalustion
system. For convenience (but with full awareness of and due caution
to the semantic jumps being made) we may label the three dysfunctional
definition sets: the "la.géa.rd" for A a.nd D; the "opportunist" for
C and B; and the "devil's advocate" for C and D,

To the "laggard," the evaluation system will be threatening because

he sees the institution benefiting from it while he is penalized,

'ERIC | 7




What is good for the institution is not good for the laggard. In fact,
he is so labeled because his bebavior is not consistent with the or-
genizational goals and expectations. He has been "getting by' because
(as he perceives it) evaluation in the past has not provided information
about his organizational behavior to those decision-makers who, having
such information, could penalize him in a variety of ways--from evoking
negative sanctions to the withholding of positive ones.

The "opportunist," on the other hand, sees himself as benefiting
from an evaluation capability but to the detriment of the institution
housing them. If an evaluation system could in fact benefit the role
functionaries in any organization but not the orgenization itself,
then something is very wrong with either "he organization or the evalua~-
tion system.

Whether the "devil's advocate" is a substantial barrier depends
on how many there are and the underlying motivations for their defini- ‘
tion sets. If their negativism is a relatively temporary expression
of "let's wait and see" pragmatism (or "show me Missourism"), it becomes
legitimately and feasibly incumbent upon the individual(s) responsible
for insfé;lling the evaluation system to convince this type of devil's
advocate of the system's merits. If, however, the motivation is one
of deep-seated and dogmatic pessimism, then the numbers of such persons
becomes a critical concern. The extent to which they are widespread
and in kéy positions is directly inverse to the I;robability of the
successful installation of an evaluation system.

The single most important component of an instaned evaluation
system (and therefore, potentially, the most critical barrier to its
successful installation) is the collective attitude of the role

8
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functionaries within the organization toward the evaluation system.
Because this is true, it is critical that evaluation be defined ap-
propriately and consistently from the outset. It is essential that the
individuals responsible for installing the evaluation system be fully
aware of the expectations (definitions) held for that system by individuals
within the orgenization. It would seem to be entirely appropriate
to construct, validate, and administer attitudinal scales which measure
the direction and locus of an individual's expectations toward a proposed
evaluation system. Then, if necessary, intensive dialogue through a
variety of techniques (e.g. conferénces, workshops, sensitivity groups,
training courses, demonstrations, etc.) could be conducted to the
extent necessary to assure the extinction and replacement of expecta-
tions held by the laggards, opportunists, devil's advocates, and others
("others" because the simple 2x2 classification ignored a variety of
intermediate or neutral definition }sets). |

We have seen, then, that the problem of definition can be considered
the most critical and subsuming of all evaluation problems that might
act as barriers to the successful insté.lla.tion of an evaluation system.
It has also been pointed out that a variety of defiilitions (expectations)
can be held toward a propbsed eva.lua.tion system in terms of direction
and locus. Any patterned definition set 6ther than "A and B" has been
| shown to be dysfunctional to the inéta.lla.tion of a self-evaluation system.
Further, the individuals i‘esponsib;l.e for r:l.nsta.lli'ng an evaluation system
have the responsibility for assessing the expectations toward that system
and, as necessary, altering those dysfunctional éxpectations. Un-
fortunately, little attention is gﬁ.vén to the assessment ‘a.nd altering

of the definition 's,ét's held by individuals within the a.dopting orgenization.

9
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This lack of attention is ironic because the evaluator, who should be

familiar with elementary concepts of planned change, Shou_.ld inow that

any innovation will be successful only to the extent that it is »perceivedy' v

as favorable by those 'adopting the innovation. .

Space will not Permit an explora.t:l.on of the other types of
definitional barriers to the successful mstallat:.on of a.n evaluatmon
system. It is, however, J.mporta.nt to br:n.ef];,r ment:.on the vanety of
definit:.ons that are of.‘ten held towa.rd an evalua.t:.on system These
might include def:m:l.ng evaluat:.on a.s'v"' o o AR

- A mana.gement :mforma.t:.on system (only)

- A panacea. fo.r a.ll orga.m.za.t:l.ona.l a.:.lments., -

- A window d.ress:.ng r:.tual to a.ppea.se ﬁmding sources. : Do

- A research methodology un:.t to funct:.on as, a serv:n.ce for the -

organ:.za.tion s programs a.nd projects.

- Just mea.surement or ,Judgnent or. a post fa.cto ‘means of 3
determin:mg congruence ’between obaect:wes and performance. .

These and many other m:.sdefinit:.ons preva:.l. 'l‘heir recogn:.t::.on

and trea.tment should be very sim:.la.r to the dysfunct:l.onal d.ef:.m.t:l.on

sets d:.scussed a.bove. ‘ Fmally, the eva.luator has the eth::.ca.l re_ ’_i‘

spons:.’b:.l:.ty to be certa:.n tha.t the prevailmg defmit::.on of the system

for vhich he ha.s the :mstallat:.on respons:.b:.l:.ty 1s cons:.sterrt with h:.s- ERS

(1) expectat:.ons for that system, (2) a.b111ty a.nd competence to :Lnsta.ll PR

such & system, and (3) phllosophy as to wha.t ends should be served

by an evaluat:.on system.

v Problem of Dec:.s:l.on-Ma.kmg

"Ident:.fy the decn.sn.on-ma.ker(s)"- :|.s a n;ce‘_sary a.nd reasonable

initial step in any attempt ‘to install ‘an'evaluatmn systemf"fThey

-mu.st be 1dent1f1ed because, a.s has been pomt'" out evalua.tn.on has -'
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no meaning or utility apart from its function of increasing the ro.tionality
of decisions. But the simplicity of this precept is misleading; it

masks & host of very subtle but real barriers to the installation of an
. evalus.tion system. For example, the most common method for identifying
decision-makers is likely to be the most ‘ina.ccu.ra.te and hazardous--tho.t

of analyzing orgsnizational charts depicting lines of formal a;uthorit;v }i
and communication. It 1s :|.naccu.rate because of the fluidity of any formal
organizational chart and, much more important]y, because of the :i.n-

evitable discrepa.ncy in any organiza.t:.on between the formal and informal

, l:l.nes of comnmm.cat:.on and author:.ty Thus, to :|.dent1fy the covert
decisn.on po:n.nts is as important as the 1dent1f1cat:n.on of formal decis:.on
points; it is :mcumbent on the eva.luator to 1dent1fy both. |

The almost pa.ra.dox:.cal d:.lemma 1nherent in 1denti:t‘y1ng all dec:.sion- .
ma.kers lies :|.n the fa.ct that the informa.l dec:n.s:n.on points are, by
_deﬁn:.tion,‘ covert. Thus, they are a.t best dlfflcult to '1dent1fy

Even if they can be 1dent:|.f1ed they must then be incorporated in the

' design for insta.lling the eva.lua.tion system, but by virtue of incorporating

them 1n a des:.gn, they are no longer covert. An orga,m.za.tion _ca.nnot
formalize that which is mformal. L | |

A s:n.m:.la.r problem ex:.sts in dlfferentlat:.ng the act:.on" declslonQ .
: ma.kers from the veto" declslon-ma.kers. Act:.on dec:.s:.on-ma.kers are those

ha.ving the a.uthor:.ty (or more generica.lly, power") to comm:.t huma.n

o moneta.ry, a.nd t:une resources to the cont:.nua.t:n.on or cha.nge 1n the

course of events. The veto dec:.s:.on-ma.ker ha.s the power to block the

| ”‘j',:flow of resources which ha,ve been red:.rected by the a.ct:.on dec:.s:l.on-,_"_ g

maker While 1t 1s rea.l:.zed tha.t e.ll dec:.s:.on-ma.kers ca.nnot be cast

| a.s pure types--either act:n.on or veto, the eva.lua.tor should be a.wa.re

'.that some dec:.s:.on-ma.kers opera.te prime.r:n.l}r m one of these modes.

AR,
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Figure 2 depicts a simple classification scheme for identifying
(or at least recognizing the existence of) the formal and infomal;

action and veto decision-makers within an organization.

F e 2

A Classification Scheme for Classifying
and Identifying Decision-Makers

Iype of .Poiter

Veto Actibn '

e .
Formal

Decision
Informal

The utility of such a scheme ﬁn'.y lie prima.rily in creet:ing‘aw'a.ref-‘
ness of these different decision tyres. It_‘is 'n}’aiv_e and 'de:lvi',eating to ,
assume and act as if only the "formal - gction'f | deciSion-émaki'rrg mod.e}. |
exists. | |

In short, _the problen of decision-ma.k:mg as. :lt presents a barr:ler

to the insta.lla wion of an evalua.tion system centers on the difﬁculties

in ident:.fy:.ng dec:.s:.on-makers. Id«antificat:.on :ls diff:.cult beca.use. o

(1) the dec:.s:.on-ma.k:.ng structure of a.n orgamza.tion is flu:l.d (2)

the structure a.lways operates on both formal a.nd :I.nforma.l levels and

(3) there are dlfferent ty'pes of power (e.g. action or veto) which " .

o dec:.s:.on-ma.kers exercise.




- which decision-makers will base what criteria on the information he 3

Problems of Values and Criteria
Only artificially separated from 'decision-making problems are those

barriers which present themselves in the form Gf the multiplicity of
~ values and criteria on which decisions are based. As there are overt
and covert decision-makers so are there overt and cover_t criteria on
vhich their decisions are} based. Often, the covert criteria are |
weighed more heavily‘in decision-making tha.n the overt. In addition,
| there exist a host of criteria which are unintentionally covert, |
that is, they are unknown to the _decision-maker at the time that crit‘eria
are being elicited by the “ev_a.luator. ‘J.'he decision-maker would express '
them if he knew what they were. If at all, they are finally expressed
only after the evaluative infomation is provided to the dec:.sion- '
maker, he then can recognize the inadequacies and omissions as he faces
a choice among alternatives. In,designing an_ evaluation-system, . the |
evaluator must delineate the information ‘sources," methoaé' for informae
tion retrieval, and techniques for- providing information. It‘ is im-
perative, then, that he be aware of the criteria on which the decisions
will be made--particularly those programed o.ecisions which are serviced |
by 1nformation flowing from an established data base. ' |

| An additional question which the evaluator must answer is' ‘
"Whose criteria" " Assuming that the formal and informal, veto and
action decision-makers ha.ve been identified a.nd all possible covert

_' and overt criteria have been elicited the evaluator still must ]:now E i

g to prorv:l.de. He will find often that the criteria and the associated

._ ‘costs of obtaining information to meet them vary greatly among the

j‘different decision-makers to be served by a single evaluation.
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It is difficult and probably inappropriate for him to a.rbitrarily select
vwhich information will be cbtained and provided for which decision- |

ma.kers. Ra.ther, he should sinmlta.neouslz provide a.ll (a.ppropriate)

decision-makers with mforma.tion such as tha.t represented in the
simplified version presented in Figu.re 3. He should request tna,t they
resolve any incompatabilities and a.rrive at the questions to be answered

(eriteria are best phrased as questions to‘ be answered by the evaluation).v ’_

Fﬁ_n.ﬂ e 3' ’
Questions (Criteria) - Sources = Estimabed Cost |
- | WM, DMp DMg DMy,
REXY | ox| x| | s
Q X A
- Q - I 1x] $

% DM: LDecision-ma.ker ) *Q: Qu_.estiori

At the lea.st, th:.s technique protects" the eva.luation from post- S
eva.luation cha.rges tha.t the wrong or not enough questions were answered
k by the eva:l.ua.t:l.on. More pos:.tively (a.nd hopefully) the technique ,f ,
-properly pla.ces the decision as to which decision-makers and which
criteria will ‘be served a.nd at what cost with those decision-ma.kers
| f_themselves._ In addition, this techniq_ue ma.kes it very clea.r to the'} o

B decision-mkers tha.t (l) pertinent informa.tion is expensive, (2) it“. =

: 415 ultimate]y the:.r responsib:.lity to determine wha.t informa.tion 1s-"_-‘ S

 tobe obtained a.nd to whom it is to be provided, a.nd (3) that an evalua.- Lo

| ‘l'.’:*"tlon ca.n ha.ve no mean:ing or ut:.l:.ty a.pa.rt from the criter:.a. (questions) B
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The Levels Problem

Related closely to the problems of definitions, decision-makin'g,‘
a.nd values and criteria .1s the so-called levels problenm, Its or:.gin
as a problem for educational evaluation la.es in the fact that traditionally
the evaluator s unit of analys:.s is not compa.t:.ble with the declsion- :
maker's unit of :mterpretation. The incompatabil:.ty is often based
on the m:.cro-perspective of the evaluator and the macro-perspect:.ve of
the decision-maker. In regard to the barr:.ers th:.s problem presents
for mstalling an eva.luat:.on system, the dilemma becomes one of assu.ring.
that the evaluat:.ve information .1s of suff:.c:.ent tme and content scope.
The evaluator nmst detenn:.ne when mformat:.on .1s needed and the o o
content of the 1nfomata.on. As for content the evaluator and dec:.s:.on- |
nakers must came to a clearagreement on the ty'pes of general:.zatn.ons |

that the dec:.s:.on-maker nmst make. The decis:.on-mker must state clearly

PN

(1) the populat:.on w:.th wh:.ch he is concemed (2) the degree of confidence' ﬂ o

he must attach to evaluat:.ve f:.ndlngs, snd ( 3) the necessar,y general:l.za- o

© bility of the informat:.on. Bach of these has clear mplicat:.ons for .

the sampl:.ng methodology, analys:l.s techn::.ques, and resources req_uired

by the evaluation. The t:.me scope must also be spec:.f:.ed by the dec:.sion-’ .
meker, If he needs certa::.n mformat:.on da:.ly and other informat:.on |
sem:.annually, _then these needs should be clear]y connmm:.cated to
(el:.c:.ted by) the evalua.tor. '.l'h:.s is part:l.cularly mportant for T
_establ:.sh:mg an eff:.c:.ent cycle for retrieva.l from the data base which

| -‘serves the regularized or programmed dec:.s:.ons. It .1s as meffic:.ent

_“_.‘_a.nd meffect:we to burden the decis:.on-maker w1th mfomation too often

il';.-or too soon as 1t .1s to retr:.eve a.nd provide infomat:.on'too _lat




o which resources will be comm:n.tted to obtaining such infomation is a

time by any data base regardless of its scope. Thus,- the balance to‘

‘additional information unit to be stored vis a vis the probabilities

. states- and desirable strategies for their attainment. The extent to

-15-
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An additional levels barrier is represented in the difficulty

of maintaining an optimum "dross rate" in the data base. Ideally, this

base would serve all programmed and ad hoc decisions. '.But the sporatic

and unpredictable information needs of decision-makers ca.nnot always

be met by rapid retrieval from an extant data base. Thus, the e.valuator
will knowlingly store information which has little chance of ever being
retrieved, He will do so because of the realization that sometime | o
someone's ad hoc information need may be met by this information,

but he also realizes that all ad hoc decisions cannot be: met all of the
be maintained is one of determ:.ning the marginal utility of each | IR o :

of it being eventually used. to meet' M decisions.' ‘The tendency to |
store all :.nformation often results in (literal]y) rooms full of. informa-v
tion that has virtually no possible utility or retrievab:l.lity. o |
‘A final levels problem in installing an evaluation system is in
designing methods for obtaining “contingency“ information. , Contingency

mformation might be thought of as :|.nformation about alternative future o

function of the autononw and philosophy of the organization. , If 1ts o

'_ -:d:l.rection 1s, or must be, one of minimizing risks while maintaining the '

it

" "status quo, contingency :mformation is relat:wely unimportant. _' o
"However, such information :|.s important :|.f the orga.nization is fature- B .

o ;;:”oriented risk-taking, and has the freedom to ma:l.ntain th:|.s pos:.tion. o

Whether contingency information is to: be obtained is particularly

i }fimportant in a needs assessment,,‘ type of context evaluation., It is one
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thing to identify existing needs and quite another to anticipate
future needs. Both the difficulties in obtaining and the a.pparently
low priorities atta.ched to contin.gency information are reflected in
the virtual absence of solutions awaiting the emergence of educa-
tional problems.

It has been pointed out that the levels problem is a barrier to

the installation of an evaluation system in terms of (1) ‘the discrepancies:

between the scope of the eve.lua.tor's time and content units of obtaining
information and the scope of the decision-ma.ker's ’informa.tion needs,

(2) the difficulties of maintaining & data base to serve programmed

' a.nd ad hoc decisions » and (3) the need to indicate the extent to which .

contingency informa.tion is to be provided by the proposed eva.lua.tion

system.

Problems of the Research Model

Fina.lly, the barriers to insta.lling an evalua.tion systan that

stem from the traditional view of. evaluation as synonymous with research

will be discussed. The dysfunctional consequences resulting from

equa.ting the two have been presented earlier. These same consequences }‘
‘ .are manifest if one a.ttempts to a.pply an evaluation system to an. N
educa.tional orga.niza.tion w‘uch assumes tha.t evalua.tion can be done with -
' ‘resea.rch tools.v From ‘the outset the decision-ma.kers must recognize the
unique a.nd desirable differences between the two. It is the evaluator s.'. '

responsibility to cla.rify and maintain the distinctions. :- ' |

In shoi*t the a.pplica.tion of an eva.lua.tion system ca.nnot be 5 R

o _'a.dequa.tely designed using the research model a.s the guiding method for

_ ."_obta.ining and providing informa.tion for decision-makers. It is but
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coincidental when the decision-maker's information needs can be met
using the research model; when they cannot, it becomes essential
for the evaluator to have a repertoire of tools and techniques available

for obtaining information to meet these needs.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Using the format of the 1lth annual PDK monograph, Educational

Evaluation and Decision-Meking which examines five problems central

to the theory and practice of educational evaluation, this paper has |

examined these problems as they appear as barriers in a.pp_lying. a

"CIPP" type evaluation system to the ongoing operations of an educational
organization. The five problems were those of (1) defiui'tions, (2)
decision-making, (3) values and criteria, (L) levels, and (5) the

research model.

A Reca.p of Evaluation Problems

The definition problem embod:.es the collect:.ve expectat:.ons towa.rd
an eva.luat:.on system. These expecta.t:.ons determ:.ne whether benefits
or pena.lties ( are thought to) accrue to the mdiv:.dual a.nd/or the

institution as a consequence of an mstalled eva.lua.t:.on'- system., It

is the evalua.tor's responsrm.la.ty to ident:.fy the dlfferentn.al definition._ -

sets and to systemat:.cally extlngun.sh and replace those wh:.ch a.re |

dysf‘unct:.ona.l to the success potent:.a.l of a proposed eva.luation system. _— |

Dec:.sion-makmg problems requ:.re tha.t the eva.luator ca.refully

1dent1ﬂr the formal a.nd mformal decislon-ma.kmg pa.ttems as well

as the dn.fferent ty'pes of dec:.s:.on-makers--especla.lly the dlst:l.nction SRS
: 'V:‘between those ha.v:.ng the power to redirect resources a.nd those having

_'the pcwer to block the a.ctions of other dec:.sion-ma.kers. s
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As both definition and decision-making problems require that the

evaluator carefully study the organizational context in which an
evaluation system is to be installed, so do the barriers stemming from

the problem of multiple, often contradictory, values and criteria
on which decisions are based. It is imperative that the eva.lua.tor,
before obtaining information, have clear directions from all decisi:on-
makers as to which criteria will guide the evalus.tion.v | B
The 1evels problem centers on the difflculties involved in |
providing timely and pertinent information to decision-makers. If
information is to be t:.mely a.nd pert:.nent then its s __c_c_)pg must be ‘
atuned to the t:i.me cycles a.nd content unlts requn.red by the dec::.sion-
makers. The problem is partlcula.rly critical in desn.gn:.ng a storage |
and retrieval format for a data base to serve both proo;ranmed a.nd a.d
hoc dec:.slons. | | |

Finally, the problems of the resea.rch model were discussed as they

present ba.rriers to the mstallation of an evaluation system. It was o
' suggested that it 1s :|.na.ppropr1a.te to use the resea.rch model a.s the" ’
paradigm for evaluatlon beca.use eva.luat:.on, by our deﬁnitlon, has

meam.ng only to the extent tha.t :I.t serves dec:|.s:|.ons., o

Some F:Lna.l Proposltn.ons |

F:.nally, a.n a.ttempt w:n.]l be made to condense the forego:.ng
d1scussion to a sern.es of propos:.tions wh:.ch W’lll serve a.s a. ca.psule |
| ".smnmary a.nd a. set of hypotheses to provoke addltlona.l n.nvestiga.t:.on "
v‘-of the ba.rr:n.ers to the insta.lla.tion a.nd successfu.l a.doptlon of an
' ‘eva.luat:.on system :|.n a.n educa.t:.ona.l orgam.zat:.on. : Thus, whlle the

: ,' »Jstatements which follow bring +h:|.s d:l.scuss:.on to a.: close, :|.t :|.s hoped

R tha.t they w:u.ll prov:.de a.n a.dd:.tiona.l :i.mpetus to expa.nd our knowledge

f educa.t:n.ona.l eva.lua.tlon”and dec:.slon-ma.k:mg
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A, ‘Definition _ _ |
The probabil:.ty of successf\:.‘l. installat:.on a.nd adOPtJ.on of an
evalua.t:.on system~ | o | | |
1. Increa.ses as key actors vuthin the a.dom:.ve orga.n:.zat:.onj’ )
def:.ne (expect) the eva.lua.t:.on systenr g . | | |
1.1 - to result in Es:.t:.ve consequences for themselves :
and the orga.nization. o | o
l.2 - cons.:.stent w:.th ‘the evaluator(s) expectat:.ons for j- :
“and ab:.l:.t:.es to install the system. . v_ . |
2. Decreases as key actors w:.thin the a.dopt:.ng orga.nizat:.on NG
., define (expect) the eva.lua.t:.on system° R | .
2 l-to result in Bosita.ve consequences for themselves

2.2 - to result in neggt:.ve consequences for themselves

or the organ:.za.t:.on. -

) d[or the orga.nizat:.on. -
2;-3'» - to be M o
| "‘_'2 3 l - & means for evaluatmg a.ccordn.ng to vprofess:.on‘a.l

2.3.2 - a system to mea.sure 1nd1v1dua.l performa.nces 5 R

2’.3‘.13";_- 8 mea.ns for detemn:.ng congruence between

- .,planned a.nd actua.l mea.ns a.nd ends, _or

' 'v-'é.3.h ’1i-‘.a. mea.ns for meet:.ng the evalua.t:.on ma.ndates

| -”_I_.of external sources..-, \




Decls:l.on-MakJ.ng N e e |
f.The probablllty of successful insta.lla.tions and adoption oi an “ :  T
m‘evalua.tionsystem'ﬂf’ CoE | | | _' T

1. Increa.ses if the orga.niza.tion s decision-naking pa.tternsriz.:, ‘

o 1.1 - ca.n be a.ccura.tely 1dent:|.fied by the evaluator. S

| , | 1. 2 - are more formal than informal | | |

s 3 - are more Er%rammed than ad hoc. ] .: S

L 1 l}-- operate more :|.n a.n action tha.n a. veto mode a

:-l 5 ‘are rela.t:.vely sta.ble a.cross circmnsta.nces a.nd over. t:Lme. :

2}'.. - Increa.ses a.s the rela.tionsh:.p between eva.luator(s) and dec:.s:n.on-.__-

>':"'-i_ma.ker(s) iS‘ |

e 1. - cha.racter:l.zed ‘by"mutual trust;- and respect'.

| ,2 2 - one ha.ving unob 'cured connnun:l.ca.t::.on cha.nnels. p

' -2 3 - one :Ln Wthh the eva.lua.tor 1s rro‘b 'a.lso.a."dec:.s:.on-ma.ker.

C. 'Va.lues and Criter:l.a. o L S
"jThe probab:.lity of successt‘ul :Lnsta.llatlon a.nd adopt:l.on of a.n

" '.‘,V',,_‘eva.lua.tion system°

o ',jf-'_l Increa.ses as a.n orga.n:l.za.t:l.on s decis:l.on-makers' :




2.

Decreases as the values and criteria on which decisions are

based°'

2,1 - are covert.

2 2 - are contradn.ctory among d:.fferent decision-ma.kers

2. 3 are pr:.mar:l.ly those of a.ny agency or ind:.v:.dual otherj-l.‘-f.l-,l:, S

than that organizmlon s decision-makers. BT

Levels

The jrobebility of successful installation and adoption of an . )

evaluation system

1.

Increases as the evaluator s unit of analys:.s and the decis:.on- "

ma.kers un:.t of :mterpretat:.on become s:l.mllar.»,- L
Increases as the evaluat:.ve mfomat:.on provided to the

dec:.sion-ma.kers s

2. 1 - is provided when they need 1t

'2 2 - allows them to generallze w:.th the level of conf:l.dence ,' S

: necessary to select among alternat:.ves

2.3 - is retrievable from an in-house data base. n

The Research Model

The probabil:.ty of successful installation and adopt::.on of an

evaluation system- 7 .

1.

Increases as both the evaluators and the decis:.on-makers

maintam the dn.stn.nct:.ons between research and eva.luat::.on.

;Increases as the evaluator has sk::.lls and tools 'add:.tion:'}_;; =

‘: :j-formation needs of}decn.sion-makers e




