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The evaluation of an educational program by portrayal

of the program rather than the focus of the program is discussed. It
is suggested that the program evaluator limit his evaluaticn aims to
what he can do and to what the client needs most. It is believed that
the first duty of the evaluator should be to offer the client a
comprehensive portrayal of the program. (DB)
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The evaluator of an instructicnel program is faced with a
dilemwma. His design and final report can emphssize what he can measure
woat effestively givea his modest rescurces——or his design and final

report can  eflect the nature of the program, with fidelity to the nezny
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important peiceptions and expectaticns of it. Both carpnot prevail.
What the evaluatsz has to say cannot be both a sharp analysis of high-
priority achievement gnd a broad and accurate veflection of the program's
conplex transactions.

L an saying something more thea: "You cas't fcature both
product and process in the evaluatfon study." I am saying, "Any
focus on the analysis of product or process distovts :hg.picture a8

to vhat the instruction 4s. Which is more important: to tell of some
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very special thinge about the program or to provide the most veridical

portrayal of tha program?

& Paper delivered at AERA Annual Meating April 4, 1972, in Chicago.
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1 am today going to advocate the lattex, the emphasis oa
portrayal, at the axpeuse of focus. I do not nean this to be an empha-
sis on descrip®ive data rather than judgmental; both are needed is veri-
dical portrayal evaluations and in sharp~focus evaluations. 1 do not
mean this to be an emphasis on summative rather than formative evalua~-
tion; in efither case the same dilemma appears. I acknowledge that any
study that ewphasizes a particulsr issue, or a particuler decision, or
a particular goal, &t the great dimwition of all othevs, might be a
most appropriate research or evaluation effort—but it should not be
pagsed off as an evaluatioa of the prograwm.

Qur Limited Tsients.

We recognize thst we are not equaliy able to measure all
outcomas., Some comaunity expectations and studen: aspirations ese
deeply hidden. Some costs are more difficult t« tease out than othars.
Working with & limited svaluation budget we arve inclined tc confine
our attention to that which we can measura beal.

Many of us have a great confidenca that we can msasure any
trait, desgribe any event, and operationalize any construct though we

are quick to aliow that we cannot do those jobs with a paper-sud-pencil-test,
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- with & one-day site visf{t, ox with an annuai buaget of $2,000. Iq fact,
many of the promises we aske in evaluation prc-osgals could not be ful-
filied 1f we had a full-time evaluation teaw consisting of the'ten‘moat
recant past Presidents of AERA, at least hdlf of whom ave considered
exparts in evalustion. But the point at the moment is mot that evalua~
cion is a tough job but that some of our tasks ilu any program evaluation
are tougher thap others. And there is & reascnsble tendency on our part
to featurs in the evaluation proposal and period.c reports those tasks
wa do best.

What jobs do we do beat? We are ineclined to say that the jobs
we do best are those our fellow reaeaxchar§ adwirve ox least criticize:
our item analyses, :otiograms, Cask analyses, random sdimplings, covariance
analyses, attitude gcalea, mail gurveys, and 90 cr. And 80 we guggest
to cur clients that those things would be useful o them. We sometimes
iwply that the evaluation would uot be authentic i it did not use some
of thom. We fail to vealize that many of these procedures were Lixought
into our technology as microscopes to examine the minute detail of educa-
tion, not as procedures for portraying the "whole cloth" of an instruc-

tional program.
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The MultinMcity of Program Cowponentg

The whole cloth of an educational program is a grand ac umula-
tion of intents, tramsactions, and outcowsz. The teschers intend to
daliver on many promises and to take advantage »f many targets of oppor-
tunity. Students and parents have thelr zxpectations and apprehensions.
Community leaders, social critics, and educationistz have "viewed with
alarn" and “pointed with pride.” Each caild briegs his own complex of
convictions, misunderstandings, and propencities and takes away soma of
those and still others. Bach classroom is & community, with rules and
stresses and competition and cowmpassion. Yeutexday's subgroups are not
tomorrow's. Things are learned, unleamred, relcarned much as shoelaces
are knotted, untied, broken, and retied. An educationsl program has
countless objectives, many of them dormant until a crisis arises. The
priorities vary over time from person to person. DNo statement of program
objectives ever devisad has come close to representing the resi-world
intents of the people involved in an sducationsal program.

T siould not imply that one cannot get reascnable consensus
on high-priority objectives for a.ptqgrnn. The ungpoken objectives--

safety in the claasroom; sharing of work responsibilities; developing a
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gsense of humor, a respect for rules, and & tolerance of ambiguity; and so
on, and so on—the unspoken objectives are laft to tske care of themselves,
at least uwntil a crizia arises. And thaen these objectives may pre ewpt
all others. One can get simple consansus; and as long as no ona takes the
consensus too seriously, chiliren can get much more than the primitive
education tihat the consensus statemant describes.

Consensus is ome of the great simplifiers. Theory is another.
Statistical processes are siwplifiers. Teat sccres are simple representa~
tions of the complex. These simplifiers help ue by raeducing the phenomena
to something within our pewer of comprehension. But they mislead us by
saying that education is mmch less than it really is. We work day by day
with the siwplifications-~the statements of objactives, the centrai tend-
éncles, the criterion tasta~—and we bacome transiixed by them, lesing our
swareness of the fundamental activities of teaching and lesrning. We do
it to ourselves and wa do it to our sudiences. Evaluators should be
helping people keep in touch with the reality of instruction, but our
scrapbooks are full of enlargements of eniargements.

Should the evaluator focus on the more proainent fesiures or

attempt to embrace the program as a vhole? There are many different
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demands on the evaluator. Let me quote from a notice to potententisl
contractors from the U.S. Office of Education for evaluation of the
Experimental Schoods Progrem:

"Contractors vwill be required to implement a coupre—
hens:iive avaluation of the project including the follow-
ing areas: (1) measurement of the succeza of the
overiall projsct in mesting needs of students and of the
impact of tha project; (2) messurement of individual
project elaments; (3) systematic documengation of the
project; (4) descriziton of the social snd political
forces which infiuence and shape the developmeant of
the projeci; (5) formative evaluation for the project
and its internal evauluation efforts; and (6) cost
analysis.” '

All these evaluation goals are important. But the annual bill fox u single
school's comprahensive evaluation-~as defined-—-would run over & million
dcllars. Thet®s probably cne raasor why no evaluation team has evaer
succeaded in doing 'an' those th_;l;xgg. In the more c;rdinary .and sodest

situation we should try to be comprehansive too, but we skould limit our

~ @valuaticn aims to what we can do and to what the client nceds wost.
What msny clients need is 2 credible, thorcugh representation of what the
program is, including information about who likes what about it. Clients
nsed confirmation of what they know, reminders of thinga they are over-
looking, and aomet:hing. in the way of ;. report to show other people.
It 18 difficult for the client to perceive the scops and

wovement of the program. The program director's perspective is partially
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obacured; the outsider's is evanescent. They need to see more, to share
ey

more in the exparience. If the program giows, the evaluation should

reflect some of it. IXf the prougram wobbles, the tremor shovld pass

through the evaluation report. The first duty of the evaluator should be

to offer the client a comprehensive portrayal of the program.

The client may want gomething else. O.K. He may want wore
than portrayal. He mgy want gomething other than portrayal. 0.K. le
wmay want a concentrated examination of the pursuit of & few objectives.
He may want & study of the cauvses of success or failuve, or a study of
trangportability, or a study of the efficiency of the program. If he
has the resources, he should get what he wants. But ke should not be
encouragad to pursue those coatly and elusive phantows if what he needs
ie a substantive portrayal of his instructional program.

It's u tough choice: focus or portrayal. Tha evalurtor has
to help figure out which will be more vseful. Many of us are biasad in
favor of focus.

Thick for a moment what a book review has bécome in tha

Synday Times: an opportunity for the reviewer to get something off bis
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chest, & chance to pampor 8 pet ides, with at most & tenuous coonection
to the book reviewad. Are program evsluation studies coanected to
programs by more than a tenuous shoestring? Are they little sore than
the exploiting of au funutructional researcher's hunch or a psychometri-

cian'’s fascinstion? W owe the people more than that.



