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A STRATEGY FOR PROGRAM EVALUATI\ON

-~
. L ~ Gaea Leinhardt
Learning Research and Development Center
University of Pfttosburgh .
- In this paper | will describe a strategy for the in-house evaluationjof

a speciﬁé curriculum in the context of an educational research and develpp-
ment center. The particular»fcurriculu\x_’n which ig examined ig the If’)dividu-«
alized Science (LS") curriculum (C}}amp;xgne & Klopfer, 1974); the particular
research and developfnent center is the Learning Research and Develop-
ment Center (LLRDC, Note l). The needrf?r a new approach to evaluation
in this contesxt derives from the problems in.hérent in the role of an evalua-
tor faced with making public judgments of the value of tolleagues' work
and from those residing in the need to produce detailed and convincing evi-
dence for an evaluation. In order to solve these problems, a proc'edure
. ‘was deleloped which placeé the evaluator in the role of coordinator, facili-
tator, and synthesizer of a cooperative,'},interdiscipllnary research effort
which brings a variety of research approaches to bear on a cluater of prob-
lems. Here I will describe the ?ssues which led to the genesis of this pro-
~cedure, and detail the general strategy and tactics which were developed to
ir"npr:;ve its chances of success. Since the effort is on-going, there are no
results in the usual sense. However, the undertaking has led to the initia-
tion 6f specific research projects whose results will bear on the overall
evaluation, and these studies are described. ‘

Problem

L The poroblems which confront a researcher engaged in evaluating the

- products of colleagues in the same organization fall into essentially two
a R

o
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- categories. First, there is a set of problems that relate to conflicts in-
- (o

herent in judging the worlk of a colleague without the protection of anonymity

P . ‘

or organizational authoXxity (Scriven, 1972). Second, there are problems

_ pooed by the unique charadferistics of the program dnder consideration, ~

which can appear more complex than they really are due to the myopia

induced by guch close association. The strategy described in this paper !

io desoigned to turn these apparent disadvantages into advantages in the ' v

evaluation of educational programas.

.

. Ao has been documented by Sctiven (1972) and others (Thrasher,

Franklin, & Kittredge, Note 2),.it is often difficult for researchers in the ' ’

same organization to design an'ci carry out studies which arg aimed at
evaluating tHe work of their colleagues, cspecially when the results of
a thal research are to be.pu})licly consumable. Regardless of whether such
research ig unbiased and objective, it will inevitably be viewed with sugpi’_
cion by outuider@/ if the results are brvorable. If the'results are unfavora- ;
ble, "a storm of prt;_t;‘s.t will be raised about met}'wdology. sensitivity, N
insightfulneos, and finally, the value of the evalluation.l Surviving such a -
storm is difficult at a-distance and debilitating when it takes place in one's
own back yard. Inevitably, if there are positive results; the "outside"”
; .-

world will be suppiciousn; if there are negative results, the 'nside' world

will be suspicious (see Rosgi & Williamg, 1972). .

&

Posgsible solutions to this dilemma have been debated in the literature.
The most-popular golution<ds to remove the evaluative process from the
scene of deQelopRental effort either by bringing in evaluators who are

external to the organizéition or by placing the evaluators in a position of

See the now classic debate over the evaluation of Heud . irt retween
Cicirelli and Campbell and Erlebacher in Hellmuth (1970) and a disci goion
" of it by Williams and Evans in Rossi and Williams (1972).

2 t

ERIC . i

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERIC b

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -

N
back up the position, @

N '

higher organizational aulhority'lhab ‘the dc\/clt;pern ('I'}ou'aaher et al,,
Note Z)? Unfortunately, this solution raiutﬂzb more problem%than it aolve\s. '
"Outsid,e‘ru" pay for their ability to be critical with consequence by a

loss of knewledge and by a limitation on their sources of information o
(Rossi, 1972). Othe way out of this conundrum is to use the potentigl for
increased information, which the in-house researcher can have, to pro-

vide the most convincing evidence for the value of the progr(:nn. The trade-

v
off is between dubiously credible objectivity and unique accessibility o

information. Neutrality is no guarantee of high quality research; neit\}ﬁ/'

[ 1

does theslack of neutrality insure against it, In fact, efforts to preserve
s0-called neutrality can often lead to mediocrity 1n rescarch by providing

unbilased, "Llear{, " but irrelevanr data for evaluation,

Evaluation < an aim to be serviceable and yaive the normal guidelines
for research, or it can aim td be research and seck to be serviceable within
that context, The issue 1s one of degree. Clearly an elega;xt research
report delivered three years after the appropriate deadline is of no, use.

On the other hand, a service document filled with theoretical'or methodo-
lo.;ica;l efrors does not truly fill the service function; instead, it merely '
clouds the issues. The advantage of empha;izing the research aspect of
bvalualioq is that it pt;rrn'ils the researcher to invoke the usual rules of )
ev'id'encv of research., The evaluator.can then assume a stance of support-

3y

ing or rejecting the valie of a particular product, in the same way a re-

searcher favors a particular solution to a problem and §upplics evidence to

F'mphasizing either the re».ea:(h aspects or the service aspects of
evaluation leaves untouched addifional problerris that arise from the fact
that @ach new program presents its owp i;et of f)roblems for the researcher.
For example, the LRDC science curriculum is extremely complex, ha\;ing ,
multiple goals and multiple modes of acc‘omplishing'those goals, Itisa -

program which not only focuses on increasing.cognitive abilities with respect




‘ .

to science, but which also attempts tL teach affective and attitudinal com-
/7 petencies. Further, the society which ¢xamines, pur,chdsgss, ang usesy

the program does not have clear-cut goals for elementary science educa-

tion. If the goals are complex or if-the consumersy have not stated with
N
.clarity or consensus,what they want frem fin elementary science program,
[ * )
it is extremely difficult to provide evidenge that documents the value of

the program. . ,

Unfortunately, much of the work that has been done in the evaluation

|

i of educational programs by external evaluators has ignored the issue of
providing useful information and has instead focx}}wd on a set of side igsues,
such as expe”rimentalf)wrsauu quasi- or non-experimental designs in educa-
tion. Unless treatments are randomly assigned to 'the unit of analysis, :
truly comparable ""control" groupzj are almost never d&ilable‘i\n educa-

tional settings. Therefore, the ensuing debate over the results of sb- . .
t

called experimental studies teads to shift from an analysis of the~program

s

and its effects to an argument over whether Group A was the dame asg,

. equivalent to', or different from Group B (Hellmuth, 1370), This o.bserva: N
tion is not meant to imply a rejection of experime.#\lal desigh for eva-luatio.n..

It is rather an attempt to keep the real problem in cus and o suggest that

valuable information is still obtainable through the application of different
-4
techniques.

- .

In summary, sever\al problems beset any effort to conduct evaluative

regsearch in education., ‘The role of the evaluator can be a source of tension

fof the evaluator and the organization. The s:aecific program under investi- .
» . ,

sation always congributes its own set of difficulties. Finally, problems of

acceptable and realistic methodologies abound. In the remainder of this

paper I will examine one approdch to solving some of these problems.
. * =
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Rusources

" Before detailing-the otrategy, it io useful to describe briefly the

- sefting and ‘the available.reaourceu in which the strategy wao developed.

The Learning Re¢search and Development Center ic one of 14 feder-
ally funded educational laboratories and“cenlera in the ‘United States. LRDC
io devoted to the improvement of education zhrough'indiszatign by
adapting the content and pace of inatruction to the individual needo of the
student (Glaser, 1_97'3). It consists of 23 research projects, thé majority ’
of which r(;porl'directly to one of three Center directorg. Each project
has hr;eqveen one yﬁhree Ph. D level people and a support staff. The
Cenle.r has attracted a nur"nber of profeguiqnal educators, psychologists,
andA00ciologmlrJ. all of whom work on diverse topics which tend to con- /

verge in their purpose if not 'm' their approach. For the evaluation task,
a pubget of that community has been drawn together. The subset eoncisto
. of curriculum developers, evaluators, and some individuals lesqg directly

and less obviously related to evaluation who are engaged ih baoic research

in psychology, apthropology, and educational research. by

The other resources available for the evaluation effort consiot of
three local schools which are using .the science curriculum, Each school
has at leaqt one science clasuroom\in which the .Individualized Science pro-
L gram is being used. Each science room services between five ‘and eieven
clasoes of gcience. 7The three achools range in the degree to which the )
. program 1s implemented and the degree to which the surrounding environ-
[
ment supports individualized education. Two of the settingsare develop-
r;xenéal public Bchoolsz with several indi\‘/‘idualized programs in operation,

and the third is a parochial school which has no other formally individudl-

ized curricula. Although there is no immediate access to ''control’ schools,

» “
-, ZDevelopmenlal public schools are schapls with which LRDC has a con-
tractual relationship permitting curriculum development work to be conducted.
{ \
el 5 ¢
8
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« our experience has been that limited amounts of research can be conducted
\a\t other schools in the Pittsburgh area. Pimited research can be carried
out when a large-gscale effort involving testing and other disruptive inter-

+~ vention would not be acceptable but smaller, short-term {one month) inves-

3

tigations would be. v
" A Strategy -

In order to effectively use the resources available in the Center to.
provide evidence for the value of the ncieﬁce program and to avoid as many
of the drawbacks as possible, the schema represented in Figure, 1 (page 11)

v waso developed. The figure diagrammatically illustrates how specific re-
sources were brought to bear in solving the problem of establishing the
value of the Individualized Sciente curriculum. 3 The basic strategy wasg
to bring tagether the diverce aéilitieu and.intereutu extant in the Center to
investigate v)riouu acpects of the gcience curriculum while simultaneously
offermg researchers an opportunity to contribute in any way they wished to
their own problem areas. Initially, thé schema was worked out with only
vague mdxgahonu of peripheral upecializatxons. It wao not expected that all
areas of the ocience program would be studied, nor was it expected that
each area would be gtudied/in equal depth. What was expgcted was that the
collection of studies from differing perspectives would contribute greatly
to the available knowledge about ‘the way in whici1 this & ecific program
\L)vork'u.‘ There is, of couruse, ;10 guaraptee that the kno /leége thus generated
will be totally adequ'ate to meet.the needs of educational conaurr.meru. but tra-

ditional approaches to evaluation cannot guarantee that either.

7

N A
. 3Obviouuly. this entire effort depends upon both the cooperation and
enthunsiasm of the entire Science. Project. Without their generous support,
none of the studies could have been conducted.

6
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Tactico
Laclico

To operationalize thio strategy, tactico had to be develgped to attract
repgearchero from different groups, to provide circumostances in which they
could continue to work on their own areas while contributing to the science
evaluation, and finally, to develop a setting in which ideas which were not
fully formed could be aired and improved upon. The tactico used to imple-
ment thio strategy fall into roughly two categorieo: those behaviors aoso-
ciated with initial selection and recruitment of ;'eueqrcheru, and thooe

behavioro associated with development and maintenance of a task perform-
ing g‘?oup. . : '

In theory,‘ an optimal selection of disciplineo to be repreoented (i.e.,
the peripheral ope(cialtien) could be determined{a priori and people assigned
to do specific projects so that unique information would be maximized while
overlap would be minimized. In reality, howevex;, while disciplines and
regearch are;;u could be selected in advance, people could not because.
LRDC 1o a semi-hierarchical organization rather than a hierarchical one.
Leaderchip io by persuasion rather than by commarnd. Therefore, research-

N

ers who were both available and in a relevant area had to be attracted to the

" task and then worked with to develop studies which maximized the informa-

tion each could contribute. ’

Selection and recruitment. Initially, a libt of individuals who might

be intereoted iA wo\rj&ing on the science evaluation effort wao drawn up.
Some individuals were included because they were connected with the
Science or Evaluation Projecta. Other;x were added because their worlk

or work interests indic'ated that their inclusion would be mutually benefi-
cial. Still others were recommended or volunteered out of personal inter-
est as the initial meetings took place. Several graduate students weré
included on the list because it was assumed that the opportunity both to
obtain thesis material and to'develop p'ilot studies in a focused problem

setting would be attractive to them.

v




After thic liot was constructed, individualy were contacted one at a

ctime and, the basic problems were discussed, On the one hand, the ocience
program and the probler‘n of évaluating it had to be made Antriguing, rele-

vant, and ue‘ductive. ©n the other hand, ”payoff to the i (i,vidualg involved

in termo of their own basic research interez;.t had t‘O‘be rellatively assured.

In other wordg, it wag important for the productl of research to contribute ° -
to both the evaluation problem and the specific disciplineu, ag represented

by the double-headed arrows in Flgure 1 (page 11). It was felt that given

acceos to ""natural’ settingo, many researchers would welcome the chance

to put some of their work to applied use. The rei’ﬁaining task wag<to pro-

vide o forum in which proposals for research and initial results could be .

diccugsed in a2 supportive way. ‘

Maintenance. Small group meetings, which included thpse researchy
erg who were already "on board, ' were hold once every'l two weeka, while
the individual meetings to recruit additional researcheri were being con.
ducted. Several decisions were made to increase the probability o{'the'
meetingo' succens. They gere to be open to interested reseﬁrchern; how -
evex*',“ an effort wag made 'to keep the proportion of active worling partici-
panto to observers high. Individuals were encouraged to attend meetingo -
or send representatives to see what they were about, but they were dis-
courapged from continuing to attend if they did not intend to do any research
in the area. Ground ruleg for discussion of research proposals were laid
down shich encouraged directed, conutrt;ct'u(u criticigme. and dfu'COUrag,Pd

criticiom for its own nake.

The purpone of the meétingﬂ wan to discuss one by one each of the
propoged or in-process studies, The diﬂ(‘unni.or_yu focused or; the relevance,
feaoibility, and nignificance of each study. In some cases the discussion
poi‘nted out s0 many problems with a particular proposal that the gtu’dy was
abafdoned. In othe;' capes discussions wandered away from the initial task ¢

of examining proposals to excursions into what evaluation should or could be.
1

\ o '
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* These wanderings were not altogether purposeless for they helped to clarify
what the type -and extent of the resultant informatign would be. Along with
‘the general discussion, specific methods for implementing each study in

field settings were sketched out.

+
»  There were drawbacks associated with this process. By having
researchers from so many areas all trying to work together, problems

' .
individual roles, For example, some researchers

arose (oncerning theg
atternpted to becomf evaluatpru and entirely abandoned their own disci-

phnary perspectivig rather than merging the twaq. Further, because the
-

majority of the resedxchers were neither evaluators nor science educators,

‘problems arose over theSmeed to familiarize everyone with science content,
r
placing a burden on zll.e Science Project staff.  Fainally, the most serious

rislk lay in the potential of producing disparate fragmented studies which

would have no common theme or imnsight, However, the majority of these

, difficulties were overcome by continuous discugsion in the group meetings

during the first two or three months of initial work.

During the firast seven-month period, 13 meelinés were held, The
first meetings were lajgely organizational and introductory. In these meet-
angs the evaluators functioned ds facilitators; they did not attempt to dir‘ed
the kind of research to be (:)nduru:d. As the meetings progressed, afor-
mat developed of prea'entin.( one or two proposals for research or repurts
of work in progress per rneeting, F.ach proposal was reviewed and dis-
cussed with regard to both its substance and ita feasihility, It would be a

legitimate criticibn? of this dpprr.},\ch that not enough initial guidance was
4 given, so-that discouraging fatse starts were sornetimes made, However,

it was felt that the error should he in the direction of too little rather than
too much directivenens, as this was consistent with the style of the organi-

zation.

Five months after the mpetings began, an interesting interruption

)
occurred. Research for Better Schools (RBS) requested a joint meeting

\ O | . :

ERIC - ST .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




E

RIC .~ 2

.

*to'exchange ideao on the evaluation of the science curriculum since they
;

were engaged in evaluating the IS field test units as these became availa-

‘ble. Their evaluation effort way of the more lradi‘tion‘(&sl outcome asseuy-

ment type. The importance of the meeting far us was that it forced our

group to summarize exactly what we were doingN\and why. This, in turn,

led to a substantial increase in group solidarity.

In surmmary, recruitment wau by ;rfvilati.on and not coercion. No
tasks or rvles were ausigned; they were nelected. 'I‘he-n;dinvengm(e of
interest in the task was ac/complihh!'d through highly task-oriented and
reangonably supportivie group meetings.

.

( Results to Date

Figure ! nhownglhe ten basic studiey which currently make up the
group of studien tgube done in scrence. The specific title of each study
appears in italic type on one side of the double-arrowed line; the primary
discipline from which the individual comes is in boldface type on the other
side. The area other than science evaluation to which the regearch con-
tributes appears around the outnide periphery of the figure. The role of
the evaluators is to help facllitate the research and, after all the studies
are complete, to coordinate resulfs into a series of documents that can
serve evaluative functions.

., R
N Turning to the details of Figure 1, two of the evaluators are inter-
ested in validating N\e model that had recently bm:n‘propoaed for investi-
gating classroom procednes (Cooley & ‘I,uhneﬂ, in press). One aspect of
that model concerns the use of time and ity effect on student achievement.

They investigated the re\azionship between the number of minutes spent in

science, math, and reading, and student achievement in one of the schools

in which the science program existed {l.einhardt & Cooley, Note 3). Pre-

liminary results indicate that the amount of time spent in science, indepen-

dent of entering abilities, is posttively related not only to science, achieve-

D
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nent, but also to math and reading achxevement This was supported by a
similar clinical finding prevxouoly reported by teachers and administrators
using the, science’ curriculum.: This finding has important implications.for
the value of elementary science education t.o improve not oniy the standard
of scientific literacy, but also the overall 1e§‘e1 of knowledge of elementary

schéol’ children. A replication of this study is currently being conducted.

-

' . O 1e of the social psychologxsts is mterested in studying teacher and

gtudent perceptxons in the classroom. 'I‘he plannidg for this research was
complcted before the meetmgs were started; however, the meetings were of

R nomeBhelp in implementing the plans. This researcher is planmng & study
in t.he science rooms to investigate student perceptions of learning, school,
and themselves (Greenbergs, Note 4). He is examining the students' atti-

_ tudes and beliefs about knowledge acquisition and the roles of teachers and
peers ir.x different environments. T.his study is being conducted in an inner-
city school and will provide information on how children view different learn-

" ing settings and will shed light on how those views might affect learning

itself. . °

Another social psychologist is interested in the problems of locus of
control and of changes ‘in perceptions which oc'cur in different educational
environments. He is conducting a study of locus of control within the con- ::;"
texts of the science and mathematics clasgrooms at two grade lé¢vels in a
parochial school. One section of mathematics is taught in a'traditional and

nonindividualized manner, while science is taught in a more open and indi-

S

vidualized way. He is workmg toward the descrxptlon and measurement of .

locus of control wPuch is situation specific rather than using the traditional

view of it ag an underlying %ait or characteristic.. -

The science educators, who have long been concerned with the prob-
Yems of formative evaluation and its documentation, are working with
sociologists who are interested in documenting variations in the frames of

reference of actors engaged in formative evaluation. The sociologists are

12
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conducting a case study of the-behaviors of the developers during a atbage
’bf curriculym development: The product of this joint effort will be a forma-
tive evaluat.on of a specific unit of the science curriculum and a detailed
mation about thow the dlfferent groups mvolveé‘wuh dissemination (publish-
ers and school personnel) impact curriculum development will also be docu-

»

mented. ’ - v

Two researchers are interésted in ldeveloping methodologies for ana- -
lyzing curricula. One of the two is mterested in developmg models of °
hierarchy analysxs. She 1s'detallmg. the implied and overt hierarchies of
both the affectivefattitudinal and the scientific literacy goals of the curricu-
lum. The results of this will be a map of the science curriculum's objec-
tives and the specifiic activities deslgned to meet these Ob_]ectlves. The
second team of resdarchers is interested in developing measures of how
closely curricula useg lcno‘wn behavioral principles. These measures };ave
been applied to several diverse curricula (Holland, 1975) and a detailed
analysis of one of the Center's other curricula has already been conducted
{Holland & Solomon, 1975). They are doing a similar :malysi,.s of the gci-

=

ence curriculum. -

(l)ne rBpearcher is doing a small study of the science goal of student
self -evaluation. She is interview‘iné students who have worked through a
* science unit before they ta.\ke their posttest for the unit. . Lnlgbe interview
the students are asked to e\timate how much they know about a given sub-
area. Their estimation is %\;en compared to their/posttest performance.
In general, students tend to klightly underestimate their knowledge, with
better students being closer in their estimates than poorer students. The
importance of this study is that it will help to document the science activi-
ties specifically designed to contributé to students' abilities to evaluate

themselves, and it will also indicate how other curricula not so designed

impede students' ability to evaluate their own knowledge states.

ERIC o 19
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Two other studies have recently emerged in the science meetings.
One io an ethnographic description of student free-range behaviorg in the
gcience room. The other io the development of new and more extensive
sciente compétency’ meagures for el¢ementary and ;J‘élf;ondary aschoolsg
(labeled "Meauurem‘ent" in F & 1). Culjrently, most of the standard-
ized téots do not distinguish b een sciciGe and soclal studies until the
fifth grade. Further, the majority of existing tests are so imprecise and
inaccurate in their l#nguage as to place a knowledgeable student at a dis -

tinct disadvantage. .

In ?Jummary. these studi.es contribute to the understanding of IS and
hence help to show the value of it along three dimen?:ions. First, reasona-
bly complete documentation of the content, pedagogical soundness, and
d.euig'n decisiono of the program will be made avdilable. Second, some
inoight about specific classroom procedses and their impact, both psycho-
logical and social, will be generated. Third, the impact of science eciuca-
tion on both science and other basic, skill areas will be better understood.

v

Conclusions

An additional result of this exercise has bee}x the validation of the
sirateyy presented in F‘ig.ure 1. Figure 2 represents a restatement of that
gtrategy inde_lpendent' of the specific stnudies being conducted. At the center
of Figure 2 is the ohject of the evaluative inquiry. While the object of
in\quiry ia singular, the inquiries are considered plural. That is, there is
a set of problems or topics for investigation. Around the peripherv of
Figure 2 are several problem areas of research, the focus of which is not
necessarily evaluative research. These peripheral foci are areas of
regearch which grow out of specific discipline-related inquiries. The figure
indicates that{the problem éreas and related disciplines can be, but are not )
Aecesaarily. independent of one arfiother. - The strategy is to incorporate the

work of individuals from diverse backgrounds who are working on pHoblems

14 -
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% .
in their own ’dmcxplme areas info an overall progrant of evaluative research.

|
|
9 -
Thege 1nd1v1dualu repreuent a powerful and ;,ene;al’ly untdpnpd regource for e

solving many eValuative research problemu.

r The outco!’r\:e\u'. of this on-going 'effort are encouraging. If dne wicheg,
one can exploit Lhe available reuourcei) of a research center to facilitate
in-housge evaluation in a creative faghion regulting in unif§ue and usable
information. The role of the evaluator is to orchestrate the undertaking
and, when the studies are completed, to incorporate them into an evalua-

. tive document. The product of such an effort can be an in-depth view of

the program under investigation, one which ig r;cher in expertise and infor- .

mation thah any.single effort could hope to be. -

AJ ’

A

This strategy was deuig‘ned to solve geveral problems: the donflict
inherent in the role of in-house evaluator while providing convincing evi-
dence for the value of a program and for the soundness of the evaluation;
and the p;ovision of more than superficizl information about a highly com-
plex program. The conflict of the role of the evtaluato'r was solved in two N
ways: first, by sh'aring the burd'g'sn of evaluation among several rese
and second, by including the developers in the group. This assured t¥g

. /.

developers that misinformation and mxsmterpretatxon of 1nformat!1on abd

their program could be mxmm\ned 'I'he problem of Wias is not totally
solved; however, it is reduced by using a group of people whose primary
«<ommitment is to good science in their reqpective disciplines. The problem
of providing in-depth information about the \Pro;,ram was solved.by having
multiple, and in some caeea,é overlapping studies conducted oy various facets
of the program and by‘making use of already oxiati{ng resources,smany of

which were(pr eviously untapped.

An additional significance of this atrategy.for evaluation should npt be
overlooked. One of the major complaints of social scientists (such as Roasi)
is that the evaluation field has been unable to attract highly qualified indi-

vidualg and is the refuge of dropouts from other fields (Rosgsi & Williams,

16 &
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t 1972)., The strategy deuchbAed here provides quality researchers from
.« other fields with an incentive to undertake work that servey evaluative
‘functions. Of courue, evaluators mugt do research themselves, but thgy
- ‘also must continuously entourage their colleagties who are not evalu‘atbrﬁ
to engage in research that can.alno serve the function of evaluation. Not
only does this provide one with a sense of parsimony, it also educatks and
re-educates evaluators by exposing th(,’r;l to the differing perapg:étives ;xnd '
methodologies of their colleagues. A rem/z;i\ning quéstion is whether.or.not

. v L4

there are other research organ'izatiOnn that hdve sufficiently diverse person-

nel to utilize this approach.,” I think there are. For example; not only.are
there the university-related research centers, there also are governmental
ingtitutes and private industry laboratories, all of which have sufficiently

v >

diverse professional staffs to permit utlization of this approach.

.The strategy is not offered as a panacea for all the problems that

face evaluation. It is offered as an alternative to the traditional in-house,
one-ghot studies conducted by a single team of evaluators. There is no .
iron-clad assurance that answers to a collection.of questions generated by
another group\of researchers would provide adequate information alaout the
value of a program. However, the strategy provides ample opportunitx\for
the evaluator and other resesarchers to discusg. this point and try to con-
struct a sefies of studies that will provide'us'able information_‘for censumers.
The emphasis in this strategy is for researchers to satisfy themselves with
regard to the scientific excellence of their work and to seek answers to
questions which they generate rather than attempting to sec(}nd~guess the

congumers' questions.
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