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/ This paper examines how potential conflicts prodgced

by ethical issues such as confidence and confidentiality can affect
the research methodology of ‘educational research and evaluation
projects. Despite the differences in site selection, clienteld, and
relationship to treatment, both evaluators and researchers must make
adjustments in method to accomrodate ethical concerns. Based on a
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children. and several educatLonal program evaluation projects in Hew
.England, participant obsorvatlon systems are considered for
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observed subjects' right. to know the nature of the observations. In
.addition,, honoring assurances of confidentiality to one group of

. subjects enhapces the confidence that other groups will have in the-
1nvestlgators' promises. Examples of ethical conflicts that arise
uniquely in muliclientele program evlaumations are also descrlbed.
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T evalqator are\occas1on31} zdentica? apd often similar. There are, _
. ’t ]

horever, cr1t1caL d1fferences beaween‘che two processes. -A researcher,

o .

]
b Y
i The questions facin{8\researcher &nd those confrontidg a progran .
i preg . .
]

\ partzcular]y one foeuszng on hypothes1§ generating isvestigation, is

'abie to, and’mdeed~ stould, incTude a X1de range of settings aﬁd’subdeces.

The scope of a program evaluation is soweﬁhat more cdnflned the evaluator-

L)

- mist focys on a particular program in whatever setting that program is’ .

found, A-pregram evaluator has a client; a researcher may have a funder , .

or a cha1rperson or an aud1enca but usually not, at least at the outset, -’ . ’ -

¢

Y clxenc. The eva]uator may intervene in a treatment program to help -

it accompllsh }cs objectives; the research must seek to keep a treatment

-
PP VUNLIE TV Oy 5

" program statac 1n order to more accurateiy study 1t effects.l These
differences subtly shapa the form and the degree of the potential conf11cts
and congruencies produced by eth1ca1 1ssues such as cod?1dence and confi- - {
dentiality. This paper focuses on these, differences and s1m11ar1t1es
using an hypothesis generat1ng study conducted 1n Bogota, Colombia, in .

) *

1970 2s an example*a‘ research methodology as/contrasted with several

educat1ona} program eva?uac1on projects conducted in New England in-the
past two years. - -
. The primary purpose of the research study was?to gather data that v
~.would be useful in generat1ng hypotheses on the po]1t1cal soc1a112ataon s
of Colombian ch1]dren. The focus of the research vas to determine the
‘perceptions that elementary ends junior high schoo[ students in di;f‘ferent
school and socio-ecoﬁomic environmedts in a large Latin American city ot

. ., . t
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had regard.ng tb°1r countr) and tra roles cztazens play in its goverr“ent.]

. Students at 14 scfoo1s nart1capated in the research ef fart. Gne A

.
PR S P N S TV

hurdred and sixteen n°re persona11y 3nter11ewed ard 1,432 others ansnered “ .

L4

a written questionnaire. .Data were gathered on po]1t1ca1 attztndes, fee!1ngs .

of social trist, and children's 1aterna1 versus: external Jocus of contno] hd

-

orientations. The re}at1onsh1ps among tbe_variables were exanified from three
dxffereﬂt theoret1ca1 perspectives: an envirdﬁnental apprcach that emphasized
demograph1c~varvabies, do;elop"sncai theory wh1ch focused on age and grade
level,, amd a systems naintenan'e orientat1on that. dea}t wlth schools

efforts to préyote ‘att 1tydes conszscent w1th the cont1 uuataon-o. the present

p011t1Ca3 §ystem . S T _'. .- SO IR . e

-
-

It,was hoged that, the data wou}d conta1n eyxdence that mlght 1nd1cate ) ;

wh,ther the politicai SOcaaizzat1on prccess -in Colcmb1a.1s sam1}a? to that
3 .

‘reporced~1n the Unated States or whether conclus1ons drawn from United

@

. f;;)'States data are-inappropr1ate in other sett1ngs. o '_ ’ _ | . {
A methodolog1ca1 concern of the research study jnvolved a’ comparison »

. o. personal 1nterv1ews and wr1tten quest1onna1res 1n.gather1ng data on the ¢

\

. po}1t1ca] soc1a11zat1on of ch1]dren. . .,

,‘__

Students im classes correspond1ng t6 Amer1can 3rd 5th, 6th, and

7th grades»xn 14 Co]omb1an schools were used The.schools were purpos1vely

- LN

selected on the b351s of soc1o-econom1c background of the students attendtng

TFon a moke detailed: dedeniption of the original study,, see Susan M.
Baifey, Politicul Socialization Amosig Children in Bogota, Colombia, *
.~ Ph.D. desserfalion, Unaueté&«g o§.Richigan, 1977, Undlvernsity Micnofitms,
- Ann Anbonr, H&ch&gan. o .

] . T
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ard the type of school, either gublic or private. EBecause the purosse E

. was to generaie h"rOLrescs for future study, an ef ort was made to include

.

sctools that were, thoaght to be representatiye 0‘ }arge numbérs_of Coiowb1an

schco]s as well as ones that appgared somewhat uhzquo ﬂithzn the educational‘ ‘
fremework. The.;se of many schoots rather than a se?ece‘¥§w‘was cost?y -
in terms of both time and-money, o;; the resulting data were full of the - -
contradictions amd sure;1ses that help a reseercrer resﬁape initial assunp-

.

tions and forrulate pos1t1ons for further 1nvest1gat1on.
1

Site selection ang nurber of sites are not always options for educationa}’;

program evaluators to explore, rather the prggram and the locations in which -

it is to be studied are bsual]y precetermined, often Tong before the eva}uatdr“.L-

is brought on the scene. The extremes of this situatiom aré exegplified

%y single classroom, innovative programs.for which it is often %mpossib]e

( ' to find a comparison grOup and sv5een-w1de programs for ‘the educat1ona}1y

. d1sadvantaged that require the eva]uaoor to gather dat from virtdally\every

classr001 in every bu11d1ng of a city-wide school system.

k-
Eva]uazgrs often des1%; data gathering teshnzques based on the require-

ments of the clients rather han on theoretical conswderatlons geared,to

the/generat1on of hypothé!Es.' However, in the construct1on(§¥ﬁE5sts, questlon-‘} -,

J-

na1res, and other 1nstruments, both researchers and evaluators are usua11y

H 14

able to refer to 1tems used in previous 1nvest1gat1ons.

However, research in d1fferent cu]tura] sett1ngs may be 11m1ted by

the fact tﬁat previous 1nvest1gat1ons have all been copducted in the United . .

.4

_States. This is part1cu1ar1y true in the area of childhood political

socialization, and the researcher found that many of the 1tems used in

I

3 4 . 3 . ‘.
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previoas studies were oriented to Azerican children in 2 United States

0
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setting. knen results were obtained overseas that parallel those of the W

U.S. studies, it is often zssured that tke children and/or the processes are the-.

sare but it is ent1re1y possible that what is pore to the point is that

the questions thense]ves nere 1nappropr1ate for that settxng.‘

For exarple, both.U.S. and‘Colowb1an~ch11dren mwght respond "Yes" to "
3 Question such as "Does it make you feel ngud to see the flag of your
country?® However, the differences in symbolic uses of the flags in the

two countries- would suggest that the'responses might have very different

mea)r‘ings:~ ‘ . o : .

The use of persona} intervievs in the Colombian research study was
intended oo pernjfﬁén examination on this fnherent'oias. The inﬁerview, ' : s___é
therefofe, served as e'neans of validating some of the questionnaire items
by giving a clearer picture of how students undersfood and 1nterpreted
spec1f1i questions.. The interview schedu]p conta1ned a selection of the
,Eouéené;ouestionnaire ]Eng/fOT]OWGS oy probes such as4¥gx or ybgg, Its
: u;se afl'g: _expandeo the reseancher's understaﬁding of the responses ob'tained
on the writfen questionnaire because it,was more loose1y structured and
concentrated oﬂ 1n depth .responses.’ Nith young children, it is.difficult
to ?now whether one is test1ng an att1tude or creating one. A politica]

' soc1a]1zat1on quest1onna1re may confront children with 1ssdes they have
never before cons1dered and ‘they may hast11y se]ect one response. 1ore
carefully questionned, the children may reveal that they have no:strong

: fee]1ngs on the subject. = \

)

Persona] interviews are also a frequent]y used tool 1n educ at1onal

-

- .
- - . 4
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- program evaluations with subjects being children, teachers, administrators, -

parents, or others. Since'it is unkq?e]y that a program evaluator, would )
‘need to drahbon experiences ga1ned in a different cu:;urg,-the»#%n of *
difficulty dascussed above is un]1ke1y'€b oceur. heverthe]ess, petsonal
interviews serve—& vatuwebte ‘Fnrctwr—m—tte—va—'ﬁdatm of. eva%uatwn - - .
questionnaires. A1l tco often, the techn1que is not emp]oyed due to . .
budgetary liritations. 1In a recent evaiuatioﬁ of a cowpensatery éducat1on

. program, the evaluator was unable to devote the time and money nécessary

- to conduct personal interviews as a follow-up to a2 teacher quesﬁ%onnaire
concerning the va]ge of a supplementary admi&%strative prd@rah./ As part

i

Of. the school system's evaluation process, every program eva];?tiod was

audited by another evaluator. In this,case,7t§a”sg¢oadAg!alu tor used
his resources to do fo]lo;;up inteﬁ;iews. Since teachers ha responded oo ;
anenymously, it @;x—émﬁgssible to ask_apout specific responges that had |
_been given to tha questionnaire ttems. The auditor intervijewed a small
- ‘ " number of teachers and found that‘moat of them did not r:Zamber haiing

filled out the questionnaire at all. " For some of the itgms on the ques-

T t1onna1re, the responses given by those who d1d remembe# comp]etIng the

questionnaire.were inconsistent with the data reporteq by the eva]uatot

- Unfortunate]y, there was no way of assuring that the,aud1tor and the
' eveluator vere basing their conéﬁusions on data frgﬁ/the same set of -

subjects. The resulting confusion would no doubt have been avo1ded had

the resources been available for proper val1dat1d% of the quest1onna1re
ra§u1ts by the evaluator. The use of persopa]é/nterv1ew data raises

one of the central issues addressed in this pa

; o R . /' : .

er -- how honest are
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respowden s goirg to te if th:/-fend thogr replaes may be shared with .

okkers in weys whzch roa?d‘ﬂeave 11ttla—doubt as to ‘the resﬁondents - -
1dent1tj7 In the case-of tre research s;udy reporued—ﬁere, the dfggsaonf
was made to assure respondents of the confid ntzal1%y of thewr geSpOQ§qs .

amg tg‘t;mh; into the deszgn of the study as meny guarantees of‘ar}on;m"rt'y _

. as possible. A N . 3o,

In administering.the guestionnaires during the Cq]dﬁbian field work,

the researcher and her assistants introduced-themselves to the class and

. explained that they were interested in learning more about how children

felt about,certain things. They exp]éined that the paper and pencil -

guestionnaire was not a test and that no one at the school would see their

" who wished to be interviewed were asked to put their names on pieces of

un]e;s they wanted to'do so. The researchers then asked if.there were any
qﬁeseions and answered those that did-not concern the, specific nature of the
’ . \
questionnaire ijtems. o .
The personal interview procedures were-explained and those'sﬁudénts
paper whﬁéﬁ vere then drawn from a hat. The children selected for the inter-

View were taken to a private room and interviewed individually.

After the 1nterv1ewees had left the room, the written quest1onna1res

vere distributed. The ch1]dren vere rem1nded again that it was not a test,

- that no one at the school would see it, and that they need not put their
: F

names on the pépers. They were cautioned to ansver individually and to

-

J P [
leave blank any questions that they preferred riot to answer,

, Students were assured of the confidentiality ‘'of their responses in

papers. The students were asked not to put their names on the gquestionnaires

-
. .
. .
P BT T N TP rr T TR YO
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__ order %o maximize the honesty of their replies and to reinforce the point —;>

o, . v . ,
< that' survey instruments were not tests. .Teachers and administrators at all )

of the schools were-very interested in the research and despite {he repeated’

3
Teowha ik bl o A LRERES W AW

~

exp]anatzons that student quest1onnazref were‘gonfadeng1al sevetal assumed

b fi & D 8D

that they would be ailgwed to review s deht responses. The researcher's
insistence that this mouié not be possfible caysed an occasqonal ruffled

feather, but had long range bepefitsyin that it reinforced the other
: ; ]

guarantees of confidentiality that had been given. g

For_example, schooi adm1n1strators pag/been assured that no school

wou]d be referred to by name and that no data on students at & specific

school would be released to anyone other than persons specifica]]y approved
//"by the school d1rector. This assurance was kept despite requests from v

var1ous agenc1es for data beyond that contained in the f1na1 report. This

assurance was_part1cu]arly important in obtaining the cooperat1on<of

St ek, o et e Newree wAY e A &

. school staff people on two of the data gathering instruments that oea]i

with school milieu and teacher attitudes, . C-

// A school data sheet‘was used to record descriptive information about”

i . - ‘ Lthe s&hooﬁ and also to record the researchers impiressions of the general :

.t o c]assroom atmosphere ‘and the educat1ona1 ph1losq3§y préydalént within ggg/’-_~’~—__,
school. This data was co11ected 1nforma1?§§dUrfng the researcher s N :

K /! initial visit to the school and’o;Nzubsequent visits when students were ;

4 be1ng 1nterv1ewed Although observational data collecéed when subjects b ;1
' are unaware of the collection process may be a more valid ref]ect1on of -Z
oy daily routine, the resentment ;hat may be engendered 1n’4h1s wax is seldom . - ;
/;> Worth?the effort. School officials weré shown the instrument and no o7 %

% -
/ 54
. b




attempt yas made to co?]ect data surrept1f10us]y. ’ (/:5'
A]ong with the practical.consideration 1ead1ng the researcher to -~
a decision favoring openness, ethical issues also requ1red that a full

* explanation be given to school officials, teachers, and students. -

.~ Reszarchers wor?ing overseés are free of many of the }egigiative“rea —
N .

strictjons facing 1nvest1gators work1ng \n Amer1can cehoo]s, but the

added 1nformat1on one can. obtain seems re\;t1ve1y va]ue]ess when con-

trasted with the u1t1mate d1stru§t that may result. In program evalua- P

fione, it is often possifle to avoid cfeat;ng distrust b& getting permis-
sion, .in advance, to make unannouhged visits and-to cenduct both struc?ured
and unstructured classrooﬁ observa;ions. Oécesionally, however, the «
séﬁsitivit}eé.of program staff may require that all observations be
announced and structured and that the'variables to be observed be made
known in advance.’ Ip one such program, the evaluator found it necessary
to show the obse}vatidn form at.fiearly every visit and to diecuss the
resu]ts.afeerwards. ‘While this procedure limits the use of the data for
Jjudgments concerning & program's success, it mey.serve as a feedback |

b

source for program improvement.

It may well be that the .ways in ﬁhigh observational techniques =

are used in both eValdétion and ns;eaﬁch are the clearest examples of

methodology being shepedkto meet the ethical requirements of the situation.
. - ] . :
The Colombian study was designed to génerate hypotheses and the

ana]yses'concentrated on a descripfiqn of the data and the relationshﬁps

among the variables.

fof further study and generated hypotheses that. future résearchers might

il

S 10

~ .
«.

.As had been hoped,’ the data revealed several avenues

»




investigate.  Especially interesting-was the indication;that the type of
system-supported socializatton that many American vesearchers have.

attributed to public schools may be carried out “n Bogota by private

-' A

E
g
institutions. The social trust data also hinted-at a possf%ie "éoofout? ’ 1
|
1
\

« . of lower class children. Many of these chi]dren'appeared to have felt LR U
. .
more trusting and less efficacious than dld,h1gher status children. G1vsn

the socio-political structure of Co]omb1a, this f1nd1ng‘has part1cu]ar]y
\ L
interesting. '

A comparison of interview data with questiionnaire responsés indicated

that the pattern of responses was basically the same."Thgﬂinterviews . .
thenefore proved a valuable ya]idation check on the qﬁestjonnaire items, .

since it was usually obvious in the interyiews if a child had misunderstood

- ’ B
interviews are a necessary part of the41nvest1gat1ve process but that they

}
i
or misinterpreted a question. The investigator concTuded that individual ) ;
|

are most usefu] at the pretest stage. It is there that one can make the
best use of a eh11d 'S ]eve] of understand1ng and of the transitions that ’ : H
she/he is able to make between 1tems. Items that are confusing to students

are revealed early in the program,

’, oy 3
4

Future tross cultural researchers on political socialization might
> . N

do well to conduct a series of tape recorded group interviews initially
nd to follow these up with some random interviews that concentrate on .
. . [ et

ethe chj1d's Jene] of understanding of questionnaire ftems. Group inter-

views would enable the investigator to gather opinions from more qhi]dren

in less time than would individual interviews. Eollow-up interviews with

individual children would assure the researcher that the questiens were

- .

‘
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understahdable and meaningfu].fﬁfchildren even without group supportt‘ L é

. A question%aire containing*some ogen-ended items and constructed on the §
e basis of this type of preliminary investigation %ould appear to be a f‘j ?
reliable 1nstru£ent for gathering po11t1ca1 socialization data from even ' ' ’ :' j:

young children. ‘ - s ) o }‘,.-.  — :‘Niu_ RS

\ R . .
The fact that an educational program‘eva]uator seldom has a sin71e

-~ -“Ihent or even a single group of clients leads to s0me unique clashes |of j

ethics and methodo]ogy not 11ke]y to be found\1n a‘research study. .For“
) examp]e:<to\the extent that the needs or expectat1ons\§f various c]nent
. groups conflict w1th one another the evaluator is likely to experignce x
’some conf1dgnce/conf1dent1a]1ty role conf11cts.. To assure some.cons1stency

in términoTogy, we are using confidence to, refer to those situations in \ .

_ which an ihvestigator’must establish to'a client that she/he is worthy

- e ot ——— e

T of trust. We are using confidentiality to “refer to th e occas1ons that . .

requ1re the investigator to assure that 1nformat1on rece1ved w1]] be kept

private.

e vra e

For examp]e, suppose that a hypothet1ca1 pr1nc1pa] s association v

has contracted for an external evaluation of an 1nnovat1ve schoo] 4

administration project. Suppose further that the evaluation design L.
> involved, among other things, interviews with the principals and reviews T
, - o
of administrative documents including budgets. It is hard to imagjne 5
i

’

N a better examp]e of an eva]uat1on study w1th few client groUps. On the

i surface, it appear at only the pr1nc1pa1's association is a c]ient, .
Do ., L oo
and it seems: 1ikely that assuring the principals that all evaluatjon data f

will remain confidential is a sure method of winning their confidence. !

e rne gt i ey e




" selves as the evaluator's clients:and whose concern with fiscal matters

But even in the hypothetical vworld the school systen'is'governed.by a- -

school committee or board of education whose members will’regard them-

may render such an assurance of conf1dent1a31ty impossible. Furthermore,
within the pr1nc1pa1s group, some 1nd1u1dua1s may feel very strongly -
that 1nterv1ew summaries sho#td be nade publrc to 1nsure that each
principal is accountable for the position he takes. It would then be

incumbent upon the evaluator to determine which data ought to be confi-
~ o

dential, vhich public, and why. It seems apparent that the decisjon, ho

matter what it may be, wﬁ]l‘have a cost in the form of reduced confidence
on the part of some portion of the'cliente1e, If, for example, the
évaluator proposes to conduct and release a financial audit, the
pr1nc1pals may fee] compe]]ed to concea] from the evaluator some instances
in which supp]ementary federa] funds have been used to supplant tocal funds.

Moreover, while the pr1nc1pals may be held accountable for publicly expressed

" pesitions, the data obtained in non-confidential 1ntery1ews may not - ‘ .

accurately reflect the principals’ honest appraisals of the fonovative pro-
gram (that is, the eyaluator has lost the principals’ confidence). -4

' . Ina situation roughly similar to the one:descrioed-above, the

evaluator reported thdt 75% of a group of administrators had returned a

~t1onna1re clearly stated that the responses would be kept conf1dent1aT ,

confidential gquestionnaire. Their supervisor wanted a 0% return and

requested the names of the respondents. Since the cover letter the ques- -

tne supervisor's request was den1ed. The superv1sor then demanded the

names of non-respondents say1ng that the cover 1etter did not promise "that;
i, L A : i}
P
, Ul
. , *.

. ”i;ﬁ

. .
. ' .
‘
. . .
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kS _ - \ .
non-responses would be kept confidentiai.® Of course, the end resu?t would

have been the sare; therefore, the information ias not provided. -Subse-

quent cover letters were modified to state that "individual responses wogld -
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be: kept confidentia],'ﬁht a list of'resbondents would be proyided” to the

. supervisor, . ‘ ’
Tﬁis example is not representative of the majority of program gya]ua-‘ .?
- tions. Admiqistratora are usuaily only one of many client groups. Others ~ o é
include teacheré, counselors, parents, students, funding agenc%es, and the . é
general public. Of the lot, administrators seem é&ét ab1e<t0 understand .- -3
and appreciate the problems of evaluation. The evaluator's contacts with. - j
*most of the others are less frequent and more formal (i.e., through .- B
structured.interviews, questionnaires, group meetings, etc.}), eicept |
for teachers'in circumstances that reqﬁire extensive observation..

The average c]assroom teacher has had three axperﬁences—that she/he
assoc1ates with thc word evaluation: a requ1red college course {or courses)
that emphas1zed stat1st1cs, the recurr1ng respons1b1]1ty to g1v€‘grades
to students, and the anQua] 15-m1nute c]aserOm observat1on upon wh1ch the
pr1nc1pal bases her/his dec1s10n5~about the teacher's proﬁess1ona1 per- |
formance. For 'most teachers, all three‘are unpleasant and'there seems to o

be cons1derablgptransfer of their negative react1ons from these situations PR

’ Ll . ‘ V'.
- to ‘program evaluations. . ) ] . . ;!

To earn the conf1den;e of teachers, a’ program eva]uator must f1rst )

c]ear up two common m1sconcept1ons. She/he must assure the teacher that .-

she/he is not involved in Qersonnel'evaﬁuation, and she/he must clearly ° o ; -

indicate that. the students’ right to confidentiality may require that-

L e e . e




O .

. tke eva}uat;fn data be repo;ted on 2 group basis only. The latter is )
. : necessary ror a; ]east two reasons: 17 because it will increase the
~-probamhty of oétaanxpg honest student responses, and 2) because it will
prevent the qse\gf ‘group-test data for individual diagnosis (a purpose - ..
for which it was_not intended). An additional benefit is similar to the, ‘ l \\_.
. 7 | one refetred to Jn the research exemp]e: teachers seeing students' confi—

’ "dence respected #ill know that assurances given to teachers wWill be like-

wise respected. In the Co?omgjan research project, the overall return

rate for teacher gquestionnaires was 77% with no school returning fewer
) 'than 50%. In a study of political attitudes and in the face of some *

’ administrative opposition,.these returns were a welcome "vote of confidence."
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Once these fundamentals have been established, the evaluator can
score confidence points by speaking freely of her/his own téagﬁjng experi-

ence, by separating personal from professional ppinﬁon, by explaining the 1

rétibnalecfor evaluation activities, aqd by being available as a resource
person and hand-holder. Also, the evaluator'sirevea]%hg that she/he . ' -
possesses a sense of humor can go a long way toward winning the confidence
of any client gréup. : : ' ’ e
Some teachers may have had prior experience with program e¢a1u5§%§n, .
so.‘the'grohndwork may have already been ]aid. In shis case, all’ that may
1be needed to ga1n/}he teachers' conf1dence is to respect the1r conf1dent1a]~
s ‘ ity and remain 0b1ect1ve. On the other hand, thes teachers prior experience
%ey have been unpleasant.: Onre of the writers evaluated a compensatory
kindé?Qérten progrem that used operant conditioning procedures to teﬁch a’ _ k

highly academic curr1cu1um. The previous"EVa1uator had relied on a sma}l_
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h1ghlj acadenic curriculun., The ?FGV\OJS evaluator had relied on a small

nu%ter of uqstructured classroos obfervat1ons ard concluded that the. - L
teaching staff lacked creativity, was unprofessxona1, anﬁ,cguid not survive :
in a ;égular school program. When the w;iter was introduced fo the
’ feacﬁers, two made distasteful comrents, éne.turhed and walked away, and -
the-rest were painfully polite. Im order to win the confidence of th?s
staff it was necesséry to: 1) announce all visits in advance, 2) be
accompanied by the pfoject director on 'several visits, 3) show the teacher ;
" the observation schedules being used (what Hawthorne effecté), 4) provide
teachers witﬁ copies of all evaluation reports, and 5) avoid iQentﬁfying
2 the teacher or classroom on observation records.. ' . . .
¥ Special problems occur when parents are a éargeﬁ group for projeci |
activities. Projeci staff involved in home visit§_may'nof want to risk
the confidence and trust tﬁeykhgve earned by having an eya1Q§tor accompany

them. Militant parents' groups may demand the release of names of teachers -

.

who are not implementing the program. SIndividual parents may request

information about their child's test performance. Like teachers, parents ;

may have mfisconceptions about the evaluator's role. In conducting interviews

v . .
B '

.in a school administration building, one .0f the writers found that appﬁ9x1~
.// mately on-"areﬁt in four came in expecting to hear bad news.about their

“child. T. as a]arming only because parents had been sent a léttgr ’

’ .

' explaining .ne interview and had also been given further explanation in two

o~

’

te]ephone calls: - . - " .

To win the confidence of parents, an evaluator must be sens1t1ve to ,

.

the parents views of educat1on. Some parents st111 hoid educators in high
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- regéf&. Cnce they know the eva1u';or’s credentials, espec%a11y if she/he
. hds been 2 teacher ard/for Po]ds -a doc;orate, these parents may exhibif a
_level of confidence that apprecaches reverence (too rmuch contact witq‘this
type of parent ray cause one to %éke pgr/himself seriously). ’ht"%he other
end of the parental spectrum are a good many former revo]utionarfés whose
"general df&trusf of authority ﬁag been focused on the educationai systgm.
Such parents may adopt the attitude that evaluators are te-conspjrators
in a great educafionai swindle that seeks to conceal teachers' inability
to give their chi1dren basic skilds or good feg1ings about themse1vés or
#hatever. Elthough these parents may initially_seem to be an obstacle to
} ) good'eva1ué€ion, they can prove to be a moét valuable asset. If the |
| ‘evaluator wi11 take the time to'get to know the leadership personally, the
parents will point to spec111c areas of program operation that bothers
them, they will ask questions abdut differences in 1mp1eneni$tlon, and they
will 1dent1fy the program actividies that please them. he evaiuator
will then make an. honest effort to collect obaect1ve data re§§rd1ng areas

of parent coneern, there is a good chance that he w111 have e&rned their .

confidence (though they'11 nevér admit 1t) even 1f the data dé not support

theAparents position. One ﬂ%ed only to review the mater1a]s pub11shed by

- the ﬁnﬁted Bronx Parents to see how valuable parenﬁa1 input can be to the

; conscientious evaﬁdatort a - | }
' A far less tangible client for educatibnal evaluations is Athe.
éonnuniiy." ,gometj?é§ the evaluator may know tpe area he is working in
w;11 enough to have formed a conception of the comﬁunity and to.have

formulated fdeas about its expectations of,&im. Many times, howgver, the .
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" gvaluator is an "cutsider” whose conception of ‘the ccmunity is formed by'
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o the school staff she/te is EVaQuating. Naturally, this may prove to-be

an‘undesfrab}e situation ﬂunless the evaluation design js-goal free). For

examp1e, in evaluatino a ]ow-budgeted innovatave Pinderparten program, one

of the authors found it necessary to spend an 1nord1nate kmount of time and d

energy obta1n1ng perm1ss1on to test or 1nterv1ew students. The pr1nc1pa]

f1na11y disclosed the reason: the pro;ect enployed a consu1t1ng c11n1ca1

psychologist who had grown up in the neighborhood served by the school, he

was engaged i intet1igence an&.projectﬁve personality testing of a highly

confidential :\thre. Since parents and others in the commun1ty knew h1m

" “and the nature of his test1rg, the pr1nc1pa] feared that the commun1ty would °.
not tolerzte revea11ng such }nformatzon te= "an outsider from the Un1vers1ty, ‘

nor would they understand the d¥ff erences-zn the kinds of testing involved.

In the second year of that project,: the'same eva1uator -knew the commun1ty

.
-
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"better and vice versa, so the test1ng was more ea511y arranged.

Although add1tnona] exanples of jthe 1mpact of ethical 1ssues on
§

methodologxcal gquestions could be cited, enough ‘have been given to_m;ke-the
point To summarize brlefly, this paper began b/ not1ng some contrasts be-
tween educat:onai research and prooram evaluatlon. Desp1te the differences _ ‘
in site se1ect30n, clzentele, and relat1onsh1p to treatment " both evaluators .

K > % -
and researchers must make adaustments in method to accommodate eth1ca1 ) .

. - concerns. The use of persona] 1nterV1ews as a quest1onna1re validation L2 ‘
) fs
procedure was d1s€bssed It was noted that.the annoymaty of quest30nna1re “Q
K
responses. Observatwona1 systems were also consldered to be especially .

. & -
susceptible to mod1f1cat1on’for ethical Feasons. “In both research and
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evalyation studiés,-ghe investigators felt that the risk of Hawthorne or
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pthe} biasing effects must be subordinated to the right of those being .

observed to know the nature of the observations.

Dealing more specifically with matters of confidence and tonfidential- -

> jty, both the researcher and the evaluator found that honoring assurances of

confideniia?ity given'to orie group of subjects enhances the coyfidenc%-thag

- other groups will have in the investigatorfs.grémises:

Finally, some consideration was given to examples of ethical conflicts

. - . . 3
that arise uniquely in multi-clientele program evaluations. Discussion\?f

the examples led to specific recormendations for similar situations. 3\‘
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