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The intent,of formative.evaluation is to improve
programs-as well ‘as to justify their continuation. It is critical to
separate clearly’those functions of the svaluation which are C
polifical froa thoese -which may lead the way to instructional .
improvemert. Data for formative evaluation should be gathered in an
interpretable way at the level at which decigions will pe . ;”
implemented, ustwally at the classroom level, This forces data
collection activities to a single planned incursion,. This °
recommer.dation may suggest rethinking some of the measuremen®
differénces usually assumed to distinguish good classroom from good
program evaluation. Purposive evaluation ‘mandatés asking questions
about those -aneas over which a prograh developer or implementer .
»e@XeTts sqme control. .Sometimes *he specific implications 6f . ° -
alternative’ data patterns are pot kept in mind during the design of
evaluations; the evaluator should attempt-to foresee lausibple:
alternative patterns the data’ might take. Rather thand literally apply
‘the svaluation plans of others, evaluation designs should be allowed
to conform to ‘the\ specific questlons needing answers. What is desired
are evaluatioh activities that have <instructional improvement as well
‘as, where necessary, political utilities:; where with limited waste,
data are provided. that are pertinent and obvious to program needs. .
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. LEAN DATA STRATEGIES FOR FORMATIVE EVALUATION

. . P ' . . l. - 1 . Ly
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. Eva L Baker - Yo , r
Center for the Study of Evaluation s
- ‘University of California, Los Angeles A

EXEEIN

.o , ot o . . .
At the outset, I wish to apologize for the title and in it

i

application as a formqglve evaluation orecept 'derived from one of

_ Sue darP]e s rules for the preparat1on of good programmed 1ns+ruc—

i

t1on. Programs viere supposed to be'written "leanly", that 1s, 1n/

m1n4mat versions, so that field tests cou]d prov1de information a-

bouigyhat to add rather than requare the more difficult inferen%e
about what to delete. “Lean" now strikes me as™a word more appro—

[

pr]ate for utterance by other scholars in the Ch1cago spec1f1ca]1v

Oscar Meyer and Farmer John, and I permanently consign the use of

_the term to them and the1r products . ) .

Second the economic comstraints 1mp11ed in'the symposium t1t1e
.

words,‘t1ght money, suggest that. the attr1bute of pars1mony in eva]u-

T ation strategy is someth1ng forced upon us, like margar1ne or Swanson

- v

“Frozen Danners because we can t afford 'to do th1pgs better and more

expens1ve1y I wou]d propose to take the pos1t1on that 11m1ts on
the scope of eva]uatron are 1mportant for reasons other than thr1ft

or deprlvataon ‘and that the activity of eva]ua*1on jtself demands

")

Brie[jﬁstony N . o . _ .

“Although the activities riow associated with evaluation had

.slydgedﬂalong for years in'the educational world, they toa]esced

\

o . . ’

for the use of. the-term "lean". My. adaptation of this word for Lo

s




to fornra def1ned field of 1nqu1ry only re]at1ve1y recent]y (and . ~
. 0 ”
¢ , - " we are all fam111an w1th 1eg1s]at1ve and bureaucrat1c pressures ' -

4

that nom1nn11y gave evaluat1on-act1v1t1es the1r boost “into promin- * ¢
. ence). . Thg emergence of eva]uation as someth1no approach1ng a 'L,, S

e ) < TMfield of~1nqu1ry" can be datgg Jittle, more thin ten years, ago.

.

Around that time people began to name themselves "eva]uators", seek-

‘ o i 1ng an 1deht1f1ab1e affiliation 1n'do1ng 50. Graduate programs .
' e | - appeared :n.uh1ch évaluation was 1eg1t1m12ed as an epdéavor worthy
- ‘ of an advanced dtgree Scho]ars created sets of papers that attempted
, ‘, L to define parametersjof knowledge: appropriate tor eva]haf1on These i..:<-~

- papers were shared in e11t1st ceremon1a1 rites periodically and

also pub11shed to inform a grow1ng const1tuencv Followers ,or advocates

[}

of alternative models sprung up.- The Charisma Co&ffioient, an Tndi-

©

\ o .cator of profe551ona] ef flcacy emerged, in which the stren th of RN
- ” » < .
. fo]]owlng was directTy re]ated to the personal magnetism .of the model-
<L _ NG

maker. Thys, we were presented with a series of papers describing

alternative. models and the1r variations, such as CIPP, Countenance, ;
. ¢ 1
D1srrepancy, Goat- Eree and on and on. - One confus1ng npt2 in this

~
. N

: o period that has pers1sted-was the ambiguity regarding what these models *
.were tor Were they'presented to help us organize the way in which . o

- ' we thought about eva]uat1on, or. wis the1r purpose to control our

actions and guide spec1ng ways in which the evaluatior was conducted7

These models may be regarded then, as cOmpetitors for the hearts be
~and minds of the peop]e however un11ke1y that 1ntent in their deve]op-
'
ment. (The better models seemed to be more comprehenshve and thorough

N ~

[ . A 14
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In fact; certain mode]s apparent]y arrogated funct1ons ‘that. éhcom: : ;-

- A - . A

passed all of edUca+1onal act1v1ty For examp]e eva]uat1on vasg-

. PR

seen to be cr1t1ca] at the po1nt where goals were art1cu]ated&,pro- .

N .

granis were pldnned, programs were 1mp]emented and results obtanned :

“« a7 -

"and c]ear]y, not only was thé idea of eva]uat1on important at. each 7

,po1nt but'oeta11ed P ocedures to help eva]uators conduct the1r f" d ’

-business were also deve]oped Again, the more comprehensive the -

. . - -~

procedures’, the better. For 1nstan¢e;'these'days in order to conduct e

. -

. : 1
a cred1b]e‘needs assessment, it is désirable to samp] w1de1y among -
.4——"""/

N real and 1mag1ned const1tuenc1es, so that students, teachers, admini-

.

_strators, pqrents, comnun1ty members .all are represented. The . ‘ .

~ .
) - . . .

needs assessment wouid then seem to be comprehensive, almost indepen- .
dent .of whether those samp]ed had a sens1b1e reason for be1ng included
.at all. Because "limits o growth"uwés not a popu]ar idea during the

profligate siXties, the values of‘thoroughness and comprehensiveness

S oot - . . . Y
were "incorporated into referént works on evaluation and remainm intact’

today. ) ' o o | j’ L \

N P =

-

Evaluation éndeavors have evolved ?nto a new meta-model. We. o -

3

have now firmly deuelopeg Procedure-Referenced"Decision-Free‘evalu- -

ation. As long as'brocedures are carefuﬂ]y-fo]]owed and we circum-

-

spectly rememberto inflict them on all kinds of part1c1pant ,our )

eva]uatlon seems to’ meet the state- of the art, and st1mu]ate famildar s

»

laments about why nobody uses what we do.

Kurt Vonwegut, ‘in a book with an unpronouncible title, discussed
- . \ ‘ -

speech-giving in the same’way. No one cares dp"remernbers anything .




-

.ment purpose

- Purpose and Plasticity -

What was important was that”you seem to give a speech.

you say.

~a

‘ One of the contributlng &xp]anatlons fpr the procedure orienta-

t1on of dur eva]uatlon efforts relates to the. 1ncreas1ng sense that
. s .

evaluation has p.1mar11y a political rather than a program 1mprove-

Evaluat1ons are ‘conducted because they are mandated '

’

because ‘we must Just1fy prev1ous dec1s1ons» because}we need to Show

. N ok

cause for increased fund1ng In the needs assessment examp]e, we -

query mu1t1p]e const1tuenc1es part]y because we are 1nterested in
-the1r,percept1ons but’ sometifes because we don't want to be accused~"

. we involve complex procedurés in our eva]ua— B

-t1ons because they make us seem to be more credible.-

l -

of'forgettind\anyoue.
.wh11e it is
Ad1ff1cu]t to a 41

Ll

thap political factors are uniﬁportant, they . .
-seem to confound our approach to evaluation so that, i{ toose‘

-

factors were put aside, we might not know the information we’ need .

to make a ratienal set of decisions anyhow. e

. »
. . - .
. . , . .

[}

. These remarks are' directed, of course, not to the, givers of

LAY

evaluation models, but to the users of them. And the focus of the

.rest of the paper shal] be on remed1es in the content of format1ve ;

evaluation.
\

N

H
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-
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-

Mith formative evaluatlon, our intent is to improve programs

v

as well as to justify the1 r continuation,. Program qmprovement must "

focus at the classroom or learher level.

N b

formative evaluation to separate c‘ear]y those " funct1ons of the

Thus, it is cr1t1ca] in -

o i eva]uat1on which are political from those which may Jead

-

the way te

F

v
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instructtona].improvement.’
® Specifically, what would that ‘mean? Suppose one were ﬁnter-

e§ted.in°eva1uating‘and‘improvihg a statewide educational
- - ~ 1 . -
_ Program. One could develep and implement measures that were

interpretable at'the‘schoo1 district Tevel, if the district were
the main admipistrator ot program Such 1nformat1on would .be he]p-
fu] for the state evaluatonrs and 1nterest1ng to the d1str1ct peop]e

However, 1f the district ﬂ1shed to make dec1s10ns re]ated to the ‘.

LAY
’

. improvement of “schoo] performance, school tevel Lnformatlon would

be necessary. Thus the d1str1ct m1ght deve]op measures “and a

des1gn to prov1de data for each’part1c1pat1ng school. Should a

* - _I

pr1nc1pa1 at a glven $thool wish’ 1nformat1on, he or she would

P

heed to co]]ect data for each of the c]assrooms in operatlon . And

*

f1na11y, should a given teacher in a classroom in a schoo] in a dis-

~trict in an*enlightened state w1sh 1hformat1on, he or she would
. obtaln 1t'from the)students U1t1mate1y, for a program to produce
: 1mprovement in 1earh1ng, that teacher must maﬂe some gobd decws1ons
‘about specific ch11drea Our mytho]ogy 1s such that we “believe
that 1nﬁormation about. how the thildren are Tearning should he]pﬂ
in. that process. ‘\ .o ‘:

A

Formative eva]uation ouestions at the c]assroom/]earnér Tevel
seem to be rare]y asked outs1de ot organized, 1nst1tut1ond11y based .
research and deve]opment efforts Instead each level ofdnanage-
ment, state, d1str1ct, or school, seems to perpetrate another ssort .

gf eva]uat1on€%ffort . BN .

. ) . .




R%fommendation 1: “Incursive evaluation : - L Lok

’ ) * ’ . ’ A . <
’ . In the name of economy of time and animosityﬂ data for fokma-

o, tive eva]uat1on should be gathered in an 1nterpretab|e way at “he\\~ T
level at which decTSlonE'w111 be 1mp1emented, Lsua11y at the class-

v room level.  We need information about how spec1f;c ch11dren are :

v . - -

) jdoing,’on\important outcomes. Such a desire certainly does not '

hJ

., preclude samp11ng of 'persons or items or inhibit’ the manner of data
reductlon or aggregation useful for reviey at the subsequent adm1h- .

. 1strat1ve levels. Rather its force+is to reduce ‘data co11ect1on\- ¢
act1v1t1es to a s1ng]e carefu]]y p]anned Tncur¢1on Whl]e the

B decision purposes for the eva]uat1on data might be d1fferent for . -
] ~ ’, <

_d1fferent\useYs, var1ous requ1rements~may be attended to by thec
-manner of aggregatlon and reportlng rather than, as 1n many cases, SO

l , the conduct of sepaggte measurement actJV1t1es This‘recommendation . ‘

- -

‘may suggest reth1nk1ng some of the measuremént differences usua]]y

assumed to.distinguish good cnassroom from §ood pnogram(eva1uation.
¢ . o . -
- ’ . [ A . . y'y'& \ ’ .v
Recommeﬁdation 2: Purpésive'eva1uation L0

-

Purposive evaluation 1nvokes a s1mp1e mandate: ask quest1ons

“y
. abouf those areas over wh1ch, as a progran developér or 1mp1pmenter,

= you exert some control” Because of the procedural or po11t1ca1

orientation of much of what we do, sometimes the specific imp]ica—

Ay * A

- . " tions-of alternative data patterns are not kept in mind during the *

design of evaluations. One of the best residuals of our research




endeayors.is the aﬁternatiye hypothesis end-in:view. In researgh,
we tr& to'anticfpato alternatjve hypotheses which Ean sensibly
exp]aln obseivatlons In eva]uation, %t~seems that‘the evaluator
shou]d attempt to foresee plausible a]ternat1ve patterns the data
m1ght take If the eva]uator cannot imagine the consequéhces of'
data confﬁgurat1bns for *proyram 1mprorement then he or she might
well consider whether certain quest1ons need to be asked at all. o

For 1nstance, if teacher age is found to_be negatively" correlated o ,
with program performance, but neijther w1thho]d1ng ‘the program . ‘
from older teacherb nor re3uvenat1on is poss1b]e in a cost effective

[N
basisy then age~1nformat10n, and ‘many other demographic'facts need

not be assemb]ed ' Y ' o ) -
The recommendat1ons for'1ncurs1ve and purposive eva]uat1on .

des1gns suggest a retreat from procéﬁure or1ented evaluation. Rather .

than apply 11tera1¥? the eva]uat1on plans: of "others, our own

eva]uat1on desugns should be a]]owed to conform to ‘the spec1f1c

gyest1ons we must have amswered. 4P1a§t1c1ty implies f]exibi]ity,

'moldab11ity and idﬁosyncracy. 0ur eva]uations will .nat seem as

credible, because they will be based on 1cca1 reqqlrements rather

\ »

than on cosmo]og1ca?*netﬁ6ds. They wa]] hive to be Just1f1ed by
utility 'rather than authority.“ Thic should not soggest that eval-

- k,\ ' N »
uations are procedure-free. They m\yﬁ“dapt We11'routinized

méthods for dec1d1ng on quest1on< of 1mportance and for ob2§;n1ng,

)
ana’yz1ng, and reporting our data. But the purpose contro]s the

4, '

procedures.




. ] s ’ .
Aside from cost Eavﬁngs derived from 1imit1ng measurements

*to few occasions and for consequence -related questions, subport
for str1ngent evaluation stgategy comes from, of all -places, an
interpretation Qf the Second Law of Thermodynamics. Barry ‘.

. PR ' .
Commoner, in a recent article in"the New Yorker, discusses the

3

energy:crisis with an analysié of the First angd Second Laws of
: . ) " K ’
Thermodynamics. The First Law would suggest that, given a set

. of procedures, ve. attempt to 1mp1ement them most efficiently.

¢

- .

Thqs, we might employ matrlx samp11ng, and ansver given questions *

¥n a way thqt saves both‘t1me and morey The Second Law, the

N

1aw of entropy, suggests that every move we make contrwbutes to

the eventual randomness in the Univérse. -We. would do best then,\
. / '

to rethink dur\quéstions,and initiate the fewest activities$ -

. reduired to pro&ide‘answers, thereby creating-the least disorder: :

- . N o’
* What we wish to develop, then, is virtual evalyation: evalu-

.

ation activities that have in'structional improvement as we]] as, -

-

* where necessary,‘po]itica] utilities; where in a conserv1ng way .

¢

ha }
with Timited -waste, we provide data that are so pert1nent and

obv1ous to program needs that the 1amept that no one cares about , -

N evaluation is forgotten from disuse. :




