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Ve live ia a cruel and grestly toleramt society. It is cruel im that few persons,
Ny few programs, and few dAnstitutions are allowed to become more than our expecta—
LA tions of them. The society is tolexant of all sorts of variety and offeys
ol nillions of ways of bedng successful. '
P Few people demand any justification of that vhich already exists. We have a great
ff\ rhetoric of accountability, competition, payment for results, and ""the proof is
i in the pudding." But those im privileged positlons avoid scrutiny. And oniy the
S innovative are called wp to demonstyate thelr effectiveness.

Evaluators are called 1o the scene: agents of rationality, plawned change, and
enlightenment. Theixs is a position of privilege. They spesk of soclal gsexvice,
technical precision, amd utilitardanisn. They work haxd ; spell well; and protect
their client, the funding agency, and theix research colleagues., They ask complex,
though seldom embarrassing, questions. They are of what Basll Jernstein calls

the new middle class, controlling the words that control the machines that keep
society orderly and preductive. They defex to mexit and efficiency as they aee
iti

Some of my best friends are evaluators. They are good people, bellevimg in all
sincerity that thefirs 18 a helping profession, that they are inching toward
truth-~1f ooly people would pay attentfion and learn how to Interpret the data.

For all its complexity, educational evaluation i1s a very prdimery cog in the -social,
economic, politicized machinery. Here axe some current points of contact.

ITEM. The big RFPs for evaluatiom continue to expect that the evaluation methods

will be those 6{ social-survey xesearch and experimentation even though these

methods deliberately attempt to avoid subjective judgment and valuing, even though

these methods are dntent wpon contributing to the understandimg of educatioum in

general rather than to the understanding of the particulsr programs studied or to
© particular programs like then. - : '

ITEM. Hacrassed by criticism of early efforts to present unimterpreted data,
National Assesspent outgolng director.Stan Ahmann interpreted the most recemt
decline of science scores to mean that sclence teaching in America was becoming
poorer, a conclusion which may be true but one for wvhich he had neither empirical
nor experfential grounds. The validity of the Natiomal Assessment tests has not
WD been established for "state-of-the-health-of-education" purposes ot for any policy-
setting purposes. -Furthermore, no standardized tests have ever been shown to have
(‘g statistically based validity For making decisions about programs at the distriet,
ng state, or federal level. - - -
A
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ITEM. With some two-~thirds of the states having msndated some form of state
agsessment--fol loving vigorous efforts fn Michigan and Florida for half a dozen
years-~the plunge into this type of state control of education has leveled off,
mostly because the early results were not found to be useful, were costly, and
vere even becoming politically embarrassing.

ITEM. Thousands of districts find themselves forced to increase substantlally
their budgets for data management to neet the appetite for reports from top
people 1n the district superintendent's office or in the state superintendent's
office, thus further depleting moneys for curricular programs in a time of rising
costs and fixed school Incomes.

ITEM. Recently Lovington High School dropped its ‘mesbership in the North Central
Associlation, glving up its accreditation, and the University of Illinois College
of Educatlon withdrew from AACTE membership, thuas losing its NCATE accreditatiom.
Institutional accreditation, based on self-study and cbservations of visiting
peers, ls increasingly challenged as cumbersome and costly. Too many faculty
members see the self-study as a time to hoodwink administrators, site visitors,
and the public, nome of whom are thought to understand the programs anyway. But,
nainly, the self-study is disappointing because it doesn!/t help to satisfy state
or federal data requirecents.

I’I‘EH. Trainers of evaluation speclalists mobilize Em: expanded work. Thedir
estimates of need for mew manpower num]:ering\ into the thousands. College depart-
ments are creating nev courses; n:rgaaizatians such ag AERA expand their
ewaiuat:ian—tr\iﬁ_img-insti;ute offerings; new organizations such as the Evaluation
Network and the Evaluation Research Saciety of America are aborning, as are new
perdodicals such as the Joyrnal for the Study of Educational Evaluation, the
Faculty Developmemt and Evaluation Newspaper, and CAP Newsletter. ~ still many
signs of a growth :Lndustfy-ebut noat of it depends on what the governments reguire.

ITEM. Oxegon congresswoman Edith Greeme, once a leader im the development of
federal education programs, 1s a supporxter mo longer, largely because of the large
propoxtion of funds skimmed off for aduinilstration, research, development, and
evaluation, Countless little semicommercial companies and cﬁnsultanc;lea have
joined the biggles: ALR, Rand, SDC, HUMRO, ETS, ABT Associates to compete for
the dollars. 5till, most of the widdlemen are schanl- and university-based

gpecialists.

ITEM. In 1964, David Ausubel wrote about the necessity of medical-education eval-
uators knowing the content and issues of medical educatiomn. Almost no one paid
‘attention, then oxr movw. When qualiffications for evaluatoxs are enumerated, it

is comsidered nice~-but not essential--if the evaluator has a working knowledge
of the subject matter. Psychologists are encouraged to define and evaluate the
basic skills in reading; statisticisms axe encouraged to analyze Title I programs.
Cross=fertilization is not without value, of course; but most evaluators are only
semiliterate 1n the fields they axe Evsluating, particularly in Education itself,
They can write objectives, develop tests, deslgn experiments, and read computer
feedback; but they cannot speak intelligently of pedagogy, curriculum, epistemology,
or school~commnity relations.
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ITEM. The dational Science Foundation 'is assiduously seaxching for new progran
review and evaluation procedyres., Previous evaluation projects did nmot alert them
Lo adverse public reaction to the NSF curriculum "Man a Course of Study." Almest
none of their evaluators have been questioning whether the original Eunding
decisions made sense, and few evaluation reports hewe called for megative action.
NSF has a hard time explaining what it has been getting for its evalustion dollar.

The evaluation business may be a growth industry, but certainly ome with groving
pains. Too much has been expected, too much has been promised. Formalistic
evaluation studies have seldom yilelded information worth its cost. At best they
educate a few evaluators who may then make recommendations that are helpiul. But
you can't count on it, ‘

The key nmistake, ¥ think, is the assumption that abjective information can be
aggregated across large numbers of teachers or students to provide a basis for
decision-making to people who axe not personally acquainted with the programs.

The key hope, 1 think, is that; subjective information, based om key issues,
oriented o real pmblems in particular situations, rigorously cross—examized,
will become a standard offering of evaluatlon studies.

Tt seems to me to be a mattar of epistemology: How do we know our programs?
What counts as evidence that a program is working? On mawy occasiona 1 have
supgested that the best practical knowledge is direct personal experience and
that the most reasomable thing an evaluator cam offer is vicarlous experience
through portrayals amd case studies. Such data are particularly valuable 1f the
decisions about programs are to be made in the individual classroom.

Tt is too much to hope that gny information can improve the ability of a distast
superintendent or commissioner to tell a teacher what to do or a purchasing agent -
what to purchase, $Still, the expanding distributlionm of authority and the increase
in avowals of Iespunsihﬂitjf coming from district, state, and federal offices
require that we keep trying.

It is not reasonable to suppose that an impraved evaluation technology will make
education more effective or golve society’s problems, Quantitative techmocracy

1s not working in the public fnterest, but it could be less of a bind on ‘the spall
business of getting school taught and helping kids get educated.

We wonder 1f there are nonquantitative techniques vhich would lead to a more
realistic knowledge of pyograms without inflating the costs, the red tape, and
the socfal constraints of evaluation.









