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ALTERNATIVE MODELS FOR ADVERSARY EVALUATION: VARIATIONS ON A THEME

Thomas R. Owens and Michael D. Hiscox
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, Portland, Oregon

Growing dissatisfaction with conventional evaluation:approaches to T
dealing with complex social phenomena has led evaluators to search out
alternative evaluation models. Exclusive reliance on the experimental model
and the logic of statistical inference has been seriously attacked on philo-
sophic, technical, and pragmatic grounds. This paper deals with existing
problems in traditional evaluation and preserits a rationale for exploring
alternative approaches, along with a brief history and description of some
adversary models of evaluation, some common features of alternative approaches,

and some unresolved issues in adversary evaluation.

Why all the Fuss?

In struggling with the problems of providing useful information to decision
makers and making reasonable judgments about the merits of complex educational
and social programs, evaluators have become increasingly aware of the limitations
of experimental evaluation designs. As Levine (1974) has said,

The e#periment cannot deal with historical contexts,
énd 1t requires the reduction of whole human events
to be contrived dimensions that can be quantified.
Moreaover, the transactional nature of human inter-
action precludes the assumptions that experiments
maka about humans as interchangeable, reactive
creatures who each respond to the stimulus and

the meaning for it the experimenter had in mind.
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In the search for methodological purity, social
scientists have often lost sight of the substantive
problems the methods were meant to solve. (p. 674)

House (1976, p. 1) expresses dissatisfaction with reliance on the traditional
"student-gain~by-testing" approach on philosophic grounds. He believes that such
an approach is based on utilitarian ethics which aim to "achieve the greatest
net balance of satisfaction as summed over all individuals" using a common
index of satisfaction (generally, standardized test scores). The utilitarian
ethic ignores the need to consider multiple outcomes and measures, emphasizes
the magnitude of test score gains without consideration for processes used to
achieve them, ignores the pluralistic values of diverse groups interested in the
evaluation, and often favors the growth of the higher social classes at the
expense of the lower.

On technical grounds, "the logic of experimentation and of statistical
inference demands conditions that are difficult, if not impossible, to meet‘in
human studies." (Levine, 1974, p. 663) Problems include the use of comparison
group data, the presence of extraneous variables, experimenter effects, the

limitations of existing measurement instruments, and the generalization of

- findings to new settings.

From a pragmatic point of view, many evaluation studies simply end up on
someone's shelf because they are unresponsive to the needs of people involved
in or affected by a program being evaluated. Wolf (1975) states that

This occurs because most of the current methods are
rooted in behavioral and social science research and
rely on quantification and technical analysis. Great

collections of numbers, such as those found in children's
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cumulative files and school or program evaluation studies,
tend to blur and obscure rather than sharpen and illumi-
nate the education process. In seeking objectivity, the
decision maker using these methodologies may exclude a
factor that ought to be of fundamental concern: human

judgment. (p. 185)

What's Involved in Adversary Evaluation?
| Disgatisfaction with traditional evaluation processes in education has
led to the exploration of new approaches borrowed and adapted from such fields
as accounting, anthropology, economics, law and politics. This paper discusseg
recent developments in the use of adversary models in educational evaluation.
These models borrow freely from legal procedures used in jury trials and admin-
istrative hearings and from principles of public debate. Specific applications
of adversary evaluations are described in the next section of this paper. Before
considering alternative approaches, however, it may be helpful to review some
common assumptions supporting these approaches.
The following seven assumptions appear directly related to the adverééry .
models of evaluation described in this paper.
1. The fundamental evaluation instrument is the human intelligence
deciphering complex data.
2. The evaluator is not a purely "rationale and impaftial spectator, "
but is subject to certain biases that require controls.
3. Social and educational phenomena are multidimensional; therefore,
an effective evaluation must be responsive to these various dimen-—

gions. Qualitative as well as quantitative data are needed.

i
N

Evaluation occurs in a pluralistic society in which differing

value parspectives must be addressed.
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5. Decision makers are interested in considering alternative
interpretations of evaluation data.

6. An adversary approach to evaluation can uncover some signifi-
cant insights into phenomena that are important for decision
making but would likely be overlooked in a traditional study
by an "objective” evaluator.

7. Inportant decisions regarding large scale programs are
seldom made by a single individual. Therefore, an effective
evaluation needs to incorporate a wide range of input from
various people and to communicate the findings and interpre-
tations to a broad audience.

What Alternative Approaches to Adversary Evaluation Have Been Applied?

This secﬁion provides case study summaries of six adversary evaluations.
In working with the model, we have become aware of several uses for adversary
methods. In addition, we surveyed eleven other evaluators throughout the
country for information on additional case studies. It is proﬁable, neverthe-
less, that we have overlooked other good examples of adversary evaluations.

1. Man: A Course of Study

The earliest reported application of an adversary approach to evaluation
occurred in the form of an experimental hearing held at the Hawaii”Curriculum
Center at the University of Hawaii in February 1970. The purpose of the experi-
ment was to examine the usefulness of a modified judicial model--the adminis-
trative adversary hearing--as an aid to curriculum evaluation. The focus was
on

exploring the teéhnique rather than...the substantive
concern, so a hypothetical issue was used. The hear-

"ing was to decide whether the curriculum Man: A Course
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of Study, developed by the Educational Development Center
in Massachusetts, should be adopted for the éublic schools ‘/f
in Hawaii. (OwensTﬁ1973, P. 200) |

Two cducators with expericncg in teaching social science served as
advocate and adversary regarding éotential curriculum adoption. In preparing
their cases, both selected and interviewed witnesses and studied existing docu-
ments related to this curriculum and the Department of Education's social studies
guide. ‘

The hearings officer organized the pretrial confer-
ences with the defense and prosecution, established
flexible rules of operation, required that a written
outline of the arguments against the adoption of the
curriculum be given to the defense and to himself
before the E;aring, conducted the hearing, ruled on
the admissibility of evidence ani the propriety and
relevance oflqﬁestions if objectives were raised by
either party, limited the hearing £o two hours, and
spacified which points were in contention at any
time during the hearing. (p. 301)

A representative jury consisted of a public school sixth grade social
studies teacher, the State Department of Education's program specialist in
sécial studies and a university evaluation officer.

Approximately 40 members of the university Ffaculty and the State Depart-
ment of Education accepted an open invitation to observe and comment on the
hearing. Their consensus was that the two-hour hearing served as an excellent
way of clarifying many facets of a new curriculum. Nevertheless, the majority
felt that two hours was insufficient time in which to reach a verdict.

7
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2. Experience-Based Career Education

In the summer of 1974, a prototype aaversary hearing was conducted by the
Career Education Program of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (NWREL)
in Portland, Oregon. At issue was the guestion of whether Experience-Based
Career Education (EBCE) should be adopted by school districts in the Pacific
Northwest. EBCE i; a new approach to secondar§w;ducation, developed by the
National Institute of Education and four regional educational laboratories to
help bridge the gap between the classrorm and the community. EBCE students
learn basic skills, life skills and career development skills through direct
experience with adults in the community.

As development of the EBCE program stabilized and the program moved into
a replication and dissemination phase, the need grew for an evaluation mech-~
anism that would help potential adopters recognize the strengths and weaknesses
of the program. It was feit that a traditional evaluation reportkwould not
present enough balanced information on those issues impoftant to potential
adopters. Therefore, the decision was made’ to use an adversary approach.

A videotape of this adversary hearing was to be m>?t to aid a school
district in deciding whether to adopt EBCE. But the bearing was intended as
only a starting point in refining the application of an adversary approach to
educational evaluation. Many procedures of a complete hearing were not followed
precisely because of limited resources or lack of understanding regarding how
to apply them. -For example, the charxges were not clearly specified,-rules of
evidence were not fully developed, only four witnesses were uéed and the
processes of jury participation and deliveration were omitted. Nevertheless,
certain features of the judicial process (such as preliminary rules of eviqence,
pretrial discovery,linterviewing of witnesse~ and examination of evidence, use

of a hearings officer, testimony and cross-examination of witnesses, and initial
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and concluding statements of the advocate and adversary) were employed and
adopt=d to program evaluation.

As a result of a planniung conference, a set of guidelines was drafted
for use by the project coordinators in prpducing the hearing videotape.

Over the next few weeks, these juidelines evolved into the actual
specifications for production of the trial. The most important of these
specifications are noted here.

1. After introductory presentations about EBCE, several potential
adopter groups of educators were asked to list special strengths
and weaknesses of the EBCE program. The most frequent responses
were then put on.a questionnaire that was completed by a differ-
ent group of potential adopters. . On this questionnaire specific
issues concerning EBCE were stated, and respoﬁdents were instructed
to identify, on a five-point rating scale, the extent to which they
felt each issue was.a strength or a weakness of EBCE. Based on
this feedvack, the evaluators identified the five principal positive
and the five principal negative points of contention for the
trial. For each of these ten points of contention, project per-
sonnel identified witnesses, possible lines of testimony and
specific supporting or rejecting evidence for use by the advocate
and adversary.

2, The advocate and adversary, both educators, were selected on the

asis of interest in the adversary method, independence from the
E3CE project, ability to communicate effectively, a;a‘necessary
skill to quickly and accurately evaluate the essential aspects
of an zducational program. Dr. Wolf of Indiana University and

Dr. Terrv Dennv of the University of Illinois were chosen.
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3. A local law school professor was selected as hearings officer.

His input to the overall production was valuable but minor because
of his limited role (mainly that oﬁ presiding over the courtroom
trial). However, he did provide a very helpful critique of the
proposed legal techniques.

4. A great deal of effort over a four-month period went into
selecting the most important trial issues, verifying thé selec-—
tion with school administrators, and formulating argﬁments and
collecting evidence. The total information accumulafed was
probably sufficient for a trial of several days. However, this
infcrmation was used sparingly because of our decision tc pro~
duce only a one~hour videotape of the prototype hearing-

5. Coordinators developed guidelines which covered rules of evidence,
cross~examination tecﬁniques, and so forth. Though their work
provided an interesting opportunity to explore the intricacies of
the legal model, the prototype hearing produced was not sufficiently
complex for these guidelines to have any ﬁoticeable impact.

6. As the trial date approached, it became obvious that a one~hour
trial would not allow time for sufficient discussion of issues,
nor would it permit more than a superficial deliberation of the
adoption question. Therefore, plans for a jury deliberation were
dropped. It was also decided that some prior knowledge, gained
from brochures, site visits or projeét orientation sessions, would

be required of potential EBCE adopters before watching the video-

tape would be beneficial.
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he hearing was conducted under the following conditions:

1. Four witnesses (the EBCE project director, learning manager,
cooperating employcr and former student) would be used. The
advocate and adversary had selected and jointly interviewed
each witness prior to the hearing. It was felt that using
only four witnesses would add to the continuity of the hearing,
and serve to illu;tratc various segments of a longer hearing.

2. A proposed schedule specified the time available for eacﬁ
segment of the hea;ing in order to p?oduce one hour of video-
tape. If the presenters hgd not finished with a witness (and
it ;as not expected that they would) in the time allotted, the
testimony would be "faded out" by the technical director.

3. No jury was present, although some people were asked to represent
a jury for camera effect.

4. The four witnesses were to represent those favorable to EBCE N

adoption. Each would be cross-examined by the adversary, but

because of time limitations, no hqstile witnesses were scheduled.

The hearing would.then jump to the advocate and adversary's clos-

ing arguments, instructions from the hearings officer to the jury

and a narrator's final comments. !
Following the pfetrial conference and'préliminary deposition of witnesses
by the advocate and adversary, a heéring was held in Portland, Oregon, in July
13,4. Because of various staging and technical production problems, it took
threé and a half hours to produce a one-hour edited tape.
During the actual one-hour hearing, the advocate for adoption streséed the
program's positive effects on students, and the increased implementation

knowledge that would allow NWREL staff to provide adequate technical support
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to districts wishing to adopt the program. The adversary proposed that the

program was working well in Tigard (the demonstration site) primarily because

of the skills and enthusiasm of program staff, rather than as a result of any
factors inherent in program design. He cautioned the jury that fine staff do
not come with the program, and that it would be difficult to find ‘similarly
gualified staff in most local school districts.

3. Independent Plans of Study

In the fall of 1974, Terry Denny and his graduate class conducted an
adversary hearing at the University of Illinois in an experimental undergraduate
liberal arts program known as Independent Plans of Study (IPS).  Stenzel (1976a)
stated "IPS was near the end of its term as an experimental project and would
have to show proof of its success if it were to continue. The adversary hear-
ing would serve as a way of giving a forecast of the best and worst that might
be ‘found.” '(p.'8) Two issues were identified for the hearing: "Does‘IPS
produce satisfied students who meet departmental‘standards?" and "Putting
economic conéiderétions'aside, does the IPS program merit continued existence?”
{pp. 9-10)"

Data were collected cooperatively by graduate students on advocate and
adversary teams, who conducted a records search, distributed questionnaires
to current and past students, and interviewed relevant parties. After” data
were reviewed by both teams, it was jointly agreed that IPS produced satisfied
students who meet deéartmental standards. Since there was no contention of
this issue, the question of the IPS program's continued existence was selected
as the issue for‘the hearing.

The jury trial metaphor was abandoned because of perccived difficulty in
obtaining witnesses and because much of the evidence would have been intro-
duced by the teams themselves. An appéllate approach was sﬁbstitﬁted, using

12
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a debate style format in which arguments and rebuttals were presented by both
teams and the panel of judges was ﬁllowed to ask questions.

Morman Stenzel, an educational specialist from the Illinois Office of
Educatidn, was employed to conduct a meta-evaluation (an evaluation of the
evaluation) of both the IPS hearing and the Indiana University Division of
feacher Education hearing described in the next section of this paper. The
IPS meta-evaluation was based on structured interviéws with persons who had
participated in the hearing. Stenzel found mixed reactions among those
interviewed regarding the significance of issues and the effectiveness of
processes used (Stenzel, 1976b).

4. Division of Teacher Education

The first full-scale test of the judicial evaluation model occurred in

May 1975. The model was used to assess the.improvement of teacher education
through programs of the Division of Teacher Education (DTE) at Indiana
University.

Issues were identified upon which the inquiry could

focus; Adversary teams built and presented their

arguments for and against the program. Thirty-two

witnasses testified over a two-day period. Docu-

mants were entered into the record. Strategies for

B
(9}
t

dir , crOSs-,.redirect, and recross—examination
were developed. Judicial instructions, rules of
evidance, jury selcction, deliberation procedures,
and prchearing discovery were all designed and
implemented. The jury panel (13 in all) wés com-

rised of educational experts from around the country,
P

including tha program's monitor from the U.S. Office

13 11}
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of Education and faculty and students from Indiana
Gniversity. Basing judgment on the evidence pre-
sented, the panel renderéd judgments on. the issues
identified and_offered prescriptions for modification
and reform. (Wolf, 1975, p. 186)

The Division of Teacher Education consists of over 30 alternative teacher
preparation projects. According to Wolf, the intent of the evaluation was to
make a summative judgment about' the DTE, and to provide a basis for future
planning and decision making.

The judicial evaluation model was selected partly
because it Qould involve a wide spectrum of people.
Judgment was not to rest solely on the program's
original objectives. The examination would focus on
relevant issues. The model offered a format to assist
in decision making; it relied on the broad'inégrmation
base that existed in the DTE. And, most significantiy,
it promised to present a comprehensive vicw of the
program, to illuminate strengths as well as weaknesses,
and to accomplish all of this in a public fashion.

{(p. 186)

The judicial evaluation of the DTE took six months and involved four
stages: issues generation, issue selection, preparation of arguments, and
the hearing itself. Through interviews with faculty, students andbindividuals
from the funding agency, over 30 potential issues were identified. This
number was later reduced through a survey instrument in which faculty,

students and administrators established priority among issues. In stage

three, specific points of contention were developed concerning three primary R

14
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issues: (1) the effectiveness of the organizational structure under which DTE
programs cperated, (2) the difforchce‘between DTE programs and what had existed
previously, and (3) the extent of the conceptual bases for teacher education
programs. (Stenzel, 1976b, p. 12)

In stage four, ground rules were established to cover the hearing and the
learning itself. The hearing consisted of three half-day sessions and a half
day for jury deliberationf The opposing counsels, Robert Wolf and Roger Farr,
were evaluators from the Indiana University College of Education. A hearings
officer, familiar with legal proceedings and education, served as judge. The
jury included faculty and students from Indiana University, ocutside education
experts, and the federal projects officer. Wolf reported that "the DTE evalua-
tion was judged to be quite useful by the program's administrators. Not only
did it provide them with a better view of theif program, but it greatly facili-
tated communication.” (p. 187)

A meta-evaluation of the DTE hearing was conducted by Norman Stenzel (1975
through personal interviews and tape recorded responses to questions by various
participants and observers of the hearing. Some of Stenzel's conclusions based

on this meta-avaluation are listed below.

1. A wide renge of evidence can be presented in an adversary
hearing.
2. The adversary process provides a means of testing evidence

and inferences based on that evidence.

3. Th2 dorivation of issues is fundamental to a worthwhile
hearing.
4. The wording of the issues and the charge to the jury is

critical.

15
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5. The familiarity of both the panel and the counséls with
the subject of the evalﬁation bears heavily on how the
proceedings are conducted.

6. A balance in strength and skills between the advocate
and adversary is a necessity.

7. Because the evaluation must fit diverse situations, the
jury trial approach to adversary evaluation shc'i1ld be
considered one of a variety of possible approaches.

(pp. 20-25)

5. Graduate Program in Clinical-Community Psychology

On April 9 and 10, 1976, a jury trial was conducted as part df an experi-

mental program evaluation at the State University of New York (SGNY) in Buffalo.
The program Y=g evaluated was the procedure used in
place of an examination by the Graduate Program in
Clinical-Community Psychology of the Department of
Psychology, SUNY Buffalo, to evaluate candidates for
the Ph.D. degree....The innovative aspects of the new
candidacy procedure were the two papers in place of
an examination, and the deadline and penalty procedure.
Students were also allowed to select their own committees
and to select their own topics in consultation with faculty
committees. (Levine, 1976, p. 4)

An interdisciplinary group--lawyers, psychologists, statisticians,
educators, and philosophers--studied the problemé in applying the jury trial
approach to evaluation and in planning the trial. After preparing a stafement
of standards and purposes, they iésued a fdrmal complaint stating that the pro-

“wgzam“violatadwthosemsténdarﬁs:wahemggmplaiap“andwtheﬂ:esponse.towthelcomplaintwwwwwm

became the issues for the trial.

16 - 14
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Tne opposing counsel (advanced law students) were each assisted by teams
of thres Graduate students who worked as case aides. The two teams shared
informaticn but developed separate trial strategies. Evidence was required to
be relevant. FExamination and cross~examination of witnesses was part of the
trial. The jury, consisting of faculty and graduate students, was allowed to
accress a limited number of questions to witnesses. They were asked to reach
a consensus on the validity of each of four questions addressed in the com-
plaint, and to make recommendations for change. The jurors were nearly‘unanimous
in their votes, and the program was found "not guilty" on most charges.

6. The Hawalii 3 on 2 Evaluation

In January 1977, adversary techniques were applied in a new way in
evaluating the Hawaii 3 on 2 program. Thus, a more detailed description is
given of this case study. The 3 on 2 program is a nine-year old educational
innovation in which a team of three professional teachers works with 50 to 70
primary students. Tne class generally includes children from two consecutive
grades, K-1, 1-2, or 2-3. "The goal of the program is to maximize the
intellectual, soczial, emotional and physical growth of students by providing:
for greater individualization through the team approach to teaching."

(MWREL, 19f§a, 0. 2)

There ara 437 3 on 2 classrooms in Hawaii; over half of”the K-3 students
in the state are in such classrooms. The remainder attend self—containéd
classrooms where on2 teacher provides instruction. The 3 on 2 program costs
aporoximately tan million dollars a year for the extra teachers required. For
this reason, educators, parents and other taxpayers expressed a desire to

measure the program's effectiveness.
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Three previous evaluations had been labelec "inconclusive" largely
bezcause thoey focused on student test data and found no significant differences
in performance of students who had been in 3 on 2 and self-contained classes.
Therefore, in 1976, the Hawaii Department of Education contracted with the
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory to provide a more comprehensive
evaluation of 3 on 2.

Several factors favored the use of an advocate-
adversary approach for the 3 on 2 evaluation. First,
as noted earlier, the 3 on 2 program is highly visible..
It has many supporters—--as well as many opponents-—-
throughout the state. Many people feel strongly—Q
pro or con--about the prospect of change in the 3 on 2
program. The advocate-adversary approach provides an
optional format for eliciting and reporting data from
both viewpoints. This approach also assures decision
makers that all sides of the issue have been studied
and all relevant data have been presented. (NWREL,
1977b, pp. 10-11)

The evaluation began in March 1976. Two teams of four e#perienced evaluators
each were selected. Each team included two NWREL evaluators and two outside
evaluators from other parts of the United States and Canada. Two additional
NJREL evaluators served as project co-directors, neutral arbitrators who
coordinated thz two teams, provided for ovefall management of the study, and
assigned members to the two teams. Teams were assigned to either the édvocate or
adversary position by the toss of a coin. It was agrcea in advance that teams

would collect and review a common set of data. The teams a,:. -2d on types of

18 | | 16
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inforration to be collected and the design to be used. They analyzed data
jointiv, but interpretation of results was handled in an adversarial manner.
Mzthods of data collection included content analysis of documents; use
of standardined and criterion referenced tests; administration of affective
tests to students; quéstionnaires to parents, teachers, and principals;

interviews with hundreds of parents, teachers, school administrators, Hawaii

Department of Education staff, members of the Board of Education, state e,

execcutives, legislators, news reporters and members of the community; "town
s

o
WO .

hall" meetings on four islands to obtain community input; classroom observa-
tions; and cost analyses.

An extended site visit was scheduled in May 1976. During that period
both teams collected preliminary data about the program and identified evalua-
tion issues important to educators, parents, Board of Education members,
legislators and members of the community.

Questionnaires distributed to parents, teachers and principals were
designed in an adversary manner. FEach tcam identified arguments they wished
to advance and submitted topics and draft items. Several members of each
team ﬁet to reviesw and argue over each questionnaire item. The intent-was to
obtain a balance of items reflecting alternate points of view. A similar

approach was used in conducting interviews. A member of each team was present

during most interviews to insure a balance of guestions and to serve as a check

on the accuracy of any quotations to be used.

(U

4

n Qctonar, the evaluation tcams made another site visit to collect more
specific interview data that could support their now refined arguments and to
conduct classroom observations in an adversarial manner. The advocate team,

having arranged in advance to collect nominations of the bast 3 on 2 teams,

19

_obsorvad. only top-rated 3 on. 2 classrooms.. .The adversary team, on.the other. .. . ... .
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hand, selected a randonm sample of 3 on 2 classrooms and attempted to use a
systematic classroom ohscrvation system developed by a national expert in
team teaching and individualized instruction. It was clear that the bias of
cach team dictated its strategy for classroom observations.

To provide a focus the adversary evaluation, one team was charged with
arguing that the Hawaii 3 on 2 pfogram should be continued at approximately
the same level while the other team was to argue that the progrém should be
severely reduced or eliminated. A debate model, rather than a judicial hear-
ing model, was selected for the presentation. It was felt that a debate format
would be more flexible, would allow a broader coverage of issues, and would pro-
vide for more efficient use of the limited time available for presentation
(about one and one-half hours).

The leader of each team presented his arguments in a closed meeting for
Depagtment of Education staff, the Board of Education, the governor and
selected legislators. After the two 25-minute presentations, there was a ten-
minute rebuttal, followed by questions from the audience. That evening a one-
hour presentation was made for television. The televised presentation was
carried live throughout the state, and a videotape version shown on the weekend.
Following the televised presentations, a ten-day public reaction period was
scheduled in which interested citizens.could register their~reactions and
comments to the Department of Education by phone or mail. After the public
reaction period, the state superintendent made his recommendations to the
Board of Education for their final action.

In addition to the oral debate and television presentation, three volumes

were prepared by NWREL: a comprehensive Technical Report describing the evalua-

tion design, data collection and analysis procedures, aind results; Team
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Interpretations and Recormmendations, containing the major arguments for and

against 3 on 2; and an Ernecutive Summary providing an overview of the procedures,

’

findings, interpretations and recommendations.
In addition to the televised adversary hearings, the evaluation received
widespread newspaper coverage in Hawaii. Editorials were written, legislators

made statements, and the evaluation generated a level of public interest that

few evaluations could claim. After féceivihg.céhsidéfabiéipublic input, the

Superintendent announced his recommendation that the 3 ¢+ 2 program be discon- i

tinued. However, in a widely attended and reported five and a half hour meeting,

the Board of Eduqation rejected the Superintendent's recommendation, voting five
to four to maintain 3 on 2 as an option in Hawaii elementary schools.

Reaction to the evaluation was generally favorable. The number of people
applauding the use of the adversary model greatly outweighedithoéé who™ spoke
against it. Those most critical of the model were the evaluators themselves,

many of whom thought the polarized structure. led either to misleading presenta-

tions, an incecmplate (in terms of data presented) evaluation, or a eompromising
of professional rasponsibilities. However, most audiences seemed delighted
with the structure.

Other Apnroaches

The examples of adversary evaluations cited thus far incorporated a judicial
model or a debate model. Other approaches to adversary evaluation have been
idantified. For example, in what Norman Stenzel (1975) calls a "position
papar approach, Robert Stake (1975) and Terry Denny have written an adversary
and an advocate statement as part 6f the evaluation of the Twin City Institute
for Talented Youth. Their example of this approach seems limited, however,

since *he adversary and advocate failed to address the same issues, did not

to supoort their assertions for the strengths and weaknesses of the progran.
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..attention has been given to insuring the relevance of issues to program

Stenzel and others have also proposed a Congressional hearings format in
which witnesses could be called to testify on the issues before a panel. Panel
members would have a chance to question witnesses before reaching a decision.
The authors are not familiar with situations in which a Congressional hearingé
approach has been employed in educaﬁional evaluation.

Some ' Common Features of Adversary Approaches

A summary of some of the features of the previously described examples of
adversary evaluation is provided in the table on the following page under thé
headings: Purpose, Type of Adversary Model Used, Issue Identification and
Selection, Data Collection for Argument Preparation, Presentaﬁion (procedures
and format), and Decision Making (proceaurgs and criteria).

Spinoff Effects of Adversary Evaluation

Other presenters in this symposium will address the strengths and weak-
nesses of adversary approaches to evaluation. We would like to share here
some observations regarding three spinoff effects of recent adversary evalua-
tions: (1) better communication between evaluators and decision makers,

(2) greater attention to formulating key evaluqtion issues, and (3) increased
concern for meta-evaluation.

In each of the six case studies described in this paper, communication
between evaluators and decision makers has appeared more effective than in most
traditional approaches to evaluation. The need to work-together in focusing
the evaluation, in collecting data and in reporting the results seems to
increase both the opportunity and the need for communication.

Each of the case studies is characterized bg concentrated attention on
identifying, selecting, and developing evalu&tion issues. In most cases, a

variety of people have been consulted in selecting issues, and particular
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Type of Data Collection for
Mversary  Issue Identification Argument ‘
~ Case Study Purjose fodel and Selection Preparation Presentation Decision Making
M A Course of Prototype trial of  Judicial  Based on logical Mnalysis of existing  Judicial hearing A,
Stwly, 't the julicial model analysis by advocates _ docunents
applied 0 eurricus
Lun aduption
Experience-based A dissenination Judiefal — Poaed on Interviews Prior evaluation Judielal hearing Videotape of hearing
Careee- Lducation,  strategy for educa- and_priority ratings reports, program and videotape was one input to school
mn tors considering by polential adoptors  documents and testi- district administeators
the adoption of ‘ meny of witnesses considering adoption of
FBCE in thelr IACE
districts
Independent Plans Sumnative evalua- Debate Issues selected by Records search, Dehate, rebuttal, Four-person panel made
of Study, 194 tion and input for both teams questionnaires, questions by panel, judments (hased solely
program continua- joint interviews videotape, meta- on the hearing), These
tion decisions evaluation report  served as recomnendations
to the deeision mabers,
Mvision of Surmative evaluae Judicial  Based on interviews Prior evaluation Judicial hearing,  Jury made judqments
Teacher Educa- tion and input for and priority ratings reports, program panel deliberations, (based solely on the
Lion, 1979 program. continua- of I.U. Faculty and documents, testimony  videotape, meta- hearing) and recomnenda-
' tion deeisions students of witnesses evaluation report  tions to the decision
makers
:Graduate Program Input for program Judictal  Pormal complaint and Program documents, Judiclal hearing, Jury made judgments
in Clinical= continvation response 1ssued testimony of witnesses  panel ‘deliberations, (based solely on the
Community decisions videotape, meta- hearing) on four issues
Psychiology, 1976 evaluation report  and recommendations to
the decision makers
Hawaii 3 on 2, Summative evalua- Debate Based on progran Program documents, Debate, questions  The debate was one
1977 tion and input for objectives .and . prior evaluation by audience, tele~ - input to the decision
progran continya- Intervievs with roports, student vislon prosentation, makers and public i
tion decisions hundreds of educa- cognitive and affec~  Statewlde publie Navaii
tors, parents, tive data, interviews, reactions collected, '
commnity members, questionnaircs, public  written technical
and legislators meetings, classroom and adversary
" obgervations, cost reports
analysis ‘ ‘
win City Formtive Position = N.A, N A 1= or 2-page Not i specified
Institute for evaluation paper’ statement in the

Tulentedd Youlh, 1971

Q
EMC ol Applicable

IToxt Provided by ERI

weitten evaluation
report
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the evaluation Drocesg itself. With the IPS and prgp evaluation, an outsider

was hireg specifically to conduct such an evaluation, In the Case of the EBCE

Some Unreso?ved Issyes
—————=2"Ved Issues

As with any innovation, there are often more questiong raised thap there

ara2 answersg, Listed below are Some important questions ye feel neeg to be

these issueg be established?

3. How can "hard” data be more effectively integrateq with human

5. In additiop to judicial hearings, debates apg adversary_
Position Papers, what additional'metaphors may be usefyl
in evaluation? (For éxample, the Congressional hearing

model may be very useful.) ' S
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o. Can the win-loss implication of an adversary evaluation be

modified to allow a morec honest portrayal of a program?
b Y prog

~J

Frustrations arise if standards for assessing experimental
research are applied to adversary evaluation. What,‘then,
are appropriate standards to use in assessing an adversary
evaluation?

Because adversary evaluation provides a highly visible format, it is easy
to jump on the EandwagOn or to reject this approach outright. We hope that
you will take a careful look at its potential, weigh its strengths and weakf

nesses, and then decide if this approach could be useful in your situation.
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