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In this paper we will argue the advantages of the adversary
evaluation model. Our attempt is to persuade the reader that this
approach has substantial merit; and that it ought to be used more

frequently than it is. A couple of caveats are in order before we

ED137246

proceed.

In one seﬁéé, this symposium is an aavérsarialiexaminatién of
the adversary ﬁ@éel_ 'Dr. Popham and Dr. Carlsorn have the more
difficult task of identifying its deficits.

- 0Of course, in any aévérsarial endgaéar it iséimégrtantrté
ensure a balance between the teams. The Hawaii 3 on 2 evaluation

included two trips to that island paradise. The fact that the

']

o-authors of this paper withdrew from the evaluation prior to

the second trip’to Hawaii is perhaps sufficient evidence of the

1 A paper presented as part of a symposium, The Adversary

valuation Model: A Second Look, Annual Meeting of the American

E ,
Educational Reseavrch Association, New York, April 4-8, 1977.




Second, we base our argﬁménts on a single experience with the
model--=the evaluatiéﬁ of the Haﬁaii 3 on 2Apr@gramf The literature
we reviewed was informative, but essentially we are generalizing
from one case-—-always a dangerous practice. Since that situation
has obviously not hindered our colleagues, we will attempt to be

as persuasive in proselytizing as they are in condemning.

Peeling the Patina of Professionalism

Many evaluations, like novels, are written in the omniscient
third person. -The evaluator poses as an entirely objective
external party with no vasted interest in that which is being

evaluated. In truth, we are, none of us, so removed, so above it

all, as to lack any bias. Perhaps unconsciously, our prévdisgcsiticns
"prompt us to plan the evaluation i£ a certain way. Likely, these
biases influence our choice of instruments or data collection
techniques, as well.

After an evaluation is concluded and reported, we might
Yeceive some gentle chiding from colleagues with a different
prospective. Qéld@ﬁ; however, do éhese differences result in a
contentious or public dispute. There are some exceptions, for
examplé,’"Sesame Street, Pevisited", but_these¥rejainde:s seldom
receive any great notice, and intereét”sgenﬁdies out. -
| The adversary approach not only permits} it ensures such
disputes, and it virtually guarantees that these arguménts wili

occur early enough to have a positive impact on the evaluation.

drop all vestiges of gentility anﬁ_entér the fray with enthusiasm.

There are two areas where this tension has real payoff..




Planning the Evaluation

The 3 on 2 program, like Topsy, justrgrgw, There was no

predetermined plan for its rapid expansion. Some 3 on 2 classes

. used the Hawaii English Program (HEP), others did not. Some self
contained classes used HEP, but not, proportionately, as many as
the 3 on 2 classes. Neither the 3 on 2 program nor HEP was ééﬁitably
distributed across socio-economic 1evaléi In the face of these, |
and other confounding variables, it was impossible to contrive an
entirely satisfactory sampling plan. ) '

So we argued - élm@st interminably. The result was, in our
view, worth the effort. Eéch team wanted to ensure that its side
was not placed at a disadvantage. Double and triple checking
became the order of the day. Because of ﬁgzslgéfituae, we
discovered and éarréctéd certain misinformation about where the
3 on 2 classes were located in time to revise the sampling §1an.
This new plan avoided a real hazard in that it took into account
the hitherto unknown disproportionate allocation of 3 on 2 across
SES levels. It wasn't perfect, but the fact that both teams could
live with the final sample plan tells us that it was probably as
good as one could get.

The whole process reminds one of the terse maxim of the New

England carpenter "measure twice - cut once."

Choosing Instruments:

The perspectives of the two teams who evaluated the 3 on 2

program concerning the measurement of student achievement were




quite different. This divergence came abé££; in the main, because
of aisagréeﬁents about funéaméntai méasureﬁent issues.

The chairman of the advocate team was, after all, a leader
of the cobjective referenced testing movement .

Comprcimise in the choice of instruments was never a real
possibility. The arbiters wisely agreed to expend the resources
necessary to undertake both norm referenced and criterion referenced
ﬁestingﬁ"(rhé results were the same in both instances--no
significantréiffe:ences.) | ?

The evaiuatign of Ehe 3 on 2 program ccgurzéa on an extremely
tight schedule. The first team meetings did ncﬁ occur until April
of 1976. Thepfinal report had to be presented in Jénuary of 1977.

It was not possible to administe: or obtain a measure of the
students' aptitudes prior to their entry into a 3 on 2 or a self-
contained class. After cansiéerablé ﬂsbate, .héwever,— we were able
to agree that the administration of the Raven's Progressive
Matrices test at the same time as the norm référencéé Spring tests
would suffice as a covariate. |

The development of the QEésticnnai:es used in the 3 on 2
evaluation is probably a better illustration of the adversary
model's payoff in this area. The developers of these instruments
struggled to attain "balance" rather than "neutrality." Provocative,
one-sided questions were permissable asAlang‘as the instrument,
on balance, was acceptable to both teams, and to the prejeet'
directors. . Thus we werewable to include in the teacher questiénnairéru

Likert type items with-stimulus statements such as:

i)



In the 3 on 2 Program
c. Children do not receive adeguate discipline.

e. Children in a 3 on 2 class learn from each étheri

f. Children are distracted from learning by the;naisé and
movement in th; class.

g. Older childr%n waste time tutoring younger ones.

z. The principals have not provided adequate support for
the 3 on 2 teams.

Such questions got right at the heart of the arguments

dearest to proponents and opponents of the program, and provided

which they knew to be real - not bland restatements.

The response rates for our questionnaires were 76.5% for
teachers, 82.3% for principals, and 50.8% for parents. No follow
up procedures were used. This high return is partly accounted

for by the controversial nature of the 3 on 2 program. We

‘speculate, however, that it was also due to the fact that (by means

of interviews and a pilot test of the first draft gquestionnaire)

each team ferreted out the issues of concern to that portion of

the public (pro or con) it represented, and saw to it that those

questions got asked.

Removing the Methodological Manacles

Thorndike's belief that "If something exists, it exists in some

quantity, and therefore, it can be measured." The aphorism may




in time prove true. As of now, however, we certainly do not
possess adeguate instruments for the iﬁvestigaiign of anything
approaching the broad spectrum of QLcSt;GnS that ought to be
addressed in a comprehensive eva 1uat;@n. We need to include many
information gathering methods in arge: to even begin to rough

in the sketch. Yet, we must also be §@ncerneérabguﬁ objectivity.
There are too many uncorraborated, u@substaﬂtiated and unchallenged
"observational studies" in our literaturé already. The adversary

evaluation model has real payoff in that it promotes the use of

multiple types and sources of’ data anﬂ grants an investigative
license to dlg out the data to a greater extent than more
traditional approaches.

;’

Multiple typés and saur:es of lnfarmatlcn

The adversary evaluation model ;s based upon a judicial systemg
which relies on human testimony = wiéness and expert. This
testimony is subject to cross e‘amlnatlan and the carrabératlcn or
refutaﬁi@n of other witnesses and éxpgrts, The aclversary m@del
thus explicitly encourages the use af}négfquahtitative iﬁfarmatian.
Quantitative data is most assuredly §érmi§sable; butritﬂis not |
per-éé more valuable than other infsrﬁati@ni

One cannot argue that the,advérsa%y evaluation model is
‘unique in this regard. Many ncnséaver%arial evaluations have
included a wide spectrum of inf@rmati@ﬁ gatherin%mﬁechaﬂismsi
The adversary model is d;st;nctlve, however, in that, by its very

£

~nature, it fgstérs the use of multiple sources and types of data.-

2 ' The aave:sary evaluat;an model is not necessarily judicial,

of course. It can be structured as a debate or an afbltratlgn‘~~rw~~fi

fprézeédingi The nature of the evidence permissable is' the same
_;Ln any CESE.: - B A S N R .




Since each side is seeking whatever informaticn is most
supporcive of its positicon, a wider diversity of data may be
collected in an advefsary evaluation. In the 3 on 2 evaluation
the teams used the following approaches:

¢ Norm referenced measures of student achievement

riterion referenced measures of student achievement

"

-]
e Interviews with
Legislators
Members of the State Board of Education
Staff of the Department of Eéucatlgn
Principals
Teachers
Parents
Students

® Student attitude Inventories

® Questionnaires
Principals S
Teachers B
Parents

@ Analysis of Teacher Absenteeism Records

e Analysis of Cost and Budget Information

'@ Classroom Observation

Structured
Unstructured

DN

® Analysis of Historical Documents

@& Public Meetings | i e
This panoply of information was not part of aur,gr i' al plans,
- rather it resulted from the sometimes almost ﬂesgerste search for

evidence favorable to one's cause. Inde&d it was stéwhat amusing
to gbserve hard nosed testing spéGialists willingly praise the
vir tués af and press the nec2531ty for classroom ébservatlcn and-

dess:;gt;gn.r It was rather llke watchlng Hemlngway runnlng amgk—=

‘with a butterfly net. . 8
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Other evaluation methods use béth'quaﬁtitative and qualitativa
data. of course. The important difference between the adversary
model and other appraachesvrasts_in the sphere of objectivity.
Dbjéctivity has been defined in terms of an agreement among
competent observers. When the advocate and adversary agree, one
can rest fairly certain that the phonomenon is real. |

Viewed from a different perspective, meta-evaluation is built:
into the adversary model. You don't dare crawl too far out on any :
evidential limb. The opposing side is observing your perch--saw

at the ready.

Digging out the Data
- The adversary éﬁaluati@ﬁ model alsc‘Pays off in that it grantslr

evaluators investigative license. The?kbeccmé detectives with a

client. There is no need to bend over backwards to avgia'@ffeﬁdingg

Those who were interviewed in the 3 on 2 evaluation were

- usually interviewed simultaneously by one person from each team. -

These "witnesses" understood, and frankly seemed to enj@yrﬁhé_

-

situation. Tough questions were expéctea; The evaluators had the
- right, indeed the obligation, to ask for suégarting details

--whenever a statemeﬂt'éﬁéutwthe program was made. We also had the

right to search for evidence that contradicted the testimony of -
even the most influential.
Some examples of what this investigative license can lead to -

are in order. We interviewed district superintendents, principals

- and teachers about such ‘issues as how the decision was made to -

install the 3 on 2 program in a given school. The answers were



‘often contradictory. Thérgrin:ipal would state he left the decision
up to his teachers, for example, but the teachers WDgla insist that
they had no voice in the matter. Enough confusion was evidenced

in our preliminary interviews for us to address this and similar
issues in the questionnaires. As a éonsequencg we learned thai‘?\
considerable confusion existed about whé was féspénSiblé for
decisions about implementing the 3 on 2 Pragrami This evid%ﬁce Qﬁ
the lack of clear leadership might not have been as vigorously
pursued or as frankly reported had another evaluatiah approach beén
used. | 7

A more pointed example of this payoff occurred in the examination

of the costs of the 3 on 2 program. We were originally led to
believe that the cost-of the program was about 6 million dﬂllars a

year. Indeed that figure had been widely circulated and accepted
as accurate by a»number of those with- whom we talked. By some

" calculations the 6 million dollar figugg;§eaﬁed perfectly accurate.
Cost was a major issue in this evaluation, however, and both teams
wanted to learn as much as they could about thereﬁpenditéfes
requifea for the 3 aﬁ 2 program. Naturally the aivacaté team
‘hapéa to find 1@&@: costs or cost savings; Whéreés,thé aﬂversary
team Wanted Ev;ﬂence that the prcgram wag inordinately ex§en31ve.
S0 by é;gglng into various- budget repcrts and asklng prcblng
quéstlans of several 1ndlv1duals, the two evaluatar% (one from
each team) ass;gned to cast data determined that the program |
actually cost in excess of 9 m;lllan dallars pé: year. Wlthauﬁ
the legltlmacy of a cause tc répres&nt, Ve quest;@n whether they

wauld have: been as persistent or as ;n31stent in securlng accurate

information.

g




Pleasing The People

Evaluation is often perceived more as beast than beauty by
those who call upon its services. . Its unpopularity stems from
many factors, but perhaps primary among them is the insensitivity
with Which traditional evaluation approaches are often appliéég
questions of interest. Only a’small pgrtién gf these quéstians
uéually get asked. Moreover, most evaluatlans ignore the vast
bulk of those who want an cppértunlty to express thelr opinion or
.whg at least want to be informed about the prggress ana results
of the evaluation. |

The adve:sary approach promates the use of multlpla types and
séurceg of data. It also has a distinctive and public means of
répgrting. The 3 on 2 Erag:am featured, for éxaﬁplap an hour long
televised presentatlan of a- débate between representatlves of each
Vteam! Because the people affected by the decisions to be made
have more of an opportunity to be involved in the decision making
process, we believe the adversary approach elicits their support
rather than their enmity. To check this gercegti@n{wg,aecided to

use a simple guestionnaire.

A

The Questionnaire Study

The questionnaire which we used was dévelgpedvjéintly by
Blaine R. Worthen and William J. Wright. It was intended for

those most immediately iﬁvclvé&“inrmaking or implementing




decls;ans about the future of the 3 on 2 program. It concerned
“only the -value and utll;ty of the adversary approach. A copy of
that questlcnnalra w;th the number of individuals who responded

to each response option filled in is appended to this paper.

The qgestionnairé was sent éa 34 individuals including each
'mémber of the Hawaii Board of Eéucation,réach district and deputy
district éupérintendent, and the principal staff members of the
Department of Education. 7 |

One of our réspon53ﬁ£s was too ill to oblige us; of ﬁhg
remaining 33, 27 or 82 percent, returned the guestionnaire., some
anonymously. We will regé:t'gn those items most direcﬁly relatéay
to :liéﬂt Eatisfactiénrin this paper. Blaine Worthen will aadréss
thé réma;n;ng issues in hls presentation. |

The majority of those EESPQnding to the qﬁestionnairé (78
percent) believed that "the advocate-adversary appr@achzmoré cléariy'
Eccuséé on_issues relevant to the decisions to be made." Only one
respondent felt that "the advocate-adversary éﬁproach»tends to
confuse rather than illuminate the issues."3 -
| Among tﬁem@the% chaiacteristiés idenﬁifiéa by our res?énﬂgnts '

as descriptive of the a&versaryvévaluatianragprcach were the » -

"following:

3 Since the directions stated "check an any that apply," and
responses were not polar,; the sum of those who chose a- partlcular
set of statements will not équal 100% except by chance.




(78 persent)

"f Few Bf @ur féSpondEnts felt that the féllgWLng statements were

true:

"'?fi’ “The advacate—aﬂﬁersary a§§rcash depends tga mich Gn th%

5~;‘perscnallty characterlstlcs cf the spckeSﬁersans fcr the

 L¥th teams- (33 pércént)

f;;-wi,'"Ih% advacate—adversary agprcach fccuses tc@ much attent;an

s nv%; v; van the évaluatlén mefhgd rathaf than on. the prcgram h31nq
§ “fjévalu ' (7“§erc%nt) | | !

® “The advacate-adversary apprcach dcés nat prav1dé déElEan 1

: Jmak%rs w1th thé ev1aénca they nead ta make a chc;ce., i‘

(7 percent)
The mast lmpresglve ev1dén¢e»§f hé payaff sf»the aiversary
ifiéﬁp:aach w;th respect t@ cl;ent satlsfactlcn game in réspcﬂse to
the quéstlan “Wguld ycu récammana the usé of the advacate—adversaf?

; ;” evaluatlan apgr@ach to gthéfsﬁ" of the 25 1nd1v;duals wh@ answe:ed

: éhé qﬁésticﬁ; 10 (Df 40 percent) Iéspcnaed "ﬂéfln;tely yes 114f.'w¥;~.“

(cr 56 percent) ?esgéndéd “prébably,yes“"l rEEEéndent was

unce:ta;ﬁ . he E weré n@ negat; éEPDfSé% ta thls questlon'
PR CDn:l us l én SrmmemenidE e et e e s e aEen e e e e e g e

ln thls Eectlén of the Paper we Wlll ‘review b:;%fly the

pay@ffs af ‘the adversary madel;— Wé w1ll thén attempt to. lack 73;:-;1




f;beycnd the 3 on. 2 éxparlence and suggest sgme varlatlans t@ tha :L

;ﬁadversar} model that mlght be ;nterestlng tc try But._ Flnally,

?fﬂ;we will look at what may,bg,the,blggestrgaycff/cfvall. S

V:Summing:up th§ Payéff$‘,"“'g ' o o ‘,;   ;;;ﬂ;;;;1 i"F4f_ﬁ”

The payaffs of the adversary apprcach are many.- Th%-listin§ ,4§;fL
*,whlch féllaws lS 1nteﬂded as a qulck summary. -

”iﬁ Plannln”

:Ehé:aévéfsaf§ model haé al béh s fits in thét,”és'thé
.twa téams glan the évaluatlan,_éebate abcut crltlcal
Vissues such as pr@blem déflnltléng sampling planSv;
vana the liké 6ccur-”-Thus thélcriﬁical;inpﬁt 6f:
vc@lléagues is- cgn51deréﬁ at the most Qppartune' o

' mament--Erlar tc actual lnvestlgatlcn.' '

e ;gltruméntat;gn'°

#

'Eécause éf th% adversarlal naturé @f th;s apprgachg” ' ;

J.the lnstruménts selected gr aevelaped are llkely o

be of hlghér quallty. In the develapment Df

»W'an balance ﬁDt blaﬁ EEE—_ The 1ncluslan cf
Pr@vocatlve questlans whlch aﬁdress thé real 1ssues
'cf varlaus sub gféups lS thus encouraged.

& Multhle Types and Soufces af:Infarmatlénﬁr

:;u,;';M[wAj o 1The adversa:y mcael“expllc;tly éncéuragés the use Df

fjﬁ"*vv'““f* P ‘qual;tatlva ;as- well as guantltative lnfcrmatlon.rlltfg

lc@mgels the évaluatcrs ta seazch v;garausly fgr any

::édlble éViaen:e SE?EthlVE cf the pos;tlan they

'éhaﬁpi@n- Eét bécause @f the canstant presense of .

14




"evaluators wh@ rep esent the cantrary pQSl 1@n,,)f§ﬁ;
f_igbject1v1ty, 1n thé sense Qf agreement améng
'-i ccmpetént abse:vers, 15 at a Pfem;um. Whén

-Aadvacate and adversary repert cbserv;ngAthe ‘same

'.phénamencn, Qne can have canfldénce 1n lts reallty.,,r

°The advmcate or adveruary evaluatar represents a

*,partlcular :ause. In thls 51tuatlon he cr she has

reca:ds,'IEFQIts;’ané cher saurces Qf ;nfarmat;én  {7f

Seek;ng carr@b@ratlve ar cantfadlctcry Ev1dence.'f i

Investlgatlve Llcensa

-
H

more freeécm tg challengé testlmany ana t@ dlg lﬂtD ]5$"

"Sametlmes, WhEﬂ yau SEék to” fe:ret out the truth,"

yau flnﬁ 1t.;

M Because thé advacaté and adversa:y evaluatgrs.;7 7

,Iepresent thé palar pD31tlans w1th1n ‘some’ lafger

o naturé of thé rep&rt;ng méchanlsm alsé ;nvcl ES””“

',am@ng our pr;nclpal EllEﬂt gfaug, all but one .

"'iv Cl;ant Satlsfactlcn

"5pgaéle; Théy dén't feel as excluded f:am thé -

-dacisién maklﬁg procéssi In a 5tuéy c@nducteé

;,gwauld@;écamméniathe»aiversary»madél~tgr@therr
"répcrtéd that he ﬁr'she wauld Prﬂbably cr def

;,,.._recarmnénd the adversary evaluatlén rm:del ta ch%rs.u

,vtc be lmpcrtant are nét averlacked;” The Publlcﬁ'_  e

nitely




vPérhaps samethlng akln tD this agprgach mlght ba Df valuérin,

e Built in Meta Evaluatlon

Runﬁlnq thraugh all the payaffs is thé nat;cn *f_a
bgllt‘;nmmgtg gvg;uat;gn w;th a,d;stln;traavantagéfi
Instead éf,a?éar?ing‘éritié'sf the M@nday morning
:f§ﬁa$téfba¢k variety, thé méﬁéweéalﬁétc£”i$ an'f
éPgaﬁeﬁt, who is there when neédéa; and whé'hés.és
iafgé an inﬁerést inrth§ u1timaté créﬁibility;df £hé

evaluation as you do.

Looking Beyond the 3 on 2 Experience

“ThE»apérDaEh used. in Gég,egt;@ﬁ with the 3 on 2 prégram 15 :

but one type of aﬁversary evaluatlan médel. Owens™ and H;ssax

have descrlbed other vers;ans ‘in tne;r paper. We would like to

ﬁsuggest;that,the 1nv§st1gaticn,cf other judlclal madélsrmay*praviééTfF*
,seme lnh“restlﬁg variatléns. In some Eﬁféﬁéan courtrooms, for

¢example, the judge is not an ;mpartlal manltar, but is charged

1*h thé résganslb,, ty ,f seeklng the t:uth of the matte:.w The ;

Vr_judgé';s free to, and cften does,; cross. quéstlan W1tnesses as-
v1g@rously as E1+her of the attarnays. ‘In certa;n systems all
];membe;s .of the. bar,have an equal respan51b111ty to find the truth.,

'The defense; gréseeut;cn; ana'judge'wark toward the same énd; butv

f:ém’di%féfent persgéctivesi Faetsrafe éStablishéé and clearly

'al gulshed from- GPlnlénE and recgll%et;ans wh;ch aré,éispﬁﬁabié.:

'f}efucatlon.,W _:m¢"

Yet we'must be :aréful'té learn what we can from our éwn'_}_7

”jﬂdlElal system befcré we move on tDQ qulckly to Gther madels. RN 2

16
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',,C@n51§er the . fact that those whg pass Qur laws, thése wha enfarce

L thé laws, thgse whg d;spute the leqal 1ssues cf thé day aﬂd those

v'whc 51t in judgement of: these dlsputes all tend to be members Df

the same professlcnal scclety Can51dér the benéf;ts Qf such a S

Eystem- There is muﬁh to be learned 1naeeavw;";;;_;;4,;immjﬂwwdf_«;:;;

) The‘Biq Payaff‘

The blg pay@ff éf the aéversary ev@luat;cn m@del lE that lt

forces us, as EVQE@fESSLan to explgre alternatlverméans of

obtaining and r2§cféing‘inférmaﬁién- - It is not the answer, but

it 'is one more arrow in our arsenal, and we. need all the weapons -
we can get.
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e .Z;‘Nc:w that you have had an C}ppc:ftunity to read the wrltten repr::rts and héar
~the oral reports of the 3 on 2 evaluation, do you feel that the advecate- -

- adversary apprga:h pr@duses informat;on wmth th,e cost Df havirﬁ_g two .
'V,teams invalved? (check C)I\JE) :
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fwc:)rth rnr::re than th% evaluati::n s cost , T

78% {21]. ,;Tha inf@matmn produced by the advacateﬁaxﬂversar? evaluaticm ‘
.. was. wgrth the evaiuatien s cost-

7% s ,The ;nfarmation pmduced by the advccate—advérsary avaluatign T
.. .. wasnot wc;rth the evaluatlc:n s cost ' ,‘ B ,

2. Camparéd to Gthér methads ﬂ::f avaluati@n, which of the fcllﬂwing statements'_w =
. about the advocate-adversary appfoach to” evaluaticm do you think: are true';’ o
(Ghec‘i ANY that apply) o o o s

78% |21 'I‘he advocate—adv&rsary appreac:h maré clearly fée;uses on issues )
R 'relévant ’tD the decisimns that are tco he made '

4% 3 ':VThe advecate-adversary apprc:ach tends to canfuse rathér than
R ,lllurmnate the issues '

33% The advacatesadveraary apprc:sac:h dépends too much on the.
personality charactérisf‘ms ::f the spokespersans for the two
- teams : :
56%. ... 15 The advocate—adversary appmach pmvides mDrre ﬂampréhenswe

S ff"'"f“’_""fjinfarmatien about the pr@gram bemg evaluated

78% 121 The advocatefadversaﬁf appréach results in a more balanced
. S presentaﬂon-ﬁimportant sub-;ssues dr:) not get overlooked

on the evaluatlon methéd rather than on the prograrn bemg o
: f‘evaluated D Lo S 7 ,

- ,,iThe advocate- adversar}? approac;h pré5énts ‘more F‘learly déf;ned
';’;demsmn alternatives and the Justlflcatmn far each B

. The advacaté—adversafy approach does not prc;)v1de decisi@n
SR ma};ers w;th the. emdénce thc—:-y néed to rnake a c:.hmca
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3. In wh;eh ef the fellewmg eireumeteﬂeee de you feel it would be apprepriate
to use an adveeete=edv'ersery evaluation? (ehee}: ANY thet apply)

78% - |21] ~ When decisions must be made ebeut whether to eentmue or terrnlnete o

c a program . - R : : o L Sl
l 5%, 4/  When deeieiens meet be made about how to improve a program
“56% 15/ ~When the eveluetien is conducted by external evelueters (persens

'eute;de of the pregrem bemg ev‘elueted)

’ 15% | 4| Wben the eveluetien is. eendueted by 1ntemal evelueters (persons
empleyed by the program being evelueted) -

74% 20 7 When the program bemg evaluated 1s lerge end affects a lerge
R “number of peeple '

93% {25 © When the program being eveluated is controversial and meny peeple
" ’ " hold strong positive and negative opinions of it

53% 17} Whein there,ere many different eudieneee fer the evaluation reﬁert
30% § - When it is important to have an interesting non-written method of
' reperting the evaluation results :
Other (pleeseﬁ explain)___ - 7 ] I
4, Weulrj you feeemmend the use of the edvoeete—advefeery eveluetien .
approach to ethere 7 -
Definitely Yes Probebly Yes = Uncertain Probably No = De fmitelj}»Nef;
3/% 52% 7"74% |

5. Whet do you :Eeel are the unique advantages af any) of the ereveeete-'-; SR
o edvereery approach to evaluation? R ' :

6. What do you feel are the unique dleedveﬁtagee (if any) of the edveeete- P
Mec{vereery eppreeeh to eveluetlen’?’ : : S
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