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USES AND ABUSES OF ADVERSARY EVALUATION: A C?.\'SL’.\IER’S GUIDE

. -
o . . .
» Y
Y . v
. »

© (Even in the infant field of educational evaluation, the so-called adversary .

- 4,
- o - . g .

v

. o ..
mogdlel of evaluation stands out as a relative newcomer. Guba (1963) suggested over

. . . *
. ’ ~

a daéagle agb 'th.g.t, edueatiexla‘l‘e\"aluation miglfflt well adopf or adapt aspects Qf‘the '

'l.e';gal paradi%m. Apparentlyl it was five years iater before the \ﬁrst arlversary

) evaluatiopoin ecfucati'on was ¢onducted (Owens, 1’971'). S'ince_ the‘n', onky a h:mcifgl
: . P - . ,

of evaluaters have eit.her éonducted. ad\'ersary e‘valuations'ort»\ ri'tten about them.

- > - . . - LI ",
) 4 -

v
v

Irf a reeent' informal sur\’éy .'Owens' :md Hiscm& (19 7y 1d‘eﬂttfzed only six e\aluatmns
. . N

. ,_ - . ro~ K )
\vmch ,they Judced to be tx;ury adx ersamal im nature (O\\ ens, 1971, Hx;cox ane} O\\eas
/ - LY o N " '4 ‘\\ Q

°-1975; Wolf, i975; Stenzel, 1976; Levipe, 1976; and Nort‘hwest, Regmnal Educa;tional

4

)

- .
PR Y .

. i.abératory, 1977‘) Even if one mcIuded other stuches whxch rmght be vxewed as

v v .
¢ . CRERY

.ad\ ersary ev aluotlons (e. g., Stalbe and GJerde 197%0@115{5 and. Bakor 1916),

it would seem safe to state that no n_zore than eight or:ten such evaluations have

4 ’ e + - -

been conc\luéted throrlghout the nation. Add the°t'houghtft.§hc'onceptua1' workon ~ ; "
adversary evaluation‘(e.g\. , Owens, 1972; Wolf,‘1973), ‘and :there is sti{f"a paucity.

of information‘ abéut'tl;_is wiﬁely publicize&ex:aluatior‘l‘rnetﬁod. \Iuch more tho'u«ht '

and expe;x’e‘nc;le is necesaary before it wxll be clear W hether.the adversary method L

“has the potential claimed By its pro_ponents. Hopefully this s;,'mposium' will\help‘

Lt .

[ . .
broaden the dfalogue about adversary evaluation and lezd to more carefyl analysis
. o o .
.and’sexperimentation in this area. ey, LT L . . -

s . N - ‘ ) o Ty

- -

~ lThn,re are evaluatlons using multiple advocate teﬁ.mc, each of which develapa

an mdependent position which may or may not be in opposmb{“to other teams! positions’.
(e.g.5 Re’mhard 197-1) These are not included fa this papar as examples of adversary

evaluation. . » ¢ , . .. . .-




~ ¢ N ° ‘ ‘ " ) M . \\
_ The Focus of this Paper ' - . ‘ .. .

. »

~ e 7 - st ' ) . - -
» ' " . Whed this s&'mpgsium was planned, others sere to argue for and agaigst the

LY ' . . -

‘- . adwersary approach, while our assjgnment was to take the more nev:ral ground

g
e

*  and provide an objective analysis of situations and settings where adversary ,

,eva‘luation would be beneficial and where it would be ill-advised. In the intérim

-
- ‘

since that planning, however, we have both been involved in‘a large-‘scale
' . £, . } , -

N N

adversaty evaluation, one as a member of one of the opposm:r evalyztion teams i .,

. . <. . .";- . ’

T and one as co-dlrector of the overall study and arbxter in chsputgs ad B“"“Otl tions ‘ oo

.« .o
- . .

b betwee npthefteams. 2 Although we {oth began by believing _the. ad\'er-‘sar_v aporoach * ° )

e . would be very useful for that particular evaluation the-dxfficult'es %2, experiehced

- s e N | .

* R . . . s -

as we conducted the study were severe énough to give us serlous secorxd thoughts

. * . ’ ’ A ./ ' ‘ ‘.
) . .. about the \»nole busmess of "adversary ing." In fact, in the m'dst o thn ev aluatro'm,

A -

" - owe we‘re sufficiently disenchanted that it was tempting to.agre,e with Popham apd ) ..

,: . ‘.‘ R ') X . R . ‘. . v
A Carlson (1977) in conde&nmncr the whole approach. . )

~ M . R
.

The presentation of the 3 on 2 final adversary reports and tks ”af ermath' o

s

of the evaluation have changed our perspectige conside‘rably, however. We have

- . , .
- P4 ~ - -

also been influenced by reactioas of many key people affected by the evaluation. .
- o ' - N . 3

. . .o .

Although we still have reservations and cautions to-share with you, we are con-

- . . ¢
. . +
. ‘- ’ -~ d v °

' vinced that the basic concei)t\ of adversary evdluation has réal merit, if it is, -t
R . . . . ~ I S *

- applied with prudence and judgment to those situations svhere it would be both -
. - ! N - \

'Y ’ ™

2This evaluation, which serves as the basis for much of the experience . .
reported in this paper, is the Northwest Regional Educational Laborstory (NWREL), ‘
. evaluation of the Hawaii 3 on 2 program, a larlre, controversial stdtewide téam °
teaching program mthe primary grades (\'\VREL, 1977y, This studr will hereaf 2T,

‘be referred to as the 3 pn 2 evaluation. .
. : . .o . L0

Q . 3 . : o ] N - .
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. appropriafe apd advantageous. There'is clearly real potential in the-adversary

N . . . . B . -
. . approach for makiag @valuation findings more meaninzful to educational ¢= go'i . .
’ . 3 . '
makers. This does not mean that we accept without reseryation all the claims T
3 ' . :

made by proponents of adversary evélua.tion g Wolf, 1975 Wright and ’

. .
- - .

Sachse, 1977).~ ‘We are franl\ly fearful that overly zealous supporters may fail - /
. c e . \ ¢
. ) to be suffi_ciently introspective to find and correct critical flaws’in tts adversarx '

~ v -

o # Q‘c‘oncept. We are equaf‘y fearful that preoccupauon with the parapﬁernahe, of the

~ N -
kS 3 -

. ¥ . . _ adversary model could cause evaluators to overlook tha real benefi:s and problems

- . L } .

. ’

. ' .o
P . . 7

‘ . that can result from its.use. . . R >
. .- - . o

. . ¢ * . ‘e - -~
T - ) In the remainder of this paper, we will present and discuss .nine issues .

» -

... or questions which we think are central to the future of ad;ersary elaluation
| -~

_in education. In stating our posmon on each issue, we hope to crene*‘.:tte prod"" \ »

< . s

- tive dialogue which can lead to development and refinement in the use of

' ~ - R
~ . - i

- . adversary evaluation.’ . . ]
3}, Is Therea Clearly Delineated Adversary Model of, Evaluation Wt A,ch ‘ ‘
. Evaluators or Decmxon Makers Can Aoply? ¢

4
P et

' o One of the authors has argued elsewhere (\Vorthen, L LhaE taa term

- .

’ . nevaluation models' is a mi'snomer when applied to the current concepiualiza-
. N -

-

. . , B f
' .. tions about educational evaluation. This argument, which will rot be repsated

N . . here, is not intended to denigrate the largely helpiul’suggestions which arise
. Pl s @, ° ~ ¥

RN - s . .

in the literature, 'but oaly to correctly deécribe them-for what they are acd

N . . ‘. PN & .
v are not. “.In no instance is tha term model less aoproprmte thaa'in the cnso
o A \' R . . o

’ » Y 4

v ~ of the éo—calléd adversary mode] of evaluation: q.\'one of the criteria for

T . models stated by Kgplaj\.(1964)~or other philosophers oi science js met; . S

P 5. -
. » o
* XN .

’ . , adversary évaluation offers no. unmed fr ame“orh or coherent set of p'ﬂncxpvl;_

o v - . -~ -
. -

| v ft is only a rubrie —under which to describe a collectiorz of divergent approgches

- L2

'.EN{C‘,‘ ’l‘ - . ‘5‘ ’~- " 3

g .
OEERmE, . . . -
Al - - -
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- it for'8thers-to tease out those spécific applications.

¢ the labeling becomes less impertaat, = ° -

v
-

4
which might loosely be referred to as adversarial in nature.” In its broad

-

sense, the term refers’to all evaluatious where there is placnad opposition
Red

-

in the points of view of different evaluators or evaluation teams. The \Websterian
.o 8" -
sense &t "contending with, opposing" is central to this gereral cefinizion. The
N . . . ) = - .
fact that an evaluation approac'h includes a planned effort to genzrats opposing ..
. * ’

©

. - - 7 ) . )
e . . el . e o4 . Co-
_“points of view within the overall evaluation is the sine gua non ksre, whereas |,

‘ 3 . ¢ - =

- .
. ’ ¢ N

, AsOwens and Hiscox's (1977) descriptions make abundantly clear, none of

A -~

. : : . ., .
_the prior adversary evaluations (or writings on whi‘ch they are tased) are

. .

'sufficiently well developed to set a standard for future efforts or to serve

' ks
as a model of even the specific adversary approach employac. As yet there

i
- - -

is little beyond personal preferenck to determine whether adversary hearings,

- \

debates or other approaches might be best in specific evaluatiox> ssttings.
. v ! ' o

s - B} . ~

»Each approach should be further developed, \applied in varied ecucational
5 ~ - ~
contexts, 'and studiedito determine its relative utility under varying conditions.
Given sufficient experience, Darwinian principles might af)ply aad result-in
. ® . .

. .
. .

- . : . ¢ o
one specific adversary method proving best for most educational evaluations.

In the-meantime, it seems most defensiBle to use the term "advarsary

N <

. N ' tL X
* " evaluation' in a broad sense and avoid the artificially preciss acd misleading

~.terminology of "evaldation model."" . .
. '

‘s 'u v “ . g

03

’ The‘ remainder of this paper assumes.the notion of placn24d ooposition
. . ¢ v -

1

“t -

. among evaluators to be the émly requirement for.gxdveinsary evaluation.® -

<
- . .

@ . - -

a — ”~ .

3'I'fne full range oﬁdrms this might take must await further devzlopment. In
the. meantime, it is obviou’s that some of the giscussion in’th’:s paper will apply .
moz%jreétly to ofie type ofjadvgrsary evaluation than another. e will leave

v .
»

-
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. All that we have read and seen suwests to us, ‘that l‘lo‘ld adherence fo the B

. N . N . .
- .. 14 * -
\ - [y . R N . e . -
Is the Lecal Paradiem the Best Apnroach to Adversary Evaluation in Education? -
v - e ps L&Y .’ - ‘(Q . N D

~

Much of the effort to apply adversary evaluatiop in education has drawnon
' ’ i Y P - " : ' ‘ o
courtroom procedures, wifh an advocate and an adversary questioning and cross—.
R ~ a c . . ® -« . »
. \. | ‘e e ’ .o ° .

examjning witnesses and .applying rules of admissibility of evidence customary
. W . = r ¢ NG

B - .

in legal proceedfngs. If you were to ask any tén‘educational evaluators to f

describe the adversa'fy evaluation approach, nine would probably talk in terms
' < 5. . . - .

. -+ . - -

-

of witnesses, cross-examinatiog,, the jury system, and so forth:
~ ’ . .

L -
N .

and Wolf (1973) has provided 2 good analysis of certain of these. e are not
inclined, however, fo view the legal paradigm as necessarily the best pattern

-

s A '

for adversary evaluation. We tend to agree with Levine (1974-) in favoring

adversary evaluation more as a broad g&ilosophical orientation whieh may be

!v‘

-

e‘{pressed in many forﬁns. For exampley ¢ cross—examination and Jujes may
.o ,
be appropriate in applying the courtrhoom model to educational evaluation; but

* .

s

they are hard_ly essential to conducting an adversary evaluation. In fact, one

.of our greatest concerns is that evaluators will seize on some of the more .

/ . . S -

trivial features of the courtroom and .fail to isolate annie/xtract those

. ’ »

adversarial aspects which might be most pertinent in edicational evaluation.
- N :

~ }&«l "_, &

- -~ - .

legal perspective is likely to result in weak adversary evaluat ns and an

-

eventual rejection of the whole concept: * ot : »ff’: ‘ * ’
. L . _\. > . k] s -‘ . .
It might be useful to illustrafg 2 few aspects of the legal systeni which )

- . 7
v

seem to us unnecessary or dow nrig'z: 1nappropriate in educatloml evaluation
K R s °

Fxrst,——We beheve some of our collgagues should be chided for their

- . Y
.

PR .

. com'p".ilsioﬁ tg replicate even tha,theaﬁrical aspectf ol the courtroom in-

- - . . .

-t

lee legal paradwm has intriguiag possibilities for somt evaluation situations,

\

.

~




- B

* . . . . oo ' ’ \ -~
their adversary hearings. Cloaking the person presiding over an educational *

T - .hearing in g black robe seems as pretentious and inane as placing powdered

* %

wigs on senatprs presiding over congres'sional hearings. ..
. S ,Second, sve believe use of the legal modgl can re§u1t in a seductive slide .
) " into what might be termed an "indictment mentality," which can do a disservice -

e

- both to evaluation effort% and to the programs being evaluated. Adversary.

L}
‘ 1 j > . 7
evaluation literature which invokes the legal model tends to use terms such

- -

"as'"statement of charges" (Hiscox and Owens, 1975), "guilty or not guilty" .

P

(Levine, 1§76), and the like. That-orientation nmay be 21ppropriate when there
‘ - Vd

.. °
.

‘e g‘ -

) ‘\'is‘a formal complaint against an educational program, as in the recent

' investigation of the University.of Massachusetts School of Education programs.

+

But formal complaints, plaintiffs and litigants are conspicﬁously absent in the
. o e , . . , s
ypical educational evaluation--and rightly so. Evaluation in education should ‘ |

L

. - . % .
aspire to be an instrument for improving educational .programs, not for .

|
|
|
determining their guilt or innocencd. Although it is true that evaluators ‘ - 1

i
2

‘ , must of necessity render judgments of worth, that seems to us a far cry .o

from invoking a model in which the program stasuds as "accused' on specifip

R i . \ N . .
‘ chargest ™ . . .

“e [y a
. -
- - - -

It is not just the vocabulary of the legal model that is problematic, but ’

1 .
its characteristic of serviag only whan there is_a problem to be Solved.
= ‘ : | o o >d.
. ' There is already too much of a tendency to'view evaluation as something
—_— . . K ]
you do when a program is in trouble, when shere is a crisis or failing which

t

requires cox(rection. It would be Linfcirtunate if this tendency were exagerbated

R B | , - . 3
' ) ana:evaluations‘conducted only when a cpmplaint has beett lodged, an accusation

. - .
< - <

levéled', an offending program accused., It is precisely this orientation which .

. PO ) - -
- 3 ‘ < - rs




K ° » *
o + " ’ - - I3 .
.

e g ' - -

- -we. feax mdy be a side effect of basiag eya'luétipns.gn the legal model, or for
- . . . . o . . ‘ . s LY

~ . " R - NS . . ¢
+  that fact, on énf model which is meaht to be applied only in problem-solving

[

° .. - . ' P . _
. . or crisis sityations? It would be far more salutayy if educators came to view
. AR . vL N P N . ¢ - “
’ evaludtifn as.somethiag,which was routinely carried out to-help them keep, \
‘% \w .\ > »-‘. . ' \o' -
their programs bperatiaig at maximum effectivenes$ and efficiency. If
¢ - : : ' ' S

advocates of the judicial approach respond that they only intend _legai concepts -

to ~;)e applied to adversary evaluations which are conducted where complaints
- 4 : ) o T .. ¢
. . =~ and charges are involved;, many of the-abgve concerhs would be eased. - Lot

- «

Obvibusly, one should not dismiss all aspeets of the legal paradigm as >

- -

. . '
inappropriate. For example, cross-examination (properls conducted) would

seem to have a potentially useful role in evaluations which use human testi- , .

. moay as a major source of data. Of course one can use cross-examination

’ -

by adversaries without requiring full or even partial courtroom procedures.
. ‘ . 3
Witness congressional hearings or interviews tonducted jpintly by partisan

.

~ . interviewers. Wolf (1973) and Hiscox and Owens,(1975) have shown that one

can adapt portions/ of the legal model without adopting it in its entirety.4 .

'Hiscox and Owens (1975, p. 8) list five advantages yhich“could agcrue
L - ’

J M [3 .
f\ro:n/éssening adherence to 3 strict legal model in adversary evaluations.

v —— : ) ~
Briefly, they are; (1) advers';n'y evaluations could be conducted with lower
‘ : \ _\ . S * . -~
investments of time and money; (2) adversary evaluations would be less

depencient on availability of trained legal professionals: (3) adversary hearings

.
t

L3

4Even he{'e‘e we believe there needs to be*more attention to developing an_ .
adversary ev.aluatiorrabproach which would be suitable in education, for routine
non-problem setgihgs, without straining too hard to bend to our-use an extant -

. .approach which is built on assumptions and for situations markedly different

| -, ' - from those that apply in most educational evaluations. i

-




.

Ay

» ©
4 ' . f
e e v . -

could be more easily understood by evaluators add decision makers;'(4) greater

-
-

ﬂemblhty in addressing non-dichotomous issues would reet. and ﬁ) adv ersary
~ .t

’

evaluations or reportmcr could be corlducted without rormai hearmc':. We a('ree v,

- . . .
. -~ *

with these points. Although we believe the legal paradigm has merit as a x
s . .

heuristic, we also feel it carries many features which could be detrimental ™" -j
to educasdional evaluations. We hope otherswill view it with appropriate |
L LF ] . .

.

. skepticism and entertain other alternatives before decjding whicH adversary
s . Sl

approach is most suifed to their needs in edutational e\'aluaEiOQ. N .
- N s~

\
s
. . -
~ . . . 4 * .
i
\
\
\
i
i

' 3. Does Adversary Evaludtion Provide Decision Makers with the Full Range

of Information Needed {o Make Informed Decisions?

S

-

Durmcr ‘otr adverSary evaluation of the Hawau 3 on 2 Pfocrram we

worried consxderably about whether the strong pro and con positions Wh.lCh

were tal\en might 1nc£'ease the probabiilty tl;at an é\treme decision might be
W .
made \vithm}(t due consideratiOn of the full range of possible decision:which
,ﬁlighf be ma:de. Would adve'rsary evaluati_on result in an unwitting lo.s's of the |
middle\ grourd? In the't};pic_al‘evaluation, where an e\’ah'lator is charged wi th‘ '\

» . -

strict neutrality and objectivify, the middle ground might well receive as much ’
~ o . N \ » . T
attention as the ends of the spectrum. But what about adversary proceedings T

. oo ~ . P ‘

where the antagonists anchor the ends of the decision sp’ectrum and choose-

~ -

to ignore the middle? Which best serves the decision maker, conflict or L
4 . . ' .

3

compromise, contrast or convergence, polarized positi'or}s or plea-bargaining?

r
L]

Does the adversary afbpro,ach Iend itself to the type of diagnostic information

v

‘yhicl{ is so often needed by the thoughtful decision rizker?

' Wrestling with these questions forced us.to examine them in tefms of taree

other questions: (1) does adversary evaluatlon prov 1c‘e a solution to the problem

]
. .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

of evaluator's biases.slipping unnoticed into the evaluation{(?)

is there a .
< -

.

<

possibility for convergence in adversary evaluation: and (3] should an effort

-t N .

- N -
.

_ s - B . : .
be made to present,equally strong positive and negative arguments in

' .
2 .

adversary evaluations? Each of these areas is discussad briefly below.

Adversarv Evaluation and Evaluator's Biases. 'PrOponents}(‘éf adversary -
: ’ » . - . .
[}
evaluation (e.g., Wright & Sachse, 1977) have argued that evaluators ?ve not ',

-~

they bring with

the' imparti\al, objective paragons they purport to be, and that

ALY
-

them

L4

certain biases, often unrecognized, that influeace thzir fipdings. -

.
» ! -~

Adversary evaluations are proposed as a solution since they inteationally
: (N ’A’ ' . ; )
biases. One-evaluator (or team) is assigned to present the |

‘ 4 ~ ' -
cbunter-balance
. /

positive case and is expected to,be biased in.favor of ths program; .while

~

another i expected to be opposed to the program and be biased against it. .
The object then.is not’elimination of bias but rather balancing bias and making
. v e < . - a - . i ~ ’

- .
- -~ .

. it public. Of course, still otber.bi\ases ,and predispositio’né of the evaluators

n\’ -

are unlikely to be affected by the mere assignment to a position. An .

[y P . [ ~

individual evaluators biases will obviously influence the rigor with.which . ‘

o’ - -
s 8

he can defend or criticize a pro3tar.
fer prog

Tmagine the plight of Ralph Nader if

c d i , . . v ! r
he were assigned to defend a program or product. THere is no great insight

-
. - 'y N «

here, merely a reminder that bias is not rfxagically eliminated or rendered

. 1.3
1

inoperable by efforts to balance it.
‘ - . ) . . ° ’ ¢y
. Convergence in Adversary Evaluation. In moving {rom the usual
° - ] ” *

v s ' .

: ) . . . [
evaluation stance of neutrality to that of haying two biased protagonists,

. . ( : -

educators stand onh to gain and lose. The gain is likely w0 be an increase

- ‘ . .

in the spectrum of data and interpretations provided to decision makers;
: . " )

. - N

! ’

few other evaluation 2pproaches Seem likely to push as f2r in both the )

RY . .
» . 7 - -

Co 11 .
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. even about th.1n°'s they may both beheve, espemall_'y if they construe the

agreement. ' ' . : .

-

< .
Al .
.

i 1 ] LY .. ' = - \ .
positive and negative directions as .the adversary method. The Yoss could

+

— -

easily co‘me.from unnecessary polarization that shifts attention away from the

. - . v
« 4 .

. \Iany adversary supporters (e.o. , Hxscox and O\\ens 1975) haye claimed

with greater confidence by a decision maker. While this seems paten‘t y

sensible, experience with adversary evaluatigns suggests such agréement .o
\ 4 ) R Y ' v, - ~ .
-is unlikely to be a spontaneous by-product of the Sparring and jousting that . Cos

: ¢ L

- . = -
- " ~ . -

N~ N . N ) ‘
often occurs between adversaries. *Most adversary approaches have a

¢ . ’ : :
competitive element; 'oneﬁof the adversaries will probably win and the otkér

.

: o ‘ el e bt . Y . g
lose. When competitfon is high, .cooperatiqn tends to be lowex. There is . .
) N : AN - o
less of an inclination to“search for agreement than is true under more
-~ ) . . . 3
. . J .-

collaborative circumstances. In highly compemtwe. evaluationss- mutual * ‘
’ -./: . - ° n ..
N o

ro. . . iy .
agreements ar& often abandoned in bhe adversarxes' _\"sh to chspute each .

- N {’ ,3 . & 4
dg&m\hgpes of turmncr # to thexr“Own adV'afhtace. When' "wmrﬁng" is at
\. \ o
RV

sta.ke even "black is blacly" yond&ncements are sometxmes questmnod by 7

& . . . . - . e I"" )

seerg.xncly ratxonal oppobents. Antacromsts areaoften Ieery of agreemedﬁs,

- ’ .

\

¢

acreemont as potentxalty mgurxous to thef/ ir case(s) Shared conclus.lons

in advers ary evaluation are not easy to come by.’ \Io( dve rsary approac_ge,-\_

. Y
l

could profit from.a better mechanism for seeking and reporting areas of . -

A . e‘ ., o ‘e ‘ . ' .
.
. . ¢ . . . ¢ ¢
/ 4 .

- N N
. B SR ~
- - °

.

In the Hawaii 3 on 2 evaluation,_ it was decided that presenting the A -
’ N ¢ .

strongest possible pro and con cases would B&st serve the needs of the .

<o B

deczsxon makers. As the evaluation progresséd, it bncame apparent that .

¢

“ 3 .
-
+ » =

. " ' 12 . - 10, )
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‘the evaluation teams were trending toward "all or none' recommendations--

‘ ., T . K e
- .

maintaifi the program in its entirety or eliminate it completely. With that

’

- ° o [ L .
posture, ‘it became difficult to. get either team very "psyched up about evalu- |

o . : ; A - & .
~ation approaches which ferreted out features of the program which could be

f . . ; ) * - .
jettisoned without loss, or features-which should be retaiged even if the

overall program were scrapped. Several members of the evaluation team

N
.

worried that this approach would result in loss of important diagnostic
g } ML I
information which did not support either extreme posifion.® The polarized

s

N\ g:éport was very well received in Hawaii, however, and only twb board members

»
- ke !
’

or administrators coraplained about the fact that the eva.luauqn would lead to
‘ “ * . G"")‘

either a '"go" or "no go" decision. Although we believe the 3 on 2 evaluation

-

" was a good one, it would be much better in our judg'medt had some way been

s

-

. ~ found to converve ‘on areas where both teams agreed there Were strengths or

w3
N . . . ‘,u
A

* »
-~ ..
k3

* weaknesses.
. . .

There is some empirical evidence which bears on the reconciliation of
\ N
v1ews between evaluators. Kourilsky and Bal\er (197 6) reported that collecm

. N

»

students produce ‘significantly better evaluations of a project when usiaguan B
. . =4 Y . . -~ . . . .

1

+adversary approach than under two other approacl;es which do not involve

confrontation. Their adversary treatment required that adversaries‘reconcile

e K . .

their viéws and produce a single recommendation to the decision maker. This
wT it b N ’ « v B ) .

metho‘d was found to produce significantly superiér results over othe: less

—

®
N 4
¢

adve rsaria_l methods. Uhfortunat’ely, the study did not include 2’ comparison "

. .
. .
. . \ P :,
h) - R
.

SMuch such mformatxon was mcluded in the technical eva.uaﬁpn report, bl‘t
since it was not presented in the more provocative adversary reports, it seems

operatxon"dly to have had 1little 1mpact on subsequent dec1smn= about the progra
. 4 ‘ i

-~
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N - foed »

. s [N N y . .
. - . ’ - , u_a. e . '

tre atment in \\.hxch adversanes were not ask ed to converge, so one pivotal

L e SRt I . .
. bit of data is sh&l}lachnc. E R .o
. S N .

Ve

Relative Streng’t'h of Adversarv Positions. It méy not Jgé’fan‘explicit” .

J. . '
assumption of the’approach, but many adversary evalqations proceed as if

.
. B A\l

) ’ . . . e \
therg is an unspoken obligation to present two equally convincing cases, one

a " .
[ o~ 4 »

pro and one-com. —Of course no ong would tolerate’ah adyersary who slacked

»

——e e -

and presented a wea.ker case than w as dnserved on the basis of the data- but

what about the advocate who errs in the other dire.ct;on, who feels compelled ‘

‘ x ¥ &
*to-keep up with the opposmon, even if it means strmmm or 1<rnorirw the i

& -~

dataz Here is where we part phil'osophi’cal company with some colleagues
. = AN

< st
: +
< N

who seem to sincerely bzlieve that a program:is not represente® well unless
: . - R

both sides are argued equally .cony%ncingly. That orientatioﬁny strikes ue as

=X
~ J— ~t o

appropriate in a forensic society where the result df the debate seldom
- - ) 3

impacts on the proposition, but not in an evaluation where the outcome will

influence real programs and real people, _ ) ‘

L1ke the legal paradlgm, thes debate model also carnes with it many

v e

irre};evancxe that should be strained out before the model 1s applied to

. . . T =

education. The critical difference is in the fact that the touchstones of debate

-
3

are polermcs and persuasmn,, not, truth wh.1ch is Central td the vahdng of
J % - .

e ~ S

“evaluation stnd1es. Debates surely use facts and cannot normally ‘afford to

v .

~ 3 .

Y -
ignore them, at leastnot totally, But seldom is the debater forced to adhere
=~ . N sl ey

as tightly to the plalh .unadorned facts as is the conscionable evaluator. Locxc

. C . o . ¢
can prov1de a permlssn'e climate for manipulating the data until its f6Tm ~ .

results f‘rom &Iebat ers' perversions

-

is favorable. Probabl}; mo,res@

of syllogistic logxc than agy other seli —oeceptxon known to man. At leaot par:

' “ Lo
N ' »

'll.,m . -
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"of this tendency must be traced to
_ foundation's. ' . , K N

I3 . - o - D ) .. .
.- Our recommendation in this ared;would be for decision makers to think

. e - : ; 13 o4
overwhelming weight of the evidente reveals the product or program to be’

S "

. o wa

sfforts to build strong cases on flimsy
-y - T : '

. . 1S

an 3 8 - » ' .
' , v q ¢

‘carefully aboiit "the charge-they give to adyersary‘evaluatoré‘. ) V\'e’f)kelieve .

~ »

the appropriate mapd'ate is that of presenting the most positive and most

negative .cases possible on the basis of the evidence which exists. Within
- . . . B . , . 3

that framework, the evaluator m—i he be encouraged to employ all the tech-
-\

PR
niques of persuasion possibie, just sd adversarial zeal does nof lead to ’

\

) ° « ? <
flights of fancy or specious arguments that exceed the evidence. Of course, | .

- RN N

one could depend on rebuttals 6T cross-examination to expose fallacies an#’ .
. ) c . .

\

" s
errors introduged by overly enthusiastic adversaries, but that dependence
o e o

- It would be better to require documentation and evidence -

::4' e N
for arguments at the outset rather than to allow unsubstantiated assertions

seems optimistic.

to become part of the substance that is contested in an adversary evaluation. :

J < - - € hnd .
If such mandates to evaluators were made clear, then no evaluator would feel

N

compelled t¢ fahricate a strong positive case when none exists, where the -

< . . -

.

X L » R N

.

without redeeming features; or vice \"ersa. ) c

-
’ ¢ : X

Does Challencmcr of Ev1dence in Adx ersarLEvaluations Reduce Their Credibihty‘?

Py

r- - —

'Data in a typical»evalua'hon*’aref only contested by outside critics, ushaliy T
. ¢ .~ ’ - .

. . s
({( . o~

after the fact. “In adversary evalua:i.ot'is, the data themselves can become 2a

)

source of diSpute between adversaries, and this has both pluses and minuaea.
e
-

For example, ‘one can argue (at least in educatiorial evaluation) that all data

*

and the instruments and designs tLa' produce them are open to some degree ok

.~

5

Thereforg, they may as w e11 be questioned by* opponents Withm tha

) e - L .

LIRS
P —— . r

question.
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b
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adversary framework as by possibly leés’-infofmm} persons at 4 later point in

s

-

time. There is also a potentia}, however, that disputes among adversaries *

ovet the m'\ditj"of data will, at beét, shift attention away from the Substance

* ™ ' b - <y

. " ol the evaluation to its processes, and, at worst, will jeopardize thé credibility

s

w

]

» |

. S, ®, . . ) .
of the evaluation. Imagine an evaluation with two major types of data, let us

-

[ . '. R .
say test scores and obsertver ratings. Lmagu{e that one adversary makes every ",

effort to discredit test scores (which not-coino;'}eritally favors the oppolsifion)

" while the other senously questmns .the observermauncs If both evaluators °

‘?‘.»

are sk111fu1 at pointing out and perhaps dramatxcally macmfymd the flaws
which exist in most' data:sollection"techhiques, the neNt result could well ke

° to discredit the entire data base and destroy the czredibility of the étudy. For

»
o

example, Popham and. Carlson (1977) stated their view that the arbiters in the |

3.on 2 evaluation exeXcised gooda judgment &g allowing their team to argue that

W P 3, -~

, the tests ,used in the evaluation were mvahd. Perhaps,_bug at least some in the

A

£ . ‘”%3;\6".
Hawa.u StatilBoard of Education felt dlfferently. When asked in a recent .
Tl ' "

quest10nna.1re, "Does the advocate~adversary approach prowde decxsion makers

S .

thh the ev1dence they need to make a choxce ?", one board member wrote,

"Not When the mtegnty of the evaluatxon instruments is attacked. Th;t Pttacl;

" on the“mstrumm::ts completely destroyed the credibmty of the study's overall ,
fin@ngs and, in"politigally cgarged issue, allowed board members to ignorg
the evalv‘.:a't'ion and do whatever they wanted." Th:'-.:t may _be an over-reaction, .

but'it does detnohstrate the risks of al{owing opponents to extend their contentions

- vd
to the data base. In the heat of competmon metl;odoloncal\plmples have a

z »

L3




\ow this should not be const-rued as a sucréestion that bad i\9§¢: ruments or
data showld be td}erated The pomt is SmeI;, that techniques should be built

into adversary evaluationg to proauce a common core of data that both sides

U would accept as valid for purposes of jhdginé,the pregsam. Variables and the

.

) \ : : best methods for measuring them should be agreed “upon in advance, not

seem wise*to Geal with this issue early in an adversary evaluation so the focus

in the final stages can be on inferences, arguments and 'udging the program
> o

@: . rather than quar eling about the adequacy of the evidential basis for thg

) eva.luation We all ehjoy the cleverness of the defense attorney who holds up

" ' -

an optometnst's chart at, the back of the courtroom to prove the prosecutibn
witness.is myopic and could not possihly have identified the defendant at the

distance clairhedi . High drama should be keserved for the TV courtroom; . R

4 %

in educational evaluations, such fahlty Witneéses_should be dispensed with .

- . . .
R

&  much earlier and pot at the final report.stage. N

v . Considerabiy more thought must be g‘wef{r in this area to working out

" riles for judging admissibility agd validity of evidence in adversiry ) ‘ .
. { . LT ; . 1

|
R evalué.tions T o ' - ) !

|

|

|

. 5. In What Settmcrs aqd Under What C1rcumstances Would an Adversary Ev'ﬂuauon '
. be Appropriate? A -

~ .
¥ - - P

Even the most eﬁ@husiastic advocate of adversary evaluation is unlikely to
; - : y

. I
\ P

argue that. the ‘approach wohl”d be appropriate in any evaluation. In aa effort C

N . s § s .« y
to get others® opinions on this issue, a quéstionnaire was developed6 and sent
‘ N . ’ . S
to key figures in Hawaii, both decision makers and evaluators. They were

* v
.

6This questlonnalre was developed joinfly by one of the authors and W illiam J. Wright. o
' / ) N » * ) ‘ .- ~ IR 1 5 ‘

17




’ )
t - ] - ¢ -
N asked when they thought it would be appropriate to use an adversary evaluation. g

-~ .
. . 4 s

A majority of the respondents indicatecf"(h

as appropriate in the following instanges: , :
. - a. When the program is~tontroversial and people are polarized in their
' opinfons over it (93%).' : r ’ .

‘ . ’l . . ‘
b. When decisions.must be made about whether to continue or terminate
a‘program (81?{?).\, . . L o . -

P

NS . T P ! ~ A ‘r ) '
' . c. When the programis large and affects many people (77%).

e e s
’ ’ &

® d. When there are many differént audjences for the evaluation : -
A \

B . report (65% R and)\' ) ; . AN

o . .- . 1 - N .
. o >
% e oSh . >

A ‘ e. When the ev aluatlo;?s\c\ouducted by persons ex&ernal to the” )

\ _ program (56%). PR N . R
= i . ' W o
Very few resandents felt adversary evaluatloﬁ%uld be 1‘appropr1ate w hen

< + -

', . the evaluamon was conducted by mternal evaluators (15%) for purposes “of making,

.. -
’ . - — -~ .
-

/ decrsmns about how to 1mprove the program (15%)

e o ,’I’hese reactions‘and our own biases lead us to suggest.several factors

L] . " <
¢ . i o

B which we think should govern decisions about when to use the adversary - .
. . . ~ ~ -
. n“; N ] . — N ] ki
} i!&-’@ﬂappr'oac -t . ,

t " The Decision. As implied above, adversary evaluation would 'seem less

‘i -

: "1 re evant for most formative decrslons than for summa.tlve demsxons about

program continuation.” Using adversary evaluation also assumes the full

.
E)

- -

range of decision alfernatives is available to the decision maker. Aside from

s
. N ©

N ’ TWritién comménts suggested some respondents reacted this way becduse of
. their pert:eptr.on that adversary evaluatioas t,1ve up the dlacnostlc mldd!}e ground \
) Lo relevant to program 1mprovement decisions. . : : N

8Obvlousl these points may need to be altered somewhat if one chooses to
look at a speczﬁc gzp__ of adversary approach such as the 1e°'a1 or debate modal.

\
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. o !
- ) - ! - * .
the intellectual enjoyment, arguingfrom adversary positions is of-dubious

. . . N
-~ . . - “ . N . ~ B A

. . - _ . .-
worth if one side has no chance, e. g,, lack, of funds dictates that a program

& . ;
¢ ) be terminated regardless of its quality. If cl&#rly competing courses of

-~ I * -

°

action are not available, the adversary }.3pp';oachi has little to recommend.it.

~ e .

¢ , The Object of the Evaluation. The Hawaii respondents felt adversary
. . \ , 3 i

evaluation was mo°t approprlate for largs, coatroversial programs svhich

- ’
‘ .

had a variety of interested audiences. We tend to agree. The adversary

R v, .
.- , .

- _ approach 1s an ambvno Bcostly and sometm‘es cumbersome method. As

AP

A - z
> such, it should be resorved for cases which 'warraat the increased 1nvesgment

. of time and money and'where its use would add significantly to the results of
\‘ ‘ a‘ - - ] B -~ )
vthe study, It ivould Be& p,resumptyous for us to suggest types of programs

v . L4 LI

“where it should be used but 1t seems clear that one does not wheel out

- (”-‘} - - '. - ) LI -

nl o heavy artillery for every minor skirmish. © - Con

Clarity of Issues. dversary evalu:z.tlon Ioses its_ mearunor unless 1ssues

¥ . & -

i
to be addre ssed by the adVersanes gre clearly identified and adhel;ed to.

-

! : If one-adversary dwells solely on test~scores and the othe? deal;yexcluswely

'

with financial aspects of the prégram, the potential advantages of the a(iverSarjrn
‘ o~ [ . i ’

methpd are éé'ripusly diluted. ~ =~ . .

' N .

. ’ Credibility. Thei;ge are instances where a program is so controversial
. - %, ’ s

* that no evaluation of it will be believed ualess it can be showh unequivocally

tiat thg¥evaluation made every effo_rt to represeni fairl}"\ both sides of the issue.
Tt 4 ° \ .o
14

) .

‘ : L
‘ "%+ This is often true w here prevmus evaluatlons of tr.o—program have been condemned

1 ‘ as»' one~-sided or discounted on grounds of evMuator bids. Here the adversary

approach comes into its own with its buili-in feutrality (or balanced bias) which

~ - VoL < .

. . . \
allows hoth sides of an issue to be well illuminated. « < .

o . %‘““? . w\ .
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" A related feature of the adyersary approach is its potential for diffusing

. <
- 1 -

4

. political heat surrounding an evaluation. Some evaluators have privately
» .

propos'éd that_' the best piace for this approach might be the "hot potato”

. evaluations where the’ evaluator will be pilloried no matter whic'ﬁ wigy the
’ - -
: . \

N . ¢ o ® . \a . .
results come out.! As one wag put it, "It's hard td claim an evaluation is

s

- wrong when it argues both sides of,the issue." There may be some truth in

’

that bit of facetiousness, since thé 3 on 2 evaluation was conduc®ed in a

¢
political inferno and not only survived but was generally acclaimad in wide °
- ' : .

. e
. -
.

‘press coverage as "unbiased," '"a comprehensive study," -and a ""balanted

» .

* \ - 3

evaluation.'. At l_ea'st no one claimed that the evaluation was biased, and the ¢

Ny
1

’ .
heated exchanges and gh'xal recommendations provided all the fodder necessary,

for the administrative and poklitical decision makers. The evaluators did not

e - » . .

get drawn back into the frdy to defend're’cofnmendations which were under

attack. ;Those ra?com/zféndations Had already been attacked within the

% / - a

 evaluatian. Not that the evaluation was not-ctiticized--ope legisTator went
so far as to print an attack against both.lsides”of the evaluation, for using

"disem:btodiéd st‘:‘g._tistics" and tests that would have receited higher scores
: " ‘J \ . N -
from the "intoxicated and tightly controlled students of Nazi Germany. " .Ye's,

' .~

even the adversary approach fails to dispel some folks' distrust of anything

. - . LIS
.
-

4

L N
as ant1-humamtarign as.a test igem. . :

Couragequg Clients. By now it should be apparent that not &Il adminis—
. . ] ‘. b s . N . . B

. - N i
trators are likely to have the heart to initiate adversary evaluations of their,
. . el : ; :

-

programs. Hiscox and Owens (1975, .p. 6)’ found .that °

- ¥

% . .
. ‘ s
©

oL, sogne administrators indicated that they would not be interested
in using an adversary hearing as a decision-making téol, . They felw
that many of their decisions were based largely on-personal akperienée,

4 - N

A

-




e

were not to be resolved pubhclv or had political overtones §o that- . T
a logical dec1sxon based aon sohc1ted faCLb might not be adequate y
» for their needs.’ . - s 7 e

- ~ - ¥
_ A

ﬁ proport1onate1y qu1te hlG‘h for the amount of data produced Big eVery phase ' |

3
A

Such administrators probably would prefer av 01chnor any ev aluat1on at zll.

o .

K <

They should be“dbubly tempted toavoid an gdversary, evaluation, where few

’ £ t N °

stones remain unturned. The _cdmpetitive“ pature and processes of adversary

° N .
> ~ . .

,p'roceedings also,make them less predictable than moére standard dpproaches.

. . L
.- . \ . .

.. An administrator who willingly requests 'an adversary evaluation is either a . .

» -

self-conhdem and v1smnary 1eader or unmformed about the approach .

.~ .

N @ . -
Costs., Much of the informal cli.angue.‘among evaluatorsa the past two or: ‘\f ‘ <

- Y

~

]

‘three years has quesnoned whether the adversary approach is worth its
considerable costs. In fairness, the c‘ost depends on how you play the game.

]

- If a full-blown courtr,oom procedure is employed the cost is hkely to be
fi v, 3

-

Q

of an evaluatlon involves the kmd of two-party cross—checkmcr Wrm‘ht and B
- | 3 . . |
Sachse (1977 ) descnbe, the restiltan.t data may be better, but you need not be
< P Y

e » - .

T A
. a mathematical whiz to pred1ct the cost w111 double. Even a S1mp1e deb‘ate_a.s o -

N "

a veh1c1e for presenting fmdmcs from a standa_rd evaluatmn is an added exp\:s;

r

¥

¢

Wt .

The real question, however, is not cost but cost—effectweness or cest-

L
L4

) benefit On these d1mens1ons, 1t seems apparent that beneflt must be argued i

. - e
- “

~ on grounds that adversary ev aluat1on mcreases thmcs like representahveness

.

’
» . | - >

2of the data, fairness of the instruments;‘communicatio;fhetweeu e\}ialuators R
and decisioh makers; and gdentrfication of all the prosapd const S;k’hether
.- . 4 : - . 3
. adversar};"évaluat_ion really provides more benefits will remainiau_g open
: - 4 e . 4 ; N
questipn until'someone seés fit to Tesea\r‘ch'the ‘is_sue.. In the inferim, the . | , |

. - 4
., ', T h e

_.survey of Hawaii educators is provocative. When asked if they felt the A
=" ~ . ¢ . ~ ‘
. N L s ‘ TR




’ - 2 Y * L v . < T .
° informatien produced by the adversary approacn v.as worth the cost o;f“hauqﬁg o
S T . o N : . T ° . T N . 1 .
) two teams involved, 78 percent said.it was, and another 15 percént s21d ix
. M . '? ! - -

i oy » - \

was worth more than'the.cost. Only T. porceut feh 1t was not \vorth the money.

>~ Ty . < ,5;,'3‘ ¢ 0‘
o . \ & . B *

{ ~ Ofcourse, these reactions should not be generalize%ybnd the evaluatioa

@ . Pl

' " to which thef?“.v:ere reacting, but they do demon:trate tfmt even :;Lrelatwe@l <t

- ' - . i ";’u‘ .

s . -

Qe

- costly adver.;av'y evaluation can be v1e\ved as w orfh the éost 9

e ¢ : S : .

6. How Shoul,d &Xd\er ary E aluations be Conducted? NI . “ s

. .
. - > , ) .
- . » . Lt 2

. -1 . 5.
N This -paper will not address this-issue satisfactorily, £01;}there ust be.

. . K T S gt

. . . .t ‘ PR N N

. . at least as many answers as there are different approaches one might make °,
to adversary evaluation. The best method for conductingan avaluation \\-ioth‘ L

E - N _& - - -

two independent adversary teams with separate budgets is obviously d.iffereﬁnt .

' A .. : . o . v

’ from 'tgﬁat for using a debate as an enlightening way to present a:'stauda.r‘d ’ )

-

. R c oo, ., —— - . . A
s —_ . s ‘
evaluation report. Rather than speculate on How to conducf such varjatioas,

. $: . . o
. - . &
- ° ,{ -

it might be helpful to,list some critical features in the 3 on 2 e\‘aluatio;fsince -
’ - - s v

. -
it represents ‘one view of how an adversary evaluation might be structured.

A3 - 3
. © . 4 .

.< .' ’ ( . . . e { ) . . .
> i . First, two evenly balanced teams were formed. -~ S, L S
. DA - P} |

' Second, both teams worked together to create the best possible desig&
. ¢ M “ .

- - . > : 2 A «. a . .
. and choose the best possible instruments-to provide the common core of @ata , \
g to be shared by both teams. The intefit Ters W to develop izi@égﬁ)ﬁéehensive . oL
~ . .n . ‘ . - 101 ‘ . . .# “ ’
N data base that wo;).d be accepted as vahd by both teams.™™ The thoughL was to -
‘o N
get all persons to think about information needed by hoth adVersanns before
~ - . N
- . , - - » . ) |
- they knew \vm% pbsiti_on they would represent, o : N :
. . 9Also, it might be reinterated that the basic, ad':ersaz_'y'conc_ept can be iir.plement‘ed .
. %!1 without the heavy costs associated with some, of the approaches digcussad eariisr,

o

\ e > ‘loThe fact that this intent was not realized, and one team dhose to aftack mo tests
- does not negate the usefulress of this pomt It merely underscores {he nﬂed ‘or *

clearer and firmer ground rules from the outset. d . ' i
Eaatl - - - e . ..
Q ‘ ' A ’ . - : .’ .
EMC | . ‘ o 9 2 , o 20
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Third: teams were assighed to adversary posittdns for the

o o o ©

balance of the
. . . § ’
evaluation. Data collection and analysis were mostly joint efforts, with checks

s

»

. B ~ ’ + 3 . ‘ - ‘ - .
and balances byilt in to prevent either team from influencing the outcomes in

] - ) N

. their favor. Reporting \\;as decidedly adversarial with a written and live debate

&

>

o

. Y 3 . - R N
format, buttressedtby a neutral teclzni_cal Teport. -
A : .. o 'm .
Wright add Sachse (1977) have desScribed several phases of evaluation
, o ‘ - ‘ Y .
during which adversary input is useful. In our view, the adversary approach

. [ .

—

» 0. cer gt . X
reaches its zenith in the reporting stage. Much of the positive reception to

¢ - - - =

> S

. o ) ) . “ . -
the Hawalii 3 on 2 evaluation is probably ,attril;utable to the repart format.

/) .

- .

The interest ard positive effect stimulated by the public debate format mus
' , . & .

be viewed as consideprable' sidce the findings of our studybgeheljally parallel
. 4 - ° / ‘ .

“those of the previous evaluation which was soundly censured two years earlier. .
. A -

T -

> . . t
There are-probably many sensible approaches which could still take

. advantage of the adversary report format, while streamlining the _pr,ocests

and cutting cqsts;-. For example, . one individual or team could conduct the
A . % i »t

Ng

entire evaluation, with twbd oufaiders assigned to present the advocate and o

adversary cases from-the data generated by the evaluation. The same ~ o

outsiders ¢o
- W}

choice .of variables and instrum

-forth. .

”~

gﬁd also obviously

-

,

@ ”
~

4

o .

/

.

. . *Other possibilities are left to the imagination of ttheadei‘. ‘

s

Er

—a

Do Adequate Guidelines Exist for Use in.Managing Adversa

-

.
~ -

gdequate guidelines to have emerged for any of the variations which have beea

proposed. Some extant

-

>

’

-

4

s

-

23
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paradigms (e. g., debate or courtroom models). do

be called in eaflier to ex}éure balance in the

ents, check the desigm for fairness, and so-
e > .

rv Evaluations ?

Given the newness-rf adversary evaluation; it would be foolish to expect

- 21




-

have calefully prescribed operatm c'\%c,lelmes but they have to be bent so -
. o -
A£ar to flt educatlonal 5\ aluauous ‘that the}gbecome larfrely inapplicable.
Other de novo app*oaches w h.ch have been developed ha.\e even fewer .
.o ' s . o M - .
- .» ° procedural guideli.nes to suggest. ST

v’

To further dialogue in this area, a fely administrative or planning guide--

lifies which our experience and observation“suggest would e relevant in any

-
- ’ '

".adyersary evaluation are listed-below. =~ * .-
‘ . T : AF ' ‘

~ . .

- L ) 4. . -
"2 First, we share Popham's view that the director must be concerned with
. A .. -

achieving as much balduce as possible-in the relevant skills and st:rengths

< . : N ) . ’ S i ;' \;. ' L
. of the adverﬂsafies. ) ’

-

" Second, it 1s paramount that the evaluatton groun,d r@es thh will apply

<

. . - in the study be spelled out in spec1f1c deta1l beforeﬁkv aluatmn becms, '
. e T Such ground rules must be in plac‘e'and agreed to by all parties prior to the

) ‘ e

.« . §

- = time that partisan positions are assigned. Decisions about admissibility and

validity of evidence, should be ag?reed to early-and adhered to throughout.

:‘\, ' ! . Decide early on th{ role of the judge or the arbiters. What criteria constitutes
j . . an obje ction that should be sustained? \lfhat rules govern- how far arlgiters‘ oajnl
- ' . goin lnsisting that-all arg'uments that draw on the data be zlldequately documented,
S, ‘ » - or that claims not supported by data be removed? Sufficient attentxon given to

-
e e - . L4

_ spellmc out such ground rules adequately at the outset 6f an adversary evaluatlon

will avoid many problems later on. Do not assume that ceneral O'rozo/ rules

Jv

- \

. " will suffice and thet usual collegial congeniality will make compromise and

. -
A ,

resoludjon simple ir areas overlooked in m1t1al gmdelmes. In our experience,
* ; J - .
. it seems unneahstrc to expect such behavlor ina confrontwé methodology

LApas
’

- . - N . -

calculater.l to create opposition. . )

N ” .
“ >




¢ .
1

. . ] . )
. The need for specific gyidelines for each evaliation is important in view

_of the absence of a body of procedural canons and guidelines. Attention to
L

T,
- ,

this step at the Sutsgt may help to splve Poph

.
. .

. the absence of appellate mechanisms for adversary evaluations. ’

1
LN -

Another area in need of careful management if adversary evaluations.
L] ¢

N )

invblves decisions about data to be collected. Kourlisky and Baker (1976)

[N
»

‘ -
noted that adversary evaluatiof results in longer evaluation'reports and
. ‘ RN '

) <
A v

‘Tequires the development of guidelines for'carqful but parsimonious reporting. .
v ’ ! ’ . .

FaN .

The Hawaii*3 on 2 experience corroborated theirs, for adversary team members

s
2

:

tended to collect or request a gocad deal of data witkout adequate plans for its

use. Part of the problem was an"apparent reluctzance )b allow thelr opponents

7 . ,

to get ;«l(eadfin thg data-aggregation gamé. The result was that a fair amount , ~

o . . .
of data was underutilized. . ) - .

‘ -

~ There are many other guidelines that might be suggested, but brevity

* . ’ -

requires that we quickly. move tgcgur final two, main pdintsu

o Vg L3

8. Does Adversarial Evaluation Alter the Nature of Evaluation Ethics?

1

The field of educational evaluation does nét yet have an qrtlcﬁlated,
.. . ’ S~

3

forrﬁalized code of ethics. The work of the committee o.rT eifalq,ation standards

~ el Ue

empaneled jointly by AERA and other professionél gssocia‘tions (Stu@bea;x,
. ' % 7/ * ot
1977) is directly relevant, but it is still too early to tell just how much guidance

that effort will éive in the area of ethica«l7~f§i‘actices. In the interim, there does

.

seem to be general agreement among most evaluators oa certain minimum

' -
J— e .

éssentials of ethical behavior, and at the heart of these lies vegeréble

! .
N ‘ » .
.

princip1e§ such as impartiality and neutrality.
- d

-

R LA

. N . K
am and Carlson's concern over .

-

“




< * -3
-

N . . [ N N -
[ . ' N / . \}
. . . . - "o g™ . .o
i « h v
’

. ~ . Inthe tybic_al educational eval#ftion, evaluators are to be neutral and *
. - * ,,_"I : . R ) . \
. impartial, leading to a fair unprejudiced evaluation. The evaluator's role
- ‘0 N ] ) -~
is roughly parallel to that of a judge, where impartiality is the sine qua-non
. . . A . -

in_weighing the evidence.ll In adversary evaluation, it is only the overall
e . ) 4 .
~ structure and proceds which is obliged to be impartial. The evaluators ara, .

s S . 4

intentionally part1san and their roles 'Ipproxrnate that of 1au5 ers, v,hert, . ¢

4
, ~
¢ . - °

»
'neutrality gives way to advocacy. L »

LN h]

/J”

1 " S .
Theoretizcally shifting from non-'adversary to adversary evaluation does
L'} - .

/ ‘o not lessen th= 1m§part1&hty with wkuch decrs;ons and Judffments will be made.,

But it most dec1ded1y,force the individual e\jluator to put asme reverence

Al ! ?
"

/. for persona'l‘ xmpartlaht} and adopt standardg of beh\avrol more }like those

: ’ 5 debaters and attorneys Is tha}t dood Mr is the sudd! shift B
) N .

'sruptive and dysfunctional for evaluators? Frankly, we h:ve

to a hew role

.
N —

N 'no 1dea It Seems utlii-gly-/th\*t&e!.aluat};s psy ches “\?ﬂl\be permanently damacred
by occasiona], forays into f1eIds “ﬂ}e’re different stan;lards are followed But >
m )

¢ .(might adver%’ari‘él behavior prove addictive, ppaking the tough job of remainiag
S R
\% .. P » uprejudic®d.in nop<adversary evaluatiens ev g

-Nﬁ _travérses the ethrcal boundary too freque 1y‘7 Tipe w'll tell' " T~ 7o \’a

~

/' béhavior mocﬁ.ii‘c\ations Wthh are sometijles wro"crht by adversa;y”'c’:omosts.

-~ e

s

R I:'EAccordmcr to Wrurht and Sachse, sucil\mpartm\lxtv ma;y e\1st mor;e ;n fol'dore -

¢~ ” than fact. We agree that ev -dluators are fallible, but are unconv mced that they fail - -
. S

| ‘ ) to be 1mp'1rt1a1 s frequently as our colleaoues' rhet ouc implies.’ e m

-

B 121y this po‘ﬁ-—WatervaF per1od where potshots at at,torneys are a lamenta! 71e
| natlonz&astlme, we stress that our reference here is to personal impartiali.z ’

' not personal integrity. Yo L '
_/ ' » ‘ o 7 ‘ )
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tax one's professionality and it is a credit to the Hawaii

Yo, »

Win/lose situations can

3 on 2 evaluation team leaders that thrég:g'hout the 3 on 2+debates they refrained

’

from challenging one another's integrity and ancestry. Of course, thaf might. = -

. AL

have been partly due to the rule we % ere forced to make early in the evaluation that

» ¥

F .
adversaries could not make disparaging remarks abouf 0ne another's mothers.

[
3

s, like hearing a

o]

Adversary evaluation also provides memorable momgH

-

har.d—npse}-eriricist whimsically scold his Opgtfn,e?l’l.t for presenting.a "data-
. S n’ij "
drenched report.'r Another was waiching ngwsmen scurcy for the teleph\one

«

- 4

"o

when one adversary referred to the program as "a beautiful dream from 1968 -

- -~

because

&
1

.- ¢ - T . ,
~-.-hardly boring. : : .
. I

.

9. A

rexEducat:ional Evaluators Competent to.Conduct Advocacy Evaluations ? .

v

This issye cannot be addressed well until someone completes a careful .
» ¢ —, .

-y *

£ analysis of the skills and knowledge required of evaluations in thervarious !

adversary ;:.ppro.ache's. In t}le’/ mea.ntif}ae,v pred@cting-\ﬁho' will make éood,
~ adversary evaltzxatioxis musf be categorized with. Jthet fq}ms of crystal ball
: gé:zing. ’ _'.Ifl:zere ﬁre basic considerations hke}éﬁin{ical a}ai}ity, commuqicationé
skills, and general ability, to be, sure, ‘l)mt thoéé are 00 g‘ross to b?e very.. .7 .
. . i N

P

* helpful. L.ack of information about what skills are needed also makes it .. .
S _ , o ..

1 an adversary evaluator i% s
s * : ’

H

°© .

_difficult to develop triteria to meéasufe hw wel
n ‘i, s . ‘» . M )
performing. ‘Adding adversary skilis to the repertoire of techniques provided . =

Yo g . ' -’_\‘ " ) L = ! ‘ N . )

LR . Y

P

—~ TN
2 . [ .

D

v
v
-
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U »
in training programs for educational evaluators will also be impaded untit

better information is available.

In the meantime, based on our limited observations of adversary evaluations,

. . IR : <

we suspect that most educational evaluators are not well\preparéd to play the
s

,adversarial’i'ole, especially if the legal model is adopted. Hiscox (1976)’

L}
/
noted the/fdllowing problems in previous adversary hearings:
¢
1. Political and professional considerations make it difficult for¢
educdtor-advocates to attack incompetence of statemen:s and
. evaluations presented as evidence.

4 . . ——
? - .
2. * Educator-advocates fail to appee‘lr' adversarial; they oftea make

points fom the other side with their questions and/or evidenée.

8. . People unslqlled in sohciunc "test1mony" often cret rambling,
unproductive evidence.
c e - . . L g
We have noticed similar tendencies in educators we have watched function

-
. o@ L=
-

in adversary hearings based loosely” on the l\ecral model. Questioning skills

S

were notably lacking and witnesses were permitted to ramble in long moaologs

-

that addressed the questions’indirectly, if at all. Probing of obvious contra-

v

dictions in testimony usually stopped short of highlig{ing the contradiction,

as. if the most irﬁ%ortant thing were to avoid embarrassing the witness. The

: 1
relevance of testxmony to major issues in the Zase was often left obscure. “

./ - .

Educators may be able to functmn more reachly in the debate model, but’

t ‘ “»«~

~ even this bit of optimism 1s*most1y speculative. If adversary evaluation is

\ : .

Y - N Lo
to becom\e\ a potent force in educational evaluation, more thotgnt must be

_— e -
B - - 4 + t
given to defining and providing trdining in this areas.

- ' . o p—
N . .

I 4 -
Conclusion . ) “

Rt

[ ———

. N\ ‘ - ,

o

. . \ -~
We have dlscussed Wh’lt we beheve to be some maJor pote ntialstand pxtfa'Lls

\ . , L.

of adversary evaluation. We ha\e expres=ed our SuSplCIOH that tlﬂ courtroom

- . . s

¢ 70

26
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model may have limited utility for adversary evaluations in education, and we have

S

3
.

pointed out difficulties that seem inherent in the debate model.. We have argued
. )

that the existence of opoosing viewpoin:s is the core of adversary evaluation, not
X g viewp

. ° ' ?

N S
adherence to existing formats for presenting contrasting views,

We have suggested

-~

>

that educational evaluators might develop riore appropriate adversary methods R

tailored specifically for the field of education. We have addressed nine issues

‘. / ) ¢ y )
which should be considered by,anyone intending to use the adversary approach,
3 ' . . a
Where our anélygis has been critjcal, it @s prompted by a desire to see

¢ . "

improvements in an approach which we feel could be very useful in selected

4

.
~ .2 {
v

for improving the data hase on swhich impoxrtant educational decisions are made~~

evaluation settings. Adversary evaluation seems to hold considerable promise
. - v - s

if the pitfalls we have outlif¥d can be resolved.. - .

. . . .

4

[ ol I -
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