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A.
.

M . . .

The lite}aturq ‘of educational eva]?xation, consistent with its adqlescence,

..seems to be smack in the middle of a growth spurt. The almost total paucity

"of such literature a decade ago has been supplanted by a-goodly assortment

of educational evaluation writings today. Unless, like *he teenager it is, our

evaluation literature suddénly stops growing, we can surely predict .a
geometri¢ expansion ofievaluation writings in the decades to come.

As usual, of course, tomorrow’s evaluation literature will be markedly

: influenced by today’s evaluation writers. Fortunately, Rose and Nyre have
put togetlier a mondgraph that should have a salutary influence on the litera-
ture to come. More immediately, it should prove useful to educators who are

. getting-ready to wade into that real-world, cost-conscious, politicized, un-

predictable maelstrom known as educational evaluation. It is a constant

source of amusement to practicing educational evaluators that the

"~ uninitiated conceive of educational évaluation as largely an enterprise in

which theoretical models are adroitly employed to cope with the realities of

2 educational practice. After reading The Practice of Evaluation, it would-be
" difficult to hold that view.

Rose and Nyre have divided their monograph into two essentially distinct
segments, the first of which provides the reader with a succinct overview of
the rudimentary theoretical concerns that educational evaluators have been

. tangling with for the past decade or so. For the beginner, this section will
prove useful as an introduction to the field. : .
“In~the~second; -and-to-this -reader -the ‘most..interesting,_section of the
monograph, they describe a series of actual evaluations. These case studies

k. are particularly intrigiing because in all but two instances the authors are .
reporting on evaluations in ‘which‘they personally took part. Few theoretical

.. texts on evaluation can-ever, with the candor employed here, capture so
vividly the dileramas faced by evaluators who are attempting to do an in-
tellectually defénsible.job but must still tussle with the practicalities of life in "
the real world and all its pressures to compromise one's standards. Rose and
Nyre offer us some useful insights into that world from the perspective of in-

* dividuals operating a private evaluation agency.

The reader should become familjar with the theoretical discussions in the

initial section of the book in order to make the subsequent case studies -all
the more meaningful. Interpreting real case studies according to theoretica!
propositions will, of course, make for difficult reading. But who ever said.
that educational evaluation ought to be easy?

w. James Popham
University of California, Los Angeles
and s
* Instructional Objectives Exchange "
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Any professional area-that is so_much’ avoided; that produces so mdny
anxieties; that immobilizes the very people who wan. to avail themselves of :
it; that is incapable of operational definition, even by its most trained advo-
catés, who in fact render bad advice to the practitioners who consult them;
wllich is not effective in answering reasonable and important questions, and
which has-made little apparent .effort to isolate and aimeliorate its most
s'eg'ioufs; problems-must indeed give us pause.

.

, E. G. Guba
\ i4 *
N A o

" - _INTRODUCTION

~—

Less than five ysaars/agb, our collection of non-journal works on evaluation
 consisted of a few well-worn monographs and even fewer books. Today, our
file drawers and §helv,es are filled. There are well over a dozen Hard-cover
books complete with artist-designed jackets; most were written in the last
~—two-or-three-years. But, with all their instructional value, there is not ofe
«casebook among them that describes real-world evaluations in the context of
recommended evaluation models and designs. After all the theory has been
studied. and the methodologies learned, only such a book ¢an provide
guidance to fledgling evaluators (or even seasoned ones) in the practice of
program evaluation. ’ .
Although we, too, felt compelled to deal with basic principles,
procedures, and methodological issues (and the first part of this monograph
is devoted to their treatment), they are presented primarily as a foundation
for the case Studies that follow and simply provide increased understanding,
of why the evaluators carried out their investigations as they did. The pur-
~poseof thismonograph-is- to-provide-an-overview-of-basic.principles_and
procedures and a guide to the practice of evaluation.
+ We first entered the ‘world of*evaluation with about equal proportions of
.8ood intentions, graduate training in research methodology, experience in -
survey research, high hopes, and naiveté. We were going to reform educa-
) ) *  tion through th'e wisdom and insight of our impeccably planned, exquisitely
, ° elegant evaluations. .
The first evaluation we were asked o conduct involved a staff-training
program for public school teacher specialists in an urban ghetto. The budget
was mifiscule, but we didn’t care. When we asked -about the purpose of the -
" evaluation, we were told, “Every program should be evaluated.” Here were
our'kind of people. They believed in the monumental.and essential-value-of
" evaluation! . 5 ’ '
We developed (arid even pretested) séveral forms of questionnaires.and
/ interview schedules. Because it was impossible to pin down ariy goals for the
program, we were afraid we might oyerlook what cou!d turn out to be valu-
able data. We sgent long hours trying to figure out a way to cast the study
into an experimental mode. But all* of the teachers-in the district office were

Q ' 6
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going to participate (we had actually been called in before the program got

* under way, just as our professors had told us it should be done), and'the idea

of using a control group was ludicrous. vt » \

_When we arrived at the 'site-where the week-long program was to take
place, we met, the participants_for the first time, saw the schedule of
“activittes,” and held our breath. As it turned out, there was no staff
development program and there never was any plan for an evaluation. We
had become pawns in a political confrontation between two ethnic groups,
who, in addition to warring against each other, had joined together to protest
somé of tne district supervisor’s policies. We had been hired as the final
touch to distract the supervisor from the real purpose of the week—a
showdown similaf atleast in emotion to the last walk in High Noon.

Certainly, this was’a most unusual situation, but intent on our purpose, we.
had put blinders on to the tensions all around us. Fortunately, we have never
encountered a similar dase since then. But we have found ourselves in many

-

situations-where we.could not randomize or identify comparison groups, and |

where input data were seldom available and schodl personnel resisted our

pleas for performance testing to obtain outcome data. And we have been
asked to _condu'ct “formative’’ evaluations long after programs have beenin
operation., . . .

~ QOver the years, we have learned -that for every program that prrmits
rigorous and systematic data collection based on defined and generally
agreed upon program goals, there are many more that are hotbeds of con-
troversy with different groups of people holding different goals for the
program and seeking different information from the evaluation. For every
program that permits randomized assignment to treatment and control
groups, there are many more in which the real participants of the program
are har< to identify, let alone cast in an experimental design. And finally, we
suspect that for every evaluator engaged from a project’s inception in a well-
planned, well-funded, potentially significant evaluation study, there are
dozens more who find themseives faced with the task of evaluation ina far
less ideal §ituation. These are the common problems encountered by people

-engaged in program eva‘uation. This mouograph is addressed to them.

EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION: ISSUES.AND TERMS

‘Evaluation -is not a néw concept; por is it unique to education. Moses
evaluated when he décided to risk the perils of foreign travel and led the
people out of Egypt. David evaluated, albeit hurriedly, when he aimed the
sling.hot at Goliath’s forehead. We all evaluate. Deciding whether to go to
Europe or stay home and paint the house during summer vacation involves
both affective and economic evaluation. When we go the the market to buy
apples, we are evaluating as we select the largest, firmest, juiciest, and red-

2 L
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dest (or gréenest, depending upon your preferépce). Every time we make a
decision, more of less Tationally, systematicall‘y weighing the advantages |

= and disadvantages of th¢ aiternatives, we are engagingif evaluation,

Formal evaluation has an equally long historyi, dating back to 2000 B.C,
when Chinese officialé administered civil servic examinations (11}). The
first formal educational evaluation was conductefl inthe United States ,in
1887 by Joseph Mayer Rice; a free-thinking pediatrician, Considered a lasid-
mark study, in contrast to the simplistic surveys and even more simplisti¢ in-

, terpretations that were characteristic of the time, {Rice developed.his own
spelling test and administered it to over thirty thousand students in a-large
metropolitan:school district. He wanted to show that student achievement
had no relationship to the amount of time students spent in what he felt were.

. senseless; and interminable spelling drills (111). U ortunately, a sophisti-
cated technology did fiot evolve as aresult of Rice’s study, and most of the
activity -¢onducted in the name of evaluation for th% next 20 or 30 years
consisted of giving-school children a variety of tests in every different sub-
ject. Measurement, not evaluation, ]eapqd ahead.

It was. not.until the 1930s, when another trailblazer bX{ the name of Ralph

. Tyler demonstrated a new approach to evaluation in the Eight-Year Study of
the Progressive Education Association, that the foundatipn was laid for the
form of evaluation we know today. Tyler conceived of \evaluatiofx as the
process of determining the degree to which thé goals of a program have been

achieved. And, to Tyler, goals and objectives had to be defined in behavioral

. ‘terms. Goals were derived from three basic sources:-students, society, and

the -subject matter. General goal statements were then analyzed within the
context of the psychology of learning (Can-they be attaine({ by the target
population?) and a philosophy of education (Are they worthwpile and com-
patible with the purpose of education?). The goars that remain after this
screening are transformed into specific behavioral statements of objectives;
the degree to which students attain these objectives at the end of a progiam
is measured; and the results are used to judge the effectiveness of the

- program (96). Goal-attainment models of program e¢valuation are much in

ievide‘nc\i'today and form the base of many experimental studies.

Still, the demand for formal program evaluation was not ignited yntil after

the launching of the first Russian satellite. Sputnik will probably be re-
membered in the education world less for its impact on the space Rrogram
than for its launching of the educational reform movement, Both educ\ational
reform-and-evaluation owe ‘the beginnings of their modern histories\to the
furor created by the Russian feat. Public outrage turned against the sc\lools,
and for the first time in #.merican history, the quality of our most honored in-

A, stitution, the school system, was seriously questioned. In part becausg of
this concern, and in part because of civil rights groups’ demands for fair
:treatment of minority children in the schools, the federal government began
td contribute a greater share of the schools’ financial support, which up until

IToxt Provided by ERI
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mandatory evaluafion that were written into the Elementary and Secondary

LY

»

this time had been provided almost entirely by state and local governments..
And, with the federal dollars came accountability. The federal government
simply wanted to know if their money had been spent wisely. But the

interest in accountability blossomed and culminated in the provisions for

Education-Act (ESEA) of 1965. )

The ESEA, through its various titled programs, provided for thousands of
grants to educational agencies throughout the country, and each local
project had to be evaluated in order to continue receiving federal funds. Not
surprisingly, the educational community was not equipged to handle the vast
numbers of evaluations that were required to satisfy the law. Professional
evaluators did not yet exist, and few educators were ‘knowledgeable about
evaluation. Academics trained in research or measurement were drafted to_
conduct the evaluations, and they approached the task as researchers, notas
evaluators. Masses of unnecessary data filled the volumes of project reports,
and, not surprisingly, the federal government found them to be of little help.

Large-scale evaluations of federal programs fared no better. Would-be
evaluators clung tenaciously to the classical experimental model with which

* they were familiar. Strict adherence was given to defining program goalsy
usually in tandem with a list of null hypotheses; assigning subjects randomly
to experimental and"co_ntrol aroups; collecting masses of data from each
group, usually in the form of standardized achieverient measures; employ-
ing statistical techniques of varying degrees of sophistication; and, finally,
making judgments regarding the worth of the program based on a com-
parison of the two groups. Comparisons of randomly assigned treatment and
control groups became the sine qua non of program evaluation. Unfortu-
nately, the emphasis on testing and the coliection of quantitative data caused
many people to confuse measurement, accompanied by vast amounts of
“illustrative”’ data, Wwith evaluation—a confusion that continues to exist
even today. )

The deficiencies of experimental design are discussed in detail in a later
section, but it is sufficient to say at this point that the evaluation reports they
provided were dismal failures. Used by graduate schools today as examples
of what not to do in program evaluation, these comparative studies yielded
“no statistical differences” over and over again. Program budgets were cut
or eliminated out of political expediency alone; others cortinued business as
usual without a shred of evidence as to their effectiveness. .

The shadows cast over evaluation as a result of these early studies have
remained and in many ways have influenced recent trends in evaluation
practices. Nevertheless, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 must be credited with providing the impetus for evaluation, an activity
that has turned out to have had an equal, if not greater, impact on education
thian the agt itself. , ’ .

- N
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The Pioblem of Definition - B Co

.

From these inauspicious beginnings emerged the field of evaluation as we
know it today—a field that is characterized by confusion, conflict, con- . *.

troversy, and mistrust. Evaluators do not share a common philosophy, focus J

or terminology. Fiercely loyal to different “‘schools’ of vvaluation, educa-
tors argue over goal-free, goal-based, and formative and summative evalua-

tion. Even’the most basic tefms,‘such as measurement, assessment, \Q .

and evaluation are used interchangeably and often incorrectly. It is no
-wonder that in some quarters evaluation is not yet legitimized. In order to
clarify sonie of the major evaluation terms with which the reader should be ¢
conversant, it will be helpful to examine their definitions beforeswe proceed
with our discussion. T,

Accountability: Accountability is concerne¢ with furthering the educa-
tional effectiveness of schcol systems (3). The Random House Dictionary of
the English Language shows the synionym of accountabi'ity to be “‘responsi-'
‘bility.” Educational accountability thus represents the educators’ accep-
tance of responsibility for the.consequences of the educational system
entrusted to them by tne public. Evaluation is an intrinsic part of ac-
countability. Program effectiveness must te evaluated to provide informa-
tion for teachers, administrators and program directors, as well as iegislators
and other officials who allocate the funds for the programs and for the public
who provides the funds througk: their tax dollars. Accountability is usually a
condition requiring evaluation; bat accountability is not equivalent to
evaluation, E .

Measurement: As we said earlier, measurement is often equated with
evaluation, since so many of the early evaluation reports consisted primarily
of measurement data. But measurement is static—it is the act or process of
determining the extent, dimensions, quantity, or capacity of something at
one point in time. In education, measurement is the-act of determinir ‘he
extent to which zn individual hdsslearned or the degree to which-an \adi-
vidual possesses a certain characteristic, ability, or talent. Measurement is
usually part of the evaluation prdcess, providing useful data for evaluation,
but again, the two terms are not equivalent.

Assessment: Like measurement, the term assessment is oftén used inter-
changeably with evaluation, and several major evaluation projects have
veen referred to as ‘‘Mational Assessments.” Assessment is really more - )
akin to measurement, however, and refers to the process of gathering and’
collating the dat. Anderson and associates’(3) claim that assessment has a
narrower meaning than evaluation and a broader meaning thon measure-

?

ment: In addition to the act of measurement, assessment involves the quali- .

tative judgment of determining what and how to measure as well as the
"\ Process of putting the data into an interpretable form.

-
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. Evaluation Research: Although many writers classify evaluation as a form
of research; or conversely, view evaluation research as a specific method of
N evaluation, others make a sharp distinction between the twg-terms; Evalua-
tion research is defined as the ppplication of social science.methods to dis-
cover information ofimportanée to program practice and public policy (98).'
JImplicit in tt% distinction is that the evaluator doing evaluative research acis
as an -objective scientist, -employing qﬁémitqtive and reproducible tech- *
. niques and eschewing judgment. Research-is primarily concerned with the
basic theory and design of a program over a&bpg:riod of time. Evaluation
may to some extent be concerned with basic theory and d¢sign, but its
primary function is ip appraise a program to determine&s merit. .
Formative and Summative Evaration: Coined by Michael Scriven' (76),
these terms distinguish between. the tWo basically different roles served by
evaluation. Formative evaluation refers to those evaluations undertaken
during the developmental process for the express purposc of gujding and
assisfing program improvemcnt.&n a formative evaluation, the cvaluator
might gather specific data on various aspects or components of the program
af several stages througliout the developmental phase in order totidentify
areas requiring improvement. This information provides the developer with
empirical data to help determine where 2nd how to revise the program and
make it better. ' .
Sumnmiative evaluation, on the. other hand, refers to the final evaluation of
a program and is concerned with determining the worth of the overall
program after it has been completed. The purpose of su mmative evaluation
is to help make -decisions regarding the program’s future—its continuance,
termination, replication and/or dissemination.” Implicit within these two  °
terms, formative and summative, is another distinction. which refers to the
. evaluator’s role. That is, because the purposé of formative evaluation is 10
improve, the formative evaluator becomes part of the developmental »
proness and the task of formative evaluation can even be performgd by the
- program developer. If a person other than the developer performs the work
of formative ¢valugtion, that person can work closely and collaboratively
with the developer. Thé puint is that there is no need to ensure third-party .
objectivity in the formative stages of program development. The goal 18 ’
improvement, and both the developer and evaluator can be ~ommitted to
that end. The summative evaluator is in a different position. Summative or
final, end-of-program evaluation demands an objective and impartial evalua-,
tion, since the future of the program is at stake. The summative evaluator o
must be completely independent of the developer. *

-é‘

*

R —— .

17ormative evaluation, as d2scribed by Scriven. is similar to what Cronbach (19) ralks about in his discussion
of evaluation for course improvement, although he and Scriven strongly disagree as to the relative im-
portance of the role of formative evaluation, with Cronbach taking the position that formative is of greater

. importance than summative evaluation. ‘

,
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Although these terms were developed for the evaluation of curriculum ma- ' |
terials, they have been adopted by the educational community as part of the
basic vocabulary of evaluation and are used to distinguish the two opera-
tions in any type of evaluation enterprise. |
Goal-free Evaluation: Another term created by Scriven (77), goal-free
. evaluation is an approach that aims to ensure'that evaluators pay attention to
’ the actual outcomes of a program, intendet}' as well as unanticipated, rather
than just the quality of the program goals or the.extent to which they have
been achieved. Scnven was concerned .that an evaluator would become
preoccupied ‘with goals and, conscmusly or unconsciously, ignore t} .cide
range of actua] outcomes which, intended or not, are nevertheless real. In
the goal-free 4approach, the evaluator dehberately avoids gaining any
knowledge of the program goals (a simple task ir cases where program goals
don’t reaily exist), gathers data on‘the actual outcomes only, and then
evaluates their impostance. Goal-free evaluation was not coiceptualized to
replace goal-based evaluation, Jbut to augment it and thus prov.de a more re
lidble and valid evaluauon. -
Goal-based Evaluation. Goal-bascd evaluations refer to evaluations that
are based cn the extent to which intended project goals have been achieved.
As su-_ested by Scriven,,this should be accompanicd by an assessment of
the quality of the goals established in the first place (76).

/ . [ Y

' A Definition of Evaluation

P

Finally, the most important term to define, and one of .the most con-
troversial, is the word evalpation itself. The attempt to zlarify.the meaning of
evaluation is not an idle exercise. Quite the contrary. It is of major im-
portince since noonc is agreed upon a definition and the different definitions.
people.accept carry with them different advantages and disadvaatages, each .
affecting the way in which evaluators approach and curry out their tasks.

For example, three definitions of evaluation have appeared at onetime or
another in its history. measarement, congruence between objectives and .
performance; and judgment (59). When measuremient is accepted as the
-definition of evaluatiop, the evaluator’s main task is to administer tests and
gather measurements. The role of the evaluator is equivalent to that of

" psychometrist. If evaluation is defined as professional jidgment, then a
group of “‘experts’” would observe a program in action and, subsequently,

"pronounce judgment expertly—an act reminiscent of accreditation
procedures from whence the defiviition is derived. .

Definitions of evaluation also provide the conccptual base for the modtls
of evaluation, and, although there are still a few educators who s'*hscribe to
the measurement definition (23, 93), ant examination of the literature and a
review of the d;fferent madels and classification schemes indicate that model

. " ~
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. »builders and evaluation writers cluster around’ three major definitions: 1)
.+ " those that define evaluation as.an assessment of thié discrepancy between
_..... —objectives-and-performance (Metfessel and Michael; Provus; Stake; Tyler);
2) those that focus*on outcomes and definecevaluation as an assessment of
.outcomes,-intended; or otherwise (Popham; Scriven); and 3) those who are
decision oriented, defining evaluation as the process of obtaining and provid--
ing-information for decision makers {Alkin; Cronbach; Guba and Stuffle-
beain). Each of these ‘*schools’ of evaluation thought and-the writings of
" their proponents will be discussed subsequently. -
A central issue for all three groups is-that of value. The advocates ofgudg-
" _ment follow-the dictionary definition, which states that *‘to evaluate is to as-
certain the value of” (Random House Dictionary). Thus, Popham -(60)-
speaks of formial evaluation as the “‘asses sment of the worth of educational
-pheromens’’ and Scriven (76) goes further, suggesting that without judg-
. ment.of:merit, no eva!uagfgglas-takenfblace.)Glass,similarly»stresses-that
evalitation is an attempt t0 asSess the worth or social utility of a thing, and
.., Stake.(83). specifies description-and judgment as the two basic ingre&ients of
——evaluation—Dressel-(21) broaders the definition to include process. To
.l?res'sel, evaluation is “both a judgment on the worth or impact of a
program, procedure or individdtal and the process whereby that judgment is
made.”’” Others who support the judgment of merit position include Airasian
(1), Sax (73), Suchman (91), Weiss (98, 99), and Wholey ez al.«(107).
At the other erid of the spectrum are those who eschew a value orienta-
tion, viewing the function of evaluation instead within the context.of deci-
I sion making only. In this case, the evaluator gatt ers information concerning.
2" ——the relativé advantages and disadvantages of various decision alternatives o
that decisions can be made rationally-and systematically. The-uses-towhich
evaluation information is actually put by decision makers is yet another mat-
ter, one that will be-dealt with later. Guba and Stufflebeam (37) object to
judgment or- value definitions because they-jgnore the processes of arriving
at the information. They suggést instead that *‘evaluation is the process of
délineating, obtaining and providing useful information for judging decision
alternatives." Along the same lines, Alkin (2) offers a somewhat longer and
broader version, which includcs. identifying the.decjsion.areas.as-well-as-
-~ - gollecting and providing the information to decision makers.
~ Some who oppose the value dimensions are concerned thatpassingjudg-
ment wiil ultimately diminish the evaluator’s access to data and evaluation -
will-bgcome even more suspect’ than it is now. Others, such as Guba and
Stufflebeam, Provus, and Alkin, $ake the position that the act of judging or
.making the final determination of the worth or merit of an educational
program or productis only within the purview of the decision maker, not the

tions are based as **decision-facilitation models.” Although they doinvolve

! 4

evaluator. Popham (60) refers to the three models upon which these defini- - )




the evaluator's use of judgment as well as a determination of whether the
program goals have been attained, their orientation is toward servicing deci-
sion makers. *“The orientation of these models is s0 overwhelmingly toward
servicing educational decision-makers that some of their proponents
conceive of the evaluator as the decision-maker’s handmaiden/handmister.™
(60) Brief descriptions of these mode:s are presented in the next section.

MODELS OF EVALUATION *
““Evaluation models are as prolific as rabbits, and they procreate about as
‘speedily. No longer do people develop an idea or test an approach. Instead,
they develop a model. Often spawned from combinations of several other
models, somé from otherdisciplines, they-become-progressively.more gran-
diose in their complexity, more esoteric. in their terminology and more |
pompous in their names. One has only to examine a recent program schedule .
for the American Educational Research Association’s (AERA) annual meet-
ing or the extensive Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)
abstracts on evaluation. The most frequently used paper utle begins ‘with the
words *“The Development of an Evaluation Model for .
The array of evaluation models from which we may choose would, if noth-
ing else, provide a marvelous tongue-twisting party game. Just lmagme~what
i it would sound like if someone who'd had too much to drink were to chant in
mantra form the names of evaluauon models and approaches. We have
démocratic evaluation, responswe evaluation, ftransactional evaluation,, .
fodus-operandi--evaluation; holistic evaluation, discrepancy ‘evaluation,
goal-free eyaluation, and adversary evaluation. There is the Countenance.
Model, the Differential Evaluation Model, the Priority Decision Model, the
Trade-Off afid" Comparative Cost Model, the Systems Approach Model, and
the Cost Utjlity Model. There are Ontological Models, Synergistic Models,
"and Ethnographic Models.? And this is only a partial list. Indeed, model
building has become so commonplace, that to be truly distinctive these days
one should eschew model molding altogether. ‘

Many of these so-called models, of course, are not. really._models, but —
rathér, descriptions of progesses or approaches to program evaluauon The -
purpose of a ‘mogdel is to guide and focus inquiry. Bonch (7) indicatés that
models in the social sciences have three identifiable characteristics: preci-
sion, specnﬁcnty, and verifiability. Models are precise because they are quan-
titative in nature. The elaborate forms of measurement are derived purpose-
fully to describe the phenomena under investigation. Models are specific
because they deal -with only a certain number of phenomena. Models are
venﬁable in the sense that hypotheses are formulated and empirical evi-

d
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’Thc models and their authors are listed at the end of ths section to avoid mlerrupung he flow of the text.




.dence is accumulated that eventually determines the model's accuracy and
usefulness. In listing the criteria for models, Carter (13) suggests that they .
must be efficient, heuristic, internally logical and complete; capable of being
extended by empirical study; capable of helping the evaluator anticipate all
of the info/rmation needs for decision making and capable of relating ele-
ments in ways not previously related. Borich (7) hastens to add that while
“evaluators strive to construct.models that are precise, specific and verifi-
able, the end result often falls short of that which can be expected in the
sciences.”” Models are, in effect, conceptualizations, and they may be
theoretlcal]y sound; but they do not necessarily lend themselves to actual
implementation.

A few models were no doubt built by Rube Goldberg fans intrigued by
mazes of convoluted lines, arrows, and dots, and even the best of models are
not perfect. Still, this should not deter would-be evaluators from having in
théir repertoire-an-understanding of the major eva]uatlon mpdels that have
been dominant in the literature and influential in the field. We will éxaminea
few of the important models that have guided evaluations dunng the last few
years 3

.

The Countenance Mudel e, . v

Created by Robert Stake (85), the Countenance Model is so named because
of the title of his article describing it (**The Countenance of Educational
Evaluation'). This model is based on the notion that judgment and descrip-
tion are both essential to the eva]uatlon of educationl programs. Accord-
ingly,-Stake distinguishes between three bodies of information that are ele-

ments of evaluation statements that should be included in both descriptive y
and judgmental acts. These elements are: antecedents, transactmns, and
outcomes. - - G -

Antecedents refer to conditions existing prior to lmplementatlon of the
program that may relate to outcomes. Transactions are the *‘succession of
engagements®'-that constitute the process (in other words, the instructional
process or educational aspect of the program). Films, examinations, home-
work, class discussions, and teachers' comments on student papers are all
examples of transactions. Outcomes, as ccnceived by Stake, refer to much
more than traditional student outcomes. They include immediate, long-
range, cognitive, affectivey person, and societal outcomes. Qutcomes also
include the program's impact on teachers, administragors, and others as well
as the wear and tear on equipment and facilities in its conduct.

-

’
*

3For comparative analyses of the different models, readers are referred to Worthen and Sanders®(111) multi-
page descriptive matnix of models, Wethenll and Buttram's (105) comparison of 21 models, and Carter’s (13)
taxonomy of decision-oriented evaluation models.
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__Descriptive information is classified either as intents or observations.
Intents includé program objectives—not-only intended student outcomes,
:but-also.the planned-for environmental conditions as well. The judgment ma-
trix includes both the standards used to reach judgments and the actual judg-
‘ments themselves. A graphic representation of Stake's layout is presented in

Figure 1. :
, INTENTS  OBSERVATION>  STANDARDS JUDGMENTS
ANTECEDENTS .
RATIONALE - , {
TRANSACTIONS
X OUTCOMES
. DESCRIPTION MATRIX JUDGMENT MATRIX

s = e ot are -

Figure 1. Layou_t of the Countenance Model*

. _ Note that a sgparate box depicted to-the left of the layout is labeled ra-
tionale. According to Stake, an evaluation is not complete without a state- :
: ment of the program'’s rationale. This statement indicates the philosophical ‘
¢ - sbackground-and. basic .purposes of the program and provides a basis for
) evaluating intents. o T
“There are two principal ways of processing descriptive evaluative data:
finding the contingencies among antecedents, transactions, and outcomes;
- and finding the congruencies between intents and observations. The data for
‘a program are congruent if what was intended actually happened, although
Stake-admits that it is unlikely that all of the intended antecedents, transac-
tions, afid outcomes come to pass exactly as intended even in the best of
programs. With reference to transaction data, Stake insists that the evalya-
tor carefully observe and record data emerging from the transactional and
interactional classroom processes. He broadens the general concept of out-

-
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v “w. Ja‘mwl’opham;-Edurauoribl Evaluation, © 1975, p. 31. Reprinted by permission of Prentice-Hall, Inc., «
Englewood Cliffs, N.J. ’
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come data to include future application, transfer, and the effect of process
on outcomes. ’
The contingencies among the variables are of special importance to the
evaluator. Ini the sensethat evaluation-is-the.search for relationships that -
, facilitate educational improvement, the countenance evaluator’s task is to
: identify outcomes that are contingent upon particular antecedent conditions
: and instructional transactions.
We previously stated that the foundation for a model’s orientation derives
from the author’s definition of evaluation. In this ccse, Stake is a proponent
‘ . of the value-judgment school; the model is judgmental and the process of

N " judging the merit of a program is an integral part of the model. There are two

bases for judging the characteristics of a program in the Countenance Model:

. evaluating a program either on the basis of absolute standards or relative
~—r, -~ —Standards—that.is, .either standards reflecting-personal. opinion concerning
W\ what the program.should be or standards reflecting other similar programs.

) Judgment is involved in choosing which set of standards to use—absolute or
relative—to obtain an overall rating of merit upon which to base recom-
mendations regarding the future of the program.

———— - In] later writings on ‘‘responsive eyaluation,’ Stake-(84) adds that rather
than pérsonally passing Judgment ‘the’ evaluator-should- collect.samples of
the judgments of many people in the program—the clients, staff, com- ’
munity, and others.* Stake's emphasis on. the evaluator’s need to'be fully
aware of and sensitive to the concerns of many people affected by the
program became the central theme in several *‘process-only’’ evaluatjon ap-
proaches discussed in Ehe next chapter.

-~

~a
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__Goal Attainment Models oo

Fathered by Ralph Tyler in the 1930s, goal-attainment or objectives-oriented
models still provide guidance for many evaluations and occupy an important
—— place in the.literature. -An- example of a: goal-attamment model is -the- para-

_ L. Involve members of the total community dlrectly and mdlrectly as par-“
ticipants in the'evaluation; - %

- .. . 2. Develop broad goals and specific opera jonal objectives, both cognitive
and noncognitive;

> -

3. Translate objectives into forms that are commumcable and that can be
. lmplemented to facilitate learning;

———————————————— 3 -

4Many prominent evaluauon theonists expanded the classic paradigm by broadening the definition of decision |,
maker and legitimizing data other than test scores, particularly the judgments of various people involved
directly and irdirectly with the program (75).
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4. Develop criterion measures and instruments to determine whether the
program achieved the objectives;

5. Measure the program’s progress toward attainmnent of the objectives
and, finally, measure attai‘nment of the objectives;

6. Analyze the data; =~ e
7., Interpret the data in light of established standards and values; and

8. Formulate recommendations for program improvement as well as for
- fevisions in the goals and objectives.

The appendlces 1o the article contain lists of criterion measures (for which
Metfessel and Michael have become better known than for their paradigm) .
_that.. .can be._used by the. .evaluator. in. the fourth step of the model. The -
measures are wnde-rangmg, with -those for determining student behavior '
including self-inventories, standardized tests, rating scales, projective tests,
anecdotal records and case histories. Measures are also provided for teacher
and-community behavior. :

Somewhat similar to Metfessel and Michael’s strategy is one offered by
_Robert Glaser (29). His scheme, which excludes sumgative evaluation,

" consists of six steps that comprise a continuing cycle of formative evalua-

—tion: e . '

- . 1. Specify the outcomes of learning in. measurable termS'

2. Analyze the learners’ entry behavior—the level of knowledge sklll or

N ability already in the students’ repertoire relevant to each task speci--
g fied in the.objectives; \

)

%
3, Provide students with various learning alternatives; . .
|
1

g 4 Momtorstudents progress toward objectlves,

_ 5. Adjust the mstructlonal program. accordmg to the level of. students .
performance as they progress towar-.attainment of the objectives; and

|
\1
6 “Evaluate the program for on-going teedback and program |mprove- ‘
~_ment. |

|

'“--———-— Ly ot

Glaser’s paradigm is most sulted to the evaluatlon of mstructlonal pro- N
grams, although the strategy is generallzable to other program situations. i
Glaser has been particularly effective in specifying the conditions necessary
for the evaluation of instruction, and liis main contribution in this area is his
emphasis on detailed diagnosis of student (participant) entry beghaviors, an
emphasis that is important in almost all program eva'uations.

" Despite their several advantages, there are more than a few criticisms of
- goal-attainmerit -models. Scriven (76) was the first to cauticn against indis-
_ criminate goal-based evaluation without an accompanying evaluation-of-the

13
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quality of the goals themselves: **. . . it is obvious that if the goals aren’t
worth achieving then it is uninteresting how well they are achieved.” Un-
fortunately, many evaluators do not hegd‘Sc_:jiveq’s advice, and the goals es-
tablished for a program often remain unscrutinized: -

_Another major.problem with goal-based models is that in order to provide
an effective base for determining program results, program objectives must
be-clear and specific. Rarely are evaluators afforded the luxury of explicit
program goals. More often than not, if they exist at all, the objectives are
vague, general, and too broad to provide a bas: for comparing results.
Dressel (21) .offers a reasonable explanation for the prevalence of globally

stated pfograin objectives, simply stating that *'if is far easier to generate

4

agreement among different constituent groups if an objective is vague.”
‘Broad goals are seldom controversial. For example, few people would argue
if the goal of a program were to enhance students’ self-confidence or
improve their ability to relate to people or other such incontrovertibly inspir-
ing goals. Agreement concerning the behaviors or aftitudes that students

would have to demonstrate in order to show that they had indeed increased
their self-confidence or their ability to relate to people would be-far more

ﬁifﬁcu]t to obtain. In fact, whether or not objectives of this type can even be

defined in specific measurable terms is itself a subject of great controversy.

A third, frequently heard, criticism of goal-based evaluations is that focus-
ing attention on the results of a program only in terms of its intended objec-
tivés- narrows the evaluation, so that the different procedures used to
achieve-the-results_and their relationship to program outcomes are ignored.

-Globa! judgments-of merit, of—cou?_ée,‘canibe'ma‘defconcerningttheon,erall.
value of ‘the program as far as its success in achieving the objectives is
concerned, but no basis for program improvement—an equally important
part of evaluation—can be provided by the data. In other words, the goal-
attainment model is not decision oriented; only limited information can be
provided for decision makers. In decision-orientgd models, the purpose of
evaluation is to provide information for decision makers for a multiplicity of
decisions—decisions concerning whether or not a program is needed in the |
first place; decisions about whether to continue, expand, or terminate a
program; decisions concerning program-certification-or licensing; and deci-
sions about program improvement. The next two models that are described
qualify. as decision-oriented models for program evaluation, an orientation
that-is evident in-the-definition_of evaluation that provides the conceptual

base for their development. , ST

The Discrepancy Model

A very popular and widely used model is Malcolm Provus’ Discrepancy
Model, so named because the discrepancy between performance and’stan-

L4
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dards is -a key point in his definitionnof evaluation. Provu's' (64) defines
evaluation as: -

. . . the process of 1) defining program standards; 2) determining whether a
discrerancy exists between some aspect of program performance and the
standards governing that aspect of the program; and 3) using discrepancy in-
formation either to change performarce or to change program standards.

Depending upon the information yielded as a result of the evaluation,
there are four possible decisions to be made. The program can be
terminated; it can be modified; it can continue or be repeated as is; or the
standards can be changed. °

The Discrepancy Model involves five stages, each of which involves a

~ comparison between reality, or performance, and standards. Discrépancies

are determined by .examining the three coatent categories (input, process,
and output) at each stage and comparing the program performance informa-
tion with these defined standards at each stage.

The design of the program is compared with design criteria; program
operations are -compared against the input and -process sections of the
program design; the degree to which interim objectives are achieved is com-
pared-with the relationship between process and product; the achievement
of terminal objectives is compared with their specification in the program
design; and, finally, the cost of the program is compared against the cost of

. other programs with similar goals.

The first stage focuses on the desigit- and refers -to-the nature of the
program—its.objectives, students; staff and otherresources-required for-the —
program, and the actual activities designed to promote attainment of the gb- -
jectives. The -program-desig..that emerges becomes ‘the-standard-against
which the program is compared in the next stage. T R Y

The sccond stage, installation, involves determining whether an imple- :
mented program is congruent with its implementation plan. Process is the

third-stage, in which the evaluator serves in a formative role, comparing

-performance with-standards and-focusing-on-the-extent-to-which the interim .

or enabling objectives have been achieved. The fourth stage, produci, is

concerned with comparing actual attainments against thé'standards- (objec-

tives) derived during Stage [ and notirg the discrepancies. The fifth and final |

stage is-concerned with the question of cost. A cost-benefit analysis is made

of the completed program and compared to other programs similarin.nature.
Because the primary function and orientation of the Discrepancy Modelis -

-to-provide_information for decision makers, Popham classifics it in his four-

part model medley as a “decision-facilitation’’ mode! (60). -But,.as. Popham____
acknowledges, there is overlap between the categories, and the Discrepancy

~ Model is vulnerable to the same criticisms leveled-at the -goal-attainment

models.
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The CIPP Modeél .

One of the most well-known and widely used models is the CIPP Model
devaloped by Egon Guba and'Daniel Stufflebeam (37) CIPP is an acronym
that- stands-for-the: four-types of -evaluations for which the model'is appro-
priate: context evaluation, input evaluation, process evaluation, and product
) evaluation.

A As noted eéarlier, the foundation for the development of a model is the
_author’s definition of evaluation, and for Guba and Stufflebeam **evaluation
" is the process of delineating, obtammg and providing useful information for

. Judging decision alternatives.”
T,m_s,ﬁdeﬁmtlon contains three lmportant points. First, -evaluation is a
+ systematic, _continuing process. Secondly, the process includes three basic
steps: 1) delineating the questions to be answered; 2) obtaining relevant in-
formation so that the questions may bs answered; 2nd 3) providing the in-
}f)rmauon for decision makers. Thirdly, evaluation serves decision making.
./ Although there is a judgmental component, the primary emphasis in this
: / model is on decision making. Basically, the CIPP model answers four ques-

. tions: 1) What objectives should be accomplished? 2) What procedures
should be followed in order to accomplish the objectives? 3) Are the
procedures workmg.properly"and 4) Are the objectives being achieved?

The CIPP Model, pictured in Figure 2, distinguishes between four dif-
ferent decision-making settings in education and four corresponding types of
_decisions, in. addition to-the four- types of-evaluation-that form-the model’s
name. The first distinction, that of decision-making settings, arises dlrectly

.. - ---as.a consequence:of:the-authors’-definition-of evaluation; that'is, the e: exten-

’ _ siveness of an evaluation, as.well as the rigor with whichiitis conducted, are

determined in large measure by the importance of the decision that is to be

~—- - -gerviced..The._ 1mportance of the décision, in turn, depends upon the signifi-

" cance of the change it is intended to bring about. For example, decisions that

will have far-reaching consequences demand evaluations that are thorough,

rigorous, and, most likely, expensive. Decisions that will have little impact

on the people or the system, such as the decision to change the entrance of a
building, do not requir€ expensive, detailed evaluations.

A second factor to be-considered is the availability, of mformanon and the
:decision maker’s ablllty to use it. Evaluations must, of necessity, be more
extensive when there is little information already available or when the deci-
sion.maker is.not able to make use of the available information in its present
form. These two factors—significance of the intended change and the avail-
ability of information, as well as the decision maker’s ability to use it—form

j“‘—_twmntersectngl1es_wluch, when combined, vield four classes of decision ,
.. _..settings. The.continua are labeled- “smaliversus ‘Targe change’’-and-“*high- - _;
versus low understanding.”” The rule for distinguishing between small and
large-change is the degree of controversy over the change. The more con-

EKC‘ ' 23_ R




Neomobihmc \ Input .
‘ CI\uge Evaluation, sg:;:‘:;“" ,
p ~ System |
L
A
N Incremental
g Change
D
C
H Homeostatic ) Process EProdugl
Context A ‘ Charge Evaluation valuation
Evalustion g System System
Syitem ¢ E
- T N !
- Metamorphic
Change Implementation Recydling —:
Decisions Decisions

Adjust
the Context
Fval 2

Structuring

Decisions

Meochan:,

Figure2, The CIPP Model* —-

.troversnal the change, the larger or-more lmportant lt is. School integration is
-a-gooa example of-a large, controversial change. Large.changes ucnally in;.
volve major restructuring within the educational system. , rﬁ%
Smali changes, conversely, refer to changes that have no significant i
pact on variables considered to be important by society. Thu$, small’
changes are relatively. .inconsequential and noncontroversial. Changing
textbooks, however, or_adding curricular content are examplés. of small
f'hanges that still require evaluative information for-sound decisions. = -
The four decision settings are called homeostatic, incremental, neomo-
_ bilistic, and metamérphic, each-referring-to.the extent of intended change.
Homeostatic decisions arc aimed at maintaining the status quo and, not
surprisingly, are characteristic of most decis:ons that are made in education.

. Faculty assignments and course scheduling are examples of homeostatic de-
cisions. Incremental decisions refer to to developmental activities, pamcularly
those conducted as a part of continuous program improvement.-Contrary to-
their creators’ view, many innovations in education are examples of incre-

. .mental activities—attempts to make some improyement without risking-a

——-— —-= major upheaval. . -

. -

>

“u “ﬁ“__Sougce Phi Delta Kappa, National study Commu.22on Evaluation. Educational evaluatio s and dectsion mak- ’
ing. Ithaca, 11L.: Peacock PFéss, 197 Reprinted by permission of Phi Dcl}/KBPPa' lnoorporated
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__jectives designed to meet these needs. The procedures for context evalua-
tion includé: 1) defining and describing the environment in which the'change

) tidns:

. Unmet needs can be determined by examining the goals of the school and

_“"r

/ ' -

Neomobilistic decision;ldenote large, innovative activities conducted for
the purpose of solving"signiﬁcant problems. Policy research centers and in-
stitutes that deal with long-range educational planning are engaging in the
area of neomobilistic lecision-making. Metamorphic decision-making.aims

P

to produce complete changes in.an educational system. Ivan 1llich’s pro-
posal to disestablish schools is a good example of what would be meta-
morphic change in education. Quite obviously, this kind of change would be
utopian, and the probapility of its taking place in education isindeed slim.
Within each.of these decision-making settings, there are thousands of
specific-educational decisions fhat are categorized by the authors into
another foursome: 1) planning decisions.to determine objectives; 2) structur-
ing decisions to design.the means or procedures to be used to attain the ob-
jectives: 3) sinplementing decisions to watch over and refine the procedures;
and 4) recycling decisighs to judge and react to the outcomes or attainments
of the objectives. =~ . .,
Corresponding to each of these four decision types are the four types of
cvaluation for which the model was named—context, input, process, and
product. Context evaluation is the most prevalent type of evaluation used in
education. The major objective of context evaluation is to determine needs,
specify the population and san.ple of ind:viduals to be served, and devise ob-

is to occur; 2) identifying unmet nceds and necessary and available
resources; 3) identifying sources of problems or deficiencies in meeting these
needs; and 4) predicting future deficiencies by considering the desirable, ex-
pected, possible, and probable outcomes. 1In other words, context evalua
tion provides the rationale for justifying a particular type of program.
Context evaluation, according to Stufflebeam (90), addresses these ques-

I. What unmet needs exist in the context served by a particular institu-
tion?

2. What objectives should be pursued in order to meet these needs? .
3. What objecfives will receive support from the comgiunity?

- 4, Which set of objectives is most feasible to achieve?

students® performance, comparing-them, and-noting-any ‘‘discrepancies”” 77" T
The differences represent unmet needs. Which objectives should be pursued
in order to mect these needs depends on the conditions that account for the
differences. Stufflebeam suggests that literature published by other evalua
tors who "hawe experienced similaraproblems may help to explain why"
.students failed to reach desired criterion levels. Which objectives will be .

“”
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: ’ supported by the community can be determined simply by polling or inter-
’ viewing representativés of community groups. Determining which objec-
tives are most feasible involves estimates of costs and of resources available
to the school and community.

The purpose of input evaluation is to determine how to use the résources
in order to.meet the goals established for the program. The end product of
. mput evaluation is an analysis of alternative procedural designs or strategies
s —-——in terms of their:potential costs and benefits.

Stuffiebeam- (90) suggests five questions that input evaluation should be
capable of answenng

-_ 1, Does-a- given-project stratégy provide a logical response to a set of
'specified objectives?

s 2. Isagiven strategy legal?

3. What strategies already exist with potent-al relevance for meetmg pre-
viously established objectives?

4. What specific procedures and ume schedules will be needed to imple-
menta gwen strategy?

5. What are the opérating charactensucs and effects of competmg
strategies under pilot conditions?

) Decisions based upon information collected in input evaluatigns typically
result in the SpeCIﬁcatlompf materials, procedures, time schedules, facilities,
staffing, and budgets that will be necessary to promote attainment of a
"_particular set of objectives.

Process evaluation provndes continuing, perlodlc°feedback to program

. managers on how the project is progressing once it has been initiated. T he

objectlve of process evaluation s to detect-defects in the design or its imple-
‘mentation and to monitor the various aspects of the project so that potential

, /p'reblems or sources of failure can be identified and remedied. As-in forma-

- tive evaluation, the process evaluator collects information fl;equently and

e reports it to the program manager as often as necessary to keep the praject |

A --- -progressingasplanned., ’

; Stufflebeam (90) §uggests th ol]owing questions to be addressedvby-
L, ,___,_.pro»css evaluations ~— ~ T . ’
~ ; . N 4 .
1 1 Is the project‘on sch dule" . .

>

"~ 2. should the staff be retramed or reoriented prior to compleuon,of ihe* ¥
presenbgro_;ect cycle? ¢ v

3. Are the “facilities and materials being used adequately and appro-
priately?




‘-

4. What major .procedural ‘barriers need to be overcome during the
—present cycle? - -

In addition to providing feedback fer ongoing program improvenient,
process evaluation yields a record or diary of the project which itself can
prove valuable once the project has been completed.

Finally, product (or outcome) evaluation measures and interprets attain-
ments at the end of a program-and at appropriate cut-off péints-within it.
Product evaluation includes: 1) identifying congruenciés and discrepancies
between the intended objectives and actual_attainments; 2) identifying
‘unintended results, desirable or otherwise; 3) providing for objectives that
have not been met by recycling the program; and 4) providing information
for decision makers regarding the future of the program—whether it should
be continued, terminated, modified, or refocused.

Despite the labyrinthian intricacy of the model and the perhaps needlessly

. complex terminology, the CIPP model _has-been used extensively to guide
program evaluations throughout the field of education (18, 28, 39). It was one
.of the first full-scale models that directed attention to the information needs
of decision makers. The CIPP model made evaluators aware of both the va-
riety and range of evaluative information that is necessarily a part of the dif- »
ferent types of decisions that have tc be made in education and the different
settings in which those decisions have to be made.

In later works, Stuffiebeam (88, 89) distinguished between gvaluation for -

decision making and evaluation for accountability. Evaluation conducted for
thg purpose of decision making is proactive —similar in concept and practice
to formative evaluation. ‘Evaluation for the purpose of accountability is
retroactive in nature and serves a summative role. Actually, all four types of
evaluations—context, input, process, and product—can be considered
formative when they provide information for program improvement and
summative when they provide information for decisions regarding a“
program’s future. » .
Dressell (21) illustrates this quartet within the context of the four cor-
. responding parts of an educaticnal program—input, en...onment, process,
___and.cutput.-Context évaluation contributes to decisions regarding the envi-
ronment, but it is also concerned with the interrelations of all of the program
parts. Input evaluation is concerned with clarifying goals and assessing the
use of resources. Process evaluation corresponds ta the process elements,
,analyzed in terms of their contribution to the attainment of objectives.
Output evaluation determines the discrepancy between intent and reality
and analyzes the factors contributing to the differences.
Although Guba and Stuffiebeam do not provide a set of designs to accom-
pany the four types of evaluation their model accommodates, they do offer a

checklist of procedures for developing a design applicable to any of the four

types. The checklist consists of six major steps: 1) focusing the evaluation,

i
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| ~ whxch means xdcntlfymg and defining the decisi’ n situations or the goals of

. the evaluation, the setting WIthll'pVthh it is to be conducted, and the .
polxc:es witliin which it is'to operate; 2) planning the data collection; 3) plan-
ning t the organization of thie data; 4) planning the data analysis; 5) specifying
\audlences, fo;glats. means, and schedules for reporting the findings; and 6)

« administrating the evaluatlon, or providing.an overall plan for executing the

.. _evaliiation design. Dressel '(21) offers a more comprehenswe and useful

/ checklist for plaining an evaluation.* .

>
- -

\

€

-

S Al What is the purpose and background. of the evaluatnon" )

1. What inputs, environmental factors, processcs, or outcomes are ta be
- evaluated?

-

2. What are the critical points at whichpviéence will be required for de-
cisions? )

3. What rules, procedares, assumptions, and pnmnp]ee»are m\olved n

the decnsw‘xs" < . 5

4. Who will make decns:ons and what is the process by whzc‘h these will

\\ be made? \ '

S, Doe:s the overall situation suggest, requnre or prohibit certain tactics
and strategies? ,

.

6. What timing considerations are involved?

7. What are the iimitations on costs? K

8. What are the specific evaluation tasks?

. - .? . - &
-=--" L B. Whatinformdtion is to becollected?

1. Are the particular items unambiguously defined and collectible by. ob-
jective and reliable means?

- -

2. From where or from whom is the evidence to be collected"

3' By whom is it to be collected? , )

g 4 What irstruments or procedures are to be used? . ¢ L

}

e

5. Will the collection of evidence in itself seriously affect the iz wput, envi-
ronment, process, or outcomes?

6. Will the collection of evidence becom: a regular part of the proEess,
_ orisiganadd-on for a one-time evaluation
- .. <
: 7. What is the schedule for collection of information?

*Paul L. Dresie}, Handbook of Acadcmlc Evaluation, © 1976, pp. 23-25. Reprinted by pcrmlssxon of Jossey-
Bass, Inc., San Francisco, Calif. . -
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C: ‘What procedures will be used for organizing and analyzing data?
" 1. In‘'what form is information to be collected?

2. Will-codinig be required? If subjective judgments will be,required in
coding, are the cnten'x for these adequate" Who will do the coding?

. 3. How will the data be stored, retneved and processed? -

4 What analytic,procedures are to be used?

4

D. Is the reporting procedure clear? .
. X .
_1, 'Who will receive reports-" '

T 2wl tfeports be*organized by analytic procedures by type of data, or
by decisions to be made" ) 3

3. Will reports include the practlcal implications regarding the various
possible decisions to be made or leave these implicatidns for the
project staff.or administrators to ascertain? )

4. TIs the e aluator fo state explicitly the particular decisions which lie
believes are supported by the evidence? *
]

5. When and in what detail are réports to be made?
> E. Howis the evaluation to be evaluated?

-1, "Who will'bé.involved—project-staff;-the evaluator, decision-makers; ) -
-some presumably more objective'individual? :

2. What vd??the criteria used in this second-level evaluation be—costs,
program improvement, impact on further planning of related enter-
, prises? . .

3. Towhom and when is thls report to be presented? d

4. What decisions are to be antlc1pated as a result of the report" will -
they include 1mprovement of evaluation processes in the future?

It should be noted that Dressel suggests an additional step not included by
Guba and Stufflebéam—an eyaluation of the evaluation—asserting that
evaluators must assume at least partial responsrblhty for unsuccessful
evaluations. This point will be dlscussed furtaer in the Eoncluding section of
this monograph . RO

”~ o
L 4 b °

The ‘CSE Model ' R

-

The final model that we will discuss is the decrsron-onented model
"developed at UGLA's Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE) and

at
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described by its former director Marvin Alkin. The foundation for theffﬁ‘%gl
is AlKin’s (2) definition of evaluation:

Evaluation is the process of ascertaining the decision areas of concern, se-
lecting-appropriate information, and collecting and analyzmg informationdn
order to report summary data useful to decision-makers in selecting among
alfernatives.

Because the definition, as well as the assumptif)ns on which it is based, are
closely tied to the décision-making process, evaluations are classified ac-
cording to five decision categories and the kinds of information required for
making the decisions. Alkin refers to these as evaluation need areas. 3

The first need area is called systems assessment and refers to evaluations
that are necessary, to provide information about the current status of the
system. The difference between what is and what is desired represents a
need and results in a statement of objectives written in terms of desired
program outcomes. The second area, program planning, refers to informa-
tion that will help the decision maker select a particular program that is
likely to be effective in meeting the specified needs identified in the first
stage. The function-of the evaluator is to provide information concerning the
potentidl effectiveness of different courses of action so that decision makers
can choose the best from among the alternatives presented.

Once the program has been selected (or designed), an evaluation of
program implementation provides information concerning the extent to

which the program is being carried out in the way it was intended and in-

formation showing whether of niotit is béifig provided to the group for which
it was intended in the program plan. Program improvement, a fourth need
area similar to formative evaluation, requires eyaluative information con-
cerning the manner in which the program is functioning—the attainment of
en route objectives, the presence of unanticipated outcomes, and the rela-
tive success of the different parts.of the program. Information collected in

this stage should include data on the extent to which the program is achiev-
ing its intended objectives and information concerning the impact of the
program on cther.processes and programs. .

The fifth and final .area of the CSE model is program ceruﬁcazwn Similar
in concept to summatlve evaluation, the evaluator's function is to provide
mformatlon concerning the worth of. the overall program, again in terms of
.both the extent to which the objectives have been attained and the program’s
impact on the outcomes of other programs. The information collected by the
evaluator at this stage should enable the decision maker to make decisions
regarding the future of the program. As in the CIPP model, the decision
maker has four choices: to retain the program as is, modify it, disseminate it
.or terminate it.

Stages two through five are similar to the first four stages of the Dis-
crepancy Model, and the first two and the fifth stages are similar to the CIpp
: ‘ . 23
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model’s context, input, and product evaluations. Process, as defined in the

CIPP model, has been separated into program implementation and program’

improvement, and as far as Alkin is concerned, cost-benefit analysis,-the
fourth stage of-the Discrepancy Model, is assumed to be part of every Stage
in his model. . o -
The advantage of the CSE Model is that it is applicable to the evaluation of
.both discrete, definable instructional programs and broad-scale educational
systems. In fact, Alkin argues that evaluations at the macro level of large
educational systems require total examination beyond determining the
extent to which program objectives have been achieved. For large-scale
evaluations, the examination must include inputs, descriptions of alternative
processes used within the sys* m, descriptions of the input-output relation-
. ship and data on %nanticipated outcomes or consequences in addition to data
on the achievement of intended or desired objectives. Unfortunately,
, Alkin’s advice has not often been heeded.

3

Some New Approaches

Although not exactly models in the strictest sense of the word, the Modus
Operandi Method and the Adversary Approach to evaluation must-be men-
tioned, even if briefly, since they will both no doubt receive greater attention
in the near future. T .

The Modus Operandi (MO) Method is suggested by Scriven (74) as an al-
térnative when experimental-or-quasi-experimental-designs-cannot be used.
The theoretical base of the MO method, which derives from procedures em-
ployed by historians, detectives, anthropologists, and engineering “‘trou-
bleshooters,” is really quite simple. A program is investigated to see if it was
the cause of a certain set of effects. As Scriven explains, ‘“‘the MO of a
particular cause is an associated, configuration of events, processes, or
properties, usually in time sequences, which can often be described as the
<characteristic causal chain (or certain distinctive features of this chain) con-
necting the cause with the effect.” . :

Certain effects are assumed to be caused by bne or more factors, which
Scriven calls a *‘quasi-exhaustive causal list.”” The presence of each of these
factors is checKed, and if only ohe is present, the investigator checks for a
*‘causal chain’’—the configuration of characteristic events, processes, or
properties that may connect the cause with the effect. If one causal chain is
present, that chain (not the butler) is. the cause. If more than one complete
chain is present, the possible causes associated with it are considered co-
causes. ‘

Altheagh Scriven suggests using the MO method in situations where
classical design cannot be used, he also argues that even in experimental
studies somg attention should be given to the questions implicit in the MO

v
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'V approach: *“What.are the méans whereby the-putative cause is supposed to
- be bringing about the effect? What are the links in the causal chain between -
them? Can we look for these links or arrange that they will be easy to look
2» . .for? Can we use their -occurrence to- distinguish between the alternative
- causal hypotheses" How?”: :
The MO méthod is still in a theoretical stage and has not been tested in
i actual evaluation practice. However, it offers evaluators a logicai alternative
to -employ :in gppropriate situations, and in line with Scriven’s other
-contributions, could ultimately prove useful.

The Adversary Approach offérs less promise, at least according to some
‘who have used it in practice—for example, Popham and Carlson (62). First
_suggested-by-Guba (3.)), the Adversary Model derives its origins from the
“legal model* of advocate/adversary conflict, and confrontation and third-

; . partyresolution. Although there are several variations in the actual way it is
o applied to eyaluation (and the reader is urged to consult the several descrip-
twnl; of the approach),® Adversarial Evaluation basically involves two
‘separate- evaluation teams (or mdlv:duals)—one chosen ‘to ‘represent the
program in question and gather evidence in its favor; the other to representa.
<competing program, or, in the absence of a competing program, to gaEIT er -
evidence and present a case against the program. The results of the two
evaluations are presented either in:written reports or'in a traditional debate
settmg, ‘with the décision makers rendering the final verdict. 3

"In theory, the Adversary Model seems to be an.ideal way in which to be
assured of a truly objective evaluation, and its-champions extoll this virtue.
But, accordmg to Popham and Carlson (62), the model has several sericus

4

A

defects: it is dependent upon fhe two competing evaluation teams having -
equal skills and on the commitment and fairness of the *‘judges;’’ there is'no
adversary, court of appeals-to which an improper ruling can be protested; it is
\ expensive; and lastly, most educational decisions are not amenable to the bi-
i nary choice of a winner/floser or go/no-go adversary contest. Educational de-
- cision makers need many, more options concerning the future of a program
than just those of maintenance or termination. The ultimate fate of the Ad-

versary Model will have to await more reports of its use in actual evalua- .
.« tions. Perhaps when guidelines for its use are refined, some of the

deficiencies encountered by Popham and Carlson will be remedied. .

- Citations - o -
Countenance Modei—Stake (83) . /
Differential Eyaluation Model—Tripodi, Fellin, and Epstein (94) , \
Priority Decnsnon Model—Boyle (9) .

Trade-off and Lomparauve Cost Modet—Glass (30) *

- $Sece Guttentag, M. (38); Kourilsky, M. (46); Levine, M. (47); Owens, T. (56); Wolf, R. L. (109); and Wolf,
- 1 Potter and Baxter (110).
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Systems Approach Matei~~Yost and Monnin (112)
Cost Utitity.Model (Costa, 1973)

Ontologi::al Models«Peper (58)
_Synergistic Models—Hunter and Schooley (43) .
.~ Ethnographic Models—Dobbert and Dobbert (20), Wilson et al. (108)

~2

EVALUATION DESIGNS

The evaluation models described in the previous section represent the major
paradigms of educational program evaluation; they have been used to guide
many evaluations and they have influenced the thinking of many practicing
evaluators. Modeis provide a broad base for designing evaluation activities
‘by-offering a framework and conceptualization that-guides-both the focus.of
the evaluator and the orientation of the evaluation. But models do.not
provide strategies for implementation. **Although -models may help the
evaluator isolate the types of decisions, to be made, they do not proyide
procedural guidelines regarding how those decisions should be made."’ (60)
- Guidelines are provided by the design, which establishes the conditions and
procedures for collecting the data required to answer the questions of
«~_ concerf. The design must be related to the type of program or service being
» evaluated; that is, the selection of a particuiar design is guided by the deci-
sions that will have-to be made as a consequence of the data. In turn, the

. adequacy of a particular design can be determined by the extent to which the .

results may be interpreted and the questions apswered. In most cases,

evaluation designs have been borroied fromresearch. - —
For example, Campbell and Stanley {12) distinguish between three types
of research designs commonly used in evaluation—pre-experimental, ex-
perimental, and quasi-experimental—evaluating a number of specific
designs-in-each category according to their ability to withstand threats to
their validity. That is, the criterion differentiating the three groups of
. designs, as well as the quality of the designs within each group, is the extent
to which the design protects against the effects of extraneous or nonprogram
variables, thus legitimizing the results that are attributable to the program.
More specifically, the criterion is the extent to which the design protects
against eight threats to internal validitys—eight kinds of variables, ex- .
traneous to the program, that if not controlled, will affect the outcomes of
-

¢Campbell and Stanley also describe threats to external validity that jeopardize the generalizability of the
_findings. Although some wnters argue that generalizability is (or should be) an important co, sideration in
program evaluation, most, others feel as we do, that ge neralizability is not a major concern it most educa-
tional program evaluations., For a descnption of threats to external validity, the reader is referred to Camp-

» beliand Stanley (12).
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the program and thus the accuracy of the interpretations that can be made of
the data. N
° The-eight threats to internal validity are as follows:

History: Qutside events, such as changes in factors like the job market,
the economy, or television programming, can affect the, subjects of a
program and thus the program results. Outside-events are likely to occur
when.the program being evaluated extends over a long period, of time.

Maturation: Processes within respondents, such as fatigue or growth,
produce change as a function of the passage of time. Natural growth alone
may sometimes be responsible for changes that are observed in a program
evaluation. Weiss (99) describes the problems confronted in evaluations of
-delinquency prevention programs that do not have control groups. Be-
cause young males generally become less, likely .to comniit crimes and
more likely to.hold jobs.around.the age of 17 or 18, when suchresults ap-
pear in program evaluations, they cannot be attributed to the prevention
program unless a control group has been‘incorporated in the design.

Tést:’ng.’ The effect of a test on the scores of a second test,.as in the
pretest-posttest design, prevents a true determination of the program
results.

Instrumentation: Changes in the instruments themselves, in calibration or
difficulty level, or changes in the observers or scorers used affect the ac-
curacy of interpretations.

Selection: Biases resulting from the differential recruitment of the experi-
mental and control groups affect the accuracy of interpretations.

Statistical Regression: Nori-program. effects can appear during statistical

manipulations. When groups are selected for a study on the basis of
extremely high (or, more often, low) scores, their scores on subsequent
tests will tend to regress statistically—that is, move back toward the mean
of the group. The regression is an artifact of the statistics and not an effect
of the program. ‘

z y - . * 3 3 .
Selection-Maturation Interaction: Selection biases result in differential
rates of maturation or changes as a function of time.

True experimental designs protect against all of these possible threats to

internal validity; quasi-experimental designs generally protect against most
* of them. Quasi-experimental’ desighs require the same rigor, but they are
more practical than the true experimental model in many real-world situa-
tions. Pre-experimental designs totally lack control and, according to Camp-
bell and Stanley are *‘of 2lmost no scientific value." Examples of pre-experi-
mental designs are: 1) the one-group, pretest-pgsttest design.in which a

.
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single group is.pretested, exposed tc[ a program, and then posttested; de--  °

.pending upon the length of time be;wéen the pretest and posttest, the design )

.~ is apen to thé threats of history or| maturation; 2) the static-group com-
.parison, inwhich a group that has recLived a program or service is compared

with a group that has not—a-comp ison faat is suspect since the original

- equivalence of the two groups is unkpown; and 3) the one-shot case study in

‘ which a.singlé group is studied ence. More will be said about the limitations

) of casestudies ina sgbsequent section of this.chapter. ' “

o ) -

Qij'asi-eiﬁeriﬁiedﬁlhe'sigﬁns 1 - . | E ;
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Because of the difficulty of conducting true experiments in the real world of '
education, ‘quasi-experimental designs have become more: widely used in
‘both research and- evaluation projects in recent years, particularly as these
designs gained respect, under Camipbell and Stanley’s sponsdrship. The
designs described on the following pages are thé morg widely’known of the
quasi-expérimental group, and each claims certain special features that
makes it approp'riate in different types of evaluation- settings. For a more
éxhaustive list and description of designs, thé reader is referred to Campbell
and Stanley (12). o : . .

The Nonequivalent Control Groz{p Design: Probably the most:commonly
used design (and also the least satisfactory) is ghg nonequivalent control
group design, in which control and 'experimental groups are forme without
benefit of random assignment.. A c mparison group of available individuals .
or intact groups whose characté:i_s‘ﬁ‘ics—are similar.to the experiméntal group B
are used as controls. Pretest and-pOsttest measures are taken for both groups
and the results ar: comparcd. Although obviously not as rigorous a design as
a true experimenc. in which comp ison groups are basedon gandom assign«. ‘; N
ment, the main issue in the noneqqivalent,contml:group/design isone ofse-
lection—identifying the variables-that were used to,place the participantsin ™
Leach group. The .objective, of course, is to make the.two groups as similar as
possible. The more similar the coEtrol group is to the experimental group,

the more reliable the interpretations that can "B‘evmade of .the data. Popham
(60) and Weiss (99) both provide s ggestions‘fbminc(reasing the similarity of ,
the two groups. Popham suggests reviewing thescores of the pretest for both
_ groups and selectively eliminating the “discordant learners” from the post-

. test analysis. Weiss proposes using ‘‘unawares’’ (people who did not hear of
the program but might have joined if they had) and “‘geographical ineligi-
l?}es” (people with cheracteristics l“similar tothe experimentalgroup wholive .
—if ]ocations that have no similar p ogram): A

The Time Series Design: The tiine series design inyolves studying the be-
havior of an individual or a group over time, Although the statistical
procedures for analyzing the datg are sometimes complex, the time series

38
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design has many advantages to offer. A series of measurements are taken of
the participants before, during, and after the onset of a program, with the
before measures establishing a baseline performance level against which to
measure changes. The measures are examined to determine an **effect pat-
tern’’ or trend to show the impact of the program over time,

The multiple time series design provides more rigor by addmg an_addi- ~

tional group and examining the series of measurements for both groups. If
the program evaluated has been effective, the effect pattern for the two

groups should be markedly differént. A major advantage of the time series

design is that it is a fairly powerful design, providing excellent'information
on the éffects of a’ program even when a comparison or control group cannot
be used. Time series designs are particularly well suited for longltudmal
evaluations and social action evaluatlons where the program cannot be with-
held ‘from appropriate participants.

»,

Experimental Designs :
f\

Although some writers acknowledge the difficulty of applying .ontrolled ex-

periments to the problems of education, and more than a few add the caveat

. of “where conditions allow," experimental design is to many educators the

cornerstone of evaluation—the ideal methodology for educational program
evaluation.” Campbell and Stanley (12) state unequivocally that they are

. .committed to the experiment: as the only means for settling disputes re-
garding educational practices, as the only way of verifying educational
improvements, and as the only way of establishing a cumulative iradition in
which improvements can be introduced without the danger-of a faddish dis-
card of old wisdom in favor. of inferior novelties.

Classic experimental design incorporates two important techniques that

’ together rule out the possibility that something other than the program

caused the observed results, and thus, they confirm the legitimacy of the in-
terpretations made from the data. These techniques are the use of control or
compar;son groups and randomization. Quite simply, this means that sam-
pfes of the target p0pu1at|on are randomly selected and assigned to either the
experimental group receiving the treatment (program) or the control group;,
which receives a different treatment or no treatment. Members of the two
groups are posttested after the program has been completed, the differences
are compared, and the experimental program is pronocunced a success if the

i

See Aronson and Sherwood (4), Campbell (10), Evans (26), Glennan (32), Houston (42), Popham (60), Porter

(63); Rossi (72); Scriven (74, 76, 77), Stanley (86, 87), Welch and Walberg (102), Wholey e al. (107), and
Weiss (98, 99). Evans (26) makes a compelling argument in favor of small-scale controlled expenments.to test
the relative effectiveness of alternative program techniques as a precursor to the introduction of massive na-
uonal promms
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experimental group has more of whatever the criterion variable is than the
members of the control group. That the experimental group had fewcr
cavities after using Crest should by now be a familiar slogam.

The essential feature in experimental designs is randcmization, which

increases’ the probability that subjects who form the control group are

basically equivalent to thosc in the experimental group. In the Crest: experi-

‘ment, this meant-that the pecple-who-formed the control group and used

Brand X were, as far as the experimen was concerned, no different from the

people in the experimental group using Crest—at, least not until they com-

pleted the ‘program. Controlled experiments Srzifuce the possibility that
]

something-other than the program caused the results. Suppose, for example,

. that subjects were not randomly assigned to the Crest and Brand X groups

and it turned out that the subjects in the Crest group lived in a community *

that introduced fluoridation into the water soon after the study had begun.
Suppose, at the same time, that the majority of Brand X subjects lived ina
community that did not have fluoridated water. Quite obviously, the in-
ference that the. continued use of Crest results in fewer cavities would have
beeri suspect, and Arthur O’Connell would have been out of a job.

Without question, experimental design can be a powerful tool. If people
can be randomly assigned and if there are enough of them available to form

- an experimenta! and a control group; if the control group wiil not be harmed

-

or deprived psychologically, socially, or financially by not receiving the

orogram or by receiving - placebo program; if the program is a specific,

definable-entity; and if ¢ objectives are explicit, then an experimental

design is probably the best choice. If the evaluation proceeds smoothly and

if the instruments and measures are valid and reliable and appropriate to the

objectives, then, if the experimental group shows greater positive change~
than-the controls, we can be fairly certain that the change is due to the effect

of the program.

But programs do not exist in apolitical or ideal contexts and compromises
in design are inevitable. There are innumerable occasions when forming con-
trol groups and randomization are difficult; there are many situations in
which it is impossible. Sometimes programs have to be offered to intact
groups, such as classrooms already formed according to school schedulés.
Sorietimes groups available for comparison gre too dissimilar. Greenbert
(33) and Weiss (98, 99) both comment on the Jroblems associated with find-
ing truly equivalent groups or communities where randomization has been
possible and note that the alternative usually used, that of matching, is nota
satisfactory solution. For every factor on vhich groups are matched, there
are otier equally, if not more important, variables on which they are un-
matched. It is these variables that may in fact exert more influence on the
outcomes than the variables on which the groups are supposedly matched.

In other situations, programs must be provided on a voluntary basis and
made available to all who apply. This is particularly true in the case of social
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‘target group relative to the. rest of society. Few administrators, or program
evaluators for- that matter, would'be willing. to deprive people of programs
that would be of oenefit to them. As. Suchman: (92) comimeants, it is difficult
.. —both-to- refuse sérvice to those, who seek it and to force it upon those who
din’t-want'it. . -

‘But, even when control groups are feasible, there are a number of; prob-
lems that interfere with the operations of an experimental design. First, ex-
penmental desngns are particularly vulnerable to *“‘Hawthorne effects.''*
Regardless of randomization, the results of a .program can become
contammated if either the éxpenmen'al or the control group find out that
" they are participating in a “study"* and become aware of their special status.
Experimental partncnpants may try harder while their control group coun-
terparts, may become ar.oyed or angry at being rejected by the program.
I‘he change in their actions or attitudes will affect the outcomes of the
t‘rqgramxln addition, it is difficult to maintain contact with controls who are
not receiving an alternative or placebo program.

An added problem concerns contamination of the control group. Mann
(51) -observed that in an organizational setting, innovations sometime

“‘spread like a disease"" to control groups._Rossi (72) notes in addition that a

programs or services that are essentially equnvalent in many respects to the
program or services being evaluated. It is far easier to implement a rigid
’ evaluation in programs operating in highly centralized organizations such as
_prisons, hospitals, or-boarding schools in which.the organization maintains
strict control over its members and the evaluator can thus maintain strict
control over the-design.

Still, as Weiss (99) clearly points out, ingenious adaptations can be made
to alleviate, and in many. cases eliminate, most of the problems that beset ex-
.peri mental design. Scriven (76) suggests the use of multiple experimental
groups to separate Hawthome effects from those of the programs. Weiss and
others (12, 24. 44, 60) suggest the time series design in which the treatment
group becomes its own control through repeated measures of outcomne vari-
ables or in which two different programs are compared.and the treatment
group of one program serves as the control group for the other and vice
versa. Rossi (72) proposes a two-stage evaluatior. consisting of a.reconnai-
sance phase in which non:experimental designs are used to screen out pro-

« . phase in which powerful controlled experiments are used tp evaluate the dif-
ferential effectiveness of a vanety of programs that demoastrated sizable ef-

Z} *The term refers to a séries of studies madc at the Hawthorne Works of the Western Electric Company
between 1927 and 1932, Researchers found that workers increased production whenever they became the
subject of attention in a study. The **Hawthorne effect™ has subsequently been found in many research and
evajuation situations where experimental designs havc beenused.

N B

action programs whose primary purpose is to shifi the position of a Spec;,iﬁed

“changing economic or political climate can make avallable to the controls .

grams that should (and can) by investigated further <nd an experiraental .
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fects in the first phase. — -~ :

The experifental model has been challenged not only because of the
inherent difficulties in-using such designs but also because in many instances
experimental designs are counter-productive to the needs and goals of the
evaluation. As we pointed out earlier, the design must be suifed to the pur-
poses of the evaluation. If the purpose of an evaluation is to find out how
well a particular program achieved its goals, an experimental design is ideal.
If decision makers are concerned with program implementation, participant
satisfaction, or information for program improvement, other designs are far
more appropriate. In these examples, experimental design woul be inade-
quate for the task. '

The many limitations of experimental design, particularly those which
focus on the extérit to which a program has achieved its objectives, are well
documented and will not be reiterated here. For more detailed discussions,
the reader is referred to Borich and Drezek (8); Guba (34); Riecken (66);
Rose and Nyre (71); Stake (84); and Wergir (103).

Most studies carried out under experimental, conditions fail to assess the
impact of the program operating within functioning institutional or organiza-
tional systems. The-focus on objectives limits the evaluator’s understanding
of the program and, despite Scriven’s exhortations, attention is seldom paid
to the merit of the goals established for the program or to unanticipated out-
comes that may have far more important consequences than the goals origi-
nally intended. An obvious example is a math program that significantly
improves children’s understanding of mathematics but results also in their
hating math! Experimental designs do not take into account changes in goals
(or procedures) that frequently take place once a progtam is underway, and
they cannot provide the immediate formative feedback that programs often
need in order to identify and correct snags in their early stages of imple-
mentation. - .

House (41) offers.an interesting analysis of the problem, arguing that the
classical approach to program evaluation, in which learner performance is
measured on standardized tests of achievement (which implies that the

‘larger the gain, the better the prograni), is based on utilitarian ethics. Utili-

tarian ethics stipulate that a society is just when its institutions are arranged
so as to achieve the greatest net balance of satisfaction as summed over 2ll
individuals. The principle of utility is to maximize the net balance of satisfac-
tion. Thus, a common measure or index of the criterion is required so that
quantitative calculations can be made. In education, that measure is the
standardized test, and in the classic evaluation approach, the best educa-
tional programs are those which produce the greatest gains in test scores
regardless of the disuibution of those scores. Only the final, net score
counts, and, 'since it is averaged across all individuals, one person’s loss is
balanced by another person’s gain. The real effect of the program on-dif-
ferent subsets of individuals is masked. :
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Most expcnmental desngns that have been used in educauonal evaluauon
-fail to-consider the manner in which the program was-implémented or the
conﬁgurat:on of people, events, processes and practices, values and at-
titudes that surround the program, affecting the environment in which it
operates-jnd thus, at least presumabl its outcomes. It is not enough to
document that a program failed to wo;k It is essential to. identify the
processes..ad other variables that combin€d to defeat it. Partlcularly in the
case- of large social action programs, but even with small-scale educational
programs; the investigation of negative effects is an important issue. The ca-
pacity of communities, organizations, institutions (and people!) to resist
change must be mvestlgated ‘and the factors that defeated a program
identified so that they can be usedas a base,for the desngn of apr ogram that
is mote likely to be effective. .

Conversely, itis not enough to document that a program achieved its goals

and the extent that it did'so. Equally important as the attainment of goals, is 1

the concern with why the results occurred, what processes intervened
between input and outcome, how the program actually operated, what non-
program events may have affected participation, and what implications and
guidelines can be derived from the evaluation for program improvenient and
, replication. Experimental design alone cannot provide thls £ssential in-
formatlon

Weiss and Rein (101) pomt out that in broad-aim programs, different ap-
proaches are often used at the local level so that the programs in effect differ
. from community to community. A description of the different forms and ap-
proaches as well as the forces that shaped each would be important informa-
tion that cannot be obtained through traditional experimental evaluation.

Stufflebeam (89) contends that experimental designs are only appropriate
in product evaluations and, thus, are of minor relevance to educational
evaluation. Guba (34) goes further, stating that experimental design actually
“‘prevents rather than promotes changes'* because the programs cannot be
altered ifhe data and interpretations about the differences between them
are to be unequivocal.

The same criticisms and shortcomings can be leveled against quasi-experi-
mental designs in which the usual thrust of the study is also the degree.to
which desired goals have been attained. No matter how effective and useful
they are in some situations, again, little attention is paid to how the program

«developed, what unanticipated consequences occurred, what variations

exist among the program’s component parts or units, what outside events af-
fected either programming or participants, or to the adequacy of the program
operation and the capability of the staff. As Stake (83) suggests, most
classical designs were developed as a means of examining **minute details’’;
they-were not developed for portraying the **whole cloth of the program”’
The point is, evaluation designs must accommodate the characteristics and
informational ncéds of the program, not the other way around.
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Process Evaluation—the Other Extreme ° LT
Unfortunately, the very real problems with experimental designs and the
deficiencies of quantitatively oriented evaluations that reached their height
in the era of accountability precipitated a reactionary movement to the other
extreme—an equally deficient process-oriented approach, alternately refer-

ted to in the literature as transaction-observation, process-oriented, qualita-

tive, or illuminative gvaluation.® These approaches, which derive primarily _

-from Stake’s- countenance model and Lis later *‘responsive” evaluation,
‘focus almost exclusively on the envirorment or *‘milieu,” eschewing quanti-
tative output measures, and are preoccupied with program process.*Nonex-
.perimental designs (pre-experimental in Campbell and Stanley’s terms),
which were previcusly considered to be of little or no value to educational
evaluation—at most, a last resort—have suddenly come to be the method of
choice (49, 57, 79, 82). Most popular is the case study, in which the evalua-
tors **observe, inquire further and then seek to explain™ (57). The data base
relies heavily on interviews and observations, often informal. The evaluator
documents and describes what it is like to_participate in the program, how
participants feel about the program and the staff, how the staff feels about
the program and the participants, and what beth parties believe to be the
significant features of the program. Surrounding elements of the organiza-
tion and environment are-investigated and their relationship to the program
is explored. Anecdotes are collected and program documents are reviewed.
But the whole issue of program outcomes—the consequence$ of a
program—is totally ignored. . ‘

A goal-attainment model that excludes process data can only address the-

issue of what has happened, It cannot respond to the broader quesiton of
what was responsible for which outcome: Even more important, it cannot
provide information for program improvement and development. The
process-focused approach, which.excludes outcome data, cannot deal with
either question. o

In their extensive critical review of fede{ally-spoﬁsored evaluations,
Bernstein.and Freemar (6) comment on a study whose data analysis tech-
niques included reviews of narrative descriptive reports and impressionistic
summaries obtained by means of the case-study approach as follows:

] -~

fAfthough Parlett and Hamiiton have populanzed the térm illuminative evaluation, credit for coiniqg the _

phrase and suggesting the methodology and 1ssues ‘of.“cogggm belongs to Martin Trow, skho spoke of the
need for illuminative evaluation in 1970. — .

Process as used here is a broader concept than the traditional one where process evaluation means to de-
termine whether or not a particular program was implemented according to its plan and directed at the appro:
priate specified target population. As used here, program progess refcrs to the resources and forces exterpal
to the program that may affect its operations and includcs, inaddition to the above. an investigation of other
programs and components within the institution and the needs, resources, and attitudes of the larger com-
munity. ) . .

.
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We cannot avoid noting that thn study mdxcated

. .\that no measures of

outcome were taken at all, Bamng some very unusual circumstances. we
would conclude that this study is illustrative of an evaluation which did not

’ meet'the baSIc réquirements necessaty to be classmed as compctem evalua-
tion. .

Sadly, this approach i®particularly appcaling to the fainthearted. Beécause
it typically eschews makmg Judgments about the worth of a program
(probably a wise decision in view of its lack of rigor), this approach is ob-
viously temptmg for those who wish to ayoid the risk of finding their pro-.
grams+impoterit.*All‘they have to do is ask participants how they felt about-a
program, chronicle how the administrators and the staff felt, describe the in-
stitution-and the program, write up an interesting narrative report, and ig
nore the fact. that go matter how richly evocative or interesting the report,
-the findings ma~  well be distorted and untrustworthy.

Lsmg somewhat different terms, Scriven (76) differentiates,between ap-
proaches to educatidnal evalua‘ion in which the emphasxs is on intrinsic cri-
teria and approaches in which the chief attention is given'to extrinsic cri-
teria. Intmsnc criteria refer to the constitution, nature,,or essence—the
.quaulities inherent in the subject ci evaluation—and are associated with its
process. Extrinsic criteria are concerned with the effects of the program.
Both Scriven and Popham (60) argue that the emphasis on intrinsic criteria i$
all too common in educational evaluation, and that most such studies are too

-hanhazard to be properly considered,systematic evaluatfons.

Case study evaluations are seriously defectivz in a number-of way3. At
best, they are virlnerable to the threats of history, maturation, selection, and
mortality. Because there is no design directing the data collection or
guidelines that establish parameters, case studies accumulate a huge bulk of
data, much of which is<. relevant and all of which is difficult to organize (101,
103). Ard, of course, there aie no baseline measurements with which to de-
termine change or growth. But far more serious are the problems of bias and
subjectivity that are endemic to the case-study apptoach.

Case studies, operate within relativeiy small units of analysis, and assuss-
ing a program by Judgmg only a few units exposes the study m.nedlately to
samplmg, bias. There is great variation in the reports provided by inter-
viewees becauSe of their biases, and this phenomenon is not éliminated by
“triangulation.™ A key concept in.many case study methodologies, triangu-_
lation is a term borrowed from Webb et al. (97) that refers to viewing the
‘problem from a number of angles and representing the perceptions of the
‘program by its different publics to ensure a fair evaluation. Areas of
agreement and conflict-are identified and defined as the evaluator attempts to
find convergence of findings.from a number ofdifferent sources (57). The
problem is that the persgpective of a giyen “public’’ depends entirely upon
which merabers of that public are interviewed and what they are willing to
tglf; There may well be, in fact, several differcnt perspectives within a
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particular public, and unless the interviewees are selected randomly, thé/ .

. ’ story they tell may well represent the biased view of/only a few members or
. at most one faction of the group. Riecke ”(66) attacks.not only the sampling

bias in case, studies, but alsv the lack (r;t\zomparability between subjects’
reports, which severely limits statements of the extent to which patticular
effects were produced. .-

Case study process evaluations #ill always be vulnerable to charges of
sias either on the part of the participants or the evaluator. Lucco (48) goes so
far as to question the ‘*political underpinnings’’ of evaluations in which em-
- phasis is placed on program operations and process. In order to bring a sem-

blance of quality control to a case study, the investigator must be

conscientious, skilled, insightful, and objective. But, even where evaluators

arg-paragons of brilliance, objectivity, and virtue, their observations are still
¢made from their personal frame of reference, and subjective bias is impossi-
ble to avoid. .

House (41) and Stake (82) both attempt to justify the subjective nature of
case study evaluations by comparing the procedures to those of an anthro-
pologist or historian. An anthropologist observes a tribe or village in order to
describe its culture, the roles and relationships of the membefs, and the way
in which it functions. Historians describe eyents in orderto ideniify patterns
and causal relationships between events. But anthropologists and historians
are interested in describing and interpreting only; they do not make judg-
,ments nor do they need to make decisions. In education, we need to make
decisions, and evaluatipn increases the rationality of these decisions.
Evaluation always has’ﬁi_eavil'y subjective component because it deals with
values; but that does not in itself excuse slovenly design or statistical
analysis (21). The intent should always be to move as far as possible toward-
" objectivity and clarity. Illumination is not evaluation.

Still, there are some situations. in which the evaluator simply must use
limited methodological tools. Certainly itis better to know how faculty and
students,.or any subjects of a program for that matter, behave while they are
under observation than to know nothing at all about how they behave. Weiss
and Rein (101) suggest that informal approaches usually associated with ex-
ploratory research, such as the case study, may be appropriate Where the
relative contributions of various components of a large-scale program are
difficult to determine because of the participants’ uncontrolled exposure to
the program or where it is difficult to select and operationalize evaluative cri-
teria that are sufficiently broad in scope to reflect the program’s full range of
consequences. They also suggest that qualitative appraisals by means of
case study can be used to describe the variations in sccial action' programs
from community to community in combination with an assessment of overall
program outcomes through experimental design. :

In these situations, observational techniques and intesviewing can provide
useful (and rapid) additional feedback. And, as an &xploratory analysis,
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caae-study data may provide the ev luator with suggestive leads concerning
significant variables that can subse uently be studied' more rigorously with
an expenmental design (103) Mann\(52) is less sanguine, however, suggest-
ing that these leads may be suspect in light of the tremendous bias implicit in
" . thecase-study approach. !
' .+ AS§ ;nth experimental désign, of course, the process-oriented: .ase-study
. approach -has ‘its own band of loyal followers for whom case study is the
SR method enablmg thé evaluator to understand the whole of a program
‘ through dlrect ‘and v1canous expenence And without.question, it is im-
¢ portant to understand the *‘whole” of the program—lncludlng the dif-
ferences in perspecuves between program planners and program operators,.
differencés in values and perspectives of different audiences, ways in which
the program operates,jand other programs, people, ‘events, or combinations
thereof that may jnfluence the program under analysis. Understanding what
happens with respect to the political and social forces involved is essential if
: K aprogramis to address thé issues or problems effectlvely Few professnonals
would dény that ar 'inderstanding of prqcess is important. One has only to
i look at the legal pr.  sion, .where the integrity of the'process by which one
L s brough' to trial div.ares the outcome. But, as Weiss (99) argues, critical as
it is to learn more about the process and dynamics of a program, it i§
-nevértheless equally critical to determine its outcomes. .

[Identifying the outcomes of a program is only part of an evaluator’s task.
Unless an evaluation describes the actual program and the procedures and
processes that brought about the outcomes, it is presenting a half-told story.

But, understanding the process without deﬁnmg the outcomes is also an
unfinished story: A recent ‘‘human’ interest story reported in the Los.
Angeles Times (Monday, July 4, 1977) provides an amusing illustration of a
process-only orientation. The story was about an operation to reset an
elephant’s broken leg in New Delhi. **The operation was successful; the
operated limb was corrected,” claimed the team of veterinarians. And they
went on to describe how an army tank crane, 12-mch steel pins, welding
equipment, yards of plaster of paris and gallons of*antibiotics were used in
the surgery, The fact that the elephant died of heart failure caused by
nervousness and excitement during attempts to get her on her feet during ~
postoperative procedures did not stop the veterinarians from stressing the
success of the surgery and was only peripherally noted. The story headline
read ‘*Operation Success but Elephant Dies'"!

Clearly, both thé process-only and the outcome-only approaches are
inadequate for the evaluation of educational and social programs. What is
needéd is a methodology that combines rigorous experimental data with **
natural history account of events and actors before, during and after
program implementation'’ (5). Integrated evaluation approaches such as the
ones described in the next chapter may well provide the answer.

Rty

Ry

”

37

»

Q 42




L]

INTEGRATED APPROACHES TO
PROGRAM EVALUATION :

n

The concept of integrated evaluation is not new. As far back as 1963, Cron-
bach stressed the need for evaluating the interactive events or ‘'process’’ of
the classroom in.addition to the learning outcomes. Scriven (76), too, offered
what he called mediated evaluations, which combined attention to both in-
trinsic and extrinsic criteria. Suchmar: (92) proposed four different kinds of
evaluation: evaluation -of -effort, or the amount of action involved in es-

‘tablishing a program; evaluation of effects, or the results of the action;

evaluation of process, the way in which the effects were achieved; and.
evaluation of efficiency, the ratio of costs to effects. And, in Stake’s

Countenance Model descrited earlier, transactions are equivalent to

process.

An integrated evaluation approach is a hybrid of the two polar positions
described in the last chapter, one that combines the study of program
process with the study of outcomes. In this section, we will focus on two
examples of integrated approaches—holistic evaluation and transactional
evaluation. Brief descriptions of these programs will be followed by exam-
ples of actual evaluations in which these approaches were used. .

!
’

Holﬁstié Evaluation '

Holistic evaluation is an integrated, multidisciplinary approach to program
evaluation that investigates both process and product (45, 71). By broaden-
ing the paradigm, holistic evaluation enlarges the scope of questions that can
be asked and the body of data that can be collected. It includes descriptions
and quantification, objective data and perceptual reports, and it can accom-
modate experimental designs as well as case studies. Named to convey its
sense of comprehensiveness—not its **holiness’” —holistic evaluation rests
on six basic assumption‘s:

1. Programs do not exist in isolation. Educational and social programs are
.but one component within a broad system or organization in which
program activities are carried out,

2. As such, programs receive influences from various people and groups
with differing needs, interests, and points of view.

3. Educational and social programs have different meanings and different
implications for these different groups.

4. The evaluation of these programs involves gathering information useful
to the disparate groups of decision makers with direct input into the
program as well as groups which may not be directly involved in the

14
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. .prog: am bqttwhosé decisions may nevertheless affect it.

5. Procedures 'foi»ga,rryi\ng out the evaluation must be appropriate to the
program-and selected to proyide the kinds of jntormation that are re-

quired by.the different groups 6£decision makers. (In other words, the
decision-needs dictate the methodology of the evaluation.). .

T 6. "Most_decisions, by ‘theii nature, require information about both

“ -program:process and program outcomes.

] -Holisti‘c': -evaluations are thus concerncd with four major areas: 1) the
social-psychological environment in which the program operates; 2) at-
titudes, values, ‘interests, and .perceptions of participants and:surrounding
groups; 3)-program and participant -outcomes; and 4) the interaction of the
various elements. comprisipg the system that may affect the operation of the
_programPand thus its outcomes.

Holisti¢ evaluation is not’a model in the strict sense of the word. It is a
conceptual framework with certain defined strategies from which program-

" . specific (and site-specific) procedures can be derived for either formative or

summative evaluations. Holistic evaluation has been used to evaluate four
federally funded programs in vocationai education (45); a multi-campus
instructional development program for faculty (70); a statewide program
operating in three public segments of postsecondary education (69); a car-
ricular program at a professional school (55); and a statewide program for
disadvantaged students (27). The last two evaluations will be'described in
depth in the section of case studies to illustrate the holistic approach,

-

-Transactional Evaluation

Transactional evaluation is a term usuaily credited to Robert M. Rippey. Ac-
cording to Rippey (67), the actual meaning of the term is still emerging; it is
not yet fully developed. A synthesis of the writings of several transactional
evaluators, -however, shows that transactional evaluation has certain at-
tiibutes that distinguish it from so-called traditional approaches to evalua-
tion.10 . -

To begin with, transactional evaluation emphasizes a broad base of par-
ticipation. It involves not only the designers and supporters of a program,
‘but also a representative sample of antagonists—persons who are likely to
be affected adversely by the program or disturbed by the consequences of
change. Secondly, transactional evaluation stresses the value of conflictand
uses it as a basis for examining differences in perception among the various
groups, In transactional evaluation, the key is not consensus, but an ex-

WThe reader is referred 1o Rhine’s (65) case study of the longitudinal evaluation of Follow Through, which
provides a good example of the distinguishing characteristics of transactional evaluation,
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ploratmn of the dlvcrgent views which result from different perceptions and
an examxnat;on of their. lmphcatlons for decision making. All new programs
créate 'somé dysfunctxon in_existing- school/community relationships. In

e transgclxonal eVEluatlon, changes resulting from the creation or addition of a

_program are: conunuously observed and resulting conflicts are brought to the
surface.

A third: part of transactional evaluatlon is the Transactlonal Evaluation
Instrument—both a product and a process that permits protagonists and an-
tagonists to clarify their perceptnons and uncover sources of conflict or per-
ceptions of conilicts that were submerged. .

Finally, transactional evaluation differs from tradmonal approaches i m the
emphasis it.places on dlagnosns and improvement rather than on estabhshnng
the supenonty of one program or method over another. Although, agaln,
there is some disagreement among writers, Scriven insists upon the im-
portance of designing evaluations as comparative experiments on the ground
that judgments of worth are comparative (31, 76) Transactional evaluation
is not concerned with comparative worth; it is copcerned with social and
organizational relahonshlps According to Rxppev (67), the key to the

transactional model’s effectiveness “‘is the continuous evaluation by both -
Fade e ~pr°'¢"ems'e,and_:zntavonmfs, .of hoth._the expected and unexpected conse-

quences of change’ in order to modify and improve the program.

Grounded in organizational theory, the function most suitable to transac-
tional.evaluation seems to be the evaluation of institutional change projects.
As Rippey acknowledges, transactional evaluation is based on *‘a study of
internal.conflict concomitant to change.” Rippey includes transactional
evaluation as an essential step in a change strategy which proceeds first to
establish disequilibrium; increase differentiation; begin change on a small
scale under the best possible conditions (which Rlppeylater explains as first
workmg only with those who support the change). improve the climate and

organizational mechanism for change; and lastly, jmplement all new pro-

grams as temporary, small scale, pilot experiments so that the effects can be
-studied without undo disruption to the entire social organization. Transac-
tional evaluation requires that protagonists and antagonists jointly establish
the criteria for assessing and measuring both the planned and unplannéd out-
comes. -

Transactional evaluatlon consists of two main stages. In the first stage, the
transactional evaluator aims to uncoyer the sources of conflict; in the second
stage, the evaluator uses both.proponents and opponents to develop the
évaluation plan. In order of sequence, transactional evaluation proceeds as
follows. . p

First, all of the groups involved in or likely to be affected (directly’or in-
directly) by the change (program) come together for a series of meetings.
Three conditions must be met during this first stage: 1) all groups affected
directly or indirectly should be represented; 2) a neutral party should
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conduct the meetings; and 3) sessions should be conducted in a nonjudg-
mental manner. Although feelings of suspicion and distrust are prevalent,

the issues and sources of unrest may not be clearly defined and the problems
may not necessarily be those that are articulated. But the climate thus
created is a_necessary condition for the subsequent development of the
evaluation plan. 0 .

The second stage involves construction of the transactional evaluatlon
instrument, thé key to unlocking conflicts and controversies. Again,
everyone is involved in the process. The evaluator first formulates a general
statement of the issue in the form of a question based on the feelings
expressed in the initial meetings. Each participant in the group is then asked
to respond to the question with a series of statements. These responses are
collected, tubulated, and categorized with the original wording retained
wherever -possible. These responses, in effect, become the items for the
instrumeat.

The transactional evaluation instrument is administered, and partncnpants
respond to each of the items appropriate to their role group (for example,
_teachers, administrators, students, parents, and so forth). Responses are
tabulated, a master copy is prepared, and copies are distributed to partici-
pants. Finally, the last and most important step is the examination of
responses, which reveals the aréas of shared values and goals and the areas
of open conflict.

In the second phase of transactional evaluatlon the proponents and op-
ponents of the program (or a particular aspect of the program) develop and .
implement an evaluation plan with technical assistance provided by the
professiona' evaluator, who, according to several transactional writers,
should be & fully participating member of the program staff. The presence of
both those who are for and those who are against the program insures that
program monitoring” includes not only the outcomes intended by the
proponents but unexpected negative outcomes suggested by the opponents.
Nonbelievers who are apprehensive about their roles once the new program
is lmplemented can often be reassured by direct action of the project, in-
service training where necessary, or clarification of policy. But even more
important, initial opponents can be given a legitimate role in the program,
one that often leads to their conversion and ultimate support, or, at the least,
their understanding and tacit agreement. Resistance may be identified and
dealt with at each stage of the process of change—when the innovation is
initiated, when it is being evaluated, when the findings of the evaluation are
accepted, and when further changes in the program are recommended. ]

The insistence upon the involvement of both factions rests upon George
Simmel’s (78) theories of workmg relations. Simmel argues that the basis for
.a positive working relationship is an interaction in which both parties have
parity in the exchange; where the relationship is not reciprocal, one party is
diminished and becomes dissatisfied in the relationship.
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Transactional evaluation is not as suitable for large-scale, summative
evaluations, although Cicirelli (15) spggcsts that even a large-scale summa-
tive evaluation, such as that of the Head Start Program for disadvantaged
children, may be made more effecti ‘e if the two major principles of transac-,
tional evaluation are, incorporated into the evaluation; that is, the groups that
might feel threatened or adversely dffected by the program (or the evalua-
tion) and thus resist it are identified, and representative samples of these
groups are involved in the evaluation from the planning stages through the
implementation stage and.during consideration of findings and implications.

Transactional evaluation is similaf in many respects to formative evalua-
tion, particulaily in its concern for continuous diagnosis and program
improvement. But transactional evaluation broadens the scope of formative
evaluation by involving a larger group of individuals, eliciting a wider range
of opinions and values, and giving more continuous attention to information
concerning the institutional role. When a program of change looks beyond
the immediate outcomes of its intended goals, examines the roles and ap-
prehensions of all parties to the syss’em, and attempts to continuously moni-

. tor its total effects, that program is; participating in holistic or transactional
evaluation. Case-studies of transactional evaluation are presented in the next
section. ' : .

-~

CASE |STUDIES

_The Evaluation of Social-Action Programs

The first two case studies described in this section concern evaluations of
social-action programs—programs designed specifically to improve the life
conditions of a particular group of people. These programs vary in scope—
some cover the nation; some, a state or a city; and some-are confined to a
single site. Social-action programs also vary in size. Some serve thousands,
others, hundreds, and still others serve a relatively small number of people.
Some social-action programs are aimed at a clear-cut, single purpos ,/ such
as improving children's ability to read. Others are more complex 4nd are
aimed at alleviating a broad-based, pervasive social problem, s?l.‘ﬂ as pro-
grams_designed to improve mental health or provide equal ed}l ational op-
portunity. These programs have at their base long-range goals which may or
may not be attainable within the lifetime of any one evaluator. (Contrary to
some thinking, evaluators are mortal and they have only one life in which to
evaluate.)

Social action programs are rarely confined to a single tocus. More often,
program areas are legion, ranging from educational and social welfare to
medical and legal services. The common thread that runs through these pro-
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- , grams regardless of emphasns however, is .their goal of improving the life
" condition of the people they are intended to serve. Because of the magnitude
of this goal, the vast sums of money that have been allocated in order to at-
tain it, and the variety of services and programs offered, evaluation can play
an important role in assuring that the programs serve the targeted population

¢ in the most effective way. .

Understandably, decision makers, particularly legislators and govern-

. mental.agencies charged with funding these programs, want to know if the

expenditure is justified. Is the program meeting the goals for which it was es-
tablished? Can-it do so for less money? Should the program be expanded,

! reduced, eliminated? Can the program be more effective if it is revised?

i Regardless of the legitimacy of these questions or the sincerity of the ques-
tioner, however, these questions can be political and thus their answers
polltlcally loaded. Ir Cohen's (16) words, **Evaluating social action pro-
grams is only secondarily a scientific enterprise. First and foremost it is an
effort to gain pohucally s:gmﬁcant information about the consequences of
political acts.""

A most important issue for social action programs, in addition to overall
worth, is program improvement. It is quite unlikely (probably more so for
political reasons than for humane concerns) that any large-scale, broad-aim
federal or state social program will be eliminated or even seriously limited as
a result of any evaluation, no matter how inconsequential an effect the
program appears to be having. What is more likely is that the results will be
used to make the programs more effective and more responsive to the needs
of those the program is serving. Why is the program not more effective?
How can the services be improved? What other services should be added?
These questions are far more important for the ultimate solution of the prob-
lems these programs were designed to address. Still, attention must be paid
to both sets of questions within the context of each program site, taking into

¥ consideration local program variations. The problems in methodology as
well as the constraints arising out of political and emotional factors are dis-
cussed in the following two case studies. The first case study illustrates the
holistic evaluation approach, the second case study provides an example of
transactional evaluation.

EOPS: A Case Study of Holistic Evaluétion

established in the California Community Colleges for the purpose of provxd-

ing equal educational opportunity to racial and eihnic groups and the
minority of whites who had formerly been denjed accé€ss to college because

of deficient academic backgrounds and/or a history of poverty. In order to

. help these people gain access to college and meet the demands of academic
o - 43
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life, the program provides financial aid and supportive services in the form of
tutoring and counseling. ,

ECPS was conceived in response to the civil rights movement of the 1960s
and the consequent political pressures to remedy the neglect of large groups
of people by our major social institutions. As with the rest of the country,
California's higher.education system served primarily white, middle-class,
economically advantaged students. Prior to the establishment of EOPS, a
white middle-class student was twice as likely to enroil in-college as was a
member of a racial or ethnic minority. The wave of social consciousness that
gave rise to.the masgive federal programs such as Project Head Start, Follow
Through, and Title I of the ESEA also stimulated the thinking of California’s
« leadership, and in 1968, Senate,Bill 164 established the Extended Op-
portunity Programs and Services in the California Community Colleges.

- Like so many.other social action programs established at that time, EOPS -
expanded rapidly, growieg from a $3 million program in 46 community
colleges to a $7.6 million program in 94 community colleges in less than ten
years. The speed with which EOPS escalated compounded many of its early
deficiencies and added to the difficulty of its later evaluation. Staff were
hastily selected without full attention to their qualifications as administra-
tors. Programs were often instituted without adequate consideration of the
goals and needs of individual colleges or the values and attitudes of the
college and community membership. Many campus programs lacked careful
planning. Participant data was seldom recorded, and few campuses docu-
mented the process of implementation. Other than the head-counting reports
-submitted annually to the Board of Governors, the policy-making body for
the California Community Colleges, no systematic evaluation of the program
was ever undertaken. However, the economic recession of the 1970s, cou-
pled with the growing suspicion that massive social-action programs had not
significantly alleviated-the country’s major social problems, finally led to a
concern for evaluation, and in 1975 a “‘formative’’ evaluation of this multi-
campus program was conducted seven years after it began,

The Situation: The major purpose of the evaluation, as stipulated in the
evaluation contract, was to determine the extent to which the community
colleges had met the objectives of the legislation, those of the Board of
Governors, and those of the individual colleges.

All told, there were 31 major objectives, ranging from those aimed purely
at.implementation (for example, ‘“‘the community colleges shall establish
...”) to those aimed at various student outcomes. The objectives, like the
program, were also seven years old, but it was clear that at least a part of the
design would be simple. A straight accountability approach could be used to
determine if the colleges did in fact do what they were supposed to do—-es-
tablish financial aid and supportive services for persons of minority and/op
disadvantaged background. But an additional charge of the'contract was that
specific recommendations be made regarding program improvement at both
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the state and.local levels, and fulﬁllmg this requirement was hardly a snmple
matter.1? . //
Broad-air= so f/'zl action programs are not one dimensional; rather, they

are composed vast array of complex interactive elements loosely called
a program. If/the purpose of an evaluation is, at least in part, to provide in-

' formatxon for making improvéments in a program or particular parts of a

program, then it becomes necessary to distinguish the differential impacts of

these parts and the processes that contributed to them. In the case of the

EOPS evaluation, this task posed several methodological problems. For
example, two of the EOPS objectives concerned improving minority
students’ self-concept and instilling in them pride in" their cultural distinc-
tiveness. Both of these objectives are noble, and they are plausible within
the ‘parameters of a social program designed to equalize educational op-
portupity. But to empmcally distinguish the elements.qr parts of a program

.w‘alrectly aimed at .improving_. self-concept or mstlllmg cultural pride

necessnta!es not only a specxﬁcatlon of criteria concerning what constitutes
positive self-concept and cultural pride, but, even more, a knowledge of
what in factinfluences the development of these qualities. No one yet knows
what educational or social Rractlces or polncnes contribute to self-concept
and cultural pride. We can speculate that a ‘‘supportive’’ environment (and

this, t00, needs clarification) may contribute to a feeling of acceptance,

which, in turn, might enhance self-concept But in the absence of a specific
program desngned especially for lmprovmg self-concept which can be
rigorously evaluated, it Was impossible to determine with any degree of
certainty the extent to which participation in the program generally, or ina
certain program activity specifically, contributed to the enhancement of
these qualities. The only practical alternative was to examine the results of
participation in the program as a whole versus nonparticipation, and this
opened up another methodological problem—the lack of control or
equivalent comparison groups.

As we said earlier, most large-scale social action programs defy ngorous
experiment, and EOPS'i$ no exception. Tt is impossible to deny the program
to some people in order to form a control group. One does not assign people
to treatment and nontreatment groups where financial aid is concerned, and
it is too difficult to develop a placebo program that is different from the
program being evaluated and yet of equal benefit to the participants. EOPS
is-a conglomerate of individual programs, and each needed t0.be evaluated
sepamtely An experimental design would have required a control group of
nonparticipants for each local project.

It was obvious that a classical gxperimental design could not be imple-
mented. It was equally impossible to\identify an equivalent group for com-

MAs it tumedqout. even the accountability phase was not simple, since many people disagreed about the
qualifications’of the target population and what constituted a **disadvantaged™ person.
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parison purposes since, ostensibly, persons most in need of financial and
academic assistance were those recruited to the program. To identify a
! group of disadvantaged students who were not enrolled in the program
would have been equivalent to admitting that they were not as needy.
As more and-more problems and issues emerged, the requiremefits for the
. design became more complex. The diversity of settings in which the
California Community Colleges operate had led to tremendous variations in
program orientation, style, and implementation. Different colleges had
adopted different approaches,and somewhat different emphases in program-
ming in response to their different needs and goals, as well as those of the
community. Because of these differences, it would have been misleading to
evaluate EOPS from the state level or on the basis of a few selected pro-
grams. .
There were. in effect, about 95 distinct programs.* It was clear that an im-
portant contribution of the evaluation would be a description of the varions
program-approaches and the forces that contributed to the different program

shapes.
.. Other problems resulted from the fact that the EOPS program itself had
‘»g changed over the years. The original objectives outlined for the program €n-
e visioned EOPS as a special, separate entity with a full array of financial aid

. and academic and personal support services on each campus. Because of the
community colleges' historic charge to be responsive to local community
needs, and because of increasing federal aid programs, EOPS had evolved
so that on many campuses it was no longer distinct from similar programs
and services available for all students. Nor did every campus nec¢ssarily of-
fer all of the originally intended service components or emphasize them in
ways called for in the 1968 enabling legislation. In short, the goals and
activities of the program, as well as the criteria for program success, had
changed appreciably over the years. The programs did not exist in is~lation;

A they were part of a community college—a functioning institutional system—

\ and as such they were subject to the workings of the system as a whole.

. Changes in any one part of the system influenced changes in all of the other

. parts, and reciprocally, the EOPS program impinged upon the institutional

\-environment if for no other reason than that it existed. To try to ferret out
specific outcomes attributable only to the program was a Sisyphian task.

.A third problem that emerged shortly after the study began was the dis-
covery that different groups of people at different levels of the program and
college hierarchy held quite different values and attitudes concerning both
the: nature of the program and its major purposes. Some saw the purpose of
the program primarily as a means to increase the number of rainority
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students in the postsecpndary population; some saw it as a means to placate
the.-colleges' liberal constituency. Some groups stressed quality over
quantity, believing that the goal of the program was to make tre greatest im-
pact on the lives of the people participating irrespective of their numbers.
Other groups believed that the program should process as maay people as
possible in the most economical manner. Still others saw the program'’s pur-
pose as providing an education to alarge group that formerly did not receive

_one. .
Not only were the criteria for program success different among these
groups, but they expected to receive quite different inform[alion from the
evaluation. The legislature and the Board of Governors, for example,
wanted to know if EOP§ students (supposedly “*high risk, multiply disad-
vantaged'') maintained grade-point averages and retention 1ates comparable
to students who did not participate in EOPS. The statewide community
college office was concerned with thq coordination of the prbgram and rela-
tionships between campus program personnel and,the st“atewide office.
EOPS directors and ‘staff on the campuses were concernedjabout program
delivery and wanted to know if students were satisfied with the support
services. Faculty and administrators had still other concerns.

To coinplicate things even further, policies governing community college
enrollment in California decree that anyoae who has a high schedl diplcma
or is over the age of eighteen may enroll. This means that,,although some
records are kept once a student is enrolled (in most cases college grade-point
average), even minimal entry data is unavailable for many siudents. Reten-
tion data are complicated by the fact that students drop. out, stop out,
transfer to other community or four-year colleges or dbtain program
certificates in lieu of Associate of Arts degrees. They may al$o become ineli-
gible for EOPS any given term due to lack of credits or failyre to fill out re-
quired renewal forms. Thus, rigorous documentation of éducational out-
comes, and particularly follow-ups of students® subsequentjacademic work,
have not been a hallmark of the comiaunity colleges’ data collection
practices. | o

The ideal design for the EOPS evaluation would have been to determine
long-range outcomes such as the extent to which the EOPS ;students became
happy and productive citizens, a pay-off too far in thcté future for the
program's immediate evaluation needs. In the absence of longitudinal data,
it could only be assumed that present attitudes and behaviors were in some
manner or another indicative of future attitudes and behaviors. In com-
promise, these considerations were incorporated inithe survey given to the
student samples. o

Finally, by its nature, evaluation is a political activity. It provides in-
formation for decision makers and legitimizes their subsequent decisions.
Where decision making is in itself political, involving the allocation of
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power, authority, position, or resources, evaluations frequently result in a
reallocation of resources. In this case, although there seemed to be 1o ques-
tion about the continued funding of the program (and shortly after the study
began, and for no apparent reason, the governor increased the entire State
EOPS budget by 50 percent), many of the people connected with the
program at both the state and local levels were fearful that the funding was in
jeopardy, that the proportions allocated to the various program components
might be shifted, and {hat the evaluation results.might seriously efidanger the
program.

An evaluation approach was needed that would take all of these factors
into consideration—a design that would be comprehensive; attentive to both
process and product; sensitive to the political nuances surrounding the
program and the consequent fears of a good many people; address th: dif-
ferent information needs of various constituencies; ‘allow for changes in the
goals; incorporate the different values, perceptions, and criteria of different
groups of decision makers with varying levels of power and influence over
the program; and compensate for the lack of pretest data on the participants.
The d?sign also had to be ﬂexible\enough to accommodate 93 different pro-

_ grams;and to be implementéd within the constraints of a minimal budget and
a on?jyear time frame. At that point, the authors wrote a paper entitled
“How to Evaluate a Complex, Multi-campus Program in a Large State
System in the Real World of Higher Education whére Campus Projects are
Diverge, Political Pressures Intense, No Control Groups Can be Formed and
No Eyaluation Model Fits: or, Campbell and Stanley, Where are You
Now?’ .

The Strategy: The decision was made to develop a holistic approach to the
evaluation that emphasized careful documentation and description of
processes and activities and at the same time focused on actual oiitcomes ir-
respective of prespecified objectives or criteria. The design guided the
procedures. The evaluation of outcomes necessitated qUantitative data from
students, faculty, and administrators. The‘description of processes required
that {epresentatiye programs be observed as functioning units. The holistic
evaliation designed to meet these information needs proceeded: in two
phas}:s. .

Tl'ie first phase consisted of a comprehensive survey of randomly selected
samples of EOPS students, administrators, faculty, counselors, program di-
rectors, members of local advisory committees, superintendents of multi-
campus districts, and non-EOPS students. Since a major criterion for suc-
cess, as defined by the Board of Governors and the legislatire, was. that
EOPS students perform as well as other students, the relevant comparison
groyp for the study was «ie population of non-EOPS students e.rolled in the

colleges. In this cgse, a nonequivalent comparison group was not only ap-

jpropriate’but also essential to the purposes of the study. .

The purpose of the survey was to compare the characteristics,
- Q. .

53

!
J

/




’
t

)

Q

experiences, parceptions, and attitudes of representative samples of EOPS
students with those of non-EOPS students and.to examine the attitudes, .
values, and opinions of the program held by koth EOPS and sther college
staff members. Contrary to many surveys used.in scial research, however,
this one was not a ‘‘fishing expedition.’ Rather, it consisted of very specific
criterion instruments developed to measure each of the pre-established oh-
Jectlves setb y the enabling legislatior: and the Board of Goverrnors.

The second phase of the study consisteq of intensive (ard extensive) cas
studies of twelve colleges which were systematicaily selected to represent
the dlversnty of the ‘Cslifornia Community Colleges in terms, of” size,
geographlc region, urban/rural setting, ethnic mix and programming em-
phasis. | .

The Survey In order to develop relevant questionnaire items that would
|dent|fy outcomes and processes, the full range of issues and questmns sur-

ndmg ‘the study were first outlined according to all of the program docu-

ts—the enabling legislation, the Board of Governors' Statements on
PolnCy and-Goals, Title V of the Education Code, volumes of documents,
data applications for funding, and previous in-house evaluations of programs
provided by the Chancellor’s Office. These documents not only helped
enumerate key issues and questions, but they also provided a histerical
perspect'.ve of the development of the pregrarrs on the different camfiptse §
ard identified the forces that shaped their implementation and subsequent
maturation. During the period of time in which the instruments were
develuped, frequent méetings were held with the Chancellor’s Office staff
and selected EOPS directors in order to more fully understand the attitudes
and behaviors of key groups involvedin the program. |

One hundred forty-six questions were cast into questionnaire items appro-
priate to each sample. The design called for comparisons of the different
samples, and corsequently, there was much 0ver1ap between mstruments.
particularly.with respect to attitudes-and opinions regarding the progiam in
general and the campus situation in partlcular The prehmmary set of ques-
tionnaires were pretested, and lengthy discussions were held with
representatives of each sample group who suggested additional items,
revised items, and deleted still others. The students were especially helpful
in identifying wr_ ds that had hidden or sleng meanings and otherwise clarify-
ing the language of the items for the student populacion. }n the process, they
eliminated the unintentional but, nevertheless, insidious *‘educationese.”
The reviced instruments were submitted to the staiewide office for review,
and after the réviewers' comments had been incorporated, they were
finalized and priated i in booklet form, color-coded to represent the Jifferent
samples.

In .addition ‘te the survey questionnaires, a Basic Data Sheet was

developed for the convgas i rwder to gather baseline data un the vital-statis-
ttcs of the local college and the campus programs. This information mc]uded

.
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enrollment figures, funding allocations, staffing and, where available, data
- on students”high school and college grade-point averages and retention.
. © "« During the:final perjod of refining and printing the instruments, the study
, . feam also began:to:work with representatives from each of the 93 colleges.
s The.community college presidents had each designated a liaison person to
icoordinaté campus activities and facilitaté communications between the
- evaluators-and.the campuses. In some cases, the appointed liaison was the
_campus EOPS director; in, others, the Dean of Student Personnel Services;
find ina few cases, a faculty member served as a liaison.

Six regional training workshops were conducted by the evaluators in order

L to.acquaint the liaisons with the purposes of the evaludtion, the design, the
o - .purposes.of:the instrument and, on a practical level, the procedures they
= were to use for selecting local samples and administering the questionnaires.

Theté-were several pay-offs from these workshops. In addition to giving the
i 7 Jiaisons specific instructions about administering the surveys, the workshops
: provided a-valuable opportunity for the evaluators to meet the people from
the campuses, answer their questions, and secure their trust and coopera-
¢, tion. In.turn, theif cooperation helped gain the interest and involvement of a
¥ broad cross section of community. college personnel, and-as a result, al-
i . though the survey instruments were of necessity quite lengthy (ranging from’

‘ranging from 70 to 90 percent. All of the Basic Data Forms were also com-
* pleted correctly, a feat not easily acconplished. 2
. The Case Studies: At the heart of social programs is really the issue of in--
{ stitutiona] change and the degree to.which efforts at change succeed or fail.
Quantitative data alone cannot adequately determine the extent to which
any particular institution brings about change. In order to obtain this type of
. information, the second phase of the holistic evaluation strategy consisted of
a series of site visits to 12 case-study colleges. Twenty-five colleges were .

1, region, number of colleges in the district, type of district (that is, single or
multi-campus), ethnic composition, average family income, and ethnic com-
Jposition of the surrounding community and scope and emphasis of 'EOPS.

. From this list, 12 colleges were selected as case-study sites, ard all accepted
the invitation to participate. Preliminary visits were made to meet each
campus liaison, arrange for lodging, and clarify logistical arrangements for
the site-vjsit teams.

_ In keeping with the goalof involving different constituencies and persons_

) at_differgnt levels of decision making, nominations for site-visit team

.—— members were solicited from some 420 community college personnel,

L7 inclyding superintendents/presidents, deans, faculty, vice presidents of
student scrvices, heads of counseling, EQPS directors, and officers of the

* stage’EOPS student organization. . -

Inall, 497 pf.rsons were nomi nate;d to fill the 30 team positions —six teams
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. first neminated by.the statewide office to represent diversity in tekms of size,
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“of five persoris each in addition to a member of the evaluation staff. Persons
‘who:received three nominations or:more were invited to indicate their will-
-ingness to’ serve on'the team, and 115 persons accepted. A final group of 30 ‘
‘persons- Was selected so that each team- included a president, a dean-level
representauve of student -services, an EOPS director, a member of the
faculty, and a current or former EOPS student. Women and minority
persons’ Were represented on each team and, with only two exceptions, team
members were assigned to site-visit campuses outside of their home regions.

- Theref were-actually several purposes of the site visits. First, as charged

by ‘the -Board: -of Governdrs, a major purpose was to descnbe the ways in

'whxch seach .college tmplemented the activities and services designed to
vachxe\(e the objectives specifiediin the initial leglslatlon, A second, related
purpose was to document how effective each college. had been in achieving
>those objectives. In order to provnde the information necessary for program
improvement, it was‘also necessary to investigate the structural and staffing
arrgngements of the program and program features and characteristics of the
college and community that appéared to be related to program effectiveness,
and te determine the functional relationship of EOPS to other programs
'-wlthm the institution. Finally, an important purpose of the site visits was to
determine the extent to which data gathered in the surveys accurately
teflected conditions as observed by the site-visit teams and.reported by the

_different persons interviewed. |

Holistic evaluation demands a delicately balanced investigation. Relymg
too heavily either on aset of outcomes or the perceptlons and opinions of
different groups may give a wholly unrealistic impression of the actual
program 0perat|on How the staff and participants feel about a partlcular
program in which they are mvolved matters a great deal. Are the services

suited to their needs? Are they treated differently in other areas of the insti-

tution because of their partmnpatlon" What are the physical arrangements for
the program? What factors seem to be most related to-participant satisfac-
tion with the program? It.is simply not possible to disentangle completely the
attributes of the process and the:quality of the outcomes that they generate.
Program evaluation must mclude an understandmg of the particular program
in the local sense, and such an understandmg can only be gained by on-site
experierce and systematic observation.

For example, an important finding that resulted from exammmg on-site
structural and staffing arrangements was that on some campuses the EOPS
offices were cramped, dismal, unattractive holes-in-the-wall located at ob-
scure corners of the campus far away from either the central administration
bunldmg or the social gathenng area for students. Both EOPS staff and
students reacted verbally to this *‘second class' treatment. The condition

and location of the campus EOPS office, moreover, was consistently related
tn the. "0""“&“ commitment to EOPS as well as [ts perceived value to the

RS R R

faculty and staff and this, in tum wes strongly related to students’ satisfac-
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tion with their college experiences generally and their experiences with
EOPS specifically. In other cases, the style and orientation of the EOPS di-
rector was related to both the direction of the program and students’ at-
titudes.

In fact, information gained during the site visits demonstrated that the
cluster of variables that came to be called a college's *‘emotional” commit-
ment to EOPS was often more important than its financial commitment in af-
fecting students’ feelings of satisfaction and their social integration into the
college—one of the major objectives of the program. If these elements had
been omitted from the study, a valuable source of information, which in
many cases fxplained differences in outcomes and pin-pointed areas needing
improveme t, would have been lost. ;

Each teanﬁ Visited two colleges, spending two and one-half days on each
campus. Each visit was immediately preceded by an eight-hour orientation
meeting during which the evaluators clarified the purposes of the site visits,
the methodology and rationale for the interview schedule, and the general
procedure to be followed during the site visits. Each team member was given
a detailed outline of tasks and a set of questions to be investigated for each
task. Formal sessions were conducted with presidents, a cross section of
other administratorrsﬁ,b/fae ty members, counselors, current and former
EOPS students,. mentbers of governing boards, and representatives of local
advisory committees, community schools and agencies. In the case of multi-
campus districts, a top-level representative of the district office was also in-
terviewed: At least two team members participated in every interview
session in order to assure inter-rater reliability. In addition to the formal
sessions, site teams observed the EOPS staff in action, chatted informally
with students and staff at the tutoring and counseling centers, and generally
observed the overall campus environment.

. The team members.met for long sessions each evening to review and in-
tegrate their notes. A statement of major observations was presented to
officials of each college prior to the team's departure from the campus.
When all the site visits were completed, team members each drafted a profile
of the college's EOPS incorporating their.own Opinions as well as informa-
tion obtained from\the interviews. Drafts were then compared and com-
posite profiles developed by the evaluation staff. Unlike most evaluation
reports, particularly those derived from experimental designs, data gathered
in the two phases of a holistic model are presented necessarily in a two-
volume report, with the first volume-consisting mainly of analyses and in-
terpretations of quantitative data and the second volume containing the nar-
rative case-study profiles. A major weakness in holistic evaluations arises,
however, when the process data and outcome data yield-contradictory in-
. formation. This is a-particularly difficult problem to resolve when the
balance between the two forms of data has been cuinscientiously maintained,
and the evaluators can only rely on their intuition as to which data are more
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likely reflective of the *‘true” situation: The only solution, of course, is to
present beth sets of data, acknowledge their differences and withhold judg-
ment unless a strong case can be made for the supenonty of one set of data
overanother.

In the EOPS evaluation, the confluence of findings-between the survey
and case-study data was amazingly high. As a result, some information
gathered at the site visits was also integrated into the first volume where it
corroborated data gathered from the surveys or directly from the colleges. In
the few cases where the data were contradictory, both sets of information
were presented and their sources identified.

Summary: The strategy of involving a large number of people from the be-

.ginning-of the evaluation and of consulting with representatives from key

groups at different levels of influence and responsibility permitted a wide
range of criteria for measuririg program effectiveness to be included in the
study and guaranteed that the evaluation was both site-specific at the local
level and yet met the requirements of decision makers at the state level. An
important offshoot of the *’people-involvement’ process was that it served
to reduce, and in most cases ellmmate, people’s fear of the evaluation and
the outside evaluators.

The fact that intensive site visits were made and case study descriptions
prepared assuaged the concerns of *‘process’’ people who were initially sus-
picites of the evaluation. The quantitative and survey data gathered within
the context of the original program objectives garnered the support of the
outcomes-oriented cohort. As a result, the level of cooperation from all”
groups was impressive. o

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the combination of case study and
objec.xve-based data and the widespread participation of people in the study
as liaisons, consultants, Advisory Board members, and site-visit team
members had a significant effect on the use that has been made of the find-
ings and recommendations. When evaluation is part of a process of planned
chang=, the utilization of the findings in decision making is a key concern.
And when recommendations are based on multiple indicators gathered from
a wide variety of sources, there is little doubt as to their veracity and little
resistance to their implementation. The EOPS evaluation report never
gathered a speck of dust. The statewide office:moved to implement many of
the recommendations less than a month after the report was completed, and
several campus staffs began making changes based on suggestions made dur-

[ing the site visits even before the study was completed.

There are many reasons why evaluation results are seldom used. Rarely
does an evaluation study come up with a revolutionary and unequivocal set
of findings that can be used to pinpoint exactly the areas needing change,
define what kind of change is needed, and estimate with complete accuracy
the true worth of the program for all participants. More often than not,

evaluations yield findings that can be interpreted to mean that in some cir-
, ! ‘
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—cumstances, certain kinds of programs may be effective to some extent with
some kinds of people. Far from being definitive and unequivocal, the find-
ings are more often tentative, ambiguous, and site and time specific. Weiss
(98) suggests the following three conditions as contributing to the lack of
utilization of evaluation findings: 1) the results do not match the information
needs of the decision makers; 2) the results are not relevant to the lcvel of
decision maker who receives them; and 3) the results are ambiguous, and a
clear direction for futurg programming is lacking. We suggest that still
another reason for the infrequent use of evaluation findings may be that the
recommendations and/or suggested directions are too massive—akin to
metamorphic change a la the CIPP model.

. While it is still tco early to tell what changes will be brought about by
legislative action as a result of the EOPS study, the fact that the statewide
office has already begun implementing several of the recommendations
made in the report.attests to both. the genuifie concern on their part for
program improvements and also to the fact that the changes suggested were

" reasonable and practical.

Project Head Start: A Case of What Went Wrong )
Head Start is a large-scale, broad-aim, federally funded social-action
program in which a variety of services (instructional, medical, dental,
psychological, and nutritional) are provided for poor preschool children.
Head Start began in the summer of 1965. Like EOPS, it grew rapidly, and by ’
- 1967 approximately two million children, the majority of whom were from
minority backgrounds, had participated in the program.
Also like EOPS, the nature of the program and its goals posed many
. difficult problems for evalaation. Since the program seeks to bring about
major political and social changes, its evaluation cannot be approached as if
it were a traditional program designed to bring about traditional, incremental
educational change. The goal is broad; the program is directed at millions of
children all over the country; program delivery varies greatly frcm com-
munity to community; the program was not created locally, but by the
federal government, and the amount of money invested is enormous. Unlike
EOPS, however, evaluation was planned for from the beginning, and several
evaluations were carried out by the program’s Office of Research and
Evaluation and its !3 Evaluation and Research Centers in universities
throughout the country. Still, from the beginning, evaluation met stumbling
blocks. Most studies were local or regional, and it was impossible to de-
termine the extent of the program’s vverall effect or even the effectiveness -
of the different types of local programs.

4
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- This ¢ase study concerns the national evaluation of Head Start conducted

for the Ofﬁce ‘of Economic Opportunity by Westinghouse and Ohio

Umversxty (14 104), The study included a national sample, comparison
groups .of nonpartiv:pants, multiple measures of cognitive and affective

‘development, -and an evaluation of program outcomes through the third

grade. The purpose of the evaluationi was to make an overall analysis of the
progrann, provxdmg .information for policy makers to decide if the program

~ .should:be coritinued, modified, or if parts of it should be dropped. The

‘evaluatlon did- not include investigating the effectiveness of local imple-

:menfation procedures or the delivery of program components.

Ll

‘The basic question that the study addressed was: Do children in the first,

sécond, or third grade who have had Head Start experience, either summer

or full year, differ significantly in their cognitive and affective deve10pment

‘from comparable children in those grades who did not participate?

Sample: A natjonal sample of 225 program sites was randomly sélected for
study from the. 12,927 Head Start Centers in operation during the 1966-67

) school year. Only 104 centers were ultimately confirmed as mvestlgatlon

sites-due to the absen_cc_: of appropriate control groups, lack of staff during
the summer-phase of the program at some sites, and the fact that some of the
programs had‘been in operation for only one year. Other centers were ex-
cluded because some of the schools in their target-areas declmed to par-
ticipate in the study. ‘ ~
Procedures: Fifty-five interviewers were recruited and given a one-week

'trammg course to prepare them for the field studies. They were each

assigned to two sites spending approximately three and one-half weeks at
each center, meeting with three groups of people during their visits: local
Head Start officials, school administratcrs, and parents of both Head Start
and control-group children. The progression of their activity at each site was
as foilows:

1. Interview the Head Start official.

' 2. Obtain a master list of pupils who had attended the center in the .
specified program and year.

" 3. Visit the local schools and identify all Head Start children still enrolled.
4. Draw a random sample at each of the grades represented. ‘
5. Consult with Head Start and school officials.

6. .Stuay all available records to identify a control population, matching
+ each Head Start subject with a control subject on the basis of sex, race,
and kindergarten attendance.

7. Interview the parents or guardians of each Head Start and control-
group child.
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8. Arrange for the testing of pupils to be conducted subsequently by field
examiners.

9. Write a field report and complete a questionnaire on field experiences.

The Head Start officials, school administrators, and parents were all very
cooperative. The only. problems encountered with centers arose in those
cases where poor records had been kept; only 10 school systems were
considered uncooperative, although the cooperation of others reportedly re-
quired exceptional diplomacy on the part of the field interviewers. Over 90
percent of the parents were reported to have been *‘very cooperative’’ or
“scooperative.” The most serious problem faced in the study was finding
parents who had-moved or been relocated by urban renewal projects. In Ap-
palachia, one field worker, mistakenly identified by a narent as a “revenue’’
agent, was shot at! But other than this somewhat humorous incident (atleast
in retrospect), surprisingly, everything went according to schedule, and
overall resistance to the evaluation was considerably less than the investiga-
tors had anticipated. . . .

Results: Briefly, the major findings of the study were that the summer
Head Start programs were not effective, and the full-year programs were
marginally effective. The major recommendations were therefore obvious:
The summer program should be phased out, and the full-year program
should be continued and improved—very simple and very straightforward.

_But, as many readers are aware, this evaluation and its findings became the

subject of a heated controversy that swept the country, damaging the
public’s faith in national evaluations, and the residual effects remain to this
day.

The fires of the controversy were lit when the findings of the study,
presented as the first draft of the final report to the Office of Economic Op-
portunity for review and comment, were released to the public prematurely.
The findings were in preliminary form and excluded several statistical
analyses that were subsequently added to the final report. To ..1ake matters
worse, these preliminary and incomplete findings were reported as definitive
to Head Start schools, officials, and concerned parents by the news media,
not the evaluators. - ‘

The attention focused on the study fanned the fires and serve. as a rallying
point for proponents of the program, who gained additional media time and
space to critique the study. The essentially negative findings of the evalua-
tion provoked local testimonials in defense of the projects, as well as news-
Qaper editorials and other reactions from those in the ‘‘early intervention”
philosophical camp. The study was scrutinized and attacked as ho study had
{ever been up to that time. Scholarly journals burdgeoned, and conferences
overflowed with critiques of the methodology, statistical procedures, and
ioutcome criteria selected. Most of these criticisms-dealt with the defects

l ’ ) i . ¢
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inherent in studies of social-action programs (11, 16, 50, 80, lOQ)—criticisms
that could be applied to many -¢valuatiens. In fact, McDill, McDill, and
Sprehe (53) question whether such stroig criticism would have been forth-
coming from so many quarters if the evaluation had been more favorable.

Summary: This case study was not used merely to provide an example of
the failure of experimental design, but rather as a contrast to the previous
case study of the EOPS evaluation and to illustrate what can happen in the
case of a real world evaluation that is potentially political and emotionally
volatile, and"what pitfalls can be avoided. Cicerelli (15), too, has reflected
upon the study and suggests that if the principles of transactional evaluation
had béen applied, much of the misunderstanding and conflict that ultimately
defeated the evaluation could have been greatly reduced, if not avoided
altogether, For example, the Head Start evaluation clearly threatened the
jobs of many people, and this issue should have been confronted. Although
.the direct participation of all parties concerned would have bzen impossible
(if not logistically, at least economically), much more contact and Ccﬂécking
. in’* with.representatives of the various constituencies could have been.car-
ried out throughout the evaluation. At the same time, although reaching
consensus regarding the criteria by which to judge the effectiveness of a na-
tional program is equally impossible, greater efforts at including a broad ar-
ray of criteria, including some that were*acceptable to each constituency,
could have been made. ) ' \

Here again was a case of differing values and perceptions and the absoélrlte
necessity of clarifying these differences prior to the evaluation. The govern-
ment and the evaluators agreed that the cognitive and affective aspects of
the Head Start childrens’ development were the most important objectives
of the program. But others felt that the voluntary parental involvement and
the nutritional benefits gained by the.children were equally important, espe-
cially in the case of the summer programs. In fact, the same criteria were
used to evaluate the two separate program components; summer and full-
year, although both the objectives and the length of time available to work
toward their attainment were different for the two components. The centers
weren't consulted regarding the criteria by which the program was to be
evaluated, and yet, the local programs varied depending upon what their
center’s primary, secondary, and short and ‘ong-term objectives were for'
the program, particularly during its developmental stages. Many centers '
may have been directing mere atteation and energy tc other objectives in
response to local needs, not necessarily to the exclusion of, but in addition
to the objectives defined for the overall program. Since they were not
consulted regarding their objectives and program emphases, valuable in-
formation was missing from the evaluation. :

Field interviewers were assigned to sites on the basis of their comple-
mentary ethnic or racial backgrounds and/or their multi-linguistic abilities.
In addition, however, local people could have been effectively involved as
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research coordmators to assist in the field work, just as local halsoqs were
used in the EOPS study. As it was, communications between the center and
school staffs anfd the investigators were poor. Only the top administrators of
the -centers and thexschools knew about the study before the ﬁefd inter-
viewers appeared on the scene; teachers, counselors, and parents, were al-
most totally excluded by design, if not intent. Local persons ) wou]d not only
have been able to deal more effectlvely with the resistance to the study on*
the part of local school staffs and improve channels of communication, but
they also could have been used to share some of the preliminary findings of
the investigation with local Head Start and school personnel and parents,
perhaps helping to avoid the furor created by the prematurely released
report. /

Fo]lowmg the transactional model, protagonists and antagOnlsts should
have been brought together both in the planning stages of;the evaluation and
during its implementation. By getting these groups, or at least representa-
tives of them, involved from the beginning, their resistance to the evaluation

. could have been stemmed. The purpose of the evaluatign was to provide in-

formation :to decision makers regarding the future of the program. Ob-
viously, a decision to ellmmate or greatly reduce a program such as Head
Start would be threatenmg not only to the target population but alsv to the
staff employed in the program. Transactional evaluation principles could

—__ have been used to reduce the consequences of this threat by recognizing it,

_bringing it to the surface, and enabling the different g,roups to confront their
conflicts and resolve them.

The unfortunate release of .the draft report probab]y could not have been
avoided by any methodolugy or clever technique, bpt its impact would have
been reduced if representatives of the different cogstituencies had been in-
volved and if local persons had been parucrpatmg in the evaluation. The,
findings and recommendations might have remained the same, but the dif-
ferent views would have been acknowledged, the sources of inforination
would have been apparent, and' the intents and purpo es of the eva]uauon
would have besn clear. . ] f

/

.. Curriculum Evaluation . i f

Schrools are particularly neglectful of Lurric.ulu! evéluation This may be
due, at least in part, to the problem of defining w}:xf a purnculum is. Accord-
ing to Stake (85), **a curriculum is an educational program *An educauonal
program is fai:ly easy to identify in the public schoo] where one can define
curriculum as an integrated system of learmng malenals, activities, and
experiences. However, as Dressel (21) pomts out, “‘in higher education, the
meaning of curriculum is far less explicit.” Wher} the term is used in a
postsecondary setting, it can be referring to all courses offered in a particular
msptuuon, to those contained within a paru«?ular department or field, or

i
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even to ar individual student’s course of study. ¢ -

There are also many different ways in which a curriculunt can be struc-
tured. It can be based.on’an assembly of courses that are deemed necessary
to meet certain job ‘rgquirements; it can be formed from the basics of a
particular discipline or the specialized interests of the faculty in a depart-
ment; it can be designed to meet the needs of a professional or technical
program; or it can be developed as the result of a systematic specification of
outcomes (21). But, regardless of the way in which a curriculum is
developed, it must be updated and revised. It must therefore be periodically
evaluated.

Unfortunately, curricular change is seldorm fellowed by rigorous evalua-
tion to determine its effectiveness; even more rarely is it preceded by a
systematic assessment of the actual need for changes or the directions they
might take. Responses to curriculum evaluation often take the.form of either
cosmetic changes ~ ‘efenses of the status qua,_or both, since most evalua-
tions are designeu.. iew the curriculum only 1n its own light without regard
for. long-range school or program goals. Even where specific goals have been
defined, curriculum evaluations should not be based merely on their attain-
ment. The goals themselves must be evaluated in order to determine their
worth, relevancz, and interrelationships within the context of both the
overall program and the system. ]

There are several problems that typically mitigate against systematic cur-
riculum evaluation. First, many faculty members view curriculum evalua-
tion as an imposition on their ina]ipnab]eﬁghts . 5 teachers. In particular, if
the curriculum is based on their specialized interests, they view its content
and substance as sacrosanct. Evaluation implies Jjudgment, and many faculty
are threatened by a process that may well point out deficiencies in program-
mirg or areas in need of improvement for which they are responsible or in
which they are involved. If the results are negative r suggest changes with
which faculty do not agree, they will often simply not accept the results,
finding fault either with the evaluation or the people who conducted it.

Finally, although the motives for evaluation should always be scrutinized,
they are particularly important in the case of curriculum and instructional
evaluation. If the motiv.s or reasons for the evaluation are not explained and
accepted by faculty, they may feel that there is some potentially harmful out-
come to be avoided; view the evaluation as ‘‘busy work™ and not take it
seriously; or view the . .aluation as ‘*management ordered," and refuse to
cooperate. Reslstance to change may be a contributor to any of these prob-
lems, whicis 1.2y in lurn be used by faculty as acceptable excuses for their
resistance.

Most, if not all, of these problems can be overcome and facu]ty can be-
come an impnrtant part of the evaluation process, assisting in the plz . 1ing,
1mplementat|on and analysis of resuits. The key is to involve faculty i;rom
the beginning, discussing with them the reasons for the evalua'lon and the

-
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potential payoffs from it and giving them time to become comfortable with
the persons who will be directing the gvaluation. The following case studies
illustrate the problems and the successes of various forms of curriculum
evaluation,

- e

N

An l;;vaiuation ofa Professionai School—Curricuium

- \

Overview: A new assistant dean for acaqemic affairs was appointed at the
school of dentistry, and his major concern was the curriculum. Althqugh the
curriculum had changed over the ten-year period since the school was es-
tablished, the rapid growth in courses, students, and faculty had precluded
rigorous assessment of its effectiveness. The new dean had had prev\ious
teaching and administrative experience at two of the most innovative dental
schools in the country, where evaluation was the basic ingredient of educa-
tional improvement, and the school looked to him to direct the much needed
curricular revision.

The dean, in turn, contacted the authors to explore ways by which they
might assist him. At their first meeting, four weeks before the fall quarter
began, he clarified his intent. He wanted to know how effective the present

_curricular structure and its offerings were in actbmplishing the goals of the

school, meeting the needs of the students, and most important, preparing the
students to be practicing dentists. Our task was to draw up a plan for the
evaluatior and present it to him in two weeks. If the plan was accepted, the
project would begin as soon as the school year started.

During the next two weeks, we examined the school’s extant goals, re-

. viewed accreditation reports, and interviewed small, representative samples
. of both faculty and students. At the second meeting, an outline of the evalua-

tion strategy and objectives for the project were presented to the dean as
follows:

1. To systematically develop measurable curricular goals for the school
__and departments based on graduate outcomes;

2. To evaluate the attainment and relevance of these goals on the basis of -
actual graduate behavior and attitudes in their practices;

3. To make appropriate changes in the curriculum based upon the in-

formation gained from both the study of graduates and ‘the goal
formulation pracess itself; o

4. To assist faculty in planning, developing, and evaluating instructional
strategies relevant.to the curricular and instructional goals; and

5. To establish an-on-going evaluation program to facilitate a continuous
process of curricular change and renewal.

5
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The mmal analysis revealed that the $chool goals, as stated, could
contnbute little, if anytfnng, to an evaluation of the curricular program. Like
-most so:called cducat:qnal goals they fell into two types of statements: ‘‘the
zschool will provide . . .”" and *‘the graduates will be good dentists’’ (or the
equivalent). The former type of goal is met simply by providing whatever is
to be provxded and evaluatlorgmerely consists of a double check of that pro-
vision. The latter type of goal is so global and vague that it is impossible to
measure-jts-attainment; evaluation is equally impossible. Neither type of

.goal is réflective ,of or dependent upon curricular practices. Clearly, the first

priority for the: school was to establish goals that were specific, measurable,
and directly related to the curricular program The objectives for the evalua-
tion were accepted by the deap, and that is when process became a high
priority as the foundation for the project.

“The best laid evaluation plans can come to naught if the support of the
people involved is lackmg To ‘be effective, curriculum evaluation in

" particular must.be conducted and perceived as a cooperative, collaborative

venture, not as an activity imposed upon the majority by a select group of in-
dividuals: In this case, the faculty had had many negative experiencés with
evaluation ‘‘experts’’ over the years, and there was little reason to assume
that they would cooperate. Their cooperation had to be earned.

The support of one very lmportant person was obtained, but he did not in-
volve himself in the evaluation in any way other than approving the funds
necessary to conduct it. This person was the dean. He felt that the cur-
riculum of the school was taught by the faculty for the students, and that
they—the faculty and students—should together analyze it and recommend
changes within a supportive, but neutral environment. He intzoduced us to
the entire faculty at the first fall faculty meetmg, reiterated his complete sup-
port of the project, and did not ask for, or receive, any further communica-
tion fiom us during the entire first year-

Thé Chronology of the First Year: In order to establish:the process for
developing the-school and departmental goals, as well as mechanisms for
evaluating their attainment, it was agreed that an existing faculty committee
would work with the evaluators rather than creatinga new, additional struc-
ture for the project. The standing curriculum committee appointed a sub-
committee composed of an administrator, two faculty members, and one
student. -~ v .

-In order to provide a framework for the evaluanon, the followmg assump-

tions were defined at the first working meeting:

1. The goal of curricular renewal is the improvement of teachmg and
learning.

2. Any really meaningful changes in the curricylum and, ultimately,

improvement in the teaching:learning process, must be fully integrated,

with a rigorous, compréhensive evaluation strategy.
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3. The focus of evaluation must be of ‘dutcomes—in t’erms of student
achievement and satisfaction; faculty motivation, development, and
satisfaction; responsiveness of course offerings and curricular se-
quencing; and, finally, outcomes inytefms of the tofal school environ-
ment. ’

At that same meeting, the subcommittee reviewed and ratified the objec-

tives of the-project and agreed upon the procedures th at would be used to ac-

complish them. The first step was to solicit ideas for first-order school goals
through interviews with the faculty and students, and on the basis of these
conversations, each committee member would generate a list of tentative

goals for consideration. T

Although the components that comprise a measurable objective were re-

viewed at the meeting, the committee members re'gurned for the subsequent

meeting two weeks later with a lengthy hodgepodge of vague ideas and
global, motherhood-type statements similar to the vacuous descriptions of
most school catalogues. Several hours were spent distilling their essence,
collapsing them, and rewording them into goals that were at least semi-
measurable and based upon graduate outcomes./Du ring the following week,
the goals were further refined and presented to the committee for review.
Changes in wording were explained, and appfoval was obtained for each
change. When all of the goals were in accéptable form and accurately
. .« 4 9 e !

conveyed the intents of their *‘authors, ™ it was agreed that they should be

circulated among the faculty and students to gain their reactions and accep-

tance. ' . ‘

The tentative goals were sent to every fu{l-time faculty membet 7nd 25

percent random samples of the student body, each drawn representatively

from all four class levels. Everyone was askgd to review each goal and sug-
gest criteria that they would accept as jevidence of its achievement.

Response rates were 90 percent from the Fculty and 80 percent from the

_ students. Consensus-on the goals ranged from 75 to 95 percent for the faculty

and from 80 to 95 percent for the students, and many suggestions for
measurement criteria were obtained. So he of the respondents also sug-
gested rewording goals they agreed with in' essence, and some suggested ad-
ditional goals for consideration. The tabr‘ated results, along with the sug-
gested word changes and lists of criterion l31easures, were circulated again’to
get another reading on the goals and a firsf reading on the criteria. This time,
part-time faculty and faculty who held jaint appointments in other schools
were also included. 7

. Again, responses and consensus werg overwhelming, both for the goals
and the measurement criteria. The criteria were further refined and sent out -
once again. Then, only those objectives‘and measurements which received
over 75 percent agreement were ad0pteJ as first-order goals of the schoo!—
the cut-off point previously agreed upon‘with the committee and the faculty.

I
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Everyone agrced that. acccp‘uancc of the gozls.by at least three-quarters of
fhe faculty would mimmlzc the pOSSlblhty that a vocal minority “would
_ prevent their attammcnt

The same process of goal formulation was.*hen mstltuted for each of the

-school’s sections (units equ;valent to departments), except in this case, sec-
tion représentatives: formed the working committees, and each section
-defined_its own cut-off point for goal adoption. A few were lower than 75
“percent, but..nost were higher. Al of the:faculty in each section were in-
volved im: the process, and measurable objectives and criteria were, es-
tablished for each section that were congruent with and supported the goais
established for the school at large.

The ﬁrst year-of the project was thus completed. The school and each of
its sections:had a set of objectives and criterton measures to assess their at-
tainment,- and a process for curriculum development and :valuation had
becn established. At many institutions this would have been a one-month
project. Why had it taken so lorg in this case?

In_ Retrospect; Completing the initial stage of the project took the bctter
part of a year, but we firmly, believe that the slow movement through this
phase was essential for several reasons. Many of the faculty were far from
receptive to the project from the beginning. They had experienced too many
simplistic workshop overviews of objectives. They had been required to
write ‘‘behfivioral” objectives for their courses, but few faculty saw the rela-
tionship between the objectives and their teachizug. Once written, the objec-
tives were filed away only to be brought out fo: periodic accreditation visits.
Since few faculty actually used their course objectives, the relationship
between school and section goals and the curriculum was very remote.

A second reason for the slow progress was that some of the faculty who
favored the project from the beginning were supportive for the wrong
reasons. Anticipating minimal cooperation from other faculty, they saw this
projéct as a way 1o railroad pet goals into the curnculum and thus obtain
more curricular hours foy their section. In the early stages of the project, it
was evident that for some people an important measure of professior.
worth lay in the number of carricular hours for which they were responsible,
A recurrent theme in introductory conversations was: ‘‘Hi. My name is Dr.

So and. So (no one ever had first names); my section has sixty-three cur-

riculum hours. The national average is forty-two, you know."’ .

In order to counteract this attitude and yet gain the: faculty’s cooperation,
we spent the first two months of the project doing little more than visiting
faculty in their offices, chatting with them in the halls, and having coffee and

” lunch with them in order to get to know them, explain the purposes of the

project, answer their questions, and slowly gain their support. The time was
not ill spent, in -.pite of the fact that one of us gained ten pounds and the
. other becaine-allergic to coffee. Many faculty simply needed to get to know

_the evaluators (and in some cases, judge them) on a personal level first anc
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as evaluators second, Others needéd to get their **air time'” to present gripes
i _»about the school -and/or to demonstrate their own expertise a$ educa-
| .tors/evaluators. Odadly, the-fact that we knew nothing about dentistry was
never raised. But through these formal and informal visits, the purposes of
: 1 the project were conveyed to the faculty, and they began to accept the fact
.. i.. that-there was nc hidden-agenda, that we could be trusted and that there
- would indeed be an evaluatior: that they would help design and conduct. The
7 " formal process of goal setting and review could then begin. But soon after,
the project ran.into its second slowdown. :
As the faculty became convinced that they really would be responsible for
. . ¢§tablishing the curricular direction of the school, they developed an almost
insatiable thirst for information: How canI be sure that the objectives for my
section will be good? How do we know our tests are fair? How do we
evaluate-clinical performance? How can I be sure that my instructional ma-
] tefials and methods are adequate? In response to these.requests, and with
- the support of the still-invisible dean, we conducted e series of seniinars and
. workshops ranging from methods-type classes on instructional techniques
and student learning styles to workshops op test construction and clinical
- evaluation, v ’
‘ As a result, by. the end of the first year, in addition to the goals and criteria
. that were established for the school and sections, a learning environment
had been cieated in which teaching received major attention. None of this
. would have happened if the faculty had not been developing their own goals
iith an eyé to.attaining them through teaching. .
The goals certainly could have been stated better if they had been written
by, or purchased ¥rom, professional educators. And they would have been
written in mugh less time and probably for much less money. But they might
have ended up on the proverbial shelf along with the other goals and objec-
tives that had been lying there for years. The purity of measurable objectives
*. had been violated. But, while classically imperfect, their intents wete ade-
' quately conveyed and faculty were committed to working toward their at-
fainment. Garnering faculty support was far more important for the future of
. the project than producing classically perfect objectives. There was ample
oppoftunity to rewor ; the objectives later; there was only one opportunity
to gain the faculty’s trust. So the first year ended—far behind Schedule, but
way aheéad in support.
- The Second Year: The next phase of the project was inaugurated by hav-
ing tach section present their objectives to the rest of the facuity,
_ gemonstrating.how they contributed to the overall school goals and comple-
mented and expanded upon those of the other sections. Many overlaps and
gaps were identified, and ad foc joint section committees were set up to
investigate and-explore-solutions. ¢ e e T
... Bach section had been asked to send one representative to these informa-
tion-sharing sessions. If all had complied, that would have meant an atten-
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dance of 23. Howéver, so many people were interested, an average of
seventy-came.to each of the first three meetings. Also, a 16-hour course on
cntenon-referenced meastrement was ‘offered and 27 faculty attended. A
5 of ...zn.~eours s-on: “What We Wrote' As Objectives But Never

Learr‘c,d Ourselves” was introduced, a 140 pe0ple came to.the first session.

Since there w%‘fe orily about 60 full-ti e faculty (and 140 part-time), this

{epresented an amazing show.of support for in-service training. In addition,
.complamts weré voiced by faculty wbo had classes or laboratory sessions

which conﬂlcted with the hours of the worksh xps and seminars, As a result,

.and atthe request of the faculty, the dean designated one-half day each week

“Facuxty Development Day.”” Classrooms and laboratones were closed
and' the school turned into an mstructxonal laboratory. More tedching
improvement ; classes were introduced, as well, as several discipline-oriented

-‘continuing education courses. Faculty attendance, which was always volun-

tary, hovered around 90 percent. -
And where was the curriculum evaluation that had started all of this

.actlvxty? Actually, it was all over the place. Afterthearing about a particular

instructional pririciple calied appropriate practice at one of the classes, one
professor cancelled a lecture and took his students to an empty laboratory to
practice. Another took his:students out of a laboratory where they- were

-practicing something he decided wasn't all that important. Still another .

faculty. member decided that his age-old pracfice of giving a quiz at 8:03
every morning, for no other purpgse than monitoring attendance, could be’
dispensed with.* Faculty were reexammmg their objectives, not necessarily
with an eye to changing them, but to understandmg their full |mpl|cat|ons for

the classroom, .

Faculty were talking to each other abouv their teaching and how thelr
studex;l(§ were progressing toward particul- objectives; curricular hours :

‘were seldom mentioned. Moreover, somehow, comc:dentally, first names

surfaced, and the unfriendly atmosphere seemed to disappear. Many of the
faculty began to work with us on a number orf special projects. Some

developed self-instructional materials that contamed outrageously i irrevereny
cartoons and humor (which the students loved-—and learned from); others,
helped us prepare an objectives-based questlonn.ure for the graduafef

Change was taking place, albeit somewhat less systematically and .more
serendipitously than had been planned. Evaluation and change had beco,‘ne
acyclical process. Evaluation served -s the incentive for change; change, in

. -turn, necessitated evalnation. !

The Survey: The foundation of the formal evaluation was the gi. ‘duate
questionnaire, and again, everyone was mvoIved in its developn.ent. The 40-
page compendium of objectives was analyzed and itei . were developed for
each objective specified for the school and the sections. A draft was ap-
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proved by the c‘z)mmittee and distributed to the faculty and student body for
their review. This was not a typical alumni questionnaire full of “W@gge are
-you, what are you doing, and what did you think of your education?*If was

length, however, the faculty and students were asked to designate items that
‘they considered ‘‘absolutely essential”* so that two versions of the question-
naire, with these as common items, could be devised, thus keeping the
length manageable for any one respondent. Each questionnaire still ended
. up being 17 pages long. They were sent to every person who had graduated
the previous year, and over 60 percent were initially returned. A follow-up
letter increased the response rate to 85%.

We -had intended to codify the data, analyze it, and prepare a written
report on thefindings, but the faculty were impatient. They were determined
to have an immediate look at the information, so the data were simply tabu-
lated and sent to them. At the same time, a formal analysis was prepared,
but'the faculty didn’t seem to need it.

For the next few weeks, everyone was talking about the survey results.
Special section meetings were called to discuss the implications. Requests
for curricular changes were brought to appropriate committees and moved
- through the formal structure. Informal changes took place imrediately in
the classrooms. Timidly at first, faculty began to ask if their objectives were
“revisahle.”’” Some were quite concerned that their most cherished objec-
tives were being ignored by the students once they graduated. The purpose
of the survey was to find out what graduates were actually doing in their
dental practice. Now that the faculty had that information, they had several
alternatives: they could eliminate or change their objectives; they could in-
stitute measures designed to ensure that more graduates-would accept the
importance of their objectives and honor them in practice. They could also
do nothing. It was up ‘o them; they had the information, and they now had
the skills. ”

Summary: This was a curriculum evaluation, but it contained many more
elements than are typically found in such endeavors. Some would separate
the project into faculty development, instructional improvement, organiza-
_tional development, evaluation, or other categories. The project may have
encompassed these components, but the focus was upon one goal—the
improvement of teaching and learning. In this case, these elements were
companion activities necessary to.accomplish the goal.

The curriculum evaluation was and continues to be a success. Student and
faculty evaluations of the project were extremely favorable. They were
pleased with the processes, the lcarnir g outcomes, and the results. The
project has been institutionalized and is row in its fourth year. As intended,
we, as external evaluators, became disp2nsible; the faculty continued the
process of change and evaluation. ' '
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The following principles summarize what we believe are the major reasons |
for the project’s success?

L.

10.

There was strong administrative support coupled wnth very low
adrmmstratlve visibility.

. The evaluators were allowed flexibility in the initiation and evol.tion

of the project (for example, the two months spent *‘setting the stage’’
and the ability to add elements to the project at the requcst of the
faculty) : °.

. The evaluators were there as objectlve, external-change agents,

removed from internal politics and with no ties to any particular
constituency.

. The project. was designed to respond to the immediate concerns of

faculty, giving it a credibility and an influence necessary to confront
the more complex and comprehensive changes to come later.

. A major standing committee was used to help plan and implement

each stage of the project. For this reason, facuity did not feel trat
something foreign was beinz imposed on them.

. Faculty (and students) were involved in the conduct of the project

from the beginning and had basic control over its direction and out-
comes.

. Faculty were offered training in the skills required for full participa-

tion in the project. Those who wished to learn more were trained as a
cadre of “in-house experts’” to work with others on an individual
basis and lead courses and workshops themselves.

. The evaluation staff and budget were kep. to a minimum. The two

external consultants were augmented by resources already there. The
dean’s secretary arranged all meetings and schedules; other tasks
were assumed by faculty and students.

. Evaluation was fully integrated into all asnects of the teaching/learn-

ing/management processes of the school; it was not a mere append-
age.

The mechanisms, processes, products, and outcomes of the project
were fluid. .

»

An Evaluation of a i’ublic School Curriculum

Overvieu;.' A small, relatively isolated, politically conservative rural com-
munity had been transformed, because of its accessibility to a major
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_ expressway and a building boom that spanned a ten-year period, into a large
suburban community with a great mix of people who held opposing views re-
garding educational philosophy in general and the curviculum of the schools
in particular.'When dissatisfaction with the schools grew to such a point that
school bonds failed to pass, a group of parents and community residents, in
cooperation with the school board, initiated an evaluation of the school cur-
riculum and the. district’s policies, and also contracted with external
consultants to conduct a separate *“objective” evaluation (22).

" The objectives of the external evaluation were:

.1, to examine :and document the-competing values of various “ommunity
groups;

P

. -
2. to determine areas of agreement and disagreement among community

residents and examine how these shaped the school program and af-
. fected school policy; and

3. to formulate plans to enhance school-community relations, reduce the
level of“wonflict, and improve educational opportunities for all
stidents.

Procedure; Although the term was not used, the basic principles of
transactional evaluation were employed by the external evaluators, since the
evaluation called for the confrontation and resclution of conflict. The first
step was to identify the divergent goals, educational philosophies, and at-
titudes present in the community. Three activities were initiated in order to
gain this information. . : .

First, a mail survey was conducted by the citizen evaluation committee in
which residents were asked o rate on a five-point scale the degree to which
they agreed or disagreed with statements regarding educational philosophy,
school goals, school programs and policies, physical facilities, school-citizen
communication, and taxes, They were also asked to indicate what elements
they were most and least satisfied with in the schools. Second, in order $o
determine discrepancies and congruencies between parents, teachers,
school administrators and non-parent residents regarding the purpose of
education, 36 members of the lay citizens' committee, 35 teachers, and 2
administrators were asked to rank 106 educational goals listed on a form
commonly used throughout the country (40). Finally, formal classroom visi-
tations were conducted in each class in the district, as well as some classes
in a nearby district_for comparison, by both members of the lay citizens’
committee and the external evaluation team.

Responses to the mail survey were examined according to age groups,
length of time residing in the community, and whether or not respondents
had children in the schooi sysiem. Two distinct value systems clearly
emerged that were classified according to Spindler’s (81) definitions of tradi-
tional and emergent values. Spindler defines traditional values as those
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which emphasize thrift, self-denial, postponement of satisfaction, success,
and a belief that the means to it is hard work, absolute morals, and elevation
of the individual as an end rather than the group. Emergent values are
defined as those which emphasize sociability, sensitivity to the feelings and
needs of others, a relativistic attitude toward moral norms, and a here-and-
now orientation that refiects uncertainty about the future (81).

Traditional values were held by residents who had lived in the community
for more than ten years before the changes in the community and the schools s
had taken place and.by those who did not have children. People who had
lived in the community for less than ten years and those who had children
enrolled in the local schools held more emergent values. The two groups of
residents who were at odds with each other were clearly identified. Break-
downs by age showed no significant differences. Although the beliefs of
residents who had children in the schools might be considered more relevant
and thus more important, all citizens are entitled to, vote, and both board
memberships and school bon ! issues are decided by and subject to the‘input
of all. Further, pressures on administrators come from all quarters.

The results of the goal ranking demonstrated that the parent/citizen group
ranked academic skills and their relationship to everyday life the highest,
while teachers stressed creative, affective, and artistic goals. Some areas of
agreement did emerge between these two groups; the development of self-
esteem and knowledge of sociology and citizenship were important, and reli-
gion was least.important for both groups.

During the site visits, parents and other citizens observed edq_cauonal
practices and found that many of the negauve issues raised regarding the
schools were grossly exaggerated and in some cases nonexistent. The ma-
jority of teachers were ir fact emphasizing rather traditional values. The
consultants corroborated tnese perceptions. In addition, standardized tests

- were administered- to students by the external evaluators, and it was found
that the mean achievement scores wére at least at grade level for all grades
and considerably above grade level for,the majority of grades. This very
traditional measure of achievement satisfied everyone that the students were
receiviag a quality education, a point that illustrates the weakness inherent
in a noncomparative evaluation. The primarily middle-class students were
no.doubt above average, and there is no way of knowing without a compara-
tive evaluation whether these students would have scored hlgher had they
been learning under another set of conditions.

Although some weak points were identifie by the classroom observa-
tions, ideological judgments were largely replaced by data or perceptually
based information. Specific practices were examined more as to their effec-
tiveness than as to how much they conformed with value structures. As
Eash et al. (22) summarized, ‘‘it soon became evident to all but the most
hardened ideologists that the earlicr assurptions were too broad, often did
not correspond to the facts, and were untenable as a basis for making policy.
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Ideological rhetoric was reduced, the climate for teaching and learning was
enhanced, and a better relationship with a more informed community
resulted.” :

Although ‘the study did have some methodological limitations, seven
major ottcomes were attributed to the project (22):

1. Greater community interest resulted in a larger turnout for school
board-elections.

2. School board members were more carefully selected and candidates for
the board made more effort to inform the community of their stand on
specific issues.

3. Positive community interest in the schools increased as did a readiness
to contribute to as well as critique school activities.

4. Cit. s were better informed and demanded increased communication
with school administrators and teachers, as well as a more systematic
crganization of school curriculum,

5. Demand increased for accountability of school administrators to both
citizens and teachers regarding curriculum, student achievement, and
finances.

6. Antagonism between teachers and citizens over.the purpose and orga-’
nization of classroom instruction was reduced.
/

7. A citizens' advisory committee was established to work directly with
the school board and to serve as a source of input for citizen opinion.

The most obvious reason for the positive results that came from the
project was that the citizens of the community were deeply involved in both
the planning and implementation of the evaluation of their schools. Possibly
because the external consultants were conducting a companion study, the
citizens' group steadfastly attempted to make their study as valid as possible
so that their recommendations to the school board would be received with
equal weight. As a result, recommendations from both groups were very
similar although the external evaiuators called for more €Xtensive changes
than did the citizens.

Facts that were brought into the open replaced idcclogical rhetoric that
had previously kept the two factions of residents from agreeing on school
pdlicy. But it was not just the information that helped resolve the problems
in this community; it was the manner in which the data were collected,
analyzed, and reported.

~
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‘Needs Assessments . ' .
The process by which one identifies needs and decides upon their priority
has been termed needs assessment. A need may be defined as a condition in
which there is a discrepancy between-the-actual-or observed state of affairs
and a desired or acceptable state of affairs (3). In the educational world, this
discrépancy. can be determined by objective measurement (for example,
fourth grade students are given a test to measure their skill in mathematics,
and the results-are compared with a set of standards expected for childrenin
the fourth grade). The extent of the discrepancy may also be estimated sub-
jactively.(for example, a group of ‘‘judges’* observe the operations of an in-
stitution or a particular program and collectively decide what the needs seem
to be). In both cases, decisions concerning the desired standards and the.
degree of need involve value judgments.
" The following case studies briefly describe two needs assessments
conducted in different settings and, accordingly, using different procedures.

A Needs Assessment of a Professional School:'* A general feeling of
stagnation existed within the school, and both the faculty and administration
were dissatisfied with the quali.y of education being provided. The faculty
wa3 also splintered, and there was no consensus regarding either the reasons
for the lack of vitality or ways by which the situation could be improved. In
an attempt to bring the conflicts more clearly into focus and begin to develop
solutions, the authors were asked te conduct an organizational diagnosis and
needsassessment. o

The objectives of the project were threefold: 1) to-identify critical organi-
zational and curricular problems that directly and indirectly affected the
fancticning of the school'and the quality of its educational program; 2)to
recommend appropriate entry points for intervention strategies that would
most effectively redress the problems identified; and 3) to design a program
for planned change and institutional renewal that could serve as a basis for
on-going evaluation and continuous improvement of the quality and effec-
tiveness of the organizatior: and its instructional program.

The needs assessment was conducted by a team of three external

consultants who spent ‘one-Wweek at the institutional site. As part of the

analysis, they worked with faculty, administrators, anu students, helping.

them clarify the reasons for their dissatisfaction, identify-points of conflict,
and explore possible strategies that would lead to their resolution. ,
A-variety of procedures were used to gather the information necessary for
the diagnosis and analysis: semi-structured interviews and informal dis-
cussions with individuals and groups of faculty, students and administrators;

direct classroom observations; and document analysis. The documents pro-

« 3
13The type of professional school in which this needs assessment took place has been withheld inaccordance
with the wishes for anonymity on the part of the school staff. ’
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vided background information regarding the history of the school and critical

events in its growth; the obse'vatlons and finformal conversations enabled

the team to explore issues in greater depth and to discover issues.that-had

:not surfaced'in thé interviews. l

Intensive, two-hour interviews were held w. th approxrmately 75 percent
of .the full-time faculty in groups ranging frolm fcu:lr to six participants. Each
group was selected to be representative of different curricular areas, varying
levels of faculty rank, and tenure and length cf time at the school. All of the
major school committees were represented In the interview groups. In addi-

tion to the meetings with faculty, special mtervxew sessions were held with a

‘group of students representing all class 1 vels and with the dean and his

‘ _ adminisirative associates. An informal ‘%I‘OP-I " afternoon session was

' reserved for -people who had not been mvolvcdun the scheduled interview
groups, could not attend at.their scheduled tlme or wished to talk further.

The series of questions asked by the team was similar for all groups. No

. attempt was made to interpret the answers;or lnﬂuence the direction of the
responses by delimiting. the scope of the questlons or channeling

— respondents’ answers, even when they were bemg heard for the fortieth
time. One exoeptlon was that discussion about problems related to facilities
was discouraged, since a new, well- equlpped bulldmg was under construc-.

‘ tion and would soon be completed. l

Throughout the entire data gathering process, the focus and intent was cx
exploration and discovery. The goal was to find out what the school was like
and how it was;percewed by hoth.staff and students The reallty of the orga-
nization as defined by ifs memEers was the primary concern, since their per-
ceptions influenced the school’s functioning and atmosphere. The
procedures established at the interview sessions. reﬂected this perspective—
that is, the interviewees were the experts as far- as or,,anlzatlonal operatwn
and functioning and the school’s programs and processes Mere. concer»ned

The evaluators were there to learn about the school listening carefully to

what people said and observing how they mteracted with each other.

Although the make-up of the groups obvnously differed greatly in m ny

réspects, there was almost complete agreement as far as descnptlons of t

school’s operatlon and functioning and ldentlﬁcatlon of major problems and

suggestions for their resolution were concerned This was in marked

o . .contrast to the belief that there was conﬂlct—-the assumptlon on which the

call for a needs analysis was based: ‘ :

- The major problems raised by all of the people mtervrewed and cor-
roborated by the team's informal conversations, cbservations, and
classroom visitations, centered®on the pervasive lack of communication
between and among the different constituencies, the fragmentation of the

‘ curnculum, the faculty's lack of training ;3 teachmg methodology,

inadequacies in the testing and gradmg system, apd the'lack of adminjstra-

tive follow-through. Ths. last point is partlcularly important.
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| Theinterviewees commented repeatedly. about-the-lack of follow-through

. - — that-chardacterized the modus operandi of the school. A workshop was

‘ presented; a project was started; ideas were generated and accepted. But no

| support was ever provided for implgmentation, and faculty who became ex-

| cited about a new project or idea for change soon became disillusioned. The
faculty’s skepucxsm regarding the prospect of change carried over to the
needs assessment project and, although they were cooperative—having de-
cided to “give it one last try" —many expressed doubts that any changes
rould be forthcoiing.

. In this case, however, they were wrong, and they were rewarded for their
efforts. As recommended in the needs analysis report which was circulated
to all faculty, the dean approved the initiation of a long-term program of
planned organizational and curricular change and evaluatjon. The program is
designed to address the problems identified and contains those components
suggested by the faculty and students who had been interviewed. The school
was diagnosed to be a closed system, one that would increase in entropy and
disintegration. The goal of the change program is to help the school become.
more of an open system by establishing a process for a cycle of self-gener-
ating change and evaluation. )

The scope of the program is broad, and its chances of success Wlll be
enhanced by the continuing involvement of many people. Although itis ne¢
far removed from the dean's perception of what a change program might be,
it is not his plan. It belongs to and will be implemented by all three of the
school’s constituencies —the faculty, the students, and the admmnistration.

A Needs Assessment of a Faculty Development Program: A large com-
munity college district had established an instructional grant program that
provided funds for the development of innovative approaches to teaching
and instruction. Faculty in the district could write a proposal and, if selected
in the competition, obtain funds to develop their design. The program had
been well received, and many faculty undertook a variety of projects. Al-

| though the program had been operating for a number of years and had
} proven to be an excellent device for motivating faculty to examine their
teaching, the director was concerned about the quality of the-instructional
products that were being developed. Funds for field testing were not avail-
able, so rather than implementing a formative type of evaluation, the direc-
tor asked external evaluators to conduct a needs assessment of the program
.to determine ,{ faculty would benefit from a speciat course designed to teach.
them the principles of instructional design, product development, and
‘evaluation,

The first step was to review all of the project proposals-that had-been.
funded as well as all interim and final reports in order to identify the nature
and objectives of each project. The investigators then combined objective
measurement and case study procedures in a holistic approach to the assess-
ment analyzing the extent of the faculty's skills in instructional desngn and
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. product development. The assessment approach included a short objective

. test given-to a random sample of faculty in each of the colleges in the district

... - . iand.a serjes of on-site interviews with every faculty member -whohad

i'received a grant since the program had begun and with the local campus

't administrator who was supervising tlie program. Completed products were

. reviewed for content and evaluated for face validity according to the prin-

. ciples of instructional design. In the few cases in which student performance

‘data were avﬂlable, products were evaluated for their effectiveness

" promoting student achievement and/or mativation. . .

i The faculty’s level ofskill in instructional design and product develop-
ment was assessed on the basis of several types of data and data sources,
and disgrepancies did indeed exist between their knowledge of instructional
design and the quality of their products. On the basis of these findings, the

. investigators recommqnded‘that as a condition of receiving a grant, faculty

«fshou:ld participate in a special .program designed to teach them the basic
principles of instmictional. design, and that such a program should be
1 developed before the following year's grang program was initiated. It would
i have been unfair to discontinue the prog=am on the basis of the needs assess-
;ment. That was not its purpose. The program had increased faculty motiva-
.tion to improve instruction and had rewarded those who tried'to do so, and

. these were specified goals of the grant program. The addition of an instruc-
tional design component in conjunction with the grant program served to
increase the chances that the resulting products would be effective and of
 higt, quality. -~ o ’
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R 2 The case study description§ of evaluations presented in this.chapter
. demonstrate quite clearly that there is no qne cut-and-dried method for con-
ducting them; nor is there one/*‘best’* approach to evaluation for all situa-
tioris. They also provided examples of the variety of real world settings as
.well as the array of methodological choices available to the practitioner.
. Parficular models were mot imposed as a bagis for ‘generating evaluation
.questions; nor were evaluation designs picked out of a hat. Each approach
_necessitated a design that would address the information needs and ques-
tions required of the. evalaation and appropriate to the particular program
.being evaluated. = e
 Very often, the evaluation.questions that need to be answered require ex-
i perimeggal design. Is textbook A better than textbook B? Can students learn
~as well in condition-A as in condition B? Does the program effectively ac-
~complish our goals? Social action programs and organizational change pro-
grams, as illustrated here, are best suited for intégrated types of approaches

such as transactional evaluation and holistic evaluation. Evaluators must

-
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proceed in developing their designs much as a gourmet: chef might go about’

‘concocting a new, delectable dish-—selecting a bit here and a handful there,
a dash of this and a pinch of that—combining the ingredients into a design
that is suited to the particular program and its requirements and constraints.
We have talked repeatedly of selecting designs and approaches that are
suitabl&{p’@hee’purposes of the evaluation and the information needs of deci-
sion makers, But most real-world evaluations are constrained by the
program -setting, the budget provided for the study, and the tirne frame
within which the évaluation must be conducted. Money is never mentioned
in graduate seminars or in-service programs on evaluation. Yet, the truth of
the matter is, despite the growing reverence for evaluation qua evaluation,
few budgets allocated for it are sufficient to permit a thorough, .igorous, and

~ comprehiénsive investigation. More often than not, evaluation designs are

the result of compromises necessitated by limited funds and/or limited time.
The case studies were selected to provide examples of these very real prob-
lems. ’ _ ' ’

It should-be apparent from a comparison of the case studies that holistic
evaluation and transactional evaluation have many basic similarities. There
are also important differences that may well become more pronounced as
both approaches are refined through continued use in various settings. The
common threads of holistic and transactional evaluations are: 1) persons
representing key constituencigs at different levels of the program and dif-
ferent levels of power to influence the program directly or indirectly are in-
volved from the beginning; 2) multiple measures are used, including quanti-
tative data and qualitative information obtained from observations and inter-
views; 3) there is a concern for both process and outcome beyond attainment
of pre-specified objectives; 4) the study of actual outcomes is. combined with
naturalistic observations of what was delivered and how people interacted;
5) predetermined goals are not required nor are alternative causal possi-
bilities .climinated in the analysis without sufficient examination; 6) experi-

_mental design can be incorporated, but where this is impossible or im-

practical to implement, other designs can be adapted; 7) evaluation can be
viewed as eithera continuing part of management or as a short term post hoc
anaiysis; and 8) evaluators can serve as part of the program staff or as

external evaluators outside of the program or organization. Both approaches '
.are eclectic and fiexible, and are adaptable to the needs and requirements of

the particular program being evaluated and the particular information needs

. being addressed. They are pragmatic, common sense approaches to program
evaluation that provide comprehensive information acceptable to many dif-

\ferent constituencies and useful to many different decision makers at many
levels of power.

The strategy of involving different pecple from the beginning of the
évaluation, including some people who are antagonistic to the program ¢
may become so, is an important part of both approaches because transac-
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tional evaluation is concerned with the tresolution of conflict. In the absence
of controlled experiments, the p. rticipation of program opponents increases
the likelihood-that biases in favor of the program will be balanced and out-
comes credited to the program will be v%riﬁed. Another benefit is that initial
meetings with representatives of different groups serve to introduce the
evaluator to a broad cross section of key decision makers. The evaluator, in
turn, can use these opportunities to explain the purpose and needs of the
evaluation, answer questions, involve ipeople in the process, and try to
garner their support and cooperation.

Generally speaking, neither holistic por transactional evaluation costs
more than a traditional design, and they,may well cost less than large-scale
experimental design. A key element in transactional evaluation, however, is
that representatives of the different groups be brought together so that
conflicts can be brought to the surface, confronted, and resolved. Ob-
viousiy, this is feasible only in relatively small-scale studies or in large-scale
studies for which budgets are sufﬁcienJy large to allow people to come
together. In holistic evaluation, there is not a great deal of emphasis vpon
‘formally bringing the different groups together; whether or ..ot it is done de-
.pends upon the particular situation. Cori'frontation and the resolution of
conflict are not strategic parts of holistic evaluation’s foundation.

The collection of data has always beenvalued as a respected academic
pursuit. But dissemination, other than through traditional journals and
scholarly association meetings, has not been a responsibility accepted by
evaluators. In many evaluations, the emphasis is placed on the dissemina-
tion of information to the upper levels of management—the top decision
makers only. Little feedback is provided for personnel directly involved in
the program, let alone persons who are not involved directly but whose deci-
sions nevertheless affect the program operating within their organizational
jurisdiction. Transactional and holistic projecte are responsive to the in-
formation needs of a broad audience—from local program staff to institu-
tional administrators, system officials, and legislative policy makers.

_ Finally, holistic evaluation and transactiona! evaluation provide two le-

.gitimate alternatives that can bc considered when experimental or quasi-
experimental designs cannot be applied, and they should thus be included in
every practicing evaluator's repertoire of program evaluation meth-
odologies.

UTILIZATION, QUALITY, AND ETHICS

One further cluster of issues that must be addressed in depth concerns the
use of the evaluation results. A well-designed and well-conducted evaluation
improves the process of decision making, it eliminates, or at least greatly
reduces, the influence of political or self-serving factors, and it provides ob-
jective, deflensible evidence. Evaluation can lead to the planning of more ef-
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fecnve{programs. since data-based evidence of what is working and what.is

. not isavailable to program planners. Evaluation increases the likelihood that

decisions will be wise and that subsequent policy will be rational. Why,

thén, should the results of such a wonderful process be so universally

o ignored? The fact that evaluation has generally had so little impact is well
documented (10, 25, 60, 66, 72, 98, 99).

Throughout this ‘moncgraph, we nave stressed the lmportance ol provid-
ing information for decisions regarding program improvanéii aind decisions
regarding a program'’s future, Biit the reasons for undertaking real world
evaluations are not aiways,so»rauonal nor are the underlying motives al-
ways so nice. The actual use of»the results of an evaluation often merely
urelect thereasons the ;va!uatf,on/Was called for in the first place.

ome evaluations are little more than public relations rituals carried out to
satisfy taxpayers or other publics demanding accountability; others re
initiated merely to satisfy federal or state grant requirements. These evalua-
tions are conducted not because program staff really want to find out how
well their progran ~ -working, but hecause they have to evaluate if they want
to continue receiv...g the external funds necessary to continue the program.
In many of these cases, program staff really don’t give a hoot about the find-
ings of the evaluation. The fact that it was conducted is enough in and of it-
self.

In Popham's (60) view, many educauonal evaluations are carried out “‘ina
thoroughly practical milieu in which an evaluation’s results will constitule
additional playing cards that people will be dealing from patently political
decks.” Sometimes those decks are loaded. Politics is not confined to
program operations, it affects both the motives for evaluation and the utiliza-
tion of its results. Even the most dispassionately gathered, methodclogicatly
perfect data can be used to justify a weak program or destroy a good one.
The best of evaluations can be undertaken for the wors: reasons. Some are
undertaken merely as a ploy to get rid of an incompztent or uncoupeiative
administrator or staff person (60). Weiss (99) .ists several other less-than-
legitimate reasons that evaluations are initiated. to delay decisions; to
provide support for or justify 2 program to **higher-ups™’, to make a s.access-
ful program more viable and increase the prestige of the institution, orasa
means of self-glorification for the directors. Evaluations are-initiated to ap-
pease program critics and because they are-fashionable and lend 1 form of
professional validity to the program (60)

Along the same lines, Suchman (9‘)1) describes tt. following nususes
evaluation may serve: Eye-wash, White-wash, Submarine, Posture, and
Postponement. Eye-wash refers to deliberatefy selecting for zvalration snly
those aspects of a program that look good on the surface ir an attcnpt to jus-
tify a weak or bad program. White-wash refers to attempts to cover up actual

_program failures or errors. Submarine refers {0 attempts to destroy a
program rvaauless of its effectiveness, and Posture uses evaluaiion only as |
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_ .4 gesture of-objectivity, Postponement is an attempt to delay needed action-
by pislending tg-seek the facts, > o

‘Bvaluatozs shoulg not be surprised in such ce9es.if their reports, are laid

neatiy-tc rest, albeit on a prominent shelf. And they w& it
their reports-are not buried altogether when the resulls are negative or run
.counter to ve ted interests. Fev: administrators or program staff in the veal
‘ , ,fh'Otid are readily willing to accept evaluation results that may place the sur-
de, - vival of theirprogram (and their jobs) in sgri‘opsjqopardy. Only when organi-
' zational personnel.themselves are disgatisfied with a program will they be re-
§ . ceplive to the implications of a negative evaluation and. take its results
_ seriously. Evaluators-would save themselves a great deal of anguish if they

" found-out what the motives underlying the evaluation were and‘made sute .

. . - «_that the purposes were truly legit*naté before they began. ) [

Evoluators would also be wise ;0 be attentive to sqne basic procedures
... that seem to ingrease the likelihcod that the results of an evaluation. will be
used: 1) identily- potential users early in the evaluation and address issues of
congern to them, 2) involve sepresentatives frum different cunstituencies in
the process:of evaluation, 3) complete the evaluation premptly, according to
. schedule; 4) prepare several forms-of the report, including a nontéchaical
summary for lay audiences, $). provide individyals whose program is being
. . evaluated with a draft report so they wil] have an opportuaity to critique the
- report and prepare a rejoinder, 6) take responsibility for presenting the find-
o ings to decision makers and, interpreting them into action:plans;.and 7) be
I _available for advice or wisistanwe in implementing recommendations even
after the evaluationhas becri completed. R o
The assumption 1n this discus.ion, of cousse, is that the evaluation report :
.18 detaile d and clee iy indicates specific ways by which the program might be
improved. But many evaiuators refuse tu make suggestions or provide diréc- "
tion for improvement, viewingtheir role us.one of data gatherer and analyzer
only. Many evaluators.provide only glubal recommendations that are simply
too sweeping-to be prayticel, Many evaluators-make recomntendations that ]
.. e vague and.open to yasied iriterpretation. Yet. few cfthem are willingto = ~
stck apound long cnough to intes pret theis data o helptranslate theifrecom-

<

-

mendations into acuon plans once their evaluation has been completed =
Evaluators who abdicata responsibility for foliow through fnvite nonutifiza-
tion of their résulte, ' : - AN

Finally, 2 major homtauon ondhe use of evaluafion Jata and a-mujor issue
that must be addressed cuncesns the quality of the evalvatien and the
.evaluaior, There1s a tremendous gap béwvean the rhetoric of evaluationand -
its demonsiated perfosmance. Acvonding fo Weiss (98), “*Much evalpation ™
is poor; more is mediocrz,” but, despite a few zuggestions to evaliate ‘
éxpluatioms, there bas not yet been developed a formal structure of " 72
pudelines by which thai can be acvomphshed. Guba (26) offers the follawing
criteria for a"'good" evaluation:. - - T vov
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1. Internal. valid:ty The evaluation mformatxon corresponds to the
phenomena which it ¢ purports to describe:

2. External validity: Most evaluations are uncdncerned about
gencrallzablht v, but widespread application is important, particularly
in the case of social action programs, and here quesuons of sample
representativeness and the similarity of testing condmons become im-
portant,

" 3. Reliability: Information provided by the instruments lS consistent.

4. Objectmty. Equally competent, independent Judges or observers .
. ‘, would agree with'the results. :

1

of the evaluatnon

4 Al

:} Relevance:.The evaluation information relates to the.original purpose

Importance The information presented in the report 1s important.

,77 Scope: The whole story is told with a wiie range of information in-
/ cluding negative perceptioris or facts.. . } ¢

N -
; 8. Credibility: The client and other audiences of thg evaluation trust the
; -evaluator and have confidence in the sources of mformatlon

9. Tlmelmess. The information is prepared in time to meet the client’s ""
needs. i

10, Pervaswencss All audlences who,are entitled to it receive the evalua- ‘1
" tion information.

11. Efficiency: The cost of the evaluation in terms of time, personnel, and
funds is appropriate to the utility of the evaluation information.

It is-not easy to define critetia by which to evaluate:evaluatofs. Further-
mgre, as the. pressures.for evaluation increase and more and more evalua- |
tions are requnred the.lure of the dollar will mount and evaluators will be

faced with many cthical choices and many threats: to their integrity.'* \

Evaluziign has become a profitable enterprise, and suddenly people fromali 3

" ‘walks of'fife are calling themselves evaluators in spite of the fact that.they .y ';

may lack training in evaluation and do not possess the technical competence,,
to carry out.quality evaluations. Having.read-a’ book:or two or attended a
coursc, 0n evaluation- docs not an evaluator make Evaluation is dlfﬁC' t

URUSEpP SR

profess:onas practice with-a code of ethics o anpOcrauc oath,
evaluators can become whores prostituting themselves far suffici

137p4 resader |s referred to Popham (60} for a discussion of ethical issues facing evaluators.
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tives.(34); at best, they can unconsciously shade information that might
:harm a program to which they feel morally committed. If an attorney loses a
. case, or adoctor a patient, the result is indeed grim for the losers and their
. farnilies. But evaluations play with larger numbers and the impact of a nega-
tive évaluation Is far-reaching. Programs are abolished and program par-
ticipants.are deprived of services that they may have felt were valuable in
_ spite of the fact that the program was pronouncad ineffective on the basis of
other criteria. Program staffs lose jobs and their families suffer. Evalu. “ors
have.the power to-affect many lives, and their competence and integrity
assumes monumental importafice. Evaluators must be skilled and th2y mast
“be competént. Above all, they must be ethical.
Supposethe EOPS -program really had been in jeopardy. Should such a
well:intentioned program have been protected from a frugal governor even if

it'meant distortir,g some of the data? How: could the anonymity promised to:

‘iﬁdividyal’cqllegps have been maintained if **good’* programs had to be
____.identified in. orgier to save them? There are an infinite number of questions
such as these confronting the evaluator, and the answers are anything but
-, Simplé; : .

Iri an effort to develop guidelines for educational evaluators that may be
. used as a code of ethics, many of the major professiorial associations have
appointed special committees to consider the issue. A prelimirary set of
standards -developed by .the ethics committee of Division B, American
Educational Resear.h Association ofters 11 statements of ethics for evalua-

tors as follows: i .

1. Evaluators should be independent to the extent that they follow
professional and personal standards. Evaluators shuuld be free of
political interference or cvercioi. limited only by general policies of the
institution. Evaluators should be resporsive to the needs of a clieat.

. ", Mutual support.and team work are ideal. A client-pt fessional relation-
- _, ship should:exist where each can have due respect for the other, but
separate 1esponsibilities. Evaluators should be accountable to the

~clients, but not subordinate to them. ’

3. Political'and social cuntexts exist and should bg duly considered when
reporting findings. The true cutcomes of the studies should be reported.
regardless of other factors.

7 4. Evaluator values may be expressed in the report. but should be
identified clearly as personal judgments. Values and personal biases of
the évaluator should be made knowr: to the client.

— - 5 'The 'g:v.aluntor has the primary responsibility for d-sign and meth-
odology-and should make the final.decisions on them. The design and
methodologyrshould be agreed upun by the userbefore implementation.
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6. ;Revie'\'v,pf‘ the design, instrumentaiion, and other aspects of the evalua-
tion by thie client and fellow professionals should be sought.

A 7. Itis an essential responsibility of the evaluator to be honest in reporting
limifatjons and/or constints of the evaluation.

i chgatw,e findings should be treated the same as positive ﬁndmgs when

y - feporting to the chent . )

: . 9. Release-of results should be dependent upon-the-terms of the contract
P between the evaluator and client:”

-

Jor The m}mes “of mdmdual subjects should be kept confidential at 4l
\txmcS/ in accordance with federal law.

" . 11, The evaluator should not accept an evaluation vontract when evaluator -
' . ethics and bias are at stake. . =
L _ (Bivision H Newsletter, v. 111, July, 1977)
! b
- A joint .committee composed of iepresentatives from AERA, the
American Psychological Association, and other national organizations have
developed prelimindry guicelines that are currently being reviewed by
: _ -prominent -educational evaluators. Thest guidelines, which have not yet
' been released to the public, cover everything from the scope o { the informa-
tion-and timeliness af the report to the fiscal responsibility, dxplomacy, and:
“fotmal obl,guuon of the evaluator.
e " Inaddition to assouiation committees on ethics, several leadersi in evalua-

i

begun to address the issue of evaluator ethics in their writiags, and no doubt
gvaluato. s will eventually be ale 10 turn-to these documents for guidance.
Inthe meanume, it is important to recc,n.ze that evaluation is-an area that is
fraught with debatablé questions of ethics and moral impE.ations. Until such
time that definiv.ve guidelines are available, evaluators must be scrupulously
circumspect and conscientsous. They shouid approach evaluation. as a
constructive process, viewing the goal of évaluation 5 improvement, and
when in-doubt, they should remember the immortel words of !hs patron saint
of evaluators who said, “Lct your conscience be your guide.’

.
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