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—erdinary situations when they try to evaluate without the aid of
specialists. Specifically, the evaluation as selfi-reflection. model
stresses rationality, autonomy and responsibility, the cammunity of
interests asong participants in a specific prograa, value
differences, explicit rules which govern procedures, and appropriate
gethods for evaluating the specific program or curriculusm being
studied. The.conclusion is that this self-reflective evaluation model

“can help educators recognize one another's (and students) social .
being and develop a perspective which is more critical and EEfléEtlve
and less dom;nated by purely technical sclqtians. (DB)
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SATION OF REASON ' .

AGAINST THE TECHNOLOG

UEIATH CHIDEPELEL

In, these remarks, I should like to address a very genardl rroblem of-our.
culkture as it comes to bear in the specific guestion before us today -

the guestion of program evaluation in distance <ducation. The gengral
problem concerns the tefhnolegisation of our thought - our willingness to
subjugate our human, convivial intelligence and capacity Lor §zltiggl,;h@ugh§

to technologies of reason. In a wa%ld dominated by contending specialisms,
arcane technologies and the proliferation of mass solutions to practiecal
problems, we seem all too ready to give up our own critical intelligence
and to accept as the solutions to our ¢own pr@blemr the f@ims Of life
fashioned for us by others — where these "otherz" are "experts"
‘“Zpe¢lallsts or, as 1I shauld prefer ta ;all them for our pu:paseg here,

"the technologists of reason"”

(l§77) paper "Hass Culturé and the ECLLPEE of Rg@s@ni The Impll;atlaﬂa
for Pedagogy" .. ) S
In his book The Eclipse of Reason, Max Horkheimer, founder of
. the Frankfurt Institute for Social Research, graugdéd one of
- : the most suceinet formulations of the problem engefidered by
mass culture. According to Horkheimer, the significance of
the challenge posed by the massified culture industry to
etvilisation as such consisted in 1ts assault on the
eapacity to engage in critical thought as a meaningjful jorm
of soctal discourse. Horkheimer cared dSBQZJ about the
content of critical thought, but with the rise of fasciom he
. = .became more concerned with the spectre of the end of reason
’ o itself. In his view, the capacity of humans to distance
.- themselves from the object in order to gain critical pers-
pective upon their social world can no longer be taken J@P
granted. The restricted language and. thought codes .
. - ———produced-by the-reduetion-of all-thought to its technical . . _ .
’ dimensions reach far into the culture, encompassing schools
. . as well as communications, the public as well as the private-
- _ spheres of discourse. . It is no longer a question of whether

srdinary discourse is able to deal effectively with issues of

spectfic ideologteal and social content. 'As Jurgen Habermas
expressed it, the new situation raises the issue of the ’
competence Qf p§§p2§ to effectively communicate ideational
content. The issue lg the -capac-ty fbr theoretical or ‘
concertual thought itself. When people lack such competence,
scceial aetion that *ﬁgr525nd5 the struggle for justice within
the empirically given rules of social organisation and -

- discourse i3 zmposgiblg. Fp 768) N

.1 A kéyﬁate addfegg to the National Werkshog on Distance Teaghlnq SpPONSoOrex
o by Townsville College of Advanced Education in co-operation with the :\Yg
Bustralian and South Pacific External S;udles R:SGELEELQH, Townsville,

‘ x _May 11-14, 1980. B . . —_
Q ‘ -
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The problem to which Aronowitz addresses himself is that of our capacity
to think critically about our social world. Technology has outrun the
capacity of the ordinary person to understand; the legisiative compl
and bureaucratisation of the administrative procedures of our societ
deny the layman access to understanding of access to broad arenas of
social organisation. We have become, it seems, the instruments of the
very social procedures and techniques we invented in order to instru-=
mentatise the world to our needs and our desires.

It is no solution to hope*that these cultural trends can be reversed:
only the romantic believe that the way out of our cultural predicament

“lS ba;kwards Fundamentallst réllqlaus zest and "'mall is bgautlful"
There is no way Dack lﬁtD the GardEﬁ The te:hnalégy awaits 1tL
the hultural desires which created it, once awakened, seek their

filment.
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The scientists wha developed nuclear technalcgv during the Second World
War faced personal crises because they knew that its capacity, once dis-
covered, could not be covered up again (Jungk, 19&0). Our choeices seem not

to be about the usefulness of the technology (for better or for worsge, it was
designed to be useful), they are about .its wise use: we must contfol

technology through wise and prudent use of its resources. To use it

wisely, we must develop new social, peolitical and proceaural resources

for critigque, the capacity to "out-think" our technologies and to see

the limits of their utility. The "spaceship earth" ;mage, coupled with

a vigorous ecological movement, has enabled us to seé how our techn@laq1cal
development efforts have turned on us and against each otner. The “"green
revolution” liberates the capacity to feed the world's population but

ereates monocultures; cur economic systems do not permit equitable -
distribution of these food resources withoit destroying the profitability

which makes cerproduction possible. In order ta comprehend and cope :

with these contradictions, we must aévelqp;ways of sharing knowledge

which liberate che power of critique andrways of making decisions which

allow us prudently to control their EDRSEQUEI“EQ. We require as mucil

_boldness in critique and the sharing of knowledge as ls pi?senﬁly invested

in the production of technologies and their use for praf;table purp@z&z

These are urgent imperatives.'In education, as elsewhere in society’, we
. need. to re-establish the means by which we’can recognise ona another's
social being and develop a critical perspective from which we can more
reflectively control our development as a society and as a culture, as
well as our development as a poelitical economy. :
The problem, ds Aronowitz points out, is that we have béEn so dominated
by the technical problems of our technological age that we tend to be
satisfied by purely technical solutions. These tend to be "mass
solutions": .abstracted, generalised, universalised, pragmatlc strategies
for solving probléms of a given type or class. They may or may -not be
solutions to our own problems. More importantly, because they are "off
the shelf"” solutions, they may distract our attention from the reality
of Dur own gltuatlﬁn, laad;nq u5 t@ see this or that aEpect w1*h thCh

raailty Df our own SltuStlDﬂ.

There is a plate in War and Féﬁ&? where Talst@y is discussing the*
=question of free will and detéfmlnlsm. He makes a point there which
. bears closely on our dlscy§SLQn- )
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as hopelessly romantic and in any case as more appropriate to Third World
educational problems, not our own. : :

7!'

:
m
|
I\
[
<
V]
o]
el
".-J
[
“—l "
]
k=2
‘i
e
mn
[
i}
]
i
fnd
Eu
T
s
=
LC]

PR Perhaps the mere mention of that name

Surely, some will say, those disquieting images and disturbing puﬁglbllltles
were laid to rest six or seven years ago. Or were they? It is my belief
- that the countervailing tendencies to technologisation on the cne hand

Yallil
and conviviality on the other are as strong today as in the late 195@'3 and
the early 1970's. As muc h as we may be concerned about the systems we.have
developed, we are concerned that we can recognise ourselves and one another
in them as persons, not merely as instruments of economic processes.

ast between technologisation and conviviality has its counterpart
-ional ewaluation. On the one hand, there are trends abrcad for

efficiency in the management of mass education system ich represent the
* technologising view in educational evaluation. The dévelopment of a

program for national assessment of educational performance in Australia

is a stark manifestation of that trend. On the other hand, racent

develapmentg in évaluatian methodelogy like Stake's (1975) "responsive"
evaluation and Parlett and Hamilton's (1976) ;lluanat;ve' evaluation
express an .interest in CQHV;Vlality, manifested in their use of the
crstehen method which aims at empathetic understanding. They invite the,
more widespread use of interpretative methods -(as opposed to the empirical-
“analytic methads Df the "engineering" or "agriculture=botany" approaches).

ms w
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Tha literature of* "program evaluation” (though perhaps many do not n@w" .
. grace their present evaluation efforts with that graceless name) reveals
LS that those two tendencies are chafing against one another within the field N

and in the wcrk of program evaluation. Many may think of program

nre technpplogy and as ﬁEEhﬁQlQQlSPd Many writers in the

. I beldeve, of pramat;nq a techn@lcq sation of our reason
evaluatidén based simply on inadequate models of
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, te
' and modes of communication with students, 'but there are nevertheless st

(which includes the former typegs -of evaluation but expands them into the

le and have

smetimes an uncomfortable role ( nough a geod

the dispassionate, objectivist methodology of the rational management
syoach to blunt the knife—edge of conscience. the be Liwgy

in the

ultimately advantage all. - .

still other evaluators are willing to find more human. solutiens and o try
_the human way: they see conviviality as a foal, even in conflict, | ’
propose less rationalistic methods. They demonstrate that,conviviality in
prograr evaluation is possible. -, o

I hope to show-that it is p@SSiBle in program evaluation to resolve

of these issues. Technologisation of reason in the i

not enough; conviviality by itself can be purely rom

conviviality is the flintier, ¢immer prospect of so

“flintier" and "grimmer" not because the prospect of ,

grey, but because the task is a jnarder and more demanding one. It is the
task of rebuilding institutions on the shifting sands of political alliances
and defining their images in the mists of ideology, of contending rhetorics .
and aspirations. As such, it entails n@t»@ﬁly organisational change but
cognitive change. As the Chilean physiologist Humbertd Maturano (1974) has
argued, any attempt to change society requires us to change the way we

live; and this reguires changes. in both the cognitive and cultural domairs.
Before proceeding further, it may be as well to make one important note
“with respect to program evaluation in distance  education. While in many i

respect® distance education differs markedly from conventional education,
in questions of program evaluation, it is generally similar to conventional

education. To be sure, there are differences in the character of the

programs to be evaluated, especially in relation to the "delivery s

rong

larities: distahce education course developers work together as -
entional course developers do, the institutions offering distance

education are educational institutions, and so on. In what follows, I

have chosen to speak about program evaluation in general; I believe that

my arguments apply as much to program evaluation in distance education,

as to more "conventional" forms of egucational provision. .
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PROGRAM EVALUATION

It is by now more or less customary in evaluation to distinguish between
evaluation and assessment. Assessment of student pérformance — evincing

3 concern f . the outcomes of a course, curriculum,or whole program — 1is

only a small part of evaluation. Beyond student assessment, I would like
to direct your attention to at least the evaluation of student learning

(the evaluation of the opportunities for learning provided by a course, _
curriculum or program), curriculum evaluation (the evaluation of the-whq1§
set of educational, social administrative and physical arrangements mades
by teachers and course developers for students), and program evaluat;gﬁ’ kl

realm of the whole institution ‘providing these educational arrangements).
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(1971) Have a mcdel in mind of the rational manager of
an input-throughput-cutput system which leads them to set cut a range of
under. each rof the global headings of Contéxt,
and Output (hEﬂCP CIPP) which carn, guide the evaluator tawafdg data Ilkely ta
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the lllum;nat ive/responsive -
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I would like to turn now to
gi;raaihés ari as I should
1

arga_,sat;@nal madel the eca}gg;gal médel :
nodel, and the democratic model. After considerirg each briefly, I would

moc
like to raise one or two general matters and then:offer a sixth model, the

.model of evaluation as self-reflection, which I believe surmounts some of

the difficulties of the other five. The sixth model sets out to incorporate
the two notions discussed earlier: QGEVlealltY and critical reflection. As
it happerns, the model of evaluation -as self-reflection is (I believe) also
the modél closest to what wé do in ordinary situations when we try to
evaluate an educational program without the aid Df specialist appraachés

to the evaluation task. ° - .
THE ENGINEERING MODEL ' . R, é,

The engipneering model of edusat;@ al evaluation is . the one most tamlliar ta
Curr;culum and instructional developers. Writing about this model ‘in 1979,
David. J%ﬂklﬁs, Barry MacDanald . Gajendra Verma and I had this to say:

Traditionally, gdu;ataaﬂal evaluction has attempted to pPuULdg
curviculum. builders with some check on how well their intentions
have bzen | fulfilled in the educational performance of tne pro-
gramme AthP development. This has resulted (in ;E?Frdf) in a
concentration upon developers' instructioncl objectives and
related student learming outcomes. This traditional model .
(which- we call the 'engineering model’ since it represents a .
technological solution to the problem of currteulum development)
was first articulated by Tyler in 1934 and subseguently - -
published as a curriculum, for studente of curriculum. in 1949.
In its mos f widely re ;&qnzsgd form, zt entatils the beZaniﬁn

—— stages:

cure agreement on the aims of the curriculum and/or. QSH;SS
) QJ 3 ﬁud.f; . ! .
2. [Express these aims as 'objectives' (i.e. explicitly stated ,
s tudent behaviowrs that the EMPPLQMZMM is Lﬁtendsd to -
- ' produce); . o
3. Devise and provide sEpéPféﬂSé that seems likely to enable .
.the learnmers to behave in the desired. way;
4. A sess the eangguéneg of student performance and obje

5. Vary .the 'tréaﬁW§ﬂt uﬂtZZ bghaviﬂur matehgs §b§§§tiu

ctives; .o
es. e '




Zt,

or reqac

]
m =

]

o

(a) Problems sufficiency” - ' . . N .. :
The engineering model is too narrow in its focus. Data about student

outcomes are insufficient for making ]quemént; about pr@gram% Data

about Qfaqram circumstances and processes are ‘as ‘important as data about
outcomes in reaching judgements Gf the overall worth of a program. More-
over, as Stake (1967) most cogently argued, a variety of vdlies are re
vant in reaching a judgement of its merit (not just those of the program
developers), and judgements will vary with the vafséz of the judge. His .
"countenance" paper argued that the plurality of perspectives and )
judgements needed to be taken intc account. in.evaluation. .

- e .

{(b) Problems of: spec ecification - . .

&

The behavioural specification of objectives required by the engineering

o model also proved unacceptable to evaluators who attempted to use it and

s go beyond it“ Eisner (1867, 1969) proposed that "expressive @bjectlves"
should also be considered in curriculum, not just behavioural. M@régver,‘
it became clear that teachers did not always follow deve elopers' ébgectlves,

that they pursued many d;fferent objectives simultaneously in their.

teaching, and that different teachers pursue different objective
* . Behavioural specification, while apparently acceptable in a clos
of the develapers’ Dbjactlves, d;d not meet the requlrements o

4

fou R 0 TR

world
rea

]
(]
—

he
Dbje&ti?éSEbaSEd madelg arquing instead for "goal-free" evaluation, in

T which the evaluator made a dzlibeérate effort to avoid learning the ‘

program's goals and thus to escape the "tunnel vision" of looking only

for the intended effects of the program {as d.stinct from unintended or .,

side-effects of program operation). Finally, thare is the problem that

‘the specified objectives of the engineering model depend upon consensus

about what is to be Iearned: in educational programs where broader soc¢ial-.

aims are pursued, such consensus cannat be assumed. Behavioural objectives

may propose a consensus, but curriculum develapers and evaluators cannot

assume that specification will reduce division about social goals; on the

ontrary, 1t may increase 1t. :

=

= = a £

- (¢) Problems of measurement .

5 . - =

can

= The eng1neerlng model requlrs s "that critérion behaviours for a program

= . - =

. bé specified; it also requires that the discrepancy -between desired and
actual achievement can be measured!/ Eut;there are massive technical
. . p Gbléms of developing tests of adequate validity ‘and reliability for the
ogram_itself and the population to be tested. " Walker and Schaffarzick

=

—

pr
(1974) demonstrated haw cften lnéppra§rlate tests have been ugéd in

¥ .
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others have pointe I
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understanding of fails when it fails. to ghuw how )
learners learn, or wh arn some things and not "otheks. ggﬁu '
audiences of ev s are’ interested ¥n the cenditipns o!f .

rned. Henie there has been a gréwt; of |
actions" (Rippey, 1973),, the "soci
innovation (Parlett and Hamilton, 1974

‘studies of
o ucatior
and Pchland 1974), and the conditions under which learning takes

; 1977). I have addressed the problem more generally in
ing the wider use of "idiographic”“methods -in eyaluation (Kemmis,,
'n which close descriptions are made of the learning process ;n‘the s

P'»?
iy
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The-final, mbst general sut of objections to theéenginéerinq model relates
i i 5

to its basis tf: vléw 1f knawledqe and leaxnlng- As we ghall
see later in this pa is
- & R _x g

¥
be narrbwly scientis (see’ Habermag, 1972L, that is it is brem;,,ed on a :
view of science that raéafds the essential pgablem of the nature of truth
as solved a::@rdlng to this viewf dnly technical problems in stience
remain; the natule of .science ;tself is taken to be unproblematic. The
danger is that the engineering ‘model appears. to treat evaluation data as

value-free ‘("objective"). Yet, as Ularence Karier suggests, evaluation.
always has an ideological component; it always occurs Within a value-
framework: : i ; -
it is my undgrstaﬁdiﬂg that evaluation s a’complex Erozcss §f
assigning values td phenomena, while ldevlogy repres that
set of values and attitudes which go to make up the s
pieture of tne scatal and individual. philosophy by watch
a given culture pr&fésg to live. In this context, iZuEt’GP
inevitably occurs within some kind of value orientation as part
- . of an ideological framework. - . s

“p ).’

ientific knowledge as we know it is

b: sCl i
'a Urniquely, evérn peculiarly Western product, reflecting a faith that all

problems — of, production, of action, even of the soul — will yield to
seientifie investigation. Only recently’ have there been 1ndlcat1gnt that =
thiz faith has been substantially dented (for example. 'in the failures of -
American military ience and social engineering to win the war in.Vietnam).
But these dénts show little sign of breaking that faith. (as David Dawkins'
paper at this seminar so ably demmnstrates) ' . -

%
ur
\ﬂ‘
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- These prable*g with the engineering model might‘seem to have left it reeling,

unable to attract champions in program evaluation today. But it is not so.
The image which the engineering model embodies is a powerful.one for our
er -

techn@laqlcal society, too powerful, perhaps, to. be easily recoveredl from
the store of our cultural archptynes and s;mbals, and subjécted to critical
chutlny, 0 ;,g . ' C
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other way az@und), fhz myth <hat Studdént achies
nt aim, (it tdrns out that vis 1b1g mak

Dnirél D?er their own learning — cognitive organisdtion

of the q?urse)- .

ulﬂ\

T Thegé myth@l@qi&al elementsiaf the teEhﬁGquiGil amt‘@ach to educatiun;l

Lmaqe Gf the enq;neer;ng mﬁdél has pfessed deep ;nta our undE' i
educational development, ‘but .that 'the. lmaga is misleading. This is why 1L—
h; "’ythol g :al"‘qualltyi Far this fEaSOﬁ it may be assgrted that the -

=TI
o ta éhnlcal and gr;ceaural dlhéﬁslﬂns.
tHe model. It routinises the qulntessentlally human process of education, ¢
o that it becomes more subject to technical managament In the next model* =
) discussed, the organisational model, this routinisaticvn is prgjetggd £
T " onto an inst ;tut;onaL _Blane: the .intérests.of efficient managem ! 7
T, extended to the management of institutions as social systems,
¢ analggous technical thinking. ; : )

M ¥

rvrm

I HaveﬁdEVGtEd so much séaze to the engineering model pfyﬂagily'gécause it
LS so profound a paft Df OUFr- culture, Eipfé sing so easily thé techﬂglc— -
evaluation
1limitagiéﬁ$,
sidering
haw 1lttle oE the llfe DE the-prOQram they have Eaptu:ed ;n the;r méthodo= . - -
- ' logical nets by applying it rigorously. There aré others in the world of .
s prcfesg;anal evaluatlgn, though, who see things- ﬂlfferently The task ﬁa
them 'is simpler; the world beyond the technology more dangerous. With a Ealf
. assurance rooted deep in our technological culture they m@del‘fﬁemferves oy
ulyssea, stcpplﬁg the ears of their companions with waQ?and tylnﬁ-thnmselves
T Ea Eha mast -of their. methodologies. Thus the avoid, they thlﬁk ‘the qrasp

ey
of the sweet sirens of the wider world singing from the Shore. . - .

A

q isa t'@n of reason.

THE ORGANISATIONAL MGDEL - ) Y
, - - ‘\

as a

. ear l er (thi harr;ed program admlnl tratgr jtthptlﬂg ta gathgr Eata on
=

C e the wlde variety of concerns which mlght bear on a praqram) This mgd:l

has become widely. established, in prEEﬂurEE fo S'hacl aicredlﬁatlan,
ave been further

1igher Edu&atlan.
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- . - school seif-study, and gch@@l review. he- ré,éd,fé
‘ : developed and ref;ned in the context af f luation in
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Pt E. Evaluating the glannzng and dec ??Qﬁjmf%I _pro.

of the desired outcome (including questions of who
in these processes, the groups beyond the 1nLt1tut70n who
N irfluence them, student involvement, ard o

gvidence ﬁglatéd to* UathaPiﬂf kth,dzﬁﬂ?

£, IW*éPpPéﬁZﬂﬂiE@Jg&tLBeg, means gf attainment, ~and_ euz

T o - attainment to new faculty, to students and to the-publ

"
1
e

[3

v - = e = -

is a tféﬁéﬁﬂﬂug Znuriousness i'limiSP ﬂ ;afngjtng s about such lists—
1eyf, —br lnglplg relevance to
the notion ' tRat any evaluation can

1
evant faztarz. One cannot
ions, about an ;nsﬁ;tublan, bBu

215
- achieve all of the data—qatthlﬁn, analytic and reporting tasks set out is .
urd. At. best, the exercise is. superficial. and m;slead;ng, at wmrst, it . .

H
L

zchanism. EQ:*SubDrdlnathq those !nvolved to institutional .goals ) )
whith are expressed at a supra-individual, rhetoMjcal level. The ggal - _ _— "

of "the examined life” may. be worthwhile, but theres st be.time left te _ - -
n -of an ovaluation,

Q - live it as well. Fallawgﬁq thF EﬁmpFEhEﬁFIVE pFEEE“LﬁE:;
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syste’xh such as thlE is a sure way to get the dnhabitants of the institution °
g . . to leave evaluatjon.to the;experts. There is-enough experience with such
-schemes in Australian schools for us to have some certainty that they tend
to disaffect staff, to 1nvolve them in extensive data=-gathering exercises
. . whi;h eat up scarce resources of time and money, and to vield little in .
w7 terms of actual éhange. . : o
It is wcrth'notinq, Ltoo, that the organisational model begins as the
englneerlng model does: with a prescription of goals, All al&e'hang% on
) - thls prescrlptlon. The same objectiens to goalharlénted evaluatlon zpply
- here és ‘to the englneer;ng model, ¥

C : i?ut simply, ﬁhere are faur kinds of Fr@blems with' the organisational model:
W "it takes a view of the institutional wordd as a complex set of interacting

: _variables and is driven to absurd lengths ?Q control this- camplexity; it is
Lo so comprehensive as to defy genuine appllcaglan* it is politically insidious

= . it Subjugates thé crltlcal EEESEECthE QE\;nhabitants of the institution
ity in its own right;:=

riticism made of

¢ : . e
s = =

CED the englneerlnq madel i , .

< The .organisational model I have presented here, the institutional self-
e ) study, has the :edeem;ng features that it proposes the enqaqament of
= . partlilpants in a program in its evaluation, and that it suggests the
; DImous - varlety of places where something can go.wrong with an arganlsatlbn.

Ceo Thé fgrst is ess ntlal to g@ad program evaluat;on, the second may beEhelpful;-

s prescrlp_'ﬂns Gf the madel w;ll lead those lnvolved away frDm the 1ssues
.. ... . ‘'they-can. da samethlng about.” In thlS sense_ it exemplbfles clearly the

S - ﬂanger Df the technalmglsatlon ‘af reason: it may deaden critical awareness.
' 'aw‘grlnd of its prograss rathér ‘than he1ghten self- Crltlilgm in
=canv1v;al debate.

. .

=

e

. 19, )E‘A recent

e 'i,paper by UrléﬁBranfenbrenner,é"The EXPEIlmEﬂtal ecolcgy of educat;on (1976),

Ny ‘ppiﬂts théiwai for series-of-developments which may be quite interesting

- LT Eln prsgram evaluatlc' Bronfenbrenner argues that’ .programs are ormly
,'artlflclal or labaratary 5ett1ngs, that whEﬂ snd a0

surraundlngs in wh;:h they ILVE and the relatlonshlps between thé - settlngs
chiicdnstitute thélr‘ nvironment; and that the -methodology of ChGlCE must
. be what he-calls "the ecalcglcal experiment”. He employs the termln@lagy
:E(adapﬁed fram_Bram 1975) of. mitro- -gectings (the immediate. settihg containing
. 1 e.g. home day-care cén“re), meso—systems ‘(the interrelations " -
B ‘betweén thermagor settings containing the learner at a particular point im
=~ his 1ife — e.g. home, gchool peer-group, tele&;s;@n),j xo-systems (an

- extension @f thé meso-system embracing coricrete, formai-and informal soc;al
aistructufé,——— ;n:ludlng the major -institutions afiectlng the i;fe GF the
.. ‘éhild, .like" né;ghbourhaaa mass media, ageéricies of government and inf Drrnali

gbeial networks), and-macro-syst ms ‘(the overarchlnq institutions of the

T culture ér‘subzultura —_ l;ke ECGHEmlE, social, pq;;t;cal and legal =,
systems) e r - ﬁ : ' ‘

%

- ;Véecélggy
. today.
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oﬁ;rsacial life not just as .a set of interacting variables, but as organic,
structured and functioning. It sees a program as "alive", but more than
that, as part of a "living" context, : ' )

ronfenbrenner.'s paper makes iﬁterégtiﬁgﬂfeadinq5' The earlyrresults he
ites in support of his approach are:encouraging. It will be  interesting
o see whether these complex ideas are taken up widely and tested

w

t Il

rigorously.
But thesg are not the methods for a program evaluator. They are methods . i
for a social science researcher who has the leisure and the distance from .
° . " 'a social reality to treat it as an object. In.detail, the" approach falls \
prey to the dangers .of positivism cited in relation to the engineering .
“ . ‘model, and the problem of complexity raised with respect to the organisa- '
tional model. (I do not mean ‘that complexity by itself is a bad thing; .
~rather, I mean to sugdest that the kind of complexity these models deal in
is hostile to understanding because it fragments our view of the program
along tire fines of its own analysis, not according to thé ptroblems
- perceived and experienced by those ‘who inhabit programs as. !worlds" in
- which they live). o ‘ coL
These first three models (the engineering model, the organisational model
_and the ecological model) share a critical feature. All reveal an
"objectivist" epistemology: the evaluator attempts to study the §r@qrap .
_ " "objectively" and dispassionately. All share an interest in value- o
_»  npeutrality with-respect tO the program. and all display wgat Habermas —
(1972) calls a "technical" knowledge-constitutive interest . .

2

R " These approaches manifest most clearly the technolugisation of reason,

o making gritigalsgalfﬁundefsténding subprdinate to program:goals, bureaucratic
. organisational imperatives, ar the "lLife" of the program as understood from

aznOﬁiparticipaﬁ@fy‘(n§n=emgatpatié{ perspective. The next three modeéls -to. -
"be discussed eschew the objectivist stance im fayour of more empathetic and ,
convivial approaches to understanding. ’ ’ .
. : . = Co -

¢ ‘THE ILLUMINATIVE/RESPONSIVE MODEL - 7

x o
a

Recent evaluation literature has paid much attention to two relatively new
. models for evaluation: Parlett ‘and Hamilton's (1976) "illuminative" approach
‘and Stake's (1975) "responsive" approach. i ' :

ulﬁr

kS

Stake's responsive approach attempts to address issues raised by program T
participants rather than to.import -the questions of the' evaluator into the = = =
program setting: He states: o -

An educational evaluation'is responsive evaluation (1) if it

" orients move divectly to~program activities than to. progranm

.intents, (2) if it responds to audience requirements for s
information, and (3) if the different value-perspectives present:

are referred to.in reporting the success and failure of. the

« program. In these three separate ways an evaluation plan can
be responsive. : : E - . e

2 Knowledge-constitutive.interests are the human interests ‘that motivate
’ 5 and guide the qgestifér knowledge. . The empirical-analytic 'sciences
- " (e:g. the physical sciences) are guided, Habermas argues, by "technical"
S ’ interests, that is, interests in technical control of the phenomena studied; .
the hermeneutic or interpretative sciences (e.g. history) are based.on a
"practigal" interest, that is, in understanding problems whickmhave arisen
and in accumulating experience which may guide us-to act more wisely in
.future; -and critical. social science (e.g. political economy, some.. '
 approaches in sociology) is guided by an 'emancipatory"” interest, an interest
. - . in emancipating people from the mystification of ideology, the dictates of.

ERI
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habit aﬁd prec;dent, or the campulgians af self interested'authafitifg.

: ' qu;ded bv the issues’ whlﬁh cancern thmse in and araund thg progran. Thuzg
t issues guide the quest for data and the writing of reports. The evaluator
is likely to choose to make portrayals of the program rather than report -
it in analytical terms. The aim is tc Sonvey SDmethlng of the life gt ]
program and the concerns of Its inhabitants. '

Similatly, Parlett and Hamilton's illuminative evaluation discards the .
‘analytical role in favour of an interpretative one. Parlet and Hamilton * _
claim the authority of social anthropology for their view. On reflettion, T
it zeems that a wider "interpretative tradition informs the ﬁethcdgl@gy‘—é
the interpretative tradition of verstehen sociologists (seea Outhwaite, : .,
1975) and the hermeneutic or lnterﬁtétﬂ ive tradition in social "science and
history (see Kemmis, 1978). The illuminative evaluator chooses issues in a

gituatioﬁ which helﬁ the reader to grasp its whuleness and to aevelap an

- . "
These meth@ds, in my view, have much to racommenﬂhthem They set about
deliberately trying to.disclose the life of a social sltuatlan, pf@gf&&SLU ?

" focussing on issues of narticular concern’ tg partltliants and gciumulat;ng o
data alang the lines suggested by thase 1ssues. : -

. —d i s .o
The development of the illumiﬂative and regpangive models was a response .
to some of the perceived shortcomings of the engineering model. At a -
conferernce at Churchill College, Cambridge, in late 1972, U.S5. and British
"dissidents" from the engineering-:approach gathered to discuss the’emerging

-faltérnativas. Among their number were Bob Stake (a psychometrician
;ncrea51ng1y d;senchanted by the emplrlcal analyt;c appf@aehes'ta elaluation

psychologist wh@ was:simiiér;y disenthanted by the limits of analysis and
had turned to scciclogy and social anthropology for an alternative), Davié
Ham11tan (an ex ge@lﬂgy graduate, exﬁteacher who had bacome lntEEESLEd in the

develaalng a h;gh school astronomy course in the u. 5; and gne Gf the
earliest writers on the shortcomings of the objectives-based approach —
~ 7 see Atkin, (1963), Lou Smith (already attracting substantial attention for
' his ethnographic work in classrooms — see, for example, Smith and:
AGeofErey, 1965), Barry MacDonald (chief evaluator of the Humanltlés
Curriculum Project in Britain, adopting - case study approach and
- :concerned w;th the way évalua n :auld serve ﬂec1s;an-makérs and wider

‘ fteather, avaluatar Df the Keelé Integrated Studlae Prgject a w1t ané
T B raconteur whose brilliance as a writer emerges, in his evaluation repgftlng), ; -
and a number of other names now well-known in evaluatlén circles. e

F]

Towards the end of the conferenae, a "manifest@ﬁ was drafted and endorsed

by the participants. It was subsequently published in a "reader"'on _ L
alternative evaluation methodGch;es, Beyond the Numaérs Game (Hamilton, )
| et «l., 1977): - . _ B} R _ -
. "% On 20 December, 1972 at Churchill. Csllégg Cambrzdgé the confepence .
s : partieipants concluded a "discussion of the almg and gPGﬁédMPP? of :
gvaZuaﬁtng edu§§t1§ﬁaz practices and agreed: - L E S

R 7 I That past gffbfts to evaluate these pfaéfiéés have, on-the

- whole, not adequately served the needs of those Mhé require

&UZdéHﬁ* of the effects of such practices, because of: . .

(a) an under-attention to éd&éﬂtlﬁﬁal pPﬂEéESED znsludzng
R . those Qf the learming miliew;" _

[:RJ}:‘ o - S . © ﬁl;j 2a . = R
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(b) an QU&P-QttEﬂtZOHatﬁ psychometrically measurablg ghangs
in student behaviour (that to an extent represent the. outcomes
. of the practice, but which are a mzsleadnng over-simplification
v of the complex changes that occur in students); and
{2) the existence of an educational research climate that
* . rewards accuracy of measurement and generality of theory but |
overlooks both mismatch between school pfobléms and research
A issues and tolerates ineffective communication between :
- ‘ researchers and those outside the research community.
II That future efforts to evaluate these practzegs bg designed so . i
as to be:
(a) responsive to the needs and pgrspsctzves of dszgrtng A i
audtences; : :
(b)- illuminative of the c@mngx Qfgaﬂzsafzonal teaehiﬂg and
- learning procegses, at 188uU€e;
(¢) relevant to pubZze and prgfésszonal decisigns fbrthcomzng,
: and
S (d) Peportgd in language whzah 18 accessible to thetr audzenegs_
""" III More specifically they recommend that, incPeasingly, .
(@) observational data, caréfully validated, be used Fs&mgtmes -
in substitute for data from questioning and testmng) .
(b) the evaluation be designed so as to be flexible gnaugh to :
allow for response to unanticipated events (pr@grgﬁ%zue fbéMSSLﬂg
rather than prg=ord1naté design); and that
‘ - e (e) the value posztzans af the evaluator, whether highlightéd
= - or comstrained by the design, be made evident to the sponsors’ o
0 S and audiences of the evaluation. L
' Though without eonsensus:on-the issues th§m2§lvsg, it was agresd
y : " that considered attentiorn by those who design evaluation studies c
should. be given to_such issues as'the following: -
- (a) the sometimes conflicting roles of the same evaluator as i
. : . expert, scientist, guide and teacher of deézszanamakerg on the .
- ‘ - one hand, and as teehnical spectalist, empZdeg and servant. of T
decision-makers on the other;
(b), thé degree "to which the eualuatér his spansgrﬂ and his
- subggcts, should specify in advance the .limits of TNGULYY, - .
the cireulation of findings, and sueh matters as may became A
. controversial later; . e
o ' (e). the advantages and disadbantages &f zﬂtervenzﬂ§ in 7
. . educational practices for the purpose of gathgrtng data = = - .
. or of controlling the U&Piﬂbility of .2ertain fgatareg in :
e ) + order to increase the generulisability of the fiﬂdiﬁ?& s
: o (d) the complexity of educational decisions which, as a 7 R
- . - matter of rule, have p@ZitzeaZ “goetal and economic T e
 implications; and the FsspahSLbizzty that the evaluator may -
.+ or may not have ‘for exploring these implications; .
(e) the degree to, which the evaluator should interpret his
obsgrvatzgﬂs rather tkan leque them for different audiences
- ~ to, tnterpret., - . . .
It was acknowledged that dszérgnt evaluation designs mzZZ serve

. different purposes and that even for a szﬁgle gduéatiéﬂaz
programme many different designs c@uld be used.

Ergm the pérsgectlve of 1980, lt is-hard to

~  Looking.back on the "manifesto"
. They were prefigured by the work

- remember how challenging those idéas were.

a :DnSlderable body of students “of socla; and
...but they represented.an alllancé of 1ntegégts
- from the dominant evaluat;an paradigm on both

alliance céﬁtlnues to be a yeast tm the dough

= . - I . !1,

educational life, to be sure,
among ‘a fiumber of dissidents
sides of the Atlantic.‘ The

of the evaluation literature. -




The images represented by the illuminative and responsive approaches have .
venérable roots in social science, history ‘and the humanities. Perhaps it =
is a British charactervistic which %;mgly lightens the canslgtenﬁy of the

) sometimes extremely turgid (and U. —dam;na »d) evaluation literature, but

* : . theé illuminative and fESP@ﬂSlVL apprgaéhed&SEEm more literate, wittier, and
‘mere artistic than much of the work reported in the""cgnventlmnal"-g»gluatién--~'
iiterature.  Here we see the evaluator as social anthzgpaiaglst case-study
worker, hiftorian, pgrtrayal maker or artist. (Contrast the role of the
evaluator as artist w1th the approach of Eisner who developed the notion of’
evaluation’ as art criticism; Elsner, 1974.)

by
F i

These are-images which not only attfagt but compel. fhey attempt to over-
come the ;technologisation of- reason with an. art form. They attempt to heal
the fragmentation of our understanding of a program produced by analytic
. (experimental, psychametrlc, abjectlv25§bqsed) methods and to provide
. holistic descriptions on the bagis of which. we, as readers, can. judge the
programs they .portray for ourselves.
. i
But the healing process is not so easily achieved. T
The fecipients of the first products of the "new wave" evaluatlcﬁ, as it - P
came to be known (Stenh@usa, 1975), must have been s@mewhat surprised by .-
N the sheer réadab;l;ty of the reports. But the response seemed short- lived.
, , Vé:y soon, the reports were béing condemned as s"subjective” and - - '
T o lmPIESSLDnlStlc "~ It.was argued that they .could only be praduced by a
T ceztain kind of person ithe methods were so, pacrly understood that they . .
couLd not be regarded as’ ‘rigorous by audiences who had come to equate rigour
with the rigidity of the prevailing technology). -A long debate abbout the
qualitative vs. the quantitative and the objective vs. subjective in = .
evaluation began, though some might ‘prefer not to describe.it as a
- Mdebate"; oppanents seamea ‘to talk past one another as often as they .
bumpéﬁ Eeaﬁs .

W

I lLave dwalt so lang on the top;c of 1llum1nat;ve and rasp@n51ve mcdefs"

- 7 pazt;cular. Aqﬁ the challenge has been suc:essful at 1e st to the extent
- that the alternatlve approach has e%téﬁllshed itself as ? g;tlmage_;_ : T
But sevaral diffieultles with’ 1l1umlnat1ve and resp@ns;Ve appr@aches S
remain. The first is the problem that it isg dlsmlbsed as "subjective" and
"imbr9551anlst1c That these responsés are based on’ ignorance’of the .
- methoéalcglcal pedlgree .of ~the verstehen (empathetlé understarding) and
? T "hermeneutic" (interpretative; based on the" ‘scholarly tradition and hlstary,
see Gaﬂaﬁér; 1975) traditions need not concern us here. What should .
concern‘us is that this dismissal of~ 1llum;nat1vefrespan51va evaluation ,
reveals that.the rep@rts are not, reg..rded as credible.” This 15, of ‘course, .
a fundamental problem for an approach which is. bu;lt on the nct;cn that
A evaluation should speak to the concerns df partlc;pants and in their own
m i preferred languages. I take it as an indiCator of the extent of the .
. - technologisation of our reéason that this failure to treat the reports of .
: . ;llumlnat;vefrespans;ve evaluation se:;@usly should occur:at @;l Such is -
the imperialism of scientistic thought that it helieves there are no e ‘
Jitruths to be told out=zide its own 1anguagg.i (How then do we justlfy \
h;story or gr;t;;;sm? As pastlmes for effete 1ntellectualsﬁ) S

{"DESCEJFELVE methadalagles and ut;l;tarlan Db]EEtl?ES Is a. happy marrlage

Ce possible?" (The title almost describes the whole argument.)- Theyprablem
Q- is that ﬂescrlptlva methodologies, especially when they aspire to-acute. 1
E l(: N ebserwatlan and Prafaund lnsight, .take tlmé.3 But that: ;S_the_cammad;ty §%5
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. prcgram eValuators are usually ah@ft af The" utiiitarian objectivaS" éE ';a-%

-+ processes af the ‘program communlty. By. speglallslng the- knowledge- ’ i N
5ganeratlan prucess with a band of praE3551anal evaluators, illuminative. andh

,evaluatlng tham In a sense, tha shlft fram ;11um1nat1ve/respan51va to

i ’ E.a

;dEClSLDn is tc be made - are antlpathat;c to tha descrlgt;va abgact;vea.

Walker's argument . may lend support to those who arqus that ‘the reports ark
"subjettive" or' "impressionistic" if it is read to suggest that they may

be so because they are, produced under prassure of time, (I ari not

personally convinced that thig ;rlt;caamxls fatal to the project of illumi-

native/responsivé evaluation; the process of "negotiation of accounts" to

be discussed later in relation to the "democratic"- approach, at least

mitigates the force of the argument. Moreover, the process of writing up

.at least part of the llfé of a program, even if 1mparfactly, may help - R

people to make wiser Judgaments of it; it is my view a crass mistake to

believe that no knowladga is better than argaable knowledga abaut a.

program. ) ' o . . -

=# ®

7_ A third difficulty is that these approaches tahd to fall by one of tha ’ L

criteria thay value most hléhly the criterion ‘of authenticity. The, ;
.notions of "responsiverness". to participant and udience concerns, . af :
"progressively focussirg"” on issues which compell those in and around’the T
situation, and of "participant confirmation" (or

"the shock of fECGgﬂltlDﬂ")
as guarantees of authenticity are ¢hallenged by the notion that <it is not |
participants themselves but praf2551onaL evaluatcrs who shape the accounts.
Parﬁaps this seems-:a purely teahnlcal problem: part;clpants don't- have the
time to carry out the evaluation for themselves, "don't have the appropriate

"skills, can't easily med;ategw1th avaluatlan audienges with whom they have
_ alragdy—ﬂﬁtefmlned relatlanahlpa. But it is not a iérely tgahn:cal canaldara—

tion: the outside observer undaratanélng and reporting on the program is .
‘doing something fundamentally. different from theé insider-participant who
must live with the consequences of the evaluation, with the meaﬁlnga'
reclaimed from 1ta lle, and the ragutat;ans the evaluatlon establishes or

dlminlahas. T

=

- Though 1llum:nat1va and raspanslve approaches are more:- convivial, than their
forbears in the-evaluation literature of the last twc decades. they have’
. thisAchilles heel: that the 1;fe of tha program is reconstructed for g_' , ¥

participants, not by them. In thls sense, the 1llum1nat1va/respansave _ _
evaluator still provides a tachnlaal service to the knowledge~-generation , . . »L

raspan51ve approaches pra%erve a. cruc;al remnant of the tachnalcqlsatlcn of | -
reason: someone elsea, not program partlalpanta or- Pragram audiences, knows oo .
best abcut how knawleﬂge of the pfcgram 1s,tc¥be dlstlL;eﬂ and rEngtEd 3 .

2 R - *

THE DEMOCRATTC MDDEL ” : . - . : ’ o g'i ;;-

.-The “daméératicf aPpraach to pragram avaluatlon attamgta*to prav;da a ih; ST -

salutian t@ thia p:ablam It moves frcm tha realm af pro:essas of unda,

democratic models parallela the shift from the englnearlng to the organisa-

‘iftlbnal madal Bgth tha Drganlaatlonal and the democratic. mcdal ;ncarparata .

= - . - =

3 Nate, hawever, that Staka and aéme cﬁ—warkefa have propo saﬂ that pragram . e
‘participants develop their own evaluations or. partfayals of their own ' ’
situations. See, for example, Stake, et al. The Accountability Natabaak

s (l??l) Grateluaachen and Kemmis' (1973)- notion of an evaluat;an flle,_ 7_3_
and ‘Stake and Stheyar (1976) self-evaluation pértfolla. LT

@
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clted paper "EValuatLQn and the 15;,3f~ educat;an MacDanald (l??é) "
distinguishes between bureaucryt x-S ‘
to the evaluation of programs:

Bureaucratic
Bureaucratic
ient over fne a¢1acatlan
‘ eREs the valuesH?f o
those whg hal- ?’z'k and affers 1nfarmat;on w,fih w1ll help‘

;ment cansultant,
faction. His techn
.makers and not lay fh ; bl isee =4S,
independence, no zi',,,,-,j,f A& use that-is made of his information
and no court of appeal. The report is cwned by the. bureaucracy .

are 'seryice', 'utility'’ and 'efficiency'. " Its key just;f;catozx<a
concept is 'the reality of ‘power'. ' h

=

Autocratic evaluation Lo Coa
Autocratic evaluation is a condltlanal service to those government
agencies which have ‘major control over the allocation of” educational
resources. It offers external valldatlan of policy in Ex:hange for
compliance with its recommendatlonSL Its values are derived from

the evaluator's perception of the constitutional and moral obllgatlors
of the bureau:racy. He facuses upon issues of educational merit, and ’
actg. as expert: advisor. His. techniques ®f study must yield sg1eut1f;:

5
f

praofs, because his power base is the academic research ‘community .

_ His contractual arrangements qua:antge non~interference by the client,
.“and he retains ownership. of .the study. His report is lodged in the
files of the. bureaucracy, but is also published \in- academic journals.

- If his. recommendations are rejected, policy is mpt validated. His.

' court of 'appeal is the reséarch community, and higher levels. in the
bureaucradéy.: The key concepts of therautog:atiﬂ evaluator are
'principle’ and ‘'objectivity'. Its key justificatory concept is

‘the resp§n31b111ty&of foiaa e , . o )

o

-Demccratlc evaluatlan L

abcut thé cha:a;terist;CE Df an, edu&atLOnal programme It recagn
valué—plural;sm and’ seek3 to rep;esent ‘a range-of 1nterests An its

exchanges of information between
2 alfférlnq groups, .His techniql
., must be accessible to non=speeil
f‘ is the cell ction' cf deflnltlons of ; and ree
He offers Egnf;dantlal;ty to 1nf3rmants and ‘gives them_ control over
his use of the information. The repoft is nansrécammenéatary, and;
the evaluator has rio copcept of infurmation misuse. The evaluatar
engages in per;oalc negotlatlon of ! ‘his relationships ‘with sp@nsors
and praqramme part1c1pants- The crlterlan of success’ is the range
+ - of audiences served. - The report aspires to 'bestseller ‘status.
The kéy consépts of d&hodratic Evaluatloﬁ are 'ccnfldentlallty

Ast audiences.  His maih activity

'negotiation' and acﬂass;blllty The key justificatory cancePt -

',is"the r;qht to know' o . .

-Thé lmage of aemecfatlc evaluat;an thus poses: a sharp challenge to the D:gan;—*
,sat;cnal madel (whlch 15 essantlally bureaucrat;é) . The democratic evaluator

1nterested observ

and lodgea in its files. The key corncepts of bureaucratic. evaluatlon -

T, + issde~formulation:  The" b351cpialue is an-informed-citizenry;- -and——
'« - . - the evaluator acts as broker iny

es af data=-gathering and presentat;an

tions to, the programme..
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" not an "objective" one: the "objective" outsider is serving "scientific"
interests and thus adopts and 1nte135ted, autacratlc stance. -He/she . " 7
attempts to advaraté the cantend;ng perspectlves w;thln it by prgxy, fully '

and by wh;ch these views are gradually ;eleased to other partlclpants in the
situation (negotiation of release). The procedures for handling these
‘negotiations are now susceptible-of articulatien and formulat;@n as "Prlnc;ples
ofkprpceﬁure“,far Evaluatlan sfudlés (se% Kemmis and Robatrom, 1980).

" The image of the demacratic evaluatar has its racier or more sinister S'dé
7 (depending upon your ‘point of view): it is the image of the investigative
* jaurnallst " This image ‘is largely compatlble with the image of illuminative
or responsive evaluat;on, though perhaps 1t recognises itself as more’ ‘reactive":
the investigative journalist shapes. publlc affairs: by reportlng them; he/she
. does not merely report. (MacDonald, 1977, refers explicitly to the model of
the "new journalist" as a source of techniques for the- evaluator.) But it has
~ i ... ‘another sgTde too: that of the open-minded, concerxned observer (based on the -
. model of the "neutral chairman" of theé Humanities Curriculum Project of wh;ch
MacDoRald was the evaluator; Jenkins, Kemmis and Atkin, 1977) who attempts to
see that.reason. rather- than political muscle wins the day as differing views *
. of a program are sharedxamong participants, and between participants and pragram '

e audlences,

— as neu Erai Ty,

s

ﬂ-_;,.' v : —
- It ,1& ar, however, that the demacratlc evaluatcr is Etlll pfnv1dlng,§a

w

S 'techn;cal service to a. pragram community: that of “"neutral chairmanship" in” N
_{,,_Ai:the debate about the program.  Perhaps thig is: téchnologlsatlan of reason:. ‘;x'
=cerﬁalnly the technlques for production and ﬁlstrlbutlon of knowledge about ~.

the progran are procedurally—baunﬂ. But I do: not think that it can be so ™
described: on the cantrary, the démacratlg approach -fosters, rather than v
‘denies, the capacity for critical thinking about the progr ',it thu% comes: o

closest of the images of evaluat;@n so far discussed to ach1ev1ng both
canv1vlallty and Srl_laal cagaclty.t R o -

fy t T o E

5

- Its falllng, 1f such ;t may ‘be callea,_is that the process of. demacratlc T s
- evaluation as des¢r15'a’5§?M§“DonaI§ isone of" iHtervention into the sogial .
' Vlwor;d of the program to provide this key service on behalf.of program partici-".
?é panﬁs. Though may prov;de a modél of convlq;al;ty and- criticism, it daes
- Y. not. necessarlly lmPlant the: madel in the situation. " As "the notion is ExprEEEd 1g
‘- ny Jurgen Habermias (1974), the ultimate prablemfls to create conditions within =~ :
- . a4 program through which se;fareflectlan ‘may- be established and susﬁa;neﬂ;hy , -
. . .participants on ‘their own behalf.: It is'a problem of "the organisation of s
. enllghtenment" guldéd by an "amanclpatory“>1nterast (that of rising above {'“
I the d;ctatgs of habit, precedent, coercion and material constraints towards.

T g:éater réaEOﬂableness, self=awaréness, dlscipgine of th@ughﬁ and selfscantral

o
»

and an- awarenesa af the autgnamy and r55pon51b11rty cf others) WE w1ll
" return ta these ﬁDt;Oﬂs in a later SEEtl@?.

THREE GENERAL ISSUES

ERIC
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“views ‘of knowledge, the question of conviviality, and the question af~auténgmy
and responsibility. By returning to these issues, I hape to: emphasise several
. points maﬂe in my suvery af images of program evaluation so far

¥ T . .

o (a) The quest;on of ijeat;ve and subjectlve views of knowledge

Many evaluators an;naé in sg:ial seiences~havé'davelopéd:§=éefspeéti%e~ﬁm :

the role and function of social science which depends on tne notion of

"objectivity": the capacity of science to free icsélf from commitments on one

side or another of a value—quéftlcn Such evaluators hope that science can
" be value-free. , . ' o : ; ’

—

-

Thls position has come under heavy attack in the phllosophy ‘of social scien ces
in recent years (see,:for just one example, Patrie, 1972). '~ According to these
writers, social science is not value-free: even the questions we ask are shaped"
by a framework of our own (or our culture's) values and interests. Habermas
. (1972) introduced the concept of "knowledge-constitutive" interests to

" describe the ways in whieh our: 1nqu1rles are shaped to serve our values anﬂ

““our interés ts. - R - _— .

o Maturana (1974) outlined the difference between the "objective", and “Subjec£ivé£§
ala views in eonsidering the questlan of the unity of mankind. According -to- the
"objective" view, he suggests, men: exist. in an obJective world that can be
. known and which exists independently of us as observers; our sense organs
give us :allable knawleage of this world. The consequence of this view, he
‘argues, 1s the VlEW of mankind wh:ch sees us as genetlcally equ;valent j'_ : S
dlffering anly in levels of endawmant ln phys;cal or lntelLectua; termsa‘ﬁs IR

- ' an ijectlve;réallty, and accordlng to whlch the ;ultural un;ty af mér--can

. only be obtained through the. development of a culturé ir which men base. -
T - i ‘their -conduct on ijectlva knawledge -~ that- is, th:@ugh the - develcpment
L ., of a culture in .which men. have “the rlght way" of 1ocklng at'reality. ’

In‘caﬂtraéiétiﬁétian’to'tﬁe "obg E;JVE" view, ;; Maturana' puts the view af
o0 cognitibn "as.-a subgéctEdapende nt phenaménanil According to the “sub
;V T view, cognition as a process is bcund congﬁitutlvely to ‘the. Drganlsatlan and
' structure of the knower, our history of 1nteractlons in the wcrld deflnes
the world for us,~and it simultaneously defines us as "units of lnteractlong
‘with’certain’ _potentials for interaction. The consequence of this Vle in
relation to the gcultural unlty of mankind is that cultural differences do not
- ) reflect d;fferént modes-.of - tréat;ng the same objective reality but legltlmataly
o ' different cognzt1ve domains_ Culturally different men live in different '
T e cogn;t;véfréalltles ‘that are generated and specified by their llv1ng in them..
.. hﬁaiax The problem of the cultural" unity of mankind, therefore, is not a problem of

learning a s;ngle wvalid cagnlt;vé apgroach to objéctlve reallty (as rational
empiricists. wauld have lﬁ), bat the Prablem «of generating a common subject=
'ependént behav1au:al dama;n that aef;nes a common subjéct dependent reallty.;”

2 : ®

Thig peispectiv is also implied,by Wittgénstéin (1974) notions of "forms.
of life" and "language games”. Truth, it may Pe argued, is not to be found'.
* v ént;rely within 1ang ge (emplrlzal a:e abaut states~of-affairs in the

) wgrld), nor is ;t ta b; fcund entlfely aut51de language (it relates to e
>3 WlttgéﬂstEln Puts the prablem-thu
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’x . - =So yau are saying that human QQPééméﬂt defings what is true and - .
I © " what is false? — It is what hwnan beings say that is true and

false; and they.. agree in_the language they use. That is not
agrgémgnt in opinions “but in fbrm af szé.-(iQ?é p 88)

. . : i LI

v o Thg solution®to the problem Fhaw de‘we‘ﬂeclde 1f a thlng is true?” dﬁpends
77 U7 upon the way we use languaage, which i 33ls

- tutn” degendz yporiouxr having forms - T
of life and sufficlently comprehensible to .one an@ther to sup§art
;ommunlcatlon. ; - _ . - ..

By discussing the question .ef ‘the 'bbjective" .and the 'subjective”.in Trelation
to the ideas of Maturana and Wittgenstein, I have hoped to show that the
"subjective", the bane of "objective" social science, is not mere opinion,
not mere individualism  of PerspectiVe. Both the "objective" and the
"sugge;t;ve" depend upon agreemeﬁts about how languaga is to be used. We

‘have in fact.arrived at an 1nteract1vessubject1ve perspective (not the L. .
lone-subject expérlenclng and vet unable to test or to communicate that R
expe:lence) R 1 2 - - o ) N . :

The ' lmages af program evaluation discussed so far ﬁay’bé ;:rangéé along this -,
dimension from objective to. subjeftive. The "objective" approaches under- ;
%" . estimate’ the manifold quality of the world we éxper;ence, and . they fragﬁent

=

our understanding of it. The most’ subjgct;ve image presented here L
(illuminative/responsive) is .not yet fully conscioug of its: potential - = - E
conviviality — its capacity to enter thé pr@gram be;ng studled not tD R
stand aloof from it'as observer. - e B
¢ - e ot ‘ - LA

Many, sgclal sc1ent;sts h0§e tﬁat the* battle between the "obgect;vé" and the
o '?subjegt;.ve" can.bé won at that’ léve;ln: EuL some recent philosophers of -
stQCLal SEléncE da nct thlnk thaE th;s :an happen.; For éxample, von erght

' bcth are llmlted but they can be transcended in Crltlﬂal self=réflé¢tlom.‘; e
. Choose yaur ‘own unhappy éﬁd;ﬂg. : : ’

5= o -8 & . ot

. RN g 1.
iéf excursion ;nta thé world 'of the . "ijeztlve
x~,,nv1nﬂe you of 11,tle, “But it. may at ‘least have raisec the pDSSlb;l;ty T
that, to be.convivial. ‘and tb engage_cuf u ﬂerstanﬂlng, program avaluatldn must .
}have ‘at least. sgme élement of  the "subjectlve Wlthcut the human pracess of
' / expressing -our agp%rlenéé -in ;ommuﬁicatlon\and orienting to one: another in -
common. ac%lan, we cannot h@pe,fully'ta undérstand. Thls is the downfall of
/' the "Objéﬁtlvé" evaluator, as it is of the evalua;or Who stands on the: -
: gf sidelines of the action as commentator or crltlc.- -As Mao Testung once put
‘;-'Alt‘ "ff y@u want -to understand Péﬁlzty, you ‘must partzgzpats in the stfugng

. ¥ ¢
R o . = . . ) . - . .

T =(b) anv1v;al;ﬁy o . - I ) -

subjectlve

Ta Thisf

- - . =
W . . ” . e

Harry Wolcatt4 an“ethﬁagraphér of eﬂucaﬁi@n“ was called ppon to discuss a
' Papér %lven at’ the Annual Meeting of ,the Americdn Association for Research in

= .= .
s : - ; - ©
= == e ; = =

" .4 ‘Wolcott's (1977) bé@ﬁ Iéﬁéhgrs vs. Tégknasrats baars greatly ‘on aur
_ﬂlscu551an — be;ng .both an ethnggraPhy (and thus a pﬁ#entlal source of

justification for advocates of the illuminative model of evaluatlon) and
\ -a treatment|q§ the pzoblém of lack of Eonv1v1allty in prcgram managament
V%-=-Jand ‘evaluation using the ta&hﬂology of EEBS Esog:am Plaﬁhlng and -
‘-Budaeting-Svstem).. ... . .- . R e I S
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- Education. in San Francisco in 1976 by two evaluato:slcf a tecﬁnicai?ih T e
Eng1neer1ngfarganlsatlanal cast of mind. These evaluators -had defined . = - L
education as "the ccllectlan of data-to guide decisions to continde, rev1sa

or terminate programs". “"If you were an §tﬂn§gr‘ﬂph§1*" Wolcott remarked,;, T
* how would you Like gaur material to be used to, continue, revise or e
tgrmznaté an&ﬁhgr culture?”

a E]
= ——— T

] AThe quest;on is a pEE§Slng one far program eyaluators by adopting a
’ technical role with respect to program participants the evaluator
A necessarily*puts himself outside the® life world ot participants. Yet they
- must live with the consequences of the "truths" the evaluator tells.
L. In a recent paper on case study in research and evaluation (Kemmis, 1979)
4 I argued that evaluatars=are, Oor seem tc’bé,-ruléd by’thréé “tyrannies“: . igi
, 5 S
- (1) thé tyranny th&t thgrg ig "a truth" to be told and that we can
“ e . Eell 1t, /
. 2 A(EJ the tyranny of eonscience: that we believe we have a thJ to.
: arrive at judgements of. the worth of social and -educational
programs, and to communzeatg these gudgeméﬂta — our judgements —
- . to others, “and. :
L . (3) ,the tyranny of Pépéﬁtiﬂg “that we ha@g a duty to commit these
: : "tyrurhs" and judgements to paper and, through them, to create
o "the public méaning" (OP at least '"a’ publl& meaning") -of the

i mapk ) v 3

s *- : . o ’ '.;:
“ . .- I see these tyrannlés as ev1dénca of the techncloglatlcn of Guf reason s/as ° )
'evaluatars, as evidence of what gartre (1957) would describe as "bad_ falth" ﬂff‘u

c .. our w1lllngness to subjugate curselvas to a role thrust upon us sc@et;mes
L ' ‘%y glrcumatange and sométimes by sp@nsarg offering. repuéatlon or financial
’ reward. {I am reminded of a Goon Show in which Eccles had been left to -
quard ﬁhe daar .ahd keep out newspaper Yeporters wh;le a. secret meeting took, .
. place. "The reporters managéd to get into the meetlng and Neddy -Seagoon was -
‘" demanding an explanation from Eccdles.. His reply? ’@ﬁgy burst thraugh by -
- fbrezng money 1nt§ my ﬂdﬂd” ) " _ _

[Tl
.
"
W

o - . The technml@g;satlcn of our reason as Evaluators and 1ts attenﬂant bad - falth ®,
. _ !15 maﬂe possible by the perspective we are irivited to take ' on thgfpragram
’ - are observers, program part;slgants the Qbsefve§* we are the speciali
' the program’ éantalns pathologids we are‘to dlagnOSE* we are the theraplsts, iF
.0 partl pants must be' demystified; we are the disinterested: enquirers, ! .
’.>part; ipants are bound by selfzdeceptlon and self-interest that only. we: :an_f ,i
R unravel and. dlspél._ It is not surprising that we submit to the bad faith - d
d - of the role: wé are pald well for our work — in money, oppeortunities or -
reputation. And. it ig we, after a;l who are the regutatloﬁ-maREEs with
the power to distribute praise or blame, to gonﬁer the appellations
"iail@re?; "modest féi;ure“, "noblé failure“, "success".
Perhaps th;s characterisation seems, extraqggant or qllb But it ig
loser to the truth of the program evaLuaﬁcf's role than many w would care
.or dare to6 admit. It'is certainly the way in which we aresger§E1ved Q; a"
: great number of “tHose who suffe: ‘our’ SE§V1GES, and.it is often the “a]e we’
R -are enjoined to accept (quite dellberately) by evaluaticn “Sponsors-.— we. can ]
' - say harsh things and go'away, the : SpOASOrs (whc are very often. the SPcnsqrs
or admlnlsératars DE the pr@gram tcc) must stay té‘l;ve and rule ‘another

= ,;» :-, C aay i

ts; -

[ s : L - =

thentlc‘kncwledge is that it.pr

. Earl;er, i p@lﬂtaﬁ out that- the value gf‘a
. for program change.: By "augg‘ 

“wides a.basis ~. the only.certain bagis =

ERI!
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Tw;tlglpants As Tillch (l971), Freire (1970) and Habermas (1974) have baen at

.~ _ " pains to show, the capac;ty for CEltigal self-reflection can only be develaped'
in the languagé and parspect;ves of partlclpants 1f the ;hanges 1n a prggram—-

——— 51dg Dther peaplg s pragrams, we cannat telL anly.gur truths, we must
“partieipate in the process of developlng crltgcal self- reflectlan alongside

c Airpartlalpanté, asﬂgartlclpants. - ;_f ..
"o This is the way“af QGﬂV;Vlality.- It is the development of critical self-
reflection out of the talk and the (authentic) experiencé of co= ) 8. :

pagt;c;gants, Languyage creates the PQSS;blllty of :r;tlcal thought

(though it never guarantees it).. The language of critical thought must --
- recognise’ the éxperlencé and the language of those who want to ParthlpatE

in the crltlcal debate, it must be self-reflection as well-as critique of

{e) Autonomy and resp@n51b111ty

In any d152u551on of praqram évaluatlcn, the quest:on of aut@nomy and
responsibility fust arise. It is, inextricably linked to the- quest;on of
control of the program, since evaluatlon, whenever it asp;ras to-

*

o 1nfluen§e Frogram actien, concerns program control. T . -
Moral respaﬁsibility for an outcome can Dle be ascribed to a person to. the
degree that his or her free choice of actlcn 28 an autanamous maral agen )

. .. was a cause of that outcome. Just as the evaluator must assume that thgse
= # " involved 1n a gragzam’agf rat;énally 1n*the sénsé’that—they are open to ¥
R arguments based on reason, so ‘it must be assumed that they w1*; act.as .
'auton@m@us and EEEPDHSlble moral agentsi" -

oF

®

This Eald. it bécames ev1dent that a’ program is a communlty af SElf—lntEIEEtS

(House’ and Care, 1977) based on .the commitments of participants_ within the . ..
limits of their freedom, the -opportunities and clrgumstances of the pragram
~eettin |, and thegknowledq§ available about the conseguences k;ntended :
" uninte.ded, antlclgéteé and unant1c1pated) of the prog ram: s

F

S

a

The au: onamg and regpgns;blllty of thase 1nvalved in a Program id assumed by
. soma cE the images of program evg luation discussed here and nega€é§ by others.
o Indeed, 1t is a feature of the more "technological" models (ESPEElally thef;' ,
éng;neerlnq mcdel and the organisational model) that partax::.pants are treated v
“ . ,as having subjugated themselves to the technology of ‘the program. (In the "=ﬁ:a
- use of the ecological model, it would appear-that actors are assumed to. be,
.+ . . to a greater or lesser. deg;ee of systemic: ccﬁstralnts, determlned rather than;
. free to act as moral agents. ) - Program, conditions whlchfrequlza this
= : Eubjugatlan of partlclgants may be CG%f:lVe, ‘program. evaluators who
assume thls subjugatlmn éf Partlclpants are likewise ccerclve?

. & : : =
These three quegtlans QE*“subjectlve" and “abgectlve" v1ews of knawledge,'irj
' &énviviality, -and autghamy ‘and responsibility must be’ actively cons dered :LV
in the development of a model of program evaldation capable, of avoi 1ng the .
N ‘limitations'of the images- af -evaluation presentea earlier. It 'is with thése,
® . & ' questiops in mind that- I now propose, a sixth model of prégram evaluatlcn =
‘evaluation as self-reflection.in ‘le communlty of selfalnterests formeé\by

- * . a program. . - . e - Lo T -

EVALUATION AS SELF-REFLECTION IN A-'CRITICAL COMMUNITY ° 24
e o Y~

ERI!
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b : . has also raised the general ,question "what is an arganisati@n ‘that it may ,-

. gj ~ learn?™ He éemaﬁstrates that organlsat;ans da 1ndead lea¥n frum ‘their .- -, /

- 'axperlencei

. ~tions by the

=
- s

Habermas.. (1374I’has shown how this aim can be achieved in gDﬁlal organisa-

creation of cond;t;ans for “the arganlsatlgn of Enllghtenment"f

e He points out that three kinds of questions, each with its own criteria’ of
' adequacy, must bé ad&ressedgln the organisation of enlightenment and the

gustlflcatlgn of action. First, at-the level of SCiéntlflC dlgcaurse,

developed.

. . “=SECOﬁ§§ at the 1evel QE the organ;sat en cf h 4
; must be established which allow participants to- engage in gr;tlca; self= "

< critical laeas whlch bullﬂ t@Wa;ds a thEDry of the crgan;satlén must be

: s ’ f'reflectlon cn their own thegretlcal perspect;ves and pfactiéal cammltménts. s

" These are to

be judged by the criterion.of fred conmitment tg self-

reflection and to the Ef;tlﬂal co-operative prdiect of: Establlshlﬁg a-“ .

- v consensus about socia al actlon based on mutual. understanding and re¢aqnlt1én

"of participants as persons in their str;v;ng for consensus. Third, . the .

;E ' "levél af ?ractical act;an, pragesses must be establ;shed ac:grding ta which

_— %

*Zand cl;cumstanCEs in, the l;ght cf parﬁlclpants' 1nten;1aﬁs.hsPract1cal L e
¢« action must be judged by reference to -the cr;talla of the -wisdom and :

=

pbrudence of declzlons apout stratég;c actlan"

=

-, a

These three "1eve;s" PfEVlde the substanca for critical SelféréflEEtlDﬁ.

Kemmils and Hughes (1979) discussed evaluation as self-reflection in a cr1t1c§l

e

. ‘ descrlhed by

Bey@nd thlS substanze, ﬁhere is a ﬁeed to 'create a cl ,
. ‘reflective debate can be carried sut.x The appropriate climate .is one =L

. . :ommunlfy using . these "levels as substance for the dlszuss;ans. and outllﬂEd
‘an example of the. app:@ach in gractlce. : ) L R O .

L

N . =
- =

",atE'in:thch self;

the .criterion for the orgaﬁ;satloﬁ af énlrghtenment- that

B B T ﬁdebatg,bé-carrled out, in anr atmosphere of respect “for persons . and’ strlv;ng ’;

for cénsensis anﬂ mutual undarstandlﬁg. Kemmis (1980a) describes a. strategy
= for.developing “the - Sk;lls df "symmetrlcal communlgatlons" necgssary ta L e

.. F : astabl;sh ‘such a cllmatei:_ i £ L < o TV e -

&

ngen pf;nClples for prggram évaluatlan deserlbe the*agpfcaéh advocated

- EY

. " here (Kemmis, lEEDb): Together,, they g:éate ‘an *image of evaluation as the. .

. . process of marshall;ng igpformation-and arguments which. enables lnterested >

' . individuals and groups to participate ;ﬁmihégérltzcal dehate“(the ?rgéass ;

, of sélf;feflectlan) abéut a p:ogram- C C e - ey

! = % ’ = - * : i . - - i - . L=
Th Se-prinEiPIE’ ate: Do C o Tt ; .

'W

(1)
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" eritical examifiatidn @f' these mgttgrs in arzd around the

| Thé principle of ﬁutaﬂémg_gﬂd PéspanSzsz@§y N »

a person to-the degree that-his or her free Sﬁgiee‘pf a§t1§H
- as. (Eﬂ"l Euﬁ::n@m, g Mo: Z agerzizlms ‘a - cause: r:?f t%uit outeome.

= = s - =
= =

Thg Rr’*u*zc:'bp‘le r;f' rcztwmhty as Péasamblgrzgss

Program participants act reasondbly %n the Light .of, thezr*
circumstances and opportunities. - It ig the task of an o
evaluation. to illuminate the reasoning which guides program
deveilopment and éﬂolution3 to identify . the. .contextual and
historical factors which influence it,” and to.facilitate

pragram eémmuﬂzty e o L

4

Moral.. responsibility. for ‘an outeome, can only bé’dséﬁibeé to .

S




=

- Phese fastors limit indiviquals "gfcountability for program . ~"" .
. . . ag@:ioné and their consequences. valuatorg must illuminate, >
© .. - . the interactive chsgacter of accpt ntability for a progrem. =

-interests - . o
When a curricubum devglopnent Hroject is formed, it.is a
. . “community of selfwinterests it represents the ge-sz‘—
e . .. interests of all participantg within its terms of -reference...
R The evaluator has a respong’ bzézty to 11luminate the extent’:
of ecommonality afid conflidt among the values and. ’Lntgrs&'ts
of partzgzpaﬁts in th;s e mmunt ty . . , -

(S) The” prznezgle of communt ty sgz

i
]
]
i
iy

by

oMaZugaperspgétzves
perspectiugs becomes relevant in
1yuation shoyld identify these
/¥be rgspongzue to the dsz‘ergnt

P

B

( 4) The ;:prz.ne'z.pl@ of‘ ;:::-Zur:zhtz

- ) ange of dszerent uaZu'
: %g a program., Aw e

dzf‘ erent perspectives @

r:?orzés?ﬁs thgy wzply :

H
£ -

(5) The f'p nezple of° thg self=c "tzcal ;Qr‘mmnzty internal.
,ot , evaluation, evaluation cr::nsultaney, _meta- évalur:;t:wn extgzml
: o * and mdgpgndent evaluation , : ’
e .~ Critical debate about the nati U "« pragrwﬂ alpéady -
T - . U exists within and dround ité pyogrdm communifty. It is the g
o " task-of pregran gualuation to P¢fine this debate and improve
2 _ I S )
' ite bearing on program-action. aluation gonsultancy may
S ;:?PQU‘LCZE additional tools. for this-puwrpdse. ' Meta-evaluation © =
‘efforts may help to improve the qualzty of the contribution’
! of a. program evdbuation. An ‘external evaluation may eontr*zs
bute to the critical debdte by increasing awvarenese of a.
particular set of values and interests relevant to.a pr*agramg,
.- 2t should not be ‘thought of as an alternative to the self-" ,
) eritical procese. _An independent eualu&l&an meey, help vo. Lo
= harness program self-criticism where the program community -
. .78 diffuse or divided by controversy. Self-eriticism by ‘the
program community is the pprimary basis for program “evaluation;
- other evaluation efforts é:t'énd ‘it in dszgrent ways but do .
not supplant it. -
' (6) The principle c:f‘ pr@pr? ety ﬂz;n thg produei:wn and dzstrzbutzr:rz R
_ of information . 3’ -
A Evaluation pI“Q:‘.?éSSES nzgzzﬂrczbly aff'gc}t the paszeaZ eao? m_y of
" A information in a program-(the prodyction and distribution. of- - e
ca ¢ information about it). Because infoymation and arguments . -
‘ Jjustify or legitimise decisions, evaluation affeatg the -7
distribution of power and resources in program situations.
Program pm’tlélpaﬂts and interested’'obseryers Iive with the e L

=

congequences of use and abuse gf gvaluﬁtﬁarz information, An .
-evalsation should have explicit.principles of procedure which

govern dts conduct and ’LtS praessses af 1.nfoz‘5fi7ﬁt1.§n gr@duétwn L

and disiribution. e

-, - A = : LN L. s

(7) The principle of appraprzateﬂesg - ' e, :
. Evaluation design is a practical matter. An evaluation must be

apprgpfmte to the program setfmg, rgs;»onswg to progrdm. o

. issues, and relevant to the program cormmunity and interested =

' . observers. - An cvaluation design must be rénegotiated as ths

“Etudy pragrgsses zrz the light o of :?hakngtrzg §zrewnst¢zn§g$

‘_Isﬁfé% e:znd ’rzt » 3. cmd
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This, then is the sixth and flnel image of program.evaluatdion to be

presented here., As distance educators, we must create the means to
engages the eemmunity of participants in our programs (administrators,
teachers, students and others) in the critical debate about them. More
than this, we must refine the critical debate according to the principles
outlined here. In short, we must make the community of the program o

community of inquirers: a group jointly committed to developing' the program

~ 28 an e4§reeelon of our common striving for mutual understanding and

consensus about social ect;Len

ks

Some methods for pursuing this goal are available within the evaluation
literature. -Others are being developed in wider contexts: one is the

: notion of "action research" (see, for example, Corey, 1953) which I am

currently investigating in a re :earch project (funded by ERDEC) with Robin

McTaggart (Kemmis, 1980c). We are exploring the potential of these methods -

for creating critical communities of course developers, between teachers and
students, and- between schools and their eemmunltlee (Other collahorative .
research is being eerrled out in these areas at Deakln through the work of

. the Deekln Unlvere;ty Aetlen Reseereh Greup ) : . . ..

The eelt—reflectlve epp:oeeh is in some senses the most' familiar notion of
pregrem eveluetlen. It 15 ev;dent in a letent erm whenever pregrem

‘1n qeneral w1th a view to understendlng ;t w;thln the eenstrelntgsnf 1tg

eentext and elrcumeteﬁees (perhaps attempting to change its circumstances

- in brder to overcome eome of its limitations), or with a view to modifying
- program practice. In such circumstances, participants engage "naturally"

in critical self-reflection on the principle of "concrete negation", that

is, attempt;ng to supersede the real constraints of present circumstances
or ereeent prectiee in the light of wider.considerations. :

Kemmis and Huqhee 51979) pfegoeed thet this neturelly occuring” form of

self-reflection could be aeeelpl;ned and extended by erqenl ation of
meetings of program partlclganeemfer ‘the primary purpose of critigal
self-reflection, 'as a conscious: ettempt to orchestrate the powers of
critique in the program and thus to contribute to its theory, organisation
and pradtice, -Such meetings. elmulteneeuely contribute to the.
imgrevemeﬁl'ef_juet;f;eeteen of the program and Eregrem action.
Self-reflective meetlnge provide a focus: and Eerum for -critical ‘debate
about the program (a basis" for program er;t;que) They do not supplant
critical self-reflection elsewhere in the prqgrem rather, they promrte
ltS generelideveleyment. Moreover, sélf-reflective mEEtinga can

involve a range of different groups relevant to the pregrem teachers, «
SEudente, edmlnletretere, 5ponsors, clients end 1nte:eeted observers

. can be invited to.attend.. In this way (eeuﬁleuely and Pregre551Vely,_theee

groups can make thelr perspectives known and have them 1neerperated in (or

!—excLuded frem) program justifications end eet;en.“e‘ ..: B . .

The meetlnge may haue a ellghtly rltualletle quellty in the eenee that’
they ﬂﬁ-PrDvldE this forum and focus. A touth of fermellty may need tb
be Eresent in. the proceedings (a ehalrpereon, ‘explicit Tules of order)

in erder that d;eparate ’;ewe een be expreeeed end;eon51deee§ adequately-

eetlens as a way . eE werklng tewerde mutuel uﬁderstand%ng end

) censepsue. Thus, part.of the: procedure must. be to EDllClt‘PErSPECthES
feefbee 1evels ef the hlerarehy of. pregram ergen;eetlen end edmlnletretlen e
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- must of decision which
E it is not to be abused or co-opted by
.udo-rational coercion or domination of

the critical process administrative

have powers are

-
= o
[
“m
e
[t

i
wr‘r

The general problem with which this paper began was the cultural problem

he technDlQQLEat;Dn of reason. This ﬁechngléglsatlsn undérmlnéa our
engage in critical selfrreflection. It is 1
and organisational models for program evalu ati@n, but th,
illuminative/responsive and democratic models are not yet
complete in overthrowing its shackles. In one way or another, they limi
authentic-critique. At the general lgvel the technologisation of reason-
undermines our capacity to take a critical view of our own-culture; at

the particular level, it undermines our capacity to take a critical view
of the educational programs we develop and of which we are members, The

method of self-reflection in a criti ical community is an E?pllilt attempt

to create the iand;tlaﬂs for authentic critique. ",
F . “r )
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