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ABSTRACT

This paper discusses the political processes involved in o

.an academic program evaluation. Specifically, ‘the paper

focuses on how evaluative information is politically
linked to programmatic decisions within the context of

‘'various organizational and evaluative utilization models.

Data experiences from a program evaluation conducted at

a sma2ll (N=2500 students), public, liberal arts university
in the Southeast is used in examining the explanatory power
of the various theories and models.




It has been stated reeently that aeademic'and administrative
T pfggram evaluation is the latest growth industry in higher ' |
education (Wilson, 1982). The reasons for‘this "boom" are
numerous (Harcleroad,71980).A Foremost among the current reasons
given for academic pregtam evaluations are: 1) the need for
colleges and universitieseto better respond to declining‘.
enroIlments and restricted budgets; and 2) demands for .
accountablllty from external agenc1es. Interspersed with the
above reasons is the idea that knowledge about a program's
strengths and weaknesses will lead to an 1mproved program. -
In conducting an academic program evaluation, an 1nst1tution
may  select from a number of evaiuation models (Anderson & Ball,
1978; Ctaven, 1980; Dressel, 1976; Grant, 1978; House, 1980;
Wilson, 1982) Typically, the models employ a self—study or T
“blue—r1bbon“ committee structure ut111z1ng a var1ety of
W assessment techniques (e.g., case stud1es, ratings, observations,
- unterv1ews, record analyses) P
~ One concepf that is receiving increasing attent1on, and wh1ch
was used for this study, is the academic audit. The idea for
bapplyind'the business concept of an audit to'éertain situations in
higher educaticn is not new. Harcleroad and Fichey (1975) have
advocated the application of processes inherent in the b;siness
audit to the - study of institutions of higher education. As
explained by Wirsig (1978) the agdit is a regu;ag, systematic
assessment of the university's programs and practices and their

"~ impact on soc1ety and the “environment“. The relevant

dimensions for the concept are that the assessment is regular ‘and.
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'systematic and that it investigates the program in relationkto the
total university and its mission. 7

Whether it is an academic audit or other evaluationlmodeli
there are certain key elements of the assessment process that are
necessary if an evaluation is és‘%e effective (i.e., utilized).
Central to these elements is the understanding of the political
processes involved in an academic program evaluation. The purpose
| of this paper will be to focus on how evaluative information is
linked politicaly to programmatic decisions within the context of

an academic program evaluation conducted at a small’ (n=2500,

students), public, liberal arts university in the southeast.

Context

*

The academic program evaluation procedure empioyed in this '
paper was adapted from a'model developed by Shirley & éaruthers
.(1979). In that model a number of evaluative criteria, ranging
from centrality of program”to service of the program in the
community, were used to asscss the perceived strengths and
weaknesses of academic programs in the university. The procedure
involved participation'by every academic.department and required
that each program be assessed on specified criteria. Since the
evaluation- of academic programs is a much more involved process
than just simply‘placing the program on ‘a particular grid or
developing a rating for that program, it was considered to be an
important part of the methodology of this study to actively

involve all participants, in this case all of the department

chairpersons.

” | (2
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‘broad-based participation and, hopefully, wide-range support for

" the project. It was felt to be’ hxghly 1mportant from a polit’cal

reduced.

e

-
Pred

The first step in the evaluation prdcess was to insure s

standpoxnt to have all chairpersons participate, since the
judgments and outcomes could potentially have very significant
lmpacts on their departments. If some chalrpersons d1u not
participate, their llkelxhood of supporting the proceas ai. .. being
wilf!ng t adhere to the recommendations *would be substantially
In order to minimize the amount of time engaged in the
project and to indicate to the chairpersons that their time was

v .
perceived as valuable, they were not asked to create an

instrument. Rather, the chaxrpersons were presented with a model

for the evaluation of academlc programs, adapted from thrley and
Caruthers (1979)1 and asked to review and modify it.
| The project was initiated and coordinated by the Office of

Academic Affairs. The regponsibikity for presenting the proposal
to all department chairpersons and soliciting their participation
was placed with the Assistant Vice Chancellor for Academic
Affairs. - |

Prior to meeting with the chairpersons, the Assistant{Vice
Chancellor solicited the support of the University's Planning *
Council. As the group responsible for determining long-range’
goais of the institution as well as short-range stratégies and L
tactics, it was importaht for the Council to activelyt¢encourage

the evaluation of academic programs. f; was felt that an

assessment of the relative strengths and weaknesses of the

(3 - ,




academic programs would be invaluable in determihing how best to
‘utilize resources in order to achieve insitutional and
departmental goals. The Planning Council agreed to rcquest that °
an academic program evaluaticn of all depdrtments>be cohdgcted.

After thc'Planning Council approved the request for the
evaluatioh, meetings were called by the Assistant Vice Chancellor
to ask the chairpersohs to consider participating in such a
prcject. Considerable lobbflng'and behind“the scenes negotiations
were conducted in‘crder to get the approQal of keyvchairpersons,>
To gain concensus from all participants meant that they had to
understand and agree on the importancc of the evaluation.

The most éignificant hurdle Qas the perceived versus actual
motives behind'engaging in the project. Several ch&lrpersons were;
convlﬁced that the "real"” motive in initiating tﬁe evaluation
project was to target several weak departments for ellm1natloc.

In recent years departments with very low numbers of graduates had
been ¢lo§ely scrutinized by state level agencies. Consequently,
the Academic Affairs office was seen by some asﬂhaving a hidden
agenda, in the evaluation project. Assurances from the Office of
Academic Affairs helped to dispel that concern. By engaging in
lengthy interaction between chairpersors and the Assistant Vice
Chancellos, an understanding was reachcd as to the reascnq for the
project and the tikely outcomes. |

The primarfbreason for the project was to obtain.a sygtematic
view of the relative strengths and weaknesses of each depirtment.
Us1ng the information for resource, allocation was seen as & viable

purpose.. Each department was expected to use the feedback gained

(4)
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from the prOjegt'to improve certain aspects of their prdgram. It
‘ should be noted that this part1cu1ar university haslw1tnessed
enrollment growths ranging from 10- -14 percent dur1ng the last. -
three years. Consequently, there has been little need to raise .
L,the spector of dlsm1ssal or - term1nat1on of programs for financial
exigency. Ihe thrust of the project was to identify " which
departments were stronger and which departments were weakér in

. : &
- order to be given further support and encouragement tO Qgrow.

. .

@ a

Methodology

. ) Once the department chairpersons agreed to the reasons for
the evaluation and the evaluation model, the discussioh turned . to °
the proposed methodology. _Chairpersons were invited to make
contributfohs to and modifications of the evaluation instrument .
being proposed.‘ The only limitation or rest;iction placed on the
modification was that all programs were to be evaluated. A number
of suggestions were introduced by the chairpersons that.
substantially mod1f1ed the types of criteria that were cons1dered
appropriate for evaluation. These cr1ter1a were tailored to the
characteristics of the institution under study. Once a pdftfcular
criteri?n (e.g., centrality to the mission of the institution)
was ‘selected, all of the chairpérsons stcussed and reached some
consensus as to the mean1ng of that partlcular criterion.

Specific gqualitative and quantitative data were identified that
would assist HP evaluat1ng the respective departments on the

criteria. In each case, the data sources were agreed upon by

chairpersons as being reflective of a particular selected

()
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criterion. This‘procesé of concensus wapressential to ensuring o

the full support of the chairpersons. The Office dffInstitutionai T
Research was 1nstrumental in helping to identify data sources and />

in compiling the relevent 1nformatlon for the. chairpersons.

- Having adopted the 1nstrument, the part1c1pahts were asked to |

1 « 3 )
»

rank order each of the 19 academic programs on the nine 1dentified C .
criteria. All nineteen chairperons submitted their completed
rating sheets to the Office of Institutional Research for

processing and analyses. (bee Appendix for sample evaluation -

form.) | A j

w

Data Analysis

The data analyses employed”for-thié study were simple ‘ "L ..
descriptive statistics. Since the ratinos.were eésentially
ord1nal comparisons, a median ucoreﬁmas determined for each
department on each criterion. The median scores were then rank
ordered to determine the reiative p051tion of each department on
each criterion. The rank ordering for each of the Criteria for
the 19 departments was then summarized into qu1nt11es. The -
results thus identified those academic programs considered to be
in the top and bottom 20% of ‘the departments on each critierion.

The results were prosented to the department chairpersons

some two months after they had'completed the project. The

information was ‘initially given to the chairpersons in advance of

a scheduled department chairperson's meeting to afford each member ~ |
2 o, -

the opportunity to review the results and be prepared to discuss

them. Because some four months were spent in deveioping the

(6) .
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support and w1llln%gfss tg part1c1pat= in- the proJect by the \\'

‘s

f.department cha1rpersons, once the results were publxshed and

d1st1buted to the chalrpérsons, very few. 1nd1v1dua1s questioned or -

[} - »

o in any wayffa1led to accept the results of the evaluatlon process.

1]
-

a 7" e - .ﬂ

; - . - h , o
Results ¢ . . ‘_ L ,_'-.- 3T a e ‘ . ’ .1

”

S1nce the critical aspect of th1s evaluatlon process related

-

to ‘the intent or expected uses that the results would be put to; .

. -

cons1derable time was spent d1scuss1ng what the results*meant for ,°~

each department. Chalrpersons were encouraged to- make any program

r

~

1mprovements suggested by the: results. In part, future resource

allocations were earmarked for such changes. All of the

' chairpersons appeared to accept the results of the study-as a'
- . a
meaningful measure of the relat1ve p051tlon of thelr department in

the university. (See Table l) That 1s,'each individual department
chairperson was able to obtain a reading of the perceived
strengthsfand-weaknesses of their department, as seen by their
. colleagues. The feedback .to the indluidual departments as to-
their relative strengths and weaknesses has clearly justified and
1nd1cated the zalue of engaglng in such a proJect. | ’ g
Since the pro;ect was 1n1t1ally requested by the’ Unlver51ty
Planning Council, they received the report from the part1c1pants
ln the project and incorporated'the results into goal statements
for the institution. In particular, one of the goals of the

’

g
s institution’ was to develop qual1ty undergraduate programs. A

special emphas}s has been placed in thic year's budget1ng process

on those proygrams that were perceived below par compared to other

departments.

F ,'~(7)* _11




Also, the results were scrutinized zr the Planning Council to

determine why certain departments were repeatedly rated as being
very low. It was found on rBV1ew that most “‘of the departments
'rthat were down graded by the chairpersons were departments that
S . had recently been establ1shed at the un1ver51ty. These new -

. programs were seen by some department thairpersons as be1ng N
t'-"; . compet1t1ve for already scarce resources. To a certain extent,

[

cha1rpersons were look1ng out for the1r own self- 1ntere3ts.

From an administrative standpo1nt the results of the study
have afford%d the Offlce of Academic AfEairs § d the Executive

0fﬁ1cér of the Un1vers1€y the opportunlty to 1dent1£y the relatlve

*x
. ’ .

strepgths and weaknesses of the academic programs on campus.-—
. . btrategles can how be developed by the ‘administrative staff that

© -« would 1nsure that weaker programs would be brought ugsto a more .
‘-;l

o satlsfactory level, while maintaining-and encourag1ng the growth

-

and development of the stronger programs. The evaluaticn also

jvafforded membeTs - of the administrative sta£f0w1th 1n£ormat1on as

-

to wh1ch areas' departments were relatively strong, thereby

- v -

- . allow1ng the publlcat1on and eXplo1tat1on of those strengths 1n

3

var1qus,med1a outldts to the benefit of the university.
N [ ¥ ". ‘n ) " '
. ,The ugejulness of the project has -far outstripped the

"expected benefits in engagiry in such .an ev;luation proces$. The

» -

. "spector of possible layoffd and f1r1ngs as a result of this

1nst1tut1on were to suddenly exper1ence a very sxgn1f1cant down

turn tn enrol’ment or in £1nanc1al support, the groundwork has

-
LI ’ »

been la1d as to identify the relative strengths and weaknesses of

s -
’ the academ1c degartments, - : )

'evaluat1on process did not have to be confronted. However, if the,



DISCUSSION

In analyzing how evaluative information is linked” to
programmatic decisions at this par@icular institution, seven

\

issues were identified as extremely\important. “These issues
included: 1) stages of the evaluatiéh_process; 2) distinction
between the reasons and motives for thegevaluation; 3) involvement
of the participénts/decisipn makers in\the‘ebaluation précess; 4)
com;;;TEEt;on of»the r;;ults; 5) organizational setting; 6)
récsgnition of the subjectivity 6f evaluation; and 7) role of. the
“institutional researcher. )

The above seven issues are by no means the only major issues
in the utilization of evalu;tive information.v Braskamp and Brown
(1980) have suggested that_méjorlissues‘in the utikization’of
evaluatrive information include a broad definition of utilizatioﬁ;
a concern for utilization beginn{ng with the_initial meetings, an
active role of the evaluators, the relevance of the evaluative
information, the relationship betwzen the evéluatof and intended
audience, and the importance of the»comm;nicatioﬁ-process. In
addition to Braskamp and Brown (1980), the reader is referred to
Ande?son and Ball (1978), Craven (1980), and Wilson (19825 for a
coﬁplete diécussion éa the issues involved in the utilization of

. . ) : N
academic progfam‘evéluation information. -

-3
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dealt with in such a manner as to eventually arrive at some sort

Stages of the Evaluation Proccess

'In the case study presented ange, the 2valuation process was
a "poltical" endeavor. As such, conflicting attitudes on the part
F=

of certain participanxs with regard to the evaluation had to bet

of consensus. More important, however, was the fact that
consensus had to be reached at different stages in the evaluation.
Fa1lure to reach consensus at critical times would have

3eopard1zed the evaluation. in the experrence of the above

1nst1tut1on those critical times were: 1) the endorsement by the

’ chalrpersons that the evaluatlon was necessary and that it was

important to participate in the project; 2) the approval by the
chairpersons as to the methodology; 3) the communication of the

results to the chairpersons and Planning Council; and 4) the

decisons made by the chairpersons and Planning Council in response

to the evaluation.

By far, the most crucial dimension of this activity as it
relates to evaluation was the concensus phase.  As Weiss (1972
p.318) points out: "the basic, ratlonale for evaluat1on is that it
provides information for action...unless it gains serious hearing
when program decisions are made, it fails its major purpose If
the evaluation is able to get its "serious hearing," the extent of
political activities in the latter stages may be decreased as was
the case preseﬁted above. The results of the evaluation served
to reinforce pre-existing opinions about the varieus programs.

Thus, the consensus was fairly high concerning decisons about the

o

sarious academic programs.

(10)




Distinction Between the Reasons and Motives for the Evaluation
The chairpersons questioned the motives of the administration
and subsequently the reasons. for the evaluation. Thus, the first

-political activity of those responsible for the evaluation (i.e.,

the Office of the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs) was to

clarify these reasons to the chairpersons.
There appear to be three general reasons why program reviews

are initiated. The first is that reviews can provide departments

with information for program p1annning and-improvementb(Clarku
1977). Evaluations of this kind are often met with wide
acceptance, due to their built-in appeal. Faculty, students,
deans, and chairpersons are provided with the opportunity to
express their satisfaction or diSsatifSt;on with varioﬁs aspects
of the department. The participants are\eager to‘believe that if
"areas of concern® are jdentified, attempts will be made to
correct the gituation. The evaluaton can act as a catalyst to
spur necessary changes to insure high quality programs.

One aspectxof the evaluation was to indcorporate Hollowood's
wf(i§79) life-cycle curve to identify the relative stages and |

]

pogitions of the departments (See Figures 1 and 2). Departments

o

could be identified into one of four stages--new, growth, stable,

declining--and one of five posititions--weak, tenable, favorable,

strong, or dominant. ldentifying the departments according to
this matrix proved to be very effective in describing a particular

department.

1(11)
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The second reason for program reviews is to provide
university administrators with information for buddetary and
planning purposes (Clark, 1977). Universities are recognizing tbat
state and private support will not eontinue at previous levels,
and that resource reallocation may be the only way to initiate ne
programs or changes. Program reviews have also been used for
program retrenchment or abandonment (Benecerraf et al., 1972;
Shirley and Volkwein, 1978). Some observers (Gilmour and Beik,
1977) ‘have predlcted that such efforts will continue. However,
the use of program reviews for program abandonment has been
questioned Smith (1979).

The third general reason for program reviews is for use by
external groups (Clark, 1977). Such groups include'accreditation
ayencies and state governlng boards.

In addition to the above reasons there may be several

L underlying motives why program reviews are conducted. One such

motive could be a reaction to increased criticisms of the

department. The criticisms levied against departments include:

~ their decentralization of authority, creation of political and

social blocké within the university, and general erosion of the
university's effectiveness (Anderson, 1968; Benezet, X977; Dressel
et al., 1970; Dressel and Reichard, 1970). Additional motives may
be a desire by the administration to "maintain® or "acquire" more
control over the department, to create an illusion that the
university is responding to requests for accountability, and a

desire -to "shake-up" selected departments.

az) 16
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It was found to be the case ihat the motives for thé
evaluation had to be separated from the reasoris fér the »
evaiuation. This entailed much pdlitical'discussion and .
reassurance from the administration to the chairpersons before -
they would endorse the evaluation project. |

‘ o A .‘-.

Involvement of the Partiéipants/Decison Makers in the Evaluation

Process

One of the major themes that has been continually repeated in

“the literature on the utilization of evalgative information

(Fields, 1976; Braskamp and Brown, 1980) is the importance of
involving the participants affected by the evaluation in 'the =~ . %
evaluation process itself. As pointed out by Richérdson (1980 pe
104-105): "Individuals and groups are more likely to involve
themselves in planning and. budget1ng deliberations if they

.percexve that they or their prlmary organizational subun1t will be
directly affected, either favorably or adversely, by the resultant

decisions."

In the case study presented above two important issues

related to the involvement of the participants were identified.
First, participation in the evaluation process was intitially met

with some resistance. -In the beginning the reasons for

nonpartic;pation in the evaluation was predicated on philosophical
opposition toAprogram evaluations. Some persuasion was needed to
convince ceriain participants of the merits of the evaluation

process. Secondary reasons for nonparticipaton weregﬁpelings that

ﬁhe evaluation was a waste of time and that the results would not

]
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~be utilized. Although these concerns are not uncommon, they do

"

3

attest to the fact that faculty participation in plannning and f

evaluation activities are inversely related to the organizational

o /

level at which these act1v1t1es are conducted (Rluhardson, 1980).
The second issue of 1nvolv1ng par£;c1pants in the evaluatlon
was the reallzat1on of the importance of tbe communication
networks.. As indicated by Smock (1982, p. 70):;" Whether or not
the judgements'lead directly to decisions or are linked to the

decision—making process in a more indirect and less observable

manner depends more upon the network of\geople des1gned to

'1mplement the syst&m of program evaluatlon than on the: resultq
themselves."

Involving the participants in the eQayuation process requires
a good understanding of the evaluation audiences and the organized'
structure of the network (Smock, 1982). Richardsom (1980 p.105)
has pointed out that organizations possess both formal and
informal communication networks, and that "an effective
communication olan recognizes this fact and tries to utilize both
typeslof networks in transmitting information to organizational
participants”®

In the experience of the institution under study, it cannot
be over emphasized the importance of involving key audiences in
the evaluation process. Many political problems were resolved by
including the participantsvin the evaluation’procees from the
beginning and by utilizing, in particular, the informal
communication networks. It is our belief thei failure to involve

the audiences and using the informal n2tworks would have seriously

compromised the project. :

- (14)
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Communication of the Results

<
':

The fourth'majqr element in limking the evaluative

o

information to programmatic decisions was the communication of t

:ésults. Paralleling the importance of involving the N

participants in the eVaiuatign process was thé means for the\\;g
communication of the reéﬁlts, Here emphasié was placed on
understanding the political processes inQolved bethen'the sendér
and receiver of the evaluatio; results as well as how the
information was presented. ”

As indicated in the preceeding section, organizétions

-

‘ltypically have informal communication networks. These networks

are often more important in the dissemenation of information than
the formal structures, in that they provide "for open-ended,
two-way communication in which the evaluation information and its
implicatiods can be explored rather than presented (Datta, 1981).
In the case study, this informal two-way communication allowed for
the continual presentation of data, and exchange of information,
thereby reducing the possibility of confrontation when the formal
results were presented. The importance of this two-way
communication was highlighted by Braskamp (1982 p.58) in his
discussion of how an evaluation sYstem cannot exist without an
effective information system:
The communication network among the audiences

should be the core of an evaluation system. )

Evaluation is undertaken in a social and political g

environment in which various groups have vested.

interests in the evaluation process. . . If an

evaluation is be used by these groups in their

deliberations, discussions, and policy making, the
evaluaton system must be designed to m -imize the

as g
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CIE . communication among these audiences. In- designing
- ' such a system two guidelines regarding cémmuncation
# ) ) must be used. First, audiences and their
‘ information needs must be identified. However,
pinpointing specific pieces of information to be
used for specific decisions is not the goal.
Rather, the intent is to establish an envifonment
in which audiences become involved in as much of
the evaluation process as possible, including
making decisions about the criteria to be used in -
the evaluation, the data sources to be used, and .
interpretation and transmission of the evaluative
information. Involvement may promote interest in.
the evaluation and increase the use of the
information. c

Numerous researchers (Anderson and Ball, 1981; Braskamp and‘
Brown, 1980; Breckell and Aslgnian, 1974; Habéiock and oth~ -
1973) have investigated various factors which influence the
communication and utilization of results. Am?ng-the kéy factors
which were identified in the case study were: xl) sharing of
roughdrafts and preliminary thoughts with key participants before -
making the final pres?ntation; 2) presentation of periodic
informal reports; 3) asking the-participants to assist in the
interprétation of the findings; and 4) the credibility of those

persons responsible for processing and making the formal

presentations of the results.

Organizational Setting R

various organization&l models have been‘preéented (Backarach
and Lawler, 1980; Baldridge, 1971; Robbins, 1976;.Thompson, 1967)
to describe the decision making processes in organizational
settings. The three mogt common types of models applicable to the
university setéing are the bureaucratic, fational} and poltical

models (Baldridge, 1971). Of the three, the p- ‘tical model

° . - « D)
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- appears to have the most explanatory power in describing,

under!éénding, and predictinq behavior in higher education (Tonn,
1980). Tonn (1980.p.~123) contends that the poltical model is
betterbeecause the assumptions that must be made to use the
alternative models are of gquestionable val1d1ty in their

4 appl&cetion to complex"organizational settings: ~In complex
organizations, where the perfect knowledge required by the

rational models does hot exit, judgment and compromise frequently.

supersede computational and bureaucratlc forms of rat1onal

decision making. Decisions are not made solely by 1mpart1ally
determined formulae or by straightforward appeals to hierarchy,
but are subjectively negotiated.” . |
The use of politics in higher education is often viewed with
disdain. Higher education personnel sometimes like to think that
they or their organization are above having to resort to
"politics." Ofteh the word “poiitics“ conotes jtrickeri, playing
games, or deception”. A more .accurate definition of political . s |
behevior, however, wouid be: *aey behev%pr by organizatdon;members
that is self-serving (Robbins, 1976, p;f64f.“ Tomn (1980) points
out that ;his"itselé is not‘power, but requires power to attain
it’ er;d. The' question thus beeomes not "who has power", but el
"wh1ch ends- are to be achieved." The powerful person is able to
. be influential in negotiating dec151ons. | In this definition

:every department chairperson and dean would exhibit pol1t1cal

behavxor to obta1n appropriate resources for his/her organ1zat10n.

It would be in their best self-interests. .
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The exerting of political behavior by participants in an
academic programaevaluation should consequently come as no
surprise (Guskin, 1980). As Braskamp and Brown (1980, p. 93)

pointed out: oo
.Evaluation is often so intertwined with
organizational politics that evaluation itself
might be labeled a political activity. This means
that the relationship between the evaluator and key
program staff, and the evalu&tor's understanding of
the organization in its internal and external
political environment, are critical €or successfi
utilization. It is rare that ‘an effective
evaluator conducts a successful evaluation after
having had only one meeting with key personnel. An
effectively utilized evaluation is more likely to
result from a process that includes a highly
interactive consulting relationship with the key
decision.makers.

This was found to be the case in the evaluation process at the
university described above.
After overcoming‘the intitial objections to the academic -

program evaluations, most of the chairpersons in the~study came to

view the evaluation process as fair and began to place some trust

in the evaluators. One reason for this trust may be due to the

fact that the organizational setting and structure was taken into

.acéount. As Smock (1982, p. 70) pointed out:

Evaluations can be powerful inducements for
change or yelatively ineffectual, depending on the
organization of the network through which the
evaluation information will: be collected,
considered, and acted upon. Not only is it a
matter of how the network is structured, but also
who is sclected to be part of it. Democratically
elected committees will behave differently than
appointed or voluntary committees. Recommendations
from a body composed of academic heavyweights will
be differerit than those coming from more broadly -
respresentative bodies. While reliability and
validity are yardsticks of quality that can be
applied to data, trust and fairness ~ ‘e similar
yardsticks by which to judge the str nre.

(18) ,‘ ~
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—Program evaluation systems that are sensitive to
the power arrangements on campus, aware that there
can seldom be too much communication and designed
so that sound judgments are forthcoming are likely
to measure high on the trust and fairness ) .
yardsticks. After all, judgment is at the heart of )
evaluation, and there is a question of, credibility

in all judgements.

Recognitition of the Subjectivity of Evaluation
The question of cred;bility in jﬁdgments is perhaps a
question of the subjectivity of evaluation. Evaluation b&‘its
very name implies the making of judgments. Tﬁese judgménts can be
‘bbjective', fsubjéctive', or a combination of the two. The
distinction between the £wo types oﬁ judgments is typically based
on ﬁhe nature of how the judgments are formulated. Objective
judgments are normally based upon quantitatiQé data, while o

¥
subjective judgments are typically based upon qualitative data

(Astin and Solmon, 1979; Guba, 1978). 1In practice, any ;udgement
must ultimately~bevsubjective (Guttentag, 1973).

Every institﬁtional researcher has witnessed examples of the
variety of inferences that can be drawn from a seemihgly
"objective" set of data. The issue'of evaluation should not be one
of eliminiaging subjectivity, for that is impossible, but rather
how to control and structure the degree of subjectivity. Dressel
(1982) argued that the subjectivity/opjectivity in evaluations is
intricately tied to values inherent in ctolleges, universitie;,
départments, and decision-makers. He contends (p. 38) that: "Even
when there is.a cénséiéus recodnition Qf specific valde'
commithents, this recognition séem§>0niy to introduce a ;ubjéctlve

L]

element into evaluation, which decreases “he ac02Ftability of the

s - (19)




results to others. Objectivity in evaluation isQacvalue,in.
ach1ev1ng valid results and in gaining acceptance of them." Under
Dressel's (1982) concept of evaluation, obJect1v1ty is a de51rab1e
attribute of an evaluation report, however, it is difficult to
”achieve if any attempt i% made to interpret the data and explore‘
<1ts 1mp110ations. 10. : . ) A . ..
.. Kuh (1981) has argued "that in the measuremert of quality, a
holistic approach should_be adopted that includes both ’ o
qualitiative and Quantitative aoproaches. Excluding either
approach would tend to overlook important elements and componénts ; -
of the academic program. Thus, in the program evaluation undecr
discussion, chairpersons had to be assured that a variety,oﬁ
information would be used in- the analysis of their program and

that the subJect1v1ty of the ratings would be consider=d in the

context from which they were given.

Rolelof the Institutional Researcher&

The establishment,of‘the'analytical and information
requirements for conducting a systematic academic program

evaluation is an appropriate role for the institutional

researcher;f The specification of the appropriate data collection

¥

‘1nstruments and 1dent1£1cation of appropriate statistical

techniques used to determine and measure the qualityfparameters of
the academic_programs is a role easily fulfilled by the
institutional, researcher.

The institutional researcher is usually a person with broad

knowledge of the attendant con51derations necrssary for an

) : :
< . -
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effective, audit. . First, the 1nstitutional researcher typically

has no‘veSted‘interest in the outcome of the evaluaton. Second,

-

<

the IR director is usually the person with experience in

3

P conducting evaluations within an investigatory framework outside
A ,’ . ) (' ~'> . = . . ;“ .
of the political dynamics of the academic program. Third, the IR

office can better coordinate 'data collection and analysis witfl

+

v the framework of a professioﬁal institutional research activity

-

without it det%adting from routine activities. Faculty for the

-

ost part require relcased time to devote to’ F pro;ect of this
E<4 ' £
nature, whereas the IR office could con51der this prOJect as

. ‘routine. Fourth, the. IR person can contribute to the credibility
and acceptance of the findings due to his/her relative detachment
"in“the evaluation process. Fifth, the IR person has- & more.global
concept of the overail administrative aspects of academic programs

I3

than the average faculty person‘ Sixth, thezinstitutional
researcher is in a unique 9081tion to* fulfill the . role as a
teacher——takingran active role in getting their data understood
and utilized (Wise 1980). ' o

In summarizing the role of the ihstitutienal resea~cher in
program rev1ews at'three major insitutions, Munitz and Wright
(1980) identified the following five general respon51bilities that
the institutional reszarcher played 1n'establish1ng and supporting
the academic program‘evaluation prOCessee at‘their respective
1nst1tutionS' A _

1. Institutinal researchers participated w1th key

administrators and faculty committees in the

initial design ©f the program evaluation
pEOCGSSLS and supporting materials.

*»
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2. Staff members .were respopsible for overseejng
(if not actually dding) the~consolidaton of
planning data from various admnistrative data

/ pbases .and for *distributing the data schedules
and accompanying forms- and instructions to the

. departments and coileges. -, N\,

o 3

-

3. The institutional*tesearch"ofﬁiqes usually
collected the depq;;mental,and,college evaluaton
responses, plans, and budget zequests. They.
then analyzed and sum 1rized'the material for
use by administrative and .faculty leaders in
arriving at planning.decisions. )

4. The institutional research staff.also
participated to some degrée in the design of
budgejary measures and, through ‘analyses ba:
on these mcasures, in recommendations of -
initial allocations consistent with overall

budget priorities. o«

5. _Institutional researchers worked closely with

+ ‘administrative and faculty groups in  ° ‘
recommending and implementing further . =
refinements in evaluation processes, statistical
schedules, and instructions. K

’

To some degree or another the Ingtitutional Reseafcﬁ offidq in the'

institution under study was involved in each gf the above
* - . . . . ’ ) .. ’
responsibilities.
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