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| am pl eased to have this opportunity to tal k about sone
recent devel opnents in the nethodol ogy of program eval uati on and
about what | call “responsive evaluation.”

| feel fortunate to have not only these two days but al so
sonme seven nonths to think about these things. My hosts here at
the Goteborg Institute of Educational Research have been nost
hospi t abl e, but generous also in hearing nme out, pointing ny head
in still another way, weighing the nmerit of our several notions,
and offering occasionally the luxury of a passionate argunent.

When Erik or Hans or Sverker or Uf and | agree, we are
struck by the fact that the world is but one world and the
probl ens of education are universal. Wen we disagree, they are
gui ck to suggest that the peculiar conditions of education in
Ameri ca have caused ne to nake peculiar assunptions and perhaps
even warped ny powers of reasoning. | amsure that sone of you
here today will share those findings. What | have to say is not
only that we in educational research need to be doing sone things
we have not been doing, but that in doing what we have been doi ng
we are in fact part of the problem

Qur main attention will be on program eval uation. A program
may be strictly or loosely defined. It mght be as |large as al
the teacher training in the United States or it m ght be as snal
as a field trip for the pupils of one classroom The eval uation
circunstances will be these: that soneone is conm ssioned in some
way to evaluate a program probably an ongoing program that he
has sonme clients or audiences to be of assistance to--usually
i ncludi ng the educators responsible for the program and that he
has the responsibility for preparing comunications with these
audi ences.

In 1965 Lee Cronbach, then president of the American
Educati onal Research Association, asked ne to chair a conmttee

to prepare a set of standards for eval uation studies, perhaps



li ke the Standards far Educational and Psychol ogi cal Tests and

Manual s, conpiled by John French and Bill M chael and published
in 1966 by the Anerican Psychol ogi cal Association. Lee Cronbach,
Bob Heat h, Tom Hastings, Hul da G obnman, and ot her educati ona
researchers have worked with many of the U S. curriculumreform
projects in the 1950's and early 1960’ s, and have recogni zed the
difficulty of evaluating curricula and the great need for
gui dance on the design of evaluation studies.

Qur commttee reported that it was too early to decide upon
a particular nmethod or set of criteria for evaluating educational
prograns, that what educational researchers needed was a period
of field work and di scussion to gain nore experience in how
eval uative studies could be done. Ben Bl oom successor to Lee
Cronbach in the presidency of AERA, got the AERPI to sponsor a
Monograph Series on Curriculum Eval uation for the purpose we
recommended. The seven vol unes conpl et ed under AERA sponsorship
are shown in the Reference section. The series in effect wll
conti nue under sponsorship of the UCLA Center for the Study of
Eval uati on, whose director, Mary Al kin, was a guest professor
here at this Institute for Educational Research two years ago.
think this Monograph Series can take a good share of the credit,
or blame, for the fact that by count over two hundred sessions at
the 1973 AERA Annual Meeting progranms were directly related to
t he nethods and results of program eval uati on studies.

There are two primary nodel s for program eval uation in 1965,
and there are two today. One is the informal study, perhaps a
sel f-study, usually using information already avail able, relying
on the insights of professional persons and respected
authorities. It is the approach of regional accrediting
associ ations for secondary schools and colleges in the United
States and is exenplified by the Flexner report (1916) of nedical
education in the USA and by the Col eman report (1966) of equality



of educational opportunity. On the sheet you received with your
background reading materials, one entitled N ne Approaches to
Educati onal Eval uation (see Appendix A), | have ever so briefly
described this and other nodels; this one is referred to there as
the Institutional Self-Study by Staff Approach. Mst educators
are partial to this evaluation nodel, nore so if they can specify
who t he panel nenbers or examiners are. Researchers do not I|ike
it because it relies so much on secondhand information. But there
is much good about the nodel.

Most researchers have preferred the other nodel, the
pretest/posttest nodel, what | have referred to on the N ne
Approaches sheet as Student Gain by Testing Approach. It often
uses prespecified statenments of behavi oral objectives--such as
are avail able from Ji m Popham s Instructional Cbjectives
Exchange--and is nicely represented by Tyler’s (1942) Eight- Year
Study, Husen’s (1967) International Study of Achievenent in

Mat hemati cs, and the National Assessnent of Educational Progress.

The focus of attention with this nodel is primarily on student
per f or mance.

Several of us have proposed other nodels. In a 1963 article
is Cronbach’s preference to have eval uati on studi es consi dered
applied research on instruction, to | earn what could be | earned
i n general about curriculum devel opment, as was done in Hilda
Taba’s Social Studies CurriculumProject. Mke Scriven (1967)
strongly criticized Cronbach’s choice in AERA Monograph No. 1
stating that it was time to give consuners (purchasing agents,

t axpayers, and parents) information on how good each existing
curriculumis. To this end, Kenneth Konoski established in New
York City an Educational Products |Information Exchange, which has
revi ewed equi pnent, books, and teaching aids but has to this day

still not caught the buyer’s eye.



Dan St uffl ebeam was one who recogni zed that the designs
preferred by researchers did not focus on the variabl es that
educational admi nistrators have control over. Wth support from
Egon Guba, Dave O ark, Bill Gephart, and others (1971), he
proposed a nodel for evaluation that enphasized the particul ar
deci sions that a program nanager will face. Data-gathering would
i nclude data on Context, Input, Process, and Product; but
anal yses woul d relate those things to the i nmmedi at e nmanagenent of
the program Though M ke Scriven criticized this design too,
saying that it had too nuch bias toward the concerns and the
val ues of the educational establishnent, this Stufflebeam Cl PP
nodel was popular in the U S. Ofice of Education for several
years. Gadually, it fell into disfavor because it was a bad
nodel but partly because managers were unable or unwilling to

exam ne their own operations as part of the eval uation.

Actual ly, no evaluation nodel could have succeeded. A mgjor
obstacle was a federal directive which said that no federa
of fice could spend its funds to evaluate its own work, that that
could only be done by an office higher up. Perhaps the best
exanpl es of evaluation reports follow ng this approach are those
done in the Pittsburgh schools by Mal Provus and Esther Kresh.
Before | describe the approach that | have been working on--
which | hope will soneday chall enge the two nmajor nodels--1 wll
mention several relatively recent devel opnents in the eval uation
busi ness.
It is recognized, particularly by Mke Scriven and Ernie
House, that co-option is a problem that the rewards to an
eval uator for producing a favorabl e evaluation report often
greatly outweigh the rewards for producing an unfavorable report.
| do not know of any evaluators who falsify their reports, but |
do know many who consci ously or unconsciously choose to enphasize

t he objectives of the programstaff and to concentrate on the



i ssues and variables nost likely to show where the programis
successful. | often do this nyself. Thus the matter of

“met a—eval uation,” providing a quality control for the eval uation
activities, has beconme an increasing concern.

Early in his first termof office President Ni xon created a
nodest Experinmental Schools Program a program of five-year
funding for three carefully selected high schools (fromall those
in the whole country) and the elenentary schools that feed
students into them Three nore have been chosen each year,
according to their proposal to take advantage of a broad array of
knowl edge and technical devel opnents and to show how good a
school can be. The evaluation responsibility was designed to be
all ocated at three separate levels, one internal at the | ocal
school level; one external at the |local school level (i.e., in
the community attending to the working of the |ocal school but
not controlled by it); and a third at the national |evel,
synthesi zing results fromthe | ocal projects and evaluating the
organi zation and effects of the Experinental Schools Programas a
whol e. Many obstacles and hostilities hanpered the work of the
first two evaluation teans. And work at the third | evel--
according to Egon Guba, who did a feasibility study--was seen to
be so likely to fail that it probably should be carried no
further.

M ke Scriven has made several suggestions for neta-

eval uation, one nost |ikely circul ated based on abstinence,

called “goal -free evaluation.” Sixten Mrkiund has jokingly
called it “aimess evaluation.” But it is a serious notion, not
to ignore all idea of goals with the program sponsors or staff.

The eval uator, perhaps with the help of coll eagues and
consultants, then is expected to recogni ze mani fest goals and
acconpl i shnents of the programas he works it in the field.

Again, with the concern for the consuner of education, Scriven



has argued that what is intended is not inportant, that the
programis a failure if its results are so subtle that they do
not penetrate the awareness of an alert evaluator. Personally I
fault Scriven for expecting us evaluators to be as sensitive,
rational, and alert as his designs for evaluation require.
sonetinmes think that M ke Scriven designs eval uation studies that
perhaps only M ke Scriven is capable of carrying out.

Anot her interesting devel opnent is the use of adversari al
procedures in obtaining evidence of programquality and
especially in presenting it to decision makers. Tom Owens,
Murray Levine, and Marilyn Kourilsky have taken the initiative
here. They have drawn up the work of |egal theorists who claim
that truth enmerges when opposing forces submt their evidence to
cross-exam nation directly before the eyes of judges and juries.
Graig Gerde, Terry Denny, and | tried sonething like this in our
TCI TY report (1975). You have a copy of it in the conference
reading materials you received several weeks ago. |If you have
t hat orange-col ored docunent with you, you mght turn to the very
| ast pages, pages 26 and 27 (see Appendix B). On page 26 you
find a sutmmary of the nost positive clains that m ght reasonably
be made for the Institute we were evaluating. On page 27 is a
summary of the nost damagi ng charges that m ght reasonably be
made. It was inmportant to us to | eave the issue unresolved, to
| et the reader decide which claimto accept, if any. But we
woul d have served the reader better if we had each witten a
followup statenent to challenge the other’s clains. At any
rate, this is an exanple of using an adversary technique in an
eval uati on study.

Now in the next 45 mnutes or so | want to concentrate on
t he approach for eval uating educational progranms presently
advocated by MalcolmParlett of the University of Edi nburgh,
Barry MacDonal d of the University of East Anglia, Lou Smith of



Washi ngton University of St. Louis, Bob Rippey of the University
of Connecticut, and myself. You have had an opportunity to read
an excellent statement by Malcol mParlett and David Ham | ton
(1972). Like they did, I want to enphasi ze the settings where
| earni ng occurs, teaching transactions, judgnent data, holistic
reporting, and giving assistance to educators. | should not
suggest that they endorse all | will say today, but their
witings for the nost part are harnonious w th mne.

Let nme start with a basic definition, one that | got from
M ke Scriven. Evaluation is an OBSERVED VALUE conpared to sone
STANDARD. It is a sinple ratio, but this numerator is not
sinple. In programevaluation it pertains to the whole
constellation of values held for the program And the
denom nator is not sinple for it pertains to the conpl ex of
expectations and criteria that different people have for such a
program

The basic task for an evaluator is made barely tol erable by
the fact that he does not have to solve this equation in sone
numerical way nor to obtain a descriptive summary grade but needs
nmerely to make a conprehensive statenent of what the programis
observed to be, with useful references to the satisfaction and
di ssatisfaction that appropriately selected people feel toward
it. Any particular client may want nore than this; but this
satisfies the m nimum concept, | think, of an eval uation study.

I f you look carefully at the TCITY report, you will find no
di rect expression of this formula, but it is in fact the initial
i dea that guided us. The formof presentation we used was chosen
to convey a nessage about the Twin Gty Institute to our readers
in Mnneapolis and St. Paul rather than to be a literal
mani festation of our theory of eval uation.

Qur theory of evaluation enphasizes the distinction between

a preordi nate approach and a responsive approach. 1In the recent



past the nmajor distinction being nmade by nethodol ogists is that
bet ween what Scriven called fornmative and sunmati ve eval uation
He gave attention to the difference between devel opi ng and

al ready-devel oped prograns and inplicitly to evaluation for a

| ocal audience of a programin a specific setting as contrasted
to evaluation for many audi ences of a potentially generalizable
program These are inportant distinctions, but I find it even
nore inmportant to distinguish between preordinate eval uation
studi es and responsi ve eval uati on studi es.

| have made the point that there are nmany different ways to
eval uati on educational progranms. No one way is the right way.
Sonme highly reconmended eval uati on procedures do not yield a ful
description nor a view of the nmerit and shortcom ng of the
program bei ng eval uated. Some procedures ignore the pervasive
guestions that should be rai sed whenever educational prograns are
eval uat ed:

Do all students benefit or only a specific few?

Does the program adapt to instructors with unusual
qual i fications?

Are opportunities for aesthetic experience realized?

Sonme eval uation procedures are insensitive to the uni queness
of the local condition. Sone are insensitive to the quality of
the learning climate provided. Each way of evaluating |eaves
sone things de-enphasi zed.

| prefer to work with eval uation designs that performa
service. | expect the evaluation study to be useful to specific
persons. An Eval uation probably will not be useful if the
eval uat or does not know the interests and | anguage of his
audi ences. During an evaluation study a substantial anount of
time may be spent |earning about the information needs of the

person for whomthe evaluation is being done. The evaluators



shoul d have a good sense of whomhe is working for and their
concerns.

Responsi ve Eval uati on

To be of service and to enphasi ze eval uation issues that are

i mportant for each particular program | recomrend the responsive

eval uation approach. It is an approach that sacrifices sone
preci sion in measurenent, hopefully to increase the useful ness of
the findings to persons in and around the program Many

eval uation plans are nore “preordi nate,” enphasizing (1)
statenent of goals, (2) use of objective tests, (3) standards
hel d by program personnel, and (4) research-type reports.
Responsi ve evaluation is less reliant on formal conmunication,
nore reliant on natural communication.

Responsi ve evaluation is an alternative, an old alternative.
It is evaluation based on what people do naturally to eval uate
things: they observe and react. The approach is not new. But
it has been avoided in planning docunents and institutional
regul ati ons because, | believe, it is subjective, poorly suited
to formal contracts, and a little too likely to raise the nore
enbarrassi ng questions. | think we can overcone the worst
aspects of subjectivity, at least. Subjectivity can be reduced
by replication and operational definition of anbi guous ternms even
while we are relying heavily on the insights of personal
observati on.

An educational evaluation is responsive evaluation (1) if it
orients nore directly to programactivities than to program
intents, (2) if it responds to audi ence requirenents for
information, and (3) if the different val ue perspectives of the
peopl e at hand are referred to in reporting the success and
failure of the program In these three separate ways an

eval uation plan can be responsive.



To do a responsive eval uation, the eval uator of course does
many things. He nmakes a plan of observations and negoti ati ons.
He arranges for various persons to observe the program Wth
their help he prepares for brief narratives, portrayals, product
di spl ays, graphs, etc. He finds out what is of value to his
audi ences. He gat hers expressions of worth from various
i ndi vi dual s whose points of viewdiffer. O course, he checks
the quality of his records. He gets program personnel to react
to the accuracy of his portrayals. He gets authority figures to
react to the inportance of various findings. He gets audience
menbers to react to the rel evance of his findings. He does nuch
of this informally, iterating, and keeping a record of action and
reacti on. He chooses nedia accessible to his audiences to
increase the likelihood and fidelity of communication. He m ght
prepare a final witten report; he m ght not--dependi ng on what
he and his clients have agreed on.

Pur pose and Criteria

Many of you will agree that the book edited by E. F

Li ndqui st, Educational Measurenent, has been the bible for us who
have specialized in educational neasurenment. Published in 1950,
it contained no materials on program eval uation. The second
edition, edited by Bob Thorndi ke (1971), has a chapter on program
eval uation. Unfortunately, the authors of this chapter, Al ex
Astin and Bob Panos, chose to enphasize but one of the nmany
pur poses of evaluation studies. They said that the principal
pur pose of evaluation is to produce information that can guide
deci si ons concerning the adoption of nodification of an
educat i onal program

Peopl e expect evaluation to acconplish many different

pur poses:



to docunent events

to record student change

to detect institutional vitality

to place the blane for trouble

to aid adnministrative deci sion making

to facilitate corrective action

to increase our understandi ng of teaching and | earning

Each of these purposes is related directly or indirectly to
the values of a programand nmay be a legitimate purpose for a
particul ar evaluation study. It is very inportant to realize
t hat each purpose needs separate data; all the purposes cannot be
served with a single collection of data. Only a few questions
can be given prinme attention. W should not |let Astin and Panos
deci de what questions to attend to, or Tyler, or Stake. Each
eval uator, in each situation, has to decide what to attend to.
The eval uator has to decide.

On what basis will he choose the prine questions? WII he
rely on his preconceptions? O on the formal plans and
obj ectives of the progran? O on actual programactivities? O
on the reactions of participants? It is at this choosing than an
eval uator hinself is tested.

Most eval uators can be faulted for over-reliance on
preconcei ved notions of success. | advise the evaluator to give
careful attention to the reasons the eval uati on was conm ssi oned,
then to pay attention to what is happening in the program then
to choose the value questions and criteria. He should not fai
to discover the best and worst of program happenings. He shoul d
not let a list of objectives or an early choice of data-gathering
instrunments draw attention away fromthe things that nost concern
t he peopl e invol ved.

Many of mny fellow evaluators are conmtted to the idea that

good education results in neasurable outcones: student



performance, mastery, ability, attitude. But | believe it is not

al ways best to think of the instrunental value of education as a

basis for evaluating it. The “payoff” may be diffuse, |ong
del ayed; or it may be ever beyond the scrutiny of evaluators. In
art education, for exanple, it is sonetinmes the purpose of the
program staff or parent to provide artistic experiences--and
training-- for the intrinsic value alone. “W do these things
because they are good things to do,” says a ballet teacher. Sone
sci ence professors speak simlarly about the experinental val ue
of reconstructing certain classical experinments. The eval uator
or his observers should note whether or not those | earning
experiences were well arranged. They should find out what
appropriately sel ected people think are the “costs” and
“benefits” of these experiences in the dance studi o or biol ogy
| aboratory. The evaluator should not presunme that only
nmeasur abl e outcones testify to the worth of the program
Sonetinmes it will be inmportant for the evaluator to do his
best to neasure student outcones, other tines not. | believe
that there are few “critical” data in any study, just as there
are few “critical” conponents In any |earning experience. The
| earner is capable of using many pat hways, many tasks, to gain
his neasure of skill and aesthetic “benefit.” The evaluator can
take different pathways to reveal program benefit. Tests and
ot her dat a-gathering should not be seen as essential; neither
shoul d they be automatically ruled out. The choice of these
instrunments in responsive eval uati on should be nade as a result
of observing the programin action and of discovering the
pur poses inportant to the various groups having an interest in
t he program
Responsi ve eval uations require planning and structure; but
they rely little on fornmal statenents and abstract

representations, e.g. flow charts, test scores. Statenents of



obj ectives, hypotheses, test batteries, teaching syllabi are, of
course, given primary attention if they are prinmary conponents of
the instructional program Then they are treated not as the
basis for the evaluation plan but as conponents of the

i nstructional plan. These conponents are to be eval uated just as
ot her conponents are. The proper anmount of structure for
responsi ve eval uati on depends on the program and persons

i nvol ved.

Substantive Structure

| nst ead of objectives or hypotheses as “advanced organi zers”
for an evaluation study, | prefer issues. | think the word
i ssues better reflects a sense of conplexity, imrediacy, and
val uing. After getting acquainted with a program partly by
talking with students, parents, taxpayers, program sponsors and
program staff, the eval uator acknow edges certain issues or
probl enms or potential problens. These issues are a structure for
continuing discussions with clients, staff, and audi ences. These
i ssues are a structure for the data-gathering plan. The
systenmati c observations to be made, the interviews and tests to
be given, if any, should be those that contribute to
under standing or resolving the issues identified.

In evaluating TCITY, Craig G erde and | becane aware of such

i ssue-questions as:

Is the adni ssions policy satisfactory?

Are sonme teachers too “perm ssive”?

Wiy do so few students stay for the afternoon?

I's opportunity for training younger teachers well used?
Is this Institute a “lighthouse” for regular schoo

curricul uminnovati on?



The inmportance of such questions varies during the
eval uation period. |Issues that are identified early as being
important tend to be given too nuch attention in a preordinate
data plan, and issues identified toward the end are likely to be
i gnored. Responsive-evaluation procedures allow the evaluator to
respond to energing issues as well as to preconcei ved issues.

The eval uator usually needs nore structure than a set of
guestions to help himdecide “what data to gather.” To help the
eval uator conceptualizes his “shopping list,” | once wote a
paper entitled “The Countenance of Educational Eval uation”
(Stake, 1967). It contained the matrix, the thirteen information
categories, shown in this presentation on the screen (see Figure
1). You may notice that ny categories are not very different
fromthose called for in the nodels of Dan Stuffl ebeam and Ml
Provus.

For different evaluation purposes there will be different
enphases on one side of the matrix or the other: descriptive
data and judgnental data. And, simlarly, there will be
di fferent enphases on antecedent, transaction, and outcone
information. The “Countenance” article also enphasi zed the use
of multiple and even contradicting sources of information.

It also pointed out the often ignored question about the
mat ch-up between i ntended instruction and observed instruction
and the even nore el usive question about the strength of the
contingency of observed outcones upon observed transactions under
the particular conditions observed. | think these “Countenance”
i deas continue to be good ones for planning the content of the
eval uati on study.

| like to think of all of these data as observations:
intents, standards, judgnments, and statenents of rationale are
observed data too. Maybe it was a m stake to | abel just the

second colum “observations.” Thoreau said: “Could a greater



mracle take place than for us to | ook through each other’s eyes
for an instant.”

Human observers are the best instrunents we have for nany
eval uation issues. Performance data and preference data can be
psychonetrically scal ed when objectively quantified data are
called for. The inportant matter for the evaluator is to get his
information in sufficient anount from nunerous independent and
credi ble sources so that it effectively represents the perceived

status of the program however conpl ex.



INTENTS OBSERVATIONS STANDARDS JUDGMENTS

ANTECEDENTS
RATIONAI f
TRANSACTIONS
OUTCOMES
‘DESCRIPTION MATRIX JUDGMENT MATRIX

Figure 1. A layout of statements and data to be collected by the evaluator of an educational program.



Functi onal Structure

“Which data” is one thing but “how to do the evaluation” is
another. M responsive-evaluation plan allocates a | arge
expenditure of evaluation resources to observing the program
The plan is not divided into phases because observati on and
f eedback continue to be the inportant functions fromthe first
week through the last. | have identified twelve recurring
events. On the screen here (see figure 2) | showthemas if on
the face of a clock. | know sonme of you would remnd ne that a
cl ock nmoves clockwise so | hurry to say that this clock noves
cl ockwi se and counter-cl ockwi se and cross-cl ockwi se. In other
wor ds, any event can follow any event. Furthernore, many events
occur simultaneously; and the evaluator returns to each event
many tines before the eval uation ends.

For exanple, take twelve o0’ clock. The evaluator wll
di scuss many things on nmany occasions with the program staff and
wi th people who are representative of his audiences. He wll
want to check his ideas of program scope, activities, purposes,
and issues against theirs. He will want to show them his
representations (e.g., sketches, displays, portrayals,
phot ographs, tapes) of value questions, activities, curricular
content, and student products. Reactions to these
representations will help himlearn how to communicate in this
setting. He should provide useful information. He should not
pander to desires for only favorable (or only unfavorabl e)

i nformati on nor should he suppose that only the concerns of
eval uators and external authorities are worthy of discussion.
(OF course, these adnonitions are appropriate for responsive

eval uati on and preordi nate eval uation alike.)



Talk
with clients,
program staff,

Assemble audiences Identify
formal reports, program
if any scope
Qverview
Winnow, format program
for audience use activities
Validate Discover
confirm, attempt purposes
to disconfirm concerns
Thematize; Conceptualize
prepare portrayals, jssues,
case studies problems
Observe
designated Identify
antecedents, data needs,
transactions re, isSues
and outcomes Select
observers,
judges,
instruments,
if any

Figure 2.

Prominent events in a responsive evaluation.



Thi s behavi or of the responsive evaluator is very different

fromthe behavior of the preordinate eval uator.

screen now (see bel ow)

Here on the

is ny estimate as to how the two

eval uators would typically spend their tine

I dentifying issues,

Pr eor di nat e

Responsi ve

goal s

Preparing instrunents

bserving the program

Admi ni stering tests,

Learning client

Processi ng formal

etc.
Gat hering judgnents
needs, etc.
dat a
Preparing informal reports
reports

Preparing forna

10% 10%
30% 15%
5% 30%
10% -

- 15%
- 5%
25% 5%
- 10%
20% 10%

| believe the preordinate eval uator conceptualized hinmself as a

sti mul us,

st andardi zed stinuli,

test itemns,

sel dom as a response.

or questionnaire itens.

such as behavi or al

He does his best to generate

obj ective statenents,

The responses that he evokes

are what he collects as the substance of his evaluation report.

The responsive eval uator considers the principal
be those naturally occurring in the program
of students and the subsequent dialogues. At first his jobis to

record these,

addi ti onal

And, with his clients and audi ence he assunes a stil

rol e,

informati on he assunes a nore interventionali st

experience with his reports.

Phi | osopher

reversing S -

Davi d Hawki ns (1973)

Rroles in this way:

| earni ng both of happeni ngs and val ues.

stinmuli

For
r ol

nmore act

stinmulating their thought (we hope) and adding to their

responded to the idea of

to

i ncl udi ng responses

e.

ive



...like the observation that one is reversing the S and R of

it. In an experinent one puts the systemin a prepared

state, and then observes the behavior of it. Preparation is

what psychol ogists call “stinulus,”.. .ln naturalistic

i nvestigation one does not prepare the system but | ooks for

patterns, structures, significant events, as they appear

under conditions not controlled or nodified by the

i nvestigator, who is hinself now a systemof interest. He is

a resonator, a respondent. He nust be in such an initial

state that (a) his responses contain inportant infornmation

about the conplex of stimuli he is responding to, and (b)

t hey nust be maximal |y decodabl e by his intended audi ence.

In the next section of this paper, | will talk about

maxi mal | y decodabl e reports. Let nme conclude these two sections
on structure by saying that the evaluator should not rely only on
his own powers of observation, judgnment, and responding. He
shoul d enlist a platoon of students, teachers, comunity | eaders,
curriculum specialists, etc.--his choice depending on the issues
to be studied and the audi ences to be served. The inportance of
their information, and the reliability of it, will increase the

nunber and vari ety of observers increase.

Portrayal and Holistic Conmmuni cation

Maxi mal | y decodabl e reports require a technol ogy of
reporting that we educational neasurenents people have | acked.
We have tried to be inpersonal, theoretical, generalizable. W
have sought the parsinoni ous explanation. W have not accepted
the responsibility for witing in a way that is nmaxinally
conprehensible to practicing educators and others concerned about
education. According to R F. Rhyne (1972):

There is a great and growi ng need for the kind of powers of

communi cation that hel ps a person gain, vicariously, a



feeling for the natures of fields too extensive and diverse
to be directly experienced.

Prose and its archetype, the mathematical equation, do not
suffice. They offer nore specificity within a sharply
limted region of discourse than is safe, since the clearly
explicit can be so easily mstaken for truth, and the

di fference can be | arge when context is slighted (p. 93-
104) .

We need this power of commrunication, this opportunity for
vi cari ous experience, in our attenpts to sol ve educati onal
pr obl ens.

One of the principal reasons for backing away fromthe
preordi nate approach to evaluation is to i nprove comrunication
wi th audi ences. The conventional style of research-reporting is
a “clearly explicit” way of comrunicating. 1In a typical research
project the report is limted by the project design. A snal
nunber of variables are identified and relationshi ps anong them
are sought. Individuals are observed, found to differ, and
di stributions of scores are displayed. Covariations of various
ki nds are anal yzed and interpreted. Froma report of such
analytic inquiry, it is very hard, often inpossible, for a reader
to know “what the programwas |like.” |If he is supposed to |earn

“what the programwas |like,” the evaluation report should be
different fromthe conventional research report.

As a part of ny advocacy of the responsive approach | have
urged ny fellow evaluators to respond to what | believe are the
natural ways in which people assimlate information and arrive at
understanding. Direct personal experience is an efficient,
conprehensi ve, and satisfying way of creating understandi ng but
is a way not usually available to our evaluation report
audi ences. The best substitute for direct experience probably is

vicarious experience--increasingly better when the eval uator uses




“attendi ng” and “conceptualizing” styles simlar to those that
menbers of the audi ence use. Such styles are not likely to be
those of the specialist in nmeasurenent or the theoretically

m nded social scientist. Vicarious experience often will be
conceptualized in terns of persons, places, and events.

We need a reporting procedure for facilitating vicarious
experience. And it is available. Anong the better evangeli sts,
ant hr opol ogi sts, and dramatists are those who have devel oped the
art of storytelling. W need to portray conplexity. W need to
convey holistic inpression, the nood, even the nystery of the
experience. The programstaff or people in the community nay be
“uncertain.” The audi ences should feel that uncertainty. More
anbiguity rather than | ess nay be needed in our reports.

Oversinplification obfuscates. I|anesco said (Esslin, 1966):

As our know edge becones separated fromlife, our culture no
| onger contains ourselves (or only an insignificant part of
ourselves) for it forns a “social” context into which we are
not integrated.

So the problem beconmes that of bringing our life back into
contact with our culture, making it a living culture once
again. To achieve this, we shall first have to kill “the

”

respect for what is witten down in black and white...” to
break up our | anguage so that it can be put together again
in order to re-establish contact with “the absolute,” or as
I should prefer to say, with “nultiple reality”; it is
i rperative to “push human bei ngs agai n towards seeing
thensel ves as they really are” (P. 298).
Sonme eval uation reports should reveal the “nmultiple reality”
of an educational experience.
The responsive evaluator will often use portrayals. Sone
will be short, featuring perhaps a five-mnute “script,” a | og,

or scrapbook. A longer portrayal nmay require several nedi a:



narratives, maps and graphs, exhibits, taped conversations,

phot ographs, even audi ence role playing. Wich ingredients best
convey the sense of the programto a particul ar audi ence? The
ingredients are determ ned by the structure chosen by the

eval uat or.

Suppose that a junior-high-school art programis to be
eval uated. For portrayal of at |east one issue, “howthe

3

program af fects every student,” the students night be
t hought of as being in two groups: those taking at |east one
fine-arts course and those taking none. (The purpose here is
description, not comparison.)
A random sanpl e of ten students from each group mi ght be
sel ected and twenty small case studi es devel oped. The prose
description of what each does in classes of various kinds
(including involvenent with the arts in school) night be
suppl enmented with such things as (1) excerpts fromtaped
interviews with the youngster, his friends, his teachers,
and his parents; (2) art products (or photographs, news
clippings, etc., of sane) made by himin or out of class;
(3) charts of his use of leisure time; and (4) test scores
of his attitudes toward the arts. A display (for each
student) mght be set up in the gymasi um whi ch could be
exani ned reasonably thoroughly in 10-20 m nutes.
O her materials, including the plan, program and staffing
for the school, could be provided. Careful attention would
be directed toward finding out how the description of these
i ndi vi dual youngsters reveals what the school and ot her
sources of art experience are providing in the way of art
educati on.

It will sonetinmes be the case that reporting on the quality
of education wll require a “two-stage” conmuni cation. Sone
audi ences will not be able to take part in such a vicarious
experience as that arranged in the exanple above. A surrogate
audi ence may be selected. The evaluator will present his



portrayals to them then he will question them about the apparent
activity, acconplishnments, issues, strengths, and shortcom ngs of
the program He will report their reactions, along with a nore
conventional description of the program to the true audi ences.
These twenty displays coul d be exam ned by people specially
invited to review and respond to them The reviewers m ght
be students, teachers, art curriculumspecialists, and
patrons of the arts. They mght also visit regular school
activities, but nost attention would be to the displays.
These reviewers should be asked to answer such questions as
“Based on these case studies, is the school doing its share
of providing good quality art experience for all the young
peopl e?” and “lIs there too nuch enphasis on disciplined
creative performance and not enough on sharing the arts in
ways that suit each student’s own tastes?” Their response
to these portrayals and questions would be a major part of
t he eval uation report.
The portrayal will usually feature descriptions of persons.
The evaluator will find that case studies of several students may
nmore interestingly and faithfully represent the educational
programthan a few neasurenents on all of the students. The
prom se of gain is two-fold: the readers will conprehend the
total program and sone of the inportant conplexity of the
programw || be preserved. The several students usually cannot
be considered a satisfactory representation of the nmany--a
sanpling error is present. The protests about the sanpling error
will be loud; but the size of the error may be small, and it wll
often be a satisfactory price to pay for the inprovenent in
conmuni cati on
There will continue to be many research inquiries needing
soci al survey technol ogy and exact specification of objectives.
The work of John Tukey, Torsten Husen, Ral ph Tyler, Ben Bl oom
and James Pophamwi |l continue to serve as a nodel for such
st udi es.



Oten the best strategy will be to select achi evenent tests,
performance tests, or observation checklists to provide evidence
that prespecified goals were or were not achieved. The
i nvestigator should renenber that such a preordi nate approach
depends of a capability to discern the acconplishnent of those
pur poses, and those capabilities sonetinmes are not at our
command. The preordi nate approach usually is not sensitive to
ongoi ng changes in program purpose, nor to unique ways in which
students benefit fromcontact with teachers and ot her |earners,
or to dissimlar viewpoints that people have as to what is good
and bad.

Eliot Eisner (1969) nicely summari zed these insensitivities
i n AERA Monograph No. 3. He advocated consideration of
expressive objectives-- toward outcones that are idiosyncratic

for each learner and that are conceptualized and eval uated after
the instructional experience; after a product, an awareness, or a
feeling has become manifest, at a time when the teacher and

| earner can reflect upon what has occurred. Eisner inplied that
sonetinmes it would be preferable to evaluate the quality of the
opportunity to learn--the “intrinsic” nerit of the experience

rat her than the nore elusive “payoff,” to use Scriven's terns.
In my owmn witing on evaluation | have been influenced by
Ei sner and Scriven and ot hers who have been dissatisfied with
contenporary testing. W see too |ittle good neasurenent of
conpl ex achi evenents, devel opnent of personal styles and
sensitivities. | have argued that few, if any, specific |earning
steps are truly essential for subsequent success in any life’'s
endeavors; | have argued that students, teachers, and ot her
pur posi vely sel ected observers exercise the nost rel evant
critical judgnments, whether or not their criteria are in any way
explicit. | have argued also that the alleviation of
instructional problenms is nost |likely to be acconplished by the
peopl e nost directly experiencing the problem wth aid and
confort perhaps (but not with specific solutions or replacenent
prograns) fromconsultants or external authorities. | use these



argunents as assunptions for what | call the responsive
eval uati on approach.

Uility and Leqgiti nacy

The task of evaluating an educational program m ght be said
to be inpossible if it were necessary to express verbally its
pur poses or acconplishnents. Fortunately, it is not necessary to
be explicit about aim scope, or probable cause in order to
indicate worth. Explication will usually nmake the eval uation
nore useful; but it also increases the danger of m sstatenent of
aim scope, and probabl e cause.

To | ayman and professional alike, evaluation neans that
sonmeone will report on the programs nerits and shortcom ngs.

The eval uator reports that a programis “coherent,”
“stimulating,” “parochial ,“ and “costly.” These descriptive
terms are al so val ue-judgnment terms. An eval uation has occurred.
The validity of these judgnents nmay be strong or weak; their
utility may be great or little. But the evaluation was not at
all dependent on a careful specification of the program s goals,
activities, or acconplishnents. |In planning and carrying out an
eval uation study, the evaluator nust decide how far to go beyond
t he bare bones ingredients: values and standards. Many tinmes he
will want to exam ne goals. Many tinmes he will want to provide a
portrayal from which audi ences may formtheir own val ue

j udgnent s.

The purposes of the audiences are all-inportant. Wat woul d
they like to be able to do with the evaluation of the progranf
Chances are they do not have any plans for using it. They may
doubt that the evaluation study will be of use to them But
charts and products and narratives and portrayals do not affect
people. Wth these devices, persons becone better aware of the
program develop a feeling for its vital forces, a sense of its
di sappoi ntnents and potential troubles. They nmay be better
prepared to act on issues such as a change of enrollnment or a



real |l ocati on of resources. They nay be better able to protect
t he program

Different styles of evaluation will serve different
purposes. A highly subjective evaluation may be useful but not
be seen as legitimate. Hi ghly specific | anguage, behavi oral
t asks, and performance scores are considered by sone to be nore
legitimate. In American, however, there is seldoma greater
| egitimacy than the endorsenent of |arge nunbers of audi ence-
significant people. The evaluator may need to di scover what
| egitimaci es his audi ences (and their audi ences) honor.
Responsi ve eval uation includes such inquiry.

Responsi ve evaluation will be particularly useful during
formati ve eval uati on when the staff needs help in nonitoring the
program when no one is sure what problens will arise. It wll
be particularly useful in sumative eval uati on when audi ences
want an understanding of a programis activities, its strengths
and shortcom ngs, and when the evaluator feels that is his
responsibility to provide a vicarious experience.

Preordi nate eval uati on should be preferred to responsive
eval uation when it is inportant to know if certain goals have
been reached, if certain prom ses have been kept, and when
predet erm ned hypot heses or issues are to be investigated. Wth
greater focus and opportunity for preparation, preordinate
measur enents made can be expected to be nore objective and
reliable.

It is wong to suppose that either a strict preordinate
desi gn or responsive design can be fixed upon an educati onal
programto evaluate it. As the program noves in unique and
unexpected ways, the evaluation efforts should be adapted to
them drawing fromstability and prior experience where possible,
stretching to new i ssues and chal | enges as needed.
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O course these descriptive tags are a great over sinplification. The approaches
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i ncl ude several approaches. The grid is an over-sinplification. It is intended to

show sonme typical, gross differences between contenporary eval uation activities.



Appendi x B

TCI TY-1971 EVALUATI ON REPCRT: AN ADVOCATE S STATEMENT

No visitor who took a long, hard | ook at TCITY-7] kept his
skepticism A young visitor knows how precious it is to discover, to
be heard, to belong. An older visitor knows the rarity of a classroom
where teachers and students perceive each other as real people. To
the non-visitor it doesn’'t seem possible that a summer school program
can deliver on all these promi ses to over 800 kids, but TCITY-71 did.

Every curriculum specialist fears that by rel axi ng conduct rules
and encouragi ng student independence they nay be saying goodbye to the
hard work and hard thinking that education requires. TCTY-71
teachers and students nade | earning so attractive, so purposive, that
free-rangi ng thought returned again and again to curricular thenes:
awar eness of the human condition, obstacles to comrunicati on,

ecol ogi cal interactions, etc.

TCITY excels because of its staff. |Its students give it
novenent. Its directors give it nurture. |Its teachers give it
nmovenent, nurture, and direction. It would be incorrect to say that

M. Caruson, M. Rose, and the teachers think alike as to the prine
goal s and net hods of education, but collectively, they create a

dynam c, humani stically-bent, academ cally-based curricul um

The quality of teaching this sunmrer was consistently high, from
day to day, fromclass to class. Sone of the teachers chose to be

”

casual, to offer “opportunities,” to share a meani ngful experience.
O hers were nore intense, nore intent upon sharing information and

probl em sol ving nmet hods. Both kinds were there, doing it well.

The quality of the learning al so was high. The students were
tuned in. They were busy. They responded to the noves of their



teachers. They inprovised, they carried ideas and argunents,
i ndi gnations and adnirations, to the volleyball court, to the Commons,
to the shade of canpus el ns and Cannon River oaks. The youngsters

took a long step towards maturity.

True, it was a costly step. Thousands of hours, thousands of
dollars, and at |east a few hundred aggravations. But fit to a scale
of public school budgets--and budgets for parks, interstate highways,
and weapons of war--TCITY-7] rates as a BEST BUY. 800 kids, give or
take a few, took honme a new talent, a new line of thinking, a new
awar eness--a good purchase.

It cannot be denied that other youngsters in M nneapolis and St.
Paul deserve an experience like this. They should have it. Sone say,
“I1CIlY is bad because it caters to the elite.” But a greater w sdom
says, “Any effort fixated on giving an equal share of good things to
all groups is destined to share nothing of value.” For |ess
advant aged youth, a nore equitable share of educational opportunities
shoul d be guaranteed. But even in times of econom c recession,

opportunities for the talented should be protected.

TCI TY-71 has succeeded. It is even a best buy. It satisfies a
social obligation to specially educate sone of those who will lead-it,
the arts, in business, in government, in life. The teachers of TCI TY-
71 have bl ended a sunmmer of caring, caprice, openness, and

intellectual struggle to give potential |eaders a sumer of chall enge.

(Prepared by R Stake, not to indicate his opinion of the
Institute, but as a summary of the npbst positive clains that might

reasonably be made.)



TCI TY-197]1 EVALUATI ON REPORT: AN ADVERSARY' S STATEMENT

TCITY is not a scandal um magnat um But it is both less than it

pretends to be and nore than it wi shes to be. There is enough

evi dence at |east to question certain facets of the Institute--if not
to return a true bill against it. Costly, enlarging, innovative,
exenplary: these Institute attributes are worthy of critical

exam nati on.

How costly is this Institute? Dollar costs are sufficient to
gi ve each group of six students $1,000 to design and conduct their won
sumer experience. Over 100 Upward Bound students could be readied
for their college careers at Macal ester. About twenty-five expert
curriculum specialists could be supported for half a year to design
and devel op new curricula for the high school

VWhat is the cost of renpving 800 talented | eaders fromthe |ocal
youth culture? Wat is the cost of wi dening the experience gap
between Institute students and their parents?.. .and their teachers in
“regul ar” high school?.. .and their non-Institute friends? Not enough
here to charge neo-Facist elitism Enough to warrant discussion

The Institute abounds with sel f-nanmed i nnovators and i nnovati ons,
with alternatives to the business-as-usual education of high
schoolers. Note that the Institute is not pronpoted as an exenpl ary
alternative to schooling. It seeks to pronote the devel opnent of
alternative forms of education for schools. And it is failing to do
even that job. What is TCITY doing to denonstrate that TCITY styl e of
life could be lived in schools as we know then? Where in the regular
school is the staff so crucial to the life of the Institute?... the
nmoney?. . .the adninistrative | eadership? Were are the opportunities
for the teachers, principals, superintendents to cone and |ive that
life that they might cone to share in the vision?.. .and where are the
parents? TCITY should be getting poor grades on affecting the regular
school program



There are other dinensions of TCITY that puzzle the non-believer:

***  How |l ong can in-class “rapping” continue and still qualify
as educative self-exploration? Are there quality contro
procedures in effect during the sumrer program For
exanpl e:  when one-third to one—half of a class is absent
froma schedul ed neeting, should not that be seen as an

educational crisis by the instructor?

***  \What does TCITY do to help students realize that the
Institute standards are necessarily high; that the regul ar
school s norns and expectations do not count; that a
heretofore “best” becones just a “so-s0”? There are

unnecessarily disheartened students in TCITY.

*** |s it unreasonable to expect that nore than two of twenty-
two teachers or associate teachers woul d have some cl ear
idea or plan for utilizing TCITY approaches or curricula in
their regular classroons next fall?

***  Few students--or faculty--understand the sel ection
procedures enployed to staff the teaching cadre and to fill
the student corps. Wy should it be a nystery?

The worst has been saved for last. This reports concludes with

an assertion: the absence of crucial dinmension in the instructional

life of TCITY, that of constructive self-criticism is a near fatal
flaw. The observation and interview notes taken by the adversary
eval uat or over four days contain but five instances of students
engaging in, or faculty hel ping students to becone skillful in, or
desirous of, the cultivation of self-criticism The instances of
nm ssed opportunities were excessive in nmy judgnment. Wrse: when
queried by the witer, faculty and students alike showed little
ent husi asm for such fare. 1Is it too nuch to expect fromlnstitute

partici pants after but four weeks? Seven may be insufficient. The



staff post nortem “d eanings,” are a start--but it seens odd to start

at the end.

The paucity of occurrence is | ess daming than the absense of
mani f est, wi despread intent. Certain classes accounted for all the
i nstances observed. They did not appear to be accidental. The intent
was there. An Institute for talented high school youth cannot

justifiably fail to feature individual and group self-criticism

(Prepared by T. Denny, not to indicate his opinion of TCI TY-1971
but as a sunmary of the npbst danmagi ng charges that nmight reasonably be

made. )



