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1NTRODUCTICN

Chairman Beatty, and ladies and gentlemen: it is a pleasure to be

here; and I appreciata the opportunity to test some of my ideas about

educational evaivatior before this distinguished group.

For the past No and one-half years I have been heavily engaged in

evaluation activities with personnel from local schools, state education

departments, and the United States Office of Education. Those activities,

for the most part, have involved efforts to evaluate projects funded under

Title 1 and Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of

1965. This parr is based on those experiences and is an attempt to sum-

marize some of my ideas about the kinds of evaluation which are needed in

current programs of educational change.

The paper is divided into two parts. Part 1 is concerned mainly with

determining the present state of the art in educational evaluation, In

this part, I have attempted to describe current requirements for education-

al evaluation, to illustrate that educators have this far been ineffectual

in their attempts to meet these requirements, and to point out some possi-

ble reasons for poor evaluations In education. in Part 2 of the paper, I

have attempted to conceptualize some alternative approaches to educational

evaluation. This second part of the paper includes attempts to define

evaluation in general terms, to sketch four evaluation strategies which 1

Oink have particular relevance to educational change activities, and to

explicate the structure of evaluation design.

Before proceeding to present the body of the paper, I want to empha-

size that my formulations are largely untested and are therefore highly

4
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tentative. I sincerely hope that you find these rough ideas worthy of

your examination. If you find any of them to be viable, I hope that you

will help me, both during and after this working conference, to refine

and extend them. Without further Introduction, let me proceed with the

presentation of Part I.

5
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Part f: The State of the Art In Educationfl Evaluation

The Setting

Education is becoming increasingly valued as a wean; to meat

the social and economic as well as the intellectual nerds of

society. To fulfill This expanding role, educators are being

asked to deal with many critical societal problems. Tht.se in-

clude Inequality of opportunities among racial groups, de facto

segregation, riots in our cities, disillusionment of youth, and

school dropouts. Clearly, the rising trend of these problems must.

be curbed and pushed back for the welfare of our civilization.

Education is thus being given a most urgent and difficult charge,

and to meet this charge educators must mount many new and inno-

vative efforts.

To help educators meet their new responsibilities, society is

annually providing billions of dollars through federal, state a

foundation programs to education agencies at all levels, Examples

of increased support to education Include the Elementary and Second-

ary Education Act of 1965, the Headstart 11.-ogram, the Education

rrofesslons Act, and the Experienced Teat:her Fellowship Program.

Many industries are also developing education components, and soon

we will probably see many new education-Industry comblr.es and con-

sortia. Clearly, in addition to new responsibilities education also

has unprecedented opportunities co improve and experd its programs.
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These opportunities, however, have also carried requirements

that educators evaluatc their new plans and programs. These require-

ments are especially evident in new federal assistance programs, e.g.,

Title I and Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

Here, he law explicitly statss that fuid recipients will make at

least annual evaluation reports. As a consequence, many educators

at all levels for the first time are having to cope with require-

ments for formal evaluation.

Such requirements for evaluation seem reasonable; and, in my

judgment, they are long overdue. Funding agencies and the public

have the right to know whether their huge expenditures for educa-

tion are producing the desired effects. Even more important than

this, educators themselves need evaluative information to provide

rational bases for their decisions among alternative plans and

procedures. However, to justify requirements for evaluation is not

to operationalize them. Educators must repond to the requirements,

and they must do so effectively.

The Need for Better Educational Evaluations

Without question, educators are responding to requirements for

evaluation. The multitude of evaluation reports now available from

local schools, state education departments, regional educational

laboratories, etc. demonstrates that educators are expending signif-

icant amounts of time, effort, and money to evaluate their programs.

However, the increased activity alone has not met the need for

7
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effective evaluations. While educators have been busy doing evaluations,

the fruits of their efforts have not provided the information needed to

support decision-making related to the programs being evaluated.

Many of the completed evaluation reports contain only impression-

istic Informatiln. Though such information may be pertinent to the

concerns of decision-makers, it usually lacks the level of credibility

required by decision- makers to defend their decisions, and seldom can

such information be of material use In making Important decisions. A

case in point is the first annual report for Title I of The Elementary

and Secondary Education Act) This report was highly important since

it encompassed the thousands of Title I projects throughout the nation.

However, it fell far short of being a useful document, for it was al-

most devoid of hard data. On tha other hand, it die contain many anec-

dotal accounts wherein persons who were responsible for conducting

Title I activities stated that they felt that their program was being

successful; and many of them speculated as to the reasons for the al-

leged successes, Though these anecdotes may have touched key issues

related to the improvement of the billion dollar per yeas Title I

program, decision-makers In the Congress, the Office of Education,

state education departments, and local school districts could hardly

base important decisions on a few "possibly accurate" pl,Ices of testi-

mony.

1

Pvblic Law 89-10: The Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1985, Title I.
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The situation Is not much different in Title III of the Elementary

and econdary Education Act. Title Ill staff members in the U. S.

Office of Education have continuously rPnked the quality of Title

III projects cn a five point scale for each of fifteen criteria.

The criterion relating to evaluation has consistently been ranked

near the "poor" end of the scale and lower than thirteen of the other

criteria--the exception Lein the critecion related to dissemination.

Guba has also suggested that evaluation plans in Title !II projects

are weak.3 Based on his analysis of thirty-two Title III projects,

Guba concluded that "It is very dubious whether the results of these

evaluations will be of much use to anyone. They are likely to fit

well, however, into the conventional school man's stereotype of what

evaluation is something required from cn high that taked tine and

pain to produce but which has very little significance for action."
4

Unlike the Title I and Title iii evaluations referenced above,

some evaluations provide for hard data. For example, the evaluation

report for New York City's Higher Horizons Program5 used rigorous

2These criteria are listed on pp. 70-71 of the current Title III
guidelines. (A Manual for Project Applicants and Grcntees, Washington,
D. C.: U. S. Office of Education, 1967.)

3Egon G. Guba. Evaluation and the Process of Change, Notes and
Working Papers Concerning the Administration of Programs authorized
under Title III of Public Law 89-10, The Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 as amended by Public Law 89-750, April 1967,
p. 312.

4
ibid

5Weyre J. WrIghtstone, et al. Evaluation of the Higher Horizons
Program for Underprivileged Children, Cooperative Research Project
No. 1124, Bureau of Educational Research, Board of Education of the
City of New York.

9
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research procedures to compare the performance of an experimental group

receiving the Higher Horizons Program wire, the performance of a control

group which was matched to the experimental group on several counts. The

basic conclusions contained in this nearly 300 page report were typical

of findings for rigorous educational evaluations: "there were no signi-

ficant differences." In sharp contrast, however, the report also noted

that the teachers and principals who had been involved in the program

said that it was mking differences 30 significant that the program simply

could not be abandoned.

Though the Title 1, Title III and Higher Horizons evaluations differed

as to rigor, they were alike in one respect. None of them provided much

help to the decision-maker for improving the programs being evaluated.

While I have cited only three examples of the deficiencies in current

evaluations, I think they are sufficiently weighty ones to illustrate my

point. In too many cases, evaluation reports provide little or no help

to decision - makers, and decision-making in and about education must remain

an arty endeavor.

Prlblems in Educational Evaluation

What is tiv.t explanation for this situation? Why is it that educators

are failing to provide evaluations which are at the same time useful and

scientifically respectable? Why is it that evaluations which adhear to

classical research methods provide information which is of only limited

help in making decisions about programs, and why do the typical "no signi-

ficant difference" findings in so many Gf these evaluations contravene the

experiences of those who are intimately Involved in the programs?

One cannot inswer these questions simply on the grounds that evalua-
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tlon practice lags too far uehind evaluation theory, or that three is a

lack of effort on the part of educators to evaluate their programs.

Further, It is not enough to note that evaluation testimony given by wit-

nesses is not credible, or that typical findings of no significant dif-

ferences are correct because nothing in education ever makes a difference.

Rather, I think the lack of adequate evaluation information persists be-

cause of several fundamental problems which must be solved before educa-

tors can Improve the evaluations. These include a lack of trained

evaluators, a lack of appropriate evaluation instruments and procedures,

and a lack of adequate evaluation theory. In my judgment, the most basic

of these problems is a lack of adequate theory or conceptualizations per-

taining to the nature of evaluations which are needed to accommodate

educational programs,

Clearly, the conceptual bases for evaluations are of fundamental Im-

portance. If these concPptIons are faulty, then the evaluations which are

based on them must also be faulty. Thus, It would seem highly lmport6nt to

Identify and examine the efficacy of conceptualizations which underlie

current needs for evaluation as well as educators' attempts to net these

needs. It will be useful to divide these conceptualizations into three

classes and to consider ecch one separately. The three classes are

1. Conceptions of the nature of the educational programs for which

evaluations are needed;

2. Conceptions of the nature of evaluation, in general, and as

related to specific classes of educational programs; and

3. Conce:Alons of the structure of evaluation designs needed to

conduct educational evaluations.

11
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Problems in Defining Requirements for Educational Evaluations

First, let us examine problems involved in providing an adequate

focus for educational evaluation studies. Obviously, to evaluate, one

mv3t know what is to be evaluated. Gaining knowledge of what is to be

evaluated, however, is currently a difficult task at best. Current needs

for educational evaluation have arisen due to programs and activities

which are new to the field of education. Such activities involved respon-

sibilities newly assigned to educators, new kinds of relationships among

different kinds and levels of agencies, and a need for cooperative decision-

making about education among a variety of education and non-education agen-

cies. It should come as no shock if the evaluation theory which has tradi-

tionally been viewed as appropriate for education is found no longer to be

adequate to meet the information requirements in new educational programs.

Clearly, many of the new programs in education are dramatically different

from those cf the past; and our evaluations should probably be geared to

answer questions which are much differert from those they have answered In

the past.

What we need, I think, are conceptualizations to account for decision

processes and information requirements In new edUcctional programs. Pro-

grams to improve education depend heavily upon a varlet' of 6..7.1sions, and

a variety of information is needed to make and support those decisions.

Evaluators charged witn providing this information must 11,vs equate know-

ledge about the relevant decision processes and associated ' re-

quirements before they can design adequate evaluations. They .. - have

knowledge about the locus, focus, timing, and criticality of decisions to

be served. At present no adequate knowledge of decision processes and

12
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associated information requirements relative to educational programs

exists. Nor is th?re any -,n going program to provid3 this knowledge. In

short, there 're no adequate conceptualizations of decisions and associa-

ted information requirements or programs to prodrce them.

Problems in Defining Educational Evaluation

Next, let us attend to problems pertaining to the meaning of educa-

tional evaluation. Usually educators have defined evaluation as the

science of determining the e-.tent to which objectives have been achieved.

The: first step in operationalizing this definition is to 4tate program

objectives in behavioral terms. Then one must define and operationailze

criteria fe.. use in relating outcomes to the objectives. Operationalizing

such criteria includes the specification of instruments for measuring out -

.:ones and standards for use in assigning values to the measured outcomes.

Standards may be either In absolute or relative terms. An absolute stan-

dard might be that students on thn average should achieve at least sone

specified score on a selected achievement test. A relative standard night

be that the group of students receiving a aew program should achieve scores

on a selected achievement test which on the average are higher than scores

achieved by an equivalent group of students which received some alternative

program. Regardless of the type of evaluative standard used, the date, from

such studies are analyzed after a ccmplete cycle of the: program to deter-

mine the extent to which the objectives were achieved.

Evaluations based upon the above definition of evaluation yield date

about gross total program e..ects and then only in retrcsrect. Such data

are useful for making judgments about a project after it has run full

13
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cycle, but they certainly are not adequate to assist educators in the ini-

tial planning and In the actual carrying through of programs. At best,

therefore, such evaluations provide an insufficient solution to the evalua-

tion problems of educators who must plan and execute innovative programs.

The inadequacy of extant conceptions of evaluation is illustrated by

the following excerpt from testimony pertaining to Title I evaluations

given before a Congressicnal committee by a citizens'group In New York City:

We ask for amendments to render the required evr.luations of Title
I projects meaningful. The Act states that evaluations must be
made, not that they be utilized in future planning. In New York
City this year, projects were recycled before last year's evalua-
tions were submitted. To be made more useful, evaluations should
have built into them alternatives and the recommendations of the
evaluator. What is now an expensive exercise should be made a
function to provide service to local school boards having the re-
sponsibility for making policy based on experience. American bus-
iness would not survive if its consultants did not supply manage
ment with alternatives after reviewing the efficacy of programs.

Here, the major concern seems to be that reports yielded by current evalu-

ation programs are neither sufficiently specific nor timely to influence

educational programs. Obviously, evaluations which do not at least meet

these No criteria are of little use.

Problems in Designing Educational Evaluations

Finally, let us consider problems relating to the methodology -f

Evaluation. If current conceptions of ,,valuation are not adequate for

evaluating current eoucational activities, neither can extant designs be

adequate. For, existing neans for evaluation have been developed to serve

6
Citizens' Committee for Children of New York, Inc. Newsletter,

Statement of Mrs. Nathan W. Levin, Chairman of the Educational Services
Section before the Sub-Committee on the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of the Education and labor Committee of the House of Representatives,
March 18, 1967.

1 b.
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the ends of evaluation as they have been conceived traditionally.

The Inadequacy of extant evaluation methodology is revealed when one

examines the designs educators use to evaluate their programs. If they

use a design at all, it typically is an experimental design. The funda-

mental concern of experimental design is that data which are produced be

internally valid, I.e., unequivocal. Several conditions are necessary to

meet this criterion. The units to be measured should be randomly assigned

to treatment and control conditions. For example, a set of students might

be partitioned randomly into two groups--one to receive a new program, the

other to receive the school's present offering in the area to be served by

the new program. Next, the treatment and contrci conditions must be ap-

plied and held constant throughout the period of the experiment, i.e., they

must conform to the initial definitions of these conditions. the new or

traditional progrEm conditions could not be modified in process, sine:, in

that event one could not tell whet was being evaluated. Also, all students

in the experiment must receive the same amount of the treatment to which

tiny are assigned; and care must be taken so that students receiving one

treatment are not contaminated by the other treatment. if contamination

occurred, one could not tell what had caused what after the project was

completed. Therefore, until an experiment is completed, one must resist

the temptation to apply the successful activities of one condition to stu-

dents receiving a different condition, even it the activities in the latter

condition are obviously falling. Finally, en instrument which is valid

and reliable for the specified criterion variable must be administered

after a cAri.ain period of time -- usually a complete program cycle--to sub-

jects from both parts of the experiment. Then, if all of the above condi-

1 5
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tions were met, one could use predetermined statistical procedures and de-

cision rules to determine unewilvocally that there were--or were not sig-

nificant differences between the experimental and control groups on the

outcome variable of interest.

On the surface, the application of experimental design to evaluation

problems seems reasonable, since traditionally both experimental research

and evaluation have been used to test hypotheses about the effects of treat-

mrnts. However, there are four distinct problems with this reasoning.

First, the application of experimental design to evaluation problems

conflicts with the principle that evaluation should facilitate the contin-

ual improvement of a program. Experimental design prevents rather than

promotes changes in the treatment because treatments cannot be altered in

process if the data about differences between treatments are to be unequi-

vocal. Thus, the treatment rust accommodate the evaluation design rather

than vice versa; and the experimental design type of evaluation prevents

rather than prorates changes in the treatment. It is probably unrealistic

to expect directors of Innovative projuts to accept conditions necessary

for applying experimental design. Obviously, they can't constrain their

treatment to its original definition just to ensure Internally valid end-

of-year evaluative data. Rather, project directors must use whatever evi-

dence they can obtain to continually refine and sometimes radically change

both the design and its implementation. It is thus contended here that

conceptions of evaluation are needed which would result in evaluation pro-

grams which would stimulate rather than stifle dynamic development of pro-

grams.

16
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A second flaw In the experimentai design type of evaluation Is that it

Is useful for making decisions after a project has run full c cle but al-

most useless as a device for making decisions during the planning and im-

plementation of a project. It provides data after the fact about the rela-

tive effectiveness of two or more treatments. Such data, however, are

neither sufficiently specific and comprehensive nor are they provided at

appropriate times to assist the decision-maker to determine what a project

should accomplish, how it should be designed, or whether the project a:ti-

vities should be modified In process. At best, experimental design evalua-

tion reflects post hoc on whether a project did whatever It was supposed to

do. At that time, however, it is too late to make decisions about plans

and procedures which have already largely determined the success or failure

of the project.

Guba7 has pointed out a third problem with the experimental design

type of evaluation. It is well suited to the antiseptic conditions of the

laboratory but rot the septic conditions of the classroom. The potential

confouflding variables must either be controlled or eliminates' tl ough ran-

domization if the study results are to have internal validity. However, In

the typicll educational setting this Is nearly impossible to achieve. For

example, consider the following quotation from an evaluation report comm

pleted by Julian Stanley:

Egon G. Cuba. "Methodological Strategies for Educational Change,"
Paper presented to the Conference on Strategies for Educational Change,
Washington, D. C., November 8-10, 1965.

17
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Even if the program does have considerable cumulative influ-
ence on a person's career, this may be slow in appearing and
so interactive with other influences that. It cannot be dis-
cerned clearly by the person himself or by others.

Nevertheless, we rust use whatever evidence that can be
adduced to determine whether or not such programs are worth
repeating and, if so, how they should be modified in order to
be more effective. Ideally, in the experimental design sense,
we should conduct the program as a controlled experiment, with
a well-matched control group that does not attend the insti-
tute, and follow up both groups for quite a few years in order
to determine how they diverge. If recruiting begins early
enough and the applicant group is able enough to provide both
groups at a sufficiently high level, this might be done, though
the nreact!vity" of the disheartencd rejectees, the self-ful-
filling prophecy of the rejectees, and the inability to con-
trol the summer activities of the rejectees might undesirably
affect Cie outcome of the experiment. Merely having on one's
record the fact of attending a certain prestigious program,
like displaying one's Phi Beta Kappa key, might be a power-
ful aid...Our chief way of evaluating the success of the
program is via regorts from staff and participants, particu-
larly the latter.°

In the above quotation, Professor Stanley has pointed to many of the rea-

sons why exnerlmental design does not seem well suited to evaluation prob-

lems in education. In many innovative programs there clearly 2:3 a multi-

tude of confounding factors which simply cannot effectively be contrclled.

The existence of potentially confounding factors such as those named

by Stanley gives rise to a fourth kind of pro6lem inherent in the experi-

mental design type of evaluation. While irternal validity may be gained

through the control of extraneous variables, such an achievement is accom-

plished at the expense of external validity. If the extraneous variables

are tightly controlled, one can have much confidence in the findings per-

taining to how an Innovation operates in a controlled environment. However,

8
Julian Stanley. Benefits of Research Design; A Pilot Study, Final

Report, Project No. X-005, Grant 0E5-10-272, U. S. Department of Health,
'Education and .elfare, Office of Education, Bureau of Research, August
1966.

1 8
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such findinos may not at all be generalizable to the real world where the

so-called extraneous variables operate freely. Clearly, it is important to

know how educational Innovations operate under real world conditions.

Thus far, in this paper, I have attempted to depict the state of the

art in educational evaluation. To begin with, 1 pointed out that educators

are being faced with many new and different requirements for evaluation.

Then I attempted to establish that educators' attempts to meet these re-

quirements this far have been ineffectual. Finally, I suggested that there

are three types of conceptual problems which prevent educators from pro-

viding effective evaluations. These are:

1. a lack of understanding of decision processes and information

requirements In current programs of educational change;

2. the lack of z, definition of educational evaluation which is

pertinent to emergent requirements for educational evaluation;

and

3. a lack of appropriate evaluation designs.

In the remainder of this paper. I shall attempt 3 response to these prob-

lems by suggesting some alternative conceptions regarding the nature of

educational evaluation.

19
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Part II: The Nature of Evaluation

In Part i, I attempted to define some of the current needs and

problems in educational evaluation. Since this is a working con-

ference, I should probably stop here s:, that you could examine my

statement of the problem and modify or replace it. After we had

achieved agreement as to what the real problems are, we could then

procePd to develop relevant solutions. However, I have been asked

by the orgaaizers of this conferc:ce to expose some of my ideas

regarding solutions for current evaluation problems as I see them.

As I stated in Part 1, I think the basic problem in educational eval-

uation is a lack of adequate conceptualizations regarding a rationale

for and the meaning of evaluation in the context of emergent programs

of educational change. Thus, in the remainder of this paper, I shall

propose some alternative conceptions regarding the nature of educa-

tional evaluation. I am acutely aware, however, of the tentative and

untested nature of my formulations. I present these ideas to you

in a heuristic spirit in the hope that you will help me examire and

refine them.

This part of the paper is divided into four major sections. The

first section is an attempt to define evaluation In general. Then,

in Section 2, an attempt is made to analyze emergent programs of educa-

tional change and to identify the types of decisions for which eval-

uations are needed in these programs. Section 3 contains outlines

of four strategies for evaluating educational programs, and the

paper is concluded in Section 4 with an attempt to outline the structure

20
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of evaluation design. To begin, I want to suggest a general rationale

for the use of evaluation.

The General Nature of Evaluation

A Rationale

If decision-makers are to make maximum, legitimate use of their

opportunities, they must make sound decisions regarding the alternatives

available to them. To do this, they must know what alternatives are

available and be capable of making sound judgments about the relative

flr.rits of the alternatives. This requires relevant information.

Decision-makers should, therefore, maintain access to effective means

for providing this information. Otherwise, their decisions are likely

to be functions of many undesirable elements. Under the best of circum-

stances, judgmental processes are subject to human bias, prejudice and

vested interests. Also, there is frequently a tendency to over-depend

upon personal experiences, heresay evidence, and authoritative opinion;

and surely, all too many decisions are due to ignorance that viable

alternatives exist. Clearly, the quality of programs depends upon the

quality of decisions in and about the programs; the quality of decisions

depends upon decision-makers' abilities to identify the alternatives which

comprise decision situations and to make sound judgments of those alter-

natives; making sound judgments requires timely access to valid and

reliable Information pertaining to the alternatives; and the availability

of such information requires systematic means to provide it. The pro-

cesses necessary for providing this information for decision-making
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collectively comprise the concept of evaluation. Given this rationale,

I will now attempt to define what I mean by evaluation,

Evaluation Defined

Generally, evaluation means the provision of information through

formal means, such as criteria, measurcrrent, and statistics to supply

rational bases for making judgments which are inherent in decision

situations. To clarify this definition, it will be useful to define

several key terms. A decision is a choice amoag alternatives. A

decision situation is a set of alternatives. Judgment is the assign-

ment of values to alternatives. A criterion is a rule by which values

are assigned to alternatives, and optimally such a rule includes the

specification of variables for measurement and standards for use in

judging that which is measured. Statistics is the science of analyzing

and interpreting sets of measurements, And, measurement is the assign-

ment of numerals to entities accordin) to rules, ar4 such rules usually

Include the specification of sample elements, reasvring deg. .s and

conditions for administering and scorimg the measuring devices. Stated

simply, evaluation is the science of providing information for d6cision-

making.

The methodology of evaluation includes four functions: collection,

organization, analysis, and reporting of information. Criteria for

assessing the adequacy of evaluations Include validity (is the informa-

tion what the decision -maker needs?), reliability (is the information

reproducib10), timeliness (is the ',formation available when the

decision - maker needs it ?), pervasiveness (does the information

2
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reach all decision-makers who reed it?), and credibility (is the

information trusted by the decision-maker and those he must serve?).

Evaluation in FkOds Other Than Education

The concept of evaluation as defined above is general, since

the assigning of values to alternatives is common to all forms of

human thought and activity, and since men have always sought to es-

tablish rational defensible bases for their judgments. However,

there are many kinds of evaluation which meet the conditions of the

above definition, but which nevertheless ma,, be distinguished one

from the other. For example, market research, cost benefit analysis,

experimental design, objective testing, operational analysis,

operations analysis, operations research, Program Evaluation and

Review Technique, Program Planning and Budgeting System, quality

control, and systems analysis all fit the general definition of

evaluation given above. Each of these modes of inquiry is the

eppiication of systematic mans to aid In the assignment of values

to the alternatives in decision situations. These different kinds

of evaluation may be differentiated by the decision situations they

serve, the settings within which the decisions are made, the kinds

of tools and techniques used, the level of precision in the informa-

tion collection and analytical modes, find the methodological skills

of those who conduct the evaluations and those who are served by

the evaluations. These substantive and methodological differences

probbbly explain why different: names have been given to tfiese

different forms of evaluation. For example, consider the following

23
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statement by Quade: "Evaluations undertaken to enable decision-

makers to choos,f among systems, to discover whether a given system

would accomplish its objectives, or to set up a framework within

which tests of a system could be prepared came naturally to be called

'systems analysis.' "9 While Quade acknowledged that systems enalysis

is a form of evaluation, he also noted that the name systems analsis

was derived from the nature of this form of evaluation.

Historical review of the more highly developed forms eval-

uation listed above reveals that each was developed for relatively

specific applications. Program Evaluation and Review Technique

was developed to aid the military in making decisions in the develop-

ment of complex weapon systems. Systems analysis was developed to

aid the military in making decisions in the development and imple-

mentation of military operations. Experimental design was especially

useful for making judgments about the relative merits of agricul,-

cure, droducts. And, initially, objective testing was utilized

largely as an aid to the military in selecting men for military

service. Clearly, the development of each of these forms of eval-

uation was precipitated by critical decision-making needs; aid these

forms of evaivation were thus based upon the types of decisions to be

served and the settings within which they were to he made. Ne,f

9Edward S. Quade, Editor. Analysis for Military Decisions
Rend McNally and Company, Chicago, 1967, p. 4.
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approaches to evaluation were developed because extant approaches did

not fit the decision-making requirements as precisely as needed, and

because the decisions to be made could have serious consequences if

wrong choices were made. Military decisions could effect the outcome

of wars; thus, operations research, systems analysis, etc. were developed.

Business decisions could result in profit, loss, or bankruptcy for

thousands of stockholders; thus, cost-benefit analysis and market

research were developed.

Evaluation In Education

In the past, decisions about education have had effects less

tangible than those in business, agriculture and the military. Thus,

there have not been pressures in education equivalent to those in

other fields to ttotivate the development of highly specialized forms

of evaluation to serve well defined classes of educational decisions.

Indeed, most educators would be hard pressed to identify and define

the critical decision situations in education which merit specialized

means for evaluation. It cannot be said, however, that education has

been devoid of evalu.-,tion practices. Standardized testing has been

developed to a high art to aid in college untrance decisions, the

passing or failing of students, the assignment of diplomas and degrees,

and the placement of students in educational programs.. The Buros

Mental Measurement Yearbooksrnhave been developed to aid educators in

the scicction and use of tests. And, recently, Project EPIE (Educe-

Nscar K. Buros. The Buros Mental Measurement Yearbooks,
Highland Park, New Jersey: The Gryphon Press, 1949.
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tional Products Information Exchange)" has been deeloped to assist

educators In selecting from among alternative products which are re-

lated to education. Generally, however, educators have failed to

develop specialized means to aid their decisions about programs.

A prevalent position in education has been to avoid "reinventing

the wheel," but inst.2ad to look to other fields where problems similar

to those in education have been faced and solved. This reasoning has

led educators to adopt such evaluation modes as experimental design.

Here a technique, previously utilized to assist farmers to select from

among alternative kinds of fertilizer and seed, is being used to

assist educators to select from among alternative educational inno-

vations. The analogy between educational innovations and fertilizer

is hopefully remote. More recent forms of such borrowings are tbose

of Program Evaluation and Review Technique, systems analysis, and

the Program Planning and Budgeting System. At this point I would

like to rote that selective borrowing from other t.elds can save

educators a great deal of time and effort. However, I also want to

caution that wholesale, non-selective borrowing of techniques from

other fields can result in the misapplication of techniques which

never vere intended for and do not fit educational situations. I

think that educators' use of experimental design to evaluate inno-

vative programs is an example of what can happen in the latter case.

The use of experimental design In such applications has cost educators

11
The EPIE Forum, A Monthly Publication of the Educational Pro-

duLts information Exchange Institute Created by and for Professionals
in Education, New York: Educational Products Information Exchange
Institute.
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much time and effort without yielding much assistance for decision-

making.

As stated earlier in the paper, I think educators need some

new basic conceptualizations to enable development of evaluation

theory and methodology which has specific relevance to educationa

problems. in the previous section I have suggested a general rationales

and definition for evaluation. Now I will attempt to derive a

rationale and definition for evaluations in education.

A Rationale for Educational Evaluation

The Title I and Title III programs of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act of 1965 provide a comprehensive, timely con-

text for dertv!ng a rationale for educational evaluation. Virtually,

ever, school district in the nation is involved with one or both of

these programs. The purposes of these programs respectively are to

increase the educational attainment, experiences, and opportunities

of disadvantaged children; and to increase the amount and quality of

innovation in local education agencies. Both programs are national

in scope, design, and broad control. They are coordinated and speci-

fically controlled at the state level and are implemented in local

school districts. Together, they provide more than ore b'llion

dollars annually to local education agencies.

Figure 1 contains a conceptualization of the process and de-

cision functions of evaluation as they may exist in federal assis-

tance programs such as the Title I and Title III programs. A set

27
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of feedback control loops illustrate the relationships among local,

state, and national evaluations of activities of federal assistance

programs. In Figure I, the loop at the right shows local school

activities; the center loop, state activities; and the left loop,

federal activities. Each loop contains a set of blocks, varied in

shape, which represent the major evaluation functions.

Block I portrays the local school district's program. This is

the local context from which needs for educational change emerge and

within which the changes to meet these needs must ultimately occur.

It includes the inputs of the system, e.g., the learners, curriculum,

staff, organization, policies, finances, physical facilities, and

school-community relations, and the oLtts of the system, i.e., the

cognitive, psychological, physical, and social functioning of its

students and alumni.

To the right of Block I, Information collection is depicted

by the first segment of curved line. This is a systematic collection

at the local level of all information needed for later decisions

at local, state, end federal levels.

Block 2 depicts the organization of information. Here, inform-

ation would be coded according to predetermined categories, pro-

cessed, e.g., keypunched, filed regularly, and retrieved as needed.

At Block 3, information organized at Block 2 would be

analyzrA according to decision-making requirements at local, state

and national levels and reported to local and state decision-makers.

29
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Block 4 denotes program decisions made at the local level. Local

school decision-makers to be served by the evaluation include the

Board of Education, the school administration, project supervisors,

teachers and principals.

The decisions made at Block 4 would be implemented at Block 5,

thus reactivating the cycle with frequent modification of the school

program at Block i. This cycle is cc,:ltinuous.

Returning to Block 3, evaluation reports for the state education

department would be prepared annually by all public school districts

in the state. At Block 6, the state education department would

organize these reports into type: of projects and :ombine infcrma-

tlon from similar projects. This information would then be analyzed

at Block 7 to determine the strengths and weaknesses of the state-

wide program. The state program officials woulfi use this Informa-

tion to assess the statewide educational needs and problems to make

decisions about program emphases and state control at Block 8.

Decisions made at Block 8 would be lupiemented at Block 9, affec-

ting the state program at Block 10, and reactivating the Cycle at

Block 1.

At Block 7, annual product evaluation reports from fifty states

would be sent to the federal agency. This information would then be

organized at Block 11, so that major program thrusts could be examined

and analyzed on a nationwide basis at Block 12 and so that reports

could be prepared for the Associate Commissicner for

30
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Elementary and Secondary Education, the Commissioner of Education,

the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, the President, and

the Congress. Decisions about program emphases and funding would be

made at the federal level at Block 13 and Implementation of such

decisions at Block 14 would affect the federal program at Block 15,

the states program at Block 10, and the local school project at Block

I, thu., reactivating the cycle.

Summarized, Figure 1 demonstrates: (1) information for evalua-

tion at federal, state, and local levels will be collected largely

at the local level; (2) this information will form the basis for

federal, state, and local decisions which will ultimately affect

local operations; and (3) evaluation plans must be developed, com-

municated, and coordinated at federal, state, and local levels If

the information schools provide is to be adequate for assisting in

the decision process at of these levels.

Obviously, to develop an appropriate evaluation syst%.m for programs

such as Title I and Title III ono must first have some knowlesige of the

decision situations to be served. Optimally, such knowledge of decision

situations should answer several questions. First, one should Identify

the locos of decision-making, In terms of the lev,A(s) at which author-

ity and responsibility for decision-making are vested, e.g., local,

state and/or national and within each of these levelF. Second, it is

desirable to Identify the focus of the decisions -- are they re-

lated to goals of research, develop-, training, diffusion, etc.?
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Third, one needs knowledge of the substance of the decisions (are

they related to mathematics, language arts, etc. and what are the

alternatives in each decision situation?). Fourth, one needs to

know the function of the decisions--are they for the planning, pro-

graming, implementing or recycling of activities? Fifth, one needs

knowledge of the objects of the decisions (e.g., persons, places,

events, or things?) Sixth, one obviously needs advance knowledge of

the timing of decisions. And, finally, one needs knowledge of the

relative criticalitx of decisions,

Considering all of the decision-making variables I have listed

above, it is clear that one could identify many, many different

kinds of educational decision situation in education, Thus, it

would also be possible to identify many different kinds of evalu-

ation, However, it should prove more useful to develop a parsimonious

classification system for kinds of educational evaluation which is

intermediate between the general conceptual definition of evaluation

given above and the many specific applied kinds of evaluation which

could be derived from the use of all of the above named variables in

a detailed analysis and classification of education decision situ-

ations. Then it should be possible to derive useful names for the

identified classes of educational evaluation.

To assist in developing a parsimonious classification system

for educational decision situations in progroms such as Title I and

Title !il, I have found It useful initially to focus exclusively cn

32
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the functions of decisions.12 I would postulate that functions of

decision situations in education may be classified as planning, pro-

almlaq, implementing and recycling. Planning decisions are those

which focus needed improvements by specifying the domain, major goals,

e,-.1 specific objectives to be served. Programing decisions specify

procedure, personnel, facilities, budget, a;id time requirements for

implementing planned activities. Implementing decisions are those

in directing programed activities. And recycling decisions include

terminating, continuing, evolving, or drastically modifying activities.

Four Strategies for Evaluating Educational Programs

Given these four kinds of educational decisions to be served,

there are also four kinds of evaluation. These are portrayed in

Figure 2 as context, input, process, and product evaluation. Con-

text evaluation would be used when a project is first being planned.

Input evaluation would be used immediately after context for specific

programing of activities. Process evaluation would be used con-

tinuously during the implementation of the project. Product evalu-

ation would most likely be used after a complete cycle of the pro-

ject. Each of these kinds of evaluation will be considered individ-

ually.

Context Evaluation

The major objective of context evaluation is to define the

12
Daniel L. Stufflebeam. 'The Use and Abuse of Evaluation in

Title III", theory Into Practice, College of Education, The Ohio State
University, Volume VI, Number 3, June 1967.
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environment where change is to occur, the environment's unmet needs,

and the problems underlying those needs. For example, the environ-

ment may be refined as the inner city elementary schools of a large

metropolitar ea. Study of such a setting might reveal that the

actual reading achievement levels of children in this area are far

below what the school system expects for them. This would be the

identification of a need, i.e., the context evaluation would have

revealed that the children's reading achievement levels naed to be

raised. As a next step in the context evaluation the school would

attempt to identify the reasons for such a need. Are the students

receiving adequate instruction? Are the instructional materials

appropriate for them? Is there a major language barrier? Is there

a high incidence of absenteeism? Is the school's expectation for

these students reasonaale? Etc. These are what I mean by potential

problems. T ey are potential d'iemmas which p, 3vent the achievement

of desired goals and thereby result in the existence of needs.

The method of context evaluation begins with a conceptual

analysis to identify and define the limits of the domain to he

served as well as its major subparts. Nert, cmpi-ical analyses are

performed, using techniques such as sample survey, demography, and

standardized testing. The purpose of this part of context evaluation

is to identify the discrepancies among intended and actual situations

for each of the subparts of the domain of interest and thereby to

identy nceo,. Finally, context evaluation involves both em-

pirical and cureeptual analysc,,s, as well as appeal to theory and
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authoritative opinion, to aid judgments regarding the basic problems

underlying each need.

Decisions served by context evaluation include deciding upon the

setting to be served, the goals associated with meeting needs, and the

objectives associated with solving problems. Such decisions usually

appear In the introductory sections of proposals to funding agencies

or in requests for proposals by funding agencIes.

Input Evaluation

To determine how to utilize resources to meet program goals and

objectives, it is necessary to do an Input evaluation. Its objective

is to identify and assess relevant capabilities of the proposing

agency, strategies which may be appropriate for meeting program goals

and designs which may be appropriate for achieving objectives associated

with each program goat. The end product of input evaluation is an

analysis of alternative procedural designs in terms of potential costs

and benefits. Specifically, alternative designs are assessed in

terms of their resource, time and budget requirements; their poten-

tial procedural barriers; the consequences of not overcoming these

barriers; the possibilities and costs of overcoming them; relevance

of the designs t) program objectives; and overall potential of the

design to meet program goals. Essentially, input eN,aluatlon provides

information for deciding whether outside assistance should be

sought for meeting goals and objectives, what strategy should be

employed, e.g., the adoption of available solutions or the develop-
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ment of new ones, and what design or procedural plan should be employed

for implementing the selected strategy.

Methods for input evaluation are lacking in education. The pre-

valent practices include committee deliberations, appeal to the pro-

gessional literature, and the employment of consultants. In a few

areas, formal instruments exis to aid decision-makers in making input

decisions. In the design of ,tang programs, one may obtain substan-

tial help by referring to the Buros Mental Measurements Yearbooks.
13

The educational researcher, who wants to select an experimental design,

can receive material assistance In identifying and assessing alterna-

tive experimental designs by referring to the Campbell-Stanley chapter

on 1..xperimental design in Gaye's Handbook on Research in Teaching.
14

In this chapter, tEe decision situation posed to the researcher in need

of an experimental design is leatly laid out in the form of alternative

designs which are relevont to expof;rhento research. Each of these

designs is rated regarding its potent/,,1 tr meet criteria of internal

and external validity, Further, procedural bairiers or sources of

invalidity are identified for each of the listed designs.

Decisions based upon input evaluation us:till; result it the

specification of procedures, material:;, facilities, schedule, staff

,11.111

13Duros, op. ctt,

14
N. L. Gage, Editor, Handbook of Researe, on Teaching, The

American Educational Research Association, Chicago: Rind McNally and
Company, 1963.
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requirements, and budgets in proposals to funding agencies. From

the information provided In the proposals, the funding agencies in

turn do an Input evaluation to determine whether or not to fund

the proposed projects. Funding agencies commonly employ expert

consultants to serve as judges in their input evaluations.

Process Evaluation

Once a designed course of action has been approved and imple-

mentation of the design has begun, process evaluation 1$ needed to

provide periodic feedback to project managers and others responsible

for continuous control and refinement of plans and procedures. The

r)jective of process evaluation is to detect or predict, during

the implementation stages, defects in the procedural design or its

implementation. The overall strategy is to identify and monitor, on

a continuous basis, the potential sources of failure in a project.

These !nclude Interpersonal relationships among staff and students;

communication channels; logistics; understandings of and agreement

with the intent of the program by persons involved in and affected

by it; adequacy of the resources, physical facilities, staff, and

time schedule; etc.

As opposed to experimental design evaluation, process evaluation

does not require control over assignment of subjects to treatments,

nor that the treatments be held constant. its purpose Is to assist

project personnel to make their decisions a bit more rational in

thel; continual effol.s to improve the quality of the program.

3S
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Thus, under process evaluation, the evaluator accepts the program

as It is and as it evolves, and monitors the total situation as

best he can by focusing the most sensitive and non-intervening data

collection devices and techniques that he can obtain on the most

crucial aspects of the projeart. Such evaluation is multivariate,

and not all of the important variables can be specified before a

project is Initiated. The process evaluator focuses his attention

on theoretically important variates, but he also remains alert to

any unanticipated but significant events. Under process evaluation,

information Is collected daily, organized systematically, analyzed

periodically, e.g., weekly, and reported as often as project personnel

require such information, e.g., monthly.

Thus, project decision-makers are not only provided with infor-

mation needed for anticipating and overcoming procedural difficulties,

bvt also with a record of process information to be used later for

interpreting project outcomes.

Product Evaluation

Product evaluation is used to determine the effectiveness of the

project after it has run full cycle. Its objective Is to relate out-

comes to objectives and to context, input, and process, i.e., to

measure and interpret outcomes.

The method is to operationally define and measure criteria

associated with the objectives of the activity, to compare these

measurements with predetermined zbsolute or relative standards, end

39
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to make rational interpretations of the outcomes using the recorded con-

text, input, and process information. Criteria for product evaluatior

may be either instrumental or consequential, a distinction pointed out

earlier by Scriven.
15

Instrumental criteria are related to program

outcomes which contribute to the achievement of behavioral objectives.

Clark end Guba have developed a taxonomy of instrumental objectives and

associated criteria which are related to educational change.
16

An adap-

tation of their schem6 is presented as Figure 3. Consequential criteria

are primarily those pertaining to behavioral objectives. Bloom's

Taxoron of Educational Oblectives" is useful in the Identification

of consequential objectives.

In the change process, product evaluation provides information

for deciding to continue, terminate, modify or refocus a change

activity, and for linking the activity to other phases of the change

process. For example, a product evaluation of a program to develop

after school study for students from disadvantaged homes might show

that the development objectives have been satisf,.ctorily achieved

15Michael Scriven, The Methodology of Evaluation, Bloomington,
Indiana: Indians University, Social Science Education Consortium,
Publication #110, )965.

16David L. Clark and Egon G. Guba. "An Examination of Potential
Change Roles in Education," Paper read at the Symposium on Innovation in
Planning School Curricula, Airlie House, Virginia, October, 1965.

17Benjamin S. Bloom. Taxonomy of Educational Ob ectives: The

Classification of Educational Goals, Handbook I: Cognitive Uxmain, New
YG.K: Longmans, Green and Company, Inc., 1956.
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and that the developed innovation is ready to be diffused to other

schools which need such an Innovation.

Given these four kinds of evaluation it is next necessary to

consider methodology for implementing them, This problem is considered

in the next section of this paper.

The Structure of Evaluation Design

Once an evaluator has selected an evaluation strategy, e.g.,

context, input, process, or product, he must next select or develop

a design to implement his evaluation. This Is a difficult task since

few generalized evaluation designs exist which are adequate to meet

emergent needs for evaluation. Thus, educators must typically develop

evaluation designs de novo. The remainder of this paper is an

attempt to provide a general guide for developing evaluation designs.

Specifically, I w:11 attempt to define design in general terms and

to explicate the general structure of designs for educational evalu-

ation. Hopefully, this general treatment of evaluation design will

be of soma help to educators in ordering their minds as they

approach problems of designing evaluations. Also, I am hopeful that

the following material might stimulate methodologists who are more

capable than I to develop generalized designs for context, input,

process, and product evaluation.

Design Defined

In general, design is the preparation of a set of decision

situations for Implementation toward the achievement of specified

43
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objectives. This definition says three things. First, one must

Identify the objectives to be a'Aieved through implementation of the

design. In a product evaluation, for example, such an objective

might be to make a determination of whether all students in a remedial

reading program attained specified levels of specific reading skills.

Second, this definition says that one should identify and define the

decision situations in the procedure for achieving the evaluation

objective. For example, in the remedial reading case cited above

one would want to Identify the available measuring devices which

might be appropriate for assessing the specified reading skills.

Third, for each identified decision situation the evaluator needs to

make a choice among the available alternatives. Thus, the completed

evaluation design would contain a set of decisions as to how the

evaluation is to be conducted and what instruments will be used,

it should he useful to evaluators to have available a list of

the decision situations which are common to many evaluation designs.

This would enable them to approg...h problems of evaluation design in

a systematic manner. Further, such a list could serve as an outline

for the content of evaluation sections In research and development

proposals. Funding agencies should also fin( such a list useful

in structuring their general guidelines for evaluations which they

provide to potential rroposal writers. Also, su:h a list should be

useful to training agencies for defining the role of the evaluation

specialist.

44
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Figure 4 is an attempt to provide such a general list of

decision situations for evaluation designs. By presenting this

general list I am asserting that the structure of evaluation design

Is the same for context, input, process, or product evaluation.

This structure includes six major parts. These are 1) focusing the

evaluation, 2) information collection, 3) information organization,

4) information analysis, 5) Information reporting, and 6) the

administration of evaluation. Each of these parts will be considered

separately.

Focusing the Evaluation

The first part of the structure of evaluation design is that

of focusing the evaluation. The purpose of this part is to spell

out the ends for the evaluation and to define policies within which

the evaluation must be conducted. Specifically, this part of evalu-

ation design includes four steps.

The first step is to identify the major levels of decision-

making for which evaluation Information must be provided. For ex-

ample, in the Title ill program of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act evaluative information from local schools is needed

at local, state and national levels. It Is important to take all

relevant levels into account in the design of evaluations since

different levels may have different information requirements and

since the different agencies may need Information at different times.

Having identified the major levels of decision-making to be

served by evaluation, the next step is to identify and define the

45
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Figure 4

DEVELOPING EVALUATION DESIGNS

Daniel L. Stufflebeam
January 1968

The logical structure of evaluation design is the same for all types of evalua-
tion, whither context, input, process or product evaluation. The parts, brie:iy,

are as follows:

A. Focusing the Evaluation
1. Identify the major level(s) of decision-making to be served, e.g.,

local, state, or national.
2. For each level of decision-making, project the decision situations to

be served and describe each one in terms of its locus, focus, criti-
cality, timing, zinc composition of alternatives.

3. Define criteria for each decision situation by specifying variables
for measurement anc standards for use in the judgment of alternatives.

4. Define policies within which the evaluation must operate.

B. Collection of information
1. Specify the sou..ce the Information to be collected.
2. Specify the instruments and methods for collecting the needed informa-

tion.

3. Specify the sampling procedure to be employed.
4. Specify the conditions and sciaule for information collection.

C. Organization of Information
1. Provide a format for the information which is to be collected.
9. Designate a means for coding, organizing, storing, and retrieving

information.

D. flkealysis of Information
1. Select the ahalytica) procedures to be employed.
2. Designate a means for performing the analysis.

E. Reporting of Informatloo
1. Define the audiences for the evaluation reports.
2. Specify means for providing information to the audiences.
3. Specify the format for evaluation reports and/or reporting sessions.
4. Schedule the reporting of information.

F. Administration of the Evaluation
I. Surrnerize the evaluation schedule.
2. Define staff and resource requirements and plans for meeting these

requirements.
.. Specify means for meeting policy requirements for conduct of the

4. Evaluate the potential of the evaluation design for providing infor-
matloh which Is valid, reliable, credible, timely, and pervasive.
Specify and schedule means for periodic updating of the evaluation
design.

6, Provide a budget for the total evaluation program.
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decision situations to be served at each level. Given our present

tow state of knowledge about decision-making In education, this is a

very difficult task. However, it is also a very important one and

should be done as well as is practicable. First, decision situations

should be identified in terms of those responsible for making the

decisions, e.g., tei.r.her, principals, the board of education members,

state legislators, etc. Next, major types of decision situations

si-,ould be Identified, e.g., appropriational, allocational, approval,

or continuation. Then these types of decision situations should be

classified by focus, e.g., research, development, diffusion or adoption

in the case of instrumental outcomes, or knowledge or understanding in

the case of consequential outcomes. (This step Is especially helpful

toward leentifying relevant evaluative criteria.) These identified

decision situations should then be analyzed in terms of their relative

criticality. In this way relatively less Important decisions which would

expend evaluation resources needlessly can be eliminated from further

consideration. Next, the timing of the decision situation to be served

should be estimated so that the evaluation can be ;eared to provide rele-

vant data prior to the time when decisions must be made. And, finally,

an .ttempt shoJld be made to explicate each important decision situa-

tion in terms of the alternatives which ray reasonably be considered

In reaching the decision.

Once the decision situations to be served have been explicated,

the next step is to define relevant information requirements. Speci-

fically, one should define criteria for each decision sitJation by

specifying variables for measurement and standards for use in the
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judgment of alternatives.

The final step in focusing the evaluation is to define policies

within which the evaluation must operate. For example, one should

determine whether a "self evaluation" or "outside evaluation" is

needed. Also, it is necessary to determine who will receive evalu-

ation reports and who will have access to them. Finally, it is

necessary to define the limits of access to data for the evaluation

team.

Collection of Information

The second major part of the structure of evaluation design

is that of planning the collection of information. This section

must obviously be keyed very closely to the criteria which were

identified in the Evaluation Focus part of the design.

Using those criteria one should first identify the sources of

the information to be collected. These information sources should

be defined in two respects: first, the origins for the information,

e.g., stueents, teachers, principals or parents, and second, the

present state of the information, i.e., in recorded or non-recorded

form.

Next, ore should specify instruments and methods for collecting

the needed information. Examples include achievement tests, inter -

vices schedules and searches through the professional literature.

4 8
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Michael and Metfesse118 have recently provided a comprehensive list

of instruments with potential relevance for data collection in

evaluations.

For each instrument that is to be administered, one should next

specify the sampling procedure to be employed. Where possible, one

should avoid administering too many instruments to the same person.

Thus, sampling without replacement across instruments can be a useful

technique. Also, where total test scores are not needed for each

student, one might profitably use multiple matrix sampling where

no student attempts more than a sample of the items in a test.

Finally, one should develop a master schedule for the collection

of information. This schedule should detail the interrelations

between samples, instrumeits, and dates for the collection of inform-

ation,

Organization of Information

A frequent disclaimer in evaluation reports is that resources

were inadequate to allow for processing all of the pertinent data.

If this problem is not to arise, one should make definite plans

regarding the third part of evaluation design: Organization of

18
Mewton S. Metfessel and William B. Michael. "A Paradigm

Involving Multiple Criterion Measures for the Evaluation of the
Effectiveness of School Programs," Educational and Psychological
Measurement, 1967, 27, 931-936.
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Information. Organizing the information that is to be collected

includes providing a format for classifying information and desig-

nating means for coding, organizing, storing, and retrieving the

information.

Analysis of Informatirn

The fourth major part of evaluation design is analysis of

information. The purpose of this part is to provide for the

descriptive or statistical analyses of the information which is to

be reported to decision-makers. This part also includes interpre-

tations and recommendations. As with the organization of inform-

ation it is important that the evaluation design specify means

for performing the analyses. The role should be assigned specifically

to a qualified member of the evaluation team or to an agency

which specializes in doing data analyses. Also, it is important

that those who will be responsible for the analysis of information

participate in designing the analysis procedures.

Reporting of Information

The fifth part of evaluation design is the reporting of inform-

ation. The purpose of this part of a design is to insure that

decision-makers will have timely access to the information they

need and that they will receive It in a manner and form which facil-

itates their use of the information. In accordance with the policy

for the iwaluation, audiences for evaluation reports should be

identifi,ld and defined, Then neans should be defined for providing

information to each aulience. Subsequently, the format for evaluation
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reports and reporting sessions should be specified. And, finally,

a master schedule of evaluation reporting should be provided, This

schedule should define the interrelations between audiences, reports,

and dates for reporting information.

Administration of Evaluation

The last part of evaluation design is that of administration

of the evaluation. The purpose of this part is to provide an overall

plan for executing the evaluation design. The first step is to de-

fine the overall evaluation schedule. For this purpose it often

would be useful to employ a scheduling technique such as Program

Evaluation and Review Technique. The second step is to define staff

requirements and plans for meeting these requirements. The third

step is to specify means for meeting policy requirements for conduct

of the evaluation. ihe fourth step is to evaluate the potential of

the evaluation design for providing information which is valid,

reliable, credible, timely, and pervasive. The fifth step is to

specify and schedule means for periodic updating of the evaluation

design. And, the sixth and final step is to provide a budget for

the evaluation.

Finally,
I have reached the end of my paper. While I have only

scratched the surface regarding educational evaluations, it is clear

to me the' the design and analysis of educational evaluation is a

most complex and difficult undertaking. Surely, all of us v,ho are

committed to reshaping the world of educational evaluation must %.,ork

very, very hard if we are to make any progress. If progress is rot
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made in this area, i am convinced that education will be a casualty

for want of adequate information to support vital decisions in and

about education.
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