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| nt r oducti on

In this paper | shall consider certain aspects of the
pr obl em of obt ai ni ng unbi ased i nformati on about the nerits of a
program or product, whether for purposes of decision making or
for accountability. The evaluation of personnel, as well as the
eval uation of proposal s and eval uations, generally involves a
different set of problens than those which I will consider here.
However, sone points nmade here will apply. Throughout, efforts
are made to consider both the credibility and the validity of an
eval uation, the fornmer being (roughly) the audience's estinmate of
the latter.

Since the audience’ s estinmate is sonetines affected by
considerations that are, as it happens, irrelevant in a
particul ar case; and since the function of an evaluation is
sonetinmes in part to provide credibility and not just validity,
eval uation design nust sonetines involve considerations that go
beyond validity. This nust not be viewed as pandering to
prejudi ce, but as of the essence of certification, of
accountability, in a nore general sense of the educational and
soci al obligations of the evaluation. (“It is not enough that
justice be done, it nust also be the case that it be seen that
justice is done.”)

Let us begin by |ooking at sone typical inportant practical
cases of bias in program eval uation.

Di vided Loyvalty and the Co-option of Staff Eval uation

The sinplest instance of bias in programevaluation is the
case of the evaluator who is part of the programstaff and | oses
objectivity because of social and econom c bonds to the
devel opnent staff, conpounded by the cunul ative effect of
repeated acceptance (or rejection) of evaluative suggestions.

The resulting situation of quasi co-authorship (or frustrated co-
aut horship) naturally destroys the external credibility of the
evaluation and often the validity of the evaluative judgnents.

The renedy is to add external evaluators. Being short-term
consultants, these do not or cannot replace the staff evaluators
for day-to-day purposes. (If they are not short-terners, they
rapi dly beconme quasi-staff.) Faced with these visitors, the
staff eval uator often exhibits considerabl e anbival ence.

Pr of essi onal bonds struggle with work-mate bonds, with rather
erratic results.

Anot her approach is possible within fairly | arge
or gani zati ons, such as states, nost school districts, and R& D
units. This involves the systematic rotation of evaluation staff
fromproject to project so as to avoid the effects of excessive
loyalty or hostility. This is sometinmes conplicated by the need
for special expertise (e.g., in math curricula), but the excuse
is produced nore often than it deserves. Rotation is usually
possi bl e, and nearly always desirable for nmuch the sane reasons
as in the diplomatic and arned services. It should be inposed by



managenent as part of the discipline of the job, the requirenents
of good performance, in nuch the sanme way as inservice updating
shoul d be required of staff physicians in a clinic.

Di vided Loyvalty and Project ©Mnitoring

The project nmonitor fromthe funding agency faces rel ated
problens but in a different context. Wile visiting the project,
he or she is seen as an external evaluator, but back in the
capitol, a switch inrole is often required (or naturally
adopted) to that of project advocate.

One recently espoused renedy is to segregate the nonitoring
function entirely, possibly through subcontracting the
evaluation, to rechristen the liaison person with a title such as
program officer or associate, and thus wholly legitimte the
advocacy role at the agency. Another solution is to interchange
the roles just described, that is, have the nonitor carry out the
eval uation and have the project appoint a resident advocate
representative in Washington, or have soneone on the staff who
could go there at a nmonent’s notice. The big contractors, of
course, adopt this alternative.

Now, using such cases and proto-solutions as a springboard,
can we begin to see the outlines of sone general approaches?

Organi zational Bias Contro

The first great step towards accountability (or just towards
decent work) consisted in requiring that there be sone eval uation
of tax-funded or foundation-funded projects. At first, this
meant no nore than rechristening the final report. |In any case
it anobunted to requesting Jones to be sure to tell the agency
whet her she or he had done a good job. This is obviously not
likely to produce unbi ased feedback, but it is |ess obvious that
there are two sources of bias in the situation. The agency has
made a grant, so it is in a parental role, and the success or
failure of the grant is partly an eval uation of the agency
itself. Organizationally, the situation can be represented in
ternms of a table or diagram as shown bel ow.

Figure | illustrates the situation we have just been
di scussing (letters represent actions, such as requests, paynent,
orders, and support; nunbers represent evaluative feedback). W
notice that there is a closed circuit in the evaluation of the
project, beginning with Al, and concluding with 3.2, i.e., the
nmoney goes to the organization that evaluates its use.
Simlarly, project managenent sends noney down A2 and gets
eval uation feedback via 1, 2, and 3.1



Funding Agency ]\
l,AI 3.2 \L D

New Projects

Project Management

ETLTLTH

Production Process & Staff

N
ot

|
Initiation steps, staff appointnments, materials orders,
etc.
Initiating actions by Fundi ng Agency
Initiating actions by Project Managenent
= Devel opnental decisions, staff replacenent, etc.
Agency deci sions about future funding
Early formative evaluation feedback to service decisions B
Later feedback to service decisions C
Final summary of data to service 3.2
Summati ve eval uation of project, can be regarded as
formative by the foundation with respect to its ongoi ng
activity, i.e., as serving D
t = Ti me

WONROEBR P>
1
I

NI IO

Figure |
Cycl es of Decisions and Feedback: Internal Evaluation Only
These circles are risky, though not wholly avoidable. The trick
is to provide sone procedure that elimnates the conplete
dependence of managenent on a single feedback circuit. The
f eedback systens of Figure | are inherently biased positively,
and we have to introduce a circuit with a balancing bias, or sone
reality constraint that cuts across a circle. This can be

represented as in Figure Il. The sinple circle is broken by the
intrusion of field trial results. Notice it is broken only if
that data goes straight to project managenent. |If it goes only

to the production staff, it does not cut the circle (actually, an
over |l apping series of circles) of formative evaluation. And at
best it only cuts the formative circle, not the summative one.
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B, C = Devel opnental decisions, staff replacenent, etc.

1 = Early formative evaluation feedback to service decisions B

2 = Later feedback to service decisions C

2'= Formative feedback fromfield trials provided to Project
Managenent

t = Time

Figure I1
Cycl es of Decisions and Feedback with Internal Eval uation
Plus Field Trials

It is inpossible to understand the persistence of the
i ncestuous pattern of Figure | with its tendency towards
optimstic bias unless one realizes that both parties invol ved
have a notive for continuing it. The agency wants favorabl e
f eedback about its actions, and the project wants the agency to
think well of it (and wants to think well of itself). So, of
course, the stable situation is one of highly favorable
evaluation. 1In the technological area, there is reality feedback
to the agency later (breaking the potentially vicious summtive
circle) frommarketing or nedical data, which keeps the system
honest. But in education and armanents, though such feedback is
possible in principle, it is all to often transmtted through and
hence open to (possible unconscious) corruption by the

responsi bl e agency: it does not break the circle.
Against this formdable alliance, the search for truth is a
little short of soldiers. |If the principal value of the funding

agent is maxim zing the social contribution of every dollar
granted, as of course its rhetoric and in fact its situation
requires, then there has to be an attenpt to get eval uation of
its projects fromsources not quite so predi sposed towards a
favorabl e response.



The circle we are now tal king about trying to break is a
third one, superinposed above the two already di agrammed. It
begins with Congress, or the taxpayer via Congress, funding the
agency and eventually receiving evaluation reports fromthe
agency on its stewardship. Recent years have seen Congress
increasingly sensitive to the manageri al weaknesses of that
system bringing in OVMB, GAO, and OCA as independent eval uators
providing a feedback loop with at |east |ess tendency to positive
bi as.

If only the reality data was readable by the amateur, one
woul d just have to conpare it to the reports for the eval uations
to have a circl e-breaking procedure. But that data, on big
projects, needs conputer processing, statistical reduction and
expert interpretation before its significance is apparent. Each
of these steps involves the possibility of distortion and the
necessity of expertise. |If the experts used are the sane ones
whose performance is being evaluated, the “reality” |ine does not
cut the circle. Hence a nore general solution involves using an
i ndependent gatherer/interpreter of reality data, the external
eval uat or.

Per haps we can infer prelimnary fornms of two general
principles for mnimzing bias fromthese considerations. They
probably have only menoni ¢ status, not deep theoretical
significance, but at |least they are conprehensible. The First
Principle is the Principle of Independent Feedback, which states
that no unit should rely entirely on a given subunit for
eval uative feedback about that same subunit Diagrammatically we
need to repl ace:

Superior

I

Subordinate

with:

Superior\:iz:;;\

/¢§j¢/ //’/////éagvaluator
Subordinate 4&*”///”




The fact that one has an i ndependent feedback | oop between one
pair of levels does not satisfy the First Principle, it requires
such an arrangenent (not necessarily permanently install ed)

bet ween every pair of adjacent |levels. Here is a situation one
frequently encounters:

Superintendent

Project Director

\\\\\\\\ Evaluator

Project Staff

One young evaluator in this situation canme to nme not | ong ago
with a sad but not unusual story. He had eval uated the project
as required and submtted a report. Al the critical comments in
t he eval uation were then excised, his nanme renoved, and the
result forwarded to the superintendent by the director as a
“synt hesi zed” eval uation of the project. O course, the
responsibility for getting corrupt feedback like that is partly
the superintendent’s, for violating the First Principle.

The cheap way to get independent feedback in these
situations is to bypass the whole chain of command with the
f eedback | oop and put a single evaluator in it, instead of
duplicating the evaluator installed at the | ower |evel; or one
can use the evaluator already shown in a double role. A device |
have introduced into Title VII evaluation arrangenents sinply
requires that a duplicate copy of all conmunications fromthe
eval uator to the project director goes up to the higher level (in
the Title viisituation that nmeans the project officer at USCE)
This makes the director take the evaluation nuch nore seriously in
the formative stage, and nmakes cheating (as in the case descri bed
above) inpossible in the summative situation. O course, the
di rector can supplenent, annotate, or refute the evaluator’s
contentions--but nust do so openly, not by excision. There are of
course some costs in tine and friendship, but there are no free
| unches in eval uation.

Consi der the evaluation of teachers (or students) in the |ight
of this principle, the same remarks apply to projects. Self-styled



progressi ve schools and col | eges sonetimes go in for so-called
sel feval uati on--nmeaning a reflective but wholly self-generated
report--as the key procedure. Wiile it probably has a place in a
decent system of evaluation, it cannot replace such a system A
better system uses feedback fromthe students directly to the
department chairperson. A still better system (Swarthnore,
Oxbridge, Australia) uses an external examiner to determ ne the
students’ achi evenent and hence the efficacy of the teacher, a
better indicator than opinion. The feedback |oops for the three
systens differ as shown in the diagram bel ow.

Department Chairperson Chair

Teacher Teacher
, i

(Self-Evaluation) Students

(Student Evaluation)
Chair
M\
Teacher € Evaluator

S%%dentséﬁjﬁﬁ?

(External Examiner)

It is extremely difficult to dismss the argunments for externa
eval uati on.

The nost general issue in this area concerns the decision
whet her to segregate the in-house evaluation staff in their own
unit, or have evaluators attached to and paid by each regular unit.
In the case of an educational materials devel opment institution (R
& D center or publisher, for exanple), the options |ook like this:
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Figure III

Segregated Evaluation Model
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Figure IV
Integrated Evaluation Model

It is obvious that the “integrated” nodel (Figure V) violates
the First Principle at the first “step-down,” as far as the
director’s feedback is concerned. And, provided that the about-to-
be-di scussed Second Principle is taken into account, it is ny
experience that the “segregated” plan does work better. O course,
t he feedback fromthe evaluators nmust go to the unit managers as
well as to the director of the whole shop, and there nmay al so be a
need for internal evaluation staff within the units of a |arge
shop.

The trade-offs one nust accept in using the segregated nodel
sonetimes involve | oss of access to data or help with interpreting
it, because the quasi-external evaluator in this nodel is seen as
nore alien, nore of a threat than in the integrated nodel. A
“hybrid” plan, simlar to the one nmentioned earlier, is also
possible with the evaluators located in units but with double
reporting duties. Sonetinmes this nmakes nore sense if the outside
reporting route is via a principal evaluation officer on the
director’s staff who schedul es regul ar neetings with the eval uators
for purposes of devel opnent, sharing of problens, discussions with
consultants, etc.

The Second Principle, the Principle of the Instability of
| ndependence, rem nds one that organization charts rarely refl ect
much of reality, and, in particular, the |longer they have been
true, the less true they are, particularly as a basis for



eval uation feedback mappi ng. Independence, when it exists at all,
is a fleeting state conspired against by alnpost all forces in a
bur eaucracy, and the Second Principle tells you that you have to
have a definite program of systematic renewal and repl acenent or
your eval uative feedback systemw || deteriorate severely, often
wi t hout any sign that will be apparent internally. The sinplest
case of this is the staff eval uator who gets co-opted by the
acceptance of his or her criticismor suggestions. Looking at the
organi zation chart in Figure IV fromthe viewoint of the unit
manager in an integrated setup, it appears that the First Principle
has been applied. And so it has, formally speaking. There is

i ndependent feedback if the criterion for independence is separate
bodies. (Obviously that is neither necessary nor sufficient. But
it is a good start because anything |less lacks credibility. It is
not enough because friendship and enmty and i gnorance and
rigidification do not show up on charts. You nust have sonething
in the systemthat will identify deterioration of independence or
objectivity and provi de support or replacenent where indicated.

The Second Principle requires that provision nust be nade to
insure and continually reinsure the i ndependence of the eval uators.
The informal version of this principle is: Mke sure the
eval uators get evaluated. This suggests a worry about infinite
regression, but no such necessity occurs in practice because of
rapi d convergence. To take a specific exanple, the Central M dwest
Regi onal Lab used to have (and perhaps still does have) three
| evel s of evaluators operating on a hybrid nodel with an annual
external review by a National Advisory Board on Evaluation. The
Lab’s director furthernore arranged for a steady influx of new
bl ood to the National Board by rotating people off it. Thus at the
“working level” there are staff evaluators, assigned and reporting
to projects but selected with help fromand nonitored by the Lab’s
eval uation officer (second level), who reports to the |ab director
and is directly overseen by the National Advisory Board (third
| evel ). The only organizational weakness that turned up in that
scheme was what | ooked to ne (as Chairman of the National Board)
like a long-run (three year) reduction in sensitivity of the
project evaluators, and the Second Principle wuld suggest using a
rotation systemto avoid this.

Anot her worry about the Second Principle is that adding
hi erarchies of evaluators |ooks |like a costly business. It should
i nvol ve no net cost at all, usually no net cost to the
organi zation, and certainly no long-run net cost to the “consuner”
(taxpayers and/or users), and it shoul d be designed w thin that
constraint. (See “The Doctrine of Cost Free Evaluation” [Scriven,
1974, pp. 85-93].) The Second Principle inplies that independence
requires regular verification and support and can be seen as the
di achronic (through tinme) conplenent of the synchronic First
Principle. The Second Principle may |ead to recomendi ng an
oscill ation between two organi zational arrangenments just because
the aging of organizations |leads to senility (after they achieve
maturity). Mreover, a return to an arrangenent that was initially
inferior--on First Principle grounds--may provide considerable
i mprovenent in spite of what m ght appear to be decreases in the
i ndependence of the feedback. For exanple, after a period of heavy



reliance on a particular external evaluator with a very definite
“line” about evaluation, a project may benefit froma period of
internal evaluation where the | essons |earned fromthe outsider can
be built into the ongoing work in ways that may be too subtle for
the short-termexternal consultant to detect. But what has really
happened here is not at variance with the Second Principle over a
short period. The staff--once-they have been sensitized by the
external evaluator--are nowin a position to produce eval uative
suggestions that are independent of himor her and, at this stage,

nore useful to the project. | have seen this point corrupted into
the idea that “fromnow on we don’'t need external review” O
course, it will only be a matter of nonths, at nost a year, before

the rigidifying effects of a constant social environnment are |likely
to lead to oversights that a continued application of the Second
Principle would identify, and so the introduction of some new ki nd
of independent feedback | oop shoul d be pl anned.

A mlder treatment is to switch to another external eval uator
Such a nove is sonetinmes called for by the Second Principle. It Is
called for if the suggestions fromthe original evaluator’s next
visit are (a) conpletely predictable, (b) probably unfeasible or
invalid, although (c) the situation or data or staff have changed
very significantly. Here we have the not uncomon phenonenon of
rigidification of the evaluator. That is one kind of |oss of
i ndependence--the bias now being internal (to the evaluator) rather
t han external (e.g., due to econom c advantages of a favorable
judgment). On the other hand, there are occasions when the
repeated evaluation is as true as ever and the advice given is as
sound, and the reasons for rejecting it as unsound. Then a switch
to anot her conpetent evaluator will predictably produce the sane
advice. To put it another way, there’s nothing wong with the
i ndependence of the present evaluator, and the Second Principle
cannot be invoked to justify a change. Loss of independence wth
time is a tendency and does not necessarily occur in |ess than
fifty years, though it’s likely to occur in |ess than one.

A d oser Look at Bias

The quest for objectivity via the criterion of independence
often leads to the use of “external” evaluators in both the
formative and summative situations. Now of course, externality is
al ways rel ative.

Usi ng sonmeone from anot her departnment or school may be external
enough for one’s needs. But there are ties that bind across those
little gaps--ties of famly, friendship, political alliances, and
even the saneness of professional conmtnment. It is nearly always
possible to find inportant simlarities and/or differences in the
val ue-systens of any eval uator and any evaluee. That is too often

taken to be a sign of disqualifying bias. It is not. It is only a
possi bl e cause of such a bias, not proof of its presence.
There is a crucial anbiguity in the concept of bias. It is

sonetimes interpreted as a statistically likely tendency to
systematic error (against which nepotismrules are formul ated) and
sonetimes as an actual and systematic increase in the frequency of
errors. The former is crucial in credibility considerations and



the latter (narrower) concept in validity considerations. W need
to be clear that only the latter affects validity. The Second
Princi pl e does not guarantee increasing bias (in the second sense)
only an increasing probability of it. 1In legal and noral, as well
as scientific contexts, only the second sense is rel evant (except
when politics is part of the problem which sonetines converts the
issue into a credibility one). One way to put the point is to say
t hat one can overcone bias in the second sense but not in the
first. |If one’ s spouse is put on one’s staff, one has becone

bi ased in the first sense; one will have a tendency towards bias,
in the second sense--but one may be able to transcend it. Bias, in
the first sense, is a statistical tendency in a group of which you
are a nenber; in the second sense it is a tendency which has in
fact infected you. Only in that sense is bias fatal to
objectivity.

W have been stressing considerations of independence here,
because this represents a partial operationalization of the crucial
concept of bias. 1Is the evaluator’s opinion forned on the basis of
t he rel evant avail abl e evi dence, independent of the irrel evant
consi derations such as friendship? That is the key question, and
it is not hard to find evaluators who are highly independent of
their social ties in this sense. O course, for credibility
pur poses one will have to avoid the extrenmes of nepotism etc. And
a refinenent of the First Principle warns us to beware of regarding
peopl e who are physically separate as judgnentally i ndependent when
they are paid by the sane hand and rewarded for the alleged success
or actual continuance of the same project.

The Second Principle warns us to | ook at the diachronic
di nensi on when checki ng i ndependence, and it interacts with the
First Principle in various ways. Suppose you do hire an outside
firmfor evaluating a project, a firmwhose headquarters are in a
distant state. This looks like real independence. But ask
yoursel f what the reward systemis for that firm It isn't any
nore rewarding for themif your project is successful or not, per
se--and that’s why you val ue their opinion, why they appear
i ndependent. But look a little deeper, or longer. Wat is
rewarding to themover the years? Success in their business, which
of course requires a continued flow of contracts. Since such firns
are very well aware of the power of the grapevine in getting
further clients, they are often well aware that an eval uati on which
shows the client in a good light is much nore conducive to |ater
contracts than a critical evaluation. The reverse side of this
coin was brought honme to nme when comunicating with a network of

eval uators on a USCE grant. | heard nore than one sad tal e of

“bl ackbal I i ng” an eval uator who gave a deservedly critical
evaluation. |In short, the “independence” of an external eval uator
can be seriously conprom sed by the constraints of business
success. For a brilliant exposition of the same phenonenon in the

world of CPA's, see Briloff (1973).

Thi nk back to the exanple of student evaluation of teaching.
The time sequence is crucial. |f the effects of that eval uation on
the teacher will occur before the teacher eval uates the students,
t hey have an incentive to give fal se positive evaluations. If the



t eacher eval uates the students before the reverse occurs, they have
a “getting even” notivation for fal se negative evaluation, and the
teacher has a bribery notivation for fal se positive eval uation of
the students. It is possible to handle these problens, but it is
usual Iy done badly because no one | ooks at the feedback | oops.

An exanpl e of the way in which apparent independence is
corrupted by professional ties can be seen in nost accreditation
reports by teans visiting, e.g., high schools. The team contains,
e.g., specialists in driver education, who “site-visit” the driver
education departnment and return with the judgnent that driver
educati on needs nore support than it’s getting fromthe school
adm ni strati on.

Practical |nplications

Four norals energe of concern to us all, evaluators and
eval uees alike. First, it is a serious nanagenent error to provide
funds for external summative evaluation to a project, since if the
proj ect managenent contracts out evaluation of their work, the
phenonmenon just described will have the maxi mumeffect, i.e., they
will tend to pick “friendly” evaluators or fix the REP to elimnate
sone serious sources of negative evaluation (Sesanme Street’s
contact to ETS is an exanple). Second, where the fundi ng agency
contracts out the evaluation itself, thereby avoiding the preceding
objection, one is still not entirely free of the problem since the
agency’s own decision to fund the project is indirectly under
eval uation and hence they too tend to want a favorable report, a
fact which they quickly signal to the evaluator. Even where the
project wasn’'t nuch favored by them but inposed by Congress, the
agency is often incapabl e of avoiding ego-involvenment in it.

USCE s suppression of a noderately critical Title | evaluation is a
wel | - known exanpl e, and NSF has been involved in a simlar case (so
has every human institution, no doubt, the question is only whether
serious efforts are nade to mnimze the frequency of such
occurrences).

Now i f an agency can’'t ask its projects to get the summative
eval uation done, and isn’'t above suspicion even when it hires the
evaluators itself, what’s left? Either a general-purpose
eval uation office, like the general Accounting O fice which
currently serves this function as well as the fiscal one (albeit
rat her inconpetently, since their staff has little training in the
new rol e of general evaluation), or increased pressure fromthe
ultimate | oser (the taxpayer) via Congress to get the ego-
protection of agencies rated |lower rather than getting objective
information to the public. Congress’ tendency to Monday- norni ng
quarterbacking is a major cause of this trouble.

There is a “next-best” procedure, if neither of the preceding
two suggestions can be imedi ately effectuated. It is quite
natural for an agency that contracts independently for its
eval uation project to use the sane |iaison officer for the
eval uation contract as for the project contract. This is a fatal
m st ake. There nmust be at | east separate individuals involved,
even if not separate divisions of the agency. The reason is
sinmple. The normal type of pressure on the |iaison officer,




di scussed earlier, rapidly converts himinto an advocate of the
project back at the agency. Indeed, it is entirely appropriate
that he should fulfill this role, since there' s usually nobody el se
to do it after the initial recomendati on cones in for the review
conm ttee (which can be considered an advocate of the project in
sone renote sense). The problemis that if this project is also
handl i ng the eval uation project, the advocacy will lead to
pressures on the evaluation contractors to soften their report, or
is likely to lead to these pressures, in a way that sinply reduces
t he i ndependence of the feedback to the agency and the

adm nistrator. This has now happened too often for it to be

i gnored any | onger.

One can see the sequence of sophistication in ternms of the
following steps in an inmaginary history of evaluation arrangements.
The first step consisted in asking the project to be sure to do an
evaluation of itself. The second step consisted in asking the
project to use an advisory conmttee of external experts to help it
do an evaluation of itself. The next step consisted in requiring
that it devote specific nmonies to evaluation; both of the previous
steps, apart frombias, suffered fromthe fact that overruns were
taken out of the hide of the evaluation. But this step still neant
that the project--even if they appointed a subgroup of their staff
to the summati ve eval uati on task--was evaluating itself. The next
step consisted in requiring that the project sub-contract the
evaluation. This still left open the “control” of setting up the
design part of the REP in such a way as to exclude appropriate
criticismand selecting sub-contractors partly (and perhaps
unconsci ously) because of probabl e favorable tendencies. The next
step was to have the agency sub-contract the evaluation. This is
unsati sfactory for the reasons we have just described. The best
arrangenment is to have a separate agency in charge of eval uati ons,
certainly cooperating with evaluation staff and |iaison officers of
both the project and the agency that’s funding the project: or at
| east a sub-agency.

Third noral: if projects cannot self-evaluate objectively and
if the conmercial evaluators are open to biases just nentioned and
if the changes just nentioned have not yet occurred, it |ooks as if
one will not be able to find good evaluators. There are two routes
to go. The big shops like ETS, RAND, and SDC do have a degree of
i ndependence of any particul ar agency or officer and can afford to
choose i ndependence over back-scratching, at |east part of the
time, and they do have strong professional status needs as well as
econom ¢ ones. The other route is exenplified by Briloff (1973) in
the accounting field, i.e., by someone who has a permanent fulltine
fall-back job which provides a perfectly acceptable alternative to
contract work and one that is positively preferable to conprom sed
contracting. It is not possible to conclude that the m ddl e-size
full-time shops are in fact less reliable, but it is harder for
themto ignore illicit pressures. There are inportant trade-off
advant ages for them however--efficiently manageabl e size,
availability of university resources, flexibility of procedures,
etc. Since the only real test of bias is error, and since some of
t hese shops do run with a low error-rate, a consunmer who is
famliar with the track records mght well pick a good m di-shop



over the part-timer whose resources are limted or the big shop
where there is considerable variability in staff quality.
Nevert hel ess, we could do with sonme eval uators who are as beyond
suspi ci on as organi zati onal arrangenents can nake them One m ght
argue that Al an Post, the non-partisan Legislative Analyst for the
state governnent in California, is one paradigmand the Suprene
Court another. | have suggested to NIE that they shoul d consi der
reviving a version of NNH s Life Research Fell owship program for
t hi s purpose.

The fourth noral is that since the arguments under the third
poi nt bear closely on the present author's own role as an
eval uator, they should be viewed with exceptional suspicion.
I ndeed, this is an essay on suspicion, since without it one cannot
avoi d serious contamnation. But it is not an essay on the virtues
of suspicion initself. Al suspicion can legitimately do is
suggest possibilities agai nst which one takes suitable but not
absurd precautions, and the truth of which one subsequently
i nvesti gat es.

Negati ve Reactions to Bias Control Procedures

G ven our cultural enphases, these systens of independent eval -
uation are likely to strike us as synptons of distrust. Gven a
serious commtnent to effective service, responsibility, or self-

i mprovenent, they would instead be seen as useful --or rather,
essential--aids. Since it is a universal truth that self-
evaluation is unlikely to be reliable, it is a necessary
consequence of interest in truth that one suppl enent self-

eval uation. Hence anyone interested in inproving his or her own
performance nust arrange for or endorse sone kind of independent
eval uation. Thinking about ny own teaching or nmy own perfornance

as an evaluator, | know that | need independent assessnent of it,
and | arrange it whenever funds can be obtained (which is
essentially always, if one really tries). | use such feedback

nyself in the formative node (when experimenting with alternative
approaches) and expect it to be used by others summtively, that
is, for judgment of ny performance by ny superiors or clients. It
seens to nme that a mssing major goal in schools of education, and
probably in all tertiary if not secondary education, is the
affective goal of valuing justified criticism(which is not, of
course, the sane as enjoying it).

Long experience with lazy or corrupt supervisors in bureau-
cracies of all kinds makes it obvious that potentially effective
systenms of evaluation are open to all kinds of abuse and negl ect.
But the common | abor-union (or professorial) response of refusal to
participate in any such systemis even | ess responsible since it
rejects a legitimate demand instead of rejecting illegitimte
abuses. A serious loss of credibility with the parent, voter,
and/ or taxpayer is a natural and appropriate result. Refusal to
participate is, however, justifiable if either of two
considerations applies: first, that the proposed systemis
technically seriously inferior to another feasible and specifiable
systemwi th regard to which cooperation would be forthcom ng (the
inferiority to be judged by independent expert evaluators), or



second, that a respectable system of independent nutual eval uation
(of the adm nistrative staff who comm ssion or will conduct the
eval uation) is sinultaneously or earlier introduced. It should be
noted that “technically inferior” is not contrasted with “norally
inferior” (i.e., nore likely to produce injustice) since it is a
technical requirenent that the system m nim ze injustice. The
contrast is with “inpressionistically inferior,” i.e., inferior in
the view of unskilled personnel who react largely to perceptions of
risks for them A good evaluation systemnearly always has to

i nvol ve sonme noral elenents, and its noral status requires it to
wei ght the welfare of all people that it affects proportionately to
their stake in the issue. That neans it nust weigh the rejection
of outstanding job applicants in the bal ance against the retention
of weak teachers, using the gains and | osses for students and
others affected (parents, enployers) as additional currency.

Moral |y speaking, too, it is outrageous that nost educational
systens whi ch use admi nistrators to eval uate teachers have not hi ng
worthy of the nane in the way of procedures for evaluating the

adm ni strators.

Efficiency, narromy conceived, is not the only concern of
eval uation systens. |Indeed, it is entirely secondary to justice.
And the cardinal principle of justice is that evaluators should be
eval uated, a thenme previously stressed but that deserves further

explicit discussion in the follow ng section. |Its practical basis
lies inthat it follows directly fromboth principles already
enunci ated. The infrequency of its application is an illustration

that evaluators are not much nore attracted by tough self-
eval uation than are their eval uees.

Met aeval uati on

| have used this termto refer to the eval uation of
eval uations or evaluators. Thomas Cook, in the nost detail ed study
made of it so far, calls it--or a special case of it--secondary
eval uation (Cook, 1974, pp. 155-222). Jim Sanders, in the only
essay that | know of by another author on the topic, follows ny
usage (Sanders, 1973).! The term “secondary eval uati on” suggests
to me eval uation using secondary indicators, such as teaching
style, instead of primary ones, such as learning gains. The term
“met aeval uati on” nakes sonme sense to soneone used to the academ c
t ermi nol ogy (netamat hemati cs, metaphysics, metaphil osophy, neta-
sci ence, netapsychol ogy, nmetaethics) but is for others an opaque
neol ogi smfor which | apologize. 1In a sense this whole paper is a
study in the nmethodol ogy of metaevaluation. | will stress here a
coupl e of particularly crucial points about what | would regard as
standard operating procedures. The first arises fromthe
requi rement that evaluators should try to arrange that their own
work be replicated, in whole or part, by other equally conpetent
eval uators working i ndependently. This is particularly appropriate
wher e any non-standard met hodol ogy i s involved or where
particularly difficult synthesizing judgnents of overall nerit are

!(See al so Stuffl ebeam[1975].)



i nvol ved. Wen this approach is used, it should not conclude with
t he subm ssion: of the independent reports. Each eval uator or
eval uati on team shoul d, after such subm ssion, now critique the
report of the other team and have the opportunity to submt a

revi sed eval uation report involving such nodifications as seem
called for after reading the other report. |In certain cases a
conbi ned report may be agreed upon, after a joint “convergence”
neeting, a procedure Stufflebeam has encour aged.

A useful special case O the preceding approach is the adver-
sary arrangenent, where one evaluator or teamdeliberately
undertakes the task of making the very best possible case for the
project, given the data, while another presents the case against.
This was admirably done (on a mcro-budget) in the TCITY eval uation
by Stake and Denny (Stake and G erde, 1971, pp. 26-27;14). It
caused troubl e because defenders of the project felt it legitinmated
t he negative comment. One would do better to discuss this node of
reporting with the evaluees and clients in advance to avoid
unnecessary defensive reactions like this. Robert WIf has
recently extended this approach into the “legal nodel” of
eval uation (Wl f, 1973).

The netaeval uations thus generated (as each teamcriticizes the
other’s evaluation) are very useful for the adm nistrator-client.
For they are the conments of two highly know edgeabl e parties with
a reputation on the line. Arranging a design that puts this kind
of | everage on the evaluators is the noral equival ent of the
pressure that the presence (or prospective presence) of an
eval uator places on an eval uee, which has a certain natural
justice, but it also provides, pragmatically speaking, a very
substantial incentive for doing one’s best. Goal-free evaluation,
which I'1l discuss in a nonent, is a natural extension of this type
of procedure.

The “doubl e-team ng” procedures just described, besides their
inmplicit recognition of the truth of the adage about sauce for the
goose being sauce for the gander, are steps towards a scientific
approach to evaluation in that they yield some data for cal cul ating
reliabilities. The approach applies equally well to the eval uation
of proposal s or personnel by panels/commttees, indeed, it is a
scandal that the big foundations, who dispense nost of their funds
t hrough their peer review panel procedure, do not investigate the
reliability of such panels, especially since there are a nunber of
different ways in which panel reviews can be conducted, with the
resulting probability of significantly different rankings.

The second suggestion | would stress is using the eval uees as
nmet aeval uators. That is, the prelimnary report fromthe
eval uators shoul d be nade available to the eval uees for critical
conment, and that comment-in raw form or synthesized in a way
acceptable to them-should go forward to the client along with the
evaluator’s original report and any nodifications that the
eval uator feels are appropriate in the Iight of this feedback.
Quarantees that this uncensured response will be attached to the
eval uation report will often have a favorable i npact on openness to
the eval uator at early stages.

The two precedi ng suggestions mght also be taken as itens for
inclusion in a handbook of professional ethics. There are others



besi des the eval uees who m ght well be consulted as netaeval uators,
for exanple, those whose resources are being used for the prograns
bei ng evaluated. This proposal for “representation of the affected
who are not involved” has a rather general application and
essentially zero recognition. How nany school board nenbers are
representatives of the childless community on whomthe tax burden
falls without any obvious returns? How many of the advisory panels
for, say the National Park Service, include representatives of

t hose who do not use the parks--but pay for them al nbst as heavily
and mght be interested in using themif their interests were

provi ded for? Mreover, evaluators should | ook around carefully
for people with special know edge and interest in whatever is being
eval uated, even if they do not qualify under the second suggestion
above, that is, as eval uees.

Met hodol oqgi cal Approaches to Bi as Reducti on

The reduction of bias in the sciences is nornmally achi eved by
t he repl acement of judgnental procedures by nensuration and
calculation. To a considerable extent the sanme path can be

followed in evaluation. |In fact, the “calculations”--in this case,
the statistics--are already pretty sophisticated, although their
selection and interpretation still requires a good deal of

judgnent. Even there, the choice and significance of different
statistics has been greatly standardized in recent years with

i ncreasi ng sophistication and advanced training. The problemis
mainly with the qualitative framework of an eval uation, especially
the elenents in it that generate the val ue conmponent of the
conclusion. This neans particularly the needs assessnent, the
conpar ati ve di nensions, and the costing.

I shall confine nyself to a nention of four approaches that
seemto ne capable of having considerable effect in upgrading the
objectivity of evaluation. First, there is the standardization or
routinization of qualitative aspects of the procedures. A detailed
study of scores of evaluations done during the |ast six years
suggests that a great many of them (over 90% at a guess) omt one
or nmore considerations that are obviously relevant to the
assessnment of nerit they are allegedly providing. The reasons for
the om ssion are often ego-defensive or political. (For exanple,
the failure to | ook at the conparative performance of critical
conpetitors, essential if evaluation is to service purchase
deci sions and hard to avoid when responsi bl e refunding is being
considered.) But they are also often sinple errors of oversight.
Bot h ki nds of omi ssion can be reduced by using a standardi zed
checkl i st approach, and | have been encouraged by the extent to
whi ch a suggested version of such a checklist was adopted in its
first year after private circulation (Scriven, 1974, pp. 35-93).
The orientation of that 13-point checklist and profile generator is
t owar ds pay-of f eval uation. One devel oped by Maurice Eash and ERI E
(Eash, 1969, pp. 18 24) is ainmed nore towards systematic product
description and is naturally considerably nore popul ar anongst
producers. Both have legitimate uses, and both can no doubt be
i mproved. ETS al so has one with sonme special features (mne



originated in some work with ETS on a product review contract).
Sonme ot hers have been proposed for special purposes, e.g., the CVAS
(Curriculum Materials Analysis System) from SSEC, and the trenen-
dously val uabl e checklist covering all the adm nistrative aspects
of an eval uation devel oped by Dan Stufflebeam (1974). The trend is
t here and, given support, can lead to very substantial upgradi ng of
eval uation, especially of evaluations that should be fairly
straightforward, but that often get bogged down in irrel evanci es,

or omt relevancies.

As an exanple of an irrel evancy, one sonetines hears the
lament that we can’t really eval uate educational products until we
have an adequate theory of learning. This remark displays a total
| ack of understanding of the difference between eval uati on and
expl anation. One needs great professional skill as a product
evaluator to set up a valid assessment of color TV sets, but one
needs to know not hi ng about electronics. On the other hand, to
explain why a particular set triunphed in the ratings will require
such know edge--in fact, an extrenely rare conbi nati on of theory,
desi gn, and production engineering skills. Theory may suggest
br eakt hroughs in design, its contribution to evaluation is at nost
t hat of supporting the use of certain secondary indicators as
criteria for nerit. Even there one needs only enpirical
correl ations of those features with favorabl e eval uations. The
checklist, like the trouble-shooting chart in the back of an
appl i ance handbook, incorporates a massive anmount of know edge in a
maxi mal |y task-oriented form theories have the first, but not the
second property.

But the inprovenent of evaluation is not the only pay-off from
t he checklist approach. | believe it has already produced
significant inprovenments in products, for the producer is not only
aware that the checklist may be--in sonme cases, will be--used in
eval uating the product, and hence tries to neet the standards it
expresses, but he or she is also (to a variable extent) interested
in turning out a quality product and may find the argunments
supporting the checklist persuasive in upgrading his or her
conception of what that inplies.

The second approach invol ves upgrading the training procedures
for evaluators, especially in the qualitative dinmension. The
si npl est nmove woul d be to increase enornously the nunber of
eval uations performed during the training period, perhaps to a
hundred or nore, with feedback in one formor another (such as
tail ored conment, programred nmaterials, or the issue of good and
bad paradi gm answers). Another procedure, which could be applied
in nodified formto the training of review panel nenbers, involves
a direct effort to achieve high inter-judge reliability w thout
introducing correlated error, a procedure that | call calibration.
This is an extension of the first procedure and involves using a
basi c set of cases, judging themindependently, talking out
differences as far as possible, testing on a new set, and so forth
until reasonabl e convergence is obtained.

The third approach picks up where training | eaves off, but
focuses on the elimnation of sources of bias external to the
evaluator. W have already discussed sone of these that arise from
organi zati onal and econom c factors, the need for further




contracts, for instance. W have al so discussed interpersonal ties
and argued for the use of external evaluators, at least in a
suppl ementary role, for both formati ve and sunmative eval uation
Even when we had taken account of all the precedi ng suggestions, a
type of biasing interaction occurs which has highly significant
effects on the evaluator and needs to be dealt with. It has two
di nensi ons whi ch are, roughly speaking, affective and cognitive.

The affective influence occurs because of the generally
submi ssi ve- obsequi ous hangi ng-on-every-word posture which it is
difficult for an evaluee to avoid adopting towards the eval uator,
especially if the latter is evaluating on behalf of the funding
agency. This is somewhat too egogratifying for evaluators to
suppose that it has no influence on them “How can all these nice
intelligent people who show their good taste by asking after ny
health and work so interestedly (and even, in formative situations,
by selecting and paying ne to do the evaluation), possibly not be
doi ng sonething-truly worthwhile?” The best way to minimze this
influence is by mnimzing the social contact with the eval uee
prior to subm ssion of the prelimnary version of the report.
There is plenty of time for it later, during the interaction about
the report, and then it is far less tine-wasting for project staff.
(Site-visit evaluations always have a disruption cost goi ng agai nst
their utility.) 1In reacting to the draft evaluation, the eval uees
have a focus for their activities and remarks, and the eval uator
has a stake in the discussion so that a fruitful exchange can occur
rather than a “show and tell” performance.

If one elimnates these prior social exchanges, how does the
eval uator get briefed about the background, ainms, and nature of the
project? This question |leads us to | ook at the cognitive biases

that result fromsuch a briefing. If one wants an unbi ased vi ew of
what the project does, one would do better to talk to or, better,
observe the users, not the producers. After all, whether formative

or sumative, a major function of evaluation is to | ook at the
materials fromthe point of view of a prospective user. The user
will not get a visiting fireman treatnment. The user will not be
concerned with background of the product or what it was neant to
do, only with what it actually does. So the evaluator, in
simulating the user’s viewpoint, does best to avoid all the “fringe
benefits.”

Taki ng these considerations seriously | eads one into doing
goalfree evaluation (GFE). It is extrenely inportant as a
nmet hodol ogy for avoi di ng overfavorabl e eval uati ons and for
detecting side-effects. Since one has not been told what the
i ntended effects--goal s--are, one works very hard to di scover any
effects, without the tunnel vision induced by a briefing about
goals. If GFE sonetines errs in the direction of being too
critical or mssing a main effect, the cost of those errors is
i nsignificant because they can be picked up at the_debriefing.
Putting it another way, the GFE node is the best way to begin an
eval uation because it is reversible w thout |oss, whereas the GBE
(goal -based) node is not reversible and nore likely to be biased.

One might describe GFE as a step beyond doubl e-blind
nmet hodol ogy. (Sonme of its critics would probably prefer to call it
totally blind.) 1In double-blind drug studies, neither patient nor




nurse and/or investigator knows which pill is the placebo and which
is the experimental drug during the period of observation (which is
when the bias woul d operate). The interest is to get the
investigator to look just as carefully at all patients, w thout the
ki nd of prejudice that mght lead to projecting effects onto the
group that got the experinmental drug. And, of course, to ensure
that the “treatnment,” which involves both a pill and its
presentation, is equalized. The evidence about the effect of
expectations on perceptions is so strong that an experi nental
design that does not blind the observer-investigator sinply could
not be taken seriously. In triple-blind, the investigator--who
woul d now have to be different fromthe devel oper--would al so not
know what the intended effect was. He or she would have to

di scover what effect, if any, the adm nistered substances had, from
a study of patients’ health, etc., through the period of drug

adm ni stration, and thereafter.

Now what possible point could there be in such a procedure?
Very sinple: it will nake the observer-evaluator struggle hard to
find any and all effects, w thout prejudice, since his or her
reputation is on the line, and the job has not been pre-defined.
Readi ng a non-existent effect into the clinical picture, cued by
inspiring messages fromthe research crew, is nade | ess easy,

m ssing a slight but crucial side-effect is made nore difficult. O
course, the evaluator has access to the charts and nedical history
of each patient and it will often be easy to get an idea of the

i ntended effect fromthese. But to nake that idea precise, to
describe the class of patients for which the effect appears to be
such-and-such, especially given the absence of cues as to which
recei ved a placebo, will put the investigator on his or her nettle.

In the nedical situation, the intended effects are relatively
sinmple, the class of patients treated is a rather good indicator of
the intended effect, and the consequences of readi ng non-exi stent
effects into the data are considerably (but not entirely) mtigated
by the double-blind situation. In education none of these
considerations normally hold, the latter failing since double-blind
studi es are not generally possible. Consequently, the advantages
of goal -based eval uation are particularly crucial there, whereas
they may be only marginal in nedical research. Apart fromthe
nmet hodol ogi cal advant ages of making the eval uator hunt for any
effects and thereby reduci ng the chance of m ssing a side-effect,
GFE provi des yet another of the procedures for exerting
accountability pressures on the evaluator in addition to those
nmentioned in the section on metaeval uation, and hence restricting
the play of bias. There are nore detailed discussions of GEE in
House (1973) and Popham (1974).

Finally, it is well worth nmentioning the advocate team
approach for generating alternative plans, which can then be
conparatively evaluated. This has been particularly carefully
studi ed and devel oped by Dan Stufflebeanmis staff, especially by
Di ane Reinhard (1973) who applied the enphasis on independence
stressed earlier in talking about feedback channels to input. One
notices a deficiency in this dinension of evaluation not only where
conpl ex plans are involved (the area where adversary mnet hodol ogy
has been focused) but also in sinple product eval uati on where sone




ingenuity may be required to identify the appropriate alternatives.
For exanple, the evaluation of CAT(conmputer assisted instruction)
shoul d normal Iy invol ve conparison with programred texts using the
program content fromthe conputer, since these can be produced for
a mnute fraction of the CATcosts, are portable, and

si mul t aneousl y usabl e by many students.

Concl usi ons

An effort has been nade to review a wi de range of sources of
bias in evaluation, and preventative nmeasures for them The
resul ting recomendations, taken in toto, provide a fairly
conpr ehensi ve set of guidelines for setting up the broad outlines
of an eval uation system

Two normative principles were formul ated, the first
recomrendi ng i ndependent feedback in evaluation, the second
requiring regular review of the independence. A third principle is
i nherent in rmuch of the later discussions of practical procedures,
it asserts that the best guarantees of independence are ignorance
and countervailing bias. There are no wholly unbi ased eval uators
but there are arrangenents which di scourage them from bringi ng
(sone of their nost damagi ng) biases to bear, or where their biases
are (at least partially) balanced off. The search for the pure in
heart is nore appropriate for nythol ogy than nethodol ogy. W can
arrange for jurisprudence when we can’'t find it; it can be a
property of a group of evaluators, even when it is a property of
none of them It’s a matter of balancing off, not perfect
stability. W could call this the Principle of |Independence as
Dynam c Equilibrium follow ng our practice of grand titles for
grimtruths. Wen we want valid independent eval uation, we don’t
use the driver-educator to evaluate the driver-educator, but we use
one driver-eductor and one Latinist, or both in one, and that’s
better even than an accountancy instructor (the inplications for
eval uating ethnic studies prograns are obvious and possibly nore
exciting). To evaluate breeder reactors we use soneone fromthe
Sierra Aub and a nmenber of Congress, not a retired judge of the
Suprenme Court. (When we’'re concerned with credibility rather than
validity, we pick the judge and require that the judge hear the
others and that a summary of their briefs be attached to the
evaluation report.) O, to evaluate a new drug, we use researchers
who aren’t told what the drug is supposed to do. In short, fight
fire wwth fire or wth oxygen starvation, not by trying to nake
everything out of inconbustible materi als.

The Principles tell us that independence is essential,
i npermanent, and situational. O course, one mght say, we all
knew that. But then why didn’'t we value the know edge enough to
use it? Perhaps because we al so knew, or thought we knew, the
opposite; that independent advice is a luxury, or that it can be
provi ded by a proper organizational arrangenment of supervisors, or
that it can only be obtained fromreally disinterested people.
Knowi ng contradi ctory truisns about bias and its control is know ng
not hi ng about it.
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