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Despite the present economc difficulties facing all Ievels
of our nation’s educational enterprise, a significant portion of
education’s resources continue to be used for evaluative
activities. As a result, presunmably conpetent eval uation
personnel are sought after to evaluate activities in nearly every
area of education and its cognate fields. Persons are being
assigned to evaluate social action prograns, experiential
| earni ng, dental education, bilingual education, conputer-
assisted instruction, aesthetic education, and new curricula in
geol ogy, mathematics, and foreign | anguages, to nane only a few

Regardl ess of the type of educational programto be
eval uated, there are sone tasks that are common (e.g.,
identifying the evaluative questions to be answered by the
eval uation; identifying and sel ecting sources of relevant
information; collecting, interpreting and reporting information).
Persons trained explicitly as eval uati on specialists can
reasonably be expected to have a command of these and ot her
nmet hods and techni ques of educational inquiry necessary in
evaluation. But is this enough, given the enornous diversity in
the content with which evaluators are asked to deal? Does the
training of educational evaluators prepare themto dea
effectively with such a w de range of phenonena? O does quality
eval uati on demand that the eval uator have sonme substantive
training in the content of that being eval uated? For exanple,
must an eval uator be trained in guidance techniques and theories
bef ore produci ng an accurate, useful evaluation of a gui dance and
counsel i ng progranf

These questions are nore than academ c, for they are
frequently posed to eval uation specialists who are hired or
assigned to conduct evaluations in areas where they hold no
academ c credentials. Such questions could be discounted as only
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new mani festations of the resistance and inhospitality evaluators
have cone to expect, since the field of education is stil
| argel y unaccustonmed to (and unent hused about) serious
introspection into the effectiveness of its practices. But such
an interpretation seens grossly unfair and insensitive to the
real issue which lies behind the questions. It is probable that
nmost such queries originate fromeducators’ sincere desires for
t he best possible evaluation, coupled with genui ne concern that
soneone untrained in the content of that which is eval uated
sinply cannot do the best job, even if they possess inpeccable
met hodol ogi cal credentials. W would nom nate concern, not
hostility, as the author of the statenent, “l| respect your
training as an evaluator, but | don’t see how you can eval uate ny
| anguage program adequately, since you don’t know rmuch about
linguistics.” Wich |eads us back to our two original questions,
slightly rephrased. Can evaluators with no real expertise in
reading really judge the worth of a reading progran? O is it
preferable to hire reading experts and provide themw th on-the-
job training in evaluation skills? O is it realistic to | ook for
both content and eval uati on expertise in the sane person?
Answers to these questions are inpossible w thout first
clarifying what is neant by the term “content specialization.”
Eval uation has been defined previously (Wrthen & Sanders, 1973;
Joint Conmttee, 1981) and we will not repeat that exercise here,
al though we will return later to point out how answers to the
guestions posed above m ght differ sonewhat depending on the
eval uation role or approach in use.



Content Specialization: A Definition

The term “content specialization” mght be used to refer
merely to concentration of one’s efforts in an activity or field
of study. That arid definitionis insufficient for the present
pur poses w thout adding that the concentration | eads to w de
know edge about and conpetence to work in the field. Therefore,
content specialization is used throughout this paper with a nore
qualitative tone to refer to denonstrable expertise in the matter
dealt with in a field of study or activity. Sone elasticity nust
be retained in applying the term because of the varied eval uation
contexts described earlier. For exanple, in sone cases
under st andi ng of theories or detail ed know edge of subject matter
m ght be the nost rel evant expertise. |In others, years of
practical experience mght be the touchstone, with the w sdom of
the expert practitioner el evated above the know edge of the
scholar. The common ingredient in all uses of the termis that
the principal participants (e.g., director, staff) in any
activity being evaluated woul d recognize and credit the expertise
of the “content specialist.”

The remai nder of this paper deals with three major topics:
(1) sonme of the possible interrelationshi ps between content
speci alization and evaluation; (2) a series of basic points which
must be considered in attenpting to answer the questions posed
earlier; and (3) considerations in inplenmenting the answer we
propose to those questions. Another related topic--nanely, how
the content area of the object being evaluated influences the
eval uati on net hodol ogy used--is beyond the scope of this paper.

Three Alternative Profiles of Expertise

| f one accepts the prem se that no one person can have al
t he expertise needed to conduct an evaluation adequately, then it
woul d be reasonable to argue that the best way to bring necessary
eval uation and content specialization into play would be to use a
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team of experts in conducting an educational evaluation. This
alternative would allow for the right ad hoc configuration of
experts (eval uation specialist, content specialist, conputer
systens anal yst, etc.) to be drawn together for a particular
eval uation. Wen conducting an evaluation, it is delightful to
have one nenber of the teamwho is expert in the rel evant content
area. Wen other team nenbers are baffled by jargon and verba
clutter, this content specialist should be able to cut through
quickly to lay bare the skeletal theories and untested assertions
at the heart of an issue.

This alternative, while desirable when organi zi ng to conduct
an eval uation, msses the issue under consideration here,
however. The point of our discussion is to determ ne whether it
is best to prepare the individual evaluator in education as a
content specialist, an evaluation specialist, or some conbination
of the two. Many educational evaluations are conducted by only
one evaluator, and such an individual cannot be prepared as a
team The skill of pulling together an appropriate team of
specialists for an evaluation is a skill that the professional
eval uat or shoul d possess, as will be discussed later in this
paper. This discussion focuses, however, on training for the
i ndi vi dual eval uator, and here there are three obvious
alternatives for bringing necessary eval uation and content
expertise into play in educational eval uations.

Content Specialist. The first alternative is to entrust the

eval uation to soneone trained as a content specialist in the
areas nost relevant to the entity being evaluated. The content
specialist would need to | earn as nuch about eval uati on net hods
and techni ques as possi bl e and depend on expert nethodol ogi sts
where the eval uati on demands know edge beyond that held by the
substanti ve speciali st.

Prof essional Evaluator. |In the second alternative, the

eval uation is conducted by a specialist trained specifically in
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nmet hods and techni ques of educational inquiry necessary in
eval uation. The professional evaluator would need to | earn as
much as woul d be useful about the content area and depend on
content specialists whenever the evaluation required detailed or
ext ensi ve knowl edge about the subject area. The professional
eval uator m ght work concurrently or sequentially on eval uations
in many different content areas, claimng expertise only in
eval uati on net hodol ogy and nmaki ng no pretense of being expert in
the content.?

Cont ent - based Evaluator. This is really a conbination of

the two previous alternatives. Here the evaluator is either (1)
a professional evaluator who has worked in the sane content area
over a long period and gained sufficient expertise init to be
viewed as a content specialist,(2) a content specialist who has
been assigned to evaluation roles for so long as to nmaster the
princi pal nmethods and techni ques of educational evaluation, or
(3) a person who holds academ c credentials in both areas.

Bef ore maki ng judgnents about the relative desirability of these
three alternatives, it is necessary to exam ne several factors
whi ch conplicate the choice.

Basi ¢ Considerations in Electing Content Specialization or

Eval uati on Expertise

The issue of subject matter specialization for evaluators
has been touched on previously. In analyzing the role of the
eval uator, Stufflebeam and ot her eval uation schol ars concl uded
that the role of subject matter specialist “...nust be included
if evaluation is to serve decision making. However, it does not
seemto be a role that the evaluation specialist can often
assune.” (Stufflebeam et al., 1971, p. 294). Scriven at |east
partially supported this viewin his statenent that “...the
eval uator, while a professional in his own field, is usually not
a professional in the field relevant to the curricul um bei ng
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reformed or, if heis, heis not commtted to the particul ar

devel opnent bei ng undertaken” (Scriven, 1973, p. 65).°3

Conversely, Cronbach et al. (1980) proposed that disciplinary
preparation be one of four parts of an “idealized” doctoral
training programin evaluation. The Joint Conmttee on Standards
for Educational Evaluation (1981) further noted, “Evaluators are
credible to the extent that they exhibit the training, technical
conpet ence, substantive know edge, experience, integrity, public
relations skills, and other characteristics considered necessary
by the client and other users of the evaluation reports.” (Joint
Comm ttee, 1981, p. 24, italics added). Davis, Scriven and
Thomas (1981) al so advi sed educators that an eval uation study can
best be defended fromattack by having it conducted by persons
who are viewed as credi ble experts by the major parties involved.
To better understand issues underlying these varying assertions,
et us turn our attention directly to six factors which inpinge
on themnore or less directly.

1. Difficulty and Uni queness of the Content

It may be truistic to state that concern about the
pr of essi onal evaluator’s grasp of content is not very rel evant
where the content is neither difficult nor unique and therefore
can be easily assim |l ated and understood. But this point is
generally lost on the persons who express the concern nost. The
field of education obviously has its conplex theories and
difficult content (largely drawn fromother fields). However,
t he knowl edge base in education is not as conplicated as it
sonetinmes is made to seemto the outsider who is forced to sort
t hrough many private neanings in the | anguage of the educationi st
to reach understanding. Most theories in education are
essentially primtive and nost educational practices can be
easily conprehended if they are clearly described.* It is
probably neither arrogance nor criticismwhich has |ed sone
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social scientists to privately aver that they can digest even the
nmost conpl ex educational theories in an afternoon.

The opinion of the social scientist is |less inportant here,
however, than the magnitude of the task confronting educati onal
eval uators when they stray onto foreign ground. Oten the task
does not appear overwhelmng. It should not take long to learn
all any eval uator woul d need to know about conputer-assisted
instruction (CAl)--the basic rationale, results of previous CAT
research, the particular situation in the instance at hand, and
how it operates in the real settings observed. The eval uator may
not know enough of the intricacies involved in setting up the
| ogi stics of CAT to enable replication of the activity, but that
seens unlikely to be the best criterion for judging the adequacy
of the programin any event.

The notion that sinplicity® should be | ess val ued than
conplexity is an egregi ous one that seens to influence nmuch
thinking in the field of education (and other fields as well).
The earlier point about conplex transactions and outcone
notw t hstandi ng, there are many things about education which are
refreshingly sinple. Neither that nor the fact that we have not
yet reached a full understanding of the things in education which
are conpl ex should enbarrass educationists. Yet, it nust be fear
of having our theories and practices deneaned as si npl e-m nded
(in the nost pejorative sense of that word) which causes many
educational specialists to contend that their work is too conpl ex
and filled with subtle nuances to be readily understood by
outsiders. The alternative explanations for this tendency are
| ess conplinmentary.®

The nessage here is not that all aspects of educati onal
theory and practice are unconplicated and easy to grasp; that
stance woul d be absurd on its face. The point is only that nuch
of the work being conducted in the field involves subject matter
or practices that are neither difficult nor unique and, in these
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areas, it seens irrelevant (if not foolish) to argue the need for
content specialists to serve as eval uators.

2. Ref erence G oups and Impartiality

Intuitively, it seens that there is a difference between
being a judge and being a processor of judgnents nade by others;
bet ween using one’s personal values to reach judgnents of worth
and using the collective values of appropriate reference groups
to identify criteria to serve as a basis for such judgnents. And
there are obvious val ues involved even in determ ning which
reference groups are appropriate. The inportance of these areas
i n educational evaluation has been well docunmented by the
di al ogue they have created in the literature. Scriven (1973) has
argued that there is no evaluation w thout judgnent and the
evaluator is best qualified to judge. Stufflebeam et al.

(1971) agreed that an eval uation depends on judgnents of the
worth of alternatives, although they saw the eval uator as nore
clarifier and arbitrator than final judge. |In their view, the
eval uator would help identify different val ue positions of many
reference groups which mght influence the final decision and
hel p the “decision group” understand the risks of attending nore
to one position than another. Cronbach (1982; Cronbach et al.
1980) |ikew se described evaluation as basically a denocratic
process. Stake (1973; 1975a) opted for inclusion of multiple
reference groups as “judges” or at |east sources of criteria,

i ncluding as a mnimum soci etal representatives, teachers,
parents, students, and subject-matter experts. He stated that:

“Evaluators wll seek out and record the opinions of persons

of special qualification. These opinions, though

subj ective, can be very useful and can be gathered

obj ectively, independent of the solicitor’s opinions. A

responsibility for processing judgnents is nuch nore



acceptable to the eval uation specialist than one for
rendering judgnents hinself.” (Stake, 1973, p. 111).

St ake al so has rem nded us that judgnment consists of
assigning weights to standards. “Rational judgnent in
educational evaluation is a decision as to how nuch to pay
attention to the standards of each reference group (point of
view) in deciding whether or not to take sonme adm nistrative
action.” (Stake, 1973, p. 122).

This leads us to a central concern. Wat influence do the
formal training and experience of individuals (i.e., the
reference group or groups to which they bel ong) have on their
inclination or ability to identify all the reference groups from
whi ch values, criteria and opinions should be sought in a
particul ar evaluation? The question can be particularized to the
present discussion of evaluation and content specialization. Are
pr of essi onal eval uators di sposed to be satisfied with their own
judgnents of the worth of a progran? Are content specialists
less inclined to seek input fromother reference groups because
t hey view thensel ves as expert in the area?

These are largely enpirical questions, but until they are
answered that way, we wll venture sonme “best guesses”, and these
guesses stem from a concern about what happens when the eval uator
s personal values intrude in unidentified ways into val ue
j udgrments about that which is evaluated.” This concern shoul d
not be m sconstrued as an argunent agai nst maki ng val ue
judgments. It is only an argunent agai nst basing those judgnents
on personal, private, and perhaps idiosyncratic values of the
eval uator in ways that preclude their being identified or sorted
out either by the evaluator or the consuner of the evaluation
reports. To say that val ue questions are the sine qua non of

eval uation (see dass & Wrthen, 1971) is not to say that it is
the evaluator’s val ues which should be used to resol ve those
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guestions. \Wen Stufflebeam and his coll eagues stated that, “The
eval uator is the supplier of know edge. He never supplies the
val ues with which that know edge is used,” (Stufflebeam et al.
1971, p. 117), they were arguing that evaluators never supply
their personal values, but instead that they should help identify
various val ue positions and | ook for optimal conbinations of

t hose values to present to the decision group. The Joint

Comm ttee on Standards for Educational Eval uation (1981)
identified the foll ow ng val ue bases that could be used by the
evaluator: “...project objectives, procedural specifications,

| aws and regul ations, institutional goals, denocratic ideals,
performance by a conparison group, assessed needs of a consuner
group, expected performance of the sanple group, and reported
judgnents by various reference groups.” (Joint Commttee, 1981,
p. 32).

The intrusion of the evaluator’s personal val ues seens nore
probabl e when the evaluator is a content specialist in the area
evaluated. Here the content expert is on hone ground and can
bring personal expertise into play directly, and that very fact
has a great potential for blinding the expert to the need to
elicit opinions and judgnents from ot her reference groups,
per haps including others with expertise in the content area.?®
Less so for professional evaluators. They certainly carry their
own prejudices, but they should prove | ess damagi ng here. Unl ess
they suffer severely from exaggerated self-worth, eval uation
specialists are virtually forced to a recognition of their own
nai vete and need for help fromoutside reference groups whenever
asked to conduct an evaluation involving difficult or unique
content outside of their training and experience.

It would seem at |east on the surface, that content
specialists evaluating activities in their own particul ar area of
expertise mght well have considerable difficulty retaining their
i ndependence and inpartiality in the face of their identification
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and career ties in that field. Scriven seened to have this in
m nd when he sai d:

“Bval uators...are handi capped so |long as they are | ess than
fully famliar with the subject matter being restructured, and
less than fully synpathetic with the ains of the creative group.
Yet once they becone identified with those ains, enotionally as
wel | as economically, they | ose sonething of great inportance to
an objective evaluation--their independence.” (Scriven, 1973,

p. 66) .

A biologist called to evaluate a curricul um devel oped by
bi ol ogists is prone to | ook forward to future professional
associations wth the curricul um devel opers, perhaps for the
remai nder of a long career. The influence that acceptance by
peers has on | ater success can hardly help creating at |east a
threat to inpartiality, whether realized or not. This issue was
touched upon in the Joint commttee “Conflict of Interest”
standard (1981, p.70).

It would be folly to suggest that being a professional
eval uation specialist is any guarantee agai nst |oss of
i ndependence, since both the biologist and the professional
eval uator can be conprom sed through econom c or enotiona
identification with the curriculum but the eval uator would seem
to have | ess opportunity for conflict of interest than would the
content specialist.

Weiss, in quoting an informant from her study for the

National Institute of Mental Health, introduced two rel ated
poi nts:
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“As one psychiatrist noted, there is a basic difference in
stance between practitioners and evaluators: ‘Practitioners have
to believe in what they are doing; evaluators have to doubt’.”

“This difference in professional orientation also can be seen in
the individual’s orientation to the project. Practitioners are
comrmitted to a project; they invest enornous anmounts of tinme and
energy and their professional reputations in its success.

Eval uators are conmtted to the acquisition of know edge, and
their careers are dependent on produci ng conpetent research

whet her the project succeeds or fails; thus, they are sonetines
vi ewed as unsynpat hetic and perhaps basically critical of the
project to which others are devoting their lives.” (Wiss,

1973, p. 52).

To assune that content specialists are caught up in
commtnment to an activity as nmuch as practitioners directly
involved in the project would be extending a point too far. It
seens equally risky, however, to assune that involvenent with the
content does not carry a greater potential for bias than where no
such invol venent exi sts.

Wei ss’ description of the negative perceptions which can
result fromdifferent basic orientations has al so been noted by
Scriven. He commented on the effect the “Doubting Thomas” nature
of evaluators could have on curricul um devel opers:

“Prof essional evaluators may sinply exude a kind of skeptica
spirit that danpens the creative fires of a productive group
They may be synpathetic but inpose such crushi ng demands on
operational formulation of goals by the group as to divert too
much time to an essentially secondary activity.” (Scriven, 1973,
p. 66).°
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Uncontrol | ed skepticismobviously can be detrinental, as can
be al nost any excess, including uncontrolled enthusiasm But
skepticismis not synonynous with scorn, and a circunspect, well-
noti vat ed skeptici smwhich chall enges easy assunptions and
conventional wisdomthat find their way into many educati onal
activities may be invaluable to the ultimte success of those
activities. |If that statenent causes adm nistrators and
curricul um devel opers to blanch, they have m sunderstood our
point, for it is one of affirmation. Mny educational materials
or processes are nurtured to full termin a sheltered
environment, only to find that they cannot survive in the world
of reality into which they are delivered. |[If the professional
eval uat or exudes the kind of skeptical spirit which prevents that
type of disaster, it would seemto foster a healthy and
functional type of self-scrutiny indeed. It is probably
unreasonabl e to hope that content specialists who are imersed in
one way or another in the content being evaluated will have as
great a tendency to raise the difficult questions which
skeptici sm pronpts.

3. Eval uati on Rol es and Tasks

There is an obvious omi ssion in the discussion so far, and
that is the effect of different roles and conceptions of
eval uati on on the points which have been made. For exanple, to
t he extent concerns about co-optation and bias are |ess rel evant
for formative than for summati ve eval uation, the preceding
di scussion could be viewed as nore applicable to the latter. But
even in internal formative evaluation (let alone external, goal-
free formative evaluation), it seens unwise to ignore the | oss of
objectivity which occurs when an eval uator becones coopted into
the reference group being served and begins to accept their
assunptions and procedures w thout question. To the extent that
being a content specialist in the area eval uated may increase one
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S susceptibility to such | oss of independence, the previous
di scussion is relevant to formative evaluation as well.

When one exam nes different conceptions of evaluation, the
strain on the previous argunents becones nore apparent. For
exanple, if an accreditation or professional judgnent eval uation
approach is chosen and the evaluator is nom nated as the person
who judges the nerit of a set of curriculummaterials, then it
seens reasonable to assune that the eval uator needs consi derable
know edge about the content of those materials. Conversely, if
eval uation is viewed as seeking, processing, and portraying
judgments of nultiple reference groups (including content
specialists), then there seens little point in requiring the
eval uator to have in-depth know edge about the phenonena bei ng
eval uat ed.

Much nore coul d be said about roles and approaches to
evaluation in this connection, but it seens nore inportant to
turn to the nore salient matter of what eval uators do when they
eval uat e.

Per haps the nost serious test of the proposition that
evaluators do (or do not) need to be well-versed in the content
of that which they evaluate is to exam ne the tasks that are
essential in conducting an educational evaluation. Sorting
essential conpetencies into those which require know edge of
substantive know edge about the phenonenon versus those requiring
speci al i zed know edge of eval uati on net hodol ogy i s enlightening.
In one such analysis, Wrthen (1974) used 25 eval uation tasks
froma synthesis of enpirical and conceptual research ainmed at
identifying essential tasks and conpetencies in educational
research and eval uation.'® These tasks are arrayed in Table 1
along with a rating of the probable need for training and
experience in both evaluation and the content area. Crude
categorization results in 13 tasks which an eval uati on speci ali st
woul d seem best able to perform two which favor the content
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speci alist and 10 which seemequally suited to either.! One
m ght quarrel with where checkmarks were placed, but it seens
unlikely that any reasonabl e rearrangenent would result in a
significant change in the balance reflected here. The obvious
inference to be drawn fromthis analysis is that content-based
eval uators (those persons described earlier as possessing
expertise both in evaluation and the content area) woul d be able
to performall the tasks. |If such a person were not avail able
(whi ch seens probable for reasons discussed later), then the
pr of essi onal eval uator appears able to conduct far nore of the
essential evaluation activities than is true for the content
speci al i st.

The tasks listed in Table 1 admttedly reflect an enpirical,
behavi oral bias; their only defense is that they are synthesized
froman anal ysis of high-quality evaluation work and from
eval uation tasks nom nated as essential by 14 | eadi ng eval uators.
Further, they are quite parallel to a priori conceptions of
eval uation theorists. For exanple, Stufflebeam (1973) has |isted
22 steps in designing educational evaluations which he offers as
potentially useful in defining the role of the eval uation
specialist. O these, at |east 20 seem nore appropriately the
provi nce of the professional evaluator than the content
specialist, and the other two are debatable. Al though
Stuffl ebeanmi s design steps require frequent interactions between
t he deci sion maker and the evaluator, there is no claimthat the
|atter nust be a specialist in the content of what is eval uated.
This was consistent with the PDK Study Commttee (Stufflebeam et
al., 1971), when they posited four categories of know edge needed
by the eval uation specialist and subsuned all 22 of Stufflebeanis
desi gn steps under “Knowl edge required in evaluative work.” Only
one of the other three categories includes know edge from areas
out side of evaluation, and here the only three areas suggested as
useful to the evaluation specialist were general systens theory,
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econom cs, and political science. The Study Commttee sumed up
their position with the statenent that “...failure to include
subj ect expertise in their description of evaluation activities
or roles suggests that this role, |ike the decision-naker role,
is involved in evaluation but in a way that differentiates it
fromthe role of the evaluation specialist.” (Stufflebeam et
al ., 1971, p. 296).

In a somewhat different type of listing, Scriven (1974b)
proposed a checklist for use in evaluating educational products,
proposal s focused on products, producers of products, and the
i ke. That checklist and the broad applicability clainmed for its
criteria seemto rest on an assunption that an eval uator need not
be a specialist in the content of the product to use it
effectively. The information required to apply each criterion is
strai ghtforward and unconplicated!? and does not call for
el aborate details or conplex rationales for the product which
could only be supplied by a content specialists. Scriven has
noted that the evaluator nust call in independent experts to
j udge the educational significance of perfornmance data,
reinforcing the notion that he sees the professional evaluator as
the prime judge, calling on content experts only as needed.
Content specialist untrained in evaluation nmethods could hardly
hope to generate adequate information on several of the proposed
criteria, such as those related to field tests,
per f ormance/ causati on, and performance/ statistical significance.

In an integrative review of earlier studies and di scussions
of eval uation conpetencies, Sanders (1981) identified 11
categori es of conpetence or ability,®® including the ability to:

1. describe fully the entity being eval uat ed;

2. describe the pertinent context of the eval uation;
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3. conceptual i ze appropriate purposes and frameworks for
the evaluation; identify sources; identify, procedures
anal ysis; determne the value or nerit in the entity
bei ng eval uat ed;

4. identify and sel ect appropriate information needs and
sour ces;
5. identify, select, and apply appropriate techniques and

procedures for information collection, processing, and

anal ysi s;
6. determ ne the value or nerit in the entity being
eval uat ed;
7. communi cat e eval uation plans and results effectively;
8. manage the eval uation
9. mai ntai n et hical eval uati on standards;

10. adjust for external factors that affect the eval uation;
and

11. evaluate the eval uation.

Al though at a nore general |evel than the specific
conpetencies listed in earlier works and reflecting a greater
enphasi s on conceptual conpetence, even a conservative readi ng of
t hese general activities suggests that the eval uation speciali st
will be better prepared to performa majority of themeffectively
than woul d the content specialist.

Worthen (1983) attenpted to assess the rel evance of the 25
eval uation tasks shown in Table 1 to three evaluation studies
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whi ch had received recognition by national professional
associ ations or governnental bodies as exanpl es of excellent
eval uation work. He found that alnost all of the tasks were
inportant in conducting those three exenplary eval uation studies.
Exceptions were tasks relating to the general area of goals and
obj ectives (tasks 10-12 in Table 1), which were relatively |ess
inportant in those three studies, suggesting that newer
conceptions of evaluation may have weakened the centrality of the
goal -directed eval uati on approach and its frequent insistence
that goals be translated into specific behavioral objectives. 1In
addition, Wrthen identified in these three exenplary eval uations
five additional tasks inportant to the conduct of those studies;
those tasks are presented in Table 2, categorized as to whether
the task woul d be best suited to the evaluation specialist, the
content specialist, or either.

Thi s anal ysis agai n suggests that persons trained as
eval uation specialists will be better prepared to conduct high-
qual ity evaluation studies than one m ght expect for content
specialists, as judged by tasks found to be inportant in
exenpl ary eval uati ons.

4. The Evaluator’'s Scope of Wirk

Demands are very different for the eval uator who is enpl oyed
exclusively on a single project or in one content area than for
the nore typical evaluator who is enployed to work (either
concurrently or sequentially) in many content areas and on may
different evaluations.* On long-termprojects were the
di sciplinary base and nethods are fixed, it is possible to assign
the evaluations to a content specialist or content-based
evaluator, and all the previous discussion in this paper would
apply. More typically, however, the evaluation is undertaken at
t he behest of a client, leaving the evaluators little autonony to
pursue inquiry within any particul ar paradigmof their choice or
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Wi thin a specific subject in which they have substantive
expertise. In CQuttentag' s terns, “The eval uation researcher does
not fornulate his own hypothesis. Wen he investigates, and how
he conceptual i zes what he investigates, is given to himby the
program goal s” (1973, p. 61). This necessity to work across
content areas and on many eval uati ons has obvi ous inplications
for the training of evaluators which will be discussed in the
next section. It is sufficient here to | abel as absurd the idea
t hat any eval uator who works in nultiple content areas could be
so broadly know edgeable as to be credible as a content
specialist in all or even a magjority of those areas.

5. | nplication for training

sone prom nent eval uators have suggested, at |east verbally,
that training evaluation specialists is |less prom sing than
| ooking to the content areas for person who are both in tune with
their owm field of study and introspective and capabl e enough to
be able to evaluate their own activities. |In a Uopian world,
t hat proposal would have greater nerit than in a world where tinme
and opportunity to | earn about both eval uati on nethods and the
content are real constraints. Content specialists with no forma
training in the essential inquiry nethods outlined earlier (e.g.,
desi gn, psychonetrics, statistics) are sinply unprepared to do a
majority of the evaluation tasks. Trying to provide sufficient
training in even those few nethods woul d be an enornous task.
Most fulltinme graduate students have their hands full mastering
t he bare net hodol ogi cal essentials in their two or three years of
formal study. It would be infinitely nore difficult to attain
the sane ends in an inservice training context where training was
a part-time activity and training opportunities in the necessary
met hodol ogy were sporadic at best.

Problens in training professional evaluators are another
matter. Here training will probably be strongest in the
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essential evaluation tasks such as those listed in Table 1
Al t hough Cronbach and ot hers (1980) have proposed disciplinary

preparation as part of an “idealized” doctoral training program

a training problemenerges here, because of the |lack of autonony

the evaluator has in specifying areas for study. This problemis

exam ned in the extended quotations bel ow

“That the educational researcher can afford to pursue inquiry
Wit hin one paradigm and the eval uator cannot is one of many
consequences of the autonony of inquiry. Wen one is free to
define his own problens for solution (as the researcher is), he
sel dom asks a question that takes himoutside of the discipline
in which he was trained. Psychol ogi sts pose questions that can
be solved by the nmethods of psychol ogy, as do soci ol ogi sts,
econom sts, and other scientists, each to his own. The seeds of
the answer to a research question are planted with the question.
The curriculum eval uator enjoys less freedomin the definition
of the questions he nust answer. Hence, the answers are not as
likely to be found by use a stereotyped nethodol ogy. Typically,
then, the evaluator finds it necessary to enploy a w der range
of inquiry perspectives and techniques to deal with questions
that do not have predestined answers.” (G ass & Wrthen 1971, p
161).

“..to the extent that the training of evaluators touches on the
traditional disciplines at all, it is best that severa

di sci pl i nes be sanpled. The trainee should appreciate the view
of education afforded by each of the socially-rel evant
disciplines. In this way, the eval uator can becone sensitive to
the wi de range of phenonena to which he nust attend if he is to
properly assess the worth of an educational program” (d ass &
Wor then, 1972, p. 93).

| f one accepts the assertion that eval uators should be

educated broadly in the inquiry nethods of several disciplines,

it should be apparent that they will have little opportunity for
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preparation in the substantive content of any discipline.

Thor ough preparation in a discipline my be gained in part during
a graduate program but nost often it will develop in a mature
formonly after many years of professional practice. Doctoral
students preparing thenselves for a career in evaluation | eave
their prograns with their basic “evaluation capabilities” intact.
Not so for content specialists, who may be trying to add the
first layer of nethodol ogical expertise necessary to establish
capability as an evaluator. Asking eval uation nethodol ogists to
extend their know edge to enconpass the nethods of various
disciplines is to challenge themto the utnost. Asking content
specialists to do the sanme, ignoring basic deficits in

net hodol ogy, is probably asking the inpossible.?

Cronbach and his associ ates (1980) have descri bed the
political context of evaluation in ways which nake very clear the
i nportance of understanding the politics of evaluation and
| earni ng requisite behaviors to work effectively with decision
makers. Yet both areas are al nost conpletely neglected in nost
current training prograns. |If ways can be found to crowd still
nmore into curricula for evaluator training, it seenms prudent to
give highest priority to these areas.

Sanders (1981) made distinctions between formal and i nformnal
pr of essi onal devel opnent for eval uators, between preservice and
in service professional devel opnent, and between training (skills
acqui sition) and education (acquiring a |larger world view).
Combi ni ng these distinctions into an eight-cell matrix, he
suggest ed neans of devel opnent in each of the eight resulting
categories. Table 3 contains a sunmmary of the ways in which the
pr of essi onal eval uator may gain conpetence. As one can see,
pr of essi onal devel opnent in evaluation is a long-term conpl ex
undertaking that cannot be easily acconplished in a short period
of time by a content specialist.
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Finally, consider the proposals of Guba and Lincoln (1981)
t hat eval uators be able to enpathize with all different points of
vi ew and possess the essential traits of good fieldworkers (in
t he ant hropol ogi sts view). This adds an additional dinension to
the al ready conpl ex task of preparing educational eval uators.

6. Prof essi onal Status and Rewards

So far the case seens to favor the content-based eval uator
Here we have the best of all possible worlds--a person trained
both as an eval uation expert and as a specialist in the rel evant
content area. But before concluding that this is the ideal, a
brief exam nation of the practicalities of career devel opnent and
job security is in order.

Content Specialist. There are many first-rate content
specialists available in al nost every specialization in education
and the cognate fields on which education depends. Such experts
are famliar figures on site visit evaluation teans, as
commentators and sonetine critics, and occasionally as co-workers
on educational progranms or projects. However, very few of these
persons aspire to be fulltime evaluators or consent to serve in
such roles even if called. This is probably because eval uation
woul d represent for nobst content specialists a career detour, if
not a dead end. Hively and his coll eagues outlined the problem
for curriculumdesigners. It seens equally true for eval uators.

“Curriculum projects frequently enlist the help of numerous
scientists and mat hemati ci ans. These people may initially
volunteer their tine and effort as occasi onal consultants,

sumrer witing-session participants, part-tinme staff nenbers,
etc. But scientists and mat hematici ans who contribute this kind
of time and effort run the danger of |osing their professiona
status and orientation, since the nore tine they spend away from
their own direct, professional pursuits, the less likely they
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are to stay abreast of their field. The point is not just that
subject-matter experts who throw thenselves into the effort of
curriculumreformnmay | ose out professionally, but that many of
themfail to nmake thensel ves available at all for fear of
falling behind...”

“One suggested way of overcoming this problemis to involve not
the advanced | evel expert, but his students...but the sane
serious flaws remain. G aduate students have presumably
enbarked on a career in their chosen field, just as their

prof essors. For a graduate student to take time out to study
the issues of curriculumdesign can be threatening to his

career, also. The sane pressures are likely to build up for him
to change his career plans or to be content with second-rate
prof essi onal status.” (Hvely, et al., 1973, pp. 52-53).

If this analysis is accurate, then its inplications are
serious, for it suggests that nost of the content specialists
wlling to becone full-tinme evaluators are likely to be persons
Wi th uninpressive credentials in their own areas of expertise.
Qoviously there are exceptions to this assertion, but these
problenms with career socialization and rewards bode ill for the
hel p educational evaluation is likely to draw from cont ent
specialists who split their professional tine to becone part-tine
eval uation practitioners.

Cont ent - based evaluator. The only difference between the content

specialist and the content-based evaluator is that the latter is
trained not only in a substantive area but in evaluation nethods
and techniques as well. If the primary identification of the
content-based evaluator is in the substantive field, then taking
on evaluation activities threatens primary career interests as
much as it does for the content specialist, with the sane
negative results as nentioned above.
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O course, many content-based evaluators mght sinply prefer
to evaluate within their area of expertise rather than perform
other functions in that area. But as long as evaluators restrict
their evaluation activities to one content area, their career
security seens |low. (How many continuing careers can be built
sol ely upon eval uation of prograns in |linguistics? 1s continuing
enpl oynent probable in a career devoted to evaluating art
curricula?) However, if |lack of evaluation opportunities within
one field causes the content-based evaluator to begin to do
evaluations in other areas as well, little functional difference
fromthe professional evaluator is left, with the exception that
the latter is likely to be nore experienced in applying
eval uation nethods to widely differing disciplines and probl em
areas. Either way, there is little confort for those who argue
for joint training in evaluation and content specialization. The
good and gainfully enpl oyed content-based evaluator is likely to
prove a rare find.

Prof essi onal evaluator. Here there is nore cause for

opti m sm when one exam nes the issue of status and rewards. One
woul d expect the nost qualified professional evaluators to seek
full-time enploynment in evaluation, for that is their chosen
profession. The only factor which seens to have any potenti al
for deterring tal ented young net hodol ogi sts from nmaki ng a career
in evaluation lies in the university context, where there is sone
uncertainty about how well reward structures serve professional
eval uators. ' Cronbach, et al. (1980) described the job market
for evaluators as “capricious,” but we do not see the supply of
qual i fied professional evaluators even approachi ng the market
[imt at this tine.

Sunmm ng U
Al'l things considered, the professional evaluator has had
the best of it to this point in the discussion. Except when the
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evaluator is serving as sole judge in difficult or uniqgue content
areas, there seens little need to be a content specialist or a
content - base evaluator. Were content specializationis
relevant, there is a concern about the independence of an

eval uator who hol ds allegiance in the content area being

eval uated and the possibility that the evaluator feeling
confortable in the area may operate to preclude i nput from other
reference groups. The fact that evaluators’ problens are
generally set by clients in a variety of content areas points
clearly to the futility of attenpting to train evaluators in al
those areas. Further, the lists of tasks nom nated as inportant
in nost educational evaluations makes it clear that hiring a
readi ng expert to evaluate a reading project and calling this
person an eval uator does not nmake it so (any nore than the
reverse would be true). Finally, the content-based eval uator who
appears a strong contender because of dual expertise in

eval uation and a content area fades when the issues of

prof essi onal status, rewards and career stability are raised.
Surely no one answer is possible as to what conbi nati on of

eval uation and content expertise is best for evaluations, but the
anal ysis summari zed above | eads us to suggest that the person

trained as a professional evaluator would be the best choice to

eval uate nost educati onal enterprises. For this bold assertion

to hold up, it is necessary to deal with one final topic--howthe
pr of essi onal eval uator can effectively nmanage those portions of

t he eval uati on where content expertise is needed but not
possessed by the eval uator.

Eval uators as Met hodol oqgi sts and Brokers

Recognition that evaluation specialists nmust elicit input
from subj ect experts is wi despread. Scriven (1973, 1974b) called
for serious consideration to be given to subject matter experts
opinions of the quality of curriculummaterials. Stake (1973)

25



proposed that evaluators seek out, process, and report opinions
of “persons of special qualification,” presumably including
content specialists. Provus (1973) proposed that subject
specialist consultants serve with evaluation specialists as part
of a large evaluation team The Phi Delta Kappa Study Committee
(Stufflebeam et al., 1971) pointed out that subject expertise is
not sonething the eval uator should be expected to possess but
rather a resource to be tapped as the “interface role” of the
eval uation specialist is fulfilled. Hvely, et al., (1973)
suggested the use of subject-matter experts as informants and
further proposed that the expertise of social scientist be drawn
on continually during the process of goal setting. Cronbach, et
al., (1980) and the Joint Commttee on Standards for Educati onal
Eval uation (1981) |ikew se recogni zed the use of teans of experts
and the invol venrent of credible stakehol ders for nost
eval uations. Mreover, advocates of responsive approaches to
eval uation (Stake, 1975a,b; Parlett and Ham I ton, 1976; Guba and
Li ncol n, 1981) have devel oped procedures for eval uator-
participant interactions. The concept of stakehol der-based
eval uation (Bryk, 1983) has provi ded gui dance for the eval uator
in processing information gained from ot hers.

The commonal ity in all of these suggestions is that
prof essi onal evaluators elicit whatever they need (be it val ue
judgnents or factual information) fromthose who are in a better
position than they to provide it. There is an apparent
di vergence in the notivation for seeking outside input between
(1) eliciting information from persons because they are in a

better position to determne its accuracy (e.g., a mathematician
checking the accuracy of formulae in an advanced cal cul us
curriculum; and (2) eliciting values or opinions from persons

because their expertise or experiences are particularly rel evant
in reaching a final judgnment of worth (e.g., the mathematician
j udges one cal culus curriculum best, despite several errors in
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formul ae, because it presents nore inportant concepts that its
conpetitors and because the errors do not result in serious

m sconceptions).! Content specialization plays an inportant
role in educational evaluations, but it seens neither necessary
nor desirable to argue for its inclusion in the preparation of
persons who wi sh to serve as educational eval uators.
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FOOTNOTES

! The authors’ interest in the issues addressed in this paper is
reflected in nore fragmentary comrents on these topics presented
in a variety of professional forums during the past decade
(Worthen, 1974, 1977, 1978) and Sanders (1979, 1981). Those

t hreads have been drawn together herein in a revisiting of the
topi ¢ whi ch synthesi zes, adds and expands to reflect continuing
devel opnments in the field of eval uation.

2We will resist altogether the tenptation to call the

pr of essi onal evaluator a “content-free evaluator” and the
resulting work “content-free evaluation,” for fear the termwould
be a gratuitous contribution to critics of eval uation.

% \Wet her such statenments are descriptions or desiderata is not
conpletely clear. They were probably true for nobst eval uators on
national curriculumreformprojects flourishing at the tinme of
Scriven’s comment (e.g., PSSC Physics), but they seem| ess
descriptive of local curriculumdevel opnment efforts initiated
within the field of education. Locally initiated curricula

provi de the context in which Tyler (1950) has suggested that
curricul um desi gners should evaluate (or at |east assess) the
curriculumthey produce as part of their professional
responsibility. The evaluator and curricul um desi gner are one
and the sane here and a greater degree of commtnent is difficult
to imgine. Nor is that the only setting where curricul um
packages and ot her educational products are evaluated only by
persons whose expertise (and often biases as well) lies in the
content on which the product is based.
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41t is true that many educational transactions and outcones are
conplex and difficult to understand in the fullest sense of the
word. But that is not the sanme as saying that our |evel of
under st andi ng about those transactions or outconmes is difficult
to grasp. Indeed, our understandi ngs of nobst educati onal
phenonmena are no doubt serious underestinates of the real
conplexity in the phenonena thenselves. It is different to say

t hat what we know about a conpl ex phenonenon is relatively little
and easy to grasp than to portray what we know as conpl ex because
we are aware that our know edge is only partial.

S“Sinplicity” is used here to refer to a lack of conplication
not to fatuity or silliness.

® Two such expl anations might be suggested: (1) nany sinple
notions in educati on have been obfuscated t hrough uncl ear

t hi nki ng and the “conplexity” may exist only in the mnd of the
confused; and (2) cries of conplexity are often used to warn

ot hers away from exam ning work which is known to be indefensible
but is inportant for political or econom c reasons.

" Scriven (1974a) and others have argued convincingly agai nst the
myth of “val ue-free science” proposed by witers such as Wber
(1949) and Nagel (1961). Agreeing that evaluation and science
can in no way be value-free does not require, however, that one
expect personal val ue judgnents to shape the concl usions of any
formof disciplined inquiry.

8 Wtness the counsel or-evaluator who, in evaluating a set of new
counseling materials, refuses to accept the objectives of the
counsel ors who are developing the materials and repl aces them
with an entirely new set. This is not sinply evaluating

obj ectives, as Scriven (1973) and Sanders and Cunni ngham (1973,
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1974) woul d suggest, or transform ng the devel opers intents into
usabl e objectives as Stake (1973) suggested. This is the content
speci ali st who, because of know edge of the area, engages in

whol esal e redirection of the materials, thus m susing the role of
eval uat or.

® The unwary who woul d use this to argue agai nst carefu
formul ati on of objectives should recall two points: (1) Scriven
accedes the inportance of careful fornulation of objectives for
the project staff and internal formative evaluation team and (2)

the doctrine of goal-free evaluation which Scriven has suggested
as an alternative bypasses not only goals but also the general
phi | osophi cal statenents of rationale often considered by

devel opers as prerequisites for any person evaluating their
curriculum The common failure of educators to differentiate
bet ween those unfamliar with their goals and those who are

i nnocent of the content is relevant here.

10 Thi s synthesis depends on an approach which Wight (1984) has
subsequently defined as the first essential step in conpetency
measur enent .

1 This categorization depends not only on the | abeling of the 25
tasks but also on a know edge of the specific conpetencies which
each task requires. The latter detail appears in the earlier
synthesis and is not repeated here.

12 This does not nean the information is always easy to
obt ai n.

13 The sources used by Sanders included Sanders (1970), Schal ock
and Sell (1972), Payne (1974), Wrthen (1975), Sanders (1979),
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and the Joint Commttee on Standards for Educational Eval uation
(1981).

4 The fornmer is common in some curricul um devel opnent
activities, while the latter is nore typical in public schools.

15 The di scussion al nost begins to be fanciful; inreality, few
evaluators are trained as broadly or as well as the ideals
outlined above. However, this does not negate the contrast

bet ween eval uati on and content specialists in this regard.

16 A discussion of university reward structures as they relate to
eval uation appears in 3 ass and Wrthen (1972).

7 The position that opinions and judgnents shoul d be coll ected
fromall reference groups directly affected by an education
program so those groups can judge and control their own
educational systens is not discredited here by omssion; it is
sinply less relevant to the present discussion of subject matter
experti se.
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Table 1

Need for Evaluation and Content Specialization in 25 Eval uati on Tasks

Task best suited to be done by:

10.

11.

12.

Task

ot ai ni ng i nformati on about a
phenonenon to be eval uat ed

Drawi ng i nplications and
standards from prior research
and practice

Defi ning the object of the

eval uation

Sel ecting an appropriate inquiry
strategy for the eval uation

Formul ati ng the question to be
answered by the eval uation

Speci fying classes of data
necessary to answer the
eval uati on questions

Sel ecting a design appropriate
to answer the questions

I denti fying the popul ation of

i nterest and sel ecting
appropriate sanples

Appl yi ng the design and
controlling threats to validity

I dentifying the goals of the
programto be eval uated

Assessing the val ue and
feasibility of goals

Translating goals into
nmeasur abl e obj ectives
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Cont ent
Speci al i st

Ei t her

Eval uati on
Speci al i st

X



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

I denti fying standards or nornmns
for judging worth

Monitoring to detect deviations
from design or specified

pr ocedur es

I dentifying cl asses of variabl es
for measurenent

Sel ecting or devel opi ng
t echni ques of neasurenent

Assessing the validity of
measur enent techni ques

Usi ng appropriate instrunments to
col l ect data

Choosi ng appropriate techni ques
of statistical analysis

Usi ng conput ers and ot her
anal ysi s aids

Drawi ng appropriate concl usi ons
from data anal ysis

Reporting eval uati on findings
and inplications

Maki ng recomrendati ons based on
the eval uation

Provi di ng i medi ate feedback for
use in program nmanagenment

(ot ai ni ng and managi ng resour ces
to conduct the eval uation
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Table 2

Need for Evaluation and Content Specialization in 5 Eval uation Tasks

Task

I denti fying rel evance and
applicability of new eval uation
appr oaches

Descri bing the evaluation's
political context and pressures
wi thin that context

Dealing with political and

i nterpersonal influences

Modi fyi ng eval uati on approach
based on changes in the context
or situation

Mai nt ai ni ng hi gh et hi cal
standards of eval uation
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Task best suited to be done by:

Cont ent Eval uati on
Speci al i st Ei t her Speci al i st
X
X
X
X
X



> 2o -

Courses in

statistics,

Table 3

Pr of essi onal Devel opnent

in Eval uati on

PRESERVI CE

Measur ement

Research Met hods

Eval uati on Techni ques

Super vi sed applications

I N SERVI CE

Wbr kshops, institutes

Conti nui ng education -

cour ses, semnars

Col | egi al brown bags

Sel f-instructional packages

Use of consultants

Quality control within the

or gani zati on

- > O C O m

Cour ses in Measurenent,

Statistics,

Resear ch met hodol ogy,

Eval uati on Met hodol ogy,

Phi | osophy

I nt ernshi ps (arrangedO

Advanced Sem nars in Eval uation

Probl em sol vi ng seni nars

Col | egi al brown bags

Conf er ences

Super vi sor gui dance
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> 2o -

Peer tutoring 1. Pr of essi onal readi ng
I Readi ng (sel f-notivat ed) 2. Assi sting a professiona
N eval uat or
I Consul tation with others
N
G
E
D Mentor affiliation 1. Pr of essi onal readi ng
U
C Model i ng 2. Assi sting a profession
A eval uat or
T
I Doi ng/ assi sting in eval uations 3. Doi ng eval uati ons/| earni ng
o from experience
N
Ext ended apprenti ceship 4. Net wor ki ng - sharing
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