Ninety-Five Thescs

. Prograiti evaluation is a process by whicli society learns

about itself.

: Program evaluarions should contribute to enlightened dis-

cussion of alternative plans for social action.

. Lvnluntlon is a handmaiden to graduahsm it is both conser-

vative and coinmitted to charige.

:. An evaluation of a particular program is only an eplsode in

the continuing evolution of thought about a problem area.

. The better and the more widely the workings of social pro-

grams are understood; the more rapidly policy will evolve
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and the more the programs will contribute to a better qual-
ity of life.

- Observations of social programs require a closer analysis

than a lay interpreter can make, for tinassisted judgment

leads all too easily to false interpretations.

- In debates over controversial programs, liars figure and fig-

ures often lie; the evaluator has a responsibility to protect
his  clients from both types of deception.
* x

- Ieally; every evaluation will inform tlie social system and

improve its operations, but everyone agrees that evaluation
is not rendering the service it should:

. Commissioners of evaluations complain that tlie messages

froin evaluations are not useful, while evaluators complain
that the messages are not used.

®x k%

- The evaluator has politics1 influence even when he does fot

aspire to it.

- A thieory of evaliiation must be as mucl a theory of political

interaction as it is a theory of how to determine facts.

. The hope that an evaluation will provide unequivocal

answers, convincing enough, to extiiiguish controversy
about the merits of a social program; is certain to be dis-

appointed:

: The evaluators’ professionial conclusions cannot substitute

for the political process. S ,
The distiniction between evaluation and policy research is
disappearing.

* ok % _

X 15. Accountability emiphasizes looking back in order to assign

prais¢ or blame; evaluation is better used to understaiid
events and processes for the sake of guiding future activities.

1'6. Social renovations disappoint even tlieir arcliitects.

17. Time and again, political passion has been a driving spirit be-

hind a call for rational analysis.

X 18: A demand for accountability is a sign of pathology in the

political systein.

5 x %

X 19. An open society becomes a closed society when only the

officials know what is going on. Insofar as information is
a source of power, evaltiations carried out to inforim a policy
maker have a disenfranchising effect:

X 20. Tle ideal of efficiency in government is in tension with tlie

ideal of democratic participation; rationalisim is dangerously

close to totalitarianisn:

25

26



X 21.

X 22.7
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The iiéﬁéii of iiie EV:xluatoE as 5, supef'ﬁmﬁ Wfii@ will make all
sociul choices easy and all programs efficient, turning public
management mto a tcchnology, 1sa plpe drezlm

been assumed in nearly all prcvnous thcones ofevaluatxon
An nmagc of pluralistic accommodation more truly repre-

scnts how pohcy and programs are shapcd than does the Pla-
tonic image of concentrated power and responsibility.

. The evaluator must learn to sérve in contexts of acc..omoda-

tion and not dream idly of serving a Platonic guardian.

5. In a context of accommodation, the evaluator cannot ex-

pect a “go/no-go” decision to turn on lis assessment of
outcoities.

®x *x %

6. What is needed is information that supports negotiation
rather than information calculated to point out the “cor-

rect”’ decision:

X 28 It cin sc:m..ely be sald that decxswns about typlcai programs
~__ are **made’"; rather; they emerge.
X 29, The pohcy-slmpmg commumty does not wmt f'or a sure

plausible actions that are politically acceptabie;

* * *

30. It is unwise for eviluation to focus on wliether a project has

___ “attained its goals.”
¥ 31. Goals are a necessary part of pohtxcal rhetoric; but all so-

cial programs, even supposedly targeted ones, have broad

aims:
32: Legislators who have sophisticated reasons for kceping goal

statements lofty and nebulous unbluslun;,ly ask program
~_ administrators to state explicit goals.
X 33, Unfortunately, whatever the evaluator decides to measure
tends to become a primary goal of program operators;

£ % &
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X 39:

40. 1

X 41.

46.

47. \

. Evaluators are not encouraged to ask the most trenchant

questions about éntrenched programs

. “Evaluate this program” is often a vague charge because

a progrnm ora system frequently has ito olear boundancs

out a great deal about the prOject as it exists and as lt is con-
ceived.

- A good evaluative question invites a differentiated answer

mstead of leavmg the program plan the dehvery of the pro-

) wrthm a closed black box
. Strictly honest data collectxon can generate a mlsleadmg p|c~

ture unless questions are framed to expose both the facts
9§qﬁil to partisans of the program and the facts useful to its

critics;
® k%

Before laying out a desrgn the evaluator should do consxder- .

able homework. Pertinent guestions should be identified by .

examining the lustory of §i'rriil.‘ir programes, theﬁ related
social theory, and the expectations of program advocates,

critics, and prospect:ve clients.

I’recrse assessment of outcomes rs sensible only after thor-

ough prlot work has pmned down a highly appropriate form
for an mnovatxon under test

realizations likely to occur in practrcc should be observed.

. Flexxbxlxty and dxversity are preferable to the rigidity writ-

teri into many evaluation contracts:
'
CIE

. The evaluator who does not press for prodiictive assigninents

and the freedom to carry them out takes the King's shilling
for selfish reasons.

. The evaluator S asprrzmon to benefit the larger commumty

has to be reconcxled—-sometrmes pamfully—wrth commlt-

Mzmngers have many reasons for wrslung to mamtam control‘

over evaluauve mformatron the evaluator can respcct all
siich reasons that fall witlin the spherc of inandgemeiit,

The crucial etlical problem dppears to be {reedom to_comni-
municate during and after the study; subject to legitimate
concerns for privacy, national security, and faithfulness to

contractual commitments.
Wlth some hesrtatxbn we ndwse the evnluator to releuase find-

ings piecemeal and mformally to the audxences that need
them. The impoteiice that conies with delay may be a greater
risk than the possibility that early returns will be misread.

x x



48. Notling makes a larger differerice in the use of evaluations
than the personal factor—the interest of officials in learning

49. (

from the evaluation and the desire of the evaluator to get

attention for what lre knows:

X 50.M

X s54.
X 55.

X 56.

mt‘o,rmal, andf iiot all Qf ;t is dehbﬁerat’c, sonme of theﬁ miost
significant effects are indirect; affecting dudiences far re-
moved from the program under investigation.

1: An evaluation of a particular pro;ect has xts greatest implica-

txons for prOJects that will be | put in place in the future:

. A program evaluauon that gets attentxon is Ikely to nffcct

the prevailing view of Social purposes, whetner or not it im-
mediately affects the fat: of the prograin stuclied.

3. Advice on cvaluation typically speaks of an mvestxgatxon as

a stahd-alone study that wili draw its conclusions about

a program in complete isolation froin other sources of in-

formatxon

It is better for an evaluatxve mqmry to Iaunch a smll ﬂect

of studies thai to put all its resources into a single approach.

Much that is written on evaluation recommends some one
“scientifically rigorous” plan: Evaluations should, however,

take many forms and less rigorous approaches have value in

iany circunistances,
Results of 4 prograin eva.uatnon ifre so dependmt on tlic set-

ting that replication is only a figure of speech; the evaluator
is essentially an historian;

* x x

7. An elegant study provides dangerously convincing evidence

whe it seeiiis to answer a question that it did not in fact
squidrely address.

. Merit lies not in form of inquiry but in relevance of infor-

mation: The coiltext of command or accommodation; the

stage of program matunty, and the closeness of the evalu-

ator to the probable users should all affect the style of i
evaluatxon

). Tlie evaluator wxll be wise riot to declare allegmnce to either

a quantitative-scientific-summative methodology or a quali-
tative-naturalistic-descriptive methodology:

60: External vahdxty—that is, the vahdxty of infcrences that go

beyond the data—is the crux; increasing internal validity by
elegaiit desxgn often reduces relevarce.

34

Commumcatlon overload isa common fault m'my an evalu-
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70.
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tion; and perhaps in quality of data a coiitrol thit forti-

ﬁcs the study in one respect is likely to weaken it in an-
other

tion than a sample that overrepresents exceptlonal cases and
deliberately varies realizations.

3. The symmetric, nonsequential designs familiar from labot-

atory research and survey research are rarely appropriate for
evaluations,

. Multiple mdlcators of outcomcs remforce one another loglc-

ally as well as statistically. This is true for measures of ade-
quacy of program implementation as well as for meastires of

changes in client behavior:
x* ® %

. n prOject-by prOject evaluatnon each study analyzes ua spoon-

ful dipped from a sea of uncertainties.

’:ln any pmriury statxstlcal mvestu,atlon, analyscs by m-

dlstrlbuted

. Evaluatioiis of a prograin_ conducted in parallel by different

teanis can capitalize on disparate perspectives and technical
skills.

58- The evaluator should allocate investigative resources by con-

sndermg four crltena simultaneously: prior uncertainty about

a gjuestion, costs of information, antlclpated information

yleld and leverage of the infurmation on subsequent think-
ing and action.

. A particilar control is warranted if it can be mstallcd at
reasonable costs and if, in the absence of that control,

a positive effect couid be persuasrvely explained away:

The lmportance of compuratxve data depends on the nature
of the comparison proposed and on the stnge of program
maturity. .



comgs, Lomp.lrnmn is mvanably .judz,mcntal. No technol-
ogy for comparing benefits will silence par:isan discord:

* % %

72: Present mstxtutnonal arrangenients t‘or evaluat:on make it

73.

X 74.

75.

76.

X 77.
X 78.

) cnes thh dxft'erent purspectnes

80.

81.

82.

dnfﬁcult or 1mpossnble to carry on the most useful kinds of

evaluation.
In typical federal contracting; many basic research decisions

are made witliout consixitmg the evaluators who will do the

The personal scientific responsibility found in ordinary re-
search grants is lacking in contract evaluation: the *‘principal
investigator™ is.a firm with mterchangcablc personnel

Though the information from an evaiuatxon is typlcally not

used at a foreseeable moment to make a forescen choice, in

many evaluations a deuadline set at the start of the study

dominates the effort.
Evuluatlon cointracts are mcreasmg in sxze but tylng many

strands into a single knot is rarely the best way to get use-

ful information. o S B
Large-scale evaluations are not nccessarily % etter than sinaller

ones: o o
Major evaluations should have muitiple sponsorship by agen-

a healthy developmcnt
* x x
Socxety wxll obtam the ussnstancc that evaluations can give

only wlien there is a strong evaluation profession: clear about
its social role and the nature of its work.

There is a boom town excitement in the evaluutmn coin-

munity, but in constant dollars federal funding for evalu-

:mon research has regressed in the last few years.
lt is mconce:vable that evaluators wxll wm thenr battle lor

and fractionated intellectually.

*
#*
*

a1



83: For any smtnbly broad socml problem soual problem
study group™ should be set up. It would be chargul to informi
itself by weighing, digesting, and iiiterpreting what is known.
It would foster needed investigations and make the policy-
shaping community aware of what is and is not known.

__ sponsors.
85. Oversight by peers is the most promising means of uphold-

ing professional standards and of precipitating debate about

strategic and tactical issues.

86. The best safeguard against prematurely frozen staiidards
for Evaluatxve practxce is multiple, independent sources
of crmcxsm

_among partisans:
88 Reviews of evaluatxon should be far more frequent than at

present, and revxews from diverse perspectives should appear

together.

x kX

89. For tlie prospec.tlve evaluator; basic training at tllc doctoral

level in a specific social science is preferable to training re-

stricted to evaluation methods.
90. Tmlmng in Evaluatlon lS too often tlu. stepclnld ofa depart-

 of service.
91. Case-study seminars scrutinizing dwerse evaluative studxes

provide a needed interdisciplinary perspective,

93; ll1t§rnslnps with polxcy agcncnes that use evaluation semt-

tize l‘uturc evaluators to the reahtles ol‘ evaluatlon tise and

* * *

93. Tlie evaluator is an educator; liis success is to be judged by
what others learn:
X 94: Those who slnpe pohcy should rcnch (leusmns wnth thcxr

) txon not to dlctate the dc.cnsxon ]
X 95. Scieiitific quiality is not tle prmcnpal st.mdard an evaluation
should aim to be comprehensxble correct and complete and

credible to partisans on ail sides: : o
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