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As mentioned in the previous Fact Sheet, more sophisticated teaching strategies began emerging by mid century and escalated by the latter third, with more focus on process, especially on student-centered, active learning.  This increasing focus on the dynamic of educational process, especially on what happens between the initiation of goals and the delivery of outcomes was chief among the concerns raising questions about the comprehensiveness of goal-based evaluation.  Increasingly, the more intimate emphasis on the social dynamics of student and group learning, with increased attentiveness to spontaneous and unanticipated activities, both in the classroom and out, refocused interest away from just the outcomes and further contributed to undercutting the dominance of the more rigid goal-based approach. 

Additionally, as social and political sciences have risen, educationists have given heightened attention to the community, institutional, and political contexts of education, all of which have raised questions for evaluation far in excess of simple achievement of goals.  As learning psychology advanced, increased appreciation of differences in student learning and variance in educational purpose emerged.  This has further undercut unquestioned belief in the inviolability of established goals.  And, as evaluator experienced innovative programs frustration with in-course program changes increased. The resultant sensitivity to inevitable mid-course program shifts in the more dynamic learning contexts further created the need to consider questions beyond just predetermined goals and their related outcomes.  In sum, all of these expansive educational patterns have left the goal-based approach seeming weary and superannuated – not quite up to the charge that evaluation faces in the more dynamic, varied, complex, contemporary context. 

Accordingly many new approaches to evaluating educational programs have arisen.  Among the first of these was Michael Scriven’s Goal-free Evaluation.  Scriven noted that a program has lots of effects, well beyond only those covered in the goal statements, and to ignore them makes an evaluation incomplete and inaccurate.  Further, he noted that goals themselves are not above suspicion – not only are they unequal in importance, but should themselves be evaluated, some having been devised for reasons other than good pedagogical planning.  Finally, he believed that singular focus by evaluators on goals both forces a kind of tunnel vision on them and “co-opts” them toward favorable program bias, as they discern and discuss goals and program problems with program leaders in carrying our the goal-based process.    

Another major progenitor in the modernization of evaluation theory and practice is Robert Stake.

Beginning with his “Countenance Evaluation” in 1967 and his subsequent “Responsive Evaluation” in 1975, he advocated new inquiry strategies better geared to the ongoing dynamics of program activities and the varied interests and perspectives of different program stakeholders. This initiated a major twofold shift: away from outcomes and toward program activities, and away from institutionalized goals and toward interests and concerns of involved stakeholders.  This loosened and democratized evaluation practice, and asserted the importance of context and activities in evaluating both educational programs and student learning.
New directions such as these were both concomitant and compatible with the rise of PBL.  Process orientation, student-centering (as a key stakeholder), integration of value perspectives in group settings, critical thinking and problem solving, emergent discovery processes in both education and evaluation – all gave rise to a vigorous and varied era of ideation and trials in education.  And evaluation, as a process integral to it, responded in kind.  

In this expansive mode, simplistic assumptions about education that underlay the goal-based era became only too apparent. As shown, focus on the complexities of learning processes raised many questions not included in a simple goals-outcomes approach.  Accommodation of multiple and often conflicting value perspectives in the educational setting, with inclusion of all program participants – from leaders to distal recipients – in the evaluation process, led to new foci on social and political considerations well beyond the domain of concrete goal-outcomes.  Thus the need to enter the educational arena and become grounded in its realities to see what was actually happening required an emergent flexibility, in both the evaluation plan and its chief focal points and methods. 

Finally, as innovative educational programs such as PBL increased and change theory developed, evaluations models arose to meet these challenges. Both Malcolm Provus’s Discrepancy Evaluation model and Robert Rippey’s Transactional Evaluation Model were designed to be used in the context of program change, the latter specifically so.  Rippey developed a series of steps to help participants adapt to and cope with change, including follow-up assistance in areas indicated by the evaluation, further expanding the definition of program evaluation.  Provus fitted evaluation to four stages of program change/development, from definition and installation to final product, and even beyond, to a fifth, cost-benefit analysis.  

However, the most well known and comprehensive model related to program development and change decision is Daniel Stufflebeam’s CIPP Model.  This comprehensive and well balanced model, focusing on decision-maker needs at four stages of program development from conception to culmination – Context (C), Input (I), Process (P), and Product (P) – shall be featured in detail in the next Fact Sheet.        

References
Scriven, Michael. Prose and Cons About Goal-free Evaluation. Evaluation Comment, 3, 1-7, 1972.

Stake, Robert.  The Countenance of Educational Evaluation.  Teachers College Record, 68, 523-540, 1967.

Stake, Robert.  Program Evaluation, Particularly Responsive Evaluation (Occasional Paper No 5).  Kalamazoo MI: Western Michigan University Evaluation Center, 1975 

Provus, Malcolm.  Discrepancy Evaluation. Berkeley CA: McCutchan, 1971.   

Rippey, Robert (Ed). Studies in Transactional Evaluation. Berkeley CA: McCutchan, 1973.

Stufflebeam, DL, Foley, WJ, Gephart, WJ, Guba, EG, Hammond RL, Merriman, HO, and Provus, MM.  Educational Evaluation and Decision Making.  Itasca, IL: Peacock, 1971.
DME.FS-17
   
Page 1 of 3

