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ABSTRACT

P

Inappropriate uses in continuing education of Scriven's
i1967x éonceéts of fbrmative and summative evaluation are. des-
cribed and guidelines are presented for when formative and
éummative evaluations are and are not appropriate in continuing
educatioﬁ-piograms. A rolevof evaluatioh'analagous to formative
a?dlsummative evaluation butvpertaining’to programs that.have
been'implemented for some time and are now up fo; reéigw,,dubbed ;w

canfirmative evaluation, is described and explained. A non-valid

2 . . . . :
Jevaluation role, justificative evaluation, is also described and

e

explained, and guidelines for obViating a need for that role are
suggested.
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To comprehend the nature and origin of current abuses of v
evaluation in continuing education it is helpful to review the
phenomenal progress of that newest_growth.industry in e@ucation,
‘be it continuing°or prep}éatory-educational evaluation. A decade
ago or g0, in most circles the word evaluation meant the systematic-— -
gathering of evidenoe that a student had learned  (or failed to learn)
-what he or'she wac expected to learn. 1In other words, evaluation
" dealt with pupil achievement.

1-During~the middle and late sixties, some rethinking of the

role and scope of evaluation was done by some noteworthy sgholars_

(e.g.,-Cronbach, 1964; Scriven, 1967; Stake,51967),and the focus '

of evaluation was suhsequently expanded to include the instructional

materials, curriculum, teaching strategies, and other variables in .

a teaching/learning\system. Cronbach s (1964) suggestion that Xthe

components of a developing curriculum.hecome a focus‘for evaluation

data, and Scriven's (1967) expansion of that‘thought into the

distinction between formative and sumuativevevaluationbrepresented

a quantum leap in evaluationothinking. As aspects of the teaching/

-learning system other than student achievement Wwere praposed as
'qbeing eligible for evaluation, it became commonplaoe to speak

.of the new, almost separ&te, fields of program evaluation and

preduct evaluation. “ - a | c e

s

At first, seniority played as large a part in the evolution

of - educational evaluation as anywhere else, and among the first

-

(and most-widely respected) of the program evaluators were those

who had a. firm groundingiin the.- evaluation of student achievement."

o . — [ SO
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Student achievementw being on? of the outcomes of a progiram, must
B : i . : .
indeed reflect the quality ofrthat program (thz argument went)
and ﬁust perforée be includedlin &hy.evaluation of the progxaﬁ;{
evﬁluators of student achievgment saw thefmoveﬁent as simply a

widening of their roles. Bééﬁﬂzz, who petter qualified to colleqt
qﬁantitative data and gnalyze‘fhem than those who had alfe;dy been
-

doing it for‘somewhat:diffenént reasons?

d ‘o

: “ . .
-The bhroadening ¢f the focus of edusational evaluation,

however, had. the effect of ?:oliferating evaluation models, among.
them those that eschewed quantitative ?ethods,in‘favor of o?ﬁgrs-
(e.g., Eisnery 1972,-1975, Note 1; ﬂcCutcheon, 1976; Rippey, 1973;
Schwille & Poxrter, 1976; Valiance, 1976;»Wolf, Potter & Baxter,
1976).‘ Indeed tﬁe yardstick"used for méasuredent, if was sug-
gegted; might sometimer be ignored deliberately {(Scriven, 1973?
Stake, No£e 2). The qrgatioﬂ of tﬁesé new models h;s cﬁamged thé
.;omplexioh'of‘eﬁucational-evaluation consi&e:&bly ih fﬁé lﬁét

decade{'but one of the few things that has remained relatively

s

constant while the field has been evolving is the raison d'ftre -

of evaluation: most evaluators agree that ;he‘functiopipf ev=

‘aiuation.ié!fo“pexmit informed decisiop-mak;né.

~The mgk;ment of e&hqational éyalﬁation gaéhered moméngump
énd,figﬁred so proﬁiuehtly in thétthen?cug:eﬁtfhot isng of
ac?ountability in dec*sion-ﬁaking,,that agehcies-o;her fhan-,

educational ones looked to the models develcoped in educational

1;;wevéluation for_salvation with respect to their own -concerns about.

[«




J . 3.

accountability, Ccnsequently, social action programs of various -

s

typeés adopted much‘of the terminology and the orientation of

‘ education‘evaluation, often,fapparently, without carefully ex-

amining the consequenoes of the shift -of focus from educational

curricula to social action programs. Models developed by Stake

(1967) and Stufflebeam (1971) were somecimes adopted wholesale.
'Sometimes the fit was relatively good: at other times imaginations
-had to be stretched to adapt ‘the reality to the model.‘ As products

_and programs to be evaluated grew more divergent in nature from

q

the origingl basis on which most evaluatiom thebry was originally
o g _ _ : . '
forged--school curricula~--the sense of the.concepts and terms

‘" used in»various'evaluation models was distorted.by greater and

vgreater amounts. One'would hear of attempts to do ”summatiVe"
evaluations of - unique (in the sense that they would not happen

again) events.A . .
4 . N 1 _
Whether deliberate or not, this distortion has unfortunate

~

cOnsequences«for communication within the field. For evaluators

Q\

and program planners to be able to accurately discuss evaluation
J v

»in their projects requires a common terminoloqy. If you will
excuse a mashed metaphor, a rose by any other name may smell as
sweet, but the term 'formative evaluation' implies‘certain at-

tendant conditions-which have not always beun met in recent

practice.”
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Prerequigites for Formative Evaluation

By derinition, formative evaluation is evaluation whose role

is to "...discover deficiéncies and successes in the intermediate

>

versions of a new [product];..(Scriven, 1967, p. 51)"; formative

evaluation is a parﬁ'of the process of development of .a new

product, be it a curriculum, a textbook, a television series, or

[

a seminar. I want to emphasize two things about the definition:
the first is that it takes place during the development of the
' product; the second is that it. takes place with respect to a

prcduct. These two points sometimes'get overlooked when we speak
. v -t @
of formative evaluation in continuing education contexts.

Let's consider the first point--that formative evaluation“
takes place’during the development of the product.. The systematic_
development process (e.g., sSee: Baker, 1974, 1977; Baker.& Schutz, |
1971;’Marile, 1967) requires that an instructional product be |

[

conceived and largely developed in isolation from the target learner:

T \

a firgt draft is devised, makinggit as good as possible by taking
it through as many tevisions as. areigudged neceseary to bring it
to the prototype stage; the prototype is then given, under careful

supervision, to one or.: two learners (dho are not memhers of the

”“target audience themselves,‘but who are ‘similar to those members)

to subject it to a preliminany field test. All of this happens

o before the design is implemented with the learners themselves--
IR iy X

to do otherwise would raise serious moral and ethical concerns.'
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(To be sure, it may be--ought to be-~Field tested later with é -
: o . ® . - _ -
larger number of learners, probably sampled from the target

group; but by this time the dgsigh oﬁght'to be fai:ly st#ble; e

few modifications €0 the basic design are to be expected at this
stage.)
Now let's consider the second point. Note that formative

evaluation is meaningful only'when'the-object of evaluation is a
; . _ p

p;oduct--a.durahqu replicable entity. Typically, we think of’
a product as a tangible object (e.g., a book, a film, a ﬁandout, -

etc.). However, it is alsbvpossiblg to conceive of a sequence of

o

" activities qr'aoserieS'of steps (i.e., what we frequently call a

‘process) as-a product, so long as the sequence of activities or’ -

series of steps can be repeated’tiﬁh apd_again with only minorx,.

v
”

if any, variations. -This interpretation, which will be used
throughoﬁt this paper, permits the consiﬁeratioh of anperson's

activities as a product, so long as the condition of xelat\ive"~

Ve

in iis operation) if - ‘we arz to apply foxmat;ve"evaiuation-td'it,

Simply put, formative_evalﬁa;ion;éah be cunducted on7ap ed-

invariance is met.

‘The product, whether tangible or not,~must°have,'above all,

o L c : - - . S D
predictab;e and replicable/éffects (i.e., it must be,consistent -----

e

-

ES

‘,ncational_produgt ;f and’ only iﬁ-tﬁégproduct-éap'pe-éppliedv

time'and.txme again in subgtantiallﬁ*tﬂe same form and manner

(i.e., it is durable) with substantially the same result (i.e.,




a
>

its*effects.are replicable). fThis‘means that it is not,meaningful

to speak of formative evaluation with respect to an actibity that

is interactive or dependent (e -g., as is,rhe—case ‘when instruction

takes different directions h response to certain ‘events, such

as expreésions of.learner~interest). I am not saying that teach-
ing shouldqnever be interactive;'I am saying that if it is, it ie

- meaningless to speak of its formative evaluation.

-
s ' . H

L

--Summative and,Confirnatiue Evaluations . 3 . . C -
[ R - . ’ Py ) » " -

-~
E

Summative evaluation, Qn the other hand, is the evaluation

of a finished product (Scriuen, 1967, p? 40-43). The product, by

" the time sunmative evyludtion is'performed, has been developedA

and field tested, and is in more or less immutable form. The

¢

basic decision to be made on°the basis of a summative evaluation

.18 "Should we implement this product (orvprocram,5§eniner sferies,

etc.)?" A summative-eveluation demonstrates for public consump-
tiom.what the product is capable of‘doing.\’Thefinformation will
‘not "be used by the product deveiopers to make modifications to the
;product; it will be used by - administrators to decide whether or.
not they w111 adopt the product and put it into use. -

. There is another evaiuation role, one extant in both ore-"

r

paratory education and in continuing edncation.but'perhaps more

evident in the latter, that Scriven's distizction does not cover=-""
theieituation"intwhich a product (which has undergone formative,
. ‘ . L . . N . 9 ) [ .‘ " . .

Y
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and possibly summative,'evaluation) has been implemented and op-

erated for some time, and the: time has come to review its efficacy.

o
~,The evaluation question to be asked as "Should this p*ogram be

s

h discontinued, and, if so, should it be replaced?” ‘The negative
answer to the first part of the evaluation question begsfthe

. second question: "If it should be continued, should it be con-

-

Ry

_tinued in its present form, or should it be modified (and if 30,

how)?" This role of evaluation, which I propose to call con-

~

.firuative evaluation, is substantially different from either

'f'formative or summative evaluation. There isj'first, the aspect
«a
to confirmative evaluation &f final Judgment (accept it as is,
- A
or. reject it) that is: implicit in the question "should the program

'be discontinued?", as there is in a summatiVe evaluation. But

there is aitso an aspect of formative evaluation implicit in a

confirmative evaluation if the answer to the first question is

negative$ since the second questicﬂ.asks “how the proqram'might

be revised, if indeed revision is indicated. This contingency:

<
-

of evaluation questions makes the role of confirmative evaluation?"

. ’ b

o different from the roles of either formative or sdmmative evaluation.

To call a confirmative evaluation a su?mative evaluation"
. 0 -

-

'follcwed by-a formative evaluation seems inconsistent with the
original meaniﬁg -of tbe words. by doﬁinition,.ﬁormative evaluation.
takes:place before the:completion of a-product.’while summative

evaluation takes place after completion. Ergo,. a formative~n




Ay

evaluation of a product cannot succeed its summative evaluation.’

~ ° o
’

Although it is possible to> conceive of a. situation in uhich

- v . a
summative evaluation is done Without any.formative evaluation '

'haVing:preceeded it, such a state of affairs seems quite inconn
L { .
sistent'with»tﬁe'situation Scriven described. Similarly, it v// .-

Pl

would pe possible to conceive of a confirmative evaluafion being

. dode on a prggram that had the‘oenefit of neither formative nor

-summative evaluation. In such a situation, it might be tempting

o
/ ’

"+ to regard the confirmative evaluation as formative. However,

e

. in the reality of program development, formative evaluation is

&

seldom, if ever,.conducted with the intention (or even possibility)

of discontinuing the developmeng of the. program in Lesponse to

: S
L evaluation findings. In other words, tpe program development

process.is such that, if properly"erecuted (i.e., if a proper
:needs identifitation is done initially), there is very little,

likelihoqd that formative evaluation 13formation would lead to
‘ 7

the discontinuance of program development. Rather,-formative

»

»evaluation findings would lead to modification of " the program

being developed. In\confirmative evaluation, of course, a very
' ) o
real possibility ex!sts~that the data would indicate that the\‘

\i

'~@rogram should be scontinued, without replacement.- Sence_'
the distinction among formative, summative,_and'confirmative

‘ ) . o : )
evaluations seems necessarYn‘. : . " Ce oL

In addition,'there are_pragmatic concerns that help to ;

- . ' . - 5 '
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differentiate confirmative ‘from formative and summative evaluation.
i .

Who should perform confirmative evaluations--someone intimatefy

o -

~~

1nvolved with the program (as in formative evaluation) pr someone‘
quite divorced from it (as in summative evaluation)? It would
Seem that the relatively high degree of objectiVity presumed

of the s“mmative evaluation ought to- be eppl}ed to the confir-‘ o7

=mative evaluation decision regarding whether the oncgoing program

- !

ought«to be terminated or continuodq but the formative'evaluator

L .

would be in a much better position to make the Judgment whether LT

e

the program. ought ‘to continue intact or he modified (and how, if

v

it is), given that the first part of the evaluat;on question

B

.

+ e T -

indicated - co tinuance._ T

44‘9

At &he present time, there are no definitive nnswers to the

questionJ\ HOpefully, further'experience‘with confirmative_

. v o !, .
eyaluations will provide the'neéded guidelinesl Co o

B - r
3 ¢ .

Justificative Evaluation e/

Pinallv;zl have ehcountered onwnumerous occasions a demand for

s an evaluation role which I believe qught not to be filled at’ all.
. RN
In continuing education programs, ‘it 4s not-uncommon to .~ [
;ind a type of - evaluation in which questions such as the following

LR e

are askedi _"How relevant did you find the section on. - ?" l"Bo.w

) R
RS A

—_

useful will the infd%mation learned in this workshop be in your

+ Ay

present,job.role?f;'or,:even more blatantly,*fno_you feeliyou




#

10,

learned enough during this seminar to justify your attendance?"

Aside from pratically begging the question,,such inquiries,

~

typically made at the- conclusion of the 1earning experience, act-

'ually ask for information that should have been gathered prior to

n

the design of‘the experience. I hav\\dubbcd such evaluationﬂ

attempts Jaseif ative evaluation, becayse they seem most often

" to be at empting to justify the design of the event after the

fact.
' Despite the name I'am'suggesting, i.do not‘believeithat'
justificative evalaation should be considered a valid evaluation

role at all. The identification of needs is an: important part:

of;the pianning process, but the,needaidentification process

. ought to happen'befpre,fnot'after, the design and inplementation'

,,qf_the}event. oo e w;"' . - '.~<i el .

-
v

'Furthermore, it is usually possible to get some positive_”

response about an educational experienoe at its conclusion (if:

’ nothing else, participants are rather glaad it s over ), but 1t

) seems tc stretch credibility that this data could -be considered '

‘"part of objective needs identification. Mcst people typically

’

confusawpleasant efperiences with valuable ones and are there-‘w

o

fore likely to judqe the wofth of the learning in terms of. itsj

enjoyment.

"

Returning to the stated purpose of evaluation-=to make .

' decisions--and examining justificative evaluation 'in. the light

-of that purpose, I can only concltde that justificatiVe

r,,‘(, e k4 N . P ‘1. . . .

2

)
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evaluations are purposeless.  Any decisions about the design of_the

[l

‘ experience‘that come out of the process are bound to be useless;

with respect to the ekperience itself,;since'the experience \
" is alreadY’over. No knowledge of value vis a vis the needs of
the learners has been . gained that could not have been gain«d
more easily and more accurately by’ other,means (i.e.,,by.doing
an adequate needs identification). (Those who are'tempted/to-
argue that something is learned from the process--the efficacy'
wifh which the programmer can "sense" what needs exist--are
confusing evaluation ofnthe program with the evaluation‘of'the
?proérammerf'_ability to identify needs mystically )

The close relationship between the identification of
ot .

” educational .needs and the process of evaluation ‘has been noted

‘ . N : .

~(Kaufman, 1977) . Howdver, the two processes are not identities:
' 'rather,.they appear'to be two sides of the same cein. They share

some important similarities--their genenal raison d'etre of

providing information for decision-making,.and their requirements
for,objectivity, validity, reliability, and utilityffhut°theyf_
also have an fmportant difference: ‘needs identification ought‘,_
to take place prior to - the planning phase, whereas evaluation
lought to take place during the development phase (formative'
evaluation), immediately after the developmentephaee "and %efore

" the implementation phase (eummative evaluation), or during the

. implementation phase (confirmative evaluation). Thus;\the'need
\.\,4

for justificative evaluation is obviated.
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‘Should Evaluation Be Done?
_ 3 .

‘Weiss (1972) identiﬁies several types of uses for evaluation%
couched in terms of particular decisions to be made, that are well-
worth reiterating: |

1. To'continueﬁor discontinue the program
2.J_To‘improve its practices.and procedures

'; 3. To add or dr0p specific program strategies and
techniques

4. To-institute similar programs elsewhere
. . . L o : .
5. To allocate”resources among competing programs

6. To eccept or reject a program approach or theory
(p. 16-17) . 3
s

Couched "in terms of “the three role descriptors discussed

earlier, Weiss' list,'; essentially a list of implicit questions-

\which constitute reasons for doing evaluations, can be classified

"as formative (2, 3, 6), summative- (4 \and possibly 5 depending
\

- on the context), or confirmative (l possibly 2 if it immediateIY.

[follows l in an onégoing program, and possibly 5, depending'on 3

the context) evaluation questions. The list suggests'reasons whv'
an evaluation might he done, but does not suggest any conditiohs

‘under which it might be reasonable o consider doing the eval-

f

uation. Such a list of- conditions wou’d be useful. In the past-,

P

‘ﬂalf-dozen years, evaluation has become a buzz-word in public

obmagencies of various kinds.' For some _reason (lack of clarity in o

i i
"

Rt
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communication?, lack of understanding of the concepts?) evalf'

uation requirements are often attached willy-nilly to projectSp o
with seemingly little concern for their usefulness ‘or meaning. lﬂ"
. / '
_ Projects that should not or cannot be fvaluated meaningfully

:are heing required to have evaluation/components. Perhaps the

’\:following list of suggestedycondifidnal rules will help to_
/ .

/

ameliorate the. p:oblem°" . )
1, Pormative evaluation shduld be performed only.if'the‘
,’\) . “ -
R . / .. .
‘"object of evaluation is a durable, replicable entity.~

If the entity_is not capahle of ‘being presented time

and again in largely the same form and manner with

f;ar@ély the same effect,’ formative evaluation-is
probahly meaningless;and'a,waste of “ime and money.
Although durahle, replicahle entities are often:
referred to as products, recognize that human heings
and the processes they engage in can well he part of
the package, provided that their actions are replicable
'and that thelr’involvement in the activity is durahle.
2. 'Summative evaluation should also be - performed only if
"the ohject of evaluation is a durable, replicable
entity that has been subjected 'to formative evaluation
J-i_earlier. Summative evaluation is designed to demonstrate
'what a product is- capahle of doing in extant forma

- $ . i

Obviously if the form is malleahle (i e., the product is
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not durable z2nd/or replicable)VSummative evaluation'

is a waste of time since tﬁbre is no reason to believe"
that subsequent or previous applications replicate the .
application-under evaiuaticn;h ?urthermorei to perform

. . ¢
& summative evaluation ‘an’a (durable, replicable) product

1
that has not been subjncted to formative evaluation is
relatively cosc-ineffective. Negabive results from euch :

T a summative evaluation could be attributed to- sub- .7 |
optimal design thft could perhaps be remedied eaeily
and inexpensxvely if the flaw were determined through
formative evaluation."" .

3.. Confirmative evaluation maylberperformed'on a productf
or program that has not had the bene it of either
riormative or aummative evaluation (although the faot

- ;;.b Laat. it dw poev*ble should not be taken to mean that
it 4 @eairehlm Lo implement upevaluated products or'
proguamaAanﬁ .anzr perform confirmative evaluation

‘ .on'them). .But conirmative evaluation should be

‘Fundertaken’only on ahprogram :hat has been in'place
for some time and whoee current effrcacy is validly
in dbubt. Furthermore, the program should have the;

. capabillty of operating unchanged for another period

- of time. Obviously, the periods of time and validity .

 of. doubt can only be judged in relation to such variables

Y -~
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_ as cost, importance of the program content, number
of people involved, etc. . - 4' "

4.. Justificative evaluation should‘not"be perférmed

{ underdmoet oircunetances.; Prior identifioation and ; ._\;._
) g ';' -
- analysis of learning needs is far morei preferable and@p__é;:

; ethioally responsible. ' ‘_\,'“'

Implicit in the above set of rules_are the following' ;.. ‘Eg-f

Pt

almost heretical notions. '? e ]
-l. Neither .ormatiVe evaluation nox summatlve.evaluation
3ought to be attempted for a unidue (“one-shot“) event.
dSince a one-shot“ event cafinot be subjeoted to
y ",l. -.ri':'confirmative evaluation, and justlficative evaluatlon
;.ahould never be undeztaken, it }ollows"tnat'“one;shot““
events ouqht not “to be evaluated at all. . fi;m__;"v .
-523 'Formatlve evaluation ahould not be undertaken unlese

sl

\fthere is a hxgh probabllity thatfthe object of

/' - .runﬁ'-

'evaluation (event, product, qt w111 be repeatee

: in the immediate future.{QWithout the real prospect N

of durabillty and replicahility of effects, formative

— N ; . .
7 "'ﬂovaluation ie a waste of time and money.v
h f_3. Summative evaluatton ehould bg”ﬁndertaken only when

i

hyou are eoneidering adopting a product developed

}Ir“ g

’.;elsewhere, d& are’ ooneidering«marketing a product

‘that you ha‘e developed. In the latter case, the ',_

.1‘
S :vﬁL\

e




evaluator_should be external to the developing agency

or group (1 e., you should not “do the summatlvé\
"evaluatxon of the product you developed). - .5\\\

If the suggestione in the paragraph above were taken

e probably.nave\far fewer'evaluations taking-place,'but the’iﬁ\.r

1

' proportion of useful and meaningtal evaluatrons would probably ST
“:rise dramatically.\_w o o S o 2
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