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Criteria for Accrediting Graduate Programs

in Evaluation

WiLLAM M K TROCHIM

illiam Trochim reports on

the interim results of a

project to help develop ac-
creditation standards for graduate-level
programs in evaluation in the United
States. The projecthas used concept map-
ping, and input from across the world on
the Internet, to first brainstorm and then
group and prioritise criteria. Preliminary
results suggest a useful taxonomy for the
AEA accreditation standards with three
clusters referring to the evaluation
training program context, including
qualifications of staff and program re-
sources, and five clusters relating to the
curriculum and the student learning
experience.

Purpose

The purpose of this concept-mapping
projectis toarticulate a set of standards for
AEA (American Evaluation Association)
accreditation of graduate programs and
specialisations in evaluation. Since there
are not likely to be many graduate degree
programs that focus entirely on evalua-
tionalone, weinclude in this project stand-
ards for specialisations that may be
associated with other degree programs.
For instance, accredited evaluation
specialisations may be established in
graduate programs in education, health
and mental health, psychology, sociology,
economics, policy analysis, public admin-
istration, and more.

Process

The first phase of this project is already
complete. The first phase involved brain-
storming a large set of potential accredita-
tion standards, based on the focus
statement and prompt described below.
An unknown number of people accessed
the Web page, viewed statements and
added more.
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The second phase in the process — the
sorting and rating of the statements - origi-
nally ended on 30 August 1996, and was
thenextended until Friday, 4 October 1996.
Asonly 23 people participated in thisstage,
details of the ratings given to each state-
ment have notbeen reported in this article
but can be viewed at the Web site:

http://trochim.human.cornell.edu

/AEA/aea_res.htm

In the third phase the collected data was
analysed and used to generate concept
maps. Preliminary analysis was done be-
tween 31 August and 9 September with
preliminary results posted to the Web site.
The final analysis was conducted between
4 October and 11 October 1996, and posted
by 11 October.

The fourth phase has provided an op-
portunity for all Web browsers to see map
results, comment on them, raise questions,
discuss substantive implications, and so
on. The results of this concept-mapping
exercise were presented to the AEA Board
and as a conference paper at the AEA
Annual Conference in Atlanta in Novem-
ber 1996.

For general information about concept
mapping, see the Introduction to Concept
Mapping in the Knowledge Base Web site
(http://trochim.human.cornell.edu). For
several published and unpublished arti-
cles about concept mapping, see the
Trochim Research Page orrefer to Trochim,
W MK 1989, “‘An introduction to concept
mapping for planning and evaluation’,
Evaluation and Program Planning, No 12, pp
1-16 or see the paper at the Web page:

http://trochim.human.cornell.edu/

research/eppl/eppl.htm

If you would like to learn more about
The Concept System software used to ac-
complish this project or would like to
order the software, contact Concept Sys-
tems Incorporated at:

concepthelp@conceptsystems.com
or 118 Prospect Street, Suite 309, Ithaca,
NY, 14850 or see their Web page on:

http://www.conceptsystems.com/
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Proposed Criteria
Participants were given the following in-
structions:

Generate statements (short phrases or
sentences) that constitute specific
standards that you believe AEA should
include in its Standards for Accredita-
tion of Graduate Programs and
Specialisations in Evaluation.

To help assure that the statement set
was homogeneous with respect to gram-
matical structure, each statement was cre-
ated so that it could be logically read
following the following brainstorming
prompt:

One specific standard | believe AEA
should include in its Standards for
Accreditation of Graduate Programs
and Specialisations in Evaluation is
that ...

The proposed criteria are shown
grouped into the 10 clusters suggested by
those who participated in the sorting and
rating phase (see the diagam on the next
page). The diagram also shows the aver-
age importance rating (on a five-point
scale) for all clusters across all partici-
pants, although care should be taken in
interpreting this, given the small number
of respondents.

This map shows the labels that were
selected for each of the eight clusters. In
general, the labels were suggested by an
analysis of the sort pile labels of all partici-
pants. This map no longer shows the state-
ment points because all of the individual
points tend to make the map harder to
read.

One interesting feature of this map is the
clear split between the three program-
related clusters on the top and left and the
other curriculum-related clusters on the
right and bottom. This suggests that if we
had to put all of the statements into two
broad accreditation categories, it might be
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sensible tolabel them ‘Program’ and ‘Cur-
riculum’.

Details of the statements in each cluster
are listed below. The numbers refer to the
label given to each statement as it was
generated in the initial brainstorming.

Cluster 1: Program Philosophy

¢ 1) The program publicly states an ex-
plicit philosophy of education by which it
intends to prepare students for the prac-
tice of evaluation.

* 9) The program’s philosophy embraces
real programs, and real people in the real
world.

e 10) The program eschews simple an-
swers to complex problems.

¢ 41) The program evaluates itself for re-
sults.

e 42) The program publishes a mission
objective which serves as the foundation
of planning and doing.

¢ 80) The program recognises the impor-
tance of cultural and individual differ-
ences and diversity in the training of
evaluators.

e 81) The program demonstrates that its
education, training, and socialisation ex-
periences are characterised by mutual re-
spect and courtesy between students and
faculty and that it operates in a manner
that facilitates students’ educational expe-
riences.

* 82) The program demonstrates its com-
mitment to publicdisclosure by providing
written materials and other communica-
tions that appropriately represent it to the
relevant publics.

Cluster 2: Faculty Qualifications

* 2)The program has atleast two full-time
faculty members who are members of the
American Evaluation Association.

e 4) The faculty has conducted a substan-
tial number of evaluations in the areas in
which students are trained.

¢ 18) Courses are taught by faculty staff
with experience in the subject matter of
the course (for example, qualitative meth-
ods is NOT taught by someone who has
conducted only quantitative analyses).

Cluster 3: Program Context

e 77) The program must be pursued in an
institutional setting appropriate for gradu-
ate-level training of evaluators.

* 78)The program has anidentifiablebody
of students who are of quality appropriate
to the program’s goals and objectives.
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CLUSTER RATING MAP SHOWING THE AVERAGE IMPORTANCE
RATING FOR ALL CLUSTERS ACROSS ALL PARTICIPANTS
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 79) The program has appropriate re-
sources to achieve its training goals and
objectives, including financial support,
clerical and technical support, materials
and equipment, physical facilities, and
access to practicum training sites and
facilities.

Cluster 4: Curriculum Philosophy

¢ 5) There are a sufficient number of
courses offered that focus specifically on
evaluation.

e 8) The program curriculum includes
‘communicating the results’ of evaluation.
* 11) The program emphasises diverse
methodologies responsive to a range of
stakeholders and programs of varying lev-
els of development.

e 14) The program addresses the theoreti-
cal underpinnings of evaluation as well as
the methodological tools.

* 17) The program specifies a rational set
of required and elective courses, with some
that are prerequisite to others.

e 23) The program addresses the relation-
ship between design (and/or needs as-
sessment) and evaluation.

* 27)The program covers the professional
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program evaluation standards.

e 29)Theprogram addresses ethical analy-
sis (for example, of services to clients, with
respect to confidentiality, discrimination,
abuse, triage).

e 35) The program covers various models
of evaluation as a basis for justifying vari-
ous evaluation designs.

* 36) The program addresses the validity
and utility of evaluation itself (that is,
metaevaluation), since that issue often
comes up with clients and program staff
(itincludes psychological impact of evalu-
ation).

* 38) The program presents and contrasts
different theories and systems of evalua-
tion.

* 39) The program has a core curriculum
with optional specialties in different
schools/ traditions of evaluation.

e 47) While the program addresses the
local context forevaluation, italso presents
a wide range of national and international
examples of evaluation practice.

* 52) The program includes a review of
the historical development of evaluation
as a profession and its relation to other
disciplines.
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e 58) Students are exposed to a full range
of evaluation types and practices, (for ex-
ample, rapid feedback evaluation).

¢ 59) Programs expose students to a utili-
sationfocusinevaluation theory and prac-
tice.

e 66) The program grounds students in
the principles of sound evaluation, that is,
the program and personnel evaluation
standards.

¢ 68) The program includes both public
sector evaluation as well as private sector
(business and industry) performance
measurement concepts and practices.

¢ 69) The program addresses both process
as well as outcome evaluation concepts
and methods.

Cluster 5: Field Experience/
Practicum

¢ 3) The program has a supervised
practicum experience for course credit that
involves students in an evaluation field
experience.

e 26) The program covers legal constraints
on data control and access, funds use, and
personnel treatment (including the rights
of human subjects).

¢ 40) The program demonstrates clear link-
ages with evaluation consumers for stu-
dent field placements.

e 44) The program includes a component
of real-life evaluations where students visit
(or are visited by) organisations that have
evaluation work/units.

¢ 50) The program contains a field-based
element in which students apply and re-
flect on conceptual knowledge.

¢ 60) Students are exposed to exemplary
and not-so exemplary evaluations and
evaluation reports.

e 61) Students are exposed to the politics
of evaluation in their coursework and field
experiences.

e 64) The program helps the students ex-
amine the potential roles and responsibili-
ties of an evaluator concerning the conduct
and use and /or misuse of evaluation find-
ings.

¢ 65) The programrequires (and provides
opportunities for) students to be involved
in more than one evaluation from the pro-
posal stage through the final report and
follow-up, preferably as part of a team of
experienced and recognised evaluators.

Cluster 6: Student Competencies

e 21) The program teaches how to focus
an evaluation.
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e 22) The program teaches how to engage
stakeholders in all stages of the evalua-
tion.

o 37) The program addresses evaluation-
specific report design, construction, and
presentation.

e 46) The program offers students an op-
portunity to develop skills in self-evalua-
tion and internal evaluation, as well as
external evaluation consulting.

e 48) The program develops students’
skills in clarifying, analysing and articu-
lating the different espoused-values and
values-in-action of relevant stakeholders.
¢ 51) The program includes instruction in
grant writing, budgeting, contract nego-
tiations, report writing, and presentation
skills.

¢ 55) The program provides students with
training on locating, evaluating, access-
ing, and using relevant, appropriate sec-
ondary data sources, such as government
databases or existing institutional
databases.

¢ 62) The program ensures that students
are able to design and carry out a quality
evaluation.

¢ 63) The students are able to assess trade-
offs in design given time and resource
constraints with the least compromise to
the quality of the evaluation.

¢ 71) The program addresses alternative
assessment of learning outcomes as a re-
sult of educational interventions, includ-
ing performance on authentic tasks,
portfolioreview,and assessing higherlevel
learning outcomes.

e 75) The program requires students to
conduct a metaevaluation.

e 76) The program offers a course in
training others how to conduct program
evaluation.

Cluster 7: Quantitative
Approaches

¢ 6) The program has atleast one required
course in multivariate statistical analysis
that covers multiple regression and the
general linear model.

¢ 16) The program includes an introduc-
tion to basic operations, research concepts
and techniques that are usefully applied
to program evaluation; for example, the
study of queues; allocation of resources
when a utility function is/is not defined.
¢ 20) The program includes a comprehen-
sive course on survey research with in-
struction on sample selection.

e 25) The program covers validity theory
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and generalisability theory and their im-
plications.

¢ 31) The program covers cost analysis.

# 45) The program reviews research and
models of organisational change.

o 49) The program offers students an op-
portunity to study organisational learn-
ing.

¢ 54) The curriculum includes a basic in-
troduction to computerised information
systems and their role in providing feed-
back to consumers of evaluation informa-
tion.

¢ 56) Courseworkin costanalysisincludes
cost-benefit, cost-utility, and cost-effective-
ness analysis.

¢ 67) The program provides a solid
grounding in psychometrics.

e 70) The program includes at least one
module on program logic (logical analy-
sis, strategic linkages, and program logic
models [design, review, and application]).
e 72)Theprogramrequiresasurvey course
in research design and highlights the de-
signs’ relevancy to program evaluation.
e 73) The program requires a course in
survey design and implementation and
includes analysis of survey data.

e 74) The program requires a course in
sampling theory.

Cluster 8: Diversity of Courses

o 7)The programincludes coursesin quali-
tative as well as quantitative approaches
to evaluation.

¢ 12) The curriculum includes a diversity
of courses to cover aspects of the major
tools of the practice of evaluation; namely
— theory, methods, and statistics —and the
practical application of those tools.

¢ 13) The program requires a course on
ethics that deals in real-world issues.

¢ 15) The program includes management-
oriented evaluation tools (for example,
performance-based program budgeting)
as well as traditional science-oriented
evaluation tools (for example, quasi-ex-
perimentation).

¢ 19) The program includes a course on
evaluation design.

e 24) The program covers basic qualita-
tive and quantitative methodologies (in-
cluding survey and observation skills, bias
control procedures, practical testing and
measurement procedures, judgement and
narrative assessment, standard-setting
models, etc).

¢ 28) The program addresses personnel
evaluation (since a program can hardly be
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said to be good if its evaluation of person-
nel is incompetent or improper).

¢ 30) The program covers needs assess-
ment, including the distinctions between
needs and wants, performance needs and
treatment needs, needs and ideals, met
and unmet needs, etc.

¢ 32) The program covers synthesis mod-
els and skills (that is, models for pulling
together subevaluations into an overall
evaluation, subscoresinto subevaluations,
and evaluations of multiple judges into an
overall rating or standard).

* 33) The program covers the difference
between the four fundamental logical tasks
for evaluation (of either (a) merit, or (b)
worth), namely grading, ranking, scoring,
and apportioning, and their impact on
evaluation design.

* 34) The program covers the technical
vocabulary of evaluation (including an
understanding of commonly discussed
methodologies such as performance meas-
urement and TQM).

¢ 43) The program shows students how
evaluation can be a part of organisational
strategic change management.

¢ 53)The curriculumincludes coursework
that emphasises the importance of the
evaluation of program implementation,
and provides methods for evaluating pro-
gramimplementation and providing rapid
feedback.

¢ 57) Coursework exposes students to or-
ganisational behaviour theory.

Responses and comments to these criteria
are welcome. Please contact Bill Trochim on:
wmtl@cornell.edu
or the Editor, Evaluation News & Comment
on:
progers@rmit.edu.au
orviathe AES office, PO Box 448, Curtin ACT
26051

I have lived in this world
just long enough to look
carefully the second time
into things that | am most
certain of the first fime.’

— Josh Billings
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‘Economics and Evalvation: Economic
Evaluation of Research Performance in
Universities’ continued from p 53

STRATEGIC RESPONSE
TO NEW SYSTEM
Researcher Research % of Funds
Output
A 126.5 67.3
B 50.0 26.6
C 11.5 6.1
Total 188.0 100.0

The effects of this strategic response has
been to inflate research output even more
and toimprove the allocation to researcher
A, even though it is not possible to regain
the original position when researcher A
obtained all the research allocation. The
dynamics of the system does not provide
incentives to seek good research outcomes
and researchimpactbut, on the otherhand,
does provide an incentive to produce in-
consequential papers and to engage in
anti-social activities by wasting resources.
This case study illustrates why it is neces-
sary to consider research outcomes and
research impacts in evaluating research
performance.

Conclusions

The evaluation of research performance in
universitiesisinarelatively primitive state
asacompleteevaluation procedure would
require systematic use of economic and
evaluation concepts. Definitions of the
concepts of research inputs, output, out-
comes and impact have been given but the
problem of measurement of these con-
cepts in an unambiguous and non-illu-
sory way remains.
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HEALTH PROGRAM
EVALUATION COURSE BY
DISTANCE EDUCATION

The Centre for Health Program
Evaluation wilt offer a new distance
education course in 1997 which
provides an introduction to health
program evaluation theory,
research and practice. The Centre
for Health Program Evaluation
consists of the Health Program
Evaluation Unit of the University of
Melbourne and the Health
Economics Unit of Monash
University. For further information,
contact Distance Education in
Health Program Evaluation, Centre
for Health Program Evaluation,
Yarra House, Fairfield Hospital,
Yarra Bend Road, Fairfield, Vic
Australia 3078.

Please provide information about
other courses and training in
evaluation for a feature on this
topic in the next issue of Evaluation
News & Comment. Please send
your contributions to the Editor,
Patricia Rogers, c/- one of the
following postal addresses or by
e-mail to the address below.

Evaluation News & Comment
AES

PO Box 448

Curtin ACT 2605

Program for Public Sector
Evaluation

RMIT

PO Box 71

Bundoora Vic 3083

progers @rmit.edu.au
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