PAGE  
RMTD 407, Page 13

COURSE SYLLABUS

RMTD 407:  Introduction to Evaluation Theory
Dr. Leanne Kallemeyn

lkallemeyn@luc.edu 

(best means to contact)

Ph: 312-915-6909
Lewis Tower #1124

820 N. Michigan Ave.

Office hours by appt.

COURSE DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES: This course introduces students to program evaluation theory in the social sciences, including various conceptualizations of evaluation, historical development of the field, purposes of evaluation, and social and political contexts of evaluation practice.  Students will engage major theoretical concepts of the field—methods, use, values, and practice—from the perspectives of various evaluation theorists.  Throughout course readings, discussion and assignments, students will have the opportunity to critically reflect on understandings of social justice, implicitly and explicitly, evident in the evaluation theories.
The goals of the course are that students will be able to:

· Compare and contrast major theories of program evaluation (Conceptual Framework 1),
· Understand how evaluation theories relate to evaluation practice (Conceptual Framework 2)

· Understand the issues of social justice and inequity within the field of evaluation (Conceptual Framework 3)
· Understand the ethical, political, and social aspects of program evaluation practice (Conceptual Framework 7).

Required Readings:
Shaw, I.F., Greene, J.C., & Mark, M.M. (2006). The SAGE Handbook of Evaluation. London: Sage.

Supplemental Reader

Assignments and Evaluation: 
	What is Evaluation: Core Concepts Paper
	20 pts

	Response Papers
	15 pts

	Application of Social Justice Framework
	15 pts

	Group Activity on Evaluation Theorist
	15 pts

	Final Exam Paper
	25 pts

	Class Participation
	10 pts


	Grading:
	95-100 pts.
	A+

	
	90-94 pts.
	A

	
	85-89 pts.
	B+

	
	80-84 pts.
	B

	
	75-79 pts.
	C+

	
	70-74 pts.
	C

	
	< 70 pts.
	F


Late assignments:  I strongly discourage turning in assignments after the due date.  The assignments of the course closely relate to material that we have just discussed or will be discussing for a given week.  As a result, turning in late assignments diminishes meaningful participation in class discussions.  I will accept late assignments and do not reduce points for late assignments, but I will also provide less feedback and will not as rapidly return your graded assignment to you.  If you know in advance that you will be gone when an assignment is due, please plan ahead and submit it early.  If you have an unexpected personal circumstance, please talk to me about your concerns with completing course obligations.

Attendance:  This course meets once a week, which makes attendance absolutely essential. You must be present to engage fully in the course content. I understand that sometimes life priorities can make this challenging. However, the expectation is that you will be present for the full class session each week. Should you miss a class, arrive late, or leave early, you are responsible for identifying and obtaining missed material from your peers and your classroom participation grade will be affected. Please notify the instructor via email prior to the start of class should you need to be absent.  
Class participation.  Student participation in discussions and learning activities is critical. However, it is important to note that how a student participates is often a function of their particular learning style. Therefore, participation is less about the frequency with which a student engages in class discussion and more about the quality of the contributions. For the purposes of this course, participation is valued in which students build upon one another’s comments, provide meaningful connections to practice, share critical observations and insights on a topic, and generally increase the complexity and richness of the discussion. Students are also discouraged to act as gatekeepers to the conversation and encourage the participation of others as well as pose questions to one another. To achieve this, a variety of pedagogical approaches are used to ensure that each individual’s preferred learning style is addressed over the course of the semester. A portion of the final grade is dedicated to participation and a rubric is provided that outlines how this will be assessed. Students will receive a mid-semester participation grade as well as feedback to ensure time to adjust their participation levels prior to the end of the semester. The rubric for participation is listed on page 3:

	Evaluative Dimension
	“A” 

Grade
	“B” 

Grade
	“C” 

Grade
	“D/F” 

Grade

	Promptness
	Routinely arrives on time for class and is prepared to begin at the designated time as well as following any breaks; student does not leave class early
	Occasionally late to class, does not return promptly from designated breaks; OR occasionally leaves early 
	Demonstrates a pattern of lateness or early departure that interferes with course objectives.
	Consistently late to class, does not return from breaks in a timely manner, and/ or leaves class early

	Quality of Contributions
	Contributions are relevant and routinely integrate course reading and life experiences into the discussion; Arguments are evidenced-based and supported through course content and/ or life experiences
	Contributions lean more toward either course readings or life experiences, but are relevant to the conversation; Arguments are generally evidence-based
	Contributions are not relevant to the conversation and rarely incorporate course readings; Contributions betray a lack of preparation for class; Arguments are rarely evidence-based
	No or minimal contributions or arguments are offered 

	Significance of Contributions
	Contributions add complexity to the conversation and support or build off of others’ contributions
	Contributions are generally substantive, but occasionally indicate a lack of attention to what others have shared
	Contributions repeat what others have shared and thus do not advance the conversation
	No or minimal contributions are offered

	General Engagement
	Regularly contributes to the class in both large and small group formats; Routinely engaged with course activities and / or discussions
	Contributions generally favor either the small or large group; Does not consistently appear engaged in activities and/ or discussions;
	Minimal contributions are offered in either the small or large group; Appears disengaged from activities and/ or discussions; Addresses core issues in activities and/ or discussions quickly and shifts to personal conversations or off-topic material
	No contributions are offered

	Gate-Keeping
	Does not dominate the conversation; Regularly encourages the participation of others by posing questions or asking for other students’ thoughts
	Student occasionally encourages the participation of others; recognizes the contributions of others
	Dominates the conversation; Does not engage other students in conversation; directs majority of comments to the instructor
	No or minimal contributions

	Listening/ Attending Skills
	Is considerate (verbally and nonverbally) of appropriately expressed feelings and opinions of others; Actively listens to both peers and instructor; Actively supports peers’ learning processes
	Generally considerate (verbally and nonverbally) of appropriately expressed feelings and opinions of others; typically displays active listening; generally supports peers’ learning processes
	Is dismissive (verbally or nonverbally) of others’ feelings and opinions; Display a lack of interest; Does not actively support peers’ learning processes
	Inconsiderate of others’ feelings and opinions; Does not actively listen or support others’ learning


Civil Discourse:  As a professional, it is my expectation that you will be able to engage in respectful and confidential dialogue in class. There may well be times in this course where you feel pushed out of your comfort zone, say something that later on you wish you would have rephrased, and/or observe or hear things that do not fit with your personal values and worldview. Although deep and meaningful learning often comes as a result of cognitive and emotional dissonance, I firmly believe that transformative learning is the result of compassionate learning communities in which individuals feel both challenged and supported. The underlying expectation of this course is that participants will approach one another with an ethic of care. This approach requires a willingness to engage in critical and controversial, but ultimately civil discourse aimed at advancing our individual and collective knowledge. Students are expected to engage in social perspective-taking, a skill that requires both empathy and the ability to acknowledge multiple points of view. 
Weekly Schedule with Course Readings & Assignments
Week 1: Introduction to Course, What is Evaluation?
Mark, M.M., Greene, J.C., & Shaw, I.F. (2006). Introduction: The evaluation of policies, programs, and practices. In I.F. Shaw, J.C. Greene, & M.M. Mark (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Evaluation (pp. 1—30). London: Sage.
Dahler—Larsen, P. (2006). Evaluation after disenchantment? Five issues shaping the role of evaluation in society. In I.F. Shaw, J.C. Greene, & M.M. Mark (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Evaluation (pp. 141—160). London: Sage.
Mark, M.M., Henry, G.T., & Julnes, G. (1999). Toward an integrative framework for evaluation practice. American Journal of Evaluation, 20, 177-198.
Week 2: What is Evaluation? (Con’t); History of Evaluation
Alkin, Marvin C. (2004). Evaluation Roots: Tracing Theorists’ Views and Influence.  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  Chapters 1 & 2 (pp. 3—65).
Shadish, W.R., Cook, T.D., & Leviton, L.C. (1990). Foundations of Program Evaluation: Theories of Practice. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Chapters 1 & 2 (pp. 19—67).

American Evaluation Association Guiding Principles <http://www.eval.org/GPTraining/GPTrainingOverview.asp>
Week 3: Evaluation and Social Justice
Social Justice:  Loyola University Chicago, which is developed and supported by the Department of Philosophy.  < http://luc.edu/philosophy/justice/index.htm>

Adams, M., Blumenfeld, W.J., Castaneda, C.R., Hackman, H.W., Peters, M.L. & Zuniga, X. Readings for Diversity and Social Justice. New York, NY: Routledge. Section 1 (pp. 1—58). 

Ericson, D.P. (1990). Social Justice, Evaluation, and the Educational System. In K.A. Sirotnik (Ed.), Evaluation and Social Justice: Issues in Public Education, New Directions for Program Evaluation, 45, 5—21. 

House, E.R. (1993). Professional Evaluation: Social Impact and Political Consequences. Newbury Park: Sage. Chapters 7 & 8 (pp. 114—140).
Mertens, D. M. (2009). Transformative Research and Evaluation. New York: The Guildofrd Press. Introduction. Chapters 1 & 2 (pp. 1—69).
What Is Evaluation: Core Concepts Paper, Part 1 DUE
Week 4: Purposes of Evaluation
Mark, M.M., Henry, G.T., & Julnes, G. (2000). Evaluation: An Integrated Framework for Understanding, Guiding, and Improving Policies and Programs. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. Chapter 3 (pp. 49—74).
Chelimsky, E. (2006). Introduction: The evaluation of policies, programs, and practices. In I.F. Shaw, J.C. Greene, & M.M. Mark (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Evaluation (pp. 33—55). London: Sage.
Schwandt, T.A., & Burgon, H. (2006). Evaluation and the study of lived experience. In I.F. Shaw, J.C. Greene, & M.M. Mark (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Evaluation (pp. 98—117). London: Sage.
What Is Evaluation: Core Concepts Paper, Part 2 DUE

Approval of Evaluation Report for Applications of Social Justice Framework Assignment
Week 5: Methods: Experimenting Society
Mark, M.M. & Henry, G.T. (2006). Methods for policy-making and knowledge development evaluations. In I.F. Shaw, J.C. Greene, & M.M. Mark (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Evaluation (pp. 317—339). London: Sage.
Ralph Tyler

Madaus, G.F.. (2004). Ralph W. Tyler’s contribution to program evaluation. In M.C. Alkin, Evaluation Roots: Tracing Theorists’ Views and Influence (pp. 69—79).  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Tyler, R.W. (1942). General statement on evaluation. Journal of Educational Research, 35, 492-501.
Donald Campbell

Shadish, W.R. & Luellen, J.K. (2004). Donald Campbell: The accidental evaluator. In M.C. Alkin, Evaluation Roots: Tracing Theorists’ Views and Influence (pp. 80—87).  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Campbell, D.T. (1981). Introduction: Getting ready for the Experimenting Society. In L. Saxe & M. Fine, Social Experiments: Methods for Design and Evaluation (pp. 13-18). Sage: Beverly Hills.

Campbell, D.T. (1984). Can we be scientific in applied social science? In R. F. Conner, D. G. Altman, & C. Jackson, Evaluation Studies: Review Annual (Vol. 9). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Response Paper (Option 1) DUE
Week 6: Methods:  Program Theory
Huey-Tsyh Chen

Shadish, W.R. & Luellen, J.K. (2004). The roots of theory-driven evaluation: Current views and origins. In M.C. Alkin, Evaluation Roots: Tracing Theorists’ Views and Influence (pp. 132—152).  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Chen, H.T. (2005). Practical Program Evaluation: Assessing and Improving Planning, Implementation, and Effectiveness. Sage: Thousand Oaks. Chapter 2.
Logic Models

University of Wisconsin-Extension, Program Development and Evaluation Website http://www.uwex.edu/ces/pdande/index.html
W.T. Kellogg Foundation, Logic Model Development Guide http://www.wkkf.org/knowledge-center/resources/2010/Logic-Model-Development-Guide.aspx
Response Paper (Option 2) DUE
Week 7: Bridge between Methods and Use: Policy-orientating Theorists

Cronbach

Cronbach, L. (1980). Toward a Reform of Program Evaluation. Jossey-Bass.  Our Nintey-Five Theses & Chapter 3.
Weiss

Weiss, C.H. (2004). Rooting for evaluation: A clift notes version of my work. In M.C. Alkin, Evaluation Roots: Tracing Theorists’ Views and Influence (pp. 153—168).  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Weiss, C. (1999). The interface between evaluation and public policy. Evaluation, 5, 468-486.
Response Paper (Option 3) DUE
Week 8: Use

Cousins, B.J. & Shulha, L.M.. (2006). A comparative analysis of evaluation utilization and its cognate fields of inquiry: Current issues and trends. In I.F. Shaw, J.C. Greene, & M.M. Mark (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Evaluation (pp. 266—291). London: Sage.
Rogers, P. & Williams, B. (2006). Evaluation for practice improvement and organizational learning. In I.F. Shaw, J.C. Greene, & M.M. Mark (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Evaluation (pp. 76—97). London: Sage.
Stufflebeam

Stufflebeam, D.L.. (2004). The 21st-Century CIPP Model. In M.C. Alkin, Evaluation Roots: Tracing Theorists’ Views and Influence (pp. 245—266).  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Patton

Patton, M.Q.. (2004). The roots of utilization-focused evaluation. In M.C. Alkin, Evaluation Roots: Tracing Theorists’ Views and Influence (pp. 276—292).  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Patton, M. Q. (2008). Utilization-Focused Evaluation: The New Century Text (4th Ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Chapters 2, 3, and part of Ch. 14 (35—95, 545—556).
Response Paper (Option 4) DUE
Week 9: Use (Con’t)

Fetterman

Fetterman, D. M. (2002). Empowerment evaluation: Building communities of practice and a culture of learning. American Journal of Community Psychology, 30, 89-102.

Preskill

Preskill, H. (2004). The transformational power of evaluation: Passion, purpose and practice. In M.C. Alkin, Evaluation Roots: Tracing Theorists’ Views and Influence (pp. 343—355).  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Preskill, H. (1998). Evaluative Inquiry for Learning in Organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Response Paper (Option 5) DUE
Week 10: Values

Stake, R.E. & Schwandt, T.A.. (2006). On discerning quality in evaluation. In I.F. Shaw, J.C. Greene, & M.M. Mark (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Evaluation (pp. 404—418). London: Sage.
Scriven

Scriven, M. (2004). Reflections. In M.C. Alkin, Evaluation Roots: Tracing Theorists’ Views and Influence (pp. 183—195).  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Scriven, M. (1993). Nature of Evaluation. In M. Scriven, New Directions for Program Evaluation: Hard-Won Lessons in Program Evaluation (pp. 5-48).Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Stake

Stake, R.E. (2003). Standards-based and Responsive Evaluation. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Chapters 1 & 4.

Response Paper (Option 6) DUE
Week 11: Values (Con’t)

Guba & Lincoln

Lincoln, Y.S. & Guba, E.G. (2004). The roots of fourth generation evaluation: Theoretical and methodological origins. In M.C. Alkin, Evaluation Roots: Tracing Theorists’ Views and Influence (pp. 225—241).  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
Guba, E. G. & Lincoln, Y.S. (1989). Fourth Generation Evaluation. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
House

House, E.R. & Howe, K.R. (1999). Values in Evaluation and Social Research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Ch. 1, 2, 6, & 7.
Greene

Greene, J. C., DeStefano, L., Burgon, H., & Hall, J. (2006). An educative, values-engaged approach to evaluating STEM educational programs. In D. Huffman & F. Lawrenz, New Directions for Evaluation: Critical Issues in STEM Evaluation (pp. 53-71). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Response Paper (Option 7) DUE
Week 12: Evaluation Practice: Micro

Abma, T. (2006). The social relations of evaluation. In I.F. Shaw, J.C. Greene, & M.M. Mark (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Evaluation (pp. 184—199). London: Sage.
Simons, H. (2006). Ethics in evaluation. In I.F. Shaw, J.C. Greene, & M.M. Mark (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Evaluation (pp. 243—265). London: Sage.
Vestman, O.K. & Conner, R.F.. (2006). The relationship between evaluation and politics. In I.F. Shaw, J.C. Greene, & M.M. Mark (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Evaluation (pp. 225—242). London: Sage.

Chouinard, J.A., & Cousins, J.B. (2009). A review and synthesis of current research on cross-cultural evaluation. American Journal of Evaluation, 30(4), 457—494.

Thompson-Robinson, M., Hopson, R. & SenGupta, S. (2004). In Search of Cultural Competence in Evaluation: Toward Principles and Practices. New Directions for Evaluation, 102.  San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Week 13: Evaluation Practice: Macro

Davies, P., Newcomer, K., & Soydan, H.. (2006). Government as structural context for evaluation. In I.F. Shaw, J.C. Greene, & M.M. Mark (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Evaluation (pp. 163—183). London: Sage.
Stern, E.. (2006). Contextual challenges for evaluation. In I.F. Shaw, J.C. Greene, & M.M. Mark (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Evaluation (pp. 292—314). London: Sage.
Datta, L.. (2006). The practice of evaluation: Challenges and new directions. In I.F. Shaw, J.C. Greene, & M.M. Mark (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Evaluation (pp. 419—438). London: Sage.
Application of Social Justice Framework DUE
Week 14: Evaluation and Social Justice, Revisited

Greene, J.C. (2006). Evaluation, democracy, and social change. In I.F. Shaw, J.C. Greene, & M.M. Mark (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Evaluation (pp. 118—140). London: Sage.
Whitmore, E., Guijt, I., Mertens, D.M., Imm, P.S., Chinman, M., & Wandersman, A.. (2006). Embedding improvements, lived experience, and social justice in evaluation practice. In I.F. Shaw, J.C. Greene, & M.M. Mark (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Evaluation (pp. 340—359). London: Sage.
Week 15: FINAL EXAM DUE
ASSIGNMENT DESCRIPTIONS

What is Evaluation: Core Concepts Paper (20 points)

Part 1

With a partner, write a 3-5 page paper in which you 1) define evaluation, and 2) discuss core concepts of evaluation theory.  These core concepts can be used as a framework throughout the semester to compare and contrast evaluation theories.  Be sure to cite and discuss course readings in the paper.

Part 2

With a partner, based on the readings and discussion of social justice and evaluation theory, revise the paper that you wrote for Part 1, so that it explicitly addresses social justice as part of the framework.  How does the conceptual framework change?
Response Papers (15 points)

For three out of the 7 weeks that we discuss specific evaluation theories, write a 2-page, double-spaced response paper based on one of the following formats:

1) Describe the evaluation theory using the core evaluation framework that we developed as a class during Weeks 1 and 2; 
2) Describe the extent to which and ways in which the evaluation theory embodies social justice based on the evaluation framework that we developed in class during Week 3; or
3) Describe how you would conduct an evaluation for a scenario based on the evaluation theory.

Evaluation theorists are grouped each week based on commonalities, although for some weeks these theorists still vary from one another.  You may either do the assignment with all theorists in mind or choose one of the theorists that we cover in the week.  Be sure that if you choose one theorist, you choose a theorist for whom there is a supplemental reading.

Application of a Social Justice Framework (15 points)
In your area of interest, identify an evaluation report from an evaluation that has been completed.  If possible and appropriate, also identify any media coverage related to the evaluation.  Submit this evaluation report and any related materials that you find in Week 4 of the course, so that I can approve your use of this report for this assignment.  Using the framework developed during the discussion of Week 3: Evaluation and Social Justice, write a 3—5 page paper in which you critique the extent to which and ways in which the evaluation was socially just.  If you identify major weaknesses, offer suggestions for what the evaluators could have done to practice social justice.
Group Activity on Evaluation Theorist (15 points)

In groups of 3—4, students will sign up for one of the evaluation theorists that we will be studying this semester.  On the week that we will read about and discuss this theorist, your group will prepare a 30—45 minute activity to assist with our understanding of the theory.  Please choose from one of the following options.

Option A: Role Play

In small groups, students will choose an evaluation theory or theorist, and then develop a presentation where they demonstrate how they will respond to a particular evaluation scenario, which will be provided.  The presentations should address the following questions:

1.  Tell us about your approach for doing the evaluation:

· What primary purpose for doing evaluation will this approach fulfill?

· Who is the primary audience of the evaluation?

· What methods will be used?

· What will be done to facilitate the use of the evaluation?

· What will the role of the evaluator be? 

2.  What are the benefits of using this approach?

3. What are the limitations of this approach?

Option B: Example of an Evaluation Study

Identify a peer-reviewed journal article or evaluation report in which the evaluator(s) use the theoretical approach to inform the evaluation.  Carefully review the evaluation so that you will be prepared to lead a 30 minute discussion and/or activity on it.  Be sure to email lkallemeyn@luc.edu the article or report at least one week prior to your assigned week, so that it can be posted in Blackboard and your colleagues will have an opportunity to review it.  For your discussion, consider doing some or all of the following:

· Provide a synopsis of the evaluation

· Prepare discussion questions of how and why this study is an exemplar of the evaluation theorist

· Prepare discussion questions based on the evaluation that relate to topics we have covered in the course, thus far

· Prepare discussion questions regarding the strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation

· Prepare discussion questions regarding the extent to which and ways in which this evaluation embodies social justice

· Develop a class activity related to the article

Be sure that all aspects of the discussion/activity focus on how the evaluation was conducted, rather than the content of what was evaluated.

When grading the group activity, I will be looking for the following:
· Evaluation selection exemplifies evaluation theory (2 pt)
· Evidence of equitable collaboration between partners, and that both partners have a thorough understanding of the article/book section. (2 pt.)
· Class discussion focuses on evaluation theory and practice (2 pt)
· Class discussion connects the evaluation to topics/ideas discussed in the course (2 pt)
· Evidence that discussion is engaging and relevant to other members in the class (2 pt)
Final Exam Paper (25 points)

Option A

This semester we have studied numerous evaluation theorists that had varying approaches to their understandings of program evaluation and its practice.  For your final exam, draw from relevant theorists that we have studied to illustrate what has most influenced your thinking about program evaluation, and/or what you anticipate integrating into any future opportunities to practice evaluation.  To help you do so, consider the following questions to stimulate your thinking (In your paper you do not necessarily have to address all of these questions, but some combination of the questions.):

· We have learned that evaluation theories both implicitly and explicitly address social justice and have different conceptions of social justice.  How does your theory of program evaluation integrate values of social justice?
· We have learned that educational training, professional experiences, values and beliefs, professional colleagues, and so on, influence a scholar’s theoretical development.  What theoretical approaches to evaluation are most consistent with your background, values, beliefs, experiences, etc.?

· Throughout the course we have learned that the evaluation approaches are often related to the program contexts in which they are used.  What program contexts do you encounter and/or anticipate encountering in your future career opportunities?  What evaluation approaches are most appropriate for these contexts?

· We have learned that evaluation theories often developed in relation to or in reaction to previous theories.  Considering what you have learned from the evaluation field this semester, what evaluation theories and approaches do you think will be most valuable to draw on in the future?  What strengths and foundational elements of previous theories do you see as essential to maintain? What ideas do you have for integrating various theorists in order to compensate for limitations in previous theorists?
Write a 10-15 page paper in which you discuss what has most influenced your thinking about evaluation, and what theoretical approaches you hope to draw upon in the future.  Be sure to credit theorists and readings we have discussed in class appropriately.  You are welcome to include figures, diagrams, case examples, etc. to illustrate your evaluation approach.  

Option B
This semester we have studied numerous evaluation theorists that had varying approaches to their understandings of program evaluation and its practice.  We have also considered the extent to which and ways in which these theories represent and value social justice.  We have also learned that there is much space for expanding and enhancing an understanding of social justice for evaluation practice.  For your final exam, choose a substantive area that you have interest in evaluating (e.g., STEM education, teacher professional development, preschool education, response-to-intervention). Write a 10—15 page paper in which you discuss how to evaluate a program in this substantive area in a way that is socially justice.  Given this substantive area, what are common ways in which social injustices occur?  How can evaluation be a means of addressing these injustices?  Draw upon and cite theorists we have discussed in class, as well as go beyond these theorists and suggest new directions for evaluation practice that is socially justice.  Incorporate into your paper existing examples of evaluations within your substantive area, as appropriate.
