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Medicine
Mental Health
Management
Decision Making
Education
Coaching
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=SVidence-based Social Services
EVidence-based Policing
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=Vidence-based Conservation
=L VG dence-based Dentistry
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===, Ewdence-oasec Policy

= Eyidence-based Thinking about Health
Care




-

‘f .

— 4 - |
SEliigle f*Aﬁ@ﬂEﬁiOﬁw

N=ViEnce-based Occupational Therapy
Ev]denc;; Prevention Science
=VIder ce-based Dermatology
dence-based Gambling Treatment
pased Sex Education
'r--r'r—IEi/fiCence-oaseo Needle Exchange Programs
" Evidence-based Prices
" Evidence-based Education Help Desk
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= ALL OTHERS MUST HAVE CREDIBLE EVIDENCE
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ent vs. Not AEA Statement

. Ideologlcal
= Political



%anent vs, Not AE

0ESItioNn, to Prokty. 0n RCIS
J-)gv 2gingrREIIS: Back to the Dark Ages™

mrlty Manifests Fundamental
J\/IJ\ Jnderstandings Causality and Evaluation”
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‘_’f; ~ “lLack of Input from Key AEA Members”

~  “Unjustified, Speciously Argued, Does Not
Represent Norms or Many AEA Members
Views”

;‘_4\ Members Opposition to AEA Statement

= AEA Compared to the Flat Earth Society
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=il atibn focused evaluation
==t #:powerment evaluation
— .' 'Reahst evaluation

o Theory -driven evaluation

" |nclusive evaluation

" Fourth generation evaluation
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. Unerrnfu *o Withhold Treatment from
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\/\/my aluate if Treatment Is Better?
;4::-);, / Treatment

ﬂxlon Evidence-Based Programs are
~ Unethical
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SWZETe Blind vs. Double Bllnd =
YPErimenter Effects

J AH,,g nce Effects

=) asked Assignment

,_,_ sgwded Arguments about Causality
= External Validity Concerns

m Recent Developments to Overcome Some
Challenges noted in the Past
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= —F Jdence” and especially “scientific or rigorous
— fé\ﬂdence” have become code for RCTs

i

o Fc)cusing evaluation around these particular
ideas about “scientific evidence,” allows social
Inquiry to become a tool for institutional control
and to advance policy in particular directions
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"Sifie demand for evidence advances a “master

e

if —er stemology ” The very dangerous claim is
'that a single epistemology governs all science
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" Privileging the interests of the elite in evaluation
IS radically undemocratic
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= ,,.;— 1e world view underlying the current demand
~for evidence is generously speaking a form of
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~ conservative post-positivism, but in many ways
IS more like a kind of neo-positivism.”
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SRVENY 6 Us thought we'd seen the last of this
ooJJJJ €Way of thinking about the causes and
me;nr Ags of human activity, as it was a

CONS Sensual casualty of the great quantitative-
—gu I|tat|ve debate in the latter part of the 20"
ehtury

= Human action is not like activity in the physical
- world.

" Soclal knowledge Is interpreted, contextual,
dynamic or even transient, social or communal,
and guite complicated. Privilege and honor
complexity.
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EVidERcesyasedl evaluation concentrates
e\/?l]llri" fesources around one small guestion,
Joes the program work?, and uses but one
iEtfiodology, desplte a considerable richness of
- op ptions. Tfhe result 1s but one small answer.

- So what kind of evidence is needed? Not
evidence that claims purchase on the truth with
but a small answer to a small question, neat and
tidy as It may be.
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provides a window: into the messy
' 'xity of human experience

':' _qbout experience in addition to conseguences
& about the responsibilities of government not just
responsibilities of its citizens

e Wwith the potential for democratic inclusion and

legitimization of multiple voices - evidence not
as proof but as inkling
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: Compiling information that
*'A'ecf"cf' ejve as trustworthvand
VAt for answering their guestions. Such
de' GE can be experimental or
fvatlonal gualitative or guantitative, or It
Jinclude a mixture of methods. Adequate
: a might be available and easily accessed,
r It might need to be defined and new data
= coIIected Whether a body of evidence Is
“credible to stakeholders might depend on
such factors as how the questions were
posed, sources of information, conditions of
data collection, reliability of measurement,
validity of interpretations, and gquality control

procedures (CDC Evaluation Framework).
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- r<ole,._ nhances the evaluation’s utility and
ZEEUIECY; guides the scope and selection
Of g ﬁrmatlon and gives priority to the
st defensible information sources,
-,romotes the collection of valid, reliable,
~ and systematic information that is the
foundation of any effective evaluation
(CDC Evaluation Framework).
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_jbing Discussions of Stakeholder

= Expectations about Evidence

= W Spcure Buy-in to the Evaluation Design Before
“Revealing Results

" Be Aware of Potential Standards of Judgment
" Be Prepared for Meta-Evaluation

" Credible Evidence is Often Key for Evaluation
Influence & Positive Change
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