
To justify evaluative conclusions, evaluators follow both a general and 
a working logic. 
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We say we can evaluate almost anything. In our attempt to do so, we commonly 
begin an evaluation with a question to answer or problem to solve: what are the 
effects of the student at-risk program statewide? Is centralized adult health care 
becter than decentralized? In answering such questions, we as evaluators collect 
evidence and draw inferences in such a way as to build a strong, plausible argu- 
ment that is meaningful to an often diverse audience (House, 1980, 1992). Ulti- 
mately evaluators reason their way to a concluding statement or series of 
evaluative conclusions as to' the merit or worth of a program, product, or person. 

In making evaluative conclusions about something, anyone can then ask 
for reasons supporting such claims. Our evidence and reasoning, as well as our 
conclusions, are subject to challenge and criticism. The decision whether to 
seriously believe in and act on the conclusions depends in part on the reason- 
ing used to build the case. 

As with all inquiry, a fundamental concern is how to go about building a 
strong, credible case: what is the reasoning process by which evaluative con- 
clusions are established and supported? In what ways are evaluative conclu- 
sions justified? 

The. means to developing, strengthening, and clarifyng reasoning that 
leads to legitimate evaluative conclusions is the crux of successful evaluation 
theory and practice. Evaluators are in the business of establishing the defensi- 
bility of empirical and normative claims about some phenomenon to clients 
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respected by the performing arts community and that her judgment is highly valued and 
reliable (warrant). In this example, note that the warrant appeals to expertise. In establish- 
ing claims, warrants appeal to different types of authority (for example, because it is the 
law, because the physician said so, or because A is known to cause B). 
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