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ABSTRACT 

This study emanates from a concern about social injustice. I 
believe that a number of people in our society, by ,virtue of their 
race, gender or class, are disadvantaged in the distribution of 
wealth and privilege. Some people have suggested that schools 
contribute to the maintenance and reproduction of this situation 
because, in •various ways, they replicate inequitable social, 
political and economic arrangements. I accept this claim and argue 
that any attempt to improve schooling must focus on the social, 
economic and political outcomes of education, as well as on 
curricular, pedagogical and administrative concerns. 

In this study one recent attempt to improve Australian 
education, the move to school-level curriculum evaluation, is 
examined to ascertain if it represents a challenge to existing 
school practices and the beliefs and assumptions which underpin 
these. Dominant ideological orientations to improvement are 
examined and their key features and assumptions delineated. Because 
I believe that these exclude any consideration of the relationship 
between school knowledge and the distribution of power and privilege 
within society, an attempt is made to reconceptualize school~level 
curriculum evaluation in a way that will permit teachers to unpack 
what schools do socially, politically and economically. Theories of 
cultural and economic reproduction and the work of Freire are drawn 
on to help with this task. 

Evaluation policy statements and guidelines and examples of 
evaluation practice are then analysed in terms of dominant and 
reconceptualized notions of evaluation. What emerges is that 
although many of these are engulfed by dominant and limiting 
ideologies, school-level curriculum may be reconceptualized in a way 
that will permit the penetration and contestation of dominant 
practices and beliefs and thereby will offer educators a possible 
means of addressi~g problems of social injustice. 
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INTRODUCTION 

A dominant belief underlying Australian education since the 

turn of the century has been that schooling is a good thing. 

Consequently, the concept of schooling has broadened from an 

initial focus on mass elementary schooling, to a focus on mass 

secondary schooling and, more recently, on mass post-secondary 

schooling: 'the battle cry has been access, transforming educational 

privileges held by the dominant class, race or sex into educational 

rights enjoyed by all'. 1 Implicit in this cry are two assumptions. 

First, that increased access to education will transform educational 

privilege and, second, that the transformation of educational 

privilege will lead to greater social and . economic equality. 

To this end many attempts have been made to achieve greater 

access and hence, greater equality. These attempts generally have 

been based on two underlying principles: equality of opportunity 

and equality of outcome. Equality of opportunity assumes that 

children have an equal chance of reaching a goal if they start from 

the same point and follow the same course. Translated into 

educational practice, this principle is embodied in compulsory 

schooling, centrally-prescribed curricula, system-wide examinations 

and the uniform provisions of resources. The second principle, 

equality of outcome, assumes that although children work towards the 

same goal, their starting points and means of getting there may be 

different,. because with the same start and the same course some 

children will be automatically disadvantaged. Translated into 
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practice, this principle is embodied in programs which discriminate 

positively in favour of -0isadvantaged and culturally different 

groups, or which attempt to compensate for the 'deficiencies' of 

disadvantaged students. 

Despite this long-standing focus on equality, research findings 

indicate that mass education has not led to greater equality for 

many students. For example, in 1973, the Report of the Interim 

Committee for the Australian Schools Commission drew attention to 

the major role played by father's occupation and student's 

background and socio-economic status in determining which students 

went on to higher education. 2 More recently, the Australian 

Government Commission of Enquiry into Poverty extensively surveyed 

one hundred and fifty Melbourne students who looked back at the 

levels of education they had reached. Of the group, which was 

classified according to father's occupation, 58% professional 

-managerial, 27% clerical-sales, 30% skilled workers, and 6%. 

semi-skilled-unskilled students remained at school to the Higher 

School Certificate. 3 Similar findings have been reported by Martin 

& Meade in their study of three thousand Sydney high school 

students. Here, 43% 'high status' socio-economic students stayed on 

in school to the final year for the Higher School Certificate, as 

opposed to 28% 'low status' socio-economic students. 4 Moreover, a 

study by Collins and others of views held by recent school leavers 

and those who work with them, found that of the one hundred and 

twenty students and school leavers interviewed, the majority saw 

thenselves as educational failures. The exception were those who 
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had gone on to universities and colleges of advanced education. 5 

And, the results of a study of education and employment 

opportunities for young people published in 1982 suggested that the 

highest percent of unemployed youth were the lowest school 

achievers. Furthermore, this study revealed that young females were 

most affected by the significant decline in full-time job 

opportunities and in the quality of work which those successful in 

finding jobs were able to obtain. 6 

Research findings of this kind are not limited to Australia. 

In America, Jencks and others undertook a major study which looked 

at inequality in schools, cognitive skills, educational attainment, 

occupational status and incomes. The information they collected 

suggested that if schools could be reformed to ensure that every 

child received a good education, adult society would hardly be more 

1 h . 7 equa tan it was. 

These findings draw attention to the fact that in society a 

number of people, by virtue of their class, gender or race, are 

disadvantaged. Furthermore, the findings reveal that this occurs in 

spite of attempts by educationists to reduce the problem of 

educational inequality. Given this situation, I believe that any 

attempt to improve education must do more than focus on equality of 

opportunity or equality of outcome, for by only focussing on 

pedagogical and curricular aspects of education, educationists fail 

to locate schools within the larger network of social, political and 

economic relations. Hence, they fail to explain or even to 
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acknowledge that some people are disadvantaged in the distribution 

of wealth and privilege because of their social class, gender or 

race and, furthermore, that schools do nothing to alleviate this 

situation. A number of people, for example, Bourdieu, Bernstein, 

Apple, Giroux, Bowles and Gintis, have argued that this occurs 

because schools reflect in varying degrees and in varying ways the 

structures inherent in a capitalist society; structures which 

contribute to the maintenance and reproduction of social injustice.8 

I agree with this claim and argue therefore that ~ny attempt to 

improve education must look at the social, political and economic 

outcomes of education. To focus on equality alone is a necessary 

but insufficient means of analyzing what schools do and how they 

contribute to the reproduction and maintenance of social injustice. 

I find the term 'injustice' problematic for, as Rawls points 

out, 'many different kinds of things are said to be just or unjust: 

not only laws, institutions, and social systems, but also particular 

actions of many kinds, including decisions, judgements, and 

imputations: 9 However, Rawls suggests that by focussing on social 

justice, the primary subject becomes the basic structure of society, 

and the ways in which the major social institutions such as the 

political constitution and the principal economic and social 

arrangements distribute fundamental rights and duties and determine 

the advantages from social co-operation. Rawls argues that a 

socially just society will distribute social values - liberty, 

opportunity, income, wealth and the basis of self-respect - equally, 

unless the unequal distribution of any or all of these is to 
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10 everyone's advantage. I find this conception of social justice 

useful because it treats·everyone equally as a moral person and does 

not 'weigh people's share in the benefits and burdens of social 

co-operation according to their social future or their luck in the 

natural lottery 1
•
11 Furthermore, it highlights values against which 

educationists can compare educational practices, to determine if 

these contribute to and maintain social injustice. 

This study looks at one recent attempt to improve educational 

practice, to determine if it encourages educationists, teachers, 

parents and students to examine the social, political and economic 

outcomes of education, and hence offers them a possible means of 

addressing the problem of social injustice.-

The study is based on the following premises. First, that 

schools operate within a society which is basically unjust. Second, 

that the preservation of social injustice is incompatible with 

freedom of choice, individual self-development and autonomy; goals 

which an enlightened school should aim for. Hence, any attempt to 

improve educational practice cannot ignore the issue of social 

injustice. Third, that an understanding of the cause and nature of 

injustice is a necessary precondition of any action designed to 

produce a fairer society. Fourth, that the attempts made so far to 

reduce social injustice have been largely ineffective. 12 

Despite this emphasis on social injustice, I am not seeking an 

utopian society, where everyone will be equal. For, as Popper 
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argues, to talk about the ideal form of society is academic, because 

society will never be perfect. A far more useful notion is to ask 

'How can we minimize social injustice?' This directs attention to 

past and present problems, and provides us with an immediate area 

for analysis, rather than mere projection into an 'ideal' future 

state. 13 

In addition, although this study focusses on educational 

beliefs and practices, I am not suggesting that the school alone can 

grapple with the problem of injustice. Giroux argues that any · 

radical education theory must start with a recognition that radical 

educational reform in and by itself will do little to change the 

fundamental structure of society. 14 Thus~ ·the most that can be 

expected of such reform is that it will contribute to changing the 

consciousness of teachers and students who can then work towards 

changing society. While I do not presume to suggest that the term 

'radical' can be applied to this study, I am seeking ways in which 

teachers' and students' consciousness may be raised with regard to 

the social, economic and political outcomes of schooling. 

The particular focus of the study is the move to school-level 

curriculum evaluation; a move which occurred in Australian 

education in the late 1970s. Broadly speaking, the term 

'school-level curriculum evaluation' refers to a process of review 

undertaken by teachers and members of a school community, with 

varying degrees of assistance from departmental personnel, to look 

at their school's practices with a view to improving them. 
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My interest in school-level curriculum evaluation stems from 

the four years (1978-1982) that I spent working on the Teachers as 

Evaluators Project. This project was set up in 1978, initially to 

develop a data base about key elements of the education process. 

Its focus soon widened however, to include the encouragement of 

teachers' understanding of and commitment to evaluation as a means 

of curriculum improvement, the involvement and training of teachers 

as evaluators, the development of materials to help them achieve 

this end, and the involvement of Departmental curriculum officers 

with educational activities. 15 

My position on the project brought me into contact with a 

broad cross-section of people working in the area of school-level 

curriculum education. This cross-section included teachers, 

Department personnel and staff of tertiary institutions, for many of 

whom I ran workshops, developed guidelines, and discussed evaluation 

activities. I was initially optimistic about my work on the project 

and about the concept of school-level curriculum education. I 

believed, somewhat naively perhaps, that if evaluation was 

undertaken at the school-level, then it would involve members of the 

total school community, that is both from inside and outside the 

school, not just teachers and Departmental personnel. Thus, there 

would be greater opportunity for reflection, dialogue, the sharing 

of ideas, and the questionning of the educational practices and the 

assumptions which underpin these; with a particular focus on social 

injustice. 
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As time passed, however, it became increasingly evident to me 

that this opportunity was not being taken up and I began to have 

misgivings about the value of school-level curriculum evaluation. 

These misgivings were based on the following observations : 

(i) Evaluation was often regarded by teachers as an imposition, a 

trend, or a 'one-off' activity. 

(ii) Successful evaluations were often viewed and publicized in 

terms of being completed with a minimum of disruption and effort. 

This conception encouraged people to select discrete areas or 

problems for review, and to seek and produce guidelines which broke 

up the evaluation process into a series of manageable steps. 

Furthermore, it separated the evaluation process from curriculum 

development and curriculum theory. 

(iii) When people required time for discussion and reflection, they 

were constrained by school structures such as timetabling 

arrangements and staff meetings, or by the need to produce a final 

evaluation report. The need for a report also helped to reduce 

evaluation to a discrete activity with a definite beginning and end. 

(iv) The types of questions raised during evaluations tended to be 

ahistorical and apolitical and focussed only on tangible aspects of 

the curriculum process. 

(v) Most evaluators set out to verify what was being done in 
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schools by accumulating confirming evidence for existing beliefs and 

practices. They did not question the ideologies which sustained 

these. 

(vi) Most evaluators failed to situate the education process within 

a larger framework of social, economic and political relations and 

therefore could not relate their evaluation findings to these 

factors. 

The sponsored research that was available in Australia at that 

time and which might have helped me grapple with these problems 

tended to be st~te or system specific. Furthermore, it was quite 

narrow in scope, aiming 'to provide insights into teachers' 

attitudes to the (evaluation) process' or 'to identify the extent to 

which the intended outcomes (of an evaluation) were achieved and the 

effect of the unintended outcomes on the participants and on the 

school 1
•
16 Some informal research was available, but this had been 

undertaken primarily by individuals and focussed on the evaluation 

experience of particular schools. While they identified some 

strengths and weaknesses of the school-level curriculum evaluation 

process, I considered that both types of research were limited 

insofar as they made no attempt to address the questions which 

concerned me, and which form the basis of this study, namely: 

(i) Did the concept of school-level curriculum evaluation 

introduced in the late 1970s represent an attempt to minimize the 

consequences of social injustice by raising the consciousness of 
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teachers and students about what schools actually do? 

(ii) If the concept of school-level curriculum evaluation did not 

offer this potential, could it be reconceptualized in a way which 

would permit teachers, students and members of the broader school 

community to work towards this end? 

These questions are addressed in this study. The move to 

school-level curriculum evaluation is outlined in the first chapter, 

where it is placed within a social, political and economic context. 

Dominant ideological orientations to improvement are identified in 

the second chapter, and their key features and assumptions 

delineated. At this stage, I must point out that I think these 

orientations have been pervasive and limiting influences on 

Australian education in general, and on the quest for social justice 

in particular. I do not believe, thereforet that school-level 

curriculum evaluation will be able to transcend their power unless 

it is reconceptualized. In chapter three an attempt is made to 

reconceptualize school-level curriculum evaluation in a way that 

will permit challenge to dominant educational beliefs and practices, 

and which will offer a means of grappling with the problem of social 

injustice. Examples of school-level evaluation policies, guidelines 

and practices are presented in chapters four and five. The 

frameworks developed in chapters two and three are used to analyze 

these examples, to ascertain whether school-level curriculum 

evaluation has been able to transcend dominant ideological 

orientations. 
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The concerns which form the basis of this study emanate from 

personal experience. Consequently, I have used a particular 

personal approach in my attempts to resolve them. I acknowledge 

that this approach has limitations, but believe that these are 

outweighed by its benefits and, furthermore, that my concerns echo 

the fears of a number of educationists waking in the curriculum 

field. 

Terminology 

'Schooling' and 'education'. 

These terms both appear in this study. Schooling is used to 

refer to those activities which take place only in schools. These 

are often referred to as education, the assumption being that people 

cannot be educated unless they attend school. However, I believe 

that this.conception of education is far too narrow as much 

'educating' goes on outside the school. Hence I use the term 

education to refer to the range of activities which occur both 

inside and outside schools. 

'Ideology' 

This term is used frequently in this study. I find the concept 

of ideology complex and problematic and acknowledge that in assuming 

the e~istence of ideologies I am applying certain mental constructs. 
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However, it is my contention that certain ways of thinking and 

acting have dominated ana still do dominate our daily lives and that 

the notion of ideology as I define and use it in chapter two 

provides a useful way of examining these. 

'Curriculum' and 'school-level curriculum evaluation'. 

I believe that the meanings inherent in these terms vary 

according to interpretation and usage, hence no simple or single 

definition can be presented. However, some possible interpretations 

and their implications for schooling are outlined in chapters two 

and three. 
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CHAPTER 1 THE CONTEXT FOR SCHOOL-LEVEL CURRICULUM EVALUATION 

The move to school-level curriculum evaluatio~ occurred in the 

late 1970s. At that time Australian schooling had moved from a 

period of expansion and optimism to one of uncertainty and 

confusion. This has since culminated in calls for stronger controls 

on schooling. 

In this chapter key features of these periods are outlined so 

that the move to school-level curriculum evaluation can be situated 

in a wider social, political and economic context. 

Education: Post World War II - 1960s 

After World War II Australia was subject to almost unchecked 

industrial expansion which did not end until the early 1970s. At 

the same time there was a rise in the birth-rate, an increase in the 

standard of living, and a steady influx of migrants. This 

unprecedented growth had wide-reaching effects. For example, large 

numbers of women, many of whom had entered the workforce during the 

war, remained in it, and the nature of Australian society changed as 

greater numbers of Australians travelled abroad and migrants of 

Mediterranean lineage were sought to meet the demand for labour. 1 

Social and economic expansion was matched by educational 

expansion:. 'For most people in the 40s, more education was one of 

the hopes they had for a better and more equal post-war world'. 2 
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Expansion in education was based on two major premises: that there 

could be common schooling, and that education could equalise 

opportunity. To meet these ends a variety of orga~izational changes 

was made; for example, co-education was gradually introduced and 

schools became less selective, tending towards comprehensive area 

schools rather than institutionally differentiated schools such as 

technical, junior high and domestic-science high schools. 

Two significant features of Australian schooling, however, 

remained unchanged. The school system was centrally administered 

and controlled, and it was dominated by what Connell and others 

refer to as the 'competitive academic curriculum'. Consequently, 

there was scant opportunity for educators io take account of their 

students' diverse needs, situations and backgrounds, and schools 

remained 'streamed'; not so much in terms of selective versus 

technical schools, but as ' 'multilateral' schools, with several 

programs running within the same walls, the academic program having 

the most influence'. 3 

Thus, in spite of expansion, education did not fulfil 

expectations, particularly with respect to the achievement of 

equality. In addition, rapid educational expansion led to shortages 

of personnel, buildings and other resources. These problems and 

their putative solutions dominated education in the lat~ 1960s and 

early 1970s. 
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The late 1960s and early 1970s 

This period has been described as 'one of unp~ecedented 

contrasts, even of paradox14 On the one hand there was a mood of 

optimism, manifested by increased expenditure on education, 

particularly at the federal level; increased involvement in 

education at both government and community levels; a growing 

emphasis on school-based curriculum development and school-based 

decision-making; and a move to a more 'humane' approach to 

education, which focussed on the individual and favoured 'relevant' 

curricula and 'progressive' teaching methods. On the other hand, 

there was growing uncertainty about the directions education should 

take. 

To return to the first picture. Many of the changes outlined 

were made as a result of dissatisfaction with existing educational 

practices. These were linked to economic and social concerns. For 

example, by the mid-1960s the states could not really provide the 

funds required to expand their education systems to meet the demands 

placed upon them, although, constitutionally it was their 

prerogative. 5 At the same time there was a growing problem of 

authority in schools. In part attributable to the emergence of 'the 

teenager' per se, it also had its roots in the nature of curriculum 

content and teaching methods: 'The failure to renovate curricula 

meant that more and more children encountered knowledge which they 

found of little use or relevance and which led them nowhere in 

particular 1
•
6 The slowitig down of economic growth in 1970 also 
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served to remind people that economic disadvantage had not been 

wiped out, and there was growing disillusionment with Australia's 

involvement in the Vietnam war, and a refocussing qn troubled 

minority groups within Australia such as the Aborigines. ·Socially, 

people were looking for alternatives, evidenced by the growth of 

counter-cultures. 

Pressure tQ change the administrative and organizational 

structures of schools, and to take up new curricula offerings and 

teaching methods came from a variety of sources, at both state and 

federal levels. For example, from 1966 onwards parents and citizens 

groups in the A.C.T. pressed for an independent form of control. 7 

In 1968 the Curriculum Advisory Board in Victoria, established in 

1966 by the Director of Secondary Education, used ideas collected 

from teachers and other interested groups to propose that: 

'Individuality was to be developed, choice given and processes 

rather than content were to be the focus in teaching•. 8 In 1973 the 

Federal government published the Report of the Interim Committee for 

the Australian Schools Commission (Karmel Report) which questionned 

'the very fabric of schooling - its patterns and control and 

organization, as well as the outcomes it should seek and the methods 
/ 

by which it should pursue them'. 9 The Karmel Report is of 

particular interest because it focussed on equality and identified 

explicitly the values underlying the remedies proposed to meet 

deficiencies. These included devolution of responsibility, equality 

of opportunity, diversity of schooling and community involvement. 
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Two significant events occurred as a result of these pressures 

on education: external controls were lessened and the place of the 

external examination was diminished. Consequently~ schools accepted 

greater responsibility for curriculum development and evaluation. 

This was part of a general move towards placing greater 

decision-making powers at the school-level and encouraging 

participation from a wider variety of people in the decision-making 

process. 10 

The perceived benefits of these changes were the freeing of the 

education systems from the restrictions imposed by standardized 

curricula, inspectors and external examinations. Consequently, 

there was greater opportunity to focus on the child as an 

individual, to develop and teach socially relevant curricula and to 

implement new teaching strategies and classroom arrangements. 

Federal and state governments supported these changes by setting up 

programs and bodies such as the Innovations Program and the 

Curriculum Development Centre. At the same time, however, there was 

a perceived confusion of aims and a lack of confidence with respect 

to achievement. For example, reduced support for standardized 

curricula made it difficult to generalize about the nature of 

secondary school programs and the move to internal assessment or a 

combination of internal and external methods made it difficult to 

provide a yardstick against which pupils could be measured, 

especially by tertiary institutions and employers. 11 As a result, 

there was growing opposition from these groups to some of the 

changes which had been made in schooling. 
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Fanned by the media, this opposition focussed on claims that 

standards had fallen in the achievement of basic skills. Despite a 

lack of evidence to support these claims12 university professors and 

employers, in particular, attributed the 'fall in standards' to the 

abolition of external examinations and the embracing of progressive 

teaching methods. Implicit in these criticisms was a call for 

greater control of schools and teachers and for increased discipline 

in schools and in 1973 the Australian Council for Educational 

Standards was established. 

The call strengthened as Australia moved into the mid-1970s and 

a period of economic decline. This decline accelerated as the 

decade progressed, as did calls for increased control of education 

and greater evidence of educational efficiency and effectiveness. 

Education from the late 1970s to the present 

Australia entered its worst recession since the Great 

Depression in the late 1970s, the effects of which impinged on all 

aspects of Australian life. Writing of education at the time, 

Connell and others note that: 

' growth had stopped, the teacher shortage had turned into 
teacher unemployment, and the focus of central government 
policy had shifted from what to do about equality

1
50 how to 

make the school serve industry more effectively'. 
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The shift in focus of government policy was exemplified by the 

large number of vocational or 'transition education' programs which 

were introduced into state secondary schools, and qy the 

establishment of 'transition education' teaching positions. It was 

also evident in the running down of the Disadvantaged Schools 

Program and the Curriculum Development Centre and the abolition of 

the Innovations Program and the Educational Research and Development 

Committee. Two recent government reports, the Re port of the 

Committee of Enquir y into Education and Training (the Williams 

Report) and the Enquiry into Education in South Australia (the 

Keeves Report) also reflect the shift. 14 

Published in 1979, the Williams Report explored the 

relationships between the education system and the labour market. A 

brief review of some of its recommendations reveals a move towards 

greater uniformity, efficiency and accountability; and a focus on 

work-related concerns: 

increased accountability and measurement of standards 

(R4:12) 

introduction of national standards of minimum achievement 

in the '3 RRRs' (R4:13) 

systematic analysis of teaching tasks (R4:14) 

research into young people's attitudes to employment 

(Rl4:17) 15 
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A similar bias is evident in the recommendations of the Keeves 

committee, for example: 

recommended time allocation for the different curriculum 

areas (R6:4) 

slower pupils should repeat grades (R6:le) 

training in skills in technology recommended for all 

primary grades (R6:6f) 

increased use of testing in secondary schools alongside the 

development of measurable performance objectives (R7:2) 16 

The shift was not limited to state and federal levels. In any 

week it was, and still often is, not uncommon to find in the popular 

press at least one article or letter questionning current 

educational practices, or calling for stronger school discipline, a 

return to the 'basics', the re-introduction of external 

examinations, greater school and teacher accountability and 

increased preparation for the world of work. 

Summarv 

The picture that I have drawn of schooling in Australia since 

World War II may be summarized as follows: Post-war schooling was 

marked by a period of social and economic expansion, with mass 

schooling seen as a possible means of achieving social equality. By 

the mid-1960s however, it was clear that State governments could not 

keep pace with the requirements of rapid educational expansion -
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there were shortages of teachers, buildings and other resources. 

Furthermore, it appeared that mass schooling had not led to greater 

equality. 

Consequently, the late 1960s and early 1970s was a period of 

reappraisal of education in general, and the means of achieving 

equality in particular. To these ends, the Federal government made 

available funds for a variety of educational initiatives, 

administrative structures were changed, with greater power and 

responsibility sited at the school level, and new teaching methods 

and programs were introduced. 

As overt and traditional structures disappeared, there was a 

growing concern from some quarters about the purposes and 

effectiveness of schooling. Worsening economic conditions in the 

late 1970s exacerbated this concern. An implicit thrust for greater 

control of schooling and the monitoring of standards became explicit 

as unemployment levels in general, and youth unemployment levels in 

particular, rose. There was a concurrent and conservative shift in 

policy away from the achievement of equality and towards educational 

efficiency, particularly in terms of developing basic skills 

required for the workforce. 

Having sketched this picture of the educational context, I will 

now consider the move to school-level curriculum evaluation. 
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The move to school-level curriculum evaluation 

The move first occurred in the 1970s. It had its origins in 

the loosening of external controls on schooling and the concomitant 

shift in responsibility for curriculum decision-making away from 

central authorities and towards school communities. It must be 

noted, however, that the degree of freedom varied from system to 

system. 17 

Prior to these events the majority of schools was monitored by 

state education authorities via standardized curricula, the 

inspectorate, and the external examination. As an acceptance of the 

importance of individual differences and local circumstances grew, 

and teachers took a more professional stance, these techniques were 

often found to be inappropriate. For example, teacher-inspection 

for promotion was insulting for many teachers, a number of whom were 

university graduates or advanced college diplomates by the 1960s; a 

curriculum dominated by external examinations and tertiary 

requirements was contrary to the professional ideal of teachers 

developing their own curricula to meet local conditions and 

individual needs; and conventional assessment, especially against 

pre-set standards, became difficult for curricula which focussed on 

contemporary, real-life issues. 18 

Thus, there was a need for alternative methods of evaluation, 

both to help teachers with their new-found power to influence and 

improve education (otherwise how would they know that their methods 
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were working?), and to help them make decisions about the curriculum 

(otherwise, how could they collect and judge information in a 

systematic manner for their decision-making?) 19 

At the same time, there was a growing realization that if 

teachers had greater freedom to make decisions about curriculum 

matters, then they also had to take greater responsibility for their 

decisions. In other words, teachers must be able to account for 

and 1 if necessary 1 defend the curriculum decisions they were making. 

To this end, school-level curriculum evaluation was identified by 

some groups as a means of providing information to answer calls for 

accountability. 20 

Thus, the move to school-level curriculum evaluation had two 

apparent purposes: 

(i) to help teachers to collect and use information for 

decision-making to improve educational offerings, and 

(ii) to help teachers publicly account for their educational 

decisions and practices. 

The degree to which these were emphasized varied from state to 

state. For example, the South Australian and Tasmanian Departments 

of Education and the Australian Capital Territory (ACT) Schools 

Authority emphasized the first; the Queenslan~Northern Territory 

and Victorian Departments of Education emphasized both. 
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The move to school-level curriculum evaluation was not a 

regulated one. In some states it occurred early in the decade. For 

example, in South Australia in 1970, the newly-appointed Director 

General of Education, A.H. Jones, issued a memorandum, Memorandum on 

Freedom and Authorit y to all state school principals. In it he 

widened the powers of teachers to develop and evaluate curricula. 

In Victoria in 1974 the Director-General of Education, L.W. Shears, 

issued a memorandum which included a paper, The Teacher and the 

School Administrator. This paper outlined a process of school 

review, involving the internal and external evaluation of a school's 

activities. 21 

The idea of school-level curriculum evaluation, however, gained 

greatest prominence at state and federal levels in the late 1970s. 

In 1977, the Curriculum Development Centre (CDC) published a 

monograph, Curriculum Evaluation: a CDC Study Group Report. This 

report was 'essentially concerned with exploring curriculum 

evaluation problems, particularly those likely to arise when 

individual schools attempt to evaluate their own curricula 1
•
22 The 

study group recommended that the CDC should initiate a long-term 

project to develop a data base about key aspects of the evaluation 

process. Consequently, the Curriculum Development Centre and the 

Education Research and Development Centre jointly funded the 

establishment of a national education project, The Teachers as 

Evaluators Project, in 1978. This project, which was to liaise 

closely with state education departments, the Schools Commission and 
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research groups, had the following aims: 

a. To develop an understanding of, and commitment to, 
the role of evaluation processes as means of curriculum 
improvement. 

b. To involve and train teachers in evaluation 
processes directed towards curriculum improvement. 

c. To develop materials designed to help teachers 
towards this end. 

d. To involve curriculum officers and inservice 
personnel at the system level in the evaluation process 
directed towards: 

(i) assisting teachers develop their own evaluation 
processes 

(ii) evaluating their own procedures and programs. 

e. To develop materials designed to assist curriculum 
officers and inservice personnel working with teachers 
on school-based evaluation. 

f. To devel~~ new patterns for the continued training 
of teachers. 

The Schools Commission formally focussed on school-level 

curriculum evaluation in the Re port for the Triennium 1979-81. 

Here, the Commission drew attention to the need to strengthen 

co-operative educational evaluation and decision-making in schools. 

As a direct result, the Commonwealth Government endorsed an 

initiative with funding of $200,000 to assist in the development of 

school-level curriculum evaluation during the trienniurn 1979-81. 24 

Interest in school-level curriculum evaluation was not limited 

to state and federal bodies. In 1977 the Australian Association for 

Research in Education, a group comprising educationists from 

tertiary institutions, researchers, personnel from curriculum and 

research branches of State education departments, and some 

practising teachers, had as its conference theme 'Curriculum 
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Evaluation'. In the same year the focus of the annual conference of 

the South Pacific Association for Teacher Educators was 

"Accountability". Since then, guidelines and poli<:_y statements 

relating to school-level curriculum evaluation have been developed 

by all state Departments of Education, the Association of 

Independent Schools, Catholic Education offices in Victoria, 

Tasmania, N.S.W. and Queensland, and the Australian Schools 

Commission. In addition, growing numbers of teachers in schools 

have undertaken school-level curriculum evaluation. 

To summarize: the move to school-level curriculum evaluation 

occurred as a result of perceived shifts in responsibility from 

central authorities to school communities~ In some states, the move 

was foreshadowed in the early 1970s; for the majority, however, it 

occurred in the late 1970s. 

In terms of the picture sketched in the preceding sections of 

this chapter, the main thrust for school-level curriculum evaluation 

came at a time when there was growing confusion about the purposes 

and aims of education and a lack of confidence about the 

effectiveness of schools. This was exacerbated by a worsening 

economic situation and calls for tighter control of education. In 

this context, we must ask: What could the move to school-level 

curriculum evaluation hope to achieve? 

I believe that the move to school-level curriculum evaluation 

could have served three possible functions; functions which, 

although independent, are not mutually exclusive. First, it could 
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have provided a means of focussing on particular aspects of the 

curriculum and hence off~red a somewhat piecemeal approach to the 

improvement of existing educational practices. Second, it could 

have been a means of making schools more open to public scrutiny, 

and hence more predictable, replicable and controllable; three basic 

requirements for industrial efficiency. Third, it could have 

offered educationists a possible means of grappling with the problem 

of social injustice, by encouraging them to focus on the social, 

political and economic outcomes of education, that is, on what 

schools actually do and their relationship with existing social, 

political and economic institutions. 

The purposes of evaluation identified earlier in the chapter: 

(i) to help teachers to collect and use information for 

decision-making to improve their curriculum offerings, and 

(ii) to help teachers publicly account for their educational 

decision and practices, 

reveal an emph~sis on the first two functions. Althotigh seemingly 

different, both purposes seek educational improvement; the first by 

encouraging teachers to select the best available content and 

methods, the second by attempting to make the schooling system more 

efficient. Thus, their difference lies not in their ends, but in 

their means. It is my contention however, that these means offer 

limited potential for improvement because they represent fundamental 
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ideological orientations which, in themselves, are limiting. Let me 

explain. 

The concept of school-level curriculum evaluation, as it 

emerged in Australia, had its origins in theories of curriculum 

design and evaluation. Two main approaches can be discerned. The 

first closely links evaluation to the curriculum design process and 

has its roots in curriculum theory. The second separates evaluation 

from mainstream curriculum development and has its roots in 

evaluation theory. The work of American and British theorists and 

educationists such as Tyler, Wheeler, Saylor and Alexander, Stake, 

Stufflebeam, Parlett and Hamilton has contributed greatly to the 

Australian curriculum field. 25 Much of this work is representative 

of two fundamental ideological orientations: a liberal orientation 

and a technical orientation. The first represents a broad range of 

views which have a common basis in the value of working in a 

piecemeal manner and recognizing existing culture. 26 The second may 

be broadly characterized as the desire to create a systematic 

technology of curriculum development. 27 

These orientations are evident in the two broad purposes of 

school-level curriculum evaluation identified previously. The first 

purpose seeks to improve education by changing aspects of teaching 

and learning. However, by focussing only on particular elements of 

curriculum it precludes far-reaching reform, because 'What is at 

issue is the improvement of education within a basically social 

democratic system: solutions are prescribed within the framework, 
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which is not in any fundamental way, exposed to critical 

examination. 128 In other words, it is liberal in orientation. 

The second purpose of school-level curriculum evaluation 

concerns accountability. Accountability can be conceived of in 

many ways in educational practice, but it is often regarded as a 

problem of demonstrating that educational investments yield 

educational payoffs. This appears to be so in Australia. 

Consequently, in a context where teachers are encouraged to publicly 

account for their educational decisions and practices, it is 

desirable for the curriculum to be designed and evaluated in a way 

that permits teachers to provide evidence of educational 

effectiveness. This often has the effect oJ reducing education to a 

means-ends process and is indicative of a technical orientation to 

improvement. 

It is my contention that these orientations are pervasive and 

limiting. For this reason they are examined in the following 

chapter, so that their possible effect on the move to school-level 

curriculum evaluation may be gauged. 
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TWO DOMINANT IDEOLOGICAL ORIENTATIONS TO EDUCATIONAL 

IMPROVEMENT 

In this chapter technical and liberal orientations to 

educational improvement are examined and their key features and 

assumptions delineated. These are used to develop a partial 

framework for analysing school-level curriculum evaluation in later 

chapters. The framework is incomplete because I am not seeking to 

map out a complete typology, but to identify key aspects which 

distinguish these orientations from other, less pervasive ones. 

Before focussing on these orientations however, I will make explicit 

my use of the term 'ideology 1, a term which I find both elusive and 

problematic, although extremely useful. 

Apple suggests that most people seem to agree that one can talk 

about ideology as referring to some sort of system of ideas, 

beliefs, fundamental commitments, or values about social reality. 

However, interpretations differ 'according to both the scope or 

range of the phenomena which are presumably ideological and the 

function - what ideologies actually do for the people who have 

them 11 • 

Sharp distinguishes between theoretical and practical 

ideologies. Theoretical ideologies operate at an ideas level or, to 

use Apple's terms, as a system of beliefs. Sharp notes that these 

are sometimes conceived as 'false ideologies'. She is critical of 

this conceptualisation when it focusses on the misrecognition or 
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misperception of true reality; that is, when it conceives of 

ideology as an illusion.- Sharp also is critical of the notion of a 

governing class maintaining dominance by virtue of control over the 

means of ideological dissemination, such as the press and schools. 

This, she argues: (i) leads t.o a conceptualization of subordinated 

classes as passive and manipulatable victims of propaganda 

disseminated by an all-knowing ruling class, (ii) reinforces a 

conspiracy theory of society, and (iii) tends to reduce the concept 

of ideology to nothing but lies2 • Furthermore, it can be argued 

that 'if ideology were merely some abstract imposed notion, if our 

social and political and cultural ideas and assumptions and habits 

were merely the result of specific manipulation ••• then the society 

would be very much easier to move and to change than in practice it 

has been, or is. 13 

As this is not the case, it is necessary to find a conception 

of ideology which captures the complexity of the institutions which 

dominate our daily lives. Althusser broadens the concept by 

invoking a set of conventions to make meaning possible. Referring 

to these as 'practical' ideologies, he defines them as sets of 

notions and behaviours, 'where the whole functions as the practical 

norms which govern the attitude and the taking up of concrete 

positions by men (sic) with respect to the real objects and the real 

problems of their social and individual existence and of their 

history' 4 • This concept provides a helpful starting point for 

analyzing the historical and contemporary processes which sustain 

and legitimate existing beliefs and practices. However, it does not 
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provide an analysis of how schools sustain and produce ideologies as 

well as how individuals and groups negotiate, resist or accept them. 

A number of people, for example, Apple, Giroux and Williams, 

maintain that insights into these actions cannot be gained without 

an understanding of the concept of 1hegemony 15 • First given wide 

currency by Gramsci, 'hegemony' refers to a 'set of meanings and 

values which as they are experienced as practices appear as 

reciprocally confirming. It thus constitutes a sense of reality for 

most people in the society, a sense of absolute••• beyond which it 

is very difficult for most members of society to move 16• In other 

words, hegemony is a body of practices and expectations, exemplified 

by the claims of dominant groups that theii interests represent the 

interests of the community, or by the presentation of forms of 

consciousness, attitudes and practices as natural and universal. 

However, hegemony is not a static system; it is subject to 

contestation and opposition. Moreover, hegemony can shape 

ideologies which vary significantly, even appearing to conflict; 

for example, two seemingly different practices might at a 

fundamental level be similar because both work within the same 

paradigms and ask the same questions. 7 

I find the notion of hegemonic ideologies particularly useful 

because it provides a means of explaining how some dominant yet 

seemingly contradictory practices and values are sustained and 

reproduced. Thus, in this study I use the term 'ideology' to refer 

to a system of lived practices, meanings and values which, although 
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dominant and effective, are subject to contradiction, contestation 

and penetration. 

In the following sections I limit my discussion of dominant 

ideological orientations to the educational context. However, I am 

not intending to suggest that dominant ideologies are not a feature 

of all aspects of our life; the recent invasion of Grenada by 

America is a case in point. Here, the suppression of intransigent 

Cuban forces by the Americans was described by one American general 

as the 'achievement of our objective'. The phrase 'achievement of 

our objective' reflects a technical orientation. It implies 

neutrality and efficiency of operation, but in doing this, 

effectively masks such value questions as whether the means -

killing humans and bombing a hospital - justified the ends; or 

whether America even had the right to take this action. 

A technical orientation to educational improvement. 

It is difficult to name dominant ideologies and many of the 

beliefs and practices inherent in what I am referring to as the 

'technical' orientation are embraced by the terms 'managerial', 

'objectives' and 'scientific 18• I consider, however, that 

'technical' is the most appropriate name for this orientation 

because it embraces a wide range of beliefs and practices and does 

not involve a priori assumptions about terminology. 
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The term 'managerial' emphasises the curriculum designers' 

concerns with smooth operations, problem solving and administrative 

control, but it has strong industrial overtones. 'Objectives' 

refers to an approach which claims to be rational, scientific and 

systematic, and which seeks edµcational decisions made on the basis 

of valid criteria, but to use the term 'objectives' as a descriptor 

of a major ideological orientation could prove confusing because it 

is frequently used in reference to one aspect of one approach to 

curriculum development, namely, the formulation of behavioural 

objectives. 'Scientific' implies that technical formulations of 

educational issues, facts and problems are i pso facto more 

authoritative than ordinary, non-professional understandings. This 

concept embraces many of the beliefs and practices implied by the 

terms 'managerial' and 'objectives', but the name 'scientific' 

creates confusion. Here, it is used specifically to refer to 

'scientism' or 'false science', but common usage could run the risk 

of implicating all scientific endeavour. 9 

Eisner employs the term 'technological' to describe an approach 

to education which conceives of curriculum planning as being 

essentially a technical undertaking, a question of relating means to 

ends, once the ends have been formulated. A means-ends model has 

the virtue of systematizing educational planning and practice and, 

as such, creates opportunities for the industrial or scientific 

management of schools. 10 This conception embraces many of the 

beliefs and practices implied by the terms managerial, objectives 

and scientific. However, as the term technological is rather unwieldy, 
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I have reduced it to 'technical' to describe this dominant 

ideological orientation; 

The technical orientation had its educational roots in the 

objectives approach to curriculum design and evaluation and was 

exemplified by the work of such people as Bobbitt, and Charters, who 

attempted to apply the basic tenets of 'Taylorism' to curriculum 

work. 11 These tenets derived from the scientific movement initiated 

by F.W.Taylor in the late nineteenth century and were based on three 

underlying principles. The first sought to dissociate the labour 

process from the skills of ths worker; the second, to separate the 

conception of work from its execution; and the third, to maintain a 

monopoly over knowledge by controlling each step of the labour 

process and its mode of execution. The application of these 

principles to industry and also to education offered managers and 

administrators a means of both organizing and controlling labour 

because by controlling the decisions that were made in the course of 

work they controlled the actual mode of performance12 • Hence an 

underlying aim of these curriculum theorists was to break the 

curriculum development process into discrete and manageable steps. 

A far less rigid account of the use of objectives in curriculum 

design than those offered by Bobbitt and Charters, but one that 

nonetheless is straightforward and widely used is that ~utlined by 

Tyler in the monograph, Basic Principles of Curriculum and 

Instruction. Here, Tyler identifies four questions which must be 

answered when designing a curriculum. These are: (i) what 
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educational purposes should the school seek to obtain? (ii) what 

educational experiences can be provided that are likely to attain 

these purposes? (iii) how can these educational experiences be 

effectively organized? and (iv) how can we determine whether these 

purposes are being attained?. 1: Although Tyler emphasizes that his 

monograph deals with the principles, rather than the specific steps 

in curriculum building, its tone is straightforward and systematic. 

Furthermore, the 'model' described offers apparent ease of 

application and conceptual simplicity. Hence, the technical 

procedures it prescribes are bound to have consequences for what 

individuals trained to use this rationale will come to consider as 

professionally adequate decision-making in curriculum. 

This has proved to be the case. Eisner notes that since the 

1950s, various American educationists have used the approach, for 

example, Bloom, Cronbach and Goodlad, and, like Tyler, 'these men 

can be characterized as basically scientific in their assumption, 

systematic in their procedures and means-end oriented in their view 

of educational planning 114• The orientation also is reflected in 

the work of Hilda Taha, who not only outlines the components of the 

curriculum, but identifies four sources of curriculum foundations: 

(i) analysis of society and culture, (ii) studies of the learner and 

learning process, (iii) analysis of the nature of knowledge and, 

(iv) consideration and choices of values and philosophies which make 

some developments more valuable than others. Presumably it is the 

role of the curriculum theorist/developer to arrange a coherent mix 

of knowledge and skills using these sources, the assumption being 
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that each component derives from a clearly defined discipline with 

its own agreed concepts and principles. 15 

A technical orientation is not only found in the work of 

American theorists; it is evi.Aent in the work of British 

educationists such as Wheeler and Wiseman and Pidgeon16 • And, even 

when educationists are not specifically designing an 

objectives-based curriculum, the wide acceptance of the technical 

orientation as a rational and systematic approach to curriculum 

design is evident; as Skilbeck and Reynolds note: 'There are 

features of the management model which any kind of curriculum 

development must take into account 117 • This bias is found in 

Australia. For example, the school of education at a college of 

advanced education with which I am familiar for at least two 

semesters recommended a thirteen-book reading list for 

undergraduates taking the unit, 'Curriculum Development'. Of these 

thirteen books, seven outlined approaches to curriculum design based 

on technical principles. Furthermore, during this period the major 

assignment involved the development of a curriculum proposal using 

guidelines that were technical in orientation. 

To summarize, the technical orientation can be characterized as 

a search for a general set of principles to guide educational 

planning and evaluation. However, this particular sear~h, in large 

part, has reduced itself to an attempt to create the 'most efficient 

method of doing curriculum work 118 • As such, it has tended to stop 

educationists from questionning their goals and assumptions. 
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A focus on method is not without consequence. It assumes that 

the various elements of ·the curriculum mix derive from clearly 

defined disciplines with their own agreed concepts. However, as 

Brady points out, nothing is farther from the truth: 'Ethical value 

questions are hotly debated f~om many perspectives ••• sociologists, 

philosophers and psychologists tackle the same questions but from 

entirely different linguistic bases and are seldom willing to share 

knowledge or admit the others' legitimacy. 119 Therefore, by 

focussing on the tangible aspects of schooling, such as pedagogical 

and curricular issues, educationists have avoided generating 

theories of curriculum, collecting data concerning its complex 

presence in schools, or contributing to a discipline increasingly 

conscious of its problems and assumptions. 

Pinar and Grumet suggest that in America at least, this has 

occurred because the curriculum field, unlike educational 

psychology, philosophy of education and sociology of education, did 

not originate as an extension or application of an existing 

discipline. Instead it was begun to meet an administrative need; 

hence it has no established method of working and no formulated 

relationships with other disciplines. In this context, where the 

administrative and managerial function of the curriculum is 

emphasised, the curriculum becomes dominated by a concern with 

technical knowledge: 'we want to know possible problems and their 

solutions in advance in order to control their outcomes 

curriculum theory is information future curriculum co-ordinators 

learn in order to apply to practical situations later 120 • 
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By conceiving of curriculum planning and teaching as technical 

problems, the way is ope-ned for the increased systematization of 

schooling. For example, by assuming that schools are intended to 

have a product, that is, learning, then it is possible to introduce 

procedures used to increase factory efficiency and effectiveness 

into schools. As a result, the need evolves to develop curriculum 

design and evaluation procedures which permit teachers to provide 

evidence of educational effectiveness. The accompanying tendency is 

to narrow educational offerings and experiences to those with 

observable and measurable outcomes. The effect of this narrowing on 

educational research has been documented by Eisner, who notes that 

in America 'to do research has come to mean to do scientific 

enquiry, involving the identification and measurement of variable 

and statistical analysis, and to engage in other forms of enquiry 

has meant not to do research 121 • The work of the Australian Council 

for Educational Research reveals a similar bias. 

In addition, it can be argued that the application of 

industrial management principles debases educational practices by 

inculcating the belief and expectation that technical formulations 

of issues, problems and facts are i nso facto more authoritative than 

ordinary, non-professional understanding. In this context, 

teachers, students and parents are dislocated from educational work 

because experience is only admissable insofar as it is 'objectified, 

depersonalized the rest is defined in advance as personal, 

idiosyncratic, private and irrelevant 122 • 
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The use of a supposedly 'neutral' and objective 'technique' 

also seems to eliminate -the need to deal with the issue of whose 

knowledge should be or is already preserved and transmitted in 

schools. Hence, educationists are able to divorce themselves from 

the way economic and cultural apparatuses of society operate, for 'a 

'neutral' method mean[s] our own neutrality• 23 

Finally, the application of the methods and criteria implicit 

in the technical orientation, for example, a problem-solving rather 

than problem-posing approach to curriculum design and standardized 

testing procedures, gives educational administrators and hence the 

government greater control over the schooling system because this 

special and dominant type of educational !technology' seeks 

predictability, replicability and controllability. Hence the 

'spreading belief •••• that it is possible to solve various societal 

and human problems by the use of a combination of science, 

technology and rational management makes way for administrative 

control over previously unrationalized practice' 24 • 

Given that a technical orientation guides much of our 

curriculum work, what are the implications for school-level 

curriculum evaluation?. 

I believe that if the curriculum development process is 

conceived of merely as a series of systematic steps, then as a 

matter of course evaluation will become a means of demonstrating if 

a particular curriculum is successful in terms of its stated goals, 

---------------
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thereby providing feedback to other teachers, students, parents and 

administration about its relative success. Although it can be 

argued that there is nothing inherently wrong with ,this approach, it 

effectively avoids generating questions of an ethical, political, 

moral or epistemological nature. Moreover, by viewing schools and 

their problems as discrete entities, evaluators fail to examine 

their ties with economic, social and political institutions and 

thereby ignore questions of social injustice. 

Major problems arise, however, when there is increased 

questionning about the effectiveness and efficiency of schools, such 

as occurs in times of economic crisis. Then, I believe, indicators 

of educational success are gauged primarily in terms of student 

performance. Therefore, an efficient and effective curriculum or 

school will 'produce' a large number of students who pass 

examinations or get jobs. In this context there is a tendency to 

favour 'improving' education by means of reducing it to a range of 

standardized skills that can be readily assessed, an emphasis which 

is evident in the recommendations of the Keeves Report. 25 

Evaluation then becomes a matter of categorizing people as 

acceptable or unacceptable. As the criteria for evaluation are 

based on the views of dominant groups in society, hierarchies are 

both created and sustained and the problem of social injustice is 

not ignored; it is exacerbated. 
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An example of an evaluation approach which reveals an underlying 

technical orientation. 

I suggested earlier in this chapter that major ideological 

orientations do not exist only at the level of ideas or beliefs, but 

are embedded in educational practices. Therefore, I have selected 

one approach to evaluation, to examine how this reflects a technical 

orientation. 

Although this approach, in common with most other theoretical 

evaluation approaches used in Australia, tends to conceptualize 

evaluation as the review of large-scale educational programs, rather 

than as school-level curriculum evaluation, it appears on evaluation 

reading lists offered by colleges of advanced education and 

universities and has been reviewed by some education departments and 

schools. 

The approach, commonly referred to as the 1countenance model', 

was devised by Robert Stake and is detailed in his paper, The 

Countenance of Educational Evaluation. Stake wrote this paper as a 

reaction against traditional and limiting concepts of evaluation, 

which concerned the administration and interpretation of tests. In 

it he presents an 'alternative conceptualization' of evaluation 

which is 'oriented to the complex and dynamic nature of education, 

(and) which gives proper attention to the diverse purposes and 

judgements of the practitioner 126 • He emphasises the importance of 

examining a program's rationale and of gathering information about 
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its antecedents: 'any condition existing prior to teaching and 

learning which may relate to outcomes'; its transactions: 'the 

countless encounters of students with teacher, student with student; 

and its outcomes: 'the consequences of educating - innnediate and 

long-range, cognitive and connotive 127 • 

Stake identifies two sides of evaluation, which are 

distinguished by their methodology. The first, the informal side, 

uses casual observation, implicit goals, intuitive norms, and 

subjective judgement. The second, the formal side, uses checklists, 

structured visitations by peers, controlled comparisons, and 

standardized testing of students. Both have a place in schools, but 

Stake is concerned with an undue emphasis on the first, particularly 

at the expense of the second. 28 

A variety of the above methods is used to collect information 

to answer questions about (i) logical consistency among intentions, 

(ii) empirical contingency among observations, and (iii) congruence 

at each level between intentions and observations. 29 Furthermore, 

because the aim of evaluation is to portray the merits and faults of 

an educational program, the instructional process, student 

achievement, and the relationship between the two, must be described 

and judged. This process is presented schematically30 : 
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Acknowledging that it is difficult to make judgements if different 

values are held, Stake charges the evaluator with the responsibility 

of consulting with different groups who are interested in education, 

to find out which values are held by whom. 31 

Stake closes the paper with the following questions to help 

educators and evaluators clarify their responsibilities: 

(i) Is this evaluation to be primarily descriptive, primarily 
judgemental, or both descriptive and judgemental? 

(ii) Is this evaluation to emphasize the antecedent conditions, the 
transactions, or outcomes alone, or a combination of these? 

(iii) Is this evaluation to indicate the congruence between what is 
intended and what occurs? 

(iv) Is this evaluation to be undertaken within a single program or 
as a comparison between two or more curricular programs? 

(v) Is this evaluation intended more to further the developme~~ 
of curricula or to help choose among available curricula? 

Although he outlines an alternative evaluation approach which 

broadens the notion of evaluation, Stake's framework reflects a 

technical orienta tion in the questions it asks. Hence, it does not 

offer the evaluator scope to question or challenge existing school 

practices and beliefs. There is a shift in focus, from students to 

programs, but the types of questions raised limit the evaluation 
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process to an examination of the match/mismatch between intentions 

and outcomes. Similarly, the underlying philosophy and purposes of 

a program are taken as unproblematic, merely to be used as one basis 

for evaluating intentions. At no stage is the concept of evaluation 

clarified. The closest Stake comes to offering a definition is when 

he comments: 'Like the instructional researcher, the evaluator - as 

so defined - seeks generalizations about the educational 

practices.• 33 Furthermore, he does not reveal his position beyond 

pointing out that no two schools will follow the same evaluation 

procedure. However, in the closing paragraphs he reminds the reader 

that one of the largest financial investments to be made is in the 

development of new educational programs, highlighting the need to 

maintain records so that programs may be revised on rational 

grounds. This suggests evaluation can serve as an accounting 

procedure and that decisions made without it are not made on a 

rational basis. 

Stake addresses the complex issue of values, noting that 

although there may be general agreement on the goal of excellence, 

members of the public have different ideas of what constitutes 

education, and educators themselves differ about the essence and 

worth of educational programs; a situation compounded by the fact 

that grades tend to be based on criteria set by individual teachers 

rather than on public 'benchmarks'. He distinguishes between making 

judgements with respect to absolute standards as reflected by 

personal judgements, and with respect to relative standards as 

reflected by characteristics of alternative programs, but he does 
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not link these ideas to any moral concept of 'valuing' or 

'evaluation' or suggest how standards should be determined. 34 

The roles of the evaluator and the educator are unclear. The 

evaluator is viewed as the expert; experienced with the language of 

behaviours, traits and habits, responsible for selecting the 

characteristics of a program to be examined and the evaluation 

instruments to be used, and for transforming an educator's 

intentions and expectations into data. However, the terms 

'educator' and 'evaluator' are juxtaposed frequently. This blurs 

distinguishing features and avoids questions of power and autonomy. 

Stake acknowledges the political dimension of evaluation but 

dismisses it because the concern of the paper is the potential 

contribution of formal evaluation to education. 35 

Differentiating between formal and informal sides of 

evaluation, Stake favours the former, questionning the value of the 

latter because 'Careful study reveals informal evaluation to be of 

variable quality - sometimes penetrating and insightful, sometimes 

superficial and distorted. 136 The source of the careful study is 

not specified. He acknowledges that formal evaluation techniques 

are open to abuse, but maintains that 'educators fail to perceive 

what formal evaluation could do for them. They should be imploring 

measurement specialists to develop a methodology that reflects the 

fullness, the complexity and the importance of their programs. 137 

Implicit in these statements are the assumptions that evaluation 

experts are better qualified than educators to develop evaluation 
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methodologies appropriate to the school context, that the results 

obtained in formal evaluations are more reliable and valid than 

those gained from informal evaluations, and that current programs 

are worthwhile. 

This statement highlights the technical orientation reflected 

in the 'countenance model'. Portraying evaluation as a specialized 

activity requiring the services of experts, it effectively removes 

power from the school and individual teacher. Emphasis on the 

congruence between intentions and outcomes implies a means-ends 

approach to education and discourages evaluators, teachers and 

members of the wider community from examining their own values and 

assumptions, let alone those of the program under review. Finally, 

Stake's closing lists of questions highlights the 'technical nature 

of the approach. 

The liberal orientation 

The liberal orientation emerged partly as a reaction against 

and a rejection of the technical orientation. Just as the term 

'technical' referred to an ideological orientation known by a number 

of other names, the term 'liberal' refers to an ideological 

orientation which also has been called 'cultural' and 'academic 

rationalist'. I have selected the term 'liberal' to denote this 

orientation because, from my reading, it appears to be the name most 

commonly used to describe the broad range of beliefs and practices I 

am about to detai1. 38 
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The liberal orientation is exemplified in the writings of the 

educational philosophers- Hirst and Peters, and in the work of 

educationists such as Lawton, Stenhouse, Sackett and Dewey. 39 As 

noted, it emerged partly as a reaction against the technical 

orientation in general,and against its focus on educational reform 

in terms of narrowly interpreted industrial needs in particular. 

Feinberg argues, however that despite their disagreement with the 

means of reform, liberal educationists do not seek to change the 

ends implicit in the technical orientation. Hence, they too accept 

industrial growth 'not only as a fact of twentieth century life but 

also as the context for all ethical deliberation. 140 

In this context, the major purposes'of schooling are those of 

maintaining a sense of community and individuality in the light of 

expanding industry, and of identifying and training talent according 

to industrial needs. Implicit in these purposes is the ideal of 

equality of opportunity, an ideal which in America, at least, 

stemmed from two sources: 'The first was a sense of justice and the 

belief that accidental factors such as race, religion or social 

class should not be a barrier to an individual's achievement. The 

second was the belief that industrial society required an expanded 

pool of talent from which it could draw to fill new occupational 

roles. 141 Thus, schools have a further purpose: that of bringing 

about equality. 

A number of people, for example, Lawton and Hirst, have argued 

that a liberal education is also concerned with the transmission of 
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culture to the next generation. In this context, curriculum 

planning involves the selection of knowledge for transmission and 

the principles by which selection is made. Thus, two important 

problems arise for the curriculum planner: first, ~he selection of 

disciplines appropriate for the cultural transmission and second, 

the achievement of a balance between them. 42 Hirst focusses on 

these problems. 

Defining liberal education as an 'education concerned directly 

with the development of mind in rational knowledge 143 , Hirst argues 

that because the notion of a liberal education is that of an 

education which is not vocational, but is considered as 

intrinsically valuable, it is justifiable on 'educational' rather 

than on political or other extraneous grounds: 'It is a necessary 

feature of knowledge as such that there be public criteria whereby 

the true is distinguishable from the false ••• It is the existence 

of these criteria which gives objectivity to knowledge; and this in 

its turn gives objectivity to the concept of liberal education. 144 

Hirst believes an education based on these principles is preferable 

to an education based on the predilections of pupils, demands of 

society or whims of politicians. Furthermore, the concepts of 

liberal education can be fully worked out in forms of knowledge, 

that is, 'the complex ways of understanding experience which man 

(sic) has achieved, which are publicly specifiable and which are 

gained through living 1
•
45 These are logically locatable within 

seven domains, each representing distinctly the way in which our 

experience becomes structured around the use of accepted school 
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symbols. The failure to acquire knowledge of a certain fundamental 

kind is the failure to a_chieve a rational mind in that particular 

aspect, for the development of rationality is dependent on one's 

coming to recognize that there are tests of validity for one's 

argument and tests of truth for one's beliefs. 46 

The concept of liberal education has important implications 

for curriculum planning. If the acquisition of certain fundamental 

elements of knowledge is necessary for the achievement of the 

rational mind, then there must be universal objectives for the 

curriculum. If not, some pupils will be denied certain basic ways 

of rational development, resulting in inequality of opportunity. 

Where there are pupils of differing ability, there is a need for a 

curriculum which emphasizes ~he central core of what is being done, 

rather than a curriculum which extends and explores those ideas or 

their more complex applications. 47 

A liberal orientation is not only reflected in the purposes of 

schooling and the conception of knowledge, but also emerges in the 

way some educationists conceive curriculum planning and development. 

For example, as a reaction against the beliefs and practices 

exemplified by the technical orientation, Sackett developed a four 

point plan which allowed for the consideration of complex social 

situations and differing subject matters. The plan involves (i) an 

initial focussing by teachers on the transactions that take place in 

classrooms because situational analysis is a necessary preliminary 

to the formation of theoretical notions of what ought to be done, 
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(ii) the justification of these findings by teachers because they 

are both professionals and moral agents, (iii) the making of any 

changes to the curriculum or situation in a piecemeal way and with 

care, caution and discrimination because schools are complex places, 

and (iv) the taking of action that is not always based on the 

acquisition of new information because teaching, like many other 

forms of activity is habitual. In Sockett's view, putting a 

curriculum into action involves a series of interactions, thus, as 

Brady notes, 'the problem is not so much what ought to be done, but 

rather, what sense can be made of the situation in which we find 

ourselves 1 48 • 

The notion of examining one's practice critically and 

systematically is expanded by Stenhouse in his work on the teacher 

as researcher. Here, Stenhouse argues that effective curriculum 

development and school betterment depend on the capacity of teachers 

to take a research stance to their own teaching because all 

well-founded research is based on the study of classrooms. Thus, 

there is a need to evolve styles of co-operative research by 

teachers, using full-time researchers to support the teachers' work. 

Acknowledging the problems of some traditional methodologies, 

Stenhouse posits a social anthropological approach as a suitable 

means of collecting information: 'Theory is gradually built up from 

the examination of accumulated observations. It is partial and 

frag.mentary. Above all it attempts not merely generalization but 

also the characterization of the uniqueness of particular 
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situations. 149 In this context Stenhouse uses 'theory' to refer to 

a systematic structuring of a teacher's understanding of her own 

work; the synthesis of findings is left to the professional research 

workers. 

Therefore, to summarize, a liberal orientation reflects a 

variety of beliefs and assumptions about the purposes of schooling, 

the nature of knowledge and the conception of curriculum planning 

and development. Dale argues that these beliefs and assumptions 

have 'penetrated patterns of educational thinking perhaps more 

decisively than any other technology 150• For this reason, the three 

major assumptions which have been identified by Dale as underpinning 

the liberal orientation, are briefly examined. 

The first assumptior1 is that education and the culture it 

produces and transmits are viewed as autonomous and independent 

features of our society. This view is substantiated by the work of 

the liberal philosophers who view knowledge as 'out there' and 

conceive of themselves as messengers, as if it is through them that 

knowledge speaks. They do not conceive that it is they who take it 

upon themselves to give a version of knowledge, rationality and 

education and so realise and maintain it. As such, knowledge takes 

on the appearance of being 'neutral' and inevitable when really it 

is produced by individuals and groups. This has the cohsequence of 

both legitimating inequitable social arrangements and of maintaining 

teacher superiority over . students, on whom social meanings are 

imposed. 51 
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These latter points relate to the second assumption underlying 

the liberal orientation;- that schooling critically affects the level 

of economic growth and social progress through its )ink with 

technology. Here, the level of technical growth is seen to 

determine the level of economic growth which, in turn, is seen to be 

dependent on the level of schooling. Thus it becomes part of the 

school's brief to produce a diversely skilled and qualified 

workforce. 52 

This appears to be out of keeping with the third assumption, 

which views the schooling system as providing a means of redressing 

social inequalities by equalizing educational opportunity. However, 

it can be argued that the goal is not really equality. As Feinberg 

points out, the requirements of justice and the needs of technology 

are not always compatible, and industrialization places certain 

limits on what schools can and cannot do. Furthermore 'Inherent in 

the very concept (of equality) is that people are unequal in 

capacity, and it is concluded from this that they ought therefore to 

occupy unequal positions of education, status and income. What the 

goal does is express the belief that the procedure for selecting 

people for different social and economic ranks ought to be able to 

discount factors other than talent and to allocate resources equal 

to the talent 153 • 

These assumptions highlight a number of deficiencies in the 

liberal orientation which views schooling as the means of meeting 

the needs of industry in a humane and caring way. As Apple notes, 
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by proclaiming the neutrality and objectivity of knowledge and the 

schooling process it fails to see the connection between the 

'production of certain kinds of people and knowledg~ on the one hand 

and the reproduction of an unequal society for which the agents are 

produced on the other.• 54 

Thus it is to be expected that a concept of evaluation which 

reflects a liberal orientation will tend to focus on particular 

aspects of schooling such as curriculum and pedagogical issues, in 

an attempt to improve schools and ameliorate social problems. 

Hence, 'what is at issue is the improvement of education within a 

basically social democratic system; solutions are prescribed within 
< 

a framework which is not in any fundamental-way exposed to critical 

examination. 155 While an ameliorative orientation is a necessary 

part of educational improvement, by failing to link what schools do 

to existing social, political and economic institutions, educators 

cannot ask the types of questions that will help them grapple with 

the problem of social injustice because political, economic and 

social outcomes of schooling are not seen as an issue. 

An example of an evaluation a pproach which reveals an underlying 

liberal orientation. 

I indicated earlier in this chapter that major ideological 

orientations do not exist only at the level of ideas or beliefs, but 

are embedded in educational practices. Therefore, I have selected 

for review an example of an evaluation approach which reveals a 

liberal orientation. 
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The approach, commonly referred to as 'illuminative' 

evaluation, was develope-d by Parlett and Hamilton to evaluate 

innovative programs. Despite this focus, it has a~peal for 

educationists other than those involved in the development and 

implementation of innovatory programs, particulary as many of the 

methods outlined can be readily used at the school-level. 

Parlett and Hamilton developed an alternative evaluation 

methodology because they believed that more traditional approaches, 

in particular the 'agricultural botany' paradigm, had a number of 

shortcomings: (i) there was a tendency for the investigator to think 

in terms of 'parameters' and 'factors' rather than of 'individuals' 

and 'institutions'; (ii) 'before' and 'after' research designs 

assumed that curriculum projects had undergone little or no change 

during the period of study; (iii) the methods used imposed 

artificial and arbitrary restrictions on the scope of the study; 

(iv) atypical results were seldom studied in detail; and (v) the 

studies rarely acknowledged the diversity of questions posed by 

different groups. These shortcomings were particularly evident in 

the study of innovatory educational programs. Being new programs in 

their setting, what was required was a wide range of information 

about the setting as well as information about the program and its 

outcomes. Parlett and Hamilton's 'illuminative' approach is an 

attempt to grapple with these problems. 56 

The methodology of illuminative evaluation stems from a 

'social-anthropology' paradigm and encourages use of interpretative 
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human insight to draw out the complexities of a situation. Hence, 

it makes provision for the evaluator to take account of the wider 

contexts in which educational innovations function, and to provide 

information for the many audiences who have a legitimate interest in 

an innovative educational program. However, illuminative evaluation 

is not tied to a single methodology. Because the nature of 

innovation varies and the general aim in evaluating an innovation is 

to study the project, the approach must be adaptable and eclectic; 

similar to a general research methodology which selects methods 

suitable for particular problems. 

The approach has a broad, three-stage framework. Beginning 

with an extensive data base, the evaluator/researcher reduces the 

breadth of inquiry by progressive focussing: observing, inquiring 

further, then seeking to explain. Particular techniques are 

favoured to enhance the collection of informatiori to 'illuminate' a 

project. Observation plays a major role because it helps to uncover 

the underlying and more meaningful features of an innovation. 

Discovering the views of participants is crucial to assessing the 

impact of an innovation, and every effort is made to interview as 

many participants as possible to highlight specific insights and 

unusual points. Other techniques are used, but these are considered 

of secondary importance. To overcome the overwhelmingly subjective 

nature of data collection a number of precautionary tactics are 

recommended. A 'triangulation' approach is favoured, using such 

techniques as the cross-checking of findings, coding and checking of 

open-ended material, and challenging of preliminary findings. This 
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is supplemented by the setting of methodological ground rules and 

agreed criteria. 57 

Implicit in the methodology is an acceptance of innovation as 

a changing phenomenon with hidden meanings and processes. Parlett 

and Hamilton identify two concepts which are central to this notion: 

the 'instructional system' and the 'learning milieux'. The first 

refers to the formal plan which is developed prior to a project's 

implementation. The authors suggest that when the program is 

implemented the original specification ceases to be accurate 

because, in practice, programs change. Acknowledgement of this fact 

necessitates the development of the second concept. The learning 

milieux represents the complex, changing situation in which students 

and teachers work together and the innovation is introduced. It 

must be explored when evaluating the effect of an innovative program 

because an innovation cannot be treated as an independent, 

self-contained system.58 

Parlett and Hamilton's paper raises issues often ignored by 

evaluation theorists. For example, their conception of the learning 

milieu draws attention to the many factors which influence 

educational programs and cannot be examined in isolation: 

••• there are numerous constraints (legal, 
administrative, occupational and financial) on the 
organization of teaching in schools; there are pervasive 
operating assumptions (about the arrangement of 
subjects, curricula, teaching methods and student 
evaluation) held by the staff; there are the individual 
teacher's characteristics (teaching style, experience, 
professional orientation and private goals)~

9
and there 

are student perceptives and preoccupations. 
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Similarly, their concept of the evaluator acknowledges the 

influential and diverse role he/she must play. Perhaps most 

importantly, however, Parlett and Hamilton challenge the assumption 

that 'forms of research exist which are immune to prejudice, 

experimenter bias and human error 160• 

Despite this very positive contribution to evaluation 

methodology, Parlett and Hamilton's work still falls within the 

confines of a liberal orientation. For example, they assume that 

educational innovations are all beneficial, and focus on events 

during and after their implementation, rather than on their 

underlying assumptions. They also fail to present a clear 

conceptualization of evaluation. Decision~making is identified as 

the principle purpose of evaluation, but because there is rarely a 

single audience to whom an evaluation report is directed, 

illuminative evaluation concentrates on information gathering, 

thereby sidestepping the issue of values. 

Parlett and Hamilton identify a variety of factors which 

influence education, but these tend to be conceptualized in 

administrative terms, rather than as instances of economic, social 

or political conflict. Hence, evaluation seems to be viewed as a 

means of portraying educational practices rather than identifying 

repressive and dominating structures at work in schools. 
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Cha pter summary 

In this chapter I have examined two dominant ideological 

orientations to improvement - the liberal and technical orientations 

- to ascertain their key features and assumptions. I believe that 

this analysis has revealed a number of basic similarities between 

these orientations. For example, both claim to be neutral and 

objective, both view schooling as the means of meeting industrial 

needs, both seek to improve education via existing school practices, 

both fail to link schooling to existing economic, social and 

political institutions, and, hence, both fail to see or to address 

the problem of social injustice. 

By taking as unproblematic the assumptions which underpin 

these orientations, educationists reduce schooling to a series of 

technical problems. Sarup refers to the redefinition of political 

problems as technical problems as the 'culture of positivism', the 

assumption being that if political problems can be redefined then 

'experts' will be able to solve them. Although I acknowledge that 

there is an 'absence of any clear conception of what positivism 

exists in 1
,
62 a point highlighted in the work of Keat, who 

identifies four doctrines which can be termed 'positivist', I find 

Sarup's concept of positivism useful in this instance. Moreover, I 

believe that Keat's four doctrines, which may be summarized as (i) 

'scientism' or the view that science alone represents a genuine form 

of human knowledge, (ii) 'the positivist conception of science' or 

the application of universal laws to explain and predict observable 
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phenomena, (iii) 'the advocacy of scientific politics' or the use 

of scientific knowledge to provide rational solutions to all 

societal problems, and (iv) 'value freedom' or the separation of the 

realms of science from political or moral values, 63 provide a 

possible means of classifying the seemingly desperate elements of 

technical and liberal orientations to improvement. Hence, 

educationists influenced by these orientations will tend to ask the 

same questions and work within the same paradigms. Consequently, 

any ameliorative action taken within the 'culture of positivism' 

will be at best piecemeal and limited. 
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A RECONCEPTUALIZATION OF SCHOOL-LEVEL CURRICULUM 

EVALUATION 

My aim in this chapter is to attempt to reconceptualize 

school-level curriculum evaluation in a way that will permit 

challenge to the dominant practices and beliefs delineated in the 

previous chapter and in a way that will offer educationists a means 

of addressing the problem of social injustice. The framework 

developed will be used in later chapters to analyse school-level 

curriculum evaluation policies and practices. 

I have borrowed the term, 'reconceptualization', from Pinar, 

who employs it to describe the use of histrirical, philosophical and 

literary modes of inquiry in an attempt to understand the n.ature of 

educational experience. In general terms, Pinar suggests that the 

process of reconceptualization has three stages. The first is the 

accumulation of a tradition, the values of which are accepted 

uncritically by most of its initiates who are engaged in its 

application, as opposed to its theoretical extension. The second is 

the emergence of critics working within the tradition. This occurs 

when people start to realize that the accepted tradition has 

difficulties, hence, they criticise it, in an attempt to rectify the 

situation. The third is a turning from the tradition - the past -

to the present and future. This is marked by the introduction of 

new concepts and theories, to be used as conceptual tools by which 

human experience may be understood. 1 
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The development of the concept of school-level curriculum 

evaluation can be conceptualized in terms of these stages. 

Furthermore, they provide a useful means of analysing its 

development. Let me explain. I believe that the dominant liberal 

and technical ideological orientations detailed in the previous 

chapter are so pervasive that they represent an accumulated 

tradition, the values of which are accepted uncritically by many 

people. Thus in Pinar's terms they reflect the first stage. The 

move to school-level curriculum evaluation represented a challenge 

to these orientations insofar as it emerged ass result of 

dissatisfaction with existing evaluation methods. Hence, it 

reflects Pinar's second stage; the emergence of critics working 

within the tradition. If, however, this tradition is to be broken, 

and the power and limitations of dominant ideologies transcended, 

then new concepts and theories must be used to reconceptualize 

school-level curriculum evaluation. This represents Pinar's third 

stage and is the concern of this chapter. 

Before addressing this problem, the concept of school-level 

curriculum evaluation which emerged in the second stage, is examined 

to ascertain its possible contribution to the task of 

recpnceptualization. This is done by analyzing the meanings 

implicit in the component parts of the term 'school-level curriculum 

evaluation'. 
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Evaluation 

The Oxford Dictionary defines 'evaluation' as 'the act of 

evaluating' and 'to evaluate' as 'to work out the value of'. This 

definition links evaluation to the notion of values and the act of 

valuing. Used as a noun it implies ideas of goodness, virtue, 

rightness and worthwhileness in terms of what people think is good, 

or believe is right. Osed as a verb it implies that something is 

judged to have value, or that it is valued because it is desired. 2 

In everyday terms, the criteria for evaluation usually have a 

scientific or monetary base that is accepted widely. For example, 

when evaluating a piece of jewellery a jeweller looks for 

specifiable flaws or weaknesses; a mechanic does the same when 

evaluating the performance of a car. With education, however, the 

process is not so clear-cut. Education is a normative enterprise 

and what counts educationally depends on one's values. Therefore, 

in the educational context, evaluation is linked closely to 

political, social and economic concerns. How a teacher evaluates a 

particular program, activity or piece of information upon which 

education decisions are made will depend upon her views about the 

purpose .of education; views which are linked intrinsically to views 

of human nature and society. 

School level 

The use of the term 'school level' in school-level curriculum 
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evaluation implies that the act of evaluating is undertaken in a 

school, by members of the school's community. This is an important 

interpretation because it places the power to carry out evaluations 

in the hands of the people closest to the school. It also marks a 

significant shift in the locus of power. Prior to the 1970s the 

majority of Australian schools were administered by a central 

authority in each state. Sole responsibility for education rested 

with these bodies which in effect controlled schools because they 

prescribed syllabuses and monitored student and teacher performance. 

In this context, teachers generally saw themselves and were regarded 

as practitioners; 'doers' who achieved results in the sanctity of 

their classrooms, leaving the critical examination of educational 

issues to their counterparts in academic institutions or, by 

default, the general public. Now it would appear that teachers have 

been empowered to examine their own and the school's beliefs and 

theories about education, and to act upon these. 

This examination will have limited impact if done in isolation. 

Students bring their own set of beliefs and experiences to school. 

If a school does not take cognizance of these then two things may 

happen: the school may invalidate the external experiences of its 

students or the students may reject the school's offering because 

they perceive them as being irrelevant to their needs. Therefore, 

to be most effective school-level curriculum evaluation must involve 

students, parents and members of the wider community, as well as 

teachers. 
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Curriculum 

The term curriculum is problematic. The use of it in 

school-level curriculum evaluation implies that the curriculum is 

the focus of evaluation. Many educationists, for example, Wheeler, 

Hughes, Pratt and Saylor and Alexander, define curriculum in terms 

of the planned experiences offered by a school. 3 I find this to be 

a limiting view because it ignores the fact that schools teach much 

more and much less than they intend to teach. Eisner identifies 

three curricula that all schools teach: (i) the explicit curriculum, 

(ii) the implicit or 'hidden' curriculum, and (iii) the null 

curriculum. I will discuss each briefly as they provide a helpful 

focus for school-level curriculum evaluation. 4 

The explicit curriculum is identified most easily as it refers 

to the range of experiences publicly offered by schools. These take 

the form of curriculum guides and policy statements, and the 

taken-for-granted assumption that schools will produce students who 

are numerate and literate. 

The implicit curriculum is more difficult to identify because 

it does not occupy a formal place in the school. A number of 

people, for example, Anyan and Apple, have identified sociological 

and psychological aspects of school life which serve t~ socialize 

students to a set of expectations that may be more influential than 

what it intentionally taught or provided publicly by the explicit 

curriculum. 5 These include expectations about the nature of the 
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teacher-student relationship, desirable school behaviour, what 

counts in school, how rewards are given and long and short term 

goals. Eisner suggests that through the implicit curriculum 

'Schools prepare most people for positions and contexts that in many 

respects are quite similar to what they experienced in school as 

students: hierarchical organization, oneway communication, by 

routine; in short, compliance to purposes set by another 16 • 

The third curriculum is the null curriculum, or what schools do 

not teach. Eisner argues that because ignorance is not a neutral 

void, but something that limits options and choices, it is important 

to be aware of the criteria for exclusion and inclusion in 

curriculum planning and implementation. He identifies two main 

dimensions to be considered: the intellectual processes that schools 

emphasize and neglect, and the content and subject areas that are 

present and absent in school curricula. 

Eisner's work broadens the concept of curriculum to include the 

planned activities that are undertaken in schools, the unintentional 

teaching and learning that also occurs, and the activities that are 

excluded, deliberately or otherwise, from the explicit curriculum. 

These interweave to form a complex milieu in which schools operate. 

This examination of 'school-level curriculum evaluation' is 

helpful insofar as it highlights some apparent differences between 

the concept of evaluation inherent in liberal and technical 

orientations to improvement (the first stage of Pinar's framework) 
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and the concept of evaluation inherent in the move to school-level 

curriculum evaluation (the second stage in Pinar's framework). 

These include: (i) A broadening of the scope of evqluation, to focus 

on the implicit and null curricula as well as the explicit 

curriculum. · (ii) A recognition that because different views of 

human nature lead to different conclusions about what we ought to do 

and how we can do it, and different views of society offer different 

goals to work for and different guiding principles for the 

achievement of these, it is important for educationists to realize 

that first, they hold beliefs which influence this decision-making 

and, second, a variety of options is available and by choosing a 

particular course or direction they preclude the adoption of others. 

(iii) A realization of the need for changes in the distribution of 

power, from hierarchical modes of decision-making involving 

educational administrators to school-based decision-making involving 

teachers, students, parents and members of the wider school 

community. This also implies changes in the nature of the 

relationship between a school and its community, with community 

members both encouraged and entitled to participate in educational 

decision-making. 

There is a danger, however, in assuming that these changes are 

an automatic and integral part of a move to school-level curriculum 

evaluation. In my experience this is not always the case. For 

example, some time ago I observed a group of teachers planning an 

evaluation. They were attending a one-day workshop run by the local 

departmental evaluation 'expert'. The focus of the evaluation was 
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the school's Mathematics curriculum and it was assumed that by the 

end of the day a plan of. action for undertaking an evaluation would 

be available. For some hours the teachers grappled with a series of 

questions posed by the expert. These included: Why are we doing the 

evaluation? What are the issues involved? What are the priority 

issues? and so on. Copious amounts of butchers' paper were used to 

record questions, answers, tallies, and by the afternoon a plan 

emerged; a task made easier when the teachers refined their initial 

twenty-two issues to focus on 'pupil assessment and the recording of 

results in Mathematics'. 

A number of issues struck me at the time, and strike me more 

forcibly on reflection. Firstly, when planning their evaluation the 

teachers only concentrated on aspects of the explicit curriculum. 

The narrowing of the focus of evaluation and the types of questions 

raised such as, What type of assessment is carried out in school? 

How useful is this for teachers? What is the best way of recording 

results? , emphasized the tangible aspect of their activities and 

ignored the implicit and null curricula. Furthermore, neither time 

nor encouragement was given to the teachers to examine their own 

beliefs about Mathematics and its place in the school and society, 

and to discuss these with others in the group. Moreover, by 

focussing on aspects of the Mathematics curriculum outside their 

classroom they were free to teach on regardless of their findings. 

And, by planning without the support of other members of the school 

community, for example, parents and students (who were to have their 

own evaluation sessions) they limited the possibility for discussion 
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and critique, and ensured that the teaching staff maintained control 

of evaluation. 

Thus, it appeared that this evaluation had limited potential to 

do more than support the status quo. By reviewing the Mathematics 

curriculum in isolation from the rest of the school and the broader 

social, political and economic context, the teachers precluded 

far-reaching change. By examining only one part of the structure 

they left unchallenged the ideologies which sustained it. 

There is a further danger, however, in assuming that if the 

devolution of responsibility does occur, the focus of evaluation is 

broadened and teachers do engage in a self-reflection and critique, 

then the concept of evaluation outlined earlier in this chapter, 

will offer a means of grappling with social injustice. I make this 

disclaimer for three reasons. First, although that particular 

conception of school-level curriculum evaluation encouraged 

reflection and critique, it cannot be assumed that the questionning 

of assumptions alone will provide a means of transforming the status 

quo or our lived realities. 7 Second, although it sought change as a 

means of improvement, that conception focussed on existing 

educational beliefs and practices, rather than the ideologies which 

sustain these. Third, it failed to situate schooling within the 

wider social, political and economic context. For these reasons, I 

believe that the conception of evaluation which emerged as a 

reaction against dominant ideological orientations to improvement, 

still reflected a liberal orientation and therefore, was a necessary 
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but insufficient means of addressing the problem of social 

injustice. 

Thus, what I am suggesting is that although d~volution of 

responsibility and self-reflection and critique are important 

elements of evaluation, alone they do not provide evaluators with 

the means of unpacking what schools do and how this contributes to 

the maintenance and reproduction of social injustice. Therefore, 

what is required is a reconceptualization of school-level curriculum 

evaluation which takes into account existing social, political and 

economic arrangements and the school's relationship with these. 

The difference between this type of conception (stage three in 

Pinar's framework) and one which is ameliorative, but which accepts 

as unproblematic existing social conditions (Pinar's second stage) 

is illuminated in Sharp's study of the culture of the disadvantaged. 

Using the term 'disadvantaged' to refer to groups at the lowest 

levels of socio-economic status groupings, Sharp outlines three 

current theories of disadvantage. These are outlined briefly in the 

following pages as they highlight differences inherent in the 

preceding conceptualizations of evaluation. 

Theory one considers that the disadvantaged are educationally 

unsuccessful because they are culturally deprived. Hence, the 

logical step is to design schemes for disadvantaged students so that 

they may compete more equally with the middle class students. This 

approach assumes that an arbitrary standard of cultural value 
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emanating from white middle class values can be used to define 

culturally deprived groups and that cultures can be transformed 

through compensating educational processes. 8 

Theory two rejects the first theory because it entails a 

negative judgement of the nature of the disadvantaged. Instead, 

theory two accepts cultural differences. It encourages children to 

develop a positive regard for their own and other's cultures, and 

encourages teachers to understand and appreciate that the 

disadvantaged have different prior experiences which are of 

significant pedagogical value. However, it is not clear whether its 

long-term goal is assimilation or co-exist~nce. Moreover, by 

failing to recognise that cultural pluralis~ presupposes economic 

and political pluralism, and by emphasizing the desirability of 

preserving cultural differences, theory two can be used to justify 

and perpetrate class and ethnic stratification. 9 

Despite these differences, both theories have some basic 

similarities. They view cultural difference as being, in some way, 

the cause of social and economic inequality. Furthermore, both 

propose solutions which involve the school in a major way. In 

addition I believe that both exemplify evaluations which, though 

ameliorative, do not challenge the status quo. They focus on the 

culture of the disadvantaged, alone, to situate and solve the 

problems of disadvantage and inequality, and thereby ignore the 

existence of implicating social and economic structures. 

Furthermore, by identifying the school as the site for ameliorative 
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action they effectively shift the blame for disadvantage from the 

society to the school. 

These issues are taken up in theory three. While noting the 

existence of cultural differences, this theory views the content of 

different cultures as being in some way a reflection of differing 

social conditions. Therefore, it argues for the appraisal of all 

cultures, with a view to assessing which of their various aspects 

are enlightening and progressive and which impede understanding of 

the conditions which produce inequality. In particular, theory 

three focusses on the need to expose and examine critically the 

myths which pervade societies and which either highlight or dim 

people's understanding of their social conditions and events. It 

suggests that this exposure will occur in•part when disadvantaged 

groups acquire an understanding of the roots of their condition, and 

when teachers of the disadvantaged realize that all cultures contain 

penetrating and partial insights and obscuring myths which must be 

differentiated.lo 

I believe that theory three provides a possible means of 

challenging existing beliefs and practices. It takes as problematic 

the relationship between the school and society, situating the 

former within a complex cultural network. Hence it seeks no simple 

solutions, but suggests a series of possible strategies for 

penetrating existing existing myths. At the same time, it 

acknowledges the elusive nature of the ideologies which sustain 

these myths and the difficulty of the task ahead for those concerned 

with social injustice. 
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Sharp's work reinforces the need for a conceptualization of 

school-level curriculum evaluation which takes cognizance of 

existing and unequal social and economic arrangements and which 

seeks to relate educational beliefs and schooling practices to the 

maintainance and reproduction of these arrangements. In other 

words, a conceptualization of evaluation which focusses on the role 

of schooling in the reproduction of the inequalities of capitalism. 

Two perspectives which seek to explain the maintenance of 

reproduction of the structural roots of domination and exploitation 

and are therefore helpful for such a conceptualization are theories 

of economic and social reproduction. Some of the ideas inherent in 

each perspective are examined in the following section as they 

provide valuable insights into the schooling process. 

Theories of Economic Production 

These theories emphasize the relationship between the process 

of schooling and economic life in a capitalist society. Thus, 

although they may have differences, they share the assumption that 

the economy/school nexus represents the most important element in 

the reproduction of class relationships in industrialized capitalist 

societies.II Theories developed by Althusser and Bowles and Gintis 

fall into this category and as they provide useful insights, each is 

examined briefly. 

Althusser believes that the reproduction of the capitalist 

modes of production requires two elements: the reproduction of the 
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skills and techniques required for and by labour, and the 

reproduction of the submission of labour to the established order. 

Furthermore, he contends that ideology is central to this 

reproduction because it legitimizes principles rooted in the 

self-regulating principles of the state. He identifies two forms of 

ideological state apparatuses which contribute to this 

legitimization: Repressive State Apparatus, which rules by force 

and is represented by the army, police, courts and prisons; and the 

Ideological State Apparatus, which primarily rules by consent and is 

represented by schools, political parties, legal structures, the 

family and mass media. 12 

Althusser suggests that, at the mome~t, the reproduction of the 

capitalist relations of exploitation is maintained primarily by 

ideological state apparatuses, rather than repressive state 

apparatuses. Moreover, he identifies the school as the dominant 

site for reproduction: 'one ideological State apparatus has the 

dominant role, although hardly anyone lends an ear to its music: it 

is so silent! This is the school 113 • The school is so identified 

because Althusser believes that ideology functions within it both to 

constitute subjectivity and to socialize students into the dominant 

society. Furthermore, children are forced to attend school, which 

is often represented as having a neutral environment. 

Bowles and Gintis, like Althusser, see schools as serving two 

functions in capitalist society: the reproduction of labour power 

necessary for the accumulation of capital, and the reproduction of 

__ ... ~;.....:__L_-- -
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forms of consciousness and values necessary to maintain the transfer 

of labour into profit. However, Bowles and Gintis do not isolate 

ideology as the means of achieving this. Rather, they believe that 

there is a correspondence between the social relations of production 

and the social relations of education, and that it is through this 

correspondence that the educational system reproduces inequality: 

Reproduction, individual powerlessness, inequality of 
incomes and inequality of opportunity did not originate 
historically in the education system, nor do they derive 
from unequal and repressive schools today. The roots of 
repression and inequality lie in the stiucture and 
functioning of the capitalist economy. 

Thus, schools prepare their students to fill the work hierarchy by 

differentiating the amount and type of school experiences they have. 

Schools also produce many of the technical and cognitive skills 

required in industry; they reward certain capacities while 

penalizing others, and they stress traits such as neatness, 

punctuality and acceptance of authority. 

The work of Althusser and Bowles and Gintis is important in 

that it provides valuable perspectives on the schooling process. 

For example, it highlights the fact that schools cannot be analyzed 

as institutions separate from the socio-economic context in which 

they are situated. This reinforces the notion that education is not 

a neutral enterprise and that schools do not exist outside the 

imperatives of class and power. It also shifts the blame for 

educational failure from the teachers and students to society 

itself •15 
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However, Althusser's and Bowles and Gintis' theories of 

economic reproduction also have a number of weaknesses. Both 

theories view reproduction and the functioning of schools in an 

overly deterministic way: '(They) fail either to define hegemony in 

terms that posit a dialectical relationship among power, ideology 

and resistance, or to provide a framework for developing a viable 

mode of radical pedagogy 116 • Furthermore, by only focussing on 

economic reproduction, they neglect other forms of reproduction 

which occur, for example, cultural reproduction. They also fail to 

explain that domination is never total and that, within schools, 

ideologies are produced and reproduced which stand in opposition to 

dominant values and practices. Finally they offer a view of humans 

as passive individuals and make no attempt to relate their findings 

to the work of teachers in classrooms or school communities 

generally. 

Theories of Cultural Reoroduction 

Like theories of economic reproduction, theories of cultural 

reproduction also are concerned with the question of how capitalist 

societies are able to reproduce themselves. However, rather than 

emphasizing the relationship between schools and economic life, 

these theories focus on the question of how schools legitimate and 

reproduce the culture of the dominant class. The work bf the 'new' 

sociologists of education, such as Bourdieu and Passeron, Bernstein 

and Young, contributes to this perspective and is described briefly 

below. 



-84-

Bourdieu conceptualizes the process of cultural reproduction as 

one of symbolic violence: 'every power which manages to impose 

meanings and to impose them as legitimate by concealing the power 

relations which are the basis of its force, adds its own 

specifically symbolic force to those power relations 117 • In other 

words, Bourdieu argues that the culture into which the child is 

socialized is not truly collective, but the culture of the dominant 

classes. Thus, the education process is not a neutral process of 

selection and instruction; rather, schools take the cultural 

capital, the 'habitus' of the middle class as natural and employ it 

as if all children have equal access to it. 18 

Bourdieu uses the term 'cultural capital' to refer to such 

aspects as 'good taste', certain kinds of prior knowledge, abilities 

and language. This, Apple points out, can be compared with economic 

capital: 'Just as our dominant economic institutions are so 

structured that those who inherit or already have economic capital 

do better, so too does cultural capital act in the same way• 19 • 

Thus the problem becomes one of identifying how the dominant culture 

is transmitted and preserved. Young and Bernstein focus on this 

problem. 

Like Bourdieu, Young argues that education is not a neutral 

product like cars or bread, but a selection and organization of 

knowledge which is available at a certain time and which involves 

conscious and unconscious choices. Therefore, he suggests that 

there.is a 'dialectical relationship between access to power and the 
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opportunity to legitimize dominant categories, and the process by 

which the availability of such categories to some groups enables 

them to assert power over others 120 • For example, over time 

characteristics of academic curricula - abstraction, literacy, 

individuality,school knowledge - have been legitimized as 'high 

status' by those in power. Consequently, other types of knowledge 

oral work, group activity, non-school knowledge - have been 

classified as 'low status', thereby providing dominant groups with a 

means of selecting and classifying students. Thus, Young believes 

that there is a need to consider the assumptions underlying the 

selection and organisation of knowledge if this cycle is to be 

broken. In particular, questions need to be asked about the 

relations between the power structure and the definition of 

knowledge, about the types of knowledge deemed legitimate and made 

accessible to particular groups, and about relations between 

knowledge and its function in society. 21 

Bernstein provides one way of looking at these relations. He 

argues that 'How a society selects, classifies, distributes, 

transmits and evaluates the educational knowledge it considers to be 

public, reflects both the distribution of power and the principles 

of social control 122 • Hence, he attempts to show how curriculum, 

pedagogy and education represent message systems whose underlying 

structural principles are based on modes of control rooted in the 

wider society. To do this he develops a typology for classifying 

knowledge according to its classification and framing. 

Classification refers to the strength of boundaries between 
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knowledge; where it is strong there are insulated blocks of 

knowledge, where it is weak insulation is reduced. Framing refers 

to the degree of control teachers and pupils possess over the 

selection, organisation and pacing of knowledge. It also refers to 

the strength of the boundary between everyday knowledge and school 

knowledge. 

Bernstein uses these ideas to categorize educational knowledge 

into two codes: collection codes and integrated codes. 

Categorization of these is dependent on the strength of 

classification and frames. Any organisation of educational 

knowledge which includes strong classification is called a 

collection code; for example, a curriculum characterized by rigid 

subject boundaries and hierarchical teacher/student relationships. 

Any organisation of educational knowledge which involves the 

reduction of classification strength is called an integrated code, 

for example, a curriculum in which subjects are integrated and 

teacher/student relationships are negotiable. A change of code 

involves fundamental changes in the classification and framing of 

knowledge, leading to changes in the structure and distribution of 

power. Thus, argues Bernstein, any attempt to effect change or 

challenge will be met with resistance. 23 

The work of Bernstein, Young and Bourdieu is important in that 

it provides a useful perspective on the education process. It 

identifies how the 'principles of social control are coded in the 

structuring devices that shape the messages in schools and other 
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social institutions'. Hence, it highlights the need to question 

unexamined assumptions and to analyze the interests underlying 

curricula and school structures. 24 

However, although theories of cultural reproduction offer 

helpful insights, they also have a number of weaknesses. These 

include the problem of relativism; because the 'new' sociologists 

claim that knowledge is not value-free, but grounded in human 

actions and interests, it is not possible to know which is right or 

wrong: 'if all must be accepted then we are faced with 

relativism 125• Moreover, although they identify particular codes to 

show how schools legitimate the culture of the dominant class, 

theories of cultural reproduction make no attempt to ascertain how 

different classes of teachers, students, and educational workers 

give meaning to these codes. 26 Thus, like the theories of economic 

reproduction, theories of cultural reproduction view class 

domination as the central element underlying the mechanism of 

economic and cultural reproduction. But, in doing this, they fail 

to question that domination is never total and that within schools, 

ideologies are produced and reproduced which stand in opposition to 

dominant views and practices. Moreover, they fail to acknowledge 

that teachers and pupils are not always passive and unthinking 

recipients of dominant ideologies. 

To summarize: the theories of economic and cultural 

reproduction examined in the preceding pages are helpful insofar as 

they draw attention to the fact that the education system is an 

important element in the maintenance of existing relations of 
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domination and exploitation in society. Thus, they remind us that 

the work of schools cannot be examined in isolation. However, they 

tend to reduce education unnecessarily by taking a 'black box' view 

of schools, which are often seen as 'taking an input (students) and 

efficiently processing them through a hidden curriculum and turning 

them into agents for an unequal and highly stratified labour force 

(output) 127 • 

The danger in adopting this stance is that too much importance 

can be given to the school, which is then seen as the issue or root 

of the problem, rather than as a part of a larger framework of 

social relations. Alternatively, because schools are so integrated 

within this larger framework and since they seem to mirror basically 

what society needs, then it is futile to try to change them; nothing 

can be achieved because they are fundamentally determined 

institutions. 28 

Either way, these views leave educationists with an 

insurmountable task and few guidelines as to how change might be 

brought about. Furthermore, they take an overly deterministic view 

of the school's role in the maintenance and reproduction of dominant 

ideologies, and fail to acknowledge that it can also be the site for 

the penetration and contestation of these same ideologies, and that 

its occupants - teachers and students - are never completely 

socialized. 

The latter point is highlighted by some recent ethnographic 



-89-

studies. For example, Willis' study of a group of working-class 

boys in a boys' comprehensive secondary school in industrial 

England demonstrates that the mechanisms of economic and cultural 

reproduction are never complete and are always faced with partially 

realized elements of opposition. 29 

In this case, opposition is achieved because the boys are able 

to maintain their working-class identity by rejecting the academic 

and social offerings of the school and by maintaining some degree of 

control over the way in which they spend their time while at school. 

For example, the boys reject the school's attempts to portray jobs 

as offering chances for mobility, personal gratification and choice 

because this contrasts with and is contra~icted by their own 

experiences of the workforce. But, by rejecting the world of the 

school, they also reject mental labour. In doing this they 

unwittingly help to reproduce their existing situation and the 

dominant ideology. 

Willis introduces two concepts to explain this seemingly 

paradoxical situation: penetration and limitation. Penetration 

refers to those instances where students develop responses to school 

and work and see the unequal reality they will face. Thus, 

penetration offers the possibility of economic and political 

awareness. However, because it is a response to lived ~onditions 

both inside and outside the school, rather than a conscious move, it 

remains relatively disorganized and unguided. The term, 

limitation, is used to explain how penetrations are repressed and 
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prevented from going further by the contradictions inherent in the 

boys' lives and actions.- Given this situation, Hillis argues that 

'it cannot be assumed that cultural forms are determined in some way 

as an automatic reflex by macro determinations such as class 

location, region, and educational background ••• We need to 

understand how structures become sources of meaning and determinants 

on behaviour in the cultural milieu at its own leve1 130• 

These findings emphasize the fact that the social functions of 

the school cannot be thought of in a deterministic and mechanistic 

way, 'for determinations are not simple social conditions external 

to a situation ••• they are also complex sets of ideological 

practices and meanings that set limits back upon our actions and 

understanding 1 31 • 

How does this inform~tion contribute to a reconceptualization 

of school-level curriculum evaluation? I believe that it highlights 

the need for evaluators to look at what schools do in terms of their 

social, political and economic outcomes. It cannot be assumed that 

what schools consciously want to teach is what is learned, or that 

the large-scale outcomes of these activities are all beneficient. 

This point is made clearly by Apple and for this reason I have 

quoted him at length: 

In order to understand how values are embedded in our 
institutions and our work, we need to see the other -
perhaps more political and economic - questions that 
might be asked but tend to be overlooked in our technical 
inter·est in answering already accepted questions. In 
this way we might be able to comprehend much more about 
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why programs succeed or fail. Thus, instead of seeing 
school and researc~ problems as necessarily discrete (as 
problems in education per se), the point is to look at 
our schools and our own work relationally. What are 
their ties to existing economic, social and pqlitical 
institutions? Do the questions we ask and the P§2grams 
we tacitly support cover as much as they reveal? 

This stance contrasts markedly with evaluation approaches which 

attempt to gauge success or failure of educational programs only in 

terms of their stated goals, or which attempt to portray education 

by the unquestionned recording of what goes on in schools. However, 

I believe that a conceptualization of evaluation which helps 

educationists describe more clearly how and which things happen in 

schools, and which prompts them to seek explanations for success and 

failure is insufficient if it does not pr9vide a course of possible 

future action. In other words, I am arguing that if we find that 

the schools and curricula we evaluate contribute to social 

injustice, then the problem of personal action arises. 33 

Giroux argues that any radical education theory must start with 

a recognition that radical educational reform in and by itself can 

do little to change the fundamental structure of society. Thus, the 

most that can be expected of such reform is that it will contribute 

to changing the consciousness that drives teachers and students who 

could then work to change society. 34 The problem, therefore, 

becomes one of creating new forms of consciousness which may 

transcend situations of domination. The work of Paulo Freire is 

particularly helpful in this regard. 
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Although he focusses on oppression in Third World countries, 

Freire's analysis of cultural domination and his formulation of an 

educational alternative offers a useful perspective for this study. 

Underlying Freire's work is a commitment through education to change 

in order to create a more just society. Two key concepts underpin 

this commitment: domination and emancipation. Freire argues that 

'to surmount the situation of oppression, men (sic) must first 

recognize its causes, so that through transforming action they can 

create a new situation 135 • Thus, liberation will occur only through 

education when people recognize that knowledge is not neutral: 'It 

is fundamental for us to know that, when we work on the content of 

the educational curriculum, when we discuss methods and processes, 

when we plan, when we draw up educational policies, we are engaged 

in political acts which imply an ideological choice 136 • However, 

Freire suggests that it is insufficient merely to recognise this, 

for ''education freedom' must constitute not merely a recognition of 

constraints ••• but also ••• a commitment to political action 137 • 

There are some major difficulties in this concept of 

liberation. As Freire points out, education for freedom cannot be 

practised by the oppressors: 'It would be a contradiction in terms 

if the oppressors not only defended but actually implemented a 

liberating education. 138 Hence, new ways are required for helping 

learners (the oppressed) to view knowledge as problematic, so that 

they can take part in and make decisions about transforming actions, 

for it is only through a process of conscientization that people can 

critically recognize the cause of their oppression and, through 
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this, move to transforming action. 

This notion, combined with theories of reprod~ction and notions 

of penetration and contestation, forms my reconceptualization of 

school-level curriculum evaluation. I acknowledge the eclectic 

nature of its base, but contend that the insights offered by each 

perspective combine to form a possible means of examining dominant 

educational beliefs and practices, and of challenging the 

maintenance and reproduction of social injustice. 

Reproduction theory draws attention to the fact that the school 

system is an important element in the maintenance and reproduction 

of dominance and exploitation in society. Thus it highlights the 

need for educationists to focus on the social, political and 

economic aspects of schooling, as well as on its curricular and 

pedagogical aspects. By asking questions about 'Who benefits?' it 

is possible that some educationists may recognize that the schools 

they work in, the curricula they implement and the practices they 

follow contribute to social injustice. 

This discovery represents the first step in Freire's notion of 

liberation and, as such, provides educationists with a possible 

means of action. By recognising that dor.1inant ideologies contain 

penetrating and partial insights and myths which must b~ 

differentiated, educationists can help their students to redefine 

the 'reality' of the school. One possible result of this action is 

that some educationists, students and parents may penetrate or 
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contest dominant ideological beliefs and practices; beliefs and 

practices which contribute to social injustice by producing and 

reproducing structures which support the inequalit~es of capitalism. 

Chapter summar y 

In this chapter I have argued that an ameliorative orientation 

to schooling is a necessary but insufficient means of helping 

educators grapple with the question of how schools produce and 

reproduce dominant ideologies which maintain social injustice. 

Consequently, I have attempted to reconceptualize school-level 

curriculum evaluation in a way that will permit the penetration and 

contestation of dominant practices and beliefs and thereby offer 

educators a possible means of addressing problems of social 

injustice. 

In the following two chapters school-level curriculum 

evaluation is considered in terms of theoretical and practical 

ideologies. To do this, a selection of evaluation guidelines and 

policy statements and two examples of school-level evaluations are 

examined using the typologies developed in this chapter and the 

previous chapter. 

In terms of the concept of ideology outlined in chapter two, 

policy statements and guidelines reflect the system of beliefs and 

assumptions underpinning school-level curriculum evaluation. As 

such, they can be considered as theoretical ideologies. 
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School-level evaluation practices reveal the way people approach and 

carry out evaluations; as such they represent practical ideologies. 
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THEORETICAL IDEOLOGIES - AN EXAMINATION OF SOME 

SCHOOL-LEVEL CURRICULUM EVALUATION POLICY STATEMENTS AND 

GUIDELINES 

In this chapter a selection of evaluation policy statements and 

guidelines is analyzed using the typologies developed in chapters 

two and three. These documents have been developed by state 

education depart~ent personnel, often in collaboration with 

educational researchers and teachers. My aim is to ascertain 

whether the concept of school-level curriculum evaluation presented 

in these documents offered teachers, parents and students a possible 

means of grappling with the problems of social injustice, or whether 

it reinforced existing social, economic and political structures. 

I have selected policy documents and guidelines to provide 

these insights for a number of reasons. First, policy statements 

reveal how school-level curriculum evaluation ls conceived by 

departmental personnel and researchers. Second, evaluation 

guidelines indicate what is available to help teachers and other 

members of school communities plan and carry out evaluations. 

Third, many schools rely solely on departmental or system-wide 

policy statements and guidelines to introduce them to new 

initiatives such as school-level curriculum evaluation. It is 

appropriate, therefore, to review these in the form that most 

teachers receive them. Moreover, because evaluation policy 

statements and guidelines reflect the beliefs and assumptions 

inherent in school-level curriculum evaluation they may be conceived 
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as theoretical ideologies. 

I am selective, in my choice of documents and focus on those 

published between 1975 and 1981. School-level curriculum evaluation 

came . into prominence at this time, and so guidelines and policy 

statements published between these years should reveal fundamental 

ideological orientations to improvement. In addition, rather than 

attempting to give a broad but superficial overview of school-level 

curriculum in Australia, I have elected to provide a longitudinal 

view of its development by focussing on policy statements and 

guidelines produced by two states, the ACT and Victoria. 

There is no single approach to school-level curriculum 

evaluation in Australia. Each state or system has a different 

interpretation of the concept and it is not uncommon to find a 

mis-match between a system's evaluation policy and evaluation 

practices. Policies and guidelines, however, can be divided into 

two broad categories. 

In the first category are policies and guidelines which 

emphasize school-level curriculum evaluation which is 

school-initiated, school-controlled and undertaken for school 

improvement. The policies of the South Australian Department of 

Education, the ACT Schools Authority and the Queensland Catholic 

Education Office fall into this category. In keeping with the above 

emphases, ·the evaluation guidelines produced by these groups outline 

general principles of procedure for evaluation, rather than a 
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lock-step evaluation process. The Tasmanian Department of Education 

and the Teachers as Evaluators Project produce similar guidelines. 1 

Policies in the second category also emphasize evaluation that 

is school-based and for school improvement. However, they link 

evaluation to accountability and outline a process which involves 

the internal and external review of school practices. The policies 

of the Northern Territory, Victoria and Queensland Departments of 

Education and the Independent Schools Association fall into this 

category. The guidelines published by these groups provide detailed 

evaluation procedures, including questions and criteria against 

which educational practices may be judged. 2 I have selected the 

policy statements and guidelines produced by the ACT School's 

Authority and the Victorian Department of Education for analysis 

because they represent each category. 

ACT polic y statements 

The practice of 'school-based evaluation' - the name given to 

school-level curriculum evaluation by the ACT Schools Authority -

has been fostered and developed in the ACT since 1976. In this 

section four papers are presented which portray the development of 

evaluation policies and the move to school-based evaluation in ACT 

government schools. The papers represent the views of members of 

the ACT Teachers' Federation, teachers, members of the ACT Schools 

Authority, and the Authority as a body. Each paper is described and 

key points are highlighted and discussed. Some general comments are 
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made at the end of the section. 

The first paper, School Evaluation, by Peter Bloomfield 

advertises a public forum on school evaluation which was organized 

by the ACT Schools Authority and the Primary and Secondary 

Principals' Associations in 1977~ The paper is of interest because 

it attempts to provide a rationale for '[the] move towards the 

notion of school · evaluation [which] has steadily been gathering 

momentum in the ACT, without so far any clear notion of what it is, 

or how it is to be done'. 3 

Bloomfield identifies several reasons for this move: · the 

influence of developments overseas and in other Australian states 

the decentralization of educational functions to the school level, 

and the lack of available procedures to enable teachers and schools 

to evaluate their own achievements and to show others outside the 

school that what is being done is satisfactory. He suggests that 

because there is no centralized inspectorial process in the ACT it 

is up to each school to establish and maintain its own credibility 

as an institution, to itself, other schools, and the community it 

serves. Citing examples from the United States and Britain where 

schools have been forced to account for their activities, he links 

school evaluation to the concept of accountability - viewed in terms 

of meeting public demands for value for money spent on education. 

Bloomfield notes, however, that this is not the sole purpose of 

evaluation. In the second last paragraph (of sixteen) he points out 
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that evaluation is not primarily about accountability. Rather, it 

is an internal process of appraisal; a necessary part of the 

professional process in terms of gauging the effec~iveness of 

courses and identifying areas of shortfall in need of improvement; 

a process which he believes is occurring already in most schools. 

Interestingly, however, he closes his article with the comment that 

because evaluation has become a highly specialized process teachers 

are going to need the assistance of experts if evaluation is to be 

carried out in schools with maximum effectiveness. 4 

This contradiction epitomises Bloomfield's article, which 

raises a number of issues relating to school evaluation but does 

little to clarify the concept. On the one hand, school evaluation 

is presented as an internal process already undertaken by most 

schools and useful for identifying aspects of the educational 

enterprise requiring improvement. On the other, it is seen as a 

means of establishing teacher and school credibility; a process so 

difficult that it requires the skills of experts. Implicit in the 

latter is the underlying threat that if schools don't take up the 

call to evaluate, outsiders will. 5 

A number of these issues are addressed in the second paper, 

School Evaluation: A Discussion Pa per, prepared by Bill Donovan 

and John Edmunds on behalf of the ACT Primary Principals' 

Association. The scope of this paper it, broad. It opens by setting 

school-based evaluation in a world context, with particular 

reference to Britain and United States. It then outlines the 
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evolution of school-based evaluation in the ACT and the role of the 

Schools Office in its development. A number of problems relating to 

school-based evaluation are addressed and the paper closes by 

outlining one approach to the evaluation of secondary schools. The 

school evaluation policy of the ACT Secondary Principals' Council is 

included as an appendix. 

A number of aspects of the paper are worthy of comment. First, 

it opens with a quotation from Barry and Tye which reveals a strong 

technical orientation. Barry and Tye bemoan the fact that a 

school's efficiency cannot be precisely gauged and conceptualize 

evaluation as the 'subjective assessment of subjective data 16 ; a 

means of preventing the 'decay' and 'atrophy' of standards. This 

conception is seemingly at odds with school-level curriculum 

evaluation and therefore, an unusual choice of opening quotation for 

this paper. 

Donovan and Edmunds begin their section of the paper by 

defining evaluation as 'the formal process of collecting information 

about a school to provide a basis for judgements and decision-making 

for improvement 17 • They do not indicate where types of information 

are to be collected, but separate evaluation from the curriculum 

development process. Later they identify two evaluative components 

: a descriptive component - 'How is the perceived educational task 

accomplished?', and an evaluative component~ 'How well is the 

perceived educational task accomplished? 1
•
8 
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In spite of their opening quotation, Donovan and Edmunds also 

note that there is an 'increasing body of opinion ... that the more 

formal and accountability-oriented the evaluation process becomes, 

the less likely will be the benefit of the evaluation of the 

school' 9 • Hence they support the 'voluntary, collaborative, 

school-based and teacher-directed' evaluations of the ACT. 

Furthermore, they suggest that this type of evaluation is in keeping 

with the structure and operation of the ACT school system, where 

each school is autonomous in curriculum matters and school boards 

deter.mine policy and set aims and objectives for the school. 10 

The key tenets of the evaluation policies of the Primary 

Principals Association, the Secondary Principals' Council and the 

ACT Teachers' Federation - 'that evaluation should be school-based 

and teacher initiated and operated, that reports to the School Board 

should be at the discretion of teaching staff, that no compulsion to 

report to the Schools Authority should exist, and that the Schools 

Office should support and resource evaluations in schools' - support 

this stance. 11 However, Donovan and Edmunds identify a number of 

problems inherent in these policies and in the move to school-based 

evaluation. The first concerns the role of the ACT Schools 

Authority. Although the Authority devolves responsibility for 

curriculum decision-making, it still expects school boards to report 

regularly on curriculum matters in their schools, a move clearly out 

of step with the above policies. Associated problems are those of 

deciding how much information the Schools Authority or Chief 

Education Officer should be given for system accountability 
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purposes, of maintaining voluntary evaluation in the absence of 

system compulsion, of determining the role of outside facilitators, 

who teachers often perceive as a type of inspector, - and of gauging 

the amount of detail required for formal evaluation reports, 

particularly when teachers, fearful of comparison with other 

schools, wish to report the evaluation process, rather than results, 

to their boards. 12 

Despite these unresolved problems, Donovan and Edmunds note 

that in 1977 over twenty, of ninety schools were involved in 

school-based evaluation activities. They attribute this to a 

variety of factors, some of which were identified by Bloomfield: to 

combat pressures to be accountable, to be more professional, and to 

follow a trend. In addition, they suggest that the take-up of 

school-based evaluation may have been a result of the training, 

co-ordinating and facilitating services offered by the Schools 

Authority, and the influence of people in positions of authority who 

are not particularly interested in the results of evaluations, as 

long as they are seen to be done. 13 

These comments highlight a number of issues. First, they 

suggest that evaluation for - 'improvement' is seen largely as a means 

of 'proving' school and teacher accountability, despite the liberal 

rhetoric which surrounds the concept of school-based evaluation. 

Second, they reveal that in 1978, teachers in the ACT appeared to 

have little understanding of or commitment to evaluation at anything 

beyond a technical level. Finally, they highlight the 
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contradictions inherent in the move to school-based evaluation, 

particularly with respect to the devolution of responsibility and 

the purposes and focus of evaluation. 

Despite these criticisms, it can be argued that School 

Evaluation was, after all, a discussion paper; a vehicle for 

presenting conflicting perspectives and issues for debate. If this 

was the case, then it is not unrealistic to expect that a report 

published two years later will have solved many of these problems. 

This report, School-Based Evaluation in the ACT. is the third 

paper for review. It was prepared by Bill Donovan, co-author of 

School-Evaluation: A Discussion Paper, and David Boud, a visiting 

researcher from Sydney. The report was the culmination of a project 

which was funded by the Schools Commission to document the processes 

of school evaluation in the ACT and to make explicit the values, 

ideas and rationale underlying these processes. 

Boud and Donovan open the report with the claim that a 'basic 

aim of a school system should be to improve the education available 

to students. Given the devolution of decision-making on curriculum 

to schools there is a need for school-based evaluation to complement 

this 114 • Like Donovan and Edmunds in School Evaluation, they link 

the move to school-based evaluation to the devolution of 

decision-making; the implication being that devolution is a means 

of improving education. Similarly, they suggest that evaluation is 

about the implementation of change, leading to improvement. 
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However, they separate school-based evaluation from any form of 

external evaluation which is contradictory to the notion of 

school-based decision-making, and suggest that for school-based 

evaluation to succeed it must be school specific. 15 

Boud and Donovan outline a concept of evaluation which is 

tighter then those presented by Donovan and Edmunds. Evaluation is 

'initiated at the school, controlled from within the school, 

reported to the school and with decision-making vested in the 

schoo1 116 • They identify teachers as key e~aluators, and suggest 

that a competent teacher must also be a competent curriculum 

developer and evaluator, thereby narrowing the gap between 

curriculum design and evaluation. Furthermore they indicate that 

self-evaluation of schools for improvement will involve a focussing 

on major issues of concern at a particular time. 

This marks quite a shift in thinking. Two years earlier, 

Donovan, writing with Edmunds in School Evaluation, intimated that 

formal school-based evaluation involved an evaluation of the whole 

school. One aspect, however, has not changed and that is the 

differentiation of the curriculum into parts. By dividing the 

curriculum into educational programs, student needs and 

organizational issues, Boud and Donovan, like Donovan and Edmunds, 

assume that these segments do not impinge on each other in the daily 

life of the school. 17 

Boud and Donovan identify a number of problems relating to 
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school-based evaluation, not the least being that it is surrounded 

by misconceptions. For this reason, they argue that it is important 

for all members of a school community, who have a ~ital part to play 

in evaluation, to see that it is no more complicated or mysterious 

than any aspect of school life. Hence they endorse the 

establishment of the Evaluation and Research Section, set up by the 

Schools Authority to support and facilitate evaluations. 18 

Boud and Donovan's paper reveals two interesting shifts in 

thinking about evaluation in the ACT. First, the conceptualization 

of school-based evaluation outlined appears to be far more liberal 

in orientation than those presented in the previous two papers. 

Second, by 1980 school-based evaluation had become 

'institutionalized'. By this I mean that the Schools Authority had 

'taken up' the concept, thus, most evaluations were undertaken using 

outside assistance and in the majority of cases the role of the 

external facilitator was seen as crucial to the success or otherwise 

of the evaluation. The 'institutionalization' of school-based 

evaluation culminated in 1981 when the position paper School-Based 

Evaluation in ACT Government Schools was published by the ACT 

Schools Authority. 

In keeping with the three other papers reviewed, School-Based 

Evaluation links the move to school-based evaluation to the 

devolution of decision-making. For the first time, however, a 

variety of evaluation types is identified: national, system-wide, 

school, student and teacher. The relationship between the five 
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however, is not explored. 19 

'Evaluation·' is still defined as the 'formal process of 

collecting information to provide a structured basis for judgements 

and decision-making for improvement' 20 , but the terms 'school 

evaluation' and' school-based evaluation' are explained in more 

detail than in earlier documents. The concept of •·school 

evaluation'' is used to refer to the 'formal rigorous process 

undergone in order to review the school, or areas in the school, to 

judge its merit and to set its directions for the future• 21 • It 

deliberately excludes the informal evaluations that occur on a 

day-to-day basis in a school. 'School-based evaluation' is 

described as the evaluation of schools and curricula by schools, for 

schools. That is, evaluative information is used to make decisions 

at the school level, rather than outside the school by another 

agency. Broadly characterized as evaluation for school improvement, 

the notion of school-based evaluation is broadened to include school 

and staff development, if the evaluators and the decision-makers are 

the same people. 22 

The rationale for evaluation outlined by Baud and Donovan in 

School-Based Evaluation in the ACT is reiterated and the 

relationship between evaluation and accountability is only touched 

on briefly, with the latter viewed as a system issue. However, the 

point is made that 'schools should be able to see the tangible 

rewards of keeping the Schools Authority informed of the content and 

conclusions of their evaluations, and that by doing so they can 
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avoid the need to conduct externally imposed evaluations of a 

prescribed nature. 123 This point echoes the underlying theme of 

Bloomfield's article; if schools don't take up the call to evaluate, 

outsiders will. 

This type of contradiction recurs throughout the position 

paper. Teachers are identified as key components in the evaluation 

process, but doubts are expressed about their level of understanding 

of evaluation methods and instruments; the Authority does not 

favour a single approach to evaluation, but the Evaluation and 

Research Section offers only one planning pattern; evaluation is 

viewed as a collaborative effort, initiated and controlled at the 

school level, but it must be facilitated through the Schools 

Authority; and schools boards are empowered to make policy 

decisions concerning educational evaluation, but teachers are 

charged to carry out the evaluations. 

This review of papers detailing the development of evaluation 

policies in the ACT highlights a number of aspects of school-based 

evaluation which have been clarified or changed over time. These 

include the focus of evaluation, the use of evaluation facilitators, 

and the relationship between the Schools Authority and schools 

involved in formal evaluation work. The review also reveals formal 

a continuing thread of confusion and contradiction, particularly 

with respect to the purposes and functions of evaluation. Most 

importantly however, it highlights the fact that school-based 

evaluation has been conceptualized in a way which does not offer 
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teachers, parents or students a means of transcending dominant 

hegemonic ideologies. Although evaluation is conceived as a way of 

improving education, the beliefs and assumptions which underpin its 

use in ACT schools take as unproblematic existing social, political 

and economic structures. Hence, teachers, parents and students are 

given no strategies for or encouragement to consider these 

structures or the role schools play in producing and reproducing 

them in an inequitable manner. This, I believe, reflects a liberal 

orientation to improvement. However, features of a technical 

orientation are also evident in this conceptualization. These are 

manifested in calls for accountability, made explicitly in 

Bloomfield's paper, School Evaluation, and implicitly in the 

position paper, School-Based Evaluation in ACT Government Schools. 

They are also revealed in the institutionalization of the concept of 

evaluation. By advocating the use of external facilitators and by 

offering teachers a framework for planning evaluations, the ACT 

Schools Authority unwittingly reduced school-based evaluation to a 

technical process. This reduction is emphasized by the questions 

provided for teachers, pupils and members of the wider school 

community, to help them plan their evaluations: 

(i) Why are we doing the evaluation? 

(ii) What are the issues involved? 

(iii) What are the priority issues? 

(iv) What questions need to be asked about 

(v) What information do we need to answer 

(vi) How do we get the information? 

(vii.) Who is going to do the work? 

these issues? 

these questions? 
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(viii) What reports are going to be produced? 

(ix) Who decides on the recommendations? 

(x) What timescale is appropriate? 24 

By failing to take as problematic educational beliefs and 

practices, they limit the focus of evaluation to existing 

pedagogical and curricular arrangements. Moreover, they offer 

evaluators no way of unpacking what schools do socially, politically 

and economically and hence, no way of ascertaining how schools 

contribute to the maintenance and reproduction of social injustice. 

Victorian policy statements 

The Victorian Department of Education supports an approach to 

school-level curriculum evaluation which differs markedly from that 

of the ACT Schools Authority. Known as 'school review', it involves 

a three-stage process of (i) internal evaluation, (ii) external 

evaluation and (iii) follow-up procedures. 

Two documents have been influential in informing Victorian 

teachers in government schools about the nature and process of 

school review. These are The Teacher and the School Administrator, 

a paper for discussion and debate by interested groups and the 

School Review Resource Book. The first emanated from the office of 

the Director-General of Education in 1974 and was sent to all 

schools in Victoria. As a direct result, some forty State secondary 

schools participated in an experimental program of evaluation. The 
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concept of school review outlined in this paper formed the basis for 

the second document, the School Review Resource Book and its 

accompanying case study, Blue Ridge High School. These were 

prepared by the Secondary School Division, together with 

representation from pupils, teachers, school councils and parents, 

and published by the Victorian Department of Education in 1980. 

They outline the Department's policy concerning school review and 

provide a set of guidelines to assist school communities with their 

internal evaluations. 

The paper The Teacher and the School Administrator focuses on 

three areas: school reviews, career structures for teachers, and the 

identification and training of school administrators. It is of 

general interest because it outlines some assumptions and principles 

held by the Department, and of particular interest because it 

formally introduces the concept of 'school review' to school 

communities. 

The opening pages of the paper detail some assumptions held by 

the Department. As these provide a background for school review 

they are worthy of brief examination. The over-riding Departmental 

belief is that there is a continuing and increasing demand for 

educational opportunity. Furthermore, it is assumed that: (i) 

greater equality of opportunity will be achieved if changes are made 

to the scope and scale of school operations, (ii) changes to the 

scope and scale of school operations will require changes being~made 

in the structure and procedures of the Department, and (iii) 
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changes in structure and procedures can best be achieved by the 

decentralization of responsibility, particularly as teachers now 

appear to want greater professional rights and responsibilities. 25 

The Department does not view decentralization as a simple 

process, given the complex context in which it must operate. 

Consequently, the involvement of all parties in the schooling 

enterprise is favoured, the assumption being that serious conflict 

can be avoided by 'careful examination of the problem, consensus 

and, where necessary, intelligent compromise•. 26 

It is assumed that delegation of responsibility will be based 

on the following clear understandings: that new roles and areas of 

responsibility will be defined, that individuals and groups will 

have the capability and authority to assume new roles, that these 

individuals and groups will be accountable for their activities, and 

that the parties to whom they are accountable will be defined. Two 

basic principles relating to responsibility are extrapolated from 

these points. The first relates to the responsibility of the state 

government to 'render an account to the •public which will 

demonstrate not only how the public funds have been spent but also 

how the schools of the state are functionning' 27 • The second 

relates to the responsibility of teachers to protect their 

professional activities and rights by enforcing self-discipline. 

School review is identified as a means of meeting these 

requirements. 
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The Teacher and the School Administrator is another example of 

a paper which reflects dominant hegemonic ideologies. On the one 

hand it reveals a strong liberal orientation, with ~ts focus on 

administrative and structural changes as a means of achieving 

equality of educational opportunity. At the same time, however, a 

technical orientation is also evident because school review is seen 

as one way to meet the need for governments to account to the public 

for the functioning of schools. Implicit in this notion is the need 

to have evaluations standardized in some way, so that results may be 

compared. This apparent contradiction surfaces in the second policy 

document under review, the School Review Resource Book; a document 

which I believe offers a potential means of achieving 

standardization. 

The Resource Book is arranged in two sections. The first 

outlines the aims, outcomes and process of school review; guiding 

principles for, and the structure and process of, internal 

evaluation; the role of School Review Boards and external 

evaluation; and follow-up procedures. The second contains a range 

of appendices, including checklists. questionnaires and samples. A 

case study, Blue Ridge High School, accompanies the Resource Book. 

It details an evaluation undertaken at a fictitious high school. 

In the first section, two different purposes of review are 

identified: review for school improvement, and review to identify 

and publicize the organizational effectiveness and efficiency of the 

school to its community. In addition, it is suggested that the 
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focus of school review should be structured 'to produce a full 

description of the operation of the school and an evaluation of how 

well the purposes of the school are being achieved 1
~

8 • Thus there 

seem to be at least two conflicting conceptions of the purpose of 

school review. 

There is further confusion about the relationship between 

school review and school-level curriculum evaluation. On the one 

hand, school-level curriculum evaluation is viewed as a normal 

element of school life, in contrast with school review, which is 

characterized as 'a whole school evaluation, bringing in each 

element of the school for examination at one point in time, and 

therefore a significant occasion in the life of the school'. On the 

other hand, school-level curriculum evaluation is identified as a 

valid process for schools undertaking school review. 29 

The relationship between participatory groups is also unclear. 

The type of review envisaged is 'largely school-based and offers all 

groups involved in the operation of a school the opportunity to 

participate in a co-operative and mutually supportive manner in 

effecting school review and improvement 13O but the framework within 

which it occurs is determined by administrators within the 

Department of Education. Thus, although the School Review Resource 

Book is directed primarily at teachers and the internal evaluation 

is initiated and chaired by the School Principal, the audience for 

the review includes the Minister for and Directors of Education, the 

external review panel is composed of 'outsiders', it is recommended 
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that the final report be written in five sections, and a review must 

be undertaken every five years. It appears therefore, that 

hierarchical modes of decision-making are both mai~tained and 

reinforced during school review, with teachers given very little 

power and autonomy. 31 

Follow-up procedures are seen as an important feature of 

review: 'if the school does not see the process as suggestive of 

on-going action for school improvement, then the whole exercise is a 

waste of valuable time and money 132 • However, follow-up is 

conceived only in terms of implementing recommendations on an 

immediate, short or long term basis. Although these are reported 

regularly in terms of action completed, being undertaken or still to 

commence and it is claimed that an ongoing review pattern is 

established once the recommendations have been implemented, the 

cycle appears somewhat superficial because it only focusses on 

existing practices, and does not look at the beliefs and assumptions 

which underpin these. In part this may be attributed to the highly 

structured nature of the book; a structure which is carried over to 

the guidelines section where school planners are offered a process 

model to help complete the internal evaluation phase. 

The review guidelines present a detailed time line for the 

evaluation, and specify the areas to be evaluated and the roles and 

responsibilities of participants. The latter are spelled out to the 

extent of -detailing who should be on particular sub-committees and a 

model of evaluation is presented for use by each sub-committee. 
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This outlines a procedure for situational analysis, planning action, 

implementation of judgements, reporting and adoption, with extra 

information provided to help teachers achieve these tasks. In 

addition, thirty pages of appendices contain 'ready-to-use' 

checklists, questionnaires and evaluation sheets. The guideline 

stresses the need for an awareness and an understanding of 

evaluation prior to undertaking school review. Furthermore, 

teachers are encouraged to be aware of the 'politics' of evaluation, 

with politics conceived in terms of the negative reactions and 

forces which may permeate an evaluation. The guideline also 

emphasizes the importance and need for dialogue and interaction 

prior to, during and after an evaluation, and stresses the 

importance of structured planning and timetabling during an 

evaluation to make best use of limited time. Finally, teachers are 

encouraged to select issues or areas for evaluation which have a 

manageable focus, rather than ones which may prove unwieldy or too 

'airy-fairy 1
•
33 

I believe that this guideline provides a possible means of 

standardization because it is so comprehensive and highly structured 

that it is difficult for teachers to conceive of evaluation in any 

other way. It also reveals a pervasive and underlying technical 

orientation to improvement, because it conceives of evaluation as a 

series of 'question and answer' steps. 
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Chapter summar y 

What comes through clearly in this analysis of ACT and 

Victorian policy statements and guidelines is that school-level 

curriculum evaluation was not conceptualized by either group in a 

way which permitted teachers to ask questions about the social, 

political and economic outcomes of schooling or to address problems 

of social injustice. Hence, dominant hegemonic ideologies were not 

transcended. 

Although these findings relate to only two state education 

systems, I believe that it is not unrealistic to expect that 

dominant ideological orientations to improvement will be found in 

the policy statements and guidelines of some other states and 

systems. For example, the Northern Territory and Queensland 

Departments of Education and the Independent Schools Association 

offer guidelines which outline evaluation processes similar in 

structure and purpose to the school review, and the South Australian 

Department of Education and the Teachers as Evaluators Project 

outline evaluation approaches similar to the one offered by the ACT 

Schools Authority. Moreover, of the $170,000 made available in 1981 

by the Schools Commission for school-level curriculum evaluation 

activities, grants totalling $116,000 were offered to system or 

departmental bodies, as opposed to individual schools or teachers; 

a move which I believe would tend to reinforce hierarchical power 

structures. 34 
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In the following chapter two examples of school-level 

curriculum evaluation practice, or practical ideologies, are 

analysed to determine if these provide a possible means of 

contesting or penetrating the ideas inherent in evaluation policy 

documents and guidelines, that is, in theoretical ideologies. 
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CHAPTER 5: PRACTICAL IDEOLOGIES - AN EXAMINATION OF SCHOOL-LEVEL 

CURRICULUM EVALUATION IN PRACTICE. 

The policy statements and guidelines reviewed in the last 

chapter reveal that at a theoretical level, school-level curriculum 

evaluation is dominated by technical and liberal orientations to 

improvement. In this chapter, two examples of school-level 

curriculum evaluation are examined to ascertain the extent to which 

these orientations are reflected in practical ideologies; that is, 

in the way people actually approach and carry out evaluations, and 

the extent to which dominant ideological orientations can be 

transcended. 

The evaluations selected for review differ significantly. The 

first reflects a dominant ideological orientation to improvement; 

the second is an evaluation undertaken within a reconceptualist 

mode. Each is described and analyzed and then some general comments 

are made at the end of the chapter. 

Example 1: An evaluation of a Home Economics course 

I have selected this evaluation for review because it is one 

with which I was personally involved. Furthermore, I believe that 

it highlights a number of issues relating to the conceptualization, 

undertaking and foci of school-level curriculum evaluation. 
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In presenting an anecdotal record there is always a danger of 

juxtaposing 'what one is told' with 'what one infers'. I have 

sought to overcome this problem by dividing my record into three 

parts. The first describes how the school community conceptualized 

and carried out the evaluation in terms of 'what I was told'. The 

second details my analysis of these events. The third outlines the 

focus and findings of the evaluation, as detailed in the final 

report. 1 

The evaluation was carried out in the second and third terms of 

the school year at a State high school. This school is situated in 

a capital city and has a student population of five hundred, with 

fifty staff members. For the purposes of this study it will be 

referred to as 'Banksia High 1. The focus of the evaluation was the 

Grade 9 Home Economics course. In this context, Home Economics 

referred to a course which aimed to give students basic skills in 

meal preparation, nutrition, home management, laundry and elementary 

sewing techniques. The evaluation was undertaken by the school's 

Home Economics teachers, who were assisted by an evaluation advisor 

provided by the State Department of Education. Six months after the 

evaluation had been completed I was invited by the advisor to study 

the impact of the evaluation, the findings of which she felt would 

be useful for the school, the Department, and the Teachers as 

Evaluators Project. I visited the school for one week, during which 

time I interviewed key participants in the evaluation: the 

Vice-Principal, the Home Economics Mistress, the three other Home 

Economics teachers, and five additional members of the evaluation 
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committee. In addition, I interviewed three uninvolved teachers and 

seven Grade 9 students. I also perused two documents which had been 

written about the evaluation: the process report and the final 

report. From these sources I gleaned the following information 

about how school-level curriculum was conceptualized and carried out 

at Banksia High. 

In first term, the Principal and Vice-Principal selected 

curriculum evaluation as the school's priority for the year. They 

made their choice for a number of reasons. These included the fact 

that the previous year the State Department of Education had 

published a report which drew attention to the increased 

responsibility of schools for curriculum matters and highlighted the 

important role of the school-based curriculum development process. 

The Principal and Vice-Principal suspected that this report 

foreshadowed a move to make schools more accountable by asking them 

to provide evidence of value for money spent in schools. They saw 

the undertaking of school-level curriculum as one way of combatting 

this move. They also considered that their teachers lacked design 

and evaluation skills; skills which they could acquire during an 

evaluation. Furthermore, they felt that they had a problem in the 

school which might be solved by evaluation. Thus, the decision to 

undertake an evaluation was made by the Principal and 

Vice-Principal, initially in response to perceived external 

pressure, but with internal factors influencing their decision. 
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The problem identified by the Principal and Vice-Principal was 

the Grade 9 Home Economics course. For some years growing numbers 

of students had been excluded from the course for misbehaviour or 

forgetfulness. The Principal and Vice-Principal saw this as a major 

problem, particularly in view of the situation of many students at 

Banksia High. The school was classified as 'disadvantaged' in 

Schools Commission terms and had a high proportion of students from 

single-parent and extended working class families. Many students 

cooked their family meals, there was a high consumption of take-away 

foods, and the school provided breakfasts. In addition, many 

students married early. The Principal and Vice Principal believed 

that for these reasons Home Economics should be a vital area in the 

school. They also considered that the four Home Economists 

teachers, who had been at the school for six, nine, twelve and 

thirteen years respectively, were the source of the problem. The 

Principal and Vice-Principal hoped that an evaluation would force 

them to review their courses and consider new strategies and 

approaches. 

Aware that the sudden focussing of an evaluation on the Home 

Economics area might threaten the staff, the Principal informally 

broached the subject of curriculum evaluation at a number of Senior 

Staff meetings, suggesting that the school review its elective 

programs, of which Grade 9 Home Economics was one. Senior Staff 

agreed, identifying inservice as the main reason for undertaking 

school-level curriculum evaluation. Unsure of their skills as 

evaluators, Senior Staff invited a Senior Curriculum Officer from 
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the Department of Education to address one of their meetings. He 

posed the following questions to help them clarify what they meant 

by evaluation: 

(i) Where did the need to engage in this evaluation arise? 

(ii) What are the real reasons for undertaking this evaluation? 

(iii) Does a genuine climate exist for evaluation to be undertaken? 

(iv) Are you fully aware of the implications of deciding to 

evaluate a particular area? 

(v) Is it manageable in terms of time, and is the school prepared 

to commit resources? 

(vi) What style or type of evaluation is envisaged? 

(vii) Are you aware of the resources available in the system? 

(viii) Who will be involved? (emphasis on need for involvement of 

those to be influenced by the decisions). 

The officer stressed the need for a manageable focus and 

offered the services of an evaluation advisor to help the staff plan 

an evaluation. 

On the basis of the recommendation about a manageable focus, 

the Vice-Principal suggested the Grade 9 Home Economics course as a 

possible focus for the evaluation, allegedly because it had a 

timetabling problem. He also stressed that this evaluation could 

serve as a pilot for the rest of the shool. The Home Economics 

Mistress agreed. She did not know what the evaluation process 

involved but believed that the course did have a problem, namely 
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that they had two theory lessons in Grade 9, when only one was 

required. 

Informed of the impending evaluation, the three other Home 

Economics teachers were unenthusiastic. Equating school-level 

curriculum evaluation with inspection and the evaluation consultant 

with an inspector, they accepted the evaluation as an imposition; if 

you had to do it, you had to do it. Although these teachers were 

told the evaluation was being undertaken to solve their timetabling 

problem and to show the rest of the staff how to evaluate, they 

suspected other motives: 'There is a feeling among some members of 

staff that we don't do any work', 'The Principal and senior staff 

will get kudos', 'The 'powers that be' probably picked this course 

out of the blue, because there used to be inspections'. 2 They were 

cynical about the evaluation process, believing that all teachers 

self-evaluate and do their best in the circumstances. They conceded 

that an outsider might provide a new perspective, but in this case 

thought the problem could be solved without going through the 

'rigmarole' of evaluation. Furthermore, they distrusted the 

Vice-Principal's assurance that their recommendations would be 

implemented; the school had a tradition of broken promises where 

change was concerned. 

When the evaluation advisor from the Department of Education 

arrived at the school she sensed that the evaluation had been 

imposed on the Home Economics staff. Although she felt that it was 

inappropriate for her to change the focus of the evaluation she did 
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negotiate principles of procedure relating to the control and 

ownership of information, the audiences for the evaluation, the 

rights and obligations of the outsider, and the making of judgements 

and implementation of recommendations. She also recommended that an 

evaluation committee, open to all members of staff, be formed. In 

reality this comprised the four Home Economics teachers, the 

Vice-Principal and a number of senior masters. Other members of 

staff did not join because: 

(i) They were not particularly interested in school-level 

evaluation and many believed a one-day evaluation workshop 

held earlier in the year had shown it to be largely a waste 

of time; 

(ii) The Home Economics area was not relevant to their interests 

and many staff considered the Horne Economics teachers to be 

virtual isolates, keeping to their own geographic area and 

rarely interacting with the general staff; and 

(iii) They had limited time and other priorities. 

The evaluation advisor expected the evaluation committee to oversee 

the evaluation and the Home Economics teachers to collect 

information, make judgements and write reports, using the strategies 

and resources she provided. The Home Economics teachers, however, 

assumed that the advisor would organize and undertake the evaluation 

while they carried out their normal duties. This proved to be 

correct. The advisor devised instruments for collecting and 

analyzing data, in collaboration with the evaluation committee. She 
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also refined the evaluation procedures and wrote the final report, 

in collaboration with the Home Economics teachers. Members of the 

evaluation committee other than the Home Economics teachers saw 

their role as a 'Greek academy', standing aside to gain an overview 

of events. The Principal and Vice-Principal deliberately kept their 

distance, so they would not threaten the teachers directly involved 

with the evaluation. Other staff members generally were unaware of 

events; no-one asked and no information was given. 

Four recommendations resulted from the evaluation. Two were 

implemented by the Home Economics teachers and two by the 

Vice-Principal. The latter were implemented on a temporary basis, 

to give the Home Economics teachers time to explore other avenues 

for change. The teachers were most unhappy about this arrangement, 

perceiving it as another attempt by Senior Staff to give the 

appearance of welcoming change, while ignoring staff ideas. The 

teachers viewed success in terms of action, and questioned the value 

of the evaluation when so little resulted from it: 'We wouldn't do 

it again, or recommend it to others ••• if they don't carry out our 

recommendations what will they do with the results of future 

evaluation?'. 3 

Although they acknowledged that the evaluation had made them 

look more closely at their educational practices and gave them 

information about methods of data-collection and power to criticize 

timetabling arrangements, the four Home Economics teachers believed 

that these skills could have been acquired without undertaking an 
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evaluation. 

Other members of the evaluation committee were-· more positive. 

They thought that the evaluation advisor had given the school a 

useful and manageable process; as a result the English Senior 

Master planned to evaluate a course. The Vice-Principal felt that 

the negative aspects of the Grade 9 Home Economics evaluation were a 

result of the personalities of the teachers involved, and still 

regarded evaluation as a worthwhile process. The evaluation advisor 

believed that the evaluation had been successful because it gave a 

previously powerless group vestiges of power because their 

recommendations had to be implemented. She was concerned that the 

Horne Economics staff had relied on her so heavily, but rationalized 

that it was important for their self-esteem that they complete the 

evaluation, even if it meant that she had to make a major 

contribution to achieve this. 

A number of issues emerge from this description. Perhaps the 

most striking is a lack of clarity about the concept of school-level 

curriculum evaluation on the part of the staff at Banksia High 

school. For example, the Principal and Vice-Principal interpreted 

the term 'school-level curriculum evaluation' variously as a form of 

inservice, a means of accounting for a school's activities, a way of 

maintaining independence ( ••• let's get in first before we're forced 

into it), and a method of solving problems. They made little 

attempt to reconcile these interpretations or to link them to 

previous evaluation activities, such as the annual evaluation of 
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Schools Commission funded programs, which they dismissed as 

subjective, ad hoc and lacking in rigour. Furthermore, they felt 

that the State Department of Education was urging them to evaluate, 

but they did not know what was expected of them or what might be 

involved in the process. Also, both Senior Staff and Departmental 

personnel perceived school-level curriculum evaluation as something 

new, requiring the assistance of experts. In doing this, they 

removed evaluation from the realm of every-day activity and 

diminished the power and autonomy of teachers in the school. 

Moreover, by making evaluation a one-year priority they limited its 

potential as an ongoing, integral part of school life. 

This conceptualization of school-level curriculum evaluation 

did not encourage teachers to lo6k at their own beliefs and 

assumptions about education, let alone those which sustain hegemonic 

ideologies. Furthermore, because there was so much confusion about 

the concept of school-level curriculum evaluation, the evaluation 

was permeated by misperception and mistrust. The Principal and 

Vice-Principal approached it with closed minds, identifying the Home 

Economics teachers as the source of the Grade 9 problem before the 

evaluation had started. The Home Economics teachers felt they had 

been 'set up' because they were led to believe that the evaluation 

would solve their timetabling problems; in reality only two of 

their recommendations were implemented on a permanent basis. 

Moreover, traditional power hierarchies were reinforced during 

the eyaluation. By means of subterfuge, the Home Economics teachers 
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were forced into undertaking the evaluation. As a result, they were 

quite happy to let the evaluation advisor observe, raise questions, 

find out what was going on and resolve questions. This was contrary 

to the expectations of the Principal, Vice-Principal, and the 

evaluation advisor, who negotiated principles of procedure in a most 

democratic manner. However, as the teachers had such a limited 

understanding of and little commitment to the evaluation process, 

they continually deferred to her experience and expertise; by 

default she controlled the evaluation. · A parallel may be drawn with 

the Curriculum Officer's actions in the early planning stages of the 

evaluation. He presented Senior Staff with a list of questions 

relating to school-level curriculum evaluation, in an attempt to get 

them to reflect on the process and to shift the locus of power from 

the Department to the school. This move assumed, however, that the 

staff had some understanding of the evaluation process. As they did 

not, it is probable that their responses were superficial or, as is 

more likely, they relinquished their power and deferred to the 

expert. 

Interestingly, many critiques of school-level curriculum 

evaluation focus on these types of issues. The remedies they 

propose~ however, often only involve increased openness and 

discussion on the part of the teachers, or the increased provision 

of external assistance, financial support or pupil-free days on the 

part of system personnel. Although these may alleviate some 

problems, I believe that they are both superficial and limited 

because they avoid addressing the real issues which underlie 
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school-level curriculum evaluation. 4 

At this point it is helpful to reflect on Banksia High school's 

evaluation experiences in terms of Pinar's three-stage framework 

outlined in chapter three. The staff clearly did not conceptualize 

evaluation in a way which permitted them to ask questions about the 

social, political and economic outcomes of schooling, or to consider 

how the underlying structures which produced these outcomes 

contributed to the maintenance of social injustice. Thus, the 

evaluation did not reach a stage of reconceptualization. 

Interestingly, however, it did not appear even to reach Pinar's 

second stage; a stage marked by challenge to dominant traditions. 

Despite the emergence of new rhetoric such as 'school-level', 

hierarchical modes of decision-making were maintained. In addition, 

teachers were not encouraged to examine the beliefs and assumptions 

which underpinned their practices, and their evaluation was narrow 

in focus, separating Home Economics from the rest of the school. 

Given this situation, we might well ask: What could the evaluation 

hope to achiev~?. 

A review of the evaluation report prepared by the Home 

Economics staff and evaluation consultant reveals that the 

evaluation did not challenge existing practices or underlying 

assumptions about the Home Economics program. One problem was that 

the evaluation only attempted to 'relate the complex elements of an 

implemented course to the intentions, implicit and explicit, of 

those involved 15 • Hence, it took the existing course and teachers' 
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intentions as unproblematic, encouraging description rather than 

analysis of the two. Another problem was lack of time. This 

limited the evaluation to a review of (i) course organization and 

resources, (ii) course rationale, content and methods and (iii) 

students, and separated the Home Economics course from wider school 

and societal contexts, a major problem when the Home Economics 

teachers believed that other members of staff did not value the 

course and that the majority of their Home Economics students came 

from disadvantaged backgrounds. 

The course was planned and prepared in accordance with the 

prescribed state syllabus, and scope and content were influenced 

strongly by state examinations. The evaluation did not challenge 

this mode of operation, possibly because the syllabus provided 

support for the teachers. By limiting their freedom as curriculum 

developers it absolved them from curriculum responsibility. 

Furthermore, the spectre of an examination enabled them to deflect 

criticism and justify inappropriate educational practices. For 

example, teachers and students were unhappy about the content of the 

theory lessons but the teachers felt that it was important not to 

disadvantage students in their final School Certificate year. 6 

The course intentions reinforced traditional and stereotyped 

notions about women and their role in society. For example, the 

teachers viewed the course primarily as serving the needs of girls 

who within two or three years would be wives or mothers. In doing 

this, they denied the 'impact of the family in patriarchical society 
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where women, regardless of class, ethnicity and race, and their 

wages and status, retain major responsibility for household chores, 

and for bearing and raising children, which men do not 17 • By taking 

as unproblematic basic gender inequalities, the teachers contributed 

to their maintenance because they did not encourage the girls to 

examine the structures which supported these. I am not suggesting 

that the role of woman as homemaker per se is necessarily bad; what 

I am arguing is that girls should be offered alternatives, so that 

they can make choices for future action based on knowledge, rather 

than because it is perceived to be the right, the normal or the 

traditional thing to do. 

The Home Economics Course also was justified on a questionnable 

assumption; namely, its 'utility, universal relevance and potential 

influence on the quality of family life ••• the unit on which our 

society is based 18• Research findings presented at the Australian 

Family Research Conference reveal that social structures, including 

the family, have never been static and immutable and, furthermore, 

that the concept of the 'traditional' nuclear family had greatest 

relevance in the 1950s and 1960s. 9 Hence a basic premise underlying 

the Home Economics course was empirically false. What the teachers 

were offering the girls was a romantic notion of society and the 

family; a notion which did not permit them to grapple with their 

current reality - a reality dominated by low socio-economic status 

and limited career options. Furthermore, when held up to this 

ideal, many of the girls were perceived to have a low academic 

ability, a disorganized family lif~, or behaviourial problems. 
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Consequently, teachers attributed poor student motivation, 

forgetfulness and the destruction of lesson notes to these factors. 

Similarly, students who didn't do well or didn't enjoy the course 

blamed themselves. Neither group questionned the inequitable social 

and economic structures which contributed to their condition. 

Two important points emerge from this analysis. First, the 

evaluation focussed solely on curricular and administrative aspects 

of the Grade 9 Home Economics course. It took as unproblematic 

underlying structures and beliefs and, as such, operated within 

dominant ideological orientations to improvement. Second, by doing 

this the evaluation highlighted how schools contribute to the 

maintenance and reproduction of social injustice, in this case by 

reinforcing inequitable socio-economic status, gender relations and 

roles. However, as this illumination was not perceived by the 

teachers, no attempt was made to ascertain if these structures might 

be open to contestation and penetration, or to seek ways in which 

this could be achieved. 

Despite these limitations, it can be argued that this 

evaluation may have been a one-off activity and, as such, was not 

representative of school-level curriculum evaluation in Australian 

schools. However, a brief review of some examples of other 

evaluations reveals similar ideological orientation to improvement. 

In 1982 staff at Berriville Community Kindergarten, South 

Australia, evaluated their parent involvement program. They aimed 
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to find out whether the goals and objectives of the program were 

being communicated to parents, how effective this communication was, 

and how the parents viewed the kindergarten. Information was 

collected by means of observation, interview, diary and 

questionnaire. Preliminary analysis revealed that parents believed 

they were aware of the staff goals and objectives for the 

kindergarten and that their children had developed significantly in 

accordance with these. Moreover, they considered that the 

kindergarten had helped them personally. Analysis also revealed 

that teachers thought that the parents were interested in their 

children, and that they were warm and approving in their 

interactions, as well as being sensitive to their children's 

emotional needs. Teachers also believed that parents had a high 

level of understanding of the importance of kindergarten activities 

once they had attended group discussion, read the newsletter or 

discussed an activity with teachers. For teachers, the evaluation 

also highlighted the widespread effects of modelling.IO 

In 1983, teachers at St. Thomas the Apostle School, Kambah, 

ACT, carried out an evaluation of their school's mathematics 

program. Their aim was to ascertain the program's strengths and 

weaknesses because it had been in operation since 1978. The 

evaluation focussed on curricular, pedagogical and administrative 

aspects of the school's Maths program. Information about these 

areas was obtained by means of teacher and parent questionnaires and 

student interviews. The types of recommendations made by teachers 

were that a core curriculum was needed for the school, with 
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compatible textbooks and correct terminology, standardized methods 

of computation, and common tests; that the main feeder high schools 

should be consulted during the adoption of this core curriculum, and 

that an investigation of recommended hours spent on Maths each week 

should be carried out. From parents came recommendations that the 

school should run evening sessions in Maths for parents and provide 

parents with information on ways they could encourage children to 

enjoy Maths, and that the work to be covered each term should be 

sent home at the beginning of each term. No recommendations were 

extrapolated from the information collected during student 

interviews. 11 

Like the evaluation of the Home Economics course at Banksia 

High School, the evaluations of Berrivale Kindergarten and St 

Thomas' Maths curriculum were limited insofar as they took as 

unproblematic existing course intentions. I believe that this is 

not surprising, given the types of guidelines and case studies which 

are provided by the state departments of education ·to help teachers 

undertaking school-level curriculum evaluation. For example, the 

South Australian Department of Education provides a range of case 

histories to give teachers a sense of what evaluation entails. 

These include evaluations of playground problems, methods of 

reporting and a transition education programme, and in these three 

examples existing structures are taken as unproblematic. Hence, 

behaviour problems in the playground are attributed to the students, 

methods of reporting and assessment are not seen as a means of 

classifying students according to the dominant group's values and 
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expectations, and the intended objectives of the transition 

education program we assumed to be worthwhile. Similarly, the case 

study, Blue Ridge High School, which accompanies the Victorian 

Department of Education's School Review Resource Book takes as 

unproblematic the school's aims and objectives, as do the case 

studies offered by the Teachers as Evaluators Project. 12 

It is important to note, however, that these case studies and 

the evaluations described previously represent genuine attempts on 

the part of teachers and personnel in state education departments to 

improve schooling and that the source of the problem is not the 

people involved but the limiting ideological frameworks in which 

they operated. By only asking questions about curricular, 

administrative and pedagogical aspects they precluded a 

consideration of the political, social and economic outcomes of 

schooling. Given this situation, the question arises as to what can 

be done. I believe that part of the problem lies in the fact that 

the types of questions asked and the issues raised by these 

evaluations did not offer teachers a means of unpacking what schools 

do. Hence, what is required, at least initially, is a mode of 

questionning that will permit teachers to transcend these dominant 

ideologies. I believe that the second evaluation selected for 

review offers this potential. 

Example 2: An evaluation of a kinder~arten 

This evaluation focuses on a public school kindergarten, in an 
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attempt to ascertain how kindergarten provides a critical moment in 

the process by which students become competent in the rules, norms, 

values and distractions 'necessary' to function within institutional 

life. It differs markedly from previous examples in that the 

evaluators, Apple and King, argue that the problem of knowledge, of 

what is taught in schools, has to be looked at as a form of the 

larger distribution of goods and services in society: 

It is not merely an analytic problem (What shall be 
construed as knowledge?), nor is it only a technical one 
(How do we organize and store knowledge so that children 
have access to it and can 'master' it?), ••• is it a 
psychological problem (How do we get students to learn 
x?). Rather the study of educational knowledge is a 
study in ideology, the investigai~on of what is 
considered legitimate knowledge. ' 

To unpack this problem, Apple and King focus on the negotiation 

of meanings in the kindergarten classroom, to ascertain how this 

provides a critical phase in the socialization of children. 

Information is collected by means of observation and interview and 

what comes out clearly is that as part of their initiation into the 

kindergarten community, young children also receive their first 

initiation into the world of work, for 'it is in the progressive 

acceptance as natural, as the world 'tout court', of meanings of 

important and unimportant knowlege, of work and play, of normality 

and deviance, that these lessons reside 1
•
14 For example, within the 

first few days of term the teacher defined the classroom goals: 'to 

share, to listen, to put things away and to follow the classroom 

routine 115 • As such she defined socialized behaviour, a definition 

which was reinforced in a variety of subtle ways. For example 
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children were required to accommodate themselves to new situations 

and to adjust their emotional responses to conform to those 

considered appropriate by the teacher. Quietness a?d co-operation 

were applauded and materials were arranged to encourage restraint. 

Classroom meanings also were defined by the teacher, with a sharp 

distinction drawn between serious work, which was teacher-directed 

and compulsory, and free-play. Uniform procedures required that all 

children did the same thing at the same time, using the same 

materials, thus the point of work activities became to do the work, 

rather than do it well. Furthermore diligence, perseverance, 

obedience and participation were rewarded, but as these were 

behaviours of the children, not characteristics of their work, the 

notion of excellence of work was replaced by one of adequate 

participation. 16 

These strategies and emphases had a number of important 

effects. For example, when Apple and King interviewed the children 

a month later they all talked more about working and less about 

playing than they had earlier in the term. Furthermore, the teacher 

often referred to them as her 'little workers' and often justified 

her presentation of classroom work activities as preparation for 

elementary school and adulthood. 

What emerges from this analysis is that classroom practices 

contribute to preparation for the world of work - by encouraging 

submission, docility, acceptance of authority and completion of 

sometimes meaningless tasks. However, as Apple and King point out, 
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this situation must not be viewed in an overly deterministic way; 

it is subject to contestation and penetration. For example, the 

presence of one disruptive child in the classroom w-0uld put pressure 

on the strategies used in the process of socialization. Moreover, 

it is not the result of poor teaching or a poor school. The 

classroom teacher was perceived as a competent and caring teacher by 

administrators, colleagues and parents. Thus, the activities 

undertaken and their underlying beliefs and assumptions must be 

understood not only in terms of the pattern of social interactions, 

but in terms of the wider patterning of social relationships in the 

social structure, of which the teacher and the school are a part. 17 

I believe that this understanding will be gained only when 

teachers take school activities as problematic and question the 

types of knowledge distributed in classrooms through commonsense 

practices. Furthermore, I contend that the reconceptualization of 

school-level curriculum evaluation outlined in chapter three offers 

teachers a possible way of gaining such understanding and that the 

evaluation work of Apple and King exemplifies its use. As such, 

evaluation can provide a means of highlighting how schools 

contribute to the maintenance and reproduction of social injustice; 

a first step in achieving Freire's concept of liberation. 

Cha pter summary 

In this chapter two examples of evaluation practice were 

examined to ascertain the extent to which hegemonic ideologies, 
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manifested in technical and liberal orientations to improvement, 

were reflected in people's conceptions of evaluation~ The first 

example reflected these ideologies and, as such, had limited power 

to transform reality because dominant educational beliefs and 

practices were accepted unquestionningly by the teachers. Hence, 

the evaluation could do little more than challenge particular 

curricular, pedagogical and administrative arrangements. 

Although there is nothing inherently wrong with this conception 

of evaluation, it ignores wider problems of social injustice and the 

role schools play in producing and reproducing inequitable social, 

political and economic arrangements. It is my contention that the 

second example of evaluation practice examined provided a possible 

means of grappling with these issues because the questions asked and 

information sought both drew attention to and provided evidence of 

the fact that schools play an active, although not deterministic 

role in the maintenance of social injustice. 

Notes 

1. I wrote a paper in 1979 which detailed my impressions of this 
evaluation and which focussed on the organizational aspects of 
the evaluation. I believe that this highlights the speed at 
which the process of reconceptualization can occur, given the 
different questions I am now asking. Interestingly, however, 
this paper (unbeknown to me) was published quite recently as a 
brief essay in a book of readings on evaluation. 

2. Comments made during teachers' conversations with the author. 

3. . ibid. 
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Study', Unpublished paper, Murdoch University, Perth, 1978; 
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Queensland Department of Education, 1980; Teachers as 
Evaluators Project, 'An Unsuccessful Evaluation', Curriculum 
Evaluation Case Studies, Curriculum Development Centre, 
Canberra, 1982. 

'Evaluation of the Grade 9 Home Economics Course', Unpublished 
report prepared by the evaluation team: restricted access, 
Curriculum Branch, Tasmanian Department of Education, 1978. 
p.l. 

6. ibid., p.11. 

7. G.P. Kelly and A.S. Nihlen, 'Schooling and the Reproduction of 
patriarchy: unequal workloads, unequal rewards', in M.W. Apple 
(ed.), Cultural and Economic Re production in Education, 
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1982, p.162. 

8. 'Evaluation of the Grade 9 Home Economics Course', p.3. 

9. 

10. 

11. 
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The Canberra Times, 24 November, 1983, p.13. 

Teachers as Evaluators Project, 'Evaluation of Parent 
Involvement in a Community Kindergarten', in Curriculum 
Evaluation: Case Studies, Curriculum Development Centre, 
Canberra, 1982 ~ 

St Thomas The Apostle Primary School, 'An Evaluation Project', 
Unpublished report, Canberra, 1983. 

See: South Australian Department of Education, School 
Controlled Evaluation, Case Histories 1, 5, 6, State 
Government Printer, South Australia, 1980; Victorian 
Department of Education, 'Blue Ridge High School', Truetone 
Printers, Melbourne, 1980; Teachers as Evaluators Project, 
'Evaluation of Dimmesdale High School', Curriculum Evaluation: 
How It Can Be Done, Curriculum Development Centre, Canberra, 
1982. 

M.W. Apple and N. King. 'What Do Schools Teach?', in J.B. 
Macdonald and W. Gephart (eds), Humanism and Schooling , n.p., 
n.d., p.3. 

14. ibid., p.23. 

15. ibid., p.16. 

16. ibid., pp.23-25. 

17 •. ibid., p.25 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

In terms of the questions posed in the introduction to this 

study, namely: 

(i) Did the concept of school-level curriculum evaluation 

introduced in the late 1970s represent an attempt to minimise the 

consequences of social injustice by raising the consciousness of 

teachers and students about what schools actually do? 

(ii) If the concept of school-level curticulum evaluation did not 

offer this potential, could it be reconceptualized in a way which 

would permit teachers, students and members of the wider school 

community to work towards this end? 

I believe that the information presented in chapter five provides 

strong evidence to support the claim that school-level curriculum 

evaluation can be reconceptualized in a way which offers teachers 

and students a possible means of grappling with social injustice. 

At the same time, however, it highlights the fact that the concept 

of school-level curriculum evaluation introduced in the late 1970s 

did not represent an attempt to raise the consciousness of teachers 

and students about what schools actually do. These findings can be 

explained in terms of my central argument. 

To reiterate: in the preceding chapters I have argued that any 

attempt to improve educational practice cannot ignore the issue of 

social injustice, an issue which is linked inexorably to the 
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schooling process and wider political, social and economic 

arrangements. I have also argued that dominant ideological 

orientations to improvement - liberal and technical orientations -

do not help educationists to grapple with these problems because, 

although ameliorative in orientation, they take a neutral view of 

the schooling process. As a result, the issues they highlight and 

the questions they generate tend to focus on narrow conceptions of 

curriculum, administration and pedagogy, and to exclude any 

consideration of the relationship between school knowledge and the 

distribution of power and privilege within the wider society. 

Because liberal and technical orientations to improvement are 
-

so pervasive and limited, I have suggested further that if one 

recent attempt to improve education, the move to school-level 

curriculum evaluation, is to transcend their power, then the concept 

of evaluation must be reconceptualized in a way which offers 

teachers, students and parents a possible means of unpacking what 

schools do socially, economically and politically, so that they may 

work towards transforming the status quo and their lived realities. 

To help with the task of reconceptualization I examined the 

work of some 'reproduction' theorists, which provided valuable 

insights into the relationship between schooling and existing and 

inequitable social, political and economic arrangements. However, 

these theories took a rather deterministic view of this relationship 

and offered few directions as to how existing arrangements might be 

chall~nged by individuals and groups. Therefore, I also looked at 
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the work of Freire, which highlighted the need for people to develop 

a consciousness of their situation. 

Using the insights offered by both these perspectives, I 

reconceptualized school-level curriculum evaluation in a way which I 

believe offers teachers a possible means of examining dominant 

educational beliefs and practices and of challenging the maintenance 

and reproduction of social injustice. For by asking 'Who 

benefits?', they will have to focus on the social, economic and 

political outcomes of schooling, as well as on curricular, 

pedagogical and administrative aspects. This, I believe, provides a 

possible means of action. If educationists recognize that dominant 

ideologies contain partial and penetrating insights and myths which 

must be differentiated, then they can help their students to 

redefine the reality of the school. One possible result may be that 

some teachers, students and parents see through existing beliefs and 

practices and recognize that the schools they work in contribute to 

social injustice. 

Having reconceptualized school-level curriculum evaluation in 

this way, I then examined some evaluation policy statements and 

guidelines, to see how they held up to this reconceptualization. 

What emerged from my analysis was that the evaluation policy 

statements and guidelines developed in at least two Australian 

states reflected strong technical and liberal orientations to 

improvement. As such, school-level curriculum evaluation could do 

little more than focus on existing curricular, pedagogical and 
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administrative arrangements because underlying educational beliefs 

and assumptions were accepted unquestionningly. This bias was 

evident in the first example of evaluation practice I examined. 

However, analysis of a second example revealed that if different 

types of questions are asked, questions which do not accept as 

unproblematic school practices and the beliefs and assumptions which 

underpin these, then it is possible to draw attention to and collect 

evidence about the fact that schools produce and reproduce many of 

the structures which contribute to social injustice. 

This style of questionning is reflected in the work of a number 

of people who have investigated Australian schools. For example, 

Thomas has looked at the reproduction of class and gender 

relationships in schools, 'to determine whether working class girls 

who were anti-school in outlook participated in some form of 

counter-school sub-culture which might explain their tendency to 

early school leaving, or whether their lm-1ered educational and 

occupational aspirations could be better accounted for by reference 

to the prevailing 'culture of femininity' which tends to direct all 

girls primarily towards domestic futures'. 1 

Drawing on the tradition of anthropology for her methodology, 

she used participant observation techniques to gain insights into 

the meanings expressed in the girls' manner and outlook. She found 

that oppositional girls in both middle and working class settings 

turned to a primary identification with traditional female roles in 

their efforts to resist the academic demands of the school and to 
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achieve personal and collective identities which challenged the 

unfavourable ones attributed to them by the school. However, while 

middle class girls sought an identity which conformed to an image of 

femininity and stressed care of the self and the seeking of 

traditional female jobs and heterosexual relationships, romance and 

marriage, working class girls rejected these conventional notions of 

femininity. Instead, they sought an image of toughness and 

invulnerability, which stressed sexual maturity and readiness for 

child-bearing, without romance. 2 

Bates and others used ethnographic methods to focus on 

contestation and reproduction in a Christian Brothers College. 

Here, contestation was conceived in terms of the attempts made by 

the school to transform the cultural (working class) identity of its 

pupils into established catholic middle class. Reproduction was 

identified in terms of the school culture, which had been dominated 

traditionally by gender (an exclusively male staff and student 

population), religion (an explicitly conservative catholic theology 

and order) and control (a strict discipline emphasizing conformity 

and obedience), to the extent that the cultural history of the 

school had been one of reproduction rather than transformation. 3 

However, changes in class location, the establishment of a more 

social-issues oriented syllabus for religious studies, and the 

employment of increasing numbers of lay staff, a number of whom were 

females, challenged reproductive forces. Hence, Bates concluded 

that 'the processes of reproduction, contestation and transformation 

act(e~) differentially both through time and with regard to the 
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external content and internal processes of Christian Brothers 

College 14 • 

These studies highlight the need for educationists to ask 

different types of questions about schooling if they wish to look at 

what schools actually dos particularly in relation to the 

maintenance and reproduction of social injustice. They also 

indicate the types of questions which can be asked by people working 

within a reconceptualist mode. I am aware that in presenting my 

reconceptualization of school-level curriculum evaluation I did not 

offer a series of steps or procedures which could be followed by 

teachers and others wishing to work within this mode. This is a 

deliberate ommission, for I believe that to do this is to embrace a 

technical orientation to improvement. Hence, the work of people 

such as Thomas and Bates provides valuable examples of school-level 

curriculum evaluation; examples upon which other educationists may 

wish to build. It also draws attention to the fact that schools do 

not simply reproduce hegemonic ideologies, but that these are open 

to question and challenge. In addition, the information obtained 

from these studies could be used to determine the similarities and 

differences between the outcomes of schooling and the curricula of 

schools in different settings. 

Comparisons of this kind have been made by Anyan in America. 

She found that although schools differentiated knowledge according 

to social class, there were class conflicts both in this knowledge 

and in its distribution. Hence, ideological hegemony is not secure 
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and those struggling against it 'must not confuse working-class 

powerlessness with apathy, middle-class ideology with its 

inevitability, or ruling-class power and cultural capital with 

superior strength or intelligence'. 5 Anyon's work highlights the 

complexity of the schooling process and draws attention to the role 

school-level curriculum evaluation can play in determining how 

schools contribute to the production, reproduction and questionning 

of hegemonic ideologies. 

To conclude, it appears that if evaluation is conceptualized in 

a way which encourages individuals and groups to look at the 

political, social and economic outcomes of schooling, then the move 

to school-level curriculum evaluation may offer teachers, students 

and members of the wider school community a means of grappling with 

the problem of social injustice. I find this conclusion somewhat 

ironic given the context in which school-level curriculum evaluation 

was developed. As noted in chapter one, the concept was introduced 

at a time when there was a lack of confidence about the 

effectiveness and efficiency of schools and a growing confusion 

about the aims and purposes of education. This situation was 

exacerbated by a declining economy and calls for tighter control of 

schooling. In other words, there was a strong move to conservatism. 

Despite this situation, I believe that it is possible that 

school-level curriculum evaluation may provide the means of 

contesting and penetrating the very ideologies from which it sprang. 
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