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AB"STRACT 

The evaluation of Australian outdoor education activity 

has been conspicuous by its absence. 

While outdoor education in Australia is experiencing a 

dramatic growth in facilities and programs, while state 

departments of education are calling for 'school-based' 

evaluations, while accountability is becoming an 

increasingly likely prospect and while high-risk activities 

are acknowledged as common elements in outdoor education, 

Australian outdoor educators have yet to avail themselves of 

the benefits available through formal evaluation. 

One significant .reason for this evaluation inactivity 

arises from the massive and often conflicting evaluation 

literature confronting outdoor educators. 

To help outdoor educators overcome both the daunting 

task of putting a sense of order into the myriad evaluation 

methodologies and the possibility of implementing an 

evaluation unsuited to the outdoor educator's needs, this 

study presents two dimensions from which the outdoor 

educator might usefully view evaluation methodologies. 

The first dimension is that of the propositional and 

tacit knowledge value bases, which will help the outdoor 

educator to understand better not only his own aims/approaches 

to education, but also the type of knowledge valued as 

important by specific evaluation methodologies. 

The second dimension is that of program awareness, whic~ 

will aid the outdoor educator to identify the levels of 

descriptiveness or depth and the type of personal involvement 
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by the evaluator which the outdoor educator would be 

seeking through formal evaluation. 

Application of these dimensions includes a review and 

classification of evaluation literature within these 

dimensions, commencing with the Fre-Tyler' period, thence 

Tyler, Glaser, Provus, Popham, Stufflebeam, Alkin, Cronbach, 

Scriven, Atkin, Eisner, Stenhouse, Stake, and Parlett and 

Hamilton. A number of outdoor education evaluations 

conducted predominantly overseas are then classified 

according to their propositional or tacit knowledge value 

base as a further demonstration of the applicability of the 

value base dimension for the outdoor educator hoping to 

gain useful information from evaluations conducted previously. 

Evaluations reflecting ambiguity in value base and outdoor 

education guidelines representative of the propositional 

and tacit knowledge value bases are also presented. 

Although suggesting the bi-polar nature of the value 

base dimension and the rather significant difference in 

degrees of program awareness available through formal 

evaluation, this study argues strongly that it is through 

an appreciation and understanding of alternative evaluation 

methodologies that outdoor educators might more capably be 

able to establish the nature of communication needed within 

a formal evaluation to best suit their needs and the needs 

of other audiences to whom evaluation reports will be 

directed. 
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PREFACE 

The Australian bush is a unique, fragile and stimulating 

environment. I hope this study will lead to evaluations of 

Australian outdoor education programs reflecting and 

sharing such a uniqueness, fragility and sense of stimulation. 

In the process of completing this study a number of 

individuals influenced greatly its progress: to Dr Bill 

Mulford go my thanks for maintaining his tacit knowledge 

value base; to Lindy Crothers and Judy Usher goes my 

appreciation for hours of typing and retyping; to students 

in my outdoor recreation and sailing groups goes an 

indebtedness for their participation in programs which at 

times so badly needed useful evaluation information; to 

my parents and aunt in the United States goes a deep 

gratitude for their gentle prodding that this study be 

completed; to my wife, Virginia, goes my love, not only 

tolerating my many hours of solitary study, but also for 

understanding care of Anthony and Adam who joined our 

family in the course of this study and with whom we hope 

in future to spend many more hours in the outdoors. 

for 

her 
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CHAPTER. ONE 

OUTDOOR EDUCATION: WHY EVALUATE? 

l. OUTDOOR EDUCATION: AN INTRODUCTION 

In the Australian context, the term 'outdoor education' 

elicits various responses in definition not only from each 

of the states, but also from schools and individuals within 

each of those states. Whereas 'National Fitness' in New South 

Wales was outdoor education in the 1950's, it could be 

suggested that 'was' is now the definitive term, and more 

recently Victoria, Tasmania, South Australia, Western 

Australia and the Australian Capital Territory (A.C.T,) 

(Westphal, 1978) have all developed, with relative independence, 

their own visions of the potential benefits available to students 

through programs in outdoor education. Perhaps ironically, 

there have recently been initiatives taken in outdoor 

education by the New South Wales Government, but in depart

ments traditionally quite separated from outdoor education 

activities, e.g., Youth, Ethnic and Community Services and 

Department of Corrective Services. Along with these state 

bodies in the area of outdoor education and in some cases 

even leading their particular state bodies are a number of 

independent schools throughout Australia, with Geelong 

Grammar School's 1 Timbertop 1 being perhaps the best known. 

As well, institutions of private, commercial nature, such as 

the Australian Outward Bound School and Ausventure have for 

many years been active in providing for the community 

facilities and programs centred around outdoor adventure 

activities. Volunteer organizations including the Scoutsi 

Boys/Girls Brigades and the Duke of Edinburgh's Award Scheme 
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have elements of their operations centered around outdoor 

activitiesj be they bicycling, bush-walking or rock climbing. 

Throughout Australia exist many schools, government and 

private, primary and secondary, which have on their staff, 

teachers who feel 'taking the kids on a camp' can be both a 

valid educational experience,and hopefully even a bit of fun. 

At times the schools in which these teachers are located 

welcome and support such endeavours by their staff, while 

elsewhere, _such staff are, if lucky1 at least tolerated, albeit 

with the sort of sympathetic smile saved for naive altruists 

accompanied by the comment' ... your own neck'. 

More recently, Colleges of Advanced Education in 

Victoria, Queensland and South Australia have commenced 

graduate diploma courses in outdoor education. 

In 1978, over 150 outdoor educators representing every 

state, all types of schools, including those for the 

mentally · and physically handicapped, numerous federal and 

state government bodies and private organisations met to 

discuss, for the first time on a national level, their 

visions for outdoor education in Australia. It is signifi

cant that in its closing hours, the conference participants 

voted not to form a national professional interest 

association. Central to this decision was.the fear by 

participants that an executive, quickly elected and little 

known, in need of a constitution/purpose might attempt to 

define what they were about: outdoor education. So diverse 

were the opinions on this basic definition, that participants 

requested the matter of definition be given attention again 

at a future conference. Jenkins' c9mment on the complexity 
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of approaches to evaluation could be well applied to 

outdoor education: 

"Lying behind the confusion of alternative 
definitions and practices is a rich and varied 
array of insights. The problem is now to un
ravel the complexities in theory and practice 
surrounding the term ... and make issues 
accessible." (Jenkins, 1976, p.6). 

Another area felt deserving of consideration was the 

evaluation of outdoor education (National Outdoor Education 

Conference Report, 1978, p.200). Whether or not 

definitions are agreed upon, programs in outdoor education 

continue to multiply. Indeed with the extensive time and 

dollar commitments being made to outdoor education, there 

seemed surprisingly little activity in the evaluation of 

these efforts. To be sure, outdoor educators take every 

opportunity to 'compare notes' with each other, but too 

often these exchanges are sporadic and centre more on 

boasting than on critical, constructive evaluation. 

Briefly then, outdoor education 

- is experiencing continued development throughout 

Australia; 

- is multi-levelled in the initiation and operation of 

programs; 

- falls victim to infinite variations in definition; 

- is characterised by a dearth of evaluation 

information. 

2. WHY EVALUATE IN OUTDO.OR EDUCATION? 

Evaluation deserves attention by the outdoor educator 

as an aid in educational planning, in response both to 

departmental policies and public demands, and for a separate 

reason of particular relevance to outdoor education 
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activities, that of the high-risk situations of.ten 

encountered in outdoor education programs. 

As with outdoor ,education, however, e valuation is a 

word which also elicits a wide variety of responses. A 

definition proffered for either of the terms will usually 

be subje ct to constant modifications, interpretations and 

re-definitions . To write about a term though, one must 

eventually grasp the nettle and offer a 'meaning' for the 

key terms, if for no other purpose than to provide a 'point 

of reference'. Thus, to use Jenkins' words, the following 

definitions are "put forward provisionally and in a spirit 

of exploration:" (Jenkins, 1976, p. 6). 

noutdoor education is education in, about and 
through the outdoors." (Report on Outdoor 
Education to the Director-General of Education, 
1977, p. 7). 

"Educational evaluation is the process of 
delineating, obtaining and providing useful 
information for judging decision alternatives. " 
(Stufflebeam , in Worthen and Sanders, 1973, p. 129} . 

Firstly, then, e valuation can aid substantially in 

educational planning. To date, planning for outdoor 

education facilities and programs has reflected a diversity 

of approaches surpassed only by definitions of the term. 

Facilities range from dormatories with full catering to open 

paddock areas suitable ror tents, with the numbers being 

accommodated ranging from 120 downwards. Arguments continue 

over the relative ~dvantages of fixed versus mobile camps 

as well. 

Capital expenditure in past years, perhaps reaching a 

peak in 1975, has slowed, but continues none the less. The 

Schools Commission funded an $800,000 outdoor education 

facility in South Australia in 1975. The National Capital 
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Development Commission (N.C . .D.C.} has invested over $100,000 

in an A.C.T. facility for shared use by the A.C . T. Schools 

Authority (A. C .T.S.A.} and the Qepartment of the Capital 

Territory (D.C.T.). 

Those responsible for the planning of outdoor facilities 

obtain as much information as possible prior to committing 

their finances to hard goods. Extensive information is 

compiled from what are usually information evaluations of 

facilities already in existence. Having compiled feedback 

on the goals which lie behind these other facilities, and 

the manner in which the facility has been designed to suit 

particular curriculum needs, it is likely that financial 

restraints might intervene , and result in sometimes severe 

modifications to the best of plans. Indeed, ex-sewerage 

farm construction huts instead of 'pine, s tone, glass• 

structures were used at the 1 Birrigai' Outdoor Education 

School in the A.C.T. While program aims may remain untainted, 

one questions the change's effects on the affective 

atmosphere of the facility. 

At times such as this, evaluation of a formal nature 

could supply essential informat ion, e.g., the r elationship 

between the size of the facility in toto or in units to 

program effectiveness or participant behaviour-. · Formal 

evaluation as mentioned here could perhaps be best defined 

as any method or model of evaluation, as long as it receives 

conscious planning, a diligent and systematic modus operandi 

and some form of accurate writt~n review in order to provide 

" to key audiences the kinds of information needed to 

make rational decisions." (Curri•c ·ulum Eva1·uation, 197 7 , 

p. 16) • 
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An important role of formal evaluation in educational 

planning can be seen in the need for facility evaluations 

as evidenced by two separate audiences. The first audience 

might include those administrators in the stage of planning 

new facilities. With formal evaluation material in hand, 

these planners would more confidently be able to make not 

only their initial plans, but also to better evaluate those 

aspects of their plans which, if finances require, can most 

easily be deleted, without affecting their basic goals. 

The second audience includes the administrators of present 

facilities who, despite features unique to their situtation, 

would most likely welcome the opportunity to share with and 

receive from others professional information as provided 

through evaluation. Although it is difficult to separate 

the evaluation of a facility from that of the program being 

conducted within its environs, it could be argued that an 

evaluation of a facility per se after perhaps twelve months 

of operation could supply an extensive library of information 

to other planners. Information as seemingly mundane as 

effectiveness of kitchen design, clothes drying facilities, 

beds per sleeping area or types of tents used is important 

when other planners are facing similar decisions, and is 

an area deserving 6f far greater systematic attention. 

In the planning of outdoor education programs, as with 

any other area of educational planning, ''.the generation and 

dissemination of pertinent knowledge and the sharing of 

professional viewpoints are both appropriate and salutary." 

(Owens, 1972, p. 4). As welL " ... the lessening in external 

controls on schools through examination and through systems 
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of inspection " (Jenkins, 1976, p. 13) is giving outdoor 

educators both an increased independence and simultaneously 

placing far more demanding responsibilities on them £or their 

programs. 

Informal evaluation, which usually is the freely given 

response to 'How's it going', provides an insufficient 

information base for planning decisions, and gives little 

cause to explain the values on which any responsive comments 

are made. As decisions in planning were formerly made at 

levels 'higher up', an increasing number of decisions are 

being made 'by us, down here', be we primary school teacher, 

secondary school teacher or state departmental consultant. 

Correspondingly, the responsibility for these decisions 

lies with us, as well. With the best intentions, replies 

to the above question cannot be guaranteed to provide the 

nature and calibre of information often required in the 

making of educational planning decisions. Formal evaluation 

is able, on the other hand, to help one focus one's 

attention on particular 

"educational aims, materials, practices and 
outcomes. In turn, this might lead to a greater 
sense of professionalism on the part of teachers, 
and to all concerned having a closer commitment 
to and an understanding of, any particular 
selection of experie~ces ang activities which go 
into making up the /program/." 
{Curriculum Evaluation, 1977, p. 16). 

Formal evaluation offers the opportunity for the outdoor 

educator to methodically and continually assess his planning 

activities with the aim of ensuring a p·rogram that will 

reflect his goals and allow for adaptation to new situations 

as required. 
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A second reason why formal evaluation deserves the 

att~ntion of outdoor educators lies in the observation that 

a clear trend exists toward Australian state departments 

of education encouraging evaluation initiatives by 

educators. New South Wales, Victoria, Tasmania, South 

Australia, Northern Territory and Queensland departments of 

education (National Seminar for Inspectors of Schools, 1979) 

and the A.C.T. Schools Authority (A.C.T. Schools Authority, 

1980) are attempting through policy, to encourage school

based evaluation activities. Teachers must respond 

knowledgably and professionally to this opportunity. Should 

we reject this invitation to undertake evaluations, or 

~ ' demonstrate a blatently slipshod attitude toward evaluation, 

one can only hope the Australian public will not react, and 

seek to follow the example of the U.S. Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965, or of California's Stull 

Bill (Senate Bill 90). The former demanded, via legislation, 

demonstration of 

"appropriate oejective measures of educational 
achievement fin the evaluation Qf program 
effectiveness, while the latter/ mandated 
evaluation of teachers in terms of student 
performance." (Maling-Keepes, 1978, p. 9-10) . 

Other examples of legislated accountability of teachers 

include the Colorado Accountability Act, 1971 (Worthen, 1974) 

and the Michigan State Assessment Program, 1969/70 (House, 

1973). 

The opposition to such legislative moves in Australia 

by the Australian Teachers' Federation would, perhaps, 

represent a significant political counterbalance in 

comparison to the relatively weaker American Teachers' Union 
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structure. $uch lack of response by Australian teachers to 

the evaluation 'invitation' is, however, unlikely, if the 

policy statement by the A.C.T. Teachers' Federation is an 

example of shared thinking. It states in part: 

"In accordance with one of the stated objects of 
the Federation 'to promote the cause of education', 
school evaluation is seen as being of educational 
value." (A.C.T. Schools Authority, 1980, 
Attachment II). 

Yet, as with other areas of educational endeavour, out

door educators are becoming, as finances get tighter, 

increasingly accountable to those who control their monies. 

Not only must they be prepared to answer questions of "What 

sort of program are you running for the money spent?' but 

also questions of 'What use are your programs, from the 

standpoint of student gain?' Accountability for process 

is perhaps more easily answered than accountability for 

product. 

Although the process by which outdoor education is 

undertaken varies tremendously from program to program, the 

actual 'lessons' undertaken provide tangible elements which 

can be compared with objectives or goals to find whether 

the periods of instruction are, in fact, complementary to 

the goals of that particular facility. Bushwalking 

instruction with the safe use of map and compass can, in 

other words, after observation, be compared with the 

operating procedures/lesson plan for that activity. The 

evaluator is able, with a checklist perhaps, to iecord 

aspects of the lesson covered. The matter to which this 

becomes a qualitative judgement on the part of the 

evaluator would be determined by the nature of the evaluator 

and the evaluation being undertaken. 
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When held accountable for the product, outdoor 

education is in a situation similar to that of most 'non

pure' literacy/numeracy subjects. Whereas maths problems 

or English grammar are readily tested, outdoor education 

can perhaps offer certain skills such as rock-climbing, 

rope-typing, or bush first-aid, but has found it difficult 

to quantify the more 'experiential' components - be they 

'character building' or .'environmental awareness'. 

Typically, the extent to which participants in outdoor 

education are expected in the end to demonstrate particular 

cognitive, skill, or affective traits varies, depending on 

the goals of the particular program. A feeling is also 

evident among outdoor educators that participants in their 

programs often gain 'more' than the intended outcomes. For 

example, in taking secondary school students on a beginners' 

cross-country ski trip, my goals could be either that they 

learnt at least the basic rudiments of cross-country skiing 

skills, or that there is amongst the participants increased 

self-confidence, or demonstrated helping behaviours in a 

small group. As an instructor, my accountability for 

product is easily evident and demonstrable: can the 

students 

(a) stand up on skis, 

(b) perform a side-step, etc. 

As a social psychologist, my product, which I might not 

always be able to measure, and of which I might not even be 

aware, but for which I am always hoping (e.g., greater 

self-confidence), is far more intangible, and thus 

difficult to consider in terms of accountability. 
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It is essential, therefore, for the outdoor educator 

to realise the potential difficul~ies in terming his goals 

in language acceptable to his audience. Thus, if my 

audience is the physical education branch, it may be 

realistic for my intended goals to be skiing skills; if my 

audience is the schools counselling branch, my intended 

goals may more appropriately. lie in the affective domain 

instead. At the same time unintended goals may be either 

more reflective of my personal skills and interests in the 

program or, alternatively, may include outcomes which I might 

want to avoid in future programs. 

Accountability has become a "verdict" (Lessinger, 1971, 

p. 1) for higher education overseas, with the sentence 

being 'improve productivity,or die'. For outdoor 

educators, on the other hand, accountability could be the 

signal for new growth. In addition to providing the out

door educator with an incentive to engage in evaluation, 

accountability could also be a key to further development. 

It is not many areas of education that can instruct 

students in skills so highly desired by the public {noting 

increased public leisure and the ensuing orientation to the 

outdoors) and be able to offer, quite literally as a bonus, 

a sense of excitement (Nettleton, 1978, p. 7) and an 

opportunity for increased self-worth and competence 

(Nettleton, 1978, p. 8). Certainly this approach deserves 

further discussion beyond the confines of this study. 

The final point in this section of the study refers to a 

reason why outdoor education might be considered particularly 

unusual in its need of evaluation t.echniques. While· the 

heading for this item might have b~en 'accountability', 
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the question arises as to whether it is the financial, 

legal or ethical type of accountability which would be the 

most appropriate. Instead of tangling with these semantics, 

the point is best made directly and in i ts own right. 

Outdoor educators can by nature of their goals and program 

place students in physical risk situations with injury or 

even loss of life being a potential outcome. 

"It has been said that the only way to be 
absolutely certain that no accident will 
occur on a school excursion is not to have 
that excursion. However, the School Camps 
Committee believes that to prohibit all 
excursions would be to remove a large and 
important educationa l experience from the 
lives of the pupils of our schools.n 
(Safety in Adventure Activities, 1975, p. 4) 

Although the safety record for outdoor education in Australia 

is very good, it is not perfect. A fear commonly heard at 

meetings of outdoor educators is that 'come the day someone 

gets killed ... 1 programs will be so severely restricted by 

regulations and certifications that the Teal value' of the 

programs may be lost. With regard to the physical well

being of students involved in outdoor education, evaluation 

can play a significant role in the reduction of injury-risk 

as well as providing, if needed, a form of protection for 

an instructor responsible for a student who is severely 

injured or killed. 

Any evaluation in outdoor education must at some time, 

stimulate the instructor to give conscious thought to the 

method in which he carries out the program. He must, in 

fact, review the program daily, reflecting factors including 

changes in weather, students, staff and condition of 

equipment. In design/emphasis/feeling, any program must 
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encourage the instructor to err on the side of safety. 

Yet it can be a fine line, and all instructors are human. 

Regular, formal ongoing evaluations can provide the 

administrator with a sense of confidence based on 

documentary evidence that his instructors are working in a 

professional manner. Demonstrated negligence excepted, 

the instructor,as well, cannot only ensure his standards 

are high, but also have available the same documentary 

evidence as the administrator if the need arises to 

formally explain the basis of his conduct or reasoning. 

Why evaluation in outdoor education? 

- Evaluation can aid in the planning of educational 

facilities and programs. 

- Evaluation is a professional response to departmental 

policies requesting formal reviews. 

- Evaluation and accountability can complement each 

other and outdoor education. 

- Evaluation can aid in maintaining standards of safety. 

The purpose of this study, then, is to develop and 

apply the dimensions of value base and program awareness 

which underly evaluation methodology in order to facilitate 

for outdoor educators an understanding of the types of 

information available through evaluation activity. 

In Chapter Two, this purpose will be achieved firstly 

by acknowledging the diversities in methodologies that 

exist amongst evaluation theorists. Secondly, two dimensions, 

that of value base and that of program awareness,will be 

presented. The intention is that these dimensions might 

guide the outdoor educator to a straight-forward and 
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relevant basis from which evaluation theories might be 

viewed. 

In Chapter Three, reference will firstly be made to 

several edited evaluation texts to demonstrate the sub

stantial variation that has existed in the classification. 

of evaluation theories. Secondly, thirteen educational 

evaluation theorists will be reviewed. As well as 

reference to significant concepts/themes argued by each 

theorist, and notes about the theorist by others in 

educational evaluation, a classification of each theorist 

within the dimensions of value base and program awareness 

will be made. 

In Chapter Four, a number of outdoor education 

evaluations which have already been conducted will also be 

classified as characteristic of either the propositional or 

the tacit knowledge value base, in order to further 

emphasise both the relevance and the role 0£ the two value 

bases within the evaluation of outdoor programs. 

In conclusion, Chapter Five reviews both the need for 

evaluation in the area of outdoor education, and apparent 

lack of evaluation activity to date in the Australian 

outdoor education scene. It will be suggested that often 

conflicting and inappropriate evaluation methodologies 

contributed to this 'interested but skeptical' attitude 

by outdoor educators. As well, limitations to and 

recommendations arising from this study will be mentioned. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

EVALUATION: OPPORTUNITY AMIDST DIVERSITY 

In this chapter it will be argued that: 

- the outdoor educator will find within evaluation a 

context of conflicting claims and diverse 

methodologies; 

- in this evaluation context the value base dimension 

is readily understandable; reflects the bi-polar 

classifications of House (1977) , Stake (1978), 

Hamilton, et al (1977) and Young (1981); can be 

placed in an historical perspective (Kuhn, 1962) 

and might lead the outdoor educator to more 

appropriately select his evaluation methodology: 

- the program awareness dimension provides for the 

outdoor educator not only perspective as to whether 

evaluation information will be 'physical' to 

'psychological' in nature, but it also offers a guid e 

as to whether an evaluation model is likely to be 

egocentric, reciprocal or other-oriented in its 

involvement with the outdoor educator's evaluation. 

1. SELECTING FROM THE PLETHORA OF MODELS 

For the outdoor educator who recognises the role that 

evaluation can play for his facility or program, a difficulty 

exists in selecting knowledgably from the plethora of models 

available a style of evaluation appropriate to his needs. 

The selection procedure is seemingly complicated by an 

immense literature arguing the "Prose and Cons II 

(Scriven, 1972) for models, citing programs in which model 
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"P.P.B.S." was used with exemplary effectiveness (Hartley, 

1977, p. 69), advising the importance of the "Time Series 

Design with a Non-equivalent Control Group'' (Fitz-Gibbon 

and Morris, 1978, p. 110) and suggesting, alternatively, 

the need to "illuminate the learning milieu" (Parlett and 

Hamilton, 1972, p. 4). 

The outdoor educator must be able to explain not only 

to himself, but also to responsible others, his reason for 

selecting such elements as experimental and/or illuminative 

methodology, internal and/or external evaluator, and the 

definition of evaluation as a measurement and/or as a 

process of collecting information and/or as a process to 

determine the worth of the program. 

In order to facilitate an understanding of issues such 

as these, it may be valuable to the outdoor educator to 

consider two separate dimensions from which he might view 

the models. The dimensions of value base and program 

awareness are an attempt by the writer to share with the 

reader two distinct perspectives, of which hopefully at 

least one will help the outdoor educator clarify his own 

needs relative to the many models available. Thus, what 

follows are not alternative models in themselves, but 

simply a drawing from philosophy and psychology of dimensions 

from which the extant models may be viewed. 

2. VALU:E BASES: A FIRST DIMENSION ON EVALUATION 

The reader is asked to identify on Table 1 

(pages 17 and 18) which of the lists most closely describes 

his personal approach/aims as an outdoor educator. 
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TABLE 1 

DIMENSION 1: VALUE BASE 

From the two lists which follow, please select that list 
with which you identify most strongly in your aims/approach 
to outdoor education. 

Propositional Knowledge 
Value Base 

Reductionist 
Product 
"Urge to instruct" 
Behavioural objectives 
Explicit goals 
Passive man 
Positivist 

Tacit Knowledge 
Value Base 

Non-reductionist 
Process 
"Urge to learn" 
Rationale 
Implicit goals 
Active man 
Anti-positivist 

The following definitions are presented with a conscious 
attempt at neutrality: 

Reductionist: Attempt to explain student behaviour/ 
performance on the basis of a single 
cause, e.g., discipline, quantitative 
measure. 

Non-Reductionist: Attempt to explain student behaviour/ 
performance on the basis of multiple 
causes, e.g., apprehensions, situation 
specific criteria. 

Product: Primary concern with student performance 
at end of a unit of work, e.g. test 
result. 

Process: Primary concern with student performance 
during a unit of work, e.g., effort. 

"Urge to instruct": Views teacher as information giver, 
with students as receivers of that 
information. 

"Urge to learn": Views teacher as information source, 
with both teacher and students acquiring 
and sharing existent and new information. 
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Behavioural . 
Objecti ves· 

Rationale : 

Explicit goals: 

Implicit goals: 

Pass ive man: 

Active man: 

Positivist : 

Anti-positivist: 
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Seek to itemize in cletail prior to 
program commencement performance t asks 
which will specifica l ly be taught and 
later possibly assessed. 

Seek to explain in broad t erms areas 
in which student performance is 
intended while leaving open-ended the 
details of specifical ly what will be 
taught and later possibly assessed. 

Clearly,and in great detail, state the 
outcomes expected of students following 
a p rogram . 

In general principle state the outcomes 
expected of students fo llowing a 
program. 

View the student as a respondent to 
his environment, with behaviour 
primarily a function of learning 
e xperiences, e .g., stimulus-response; 
operant conditioning. 

View the student as a force capable 
of manipulating his environment, with 
behaviour primarily a function of 
matur ational development, e.g ., levels 
of cognitive/moral/social development. 

Preference for f acts, scientific, 
experimental or corre lationa l studies 
in explaining student behaviour/ 
performance. 

preference for humanis tic studies 
reflecting a comprehensive view, o r 
holistic regard for the phenomena in 
explaining student behaviour/ 
performance. 
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The bi-polar dichotomy of these lists, while by no 

means perfect, has been found, through discussions with 

colleagues, in trials at a Master of Education work-in

progress seminar and at Master of Education guest seminar 

sessions to be more evident than one might at first think 

likely. The terms in the lists reflect what appear to be 

basic value base alternatives. An understanding of these 

alternatives in both an historical and a practical sense 

may lead the outdoor educator to better select from the 

evaluation options available to him. 

Hous~s (1977) paper presenting theoretical assumptions 

on which he feels major evaluation models are based provided 

an early stepping stone in the formation of the above 

lists. 

House suggests initially that a differentiation be 

made between evaluations based on objectivist ethics and 

subjectivist ethics. Linked with objectivist ethics is 

the idea that any program evaluation demonstrate a rational 

analysis via "principles based on inspectable public logic." 

(House, 1977, p. 5). House feels, however, that none of 

the major models of evaluation are based on objectivist 

ethics, but rather all of them fall under the realm of 

subjectivist ethics, in which the program evaluation 

demonstrates "some type of subjective experience." 

(House, 19 7 7, p. 3) . Mulford, in developing an idea by 

Hughes (Mulford, 1980),agrees strongly with this concept, 

noting in passing the relative centrality of 'value' in 

the word evaluation. It is due to this omnipresent element 

of subjectivity that the terms 'objective' and 'subjective' 

have not been included in the precedding lists. 
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Ethical subjectivism is then divided by House into 

those models that demonstrate a 'utilitarian' nature and 

those classified as ·1 intuitionist/pluralist' in nature. 

Utilitarian mod~ls are those seeking to 

"arrive at a single judgment of overall social 
utility ••• which reduce_all var~ables into a 
quantitative model ... iin whic~/ one or a few 
outcome variables are employed." 
(House, 1977, p. 4). 

Utilitarian models 

"tend to take explicitly-defined techniques as 
the basis of ethics and knowledge whereas the 
intuitionist/pluralist Lmodel~/ take intuitive 
tacit knowledge derived from professional 
experience and participation as the basis Lof 
their ethic_§,/." (House, 19 77, p. 4) • 

Both utilitarian and intuitionist/pluralist models are 

differentiated by House on the basis of audiences to whom 

the study is oriented. He sees managers as best served by 

utilitarian models involving systems analysis (e.g., Rivlin), 

behavioural objectives (e.g., Tyler, Popham) and decision 

making (e.g., Stufflebeam, Alkin). Using tests, 

questionnairesand similar 'objective' instruments, the 

managerial models are concerned with accountability, 

efficiency and quality control, according to House. 

Alternatively, he sees consumers as best served by 

intuitionist/pluralist models such as Scriven's goal-free 

model (not goal-less, but ostensibly free from the bias of 

stated goals in the seeking of existent goals). 

1977, p. 10). 

(House, 

Further, House notes an 'elite/mass differentiation" 

(House, 1977, p. 5) to be represented amongst the 

intuitionist/pluralist models. Likely to be used in a 

particular evaluation are either those models dependent 
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on professional judgments (Eisner's art criticism and 

National Study of Secondary School Evaluation's 

accreditation panel) or those dependent on the practitioners 

and public in the supply of information (transaction 

models - Stake, MacDonald, Parlett-Hamilton). 

These status-of-audience delineations do not seem as 

basic an issue, however, as House's division of the 

utilitarian from the intuitionist/pluralist models. It 

is the differentiation of these models by their nature 

which, while holding common elements of the liberalistic 

philosophy (freedom of choice, individualist psychology, 

empiricist in orientation, the assumption of a free market 

place of ideas (House, 1977, p. 3)} offers what might be 

the most clear-cut and helpful bi-polar distinction for 

the outdoor educator approaching evaluation. 

Stake (1978), in arguing for the Case Study approach 

to evaluation, seems to present further bi-polar aspects 

from which value bases underlying evaluation models could 

be viewed. Stake cites Polanyi's (Stake, 1978, p. 5) 

distinction that knowledge is either propositional or 

tacit. Propositional knowledge is that based on fact -

on observable events. Tacit knowledge, while also based 

on facts or observable events, acknowledges th·e affective 

capabilities of the individual as well as the unique 

experiences which each individual brings into new events, 

and on the basis of which he understands new events. Stake 

suggests also that information-gathering can reflect either 

a positivist or an anti~positivist value base. 
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Stake writes: 

"Philosophers of the positivist school, Carl Hempel 
and Karl Popper particularly, have posited that 
propositional statements of lawful relationship 
are the closest approximations of Truth - whether 
we are talking about physical matter or human, 
They would have us speak of attributes and 
constructs, such as energy and mass or work-ethic 
and masculinity, and the relationships among them. 
Anti-positivists such as Dilthey, Von Wright, and 
William Dray have claimed that Truth in the fields 
of human affairs is better approximated by state
ments that are rich with a sense of human 
encounter: To speak not of underlying attributes, 
objective observables, and universal forces, but 
of perceptions and understanding that comes from 
immersion in and holistic regard for the 
phenomena." (Stake, 1978, p. 6). 

Stakes comment that American research circles have 

been predominantly positivistic in methodology is of 

interest considering not only Stake's American countenance, 

but also for the support this idea receives from Hamilton, 

et al in the United Kingdom, who describe North Americans 

as perceiving 

"curriculum development as a technological problem 
Land for who~/ mechanistic analogies have a 
peculiar appeal for a people who see themselves 
as the raw materials of a vision which can be· 
socially engineered." (Hamilton, et al, 1977, p.26). 

While Hamilton, et al, in so writing, are attempting 

again to emphasize the value-laden nature of evaluation in 

toto, Stake offers what may be considered a slightly more 

serious reason why the outdoor educator must once again 

consider his bi-polar options. Following his observation 

of American positivism, Stake continues: "The more 

episodic, subjective procedures, common to the case study 

have been considered weaker than the experimental or 

correlational studies for explaining things." 

(Stake, 1978, p. 6)_. 
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Should the outdoor educator feel that evaluation models 

representative of anti-positivist thought might provide the 

most useful and accurate information about his program, he 

must be able to understand and be prepared to explain his 

choice of the 'weaker' option. 

Both Stake and Hamilton, et al, in referring to the 

pervasive nature of American technology and its correspond

ingly critical view of alternatives, are attempting to argue 

none the less a case for evaluation based on values quite 

opposed to those inherent in social-engineering and goal 

consensus. Tacit knowledge and implicit goals, non

reductionist thinking and the learning milieu are terms 

more relevant to understanding pluralist societies than are 

terms based on norms and mechanistic analogies. 

Further support for this bi-polar difference in value 

base appeared only recently when Young, a sociologist 

writing in the Australian Journal of Education noted that 

"both Durkheim (1977) and Weber (1948) identified 
an opposition betw~en a scientific epistemology 
/view of knowledge/ and an associated scientific 
view of the world-on the one hand, and a hermeneutic 
view on the other ... Habermas has placed this oppo
sition at the centre of his analysis of modern, 
technological society. He calls the belief that a 
logical-empirical view of science is the only valid 
path to knowledge 'scientism' (Habermas, 1968) and 
the associated view that it is only action based 
on this view that is effective may be called 
'technicisrn'." (Young, 1981, p. 197). 

Indeed, Young"s own research in Australian schools 

involving 

"the extensive analysis of teachers' epistemic 
vocabulary, category systems, classif{cation 
behaviour, and general discussion in groups, and 
the mutual support found between separate bodies 
of data indicated that a single major issue 
dominated teachers' consciousness and divided 
teachers' views. Teachers either accepted a 
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logical/empiricist view of the physical sciences 
as an epitome of knowledge or adopted a view which 
gave epistemic priority to more 'subjective', 
'intuitive', or 'personal' ways of knowing (herein 
called 'hermeneutic'), or, in the case of a small 
minority, adopted a dualistic system in which both 
types were recognized ... " (Young, 1981, p. 197). 

It is perhaps with reference to Thomas Kuhn's The 

Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962) that the 

Australian outdoor educator can place in an historical 

perspective these seemingly opposing philosophies within 

education and evaluation. While Kuhn makes no reference to 

evaluation per se, he does refer to psychology as an area 

"endemic Lwith 7 controversies over fundamentals." (Kuhn, 

1962, p. (x)). A recent example of parablistic backbiting 

amongst evaluation theoreticians (Gibbons, 1980, p. 666; 

Popham, 1980, p. 666 ff) could suggest that the fields of 

evaluation and psychology have a common trait. 

This shared trait can possibly be explained by Kuhn's 

pre-paradigmatic concept. Kuhn defines "paradigms' as 

"universally recognised scientific achievements that for a 

time provide model problems and solutions to a community 

of practitioners." (Kuhn, 1962, p. (x)). Kuhn implies that 

psychology is pre-paradigmatic (Kuhn, 1962, p. (x)); it 

has not yet reached a state of sufficient internal 

agreement for a particular 'paradigm' to be recognised as the 

methodological procedure common to the majority of practising 

psychologists. Indeed, one might suggest that the 

Skinnerian behaviourists are vying with the Gestaltists, 

amongst others, for recognition as the paradigmatic-source. 

Similarly in evaluation, one might be forgiven for thinking 

at least an element of 'internal agreement 1 is lacking when 
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comparing Popham's 'Help Stamp Out Non-Behavioural 

Objectives' (Popham, 1972) bumper stickers with. Eisner's 

literate plea for 'expressive objectives'. (Eisner, 1969). 

While this basically internal discipline-specific 

arguing is to an extent explained by Kuhn's pre-paradigmatic 

term, it is his presentation of a temporal scale which 

helps to place the bi-polar option and some of the ensuing 

bickering in perspective. Simply said, one might view . the 

present technological/fact/American oriented approach to 

science as a tree amongst many in the forest of history. 

As it is perhaps the big tree of today, there were other 

'big trees' before and there shall be others in the future. 

The environmental analogy could be carried just a bit further, 

however- The big tree of today couldn't have grown to its 

massive proportions without the help of the humus, leaf 

mould and decomposing bark of past big trees, now fallen. 

At the same time, many new trees, sprouting from seeds 

dropped by today's giant, are shaded by the canopy of l eaf 

high above - to such an extent that, lacking sufficient 

access to sunlight, they die. Yet, it seems, there is 

always at least one seedling which survives, nurtured in the 

same soil as its taller elder, but inevitably growing up in 

a different spot. Indeed, often will be the times when a 

branch, falling from its elder due to storm or illness, 

will brush past the . new, growing tree, but if it is 

resiliant, strong and lucky . it will survive. 

Stake's observation that anti-positivists are termed, 

in the American culture, "weak", might be termed an example 

of not so much a falling branch, but rather, excessive 
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shade. Within psychology, " ... the poetic and insightful 

language of William James had to give way to the objective 

precision of a J.B. Watson, if psychology was to become a 

science . . . " (Eisner, in Hamil ton, et al, 1977, 

p. 92). The field of evaluation, too, is characterised by 

the environmental analogy" ... it is clear that they 

LParlett and Hamilto~/ would have had to invent him [Tyle~/ 

if he had not existed." (Hamil ton, et al, 19 7 7, p. 2·5) • 

They needed the ground into which they could extend their 

roots. 

A final reference to the forest is necessary if justice 

is to be done to Kuhn 1 s perspective of science. The forest 

mentioned earlier is one; there are others. House (1977) 

perceives the present forest of 'subjectivist ethics' to 

include evaluation saplings. In the forest of 'objectivist 

ethics' he perceives no educational evaluative growth at all. 

Certainly, the observation of the growing saplings is 

interesting - the exploration for new forests altogether is 

nothing le-ss than fascinating 

even be called forests ... 

considering they might not 

Within the evaluation literature, most theorists have 

stood firmly by their value base, relative to the bi-polar 

lists. While Popham (1972) did have a flutter at 

alternatives to behavioural objectives, and Scriven (1972) 

initiated goal-free evaluation, it appears that more 

variation has occurred in methodological than in value base 

areas. 

Colin Wilson, in New Pathways in Psychology, (1972), 

suggests that an individual who did make this major shift 
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in value base was Abraham Maslow. As a psychologist, the 

process through which Maslow went in this change of value 

base was ~oth ironic and of potential interest to the out-

door educator. Ironic, because it is often considered that 

within psychology lie many of the concepts central to 

positivist attempts at explaining human behaviour: 

statistics, control groups, replicability, validity. Of 

interest because Maslow•s path, possibly similar in its 

wide-ranging nature to the study/work experience of many 

outdoor educators, offers an example to the outdoor 

education evaluator in gaining from divergent opinions 

rather than getting lost amongst them. 

In his biographical and analytical account of Maslow, 

Wilson follows Maslow from the latter's days as a student 

of Watsonian behaviourism to the development of his ideas 

on self-actualisation and the establishment of the eupsychian 

n~twork. In essence, Maslow, through his contact with 

psychologists such as E.L. Thorndike, Max Wertheimer, Kurt 

Lewin, Kurt Goldstein, Karen Horney and Eric Fromm, and 

with anthropologist Ruth Benedict, felt a growing dis

satisfaction with traditional stimulus-response partiality 

in explaining human behaviour. Maslow objected, as well, to 

what he felt was the totally pessimistic view of human 

behaviour if left to its own devices, as presented by Watson, 

Freud and Adler. Maslow viewed mankind instead with an 

"irrepressible optimism", (Wilson, 1972, p. 145), explaining 

in a statement reflecting his Gestaltist penchant, that 

"when things are seen as a whole - either human nature or 

human society - the prospects are far more cheering than they 

look at first sight." (Wilson, 1972, p. 145). 
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Yet, while seemingly diametrically opposed to the 

pessimistic philosophies of other schools within psychology, 

Maslow was emphatic that in methodology much could be 

learned from the careful procedures of the 'pessimists'. 

At any rate, in viewing human nature 'as a whole' Maslow 

was simply applying the Gestalt theory to the discipline of 

psychology, and demonstrating not only a tolerance of 

alternative viewpoints in psychology, but also consciously 

attempting, through the eupsychian network, to instill 

amongst individuals a sense of "free co-operation based 

upon the understanding that this is the path of mutual 

advantage." (Wilson, 1972, p. 145). Wilson notes Maslow 1 s 

disappointment that psychologists, in particular amongst 

scientists, too often behave "in the manner of a 1 low 

synergy' society, with a highly developed competitiveness 

and the bitchiness that goes with it." (Wilson, 1972, p. 146). 

The outdoor educator approaching evaluation alternatives 

may also find that too often evaluation theorists demonstrate 

the characteristics of the low synergy society. 

The need is evident for the outdoor educator to become 

increasingly aware of his bi-polar options, not with a 

view to then becoming obsessively dogmatic, but rather, in 

the spirit of Maslow's eupsychian network to be able, more 

literately, to share with others the relationship of his 

value base with his methodology. 

The issue arises in this bi-polar value base dimension 

of a 'both' answer. On the basis of informal polls under-

taken by this writer amongst teaching colleagues as well as 

amongst individuals involved with outdoor education 
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programs, the likelihood of a 'both' answer is very small, 

taken the respondent is asked only to consider his personal 

approach or aims. Possible, however, would be situations 

in which individuals might differentiate amongst programs, 

or activities within those programs. Feasible too, is the 

individual sensing that his personal aims . are influenced by 

t he needs of students, parents, employers or peers. 

The relevance of the bi-polar lists in Table 1 is the 

same for individuals who feel bound to s elect elements 

from both lists. For either of these individuals, the lists 

will hopefully have played a role in the clarification of 

personal value base, a nd for the outdoor education 

evaluator, will hopefully lead him to a better understanding 

of which type of evaluation might best suit his purposes, 

or which combination of evaluation models might be the most 

appropriate both to satisfy him personally that he has 

gained usefµl information and to satisfy the needs of those 

to whom he is responsible so that they also gain useful 

information from the evaluation exercise. 

3. PROGRAM AWARENESS: A SECOND DIMENSION ON EVALUATION 

It is socia l psychology that offers a second dimension 

f rom which models of evaluation might be viewed. , The 

categories in this dimension are presented so that the 

outdoor educator might be able to identify the nature of 

information he personally is seeking through evaluation. 

The initial reaction of the outdoor education evaluator 

might be to shy away from the admittedly complex and 

variable packed area of social psychology. Certainly one 

often r eceives the feeling after reviewing areas of the 
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literature that the multitude of experimental and 

observational findings, if not contradicting one another, 

are unlikely to represent the 'real-life' situations which 

exist away from the university campus. Often, too, the 

research findings seem to provide definitive data on the 

effect of a single variable (e.g., attractiveness) (Dion, 

1972) in a particular situation at a particular point in 

time. The outdoor educator may feel that the 'partiality' 

represented in this attempt to explain human social 

behaviour seems to miss the 'wholeness' which might more 

accurately reflect his program. Seemingly cognizant of 

these potential difficulties, Peevers and Secord (Peevers 

and Secord, 1974) suggest that individuals, as they mature, 

develop abilities to become more aware of those with whom 

they are interacting. While young children are inclined to 

describe best friends as 'physical beings', older 

individuals, having developed capacities including cognition 

and language, are more inclined to describe best friends as 

'psychological beings'. Peevers and Secord's findings 

indicate that as individuals mature, their descriptions of 

others become longer. 

children ... 

The descriptions by younger 

" .•. are apt , .. to mention the kinds of toys 
the friends have or the houses they live in, 
almost as if they do not recognise the 
independent existence of the playmates themselves." 
(Secord and Backman, 1974, p. 12). 

Gradually, the individual develops, through increased 

interaction with family, schoolmates, teachers, neighbours 

and others, through different social contexts, and through 

his own maturation, a greater sensitivity to the world of 
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other individuals and symbols. Description by older 

individuals provided 

" ... not only ... individual particulars, but 
also ... transitory characteristics, 
motivations , and psychological interpretations." 
(Secord and Backman, 1974, p. 14) . 

Peeve rs and Secord (in Secord and Backman, 1974) offe r 

several majo~ categories into which various concepts of 

person differentiation can be divided. Three o f these 

c~tegories are descriptiveness , depth and personal 

involvement. Outlined brief ly, they are: 

"Descriptiveness L~rom lower to higheE7 

(i) Undifferentiating items •.. refe r to materiai 
possessions ... or to social setting. 

(ii} Simple differentiating items ... refer to 
individual being described, but relatively 
uninformative ... appearance ... behaviour 
fwithout reason behing/ .. . like or dislike 
of other ... general role memberships. 

(iii) Differentiating i tems .. . relatively more 
information about other individual ... 
interests and activities.~. abilities ... 
beliefs and feelings. 

(iv) Dispositional ·items 
istics of the other 
to pas~ experiences 
futur~/. 

enduring character
individual Lreference 
in explaining present/ 

Dep th Lapplicable only to differentiating and 
dispositional items above . 

Refers, over three levels, to an awareness 
by the observer of the extent to ~hich 
behaviour of the other individual/ are 
qualified by situational conditions or 
explanations of why the person is as he is . 
••• A strong temporal dimension also 
appears. The person is described as he 
used to be and as he is now, and occasionally, 
reference to his future behaviour occur. 

Personal Involvement 

(i) Egocentric ... other individual described 
in subjective, self-oriented terms rep
resenting the observer's personal frame of 
reference . . . 'I' , 1 me' . 
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Reciprocal ... mutual, two-way relationship. 

Other-oriented ... other individual seen as 
separate entity from observer." 

(Secord and Backman, 1974, p. 15-16). 

While one acknowledges that Peevers and Secord are 

dealing with dyad relationships, there would seem to be a 

broadly applicable theme relevant both to the outdoor 

educator's programs as well as to his evaluations. Often, 

outdoor educators are in a unique teaching position, one 

which involves them and their students in situations of 

learning, co-operation, trust and risk. In such circum-

stances, the potential for 'other-person awareness' may be 

far greater than that found in the usual teacher/student 

social context. A significant value of any outdoor 

education program could lie in a conscious awareness of the 

levels of interpersonal communication possible, with the 

decision being that of the instructor as to what extent the 

situation might be considered an opportunity to encourage 

the students in their 'person concepts'. 

Peevers and Secord 1 s levels of differentiation might 

serve also as an indicator of the nature of information 

sought by others through an evaluation. Should a request 

be received from outside the facility for information of 

an evaluative nature, the outdoor educator could, through 

reference·to the categories of differentiation perhaps 

obtain a more accurate perception of the type of 

information requested. For an evaluation of his own 
r 

design, the outdoor education may identify a particular 

level of descriptiveness as being appropriate to his own 



N 
co 

-33-

needs~ and select, therefore, information gathering 

techniques which might serve his purposes most effectively. 

An application of this second dimension to major models 

of evaluation will inevitably carry with it a value-laden 

decision. The assumption is inherent that, if older 

individuals can demonstrate greater awareness of others 

than younger individuals, the capabilities of the former 

group must be 'better', or 'more sophisticated/accurate'. 

While this implication seems clear for dyad relationships, 

and thus would be difficult to ignore when applied to 

evaluation models, it is important that the outdoor 

educator be consciously aware of the role of and need for 

evaluation information that might be identified with the 

'lower levels' of person differentiation. Various demands 

for accountability might best be served by undifferentiating 

information, which will also be generally egocentric, as 

the information may be sought totally from a statistical 

perspective belonging more to a distant office than to the 

outdoor education facility. 

Should the outdoor educator be fortunate enough to 

design his own evaluation, reference to the dimension of 

program awareness will hopefully aid in the selection of 

evaluation methodologies which will most accurately reflect 

his present program and possibly provide information to 

make it even better in the future. 

This chapter suggests that an opportunity for the 

selection of appropriate evaluation approaches exists amidst 

the diversity of models: 

- the dimension of propositional and tacit knowledge 

value bases reflect the writings of House (1977), 
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Stake {1978), Hamilton~ et al (1977) and Young {1981}.; 

help to explain the background to elements of 

conflict between theorists in this pre-paradigmatic 

area and can lead the outdoor educator to benefit 

from an atmosphere of co-operation rather than an 

atmosphere of the 'low synergy' society; 

the dimension of program awareness as reflected in 

descriptiveness, depth and personal involvement can 

guide the outdoor educator in selecting an 

evaluation methodology suited to his information needs. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

EVALUATION THE0RIST-S 

A REVIEW FOR THE OUTDOOR EDUCATOR 

With the dimensions of value base and program awareness 

thus established, thirteen educational evaluation theorists 

will be reviewed and their writings classified according to 

these dimensions. Prior to considering them individually, 

however, brief reference will be made to several edited 

evaluation texts. In so doing, the outdoor educator might 

gain a perspective of the manner in which other authors 

have, in various ways, represented the very broad range of 

educational evaluation theorists. 

1. A BRIEF COMMENT ON SEVERAL EVALUATION TEXTS 

A number of attempts have been made to provide a sense 

of pattern or structure to the evaluation literature. Table 

2 (page 36) is an abbreviated presentation of Tables of 

Contents from evaluation texts edited by House (1973); 

Worthen and Sanders (1973); Tawney (1976); Hamilton, et al 

(1977) and Maling-Keepes (1978) showing the theorists and/or 

models classified by the editors according to various 

thematic approaches. The reader will see similarities in 

headings as well as particular names which tend to appear 

together in the different texts. 

(i) House edited School Evaluation: The Politics 

and Process in 1973. The book reflects his 

experiences with the Centre for Instructional 

Research and Curriculum Evaluation (C.I.R.C.E.) 

at the University of Illinois. Central to the 

book's format is House's emphasis on the pluralist 
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TABLE 2 

Abbreviated presentation of Tables of Contents from evaluation texts edited by House (1973); Worthen and Sanders (1973); 
Tawney (1976); Hamilton, et al (1977) and Maling-Keepes {1978) showing the theorists and/or models classified by the 
editors according to various thematic approaches. 

House ( 1973) 
1. Decision-making and evaluation 
2. Politics as usual 
3. Evaluating teachers 
4. If everyone agrees 

goal consensus 
5. If nobody agrees 

no consensus 

Worthen and Sanders (1973) 
1. Judgmental role 

Cronbach 
Scriven 
Stake 

2. Decision-management 
Stufflebeam 
Alkin 

3. Decision-objective 
Tyler 
Hammond 
Provus 

4. Experimental design 
Glass 

5. Behavioural objectives 
Atkin 
Popham 
Krathwohl 

Tawney (1976) 

1. Curriculum evaluation - definition 
and boundaries (Cooper) 

2. Evaluation - information for 
decision-makers (Tawney) 

3. Change and development in 
evaluation strategy (Harlen) 

4. Techniques of evaluation 
(Steadman) 

5. Evaluation as illumination 
(Parlett 
and Hamilton) 

6. Some recent evaluation studies of 
curriculum projects - a review 

(Eraut) 
7. Evaluation and the control of 

education (MacDonald) 

Hamilton, et al (1977) 
1. Objectives model 

Tyler 
Glaser 
Popham 
Wiseman and Pidgeon 

2. Advocates of change 
Atkin 
Eisner 
Stenhouse 
Scriven 
Stake 

Maling-Keepes (1978) 
1. Evaluation pre 1960 

Expert judgment 
Tyler 

2. Demand post 1960 
U.S.A. Title funding 
California Stull Bill 

3. Response to demand 
Contracts 
Criterion-referencing 

4. Recent concepts 
Research (U.C.L.A.) 
Information gathering 

Cronbach 
Decision-making 

Cronbach 
Not Provus 

Hammond 
Systems 
Stufflebeam 
Alkin 
Provus 
Hammond 

5. Values/worth 
Scriven 
Glass 
Stake 
Worthen/Sanders 

6. "Criticism" 
Eisner 
Stake 

I 
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society in which we live, and thus the need for 

awareness both afthe many power groups within 

that society as well as an awareness of the 

political nature of such an existence for the 

educational decision maker. Predominantly 

American in authorship, the text contains articles 

by both theoreticians and practitioners of 

educational evaluation. The lack of an index is 

an unfortunate, yet significant shortcoming of 

the text. 

(ii) Worthen and Sanders, also writing in 1973, edited 

Educational Evaluation: Theory and Practice. 

Their book offers excerpts from source articles 

which represent the U.S. literature of that 

(iii) 

time. Along with a hypothetical application of 

each model, the editors also offer some detailed 

tables of comparison between a number of 

evaluation models. Although the book is now 

dated in its presentation, it provides an 

excellent example of evaluation review from a 

standpoint of very American 'objectivity'. 

Tawney, in Curriculum Evaluation Today: Trends 

and Implications (1976) presents a collection of 

papers by members of the (U.K.) Schools Council 

project evaluators' group. As well as reviewing 

the evaluations of several British curriculum 

projects, contributors to the book attempt, 

through a review of U.K. and overseas literature, 

to reflect historical definitions and 
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methodologies of evaluation. The text reflects 

a preference for terming evaluation as a skill 

through which extensive information is provided 

to the decision makers, as opposed to the 

evaluation itself fulfilling the decision 

making role as a result of its 'objective' 

assessments of the educational situation. 

(iv) An at times delightful banter emanates from the 

1977 U.K. publication Beyond the Numbers Game, 

edited by Hamilton, Jenkins, King, MacDonald and 

Parlett. While obviously intended as a plea for 

more 'alternative' or 'illuminative' (p. viii) 

curriculum evaluation, Hamilton, et al provide 

some excellent source excerpts in an historical 

perspective,accompanied by background notes dis

playing an impeccable attempt at neutrality. 

(v) In a recent (1978) Australian paper, Educational 

Evaluation~ Key Character~stics, Maling-Keepes 

provides a brief review of evaluation in an 

historical and thematic style, as a background 

for the presentation of her own evaluation 

program. While a number of excellent 

comparisons are made between evaluation theorists, 

her paper seems to be an item with an unstated 

penchant for the propositional knowledge value 

base toward evaluation, and would appear to 

reflect disappointingly briefly on developments 

in either Australian curriculum evaluation or 

research. 

·-··· .........,.___~~-----
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Models of evaluation have also been extensively 

taxonomized. (Worthen and Sanders, 1973; Stake, 1974; 

House, 1977~ pavis, 1978). With taxonomies and categor

izations numerous, the outdoor educator might receive the 

greatest value from reference to House's taxonomy 

(House, 1977, p. 21) and Hamilton, et al's Beyohd the 

Numbers Game. (Hamilton, et al, 1977). 

In his taxonomy, House provides what might be considered 

one of the more succinct reviews of evaluation models, 

drawing on earlier work by Stake (1974), Popham (1975) and 

Wortrenand Sanders (1973). House establishes a sense of 

orderliness in his listing of model themes, indicating that 

he commences with those models most approximate to the 

utilitarian philosoph½ and then progressing toward those 

models distinctly pluralist/intuitionist in philosophy. 

Neither in his paper including the taxonomy (House, 1977) 

nor in his text School Evaluation: The Politics and the 

Process (House, 1973) does House provide an analysis of 

specific evaluation models,however. Although this latter 

text deals with a political perspective of evaluation, it 

does not provide the nature of source material that enables 

the outdoor educator to interpret model methodologies in 

light of his own needs. Thus, while House's taxonomy 

provides an excellent outline of models, it is to Hamilton, 

et al's (1977) text that the outdoor educator might refer 

when seeking an edited review of source material. Hamilton, 

et al, while providing introducto:rynotes for each theorist, 

make it clear at the book's commencement that the editors 

personally favour what House (1977) terms the •transaction• 
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approach to evaluation. It is this classification of 

evaluation models on the basis of methodology which , while 

characteristic of the ,other evaluation texts mentioned 

aboved , is none the less inadequate in clarifying the values 

on which these methodologies are based, and in the extent 

to which an awa reness of the program being evaluated can 

be developed . 

2. VALUE BASES AND PROGRAM AWARENESS: A REVIEW OF 
EVALUATION THEORISTS AND THEIR CLASSIFICATION 
WITHIN THE DIMENSIONS 

What fo llows, then, is an attempt to draw on the afore

mentioned wri ters and others in order to provide a more 

understandable perspective of names and terminology for 

the outdoor educator. Comments on the theorist/model by 

other theoreticians will be included o n occasion to 

demonstrate the nature of arguments amongst the theorists 

themselves. As well, applications of the dimensions o f 

value bases and program awareness to each theorist are 

intended to enhance the reader's understanding of the 

applicabi lity of particular models to his own outdoor 

education activity. 

In commencing this review with the pre-Tyler period, an 

indication is given as to the influence exerted by Ralph 

Tyler (1949) on educational evaluation. Having identified 

Tyler as the father of educational evaluation, more 

specifically of the behavioural objectives approach to 

evaluation, others representative of the propositional 

knowledge value base include Glaser (197m, Provus (1969) 

and Popham (1972, 1974) as characteristic, in varying degree, 

of overt attempts to emphasize the importance of behavioural 
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objectives in evaluation. Stufflebeam (1969) and Alkin 

(1969, 1972) are then mentioned for their efforts to extend 

evaluation 1 beyond' student performance criteria and view 

additionally the broader system in which programs function. 

Two theorists holding central the value base of propositional 

knowledge, Cronbach (1963) and Scriven (1967, 1972, 1974), 

are then reviewed. While a clear-cut label is difficult to 

attach to Cronbach, his role as a model for Scriven, and 

the latter's development of the judgmental role for the 

evaluator make them both central to the evaluation scenario. 

Theorists representative of the tacit knowledge value 

base include: Atkin (1963, 1967-68), a scientist who felt 

increasingly limited by using only 'scientific'measurernent 

techniques; Eisner (1967, 1972, 1975), an artist who viewed 

creativity as inadequately accessable via behavioural 

objectives; and Stenhouse (1970), a curriculum developer 

who saw traditional testing methods as unsuitable to the 

dynamic, value-laden sphere of the classroom. Finally, 

Stake (1967, 1972a, 1977b), a psychometrist who wished to be 

more responsive to program countenance than numbers alone 

would allow; as well as Parlett and Hamilton (1972), an 

English pair arguing that understanding the learning milieu 

is a more appropriate avenue to an illuminative evaluation 

than the traditional numbers game,will conclude this chapter 

of models in review. 

A tabular presentation of these theorists in which their 

writings are classified according to value base and degree of 

program awareness as well as brief notes outlining the 

purpose and methods characteristic of each evaluation 

approach concludes this chapter. 
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(i) Pre-Tyler 

While a number of authors (Hamilton, et al, 1977; 

House, 1977) commence their reviews of evaluation with 

reference to Tyler, other authors provide a more 

detailed historical perspective. Mulford suggests one 

of the earliest "systematic uses of evaluation 11 

(Mulford, 1978, p. 1) was the effort by the Newcastle 

{U.K.) Commission, 1861, who sought payment by results 

as a method of raising standards of achievement. 

Mulford notes as well the efforts of J.M. Rice, who, in 

1892, undertook, through interviews and testing,_ to 

examine factors influencing spelling ability amongst a 

wide range of American school children. While the 

orientations of these two early evaluations differed 

substantially, and had significantly different 

philosophies toward, for example, the role of the 

teacher, Mulford.remarks that their divergent approaches 

to evaluation typify, yet today, the "wide range of 

possibilities that exist in the field." 

p. 2) • 

{Mulford, 1978, 

Maling-Keepes (1978), in distinguishing evaluation 

pre and post 1960, identifies two major approaches 

preceding that of Tyler. The first of these is the 

development, in America, of accreditation agencies 

during the 1920 1 s and 1930's. Panels of experts under

took,_during relatively short site visitations, to 

gather extensive information principally through inter

views and observations on the basis of which they would 

make 'informed' decisions as to a school 1 s new/continued 

membership in the accrediting association. The often 
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implicit judgments, and potential for evaluations 

ranging from 

"brilliant ... to seriously wide of the 
mark, as superficial as television 
talk shows ... Lcreate9/ fears as to 
the reliability and objectivity of the 
procedures." (Maling-Keepes, 1978, p. 4-5). 

Psychometry is the second major approach identified by 

Maling-Keepes. Typified by E.L. Thorndike, it was a 

philosophy which argued that 

" ... wherever there is an ability or 
skill, a product that needs to be 
measured, there we need a scale. Of 
course, the task is endless." 
(Thorndike, in Maling-Keepes,1978, p. 5). 

It was an approach in which measurement and evaluation 

were synonymous. As mentioned earlier, it is also an 

approach that even today has the imprimatur of a 

number of American state legislatures. 

(ii) Tyler 

In the early 1930 1 s, Ralph Tyler "spoke of testing, 

not evaluation." (Maling-Keepes, 1978, p. 5). While no 

doubt influenced heavily by the measurement-oriented 

behaviourists, Tyler sought to clarify, as it were, 

what was being measured. As opposed to compiling 

statistics on students' factual recall, Tyler instead 

placed increased emphasis on the objectives of programs 

rather than their specific content. In turn, Tyler 

attempted to link observable (and measurable) student 

behaviours to the afore-mentioned objectives, so that, 

following the identification of relevant objectives, 

their attainment could then appropriately be measured. 
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Tyler outlined the process through which one could 

test, and from 1934 onwards evaluate, a program. His 

process reflected, over the years, changes in emphasis 

both within the educational climate, and arising from 

Tyler's own experiences, including the Commission on 

the Relation of School and College (the Eight Year 

Study). Although the steps have numbered as many as 

ten, (Maling-Keepes, 1978, p. 5) it is the five-

stage process which remains the most influential pattern 

for evaluation (Mulford, n.d., p. 3): 

1. identification of objectives to be achieved; 

2. definition of these objectives in behavioural 

terms; 

3. development of instruments to measure these 

behaviours. 

4. examination of data in relation to normative 

expectations; 

5. making final decisions of value relative to 

original objectives. 

Certainly, Tyler emphasized the importance of 

behavioural objectives and their accurate measurement. 

"Every kind of human behaviour which is 
appraised for its part as an educational 
objective must be summarized or measured 
in some terms ... " (Tyler, 1949, p. 117). 

Likewise, Tyler advised that 

11 
••• results obtained from evaluation 
instruments will not be a single score 
or a single descriptive term but an 
analysed profile or a comprehensive 
set of descriptive terms indicating the 
present student achievement." (Tyler, 
19 4 9 , p • 12 0 ) • 
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To achieve this profile, Tyler used a comprehensive 

range of instruments. Amongst these instruments were 

"tests, scales, inventories, check lists, questionnaires," 

(Maling-Keepes, 19 78, p. 6) as well as "sociograms, 

interviews, pupil diaries and case studies." (Mulford, 

n.d., p. 3). Dernonitrating his requirement that the 

use of these instruments maintain a standard of 

reliability, Tyler wrote: 

"If the scores or summaries vary markedly, 
depending upon who does the scoring or 
summarizing, it is clearly a subjective 
kind of appraisal and requires improve
ment in its objectivity in order to be a 
more satisfactory means of appraising 
human behaviour ••• " (Tyler, 1949, p. 118). 

Tyler's behavioural objectives and reliable assess-

ment instruments were not to be ends in themselves, 

however. Rather, as Tyler stated in 1973, he felt 

educational evaluation to be 

" ... important and necessary both to help 
the teacher and to give the public a 
better notion of our educational achieve
ments and where our problems lie that 
require thoughtful attention." (Tyler, 
in Worthen, 1974, p. 7). 

The importance of Tyler in the field of evaluation 

has been noted by Hamilton, who wrote "all subsequent 

approaches to curriculum evaluation have either 

evolved or recoiled from Tyler's proposals." (Hamilton, 

et al, 1977, p. 26). Whether Tyler would acknowledge 

either this degree of ancestry or the distance between 

himself and the reactionaries is unclear. In fact, 

even Tyler's own descent from the measurement-oriented 

behaviourists is reviewed variously~ 
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Stake groups Thorndike, Tyler and Krathwohl as 

"persuasive advocates of a more rational, explicit 

performance-oriented school." .(Stake, 1973, p. 194). 

As noted earlier, Maling-Keepes (1978, p. 5) 

differentiates Thorndike and Tyler as being substantially 

at variance in their emphasis within evaluation. 

Hamilton, et al argue this difference further, stating: 

"When- Tyler evolved_his model of evaluation 
in the 1930 1 s, he was in part reacting 
against the tend_ency of the educatjonal 
psychometrists a-ncluding Thorndikff of his 
day to concentrate narrowly on the 
assessment of very limited learning ob
jectives. He wanted to acknowledge and 
assess a broader range of school purposes 
and outcomes." (Hamilton, et al, 1977, 
p. 35-36). 

Certainly, Tyler's proposals stress "the scientific 

over the intuitive, the rational over the impressionistic." 

(Maling-Keepes, 1978, p. 7). Behavioural objectives are 

considered central to "the construct of the model that 

Ralph Tyler devised and popularized." (Hamilton, et al, 

1977, p. 27). Indeed, Tyler argued that the 

specification of instructional objectives was essential, 

if the purposes of schooling were to receive systematic 

study. It is understandable, also, that Tyler's model 

of evaluation has been termed the "traditional, 

classical, •.. output, or orthodox approach." 

(Hamilton, et al, 1977, p. 25). Yet, as already 

mentioned, while reason exists to be cautious about 

identifying Tyler too closely with predecessors such as 

Thorndike, caution is also needed in linking Tyler too 

closely with his followers such as Glaser. Hamilton, 

et al are most succinct when they comment that: 
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"Glaser ... insofar as he seems prepared to 
buy certainty at the expense of completeness, 
seems to be using Tyler's instrument to sub
vert his aspiration ... 

"Tyler perceived schooling as a human act 
ruled by human judgment and necessarily 
susceptible to human frailty. Glaser is 
much closer to those who see in systems 
analysis and control the possibility of 
eliminating human error from the 
educational process." (Hamilton, et al, 
1977, p. 35-36). 

Others from whom Tyler might be distant for 

similar reasons could include Alkin and Provus. 

(Maling-Keepes, 1978,. p. 6-7). 

With respect to value base, the outdoor educator 

might view Tyler as an ambiguous figure. Statements 

already cited position him definitively in the 

'behavioural objectives/explicit goals' category. On 

the other hand, Tyler•s insistence on multiple methods 

for gathering information could lead one to surmise a 

'non-reductionist' approach to his evaluations. This 

would be a mistake, however, in that the multiplicity of 

methods indicate more a commendable methodology than a 

philosophic al variation. Tyler sought methods - however 

many - which could provide a variety of reliable 

quantitative measures, all of which could, in turn, be 

referenced to the objectives identified earlier in the 

evaluation. Tyler is, therefore, representative of the 

propositional knowledge value base. 

With regard to development of program awareness, it 

might be suggested that Tyler, in seeking to go beyond 

the measurement of student recall ·of subject content is 

attempting to broaden the range of program objectives 

and student behaviours to be measured, thereby increas

ing the extent of program awareness. Although this 
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would be, to some extent an accurate observation, and 

an increase in descriptiveness and depth might be 

effected, the outdoor educator needs to remember.that 

while pre-determined objectives prescribe the nature 

of the information sought, these objectives may 

unconsciously be either representative of very low 

level descriptiveness , or representative of objectives 

characterizing very much the egocentricity of their 

developers. It might safely be assumed that Tyler's 

aims represent the 'I/teacher/evaluator' perspective 

and his objectives the ' you /student/learner' perspective 

rather than the reciprocal 'we/teacher-student 1 

relationship.. Nevertheles·s, the "complexity of 

procedures, instrumentation and interpretation" 

(Maling-Keepes, 1978, p. 7) suggested by Tyler 

certainly hold the potential to help the outdoor 

education evaluator develop a commendable level of 

program awareness. 

A twenty-year iapse occurred between the completion 

of Tyler's Eight Year Study and the commencement of .an 

American drive for educational accountability - termed 

"the first wave of 'Great Society 1 legislation" by 

Maling-Keepes (1978, p. 8) - in the early 19'60 's. 

(iii) Glaser 

Robert Glaser was the Director of the University of 

Pittsburgh's Learning Research and Development Center . 

In his attempts to develop criterion-referenced tests 

suitable for the evaluation of new curricula, 

Individually Prescribed Instruction (I.P.I.) was founded. 

Termed "an experiment in reaching measurable universal 
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goals through mass-produced processes with tailored 

application, 11 (Dettinger in Hamilton, et al, 1977, p. 35) 

I. P. I. sought to enable students, working at their own 

pace, to pass from one curriculum unit to the next 

following an eighty-five per cent mastery of post-test 

criterion. A further aim of I.P.I. was to more 

extensively automate the presentation and assessment 

of materials in order to reduce process variables, and 

maximize the learning outcomes. 

Glaser views evaluation's role as the provision of 

"Acceptable proof of an institution's effectiveness 

demonstrated objective proof." (Glaser, 1970, p. 70). 

In addition to the detailed specification of measurable 

and observable learning outcomes, Glaser emphasizes 

also the need for accurate "measurement and diagnosis 

of initial state or entering behaviour with which the 

learner comes into an instructional situation." 

(Glaser, 1970, p. 76). He viewed also the importance 

of measurement instruments capable of providing 

information regarding the design of instructional 

alternatives, and the extent of ongoing learning for 

continuous assessment. 

For the outdoor educator, the value base from which 

Glaser works leaves no doubt in its emphasis of product, 

behavioural objectives and explicit goals. His emphasis 

on criterion-referenced tests to provide objective proof 

underscores further both his passive view of the learner 

and his very egocentric standpoint of .course values, all 

of which are characteristic of the propositional 

knowledge value base. 
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It would seem unlikely that levels of program 

awareness would progress beyond simple differentiating 

items - due perhaps as much to difficulties encountered 

in measurement as to Glaser 1 s desire to enumerate most 

specifically cou~se outcomes. 

(iv) Provus 

Malcolm Provus acknowledges the U.S.A. 1965 

Elementary-Secondary Education Act as the marker event 

for his move from university research into curriculum 

evaluation. (Provus, 1969, p. 243). His often-termed 

Discrepancy Model was the product of his application of 

••evaluation and management theory to the evaluation of 

prograrns 11 (Provus, 1969, p. 244) in the Pittsburgh city 

school system. Provus views the role of evaluation as 

determining whether a program will be improved, main

tained or terminated. In identifying the areas of input, 

process and output, Provus is attempting to delineate 

in a systems-like manner the specific sequences which 

must be undertaken by the evaluation team which includes 

both internal and external personnel. In the ensuing 

comparison of performance against a pre-determined set 

of standards, Provus suggests that any discrepancies 

be noted, with resultant revision of objectives and/or 

program. It is in this definition of objectives and 

behaviour that Provus has been described as 11much 

narrower11 (Maling-Keepes, 1978, p. 7) than Tyler's 

earlier efforts. Some insight into Provus' approach to 

evaluation may be gained from his assumption that "a 

state of tension can be fostered in the program staff 
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which will result in problem-solving activity." 

(Provus, 1969, p. 250). This regard for program staff 

may be reflected also in Worthen and Sanders' obser

vation that Provus emphasises the "team approach to 

program evaluation .•• the fact the evaluator has 

gotten his hands dirty" (Worthen and Sanders, 1973, 

p. 208) with information about the program leaves him 

in a most advantageous position for knowing exactly 

what is happening within the program. Maling-Keepes 

(1978, p. 18) suggests that, alternatively, the Provus 

evaluator may, while adhering strictly to the systems 

concept, be quite dysfunctional to the program for 

which he's left the university to become involved. 

In his conclusion to the presentation of the model, 

Provus writes: 

"The complexity and concomitant high cost 
of effective evaluation must be recognised 
as a necessary management expense somewhat 
similar to high insurance premiums." 
(Provus, 1969, p. 283). 

This 'if it's big it must be good' style of thinking 

has been, at times, identified as a characteristic of 

American thinking. Less frequent, fortunately, is the 

reductionist thinking Provus uses in presenting his 

evaluation methodology: 

"In fact, except for the need of a human 
solution to the criterion problem, machines 
would appear capable of carrying out all 
necessary decision-making activity. It 
should be remembered, however, that criteria 
are dependent on value assumptions, and, 
until a single value system is universal, man 
will not be disperisable." (Provus, 1969, p.- 259). 

Provus appears most clearly to work from the 

propositional knowledge value base. His stress on 
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behavioural objectives, product, explicit goals and 

reductionist explanations support this classification. 

In developing program awareness, Provus' model 

proports to achieve at least differentiating items, 

and, due to the omnipresent external evaluators, might 

suggest to the outdoor educator the ability to describe 

in some depth situational behaviours amongst program 

staff. In Provus' definition that every program needs 

evaluation and therefore evaluation is a part of every 

program, this level of awareness may be logically 

realistic. However, should the outdoor education 

evaluator hold ethical reservations about initiating a 

state of tension amongst people he is employed to 

evaluate, or should the outdoor educator value the 

natural observation technique of information gathering 

instead of Provus' quasi-field-experiment proposal, the 

extent to which Provus' model establishes program 

awareness might be seriously questioned. Provus 

proports as well a seemingly reciprocal involvement 

with program staff. In as much as the program staff 

are using his ball in his game, this would be true. 

(v) Pop ham 

Whereas Tyler may have been reacting to the narrow 

assessment of the psychometrists, James Popham approached 

behavioural objectives also as a reaction, albeit for 

reasons quite different from Tyler's. 

Popham wrote: 

"Having been reared during teacher education 
and graduate school days on a diet of grossly 
general objectives such as the 'Seven Cardinal 
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Principles of Secondary Education 1 

('worthy use of lesson time 1
), I was 

fascinated with what seemed to be a 
powerful way of clarifying a teacher's 
instructional intentions. Enough of 
gunky generalities. Precision was 
around the corner. u (Popham, 1972a, p. 605)_. 

While Popham presents, as such, no specific model 

for evaluation, his role in evaluation seems to have 

been more that of protagonist for those evaluators 
. 

stressing criterion-referenced tests for the assess-

ment of pre-determined specific objectives, against 

other evaluators who viewed such approaches to 

evaluation as unrealistic, inappropriate or severely 

limited in their access to useful evaluation 

information. 

Fro_m the commencement of his joining the U.C.L.A. 

faculty in 1962, Popham undertook the first of his 

rather public statements by having printed 

"A blue and gold bumper sticker which reads 
HELP STAMP OUT NON-BEHAVIOURAL OBJECTIVES!" 
(Popham, 1972a, p. 605). 

In a manner somewhat akin to "the religious ardor 

of any recent convert," {Popham, 1972a, p. 605) 

Popham has followed further his relationship with 

behavioural objectives, noting stages of moderation, 

combat, hard-line and, in 1970, a "putty-like softening 

of.the former hard-liner." (Popham, 1972a, p. 607). The 

exact sphe~e in which this softening took place, is, how

ever, unclear. Popham, as chairman of the Standing Committee 

on Research Training of the American Educational Research 

Association (A.E.R.A.) edited, in 1974, Evaluati•on ·in 

Education, a collection of "instructional materials 
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suitable for the training of educational research 

personnel." (Popham, 1974, p. viil. Neither the 

nature of articles con~ained in the text, nor Popham's 

refutation of Scriven's Goal-Free Evaluation give any 

hint of Popham modifying his view toward the central 

role of behavioural objectives. Whether or not 

Scriven 1 s own description of Popham as "the 

internationally famous comedian and licensed midwife 

for birth of behavioural objectives" (Scriven, 1971, 

p. 140) is completely accurate, Popham continues to 

maintain literate defensiveness of behavioural 

objectives. As referred to earlier, his quite recent 

article entitled 'A Mountaintop Mentality' (Popham, 

..,;I"\~ 
1980) in response to Gibbons' 'Zen of the Art of 

Motor-Behaviour-Cycle-Maintenance' (Gibbons, 1980) is an 

example of this. To whatever extent catch cries and 

emotions are involved in such banters, Stake does view 

Popharn's arguments from a pragmatic standpoint: 

"Outside evaluation of the success of 
instruction is made much simpler and 
possibly more effective by the pre
specification of objectives. Popham 
has identified these and other benefits 
that accrue to those who state their 
instructional objectives in advance and 
stick to them." (Stake, 1973, p. 201). 

Popham, perhaps more cogently than other theorists 

of the propositional value base would appear to argue 

strongly for the values characteristic of the positivist 

who feels.that passive man requires explicit goals so 

that the instructors have some quantifiable measure 

of the extent to which behavioural objectives have been 

attained. 
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An evaluation by Popham would likely not develop 

for the outdoor education evaluator a program aware

ness beyond the simple diff·erentiqting level. Were 

Popham interested in ascertaining the enduring 

characteristics of the program's dispositional items, 

his advice of "many promising measurement avenues" 

(Popham, 1972a, p. 608) must be questioned when he 

continues, commenting that "a number of important 

advances have recently been made in use of physiological 

indicators such as the pupil-dilation of one's eyes to 

serve as a reliable index of interest." (Popham, 1972a, 

p. 608). The writer's experience with such experimental 

machinations leads him to suggest severe limitations in 

applicability within most outdoor education venues. 

With regard to personal involvement, the difficulty 

again exists of who would be selecting the objectives 

by which measurements are to be made. Popham 

acknowledges the difficulties in getting teachers to 

write out their own objectives, and established, in 

turn, the Instructional Objectives Exchange from which 

teachers could select appropriate objectives suited to 

their local environment. With Popham "tired of hearing 

teachers complain" (Popham, 1972a, p. 607) about their 

part of the task, his response hardly indicates a 

reciprocal relationship. With his employees generating 

the inevitably value-laden objectives, and the teachers 

merely selecting from the range, the potential for an 

other-oriented relationship is dubious, professionally, 

if not ethically. 
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{vi) Stufflebeam 

The concentration by Popham and others on the product 

at- the expense of the process led evaluators such as 

Daniel Stufflebeam to note "a failure on the part of 

the measurement and evaluation-by-objectives approaches 

to provide useable answers to the questions ed·ucators 

were asking." (Mulford, n.d., p. 5). 

In defining evaluation as the "process of 

delineating, obtaining and providing useful information 

for judging decision alternatives, 11 {Stufflebea,m,in 

Worthen and Sanders, 1973, p. 129), Stufflebeam views 

evaluation as an on-going co-operative process in 

which the evaluator only provides information to the 

decision-maker, leaving the latter to actually make 

the judgments. Further, Stufflebeam identifies four 

types of evaluation: context, input, process and 

product - (C.I.P.P.). 

It is by following such a program of evaluation 

that Stufflebeam fuels the necessary information will be 

provided for decision-making within an educational 

system. It is this more totally encompassing, systematic 

approach, with provision for 'ad hoc input 1 which 

characterizes Stufflebeam's model. Procedurally, he is 

quite exacting in his evaluation design. Focusing the 

evaluation includes: the definition of c:;r-iteria for 

later measurement; collection of information details, 

sources, instruments, sampling procedures and the 

schedule; organisation of information involves 

determining a format and a ''means for performing the 
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analysis;" (Stufflebeam, 1969, p. 72); analysis of 

information or the selection of procedures and the 

means to put them into effect; reporting the information 

during which the audiences are defined and the means, 

format and schedule of information are delineated; and 

finally, administration of the evaluation entailing a 

plan for the actual execution of the evaluation, hence 

staffing and policy requirements, the means for meeting 

the latter, the "potential of the evaluation design 

for providing information which is valid, reliable, 

credible, timely and pervasive,'' (Stufflebeam, 1969, 

p. 73) the specification and scheduling of design 

updates, and lastly the provision of a budget for the 

evaluation are included. 

Although Stufflebeam•s model - also termed the 

Phi Delta Kappa model - is noted for its inclusion of 

feedback (Worthen and Sanders, li73, p. 148) and the 

options that are given the decision-maker to initiate 

or revise input once the evaluation is under way, 

Stufflebeam is clear on his requirement that instructional 

objectives be identified at the earliest stages of an 

evaluation. 

While Stufflebeam acknowledges educational 

evaluation as "a most complex and difficult undertaking," 

(Stufflebeam, 1969, p. 73) he notes realistically 

elsewhere that "evaluation information should be judged 

for its technical adequacy, its utility and its 

worth compared to cost." (Stufflebeam in Worthen, 1974, 

P~ 9). 
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Maling-Keepes offers different cautionary advice 

on evaluation models which appear 

"-comprehenstve in appearance. Lshe write~? 
•.. each Lmode!/ presents a certain 
perception of what is important in 
evaluation, and usually in a manner which 
suggests that there is only a single 
correct answer. Yet in education it is 
important to bear in mind that concepts 
are also vehicles for persuasion ..• In 
effect, such concepts as those of Stake, 
Weiss, Cronbach, Stufflebeam .and Scriven 
attempt to persuade others to look at 
evaluation in a particular way by 
stressing certain aspects: what we tend 
to forget is to look for what is being 
excluded. Often such concepts are 
prescriptive rather than descriptive." 
(Maling-Keepes, 1978, p. 30). 

Stufflebeam 1 s model represents the propositional 

knowledge value base. Indeed, while he clearly 

extends the range of information being sought to in

clude the context, input andprocess as well as 

product, his requirement that criteria be pre-determined 

for each of these areas means he is in fact simply 

extending the applicability of instructional objectives. 

Thus, Stufflebeam commences each evaluation with the 

specification of criteria that later can be measured, 

with the results then being given to the decision-

maker for consideration and action. 

The level of program awareness which is potentially 

available to the outdoor education evaluator in 

Stufflebearn 1 s model should be quite high - perhaps 

even to include dispositional items. This extensive 

awareness may depend, however, on whether the 

evaluation is for purposes of program maintenance, 

improvement or innovation, with the latter 

experi~ncing perhaps the greatest use of feedback loops 
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and ad hoc input. The external evaluate~ could be 

valuable in providing a 'third-person' perspective 

of the program, in so doing perhaps over time 

developing insights of a sensitive or temporal 

nature. 

Almost inherent in Stufflebeam's definition of 

evaluation as an information-providing exercise and 

not a judgmental affair, is the need for the evaluator 

to work co-operatively with the decision-maker. "In 

defining the evaluator's role as instrumental and 

subservient to the role of the decision-maker," 

(Mulford, n.d., p. 7) Stufflebeam is almost overtly 

encouraging a reciprocal relationship between the 

evaluator and decision-maker. This relationship 

would further be established in the practical tasks 

which include the identification of audiences to which 

the evaluation might be directed. 

Whether the reciprocal nature of this relation

ship is, .in turn, present between the decision-maker 

who employs the evaluator and the program staff is 

another issue altogether. Certainly one hopes this 

would be so, but in any case, the political nature of 

such an evaluation is clear. 

(vii) Alkin 

Since Marvin Alkin's model is often noted for its 

similarity with that of Stufflebeam, (Worthen and 

Sanders, 1973, p. 155; Maling-Keepes, 1978, p. 14) only 

brief mention of it will be made here. Termed by 
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Worthen and Sanders as "a decision-management approach 

to evaluation," (Worthen and Sanders, 1973, p. 150) 

Alkin 1 s model has also beeri described as characteristic 

of the system approach to evaluation (Maling-Keepes, 

1978, p. 14). Alkin himself commented that 11 there are 

evaluations necessary in providing information for 

decisions about the state of the system." (Alkin, 1969, 

p. 3). The primary difference between the model of 

Alkin's and that of Stufflebeam is that Alkin divides 

Stufflebeam's process evaluation into program implement

ation and program improvement, thus ensuring provision 

of information both on the extent to which the program 

is being implemented according to design, and on the 

extent to which immediate modifications might be made 

by program staff to aid the program's success. Also 

known as the U.C.L.A. model, Alkin 1 s model was 

developed in the California context of legally mandated 

accountability. 

It may have been the sharin:Jof this U.C.L.A. environ

ment with Popham that led Alkin to join in the 

'bitchiness' identified by Maslow as characteristic of 

the low-synergy society. In response to Scriven's 

'Prose and Cons About Goal-Free Evaluation• (1972) 

Alkin footnoted 

"The GFE should perhaps be called an OFE 
(objective-free evaluator), but the 
unfortunate auditory association with 
oaf might lead one to think of him as 
someone who just sits around with no 
particular purpose in mind." (Alkin, 
1972, p. 5). 
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This nature of comment aside, Alkin's U.C.L . A. model 

should compare closely with tha,t of Stufflebeam in value 

base and the development of program awar·eness. 

(viii) Cronhach 

Lee Cronb~ch would appear to be an enigma amongst 

other evaluation theorists. Reference is made t o him by 

evaluators as different in method as Glaser" ... we 

must go in the direction pointed to by Cronbach" 

(Glaser, 1970 , p . 76) and Scriven "I confess a special 

obligation to Professor Cronbach's (1963) work." 

(Scriven, 1967, p. 39). 

Cronbach defined evaluation "broadly as the 

collection and use of information to make decisions 

about an educational program." (Cronbach, in Taylor, 

1972, p. 11). He noted that in addition to evaluation 

being used for decision-making on course improvement, 

evaluation could also be used for decisions about 

individuals undertaking the course and about 

individuals administering the course. Cronbach, in a 

manner similar to Tyler, voiced opposition to the view 

that evaluation paralleled the administration "of a 

formal test, an hour or so in duration, at the close of 

a course." (Cronbach, in Taylor, 1972, p. 14) . Cronbach 

emphasized the need for wider-ranging methods of 

gathering information, including teacher and student 

interviews, systematic observations, attitude measures, 

diaries, process measures and follow-up studies, in 

addition to standardized tests. 
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An e1·ement of disagreement seems to exist amongst 

evaluation writers as to whether Cronbach's approach to 

evaluation is to be categorized as judgment oriented 

(Worthen and Sanders, 1973, p. 43; House, n.d.) or as 

oriented toward course improvement. (Cooper, 1976, p. 3; 

Maling-Keepes, 1978, p. 13). Worthen and Sanders, 

introducing a section entitled 'Judgmental Strategies" 

in which papers by Cronbach, Scriven and Stake are 

included, write somewhat ambiguously: 

"The following three papers may be considered 
as judgment-oriented strategies. Actually 
only the Scriven and Stake papers contain 
evaluation strategies which explicitly 
emphasize judgment as a critical procedure 
in evaluation studies." (Worthen and 
Sanders, 1974, p. 43). 

It is possible, however, that their hesitation in 

labelling Cronbach as judgment-oriented sterns more frqm 

the seeming lack of an overall 1 model' than in viewing 

Cronbach as anything but judgment-oriented. In not 

including Cronbach in their descriptive matrix, Worthen 

and Sanders note the reason was because Cronbach's work 

"does not contain a formal logical framework for 

evaluation as is contained in the other presentations." 

(Worthen and Sanders, 1973, p. 209). 

Cooper provides what might be an explanation for this 

apparently divergent categorization of Cronbach's work. 

Referring also to Stufflebeam's definition of evaluation 

as similar to Cronbach's approach, Cooper writes: 

"The list of activities included under the 
heading of evaluation makes no mention of 
actually taking the decision, or making 
the judgment, for which evidence is produced. 
There is a difference here between the two 
sides. Those relying on an assessment 
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approach - an appeal to an external 
standard, such as pre-specified objectives -
have tended to suggest that, once the 
comparison with the standard has been made, 
the judgment follows more or less 
automatically; and that it is the person who 
has made the comparison who should go on to 
make his judgment explicit. On the other 
hand, those who are concerned with providing 
information for decision-making see a clear 
distinction between the collection of the 
evidence and the act of judgment which comes 
from it." (Cooper, 1976, p. 4}. 

In view of Worthen and Sanders defining evaluation 

as "the determination of the worth of a thing" (Worthen 

and Sanders, 1973, p. 19) their categorization of 

Cronbach as judgmental is understandable. 

The manner in which the outdoor education evaluator 

chooses to categorize Cronbach's work will reflect his 

value base. Explicit goals and behavioural objectives 

of the propositional knowledge value base are 

appropriate to judgmental strategies. Implicit goals 

and the anti-positivist view of the tacit knowledge 

value base are appropriate, in turn, to evaluators 

emphasizing course improvement. 

Similarly in the development of program awareness, 

the extent to which descriptiveness is experienced will 

be determined by the judgmerital/course improvement 

dichotomy. While fully utilizing Cronbach's 

recommendations of extensive methodologies, evaluators 

of the judgmental vein would appear to limit investigation 

to the range of pre-specified behavioural objectives 

and seek to determine to what degree these are being met. 

Certainly, these objectives could include differentiating 

or dispositional items, but often the complex nature of 
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the behaviours needi~g observation/measurement are 

beyond the abilities of behavioural objectives. On 

the other hand, the avenue of investigation appears 

less defined in evaluations for course improvement, 

and thus the potential exists for information gathering 

quite be·yond the confines of pre-stated criteria. 

Attempt is made here neither to guess Cronbach's 

personal value base, nor his preference for 1 judgmental/ 

course improvement' classification. While the outdoor 

education evaluator is left to approach Cronbach 1 s work 

in his own manner, a more recent comment by Cronbach 

may provide an insight to a particular concern on his 

part; 

"Disciplined inquiry has a quali-q, that 
distinguishes it from other sources of 
opinion and belief. The disciplined 
inquiry is conducted and reported in 
such a way that the argument can be 
painstakingly examined. The report does 
not depend for its appeal on the 
eloquence of the writer or on any surface 
plausibility. The argument is not justi
fied by anecdotes or casually assembled 
fragments of evidence •.. the report of a 
disciplined inquiry has a texture that 
displays the raw materials entering the 
argument and the logical processes by 
which they were compressed and re-
arranged to make the conclusion credible 
Some of the most excellent inquiry is free
ranging and speculative in its initial 
stages, trying what might seem to be 
bizarre combinations of ideas and 
procedures, or restlessly casting about 
for ideas ••• But ••• fundamental to 
.disciplined inquiry is its central 
attitude, which places a premium on 
objectivity and evidential test. 11 

(Cronbach and Suppes, 1969, p. 15-16, 18). 

(ix) Scriven 

Michael Scriven wrote in an early paper 'The 

Methodology of Evaluation' that 
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"Evaluation is itself an activity which is 
methodologically similar whether we are 
trying to evaluate coffee machines or 
teaching machines, plans for a house or 
plans for a curriculum. The activity 
consists simply in the gathering and 
combining of performance data with a 
weighted set 0£ criterial scales to yield 
either comparative or numerical ratings, 
and in the justification of 
(a) the data-gathering instruments, 
(b) the weightings, and 
{c) the selection of criteria." 
(Scriven, 1967, p. 40). 

Scriven argued that the evaluator was fully 

responsible for making judgment on the value or worth 

of the program under study. While identifying this 

goal as a feature of any evaluation, Scriven also 

enumerated the formative and summative roles of 

evaluation, the use of which, he suggested, would 

depend on whether the evaluation would use internal or 

external evaluators, and whether the evaluation was of 

an intrinsic (evaluation of the process) or pay-off 

(evaluation of the product) nature. Scriven also dis

puted at length Cronbachis view that control group 

comparative evaluations are seldom suitable for 

curriculum evaluation. In essence, Scriven argued that 

problems of experimental design such as comparative 

groups and control groups can be overcome as they are 

in automotive design. (Scriven, 1967, p. 63-65 ff). 

In 1972 Scriven formalized an uneasiness he had been 

sensing over the separation in evaluations of goals 

from side-effects. (Scriven, 1972, p. l}~ Deserving of 

more credence, Scriven felt, were both the positive and 

negative side-effects of a project, elements which 

hitherto were subject more to the "put-down" 
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(Scriven, 1972, p. 1) than the attention they were 

due. Goal-free evaluation (G.F.E.) was Scriven's 

proposal to consciously separate the external evaluator 

from the stated goals of the project. Through such a 

separation, Scriven felt the evaluator could, free from 

the bias of project goals, better identify "the actual 

effects" (Scriven, 1972, p. 2) of the project's 

product, in particular. 

Scriven did not leave the standards by which the 

goal-free evaluator would make his judgments open-ended, 

however. 

"The G.F.E. may use -g.S.O.E. 's LUnited States 
Office of Education/ goals, or what the best 
evidence identifie; as the needs of the 
nation, as standards; but simply to use his 
(or her) own personal preferences would 
obviously be to invalidate the evaluation." 
{Scriven, 1972, p. 2). 

Thus, the achievement of goals or the serving of 

needs 'beyond' those stipulated within the project were 

to serve as the identifiable reference points for the 

evaluator's judgment. The extent to which G.F.E. goals 

and needs existed 'beyond' the project is clarified by 

Mulford, who suggested· that G.F.E. judgments would be 

"on the effects of a program against the needs of the 

consumers instead of against the goals of the 

providers." (Mulford, n.d., p. 7). 

To guide the external evaluator in the identification 

or clarification of these needs, Scriven provided a 

comprehensive checklist (see Appendix 1). Following 

his comment that the "use of Lth!:;:/ checklist can be 

extremely lethal," (Scriven, 1974, p. 8) Scriven 

~--·-. 



N 
ao . 

--67-

provided an argument for the validity and utility of 

the checklis.t. Included in this argument is reference 

to yacht-designer Rod Stephens' "hundred-item checklist 

to be used in the evaluation of racing and cruising 

yachts." (Scriven, 1974, p. 11). Scriven ventures the 

opinion that whereas Stephens' checklist items may be 

viewed as "desirable" (Scriven, 1974, p. 11) the items 

on his own checklist are not "desiderata; they are 

necessitata. 11 (Scriven, 1974, p. 11). While not 

wishing to argue the status of Scriven 1 s checklist, 

outdoor educators with sailing program experience may 

be justified in suggesting that Scriven has misjudged 

the importance of Stephens' yachting checklist - at 

least for those crews aiming to cross the finish line 

first. 

Hamilton, et al view Scriven as "a central, although 

to some extent an enigmatic figure" (Hamilton, et al, 

1977, p. 123) within curriculum evaluation. Whereas 

Popham might be the defender of behavioural objectives, 

Scriven often seems to be the defender of himself - both 

from those in favour of and from those opposed to the 

centrality of behavioural objectives in evaluation. In 

referring to Scriven's 1967 definition of evaluation 

(Scriven, 1967, p. 40) Cooper felt it appropriate to 

cite Scriven as "one exponent of this attitude which 

views evaluation as the measurement of the achievement 

of objectives." (Cooper, 1976, p. 3). Further on in 

the same paper, Cooper notes "a number of writers have 

found .•• that this notion of evaluation was much too 

restrictin~ fo~ practical activity," {Cooper, 1976, p. 3) 
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and he includes Cronbach and Stufflebeam amongst this 

number. However, in response to Scriven's G.F.E. 

proposal, Stufflebeam (1972) joined with Alkin (1972), 

Popham (1972b) and Kneller (1972} in extensively 

criticising Scriven as paying distinctly insufficient 

attention to the role of goal-based evaluation. Thus, 

Scriven has, over the years, been described variously 

as too narrow in approach and later as ~oo wide of the 

mark in dealing with curriculum evaluation. Popharn's 

text ~974) extends Scriveri's defence of G.F.E., 

including not only the criticisms of G.F.E. by 

Stufflebeam, Alkin, Popham and Kneller mentioned 

above, but also a further refutation of each of these 

arguments by Scriven. (Scriven, 1974, p. 46-52~ p. 55-57; 

p. 60-62; p. 65-67). 

On the other hand, while Hamilton, et al include 

Scriven amongst their "advocates of change" (Hamilton, 

et al, 1977, p. 124) it is Stufflebeam who raises the 

"question whether G.F.E. can be goal-free ... 
for /the/ essence of evaluation is value 
judgments, these are always made in relation 
to standards,and the standards almost always 
are goals." (Stufflebeam, 1972, p. 5). 

On reflection, it could be suggested that Hamilton, et 

al's (1977) classification of Scriven in their text is 

based more on rhetoric than on results. Attractive as 

the term goal-fre·e evaluation may be, however, the 

philosophy and methodology underlying the catchy term 

are perhaps not as dynamic as they first·appear. G.F.E., 

while replacing project goals with Federal goals, the 

needs of the staff with. the needs of the consumers 
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or the needs of a checklist, persues relentlessly the 

objective data on which judgments are made. 

Scriven's transfer from goal scales to goal-free 

evaluation (and more recently to "criterion scales" 

(Scriven, 1974, p. 46)) displayed a change in 

methodology more than a change in value base. Hamilton, 

et al (1977) refer to the centrality of propositional 

knowledge for Scriven, in noting that Scriven "believes 

that an educational program has a truth impact that is 

not a function of the people who look at it." (Hamilton, 

et al, 1977, p. 125). Stake endorses this view and 

implies that Scriven 1 s judgments are not complicated 

by the complexities of a pluralist society. Scriven's 

judgments are thereby facilitated, for 

"what works best for one learner will work 
best for others, at least within broad 
categories. Scriven also expects that 
where the local good is at odds with the 
common good, the local good can be shown 
to be detrimental to the common.good, to 
the end that the doctrine of local options 
is invalidated." (Stake, in Worthen and 
Sanders, 1973, p. 111). 

Explicit goals, be they local or national in origin, 

intended or unintended, positive or negative, are central 

to Scriven's evaluation. Scriven 1 s 'urge to instruct', 

while perhaps best exemplified by his 'necessitata' 

checklist, is hinted at also in his potentially haughty 

comment that "every checkpoint on the checklist has a 

clear a priori rationale, in most cases so obvious that 

elaboration would be otiose." (Scriven, 1974, p. 8). 

The outdoor educator, appreciating the motto "otium cum 

dignitaturn" might choose to disagree at least with 

Scriven's semantics, if not with his thinking. 
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The extent to which G.F.E. could aid in the develop-

ment of program awareness is deceptive. Scriven implies 

an extensive potential for descriptiveness through G.F.E: 

"There is just no way around the fact that 
every evaluator has to face those 'thousands 
of possibly relevant variables' and decide 
which ones to check in order to determine 
side effects. Having three or four or ten 
goals identified for you is scarcely a drop 
in the bucket •.• -fwe rely insteag/ on the 
huge pool of background knowledge we possess 
about what treatments tend to have what 
effects." (Scriven, 1974, p. 50). 

Earlier reference by Scriven to the "whole 

language of 1 side-effect 1 or 'secondary effect• or 

even 'unanticipated effect'" (Scriven, 1972, p. 1) 

endorses further the G.F.E. visage of extensive 

program descriptiveness. Yet, despite his attempts to 

ensure the external goal-free evaluator a view 

unimpeded by goal-based "tunnel vision'' (Scriven, 1974, 

p. 47), Scriven insists 

"Once the source of bias involved in the 
visiting fireman treatment accorded 
external evaluators, in the sweet 
rhetoric about laudable goals, and in 
selective presentation by the staff has 
been identified as a threat to 
objectivity, it is not realistic to 
suppose that evaluators are naturally or 
by training immune." (Scriven, 1974, p. 48). 

Anc;i in avoiding any corresponding "contamination" 

(Scriven, 1974, p. 50) of the evaluator's 'objectivity' 

Scriven argues "The goal-free evaluator is considerably 

better insulated against such distractions and better 

able to focus on the results." (Scriven, 1974, p. SO). 

Whether the G.F.E. approach is able to establish aware

ness of 'the enduring characteristics of the program' 

to the extent that behaviours 'are qualified by 
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situational conditions or explanations 1 is highly 

questionable, as the G.F.E. evaluator is so consciously 

avoiding the contact with the program from which these 

awarenesses could eventuate. 

With regard to the element of personal involvement, 

Scriven's comment is again of value: 

"Evaluation has to use standards of merit, and 
in an enlightened society one hopes that 
people's goals coincide with standards of 
merit. Whether they do or not, however, does 
not matter to the evaluator per se; his 
obligation is to the standards." 
(Scriven, 1974, p. 55). 

While Scriven' s 'standards' may be relevant to the 

medical-drug technology with which he draws parallels, 

it is an overtly egocentric approach if applied directly 

to either "commercial kindergarten packages" (Scriven, 

1974, p. 55) or the outdoor education program. 

Scriven's adherence to the 'absolute' truth entailed in 

his perceived standards of merit, determined by an 

evaluator who overtly avoids contact with a program 

further emphasizes if not the potential for a 

methodological isolation of an egocentric judge, then 

the existence of an evaluator happier in the schools 

office than in the outdoors. 

(x) Atkin 

Although J. Myron Atkin does not present, as such a 

model for evaluation, his writings are often (Taylor 

and Cowley, 1972; Worthen and Sanders, 1973; Hamilton, 

et al, 1977) included in edited collections on 

educational evaluation. Hamilton, et al suggest that 

the attention accorded Atkin is because he "was one of 
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the first to articulate the growing doubts felt about 

the conventional wisdom of curriculum evaluation ... the 

behavioural objectives approach .•. " (Hamilton, et al, 

1977, p. 73). Taylor and Cowley footnote that Atkin, 

then Co-Director of the Illinois Elementary School 

Science Project, had "long been interested in the 

evaluation of learning materials and, in particular, 

the evaluation of the new curricula in science." 

(Taylor and Cowley, 1972, p. 20). Hamilton, et al 

clarify the specific nature of evaluation which con

cerned Atkin, suggesting he felt the '"scientific' 

approach" (Hamilton, et al, 1977, p. 73) inadequate in 

providing the type of information needed for formative 

evaluations, or those evaluations intended to aid 

course-improvement. 

Over the years Atkin raised various concerns he held 

about the role of evaluation in curr~culum development. 

Initially, Atkin suggested that a number of limitations 

existed if evaluation consisted of reporting only 

"suitably objective evidence about the 
effectiveness of a project ... a major 
evaluation difficulty relates to the 
assessment of certain outcomes that may 
not be specific to a particular cause but 
the outgrowth, hopefully, of many courses." 
(Atkin, in Taylor and Cowley, 1972, p. 21). 

Further, Atkin noted that while short-term behavioural 

changes were frequently the theme of traditional 

evaluations, "few investigators Lfiav!7 the patience 

or the inclination to plan long-term studies," (Atkin, 

in Taylor and Cowley, 1972, p. 21). 

In essence, Atkin expressed the fear that if 

curriculum development by trained, experienced scientists 
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could not progress faster than the ability of the 

behavioural objectivists to develop appropriate goals 

and measurements, curriculum development would be 

severely, and unfairly, curtailed. Atkin felt that 

tests of student comprehension rather than recall were 

vital for course improvement, Further information was 

also readily available from community-based 

professionals within the disciplines under development, 

and from the .teachers involved in the implementation of 

the curriculum materials. In concluding his 1963 

article, Atkin offered to his evaluation colleagues a 

polite yet distinct challenge: 

hit is universally accepted that evaluation should 
be central to course improvement. But only when 
evaluation is seen as facilitating rather than 
limiting function will it be utilized more 
effectively by curriculum developers. To achieve 
this end, a flexible approach to the role of 
evaluation must be fostered by evaluation 
specialists themselves; there must be a 
willingness to question some of the conventional 
wisdom that has been accepted for decades, 
possibly with little analysis of the appropriateness 
today of the basic assumptions." 
{Atkin, in Taylor and Cowley, 1972, p. 22). 

Reception of this 1963 paper by Atkin 'Some 

Evaluation Problems in a Course Content Improvement 

Project' was mixed. Curriculum developers apparently 

were more favourable to Atkin's ideas than were 

educational researchers. {Hamilton, et al, 1977, p. 73). 

This mixed reception was evident elsewhere, as well. 

Worthen and Sanders (1973) counter Atkin 1 s 'Behavioural 

Objectives in Curriculum Design: A Cautionary Note' 

(Atkin-, 1968) with Popham' s I Objectives and Instruction' 

(Popham, 1969) in their attempt to demonstrate the 
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"conflicting views about Lthe use of behavioural 

objective~/-" (Worthen and Sanders, 1973, p. 232). 

In 1967-68 Atkin levelled a more overt criticism at 

both the 'behavioural' and 'engineering' models of 

'scientific 1 research. In noting the minimal influence 

that educational research seemed to effect in the 

classroom, Atkin argued that a major hindrance lay in 

the "elaborate research methodology ... around the 

investigation of inconse~uential events." (Atkin, in 

Hamilton, et al, 1977, p. 78). Missing within the 

traditional research styles was an ability to under

stand the "complex and subtle" (Atkin~ in Hamilton, et 

al, 1977. p. 78) nature of classroom activities. In 

what might be termed a cynical vein, Atkin questioned 

whether 

"the engineering model has been adopted so 
uncritically by the educational community 
because that is where the federal government 
is placing its money." {Atkin, in Hamilton, 
et al, 1977, p. 79). 

Atkin suggested that an alternative method of 

educational research might place at its centre "class

room analysis and developmental work." (Atkin, in 

Hamilton, et al, 1977, p. 79-80). Professionals from 

the sciences and the arts might reach a consensus on an 

innovation~ effectiveness, and avenues for its 

improvement. In this manner, "an intuitive and 

aesthetic dimension" {Atkin, in Hamilton, et al, 1977, 

p. 80) absent in recent research,could be given greater 

credence. While emphasizing the naturalistic settings 

in which this research was to take place, Atkin firmly 
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felt it would be the tertiary institutions which would 

serve as the base from which this research would be 

implemented, for it was th_ere that the 11necessary mix 

of philosophers, historians, novelists, chemists, 

journalists, and anthropologists" (Atkin, in Hamilton, 

et al, 1977, p. 80) exists. The need for "senior 

scholars" (Atkin, in Hamilton, et al, 1977, p. 81) to 

be involved with this alternative research methodology 

marked-a pragmatic approach in gaining acceptance of 

the innovation. As well, Atkin felt that individuals 

of sound academic standing within their disciplines 

were "the only people who can afford professionally to 

go beyond the boundaries of their own formal education." 

(Atkin, in Hamilton, et al, 1977, p. 81). such 

professional co-operation would appear quite character

istic of Maslow's Eupsychian Network as referred to 

earlier. Indeed, while Atkin desired such co-operative 

discussion, he has noted the lack, at times, of 

qualitative discourse, observing instead that 

"too much of the debate related to the use 
of behavioural objectives has been conducted 
in an argumentative style that characterizes 
discussions of fundamental religious views 
among adherents who are poorly informed." 
(Atkin, 1968, p. 30). 

While Atkin presents no specific model for 

evaluation, his thoughts on the subject indicate clearly 

the tacit knowledge value base. The potential for 

'industrial protection' (House, 1973, p. 266) models of 

evaluation to be an oppressive force in the classroom 

was a central concern of Atkin. 
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"Rivetting the teacher's attention to 
a few behavioural goals provides him 
with blinders ... directing him to 
hundreds 6f goals leads to confusing, 
mechanical pedagogic style and loss 
of spontaneity." (Atkin, 1968, p. 29). 

Implicit goals, it seems could be an alternative to 

such explicit goals. Atkin adds a critical note to 

any carte blanche acceptance of behavioural objectives 

as representing 1 truth' or that which is 1 right': 

"What the educational community poorly 
realises at the moment is that 
behavioural goals may or may not be 
worthwhile. They are articulated from 
among the vast library of goals because 
they are stated relatively easily. 
Again, let's not assume that what we can 
presently measure necessarily represents 
our most important activity." ·(Atkin, 
1968, p. 30). 

Atkin argues for a high degree of program awareness. 

He decries the centralized identification of 

performance characteristics, costs, and determinations 

of "the highly quantifiable, the readily describable, 

and the unambiguous" (Atkin, in Hamilton, et al, 1977, 

p. 85) as insufficiently descriptive information 

to adequately represent a program. One might surmise 

instead, from Atkin 1 s writing, his preference for 

information cognizant of specific situations, and 

aware of more enduring program characteristics than the 

simplistic information referred to above. 

Atkin would likely envisage personal involvement by 

the evaluator as being reciprocal in nature. Atkin 

criticizes the egocentric role indirectly in his 

observation that programmed 'individual' learning is in 

fact the provision by an external curriculum developer 
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of a multiple of very closely planned options - once 

a student selects an option, all learning follows a 

path determined by someone else. Atkin's observation 

that American teachers have countered such externally 

developed curriculums with their own demands to be 

involved with such development, indicates that in 

evaluation as well, Atkin would endorse a mutual 

co-operation between classroom teachers, advisory 

academicians and curriculum theorists. 

(xi) Eisner 

Elliot Eisner approached curriculum development 

and evaluation from a background as an art educator. 

Indeed, both Eisner's growing dissatisfaction with the 

behavioural objectives model of evaluation and h is 

suggested Connoisseurship model reflect terminology 

more common to an artist than to an educational 

evaluator. 

'Educational Objectives: Help or Hindrance' (1967) 

is perhaps the paper by Eisner most frequently in

cluded in edited texts (Taylor and Cowley, 1972; 

Hamilton, et al, 1977; Kapfer, 1979), The paper dis

plays Eisner's awareness of a role for behaviourally 

stated objectives, as well as his concern that perhaps 

in some areas of instruction these objectives might 

actually "hinder the very functions the concept was 

originally designed to serve." (Eisner, 1967, p~ 250). 

While acknowledging clearly the onerous nature of his 

concern - "It is difficult to argue with a rational 

approach to curriculum development who would choose 
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irrationality?" (Eisner, 1967, p. 250). Eisner back

grounds his criticism with an historical .perspective of 

the behavioural movement before citing four aspects of 

the pre-specification of objectives about which he is 

dubious. It is not just the possibility, but also the 

desirability of enumerating specifically the "novel 

creative responses" (Eisner, 1967, p. 254) which 

concerns Eisner. Appropriate to the areas of maths, 

languages and sciences perhaps, but Eisner feels such 

specificity quite inappropriate, certainly within the 

area of art. Further, Eisner argues the shortcoming of 

concrete standards when judgments need to be made for 

purposes of assessment. Questioning not only the 

"arbitrary and socially defined" (Eisner, 1967, p. 255) 

nature of objective measurement criterion, Eisner 

also expresses concern over the ability of such 

criterion to measure the 

"educationally valuable .•• development 
of ... curiosity, inventiveness, and 
insight that is capable of being described 
only in metaphoric or poetic terms." 
(Eisner, 1967, p. 257). 

His final concern relates to educational objectives as 

they function in curriculum construction, traditionally 

requiring specification prior to the development of 

particular curriculum activities. 

hEducational objectives need not precede 
the selection and organisation of content. 
The means through which imaginative 
curriculurns can be built is as open-ended 
as the means through which scientific and 
artistic inventions occur. Curriculum 
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theory needs to allow for a variety 
of pro~esses to be employed in the 
construction of curriculums." 
{Eisner, 1967, p. 25 8) .-

Associated with these concerns was Eisner 1 s thought 

that the development of curriculums and the determination 

of their consequences were 

"artful tasks ... no different from 
the making of art - be it the art of 
p~inting Qr the art of science ... 
Lin which/ ... the variable teacher. 
student, class group, require artful 
blending for the educationally valuable 
to result." (Eisner, 1967, p. 259). 

In turn, the teacher was to be viewed as the critic of 

these arts, the individual of heightened perception, 

whose task it was to lead the student continually 

further in the quality of the latter's work. Indeed, 

Eisner suggested, teacher criticism could, in itself 1 

be carried "to its height as an art." (Eisner, 1967, 

p. 260). 

Yet, it is suggested by Hamilton, et al, (1977, p~ 86) 

that Eisner's recommendation of an art criticism approach 

to curriculum development still represented the more 

traditional 'student outcome' paradigm for determining 

value, and it was not until Eisner began to include 

"teacher-specific outcomes" (Eisner, 1972, p. 584) and 

"thick descriptions" (Eisner, in Hamilton, et al, 1977, 

p. 97) that he clearly indicated a tacit knowledge 

value base. Evaluations restricted to the measurement 

of subject-specific outcomes deny the existence, 

according to Eisner, of numerous other outcomes of 

instruction. In referring to teachers who teach not only 
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their students but themselves as well, Eisner writes 

"How teachers attack a problem, what their 
standards of excellence are, thei~ sense of 
excitement or boredom when they encounter a 
new idea, their expectations for deportment, 
their tolerance for ambiguity, their need for 
precision: the.Se are all teachable character
istics that teachers inevitably convey to 
students during the course of their work." 
(Eisner, 1972, p. 584). 

It is exactly with reference to the outcomes of 

encounters such as these, Eisner argues, that the critic 

should be skilled in perceiving and literately 

expressing. In what may be an attempt to emphasize and 

heighten even more the qualitative nature of criticism, 

Eisner refers to "connoisseurship". (Eisner, in 

Hamilton, et al, 1977, p. 98). This term is perhaps 

most appropriate,for educational critics, finding them

selves in an atmosphere which "An ounce of data, it 

seems, has been worth a pound of insight" (Eisner, in 

Hamilton, et al, 1977, p. 98) face a clear challenge 

to their 'non-scientific' research, in which not only 

will they need vivid perceptual capabilities, but also 

the expressive skills more characteristic of the 

artistic patron than the brash young critic. That 

connoisseuring patrons tend to be amongst the elite, and 

at times quite independent of public responsibility for 

views/opinions, is a problem acknowledged if not 

directly solved by Eisner. 

With reference to value base, Eisner would seem to 

clearly identify with the tacit knowledge view. He 

notes not only the importance of t:telearning process, 

but the teaching process as well, which ideally also 
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finds the teacher in a learning context, rather in a 

situation in which the goals are known before the first 

class even gets under way. The creativity which Eisner 

suggests exists in students (and hopefully their 

teachers) clearly indicates the active view of mankind. 

As well, Eisner's desire to reflect the "complex 

encounters and processes of teaching and learning" 

{Hamilton, et al, 1977, p. 87) is quite characteristic 

of a wholistic, anti-positivist approach. 

The degree of program awareness which the 

Connoisseurship model should engender would be nearing 

the differentiating level of descriptiveness. Eisner's 

note that 

"criticism requires for its successful 
execution an understanding of the context, 
the symbols, the rules and the traditions 
in which an object or event participates" 
{Eisner, in Hamilton, et al, 1977, p. 97) 

would seem to endorse this suggestion. Whether Eisner's 

model would, however, include portrayal of dispositional 

items, those enduring characteristics of the program, 

involving references to the past, present and likely the 

future of the program would seem unlikely. Rather, 

Eisner's model is more an in-depth 'state-of-the-art' 

determination. 

Interestingly, the extent of personal involvement by 

the evaluator in the program would seem not to be the 

reciprocal style expected, possibly in an alternative to 

behavioural objectives. Instead, the Connoisseurship 

model appears distinctly egocentric. On the basis of 

his experience, his perceptions and his values, the 

educational critic gives to the public his own rendering 
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of the qualities and importance of the program being 

evaluated. 

While Eisner 1 s model of evaluation would seem to 

incorporate many ideas which would appeal to an outdoor 

educator wanting to go beyond the 'scientific' 

procedures involved with measuring the achievement of 

behavioural objectives, the message should be clear 

that since 'connoisseurs' usually make themselves heard, 

the outdoor educator should select very carefully the 

person to do the job. 

(xii) Stenhouse 

Lawrence Stenhouse doesn't present, as such, a 

model for educational evaluation. In fact, Hamilton, 

et al opine that Stenhouse expressed 

"an early ... growing hostility to 
curriculum evaluation, both as 
conventionally propounded and as 
represented in this La1ternatives to 
behavioural objectives/ reader." 
{Hamilton, et al, 1977, p. 101). 

He is, none the less, included in this review of 

theorists because of his documented dissatisfaction with 

the behavioural objectives model of curriculum development. 

It could be suggested that Stenhouse has not only put 

into words the feelings of limitation often experienced 

by outdoor educators when required to formulate program 

objectives, but Stenhouse also provides pragmatic 

suggestions for more rational curriculum planning. 

Hamilton, et al (1977) note that Stenhouse served as 

Director of the Schools Council/Nuffield Humanities 

Curriculum Project in the early l970's. As a component 
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of the United Kingdom's Raising o f the School Leaving 

Age program, Stenhouse's project was to help older 

students "develop an understand~ng of social situations 

and human a cts of the controversial value i ssues which 

they raise ." (Stenhouse, 1 973 , p. 153) . While 

Hamilton, e t al·, (1977} review in some detail the 

manner in which Stenhouse v iewed the roll of classroom 

teachers a nd the inevitable presence of personal values 

within their teaching, it is l ater writing by Stenhouse 

which "shows clearly that Stenhouse' s ideas a bout 

curriculum evaluation arise directl y out of his novel 

approach to curriculum design." (Hamilton, e t al, 19 77, 

p. 102) . Stenhouse views the objectives model as sub

lima ting program content to a secondary role. If 

teachers are viewed as value-laden , difficulties of 

prod uct measurement are multiplied when logic suggests 

that students also must have their own val ues , with 

reference to which they, too, approach the c urriculum 

area. 

The inadequacy of prespecified b ehavioural objectives 

in this context is evident. Stenhouse distinguishes 

"two forms of disciplined action, act ion disciplined by 

preconceived goals and action disciplined by form or by 

principles of procedure." (Stenhouse, 1970, p . 76). 

Stenhouse recommends the specification of input instead 

of output. Teachers who 

"define the content of a •. . course r define 
what constitutes a philosophically acceptable 
teaching procedure and articulate standards 
by which stude nts' w6rk is to be judged •.• 
may be planning ratidnally without using 
objectives." (Stenhouse, 1970, p. 77) . 
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The multiplicity of student/teacher values is there

by readily tolerated, for such a strategy 

~suggests that the teacher can accept a 
range of objectives rather than one, 
while still being able to exclude some 
objectives as wholly inappropriate or 
misconceived. " ( Stenhouse, 19 7 0, p. 77} . 

This writer's very recent experiences with secondary 

college outdoor education students supports the 

inevitable existence of multiple objectives within a 

bushwalking and cycling program. Students reporting 

the course as contributing variously to their fun, 

skills development, physical fitness, social awareness, 

geographical sensitivity and occupational development 

reflect not pre-determined, measurable criterion, but 

rather the result of disciplined curriculum planning 

followed by placing the 

"knowledge at the disposal of the student, 
given that he learn its standards and 
principles, rather than trapping him in 
objectives conceived by his teacher." 
{Stenhouse, 1970, p. 77). 

A successful program, Stenhouse might argue, is 

determined not by the simple measurement of behavioural 

objectives achieved, but rather by the extent to which a 

very well thought out, planned and prepared program lives 

up to its promise of providing a content which encourages 

exploration and individuation of experience rather than 

factual recall. 

As someone who might be termed a curricular pluralist, 

Stenhouse certainly would seem to represent a tacit 

knowledge value base. Stenhouse views the student as 

an initiator, actively interpreting program content from 
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a personal perspective. Stenhouse also emphasizes the 

relevance of a rationale instead of behavioural 

objectives. 

With reference to program awareness, Stenhouse's 

continuing theme of value-laden teachers teaching value

laden content to value-laden students indicates strongly 

a high level of descriptiveness. More than just our 

beliefs and feelings, Stenhouse would appear to argue 

that awareness must extend to more enduring 

characteristics which are inherently influenced by 

personal and program values. 

Interestingly, the type of personal involvement which 

Stenhouse might experience in curriculum development and 

evaluation is a topic which could extend far beyond the 

confines of this paper. Hamilton, et al (1977} 

attribute to Stenhouse 

"a marked tendency towards highly complex 
and subtle argument and a taste for 
paradox which he himself only half 
acknowledges. This makes him an easy 
person to misrepresent." (Hamilton, 
et al, 1977, p. 100). 

At the risk of this writer misrepresenting Stenhouse 

any more than already possibly done, it might be said 

that Stenhouse typifies the egocentric, the reciprocal 

and the other-oriented involvements, sometimes singly, 

sometimes in multiple. Perhaps when one is so vividly 

conscious of personal values, and the manner in which they 

colour perspective, the curriculum developer/evaluator 

can't help but become involved with a 1 my values-your 

values-common values' puzzle. 
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(xiii) Stake 

Robert Stake contributed not only the countenance 

data matrix model and the responsive model to 

educational evaluation, he also addressed himself to 

issues such as description versus judgment, portrayal 

versus focus and formative versus summative evaluations. 

Stake, in his 1967 paper 'Countenance of Educational 

Evaluation', observed frequent dissatisfaction with 

"behavioural data ••. accreditation-type visitation 

teams •.. checklists ... Lang/ psychometric tests" 

(Stake, in Worthen and Sanders, 1973, p. 107) by 

educators who were themselves being evaluated. Stake 

viewed these complaints as reflecting major inadequacies 

in evaluators providing for these educators, information 

which would be useful, and indeed, information which 

would more fully reflect "the fullness, the complexity 

and the importance of their programs." (Stake, in 

Worthen and Sanders, 1973, p. 108). In arguing for the 

potential contribution that formal evaluations might 

play in education, Stake emphasized that programs 

involved much more than a measurable product. 

Programs involved, as well, the work that went into 

their planning (antecedents) and their implementation 

(transactions) quite in addition to their outcomes. In 

suggesting that a program possessed these often over

lapping three phases, Stake intended that an evaluation 

be 

"oriented to the complex and dynamic nature 
of education, one which gives proper attention 
to the diverse purposes and judgments of the 
practitioner~" (Stake, in Worthen and Sanders, 
1973, p. 108). 
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Only 

been 

when antecedents, transations and outcomes had all 

consciously studied, Stake felt, could an 

evaluator be in a position of offering both a thorough 

description of the events characteristic of that 

particular program and his advisory judgments as to 

the merit or value of that program. Not only did 

Stake argue strongly that formal evaluation should be 

responsible for providing these descriptions and judg

ments as very separate entities, but he also insisted 

that the goals/intents and standards on which these 

descriptions and judgments were based also be included. 

Within the goals/intents, Stake outlined that 

"the planned-for environmental conditions, the 
planned-for demonstrations, the planned-for 
coverage of certain subject matter, etc •.. 
as well as the planned-for student behaviour 
(in addition) effects which are desired .•• 
hoped for ••• anticipated ••• and ... feared" 
(Stake, in Worthen and Sanders, 1973, p. 114) 

be considered. As for the terminology in which the 

goals/intents are to be listed, Stake reflected the 

nature of his countenance model, in advising that such 

statements could be "taxonomic, mechanistic, humanistic, 

even scriptural - any mixture 

and Sanders, 1973, p. 115). 

" (Stake, in Worthen 

Although Stake viewed pre-specified objectives as 

quite an acceptable option amongst many in clarifying 

program goals/intents, he did insist on a statement of 

program rationale indicating "the basic philosophic 

background and basic purposes of the program.'" (Stake, 

in Worthen and Sanders, 197 3, p. 116) . Such a statement, 

Stake noted, could be implicit, was likely to be hard to 
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obtain and had to be in the educator's own words, but 

provided an important basis for the evaluation of 

goals/intents. 

The standards by which judgments were to be 

referenced involved more than the simplistic notion of 

'excellence' for Stake. 

"Even when measurements are effectively 
interpreted, evaluation is complicated 
by a multiplicity of standards. Standards 
vary from student to student, from 
instructor to instructor, and from 
reference group to reference group. This 
is not wrong. In a healthy society, 
different parties have different standards. 
Part of the responsibility of evaluation 
is to make known which standards are held 
by whom." (Stake, in Worthen and 
Sanders, 1973, p. 120). 

Stake suggested that the evaluator, in co-operation 

with the educators, should also consider whether to 

identify the extent to which congruence between goals/ 

intents and the outcomes were important if the 

evaluation was to be useful. In a similar manner, 

Stake felt that contingencies, or relationships between 

antecedent, transactional and outcome phases of the 

program should be included as further resource options 

within the evaluation. 

Other contributions by Stake to educational evaluation 

have included a paper arguing that the value of 

measurement devices lies not in the answers they give 

but rather in the questions they raise (Stake, 1972b), 

and a paper presenting several cardinal principles 

{Stake, 1972c) deserving,_one might suggest, relatively 

pious consideration by evaluators in outdoor education. 
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A theme receiving particular attention by Stake was 

that of formative and summative ev~luation. Hamilton, 

et al (1977) note than in contrast to Scriven's 

definition of formative as being conducted during and 

swnmative being conducted at the end of a program, 

Stake views the nature of the audience as the important 

factor in determining whether an evaluation is formative 

or summative. To fulfill the needs and interests of the 

program developers who are likely interested in the 

generalizability of their innovation, Stake feels the 

formative evaluation the most appropriate, although it 

may tend to sacrifice a close analysis of the program's 

immediate effectiveness. Indeed, Stake feels it is the 

clients of a program, the students and their parents, 

who are interested in the far more specific analysis of 

the program, and the extent to the which the particular 

program meets their own needs. This client-oriented 

evaluation Stake terms summative evaluation. Stake 

then identifies "a third group of people, those most 

directly responsible for the operation of the program, 

i.e., teachers and administrators" (Stake, 1977a, p. 157) 

as needing to have an interest in both the formative and 

sumrnative evaluations. Although Stake is un.able to 

identify the specific audience for whom the need exists, 

he does express the need also for a third type of 

evaluation - the operative evaluation, for the sole 

purpose of 11monitoring, trouble-shooting, crisis

managing ... ian~/ recognising catastrophe, potential 

and realised." (Stake, 1977a, p. 157). 
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Related to these needs for generalization or 

specification arising from an evaluation is Stake's 

"description versus analysis dilemma" (Stake, in 

Hamilton, et al, 1977, p. 161). While not referring to 

specific audiences of the evaluation, Stake is arguing 

that, given the option of focusing on the product or 

portraying the entire program, he would strongly 

recommend the latter option. His fear of the former 

option lies in the tendency to over-simplify a complex 

scenario. The evaluator's report, Stake feels, should 

enable the reader to share in the "glows ... the ... 

wobbles" (Stake, in Hamilton, et al, 1977, p. 162) 

that a program experiences, as this represents a more 

thorough and accurate description of the program. It 

would seem that at the time, Stake perceived too many 

evaluations featuring the tidy, focused results which 

reflected the research bias of the evaluator more than 

the reality of the program under study. 

More recently, Stake (1977b) made a plea for 

evaluations to relate even more closely to audiences and 

to the dynamic nature of the program. An evaluation of 

such a program, he wrote 

"is responsive to evaluation 
{l) if it orients more directly to program 

activities than to program intents, 
(2) if it responds to audience requirements 

for information, and 
{3) if the different value-perspectives 

present are referred to in reporting the 
success and failure of the program." 

(Stake, 1977b, p. 163). 

Issues, Stake advised, needed to be ascertained 

through contacts including students, parents, sponsors 

and staff. Thereafter, a systematic plan for gathering 
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da.ta could be developed. While the evaluator would 

likely experience first-hand direct experience with the 

program, Stake viewed the audiences as not having such 

direct access to these experiences. A substitute for 

this lack of access might be through an evaluation 

report providing a 

"vicarious experience /In which? we need to 
convey holistic impression, the mood, even 
the mystery of the experience. The program 
staff or people in the community may be 
'uncertain'. The audiences should feel that 
uncertaii-ity. More ambiguity rather than less 
may be needed in our reports. Oversimplification 
obfuscates ... " (Stake, 1977b, p. 164). 

Interestingly, reference to Stake by Wort~and 

Sanders (1973) and by Maling-Keepes (1978) includes only 

papers by Stake (1967, 1969) prior to his expressions 

directed specifically at multiple audiences ( 1972a), the 

complicating nature of measurements (1972b), the 

ecumenical nature required by the educational 

evaluator (1972c) and the shortcomings of performance 

contracting (1973), although respective publication 

dates are sufficiently later than the aforementioned 

papers. Hence, these authors who, by their writings, 

indicate their support for the centrality of 

behavioural objectives in educational evalu?tion, 

unfortunately take no issue in their writings to the 

concerns raised by Stake. It would appear that Stake 

himself has also avoided the occasional verbal scrimmage, 

the type of which has been mentioned earlier with other 

theorists. 

Indeed, it appears that apart from co-American 

House (1973), Stake's writings have been paid greater 
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heed by United Kingdom residents, including Hamilton, 

et al (1977) ~nd MacDonald (1976). The latter compares 

his own democratic evaluation with views expressed by 

Stake ( 19 7 4) recognizing "value pluralism and multiple 

audiences." (MacDonald, 1976, p. 135). A more sobering 

thought for any evaluator in the long run, but 

presently perhaps more relevant to outdoor educators 

seeking alternatives to the behavioural objectives model 

is MacDonald's reference to the financing of evaluation 

activities: 

~Evaluation costs money, and those who 
commission evaluation studies will be 
those who command resources. Who will 
serve the powerless if the evaluator 
flies the 'gold standard'? (Stake, 1976, 
Chapter 20). 11 (MacDonald, 1976, p. 136). 

Stake seems to clearly represent the tacit knowledge 

value base. His tolerance for an ineptly phrased 

rationale and for implicit goals, his anti-positivist 

demand for a holistic impression of a program, and his 

concern with process quite in addition to product 

emphasize this classification. Yet Stake's 'tolerance 1 

of behavioural objectives and explicit goals in 

addition to this acceptance of reductionist product 

measurements as simply representative of the extensive 

information that is needed for a useful evaluation are 

more likely an indication of a catholic nature than a 

confusion of values. 

Program awareness, using either Stakets countenance 

(Stake, 1967), or responsive (Stake, 1977b) model, 

would seem to have the potential of reaching at least 

differentiating, if not dispositional items, with an 
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extensive degree of depth included. It is possible that 

in Stake's formative evaluation, the differentiating 

level of descriptiveness would be moreappropriate, on 

the basis that at that level, sufficient information 

has been gained for the audience of developers to 

progress to the generalizations in which they are 

interested. For program clients, however, the 

dispositional level may offer the more specific detail 

in which they are interested, including the situational 

and temporal dimensions of depth. Personal involvement 

by evaluators implementing Stake's models would likely 

be of a reciprocal nature. With the aim of the formal 

evaluation being to provide useful information gained 

through understanding, the evaluator and educator need 

each other for professional advice, insights and help in 

conducting the evaluation. 

(xiv) Parlett and Hamilton 

Termed by Mulford "a key paper in the British 

evaluation scene" (Mulford, n.d., p. 10) was the Mal colm 

Parlett and David Hamilton publication 'Evaluation as 

Illumination' (1972). 

In developing the illuminative model, Parlett and 

Hamilton were responding to requests by evaluators for 

an evaluation method based less on "experimental 

o.esign Land more 0!!/ situations as they actually exist." 

(Parlett, 1974, p. 14). This is a difference no doubt 

appreciated by the outdoor educator! Parlet continues: 

" ... the aims of illuminative evaluation are 
to study an innovatory program: how it 
operates; how it is influenced by the various 
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school situations in which it is 
applied; what those directly concerned 
regard as its advantages and dis
advantages; and how students' 
intelle ctual tasks and academic 
experience are most affected. It aims 
to discover and document what it is 
like to be participating in the 
scheme, whether as ·a teacher or a pupil, 
and in addition to discern and discuss 
the innovation's most significant 
features, recurring concomitants, and 
critical processes." (Parlett, 1974, 
p. 15) • 

Five stages are suggested by Parlett (1~74, p. 16} 

as comprising the evaluation study: 

1. Setting up the evaluation study. 

2. Open-ended exploration. 

3. Focused enquiries. 

4. Interpretation. 

5. Reporting the study. 

As well as its concern to observe the 'real thing', 

the illuminative model provides a means whereby the 

evaluator, as an 'outsider' to the program being 

evaluated, is able, upon visitation to the program, to 

become fully involved with the proceedings. The 

evaluator aims to achieve first an overview of the 

program under evaluation and gradually "takes on a more 

directed and systematic look." 

Parlett writes: 

(Parlett, 19J4, p. 17). 

"The transition from stage to stage, as the 
investigation unfolds, occurs as problem 
areas become· progressively clarified and 
redefined. The course of the study cannot 
be charted in advance. Beginning with an 
extensive data base, the researchers 
system~tically reduce the breadth of their 
enquiry to give more concentrated attention 
to emerging issues. This permits unique and 
unpredicted phenomena to be given new weight. 
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It reduces the problem of data overload, 
and prevents the accumulation of a mass of 
unanalysed material.u (Parlett, 1974, p. 17). 

It is perhapsthe eclectic nature of the model which 

makes illuminative evaluation an appealing evaluation 

methodology to outdoor educators in Australia. While 

central to the model is an evaluator who gathers 

information through tri-angulation using data of 

various types in order to better interpret the learning 

milieu for the decision-makers, the precise methodology 

of the evaluation can be suited to the benefit of the 

particular program being evaluated. 

There are two terms central to the illuminative 

model which warrant explanation. 

The first term is 1 tri-angulation': Through 

cross-checking with other observers, and in comparing 

the data arising from observations, interviews, 

questionnaires, tests, documents and background sources, 

Parlett suggests the evaluator, through this tri-angulation, 

is better able to "sharpen discussion, disentangle 

complexities and isolate the significant from the 

trivial." (Parlett, 1972, p. 30). 

The second term is 'learning milieu': In emphasizing 

the importance of coming to understand the learning 

milieu, Parlett and Hamilton feel that the real working 

environment of a program consists of far more than the 

teacher, the students and the lesson plan. Similar to 

the Gestalt view of the whole being 'more than the sum 

of its parts', the learning milieu seeks to develop an 

awareness of the environment in its totality, with all 
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the accompanying moods, fights, worries and laughs. 

Such an approach might well appeal to the outdoor 

educator - a person more likely to be familiar with 

Carl Rodger's 'realness' than Bloom's Ta~onomy. 

(Bloom, 1956). 

A most significant drawback to the illuminative 

model is its openness to evaluator partiality. Such 

bias could result in the outdoor educator, as the 

sponsor, receiving information from the evaluator of an 

unacceptably positive or uncritical nature. Conversely, 

the evaluator could potentially conduct his 'progressive 

focusing' to the unjustly detrimental effect of that 

particular program. While one might cry out in ethical 

alarm, such poorly directed observations, in the same 

manner as breaches of confidentiality in reporting 

procedures,are constant dangers in any evaluation, and 

efforts need to be taken in the early stages of planning 

any evaluation to avoid such difficulties. Realizing 

this problem, Parlett suggests that 

" ... the illuminative evaluator £'.'.'.'considef/ 
himself in a similar position methodologically 
to the anthropolog!st, hi§torian, or 
psychiatrist ... iin tha~/ the~e is the same 
necessity for the careful exercise of 
intelligent human judgment in handling the 
complex material and evidence encountered." 
(Parlett, 1974, p. 18). 

Parlett and Hamilton's predominant objection with 

traditional behavioural objectives approaches to 

evaluation appear to centre on what they termed the 

inappropriate 'agricultural paradigm' of such methodology. 

"The agricultural paradigm is one in which 
students - rather like plant crops - are 
given pre-tests (the seedlings are weighed 
and measured) and then submitted to 

·-··· ... , _ _. "-··-·---~-.. -·- --· ,-·- ___ ..:.., 
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different experiences {treatment 
conditions). Subsequently after a 
period of time, their attainment 
(growth or yield) is measured to 
indicate the relative efficiency of 
the methods (fertilisers) used." 
(Parlett and Hamilton, 1972, p. 2). 

Shortcomings of the agricultural paradigm are based 

on the view that educational programs are far too 

dynamic to be randomised or controlled in the 

experimental sense. As well, pre-occupation with 

measurement data is likely to neglect entirely 

"subjective, anecdotal or impressionistic data which 

may be more salient." (Mulford, n.d., p. 10). The 

alternative methodology suggested by Parlett and 

Hamilton is that of the 'social anthropology paradigm'. 

Mulford (n.d~) suggests that in obtaining a broader 

view of a program, including its nuances and 

unexpected events, its moods and its feelings, the 

illwninative model is very similar to Stake's Q972a) 

concept of evaluation as portrayal instead of focus. 

In this case, the evaluator would need to tread care

fully between the illumination of a program and the 

ensuing tri-angulation which brings about the 

possibility of a more limited focusing on important 

issues. 

The illuminative model appears to be distinctly 

within the tacit knowledge value base. In aiming "to 

discover and document what it is like to be participating 

in the scheme,whether as teacher or pupil," (Parlett 

and Hamilton, 1972, p. 5) the process in which active 

individuals are viewed as sharing the learning experience 

________________ __:,._ _____ ----------~--~ 
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is presented. Through tri:-angulation, implicit goals 

can be identified, and perhaps exemplified, in order 

to provide an anti-positivist view of the entire 

program. 

The level of program awareness available through 

illuminative evaluation should be relatively high -

either differentiating or dispositional. The 'learning 

milieu' denotes an awareness certainly of beliefs and 

feelings of program par~icipants, and would likely also 

lead the diligent outdoor education evaluator to a 

sufficiently in-depth sensitivity that situational and 

temporal dimensions might be obtained. 

The nature of personal involvement by the evaluator 

in illuminative evaluation would be reciprocal. Arising 

from and supporting this idea is the quite unethical 

yet very pragmatic advantage of the illuminative 

model centering around the •real value' of any outdoor 

education program. Psychological research indicates 

(Jackson , 1960, p . 120; Aronson and Mills 1 1960 , p. 101) 

that people who experience stress or difficult conditions 

together will show a greater identification with each 

other afterwards. With the illuminative evaluator on

site and participating 1 ·Parlett I s words might be taken 

literally and the evaluator, along wit h the students 

and inst.ructors of the outdoor education facility, be 

given the opportunity to "~et LEheif7 feet well and 

truly wet." (Parlett, l974, p. 16). With subjectivity 

of . the evaluator a major recognized factor in illuminative 

evaluation, the outdoor educator who is confident of his 

program should perhaps hope for rain!. 
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The dimensions of value base and program awareness have, 

in this chapter, been applied to a number of educational 

evaluation theorists. A table classifying the writings 

of these theorists according to value base and degree of 

program awareness follows (page 100), Brief notes are 

also provided outlining for each theorist the purpose and 

methods characteristic of his evaluation approach. 
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TABLE 3 

CI.ASSIFICATION OF THE WRITINGS OF SELECTED EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION THEORISTS 

ACCORDING TO VALUE BASE ANO DEGREE OF PROGRAM AWARENESS 

Value Program Awareness 
base 

Descriptive Personal 
level Involvement 

<I) 
t,, 'tl .... 'C) Q) ro <I) .., 

s:: ,...., C 
0 <I) 5 u ,...., ::> ,,; r;,, .... ro •rl 
...., 'O <! I-< u "' .... w ~ .µ 0 0 
'" 'tl Physical ?Psycho <! ... I 
O...< .j.) w C, I. 

0, " 
.,.. logica u ·rl Q 

0 0 {) 0 u ..c: 
I-< C "' -!Depth t,, Q) .j.) A,.-.: E-< 1 2 3 4 ,,i a: 0 Purpose of Evaluation Methods Used 

' i) PRE-TYLER 

I 
Payment by X X X Assess factual recall Tests (written 
resul-ts Determine teacher 

remuneration 

Accrediting (Pc ten ia. ly) To gain Associat.ion On-site visits: Inte,"Cvi ew s, 
agencies X X lC X X l{ membership observations 

Psychometry X X X Behaviour measurement Tests, normative scales 
to assess change 

ii) TYLER (1949) (Pc ten ltia lyl Identification ,ind Tests, scales, check-lists, 
X X X X X X measurement of behavioural inventories, questionnaires 

objectives sociograms, int erviewsJ pupi 
diaries, case studies, etc. 

1 

of 

i 
iii) GLASER (1971 ) X X X Provide proof Criterion -referenced tests 

teaching effectiveness 

iv) PROWS ( 1969) X X X Improve, maintain or Measure discrepancies 
terminate program bet ween stated and actual 

input, process, output 

v) POPHAM X X X Identification and Behavioural taxonomies 
(1972, 1974) measurement of 

behavioural objectives 

vi) STUFFLEBEAM (Pi ter tia ly Information gathering Focus, collect, organ ize, 
(1969) X X X X X X analyse, report, prop osals 

vii) ALKIN (P, ter tia ly Information gathering Focus , collect, organize, 
( 1969, 1_972 X X X X X X analyse, report, proposals 

viii) CRONBACH X X X l< X X Collection and use of Teache"C-student interviews, 
(1963) ( ee tex . . . . . . . . . . ... .• l information for observations,attitude measu 

decision-making di~ries, process measure s, I 
follow-up studies, I 
standardized tests. , 

r es, 

ix) SCRIVEN Judge program value or Data-gatheri ng inst"Cuments 1 
(1967) X X X worth wei ghtings, criteria 

SCRIVEN Identify tactualt proqram External evaluator with 
(GFE) X X X effects (including checklist plus items above 

unintended) 

x) ATKIN (1963, To aid Classroom analysis; implicit 
196 7-6 8) X X X X X X program improvement: goals, intuitive a nd 

aesthetic dimensions 

xi] EISNER (196 7, Portray the teaching- Connoi sseur acts as crit ic 
1972, 1975) X X X X learning process 

xii) STEN HOUSE X X X X X X X X Hostile to curriculum Curriculum conten t which en 
(1970) evaluation per SC - courages exploration and 

Emphasis instead on individuation of experience 
disciplined program 
planning within value-
laden context 

xiii) STAKE X X X X X X Respond to full program: Countenance reporting I 
(1967, planning, implementation tolerant of program, 
1972a, and outcomes practitioner and audienc e 
1977b) diversity 

I 

xiv) PARLETT & I HAMILTON X X X X X X Discover and document Illuminat ion of the 
(1972) 'pros' and tcons' of learning mil ieu through 

l 
program participation extensive use of 

variations in perspective 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

-OUTDOOR EDUCATION EVALUATIONS 

A CLASSIFTCATTON BY D'IMENSIONS 

OF VALUE BASE: AND PROGRA."1 AWARENESS 

The purpose of this chapter is to comment briefly in 

the context of value base and program awareness on a 

sampling of outdoor education evaluations. 

Firstly, reference will be made to a number of evaluations 

which, it will be suggested, can be classified according to 

their propositional or tacit knowledge value base in an 

effort to portray for the reader the format and the nature 

of information provided in the respectively value based 

evaluations. Secondly, it will be proposed that confusion 

of value base with methodology is not uncommon amongst 

outdoor education evaluators. Examples will be cited to 

highlight the nature of difficulties encountered when one 

posites an avoidance of values in the establishment of 

criterion for 'useful' evaluations, when one confuses the 

value base of researchers with the value base of the program, 

and when one produces an evaluation lacking in methodological 

quality acceptable to e~her proponents of the propositional 

or the tacit knowledge value base. Thirdly, exc~rpts from 

an evaluation guide of the propositional value base and an 

evaluation guide of the tacit value base will be noted in 

order to provide the reader with a sense of the different 

natures of information asked in each evaluation. 

While most of the evaluations to which reference is made 

are American in origin, this may reflect more the difficulty 

of access to such material in the U.K. and in Australia than 
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to the relative extent of actual outdoor education evaluation 

activity undertaken in either country, in comparison with 

the United States. The impression one receives from re

viewing outdoor education evaluations is, however, that the 

country-of -origin is less significant than is the wide inter

pretation given to the term 'evaluation' by outdoor 

educators involved in information gathering activities. 

A number of reports on outdoor education activities 

appear to provide inf ormation directly -oriented to the 

propositional value base. Koepke (1973) administered pre 

and post tests and standardized questionnaires to determine 

the effects upon anxiety and self-concept of Outward Bound 

participation. She recommended that follow-up studies would 

need to be "more controlled," (Koepke, 1973, p. 10), would 

require more subjects and should also include observational 

techniques of data collection. Miller (1974), advised the 

use of a seven-point written evaluation form for student 

participants of a summer camping experience, complemented 

by an eight-point written questionnaire· administered to 

campers' parents on site at the completion of the program. 

Miller suggested the parents be provided with access to a 

tape recorder for their spoken answers, thereby avoiding any 

sense of threat by program staff, Porter (1975) administered 

standardized tests measuring self-esteem and behaviour 

rating to both experimental and control groups in his study 

of the therapeutic effect of a wilderness program for 

problem youth. Not only does the caus.e/effect issue of his 

findings .seem unclear, he also attempts somewhat inadequately 

to straddle propositional knowledge de.mands and tacit 

knowledge domain: 
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"The approach of the present program clearly 
demonstrates the wilderness as a powerful, 
therapeutic milieu. The time is ripe for 
further wilderness program development and 
systematic evaluation must continue, and more 
rigorously." (Porter, 1975, p. B6). 

Snooks and Long (1975-76), in undertaking a Title III 

evaluation of Project BACSTOP, a program designed to in

crease cognitive skills in high-school students through 

outdoor programming, utilized internal evaluators to 

administer questionnaires to control, experimental and 

target groups. Snooks and Long acknowledged that a 

limitation of access to information lay in the evaluation 

design (1975-76, p. 62). Considering the complex context 

of bi-racial strife and student performance levels below the 

United States norm in which Project BACSTOP was conducted, 

such limitations as a result of experimental design would 

seem almost inevitable. 

McCay, et al (1978) utilized nine separate questionnaires 

in what appeared to be a successful attempt at measuring 

the attitudes and awareness of environmental education 

camp users. The authors, themselves directors of the 

centre, seem, however, to unconsciously transcend the 

factual results provided by questionnaires with what appears 

to be a tacit sense of •gut feeling• when they note: 

"Be it goal or not, it is a fact that the 
residential experience, helping each other 
on hikes and other co-operative group 
activities did lead to new friendships and 
understandings. There is clear indication 
here of an area for fruitful work. A reasonable 
working hypothesis would be that people 
engaged in real tasks that necessitate co
operation, and supplied with some guidance, 
will form more interpersona.l interaction 
skills and more positive feeling toward 
others. 11 (Mccay, et al, 197B, p. 13). 
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In the United Kingdom, Crossland and Moore (.1974} con

ducted an evaluation of the Schools Council Environmental 

Studies Project (5 - 13) based at Cartrefle College of 

Education, Wrexham. This evaluation, as well as acknowledging 

limitations arising from the need to restrict expenditure, 

the late start of the evaluation relative to the commencement 

of the program, the shortness of time available to the 

evaluators and in the type of information gathered, also 

reflects strongly the propositional value base. Achievement 

tests and Likert scales, contingency tables and standard 

deviations, all in an effort to assess behavioural change, 

are the substance of their evaluation. This strict use of 

the objectives model in evaluating an environmental education 

program was perhaps to be expected considering the influence 

of Pidgeon and Wiseman (1972) in the School's Council's 

Working Party on Curriculum Evaluation. As members of the 

Council and as Director and Deputy Director, respectively of 

the National Foundation for Educational Research, their 

defence of the behavioural objectives model of evaluation 

influenced possibly not only Crossland and Moore (1974), but, 

according to Hamilton, et al "it constituted an endorsement 

by the British research establishment of the Tylerian 

prescription for curriculum evaluation." (Hamilton, et al, 

1977, p. 59). 

Other outdoor education evaluations seem to represent the 

tacit knowledge value base~ These include two outdoor 

education evaluators who stated a specific dissatisfaction 

with statistical analysis as a means of providing useful 

information. In a pragmatic vein, Fornander (1974), reporting 

on a Denver, Colorado high school 'Senior Seminar' which 

•-..i. ·----· --.. -,--



N .... 
-105-

involved extensive urban, wilderness and cross-cultural 

contact, noted: 

" •.• the most important evaluation is the 
subjective reaction of key decision makers. 
Despite what statistical data is collected 
and what records are kept, a program must sell 
itself to leaders at a subjective level." 
(Fornander, 1974, p. 42). 

Miller (1975), in conducting an evaluation for Title VI-B 

funding to an outdoor education program for emotionally 

handicapped students in the state of New York commented in 

his discussion: 

"Although it is fashionable to subject 
evaluation data to a 't' test or other 
tests of statistical significance, the 
evaluator questions the wisdom and 
utility of such efforts ... The nature 
of the instruments, data collection 
techniques and the subject population 
violate most of the assumptions and 
constraints of tests of statistical 
significance." (Miller, 1975, p. 10) 

Instead, Miller utilized alternative information

gathering techniques. An example of Miller's questioning 

and his attitude toward the type of results he obtained: 

"I would participate in the outdoor education 
project next year 

1. Only under threat of death ..• 
5. And encourage other teachers of 

the handicapped to do so •.. 
This may be 'soft' data but it is hard 
evidence." (Miller, 1975, p. 16). 

If outdoor education evaluation reports were to be 

classified on a diplomacy or impact scale, the Hunt Report 

on Mountain Training, July, 1975 should receive highest 

commendation. On behalf of the British Mountaineering 

Council, (B.M.C.) in regard to training activities in British 

mountain areas, the. Hunt Cornrnitte.e had as its terms of 

reference~ 

.___.... ___ ..._.... ___ , ·-···-- -··. ··-•----~.--.. ~----.....-"'--·-..,·---· 
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11 to concern itself with all training matters 
represented by course attendance of any kind, to 
advise and thus help policy making by the B.M.C. 
Committee of Management.in this field ... The 
Committee is concerned to ens-ure that mountain 
training is conducted in the best interests and 
traditions of mountaineering as a sport." 
(Hunt, 19 7 5 , p. 1) • 

In the context both of a potentially massive amount of 

information being available, and of an atmosphere replete 

with allegiances to various clubs, the Committee noted: 

"We did not consider it necessary or appropriate 
to produce a definitive report on training based 
on surveys and other research. There was, in our 
opinion, some urgency to tackle the problem which 
had been set us. We therefore decided to make our 
observations and recommendations in general terms ... " 
(Hunt, 1975, p. 1). 

Recommendations by the Cornmitee to the B.M.C. 

acknowledged a "background of rights, priviledges and 

varying interests" (Hunt, 1975, p. 4) in the use of the 

mountains, but avoided the definition of these interests 

for the reason that: 

"The basic nature and spirit of an activity such 
as mountaineering are not easily or satisfactorily 
reduced to words and, when this is attempted, a 
definition is in danger of being debased into a 
code or exalted into a creed. Moreover, traditions 
may be rejected as time and circumstances change." 
(Hunt, 1975, p. 4). 

Certainly, such comments, when related to the dimension 

of program awareness, reflect the highest levels of temporal 

awareness. 

Observations by the Committee relative to overcrowding 

in the mountain areas (Hunt, 1975, p. 5); bureaucracy of 

government and training establishments (Hunt, 1975, p. 6); 

"over-playing of safety" (Hunt, 1975, p. 7);· the B.M.C. in 

its relationship.with various mountain training-oriented 

organizations; and to dangers inherent in the certification 
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of individuals (Hunt, 1975, p. 13) reflect not so much the 

results of numerous p~e and post testing devices, but rather 

the result of thoughtful and open communication between 

individuals able to place "the interests and traditions of 

mountaineering" (Hunt, 1975, p. 15) above the interests of 

their own organizations. 

Another outdoor education evaluation which, while quite 

different in style from Hunt's report also reflected the 

tacit knowledge value base, is the review by Collins (1979) 

of a seven-day Outward Bound Camp conducted for the Malanda 

(Queensland) High School. Himself a teacher at the school, 

and a participant on the course, Collins referred only 

briefly to the impact of the program on the students: 

11 0£ course, in the five months that were left at 
school, it was not possible to evaluate how much 
the students may have benefited from the week; 
benefits that may only manifest themselves, if 
at all, in later years. Certainly they all 
thoroughly enjoyed themselves ... For the 
school's part, we felt the exercise had been most 
worthwhile." (Collins, 1979, p. 9). 

It is unclear, however, whether Collins' concluding 

comment reflected more the enthusiastic subjectivity of an 

evaluator who ·had the chance to "get his feet well and 

truly wet'' {Parlett, 1974, p. 16) in the program or the 

result of documented comments by staff, student~ and parents 

as a result of quite independent observations of the program. 

Collins wrote: 

"There is immense value to be gained from including 
in the school curriculum a week such as the one we 
spent. The students learn about themselves, each 
other, the 'great outdoors', and probably about 
the teachers who accompany them. In like manner, 
teachers should return bette~ equipped to help 
their students in the remainder of their school careers." 
(Collins, 1979, p. 9). 
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While one might agree whole~heartedly with Collins• 

sentiments, such 'weak data' in an article directed to all 

teachers and administrators in the Queensland Department of 

Education is highly vulnerable to criticism by those in the 

audience possessing a propositional knowledge value base. 

The inclusion by Collins of these sweeping generalizations 

is unfortunate and could well detract from the importance of 

a well-documented program event: the shared enjoyment by 

staff and students of a new experience. 

Two evaluations of American Outward Bound programs 

(Hawkes, et al, 1969; Schulze, et al, 1971) demonstrate 

clearly the extensive range of information open to 

evaluations of the tacit knowledge value base. Information 

for the evaluations was gained from sources including 

personal interviews with teachers, students, administrators 

and parents; from diaries of program participants; from 

other evaluations already undertaken; from tapes of de

briefing sessions; from end-of-course papers; from 

questionnaires and from pre and post attitude tests. Indeed, 

the reports exhibit also high levels of program awareness by 

the evaluators and emphasize program process quite as 

importantly as program product. Each of these reports not 

only has a readily identifiable value base, but ·each report 

also demonstrates to outdoor educators that tests and 

questionnaires often deserve not total avoidance, but rather, 

assiduous application within the total evaluation context. 

Perhaps a classic example of value base confusion is that 

exhibited by Shore in his compilation of outward" BoUhd: A 

Reference Vblulne (1977). Shore undertook to review 
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approximately eighty studies on Outward Bound. He coll\ITlented, 

in so doing, that: 

"I have not taken a position on the value of the 
type of research - that is to say, I have not 
tended, for example, to 'include' research which 
is empirical and 'not include' that which is 
theoretical. Rather, given the type of research, 
I have made my assessment on the basis of 
whether or not the work is useful, believable 
and accurate." (Shore, 1977, p. 4). 

In explaining his selection of twenty-five studies out 

of the original eighty for detailed presentation, it might 

be suggested that 'believable and accurate' were more 

dominant in his assessment than was 'useful': 

"It would be useful at this point to distinguish 
among types and classes of studies. That is, we 
must distinguish between so-called empirical studies 
and all other types for the simple reason that the 
findings of the former can be presented in a tight, 
tabular format since the studies themselves are 
usually highly structured and follow a pattern of 
presenting in logical order the purpose of the 
study, the major questions of the study, the subjects 
of the study, the central variables o f the study, 
the research instruments employed, and the findings. 
Other studies, because of their less formal nature, 
require more discursive treatment, or., if you will, 
morewords. 11 (Shore, 1977, p. 32). 

Such comments seem to reflect a preference f or 

behavioural objectives, reductionist thinking and product 

instead of process. While Shore is most welcome to this 

value base, his criticism of 'all other types' of studies 

than the empirtcal sort deserves deeper analysis than being 

termed merely i~ need of 'discursive treatment'. Likewise, 

Shore's statement that: 

"One must conclude, overall, that the research. 
literature of Outward Bound is weak •.. there have 
been few attempts to link outcome measures with 
program components and very little statistical 
analysis in this sense as opposed to statistical 
reporting," (Shore, 19 77, p. 3) 

represents closely the nature of American positivism referred 
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to earlier by Stake. (Btake, 1977, p. 6). Indeed, the 

aforementioned studies by Hawkes, et al (1969) and Schulze, 

et al (1971) in particular elicit from Shore the following: 

"It is interesting that studies employing weaker methodologies 

result in profuse findings.~ (Shore, 1977, p. 53). 

Certainly, the complexities of the outdoor education 

programs and the multiple perspectives from which these 

programs might be viewed by their participants would not 

seem to suit the reductionst approach of Shore which is 

"the desire to get to the bottom line." (Shore, 1977, p. 32). 

Although one may be critical of the premise from which Shore 

viewed the eighty Outward Bound studies, his compendium is 

valuable for its inclusion of so many studies which would 

otherwise be generally inaccessible due to their mostly 

having been undertaken 'in partial fulfilment' of Master 

and Doctorate courses at various American universities. 

In essence, however, it would appear that Shore 1 s confusion 

of research, measurement and evaluation led him to identify 

material more as useful to his tabulating purposes than to 

the functional usefulness of program personnel. 

Another interesting example of confusion in value base 

is evidenced in Cardwell 1 s (1978) defence of Project DARE, 

a Canadian wilderness program for delinquent youth. 

Cardwell, as Superintendent of Project DARE seemed to be 

forecasting some major changes following an apparently 

critical evaluation of the project by researchers: 

"A number of gurus of experiential education 
believe that we must not cater to researchers 
and statistical analysts. The contemporary 
philosophy tends to be 1 if you know the answer, 
you missed the experience, .1 or 'if you have to 
ask the question, you will never understand the 
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answer.• This rhetoric may be philosophically 
stimulating and may give the experiential 
educators comfort under any attack from analytical 
research; however, in the end it only tends to 
isolate and develop,a more insular gulf between 
the reality of professional research and the 
experiential education movement in general ••. 
we must establish the components we wish the 
researchers to evaluate." (Cardwell, 1978, p. 1). 

The outdoor educator heeds to note Cardwell's comments, 

for the manner in which he, too, confuses measurement, 

research and evaluation indicate he envisages major changes 

to suit the researchers and measurern~nt analysts - not to 

suit the findings of evaluation activity or program needs. 

His throw-away comments about a "contemporary philosophy" 

(Cardwell, 1978, p. 1) are more characteristic of Maslow's 

low-synergy "bitchiness" (Wilson, 1972, p. 146) than of an 

individual aware of alternate value bases. It is evident 

that Cardwell feels it necessary to place propositional 

knowledge before tacit knowledge as a result of the con

straints imposed by the researcher's and measurement 

analyst's information gathering techniques. It could be 

hoped that an understanding of the substantial value base 

differences that may exist between individuals could 

actually help to reduce the "insular gulf." (Cardwell, 1978, 

p. 1) • In so doing, perhaps a more reciprocal relationship 

between program personnel and others - be they researchers, 

measurement analysts or even evaluators - could develop. 

A final evaluation from the Australian Capital Territory 

warrants mention in this chapter as an example of neither the 

propositional nor the tacit knowledge value base. While not 

questioning the usefulness of 'A Systems Wide Approach Lto 

Outdoor Educatio~7 Involving Six Schools' (Clyde, et al, 



.00 
'~-

...... _ 

N 

\ 

'° 0 
-0 
N 

-112-

1978) to other teachers, the report appears to offer neither 

the empirical data which characterizes measurement of 

behavioural objectives, nor a sense of total program 

review which might characteriz~ critique or illumination. 

Instead, the report seems to represent an informal compil

ation of diary dates, vague references to equipment use and 

difficulties and undocumented conclusions formed by the 

teachers involved with the project relative to pupils, 

parents, school and the community in general. One senses 

that the teachers responsible for the document, while 

demonstrating both enthusiasm and competence in establishing 

an ambitious and innovative inter-school outdoor education 

activity, deserved more appropriate evaluation guidance and 

advice from their funding body. The result is a report 

which does justice neither to the effort of the teachers 

involved, nor to the wealth of information to which they had 

access in the course of the program. 

The two excerpts from guides to the evaluation of out

door education programs which follow represent not just 

opposing value bases, but also the substantial differences 

in levels of program awareness which might be attained. 

The Los Angeles County Superintendent of Schools 

published in 1975 a 'Guide for Self Appraisal and 

Certification of Resident Outdoor Environmental Education 

Programs (R.O.E.E.P.}. The written questionnaire 

reflects no confusion in value base. Propositional knowledge 

is of value, tacit knowledge is not. As R.O.E.E.P. 

certification precedes any state funding, the report is 

mandatory for anyfacility seeking such funding~ 
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Questions on the form include: 

"3. A R.O.E.E.P. addresses pupil needs which 
cannot be met in the regular classroom. 
List below the specific and unique pupil 
needs to which your R.0.E.E.P. is addressed. 

4. Have your personnel covered by Stull Bill 
provisions met those requirements? /This 
state bill mandates evaluation of teachers 
in terms of student performance~/ 

5. Does your R.O.E.E.P. have established pupil 
educational goals? ••. 

7. Have measurable instructional pupil objectives 
been established for each goal of the R.O.E.E.P? 

8. Have you reviewed your goals and objectives 
during the past two years? ... 

14. Does your R.O.E.E.P. have a systematic procedure 
for evaluation of: 

Attainment of instructional objectives 
Instructional staff 
R.O.E.E.P. Administration 
Local Education Agency (L.E.A.) Administration" 

(1975, p. 12) 

The responses to the questionnaire are documented by 

trained R.0.E.E.P. certification visitors. Of particular 

interest are two excerpts from Appendix 1 of the form 

outlining: 

"Goals and Objectives of R.O.E.E.P. visitors: 

A. Individuals will be screened and trained to 
assist administrators/staff and others ... /to/ 
show strength, weaknesses of site, facilities
and program provided and of suggesting 
improvements ... 

B~ 2. Workshops of at least 12 hours will be 
conducted to provide visitors trainees 
with opportunity to clarify intent and 
application procedures for the 
instruments to be used." 

(1975, p. Bl) 

taken at face value, one feels 'visitor' is a 

euphemistic term for a high-status, authoritative judge. 

Whether this person spends more or less hours on the site 

visit than is included in his training for the job is not 

...,.._-----~--.. - ~-·---·-- _ ___,,.,,.a,,____ .. , ~--~~----.. ~--~··- ···-~·~---------- · .. - , 
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specified in the form. Questions as to the extent to which the 

R.O.E.E.P. has professional contact with other R.O.E.E.P.'s, 

the extent to which the R.O.E.E.P. interacts with local 

schools in programming, the extent to which evaluation in 

addition to judgment takes place on a R.O.E.E.P. site visit, 

and the extent to which R.O.E.E.P. staff and students enjoy 

themselves are but a few of the many questions which go 

begging on a form which perhaps must be necessarily brief 

if it is to suit the needs of a cost-cutting state 

government. 

Tacit knowledge and extensive program awareness are the 

overt aim of Matthews, et al, (1978) in a 'Guide for 

Conducting Outdoor Field Experiences'. Recommendations for 

post-trip summation and evaluation are that the teacher: 

11 1. Discuss the trip with the class, 
2. Encourage them to research their questions 

and join them on questions you might have, 
3. Talk about personal observations of feelings, 
4. Make displays/bulletin boards .concerning the trip, 
5. Analyse specimens, 
6. Discuss the trip to see if improvement can be 

made for future trips." (Matthews, et al, 1978, 
p. 10). 

Although not the presentation of an evaluation in itself, 

the report does provide practical and realistic advice to 

outdoor education teachers who have greater access to their 

students than to external evaluators. 

Perhaps t_he most notable difference between evaluatoins 

of propositional and tacit knowledge value bases is the 

extent to which the former tolerate within their information

gathering techniques onlr material suitable to quantitative 

measurement and statistical ~nalysis, while the latter 

might view such data more as a potentially valuable 

----~--, ·-·------·~~--··-.....a. .,..___ 
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contribution within the dynamic atmosphere of an outdoor 

education program. An awareness of value base differences 

by outdoor educators could well help these professionals to 

realize the vast potential for useful information from the 

wide variety of sources representing not only their own, 

but other value bases as well. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

VALUE BASES AND. PROGRAM AWARENESS 

A PERSPECTIVE ON NEEDS 

IN OUTDOOR EDUCATION EVALUATIONS 

The outdoor educator will find as much consensus on the 

methodology of evaluation as he will find on the methodology 

of outdoor education. Yet, in addition to these shared 

variations in definition and procedure, there exists also 

in Australian outdoor education and evaluation the 

perspective that further development is needed, and could 

even be beneficial. 

It is perhaps ironic, therefore that Australian outdoor 

educators have yet to form a national professional interest 

association, and an in-service course on outdoor education 

and evaluation recently proposed by the School Camps Branch 

of the Victorian Department of Education was considered un

viable due to insufficient enrolments only days before its 

scheduled commencement, despite the fact that the Council 

of the Victorian Institute of Secondary Education was 

simultaneously granting Outdoor Education Group 2 subject 

status, making outdoor education an accredited subject for 

the Higher School Certificate. (Henderson, 1982, p. 12). 

Certainly, the need for evaluation in outdoor education 

is clear. First, in educational planning, formal 

evaluations can provide comprehensive and useful information 

for both facility and program development and improvement. 

Second, state departments of education throughout Australia 

are encouraging, through policy, school-based evaluation 

initiatives. One would expect outdoor educators to respond 
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professionally and undertake to formally review their 

facilities and programs in order to ensure the maintenance 

of educational quality. Third, evaluation should enable 

the outdoor educator to openly welcome calls for accountability. 

Not only in the 'concrete' development of leisure-oriented 

skills, but also in the 'extra' development of social and 

personal awareness, the outdoor educator is often able to 

deliver two products for the price of one. Fourth, 

evaluation can provide the outdoor educator with an improved 

sensitivity in high-risk activities. Indeed, awareness not 

only of measurable temperatures and windspeeds, but also of 

moods and feelings can enable the skilled outdoor educator 

to maintain the vital balance between high-risk and safety, 

With the role for evaluation in outdoor education so 

evident, and with evaluation models claiming to offer so 

much, the apparent lack of evaluation activity by Australian 

outdoor educators is difficult to understand. 

Reasons for this inactivity could well include pre

occupying arguments amongst themselves as to the role of 

outdoor education or the lack of time, interest or covert 

incentive to engage in formal evaluation activity. Following 

personal discussions and correspondence with outdoor 

educators, however, this writer believes a more accurate 

explanation of the evaluation void is due, at least in part, 

to a very real interest in evaluation by outdoor educators 

being severely tempered by a lack of understanding as to 

what evaluation has to offer to them. Almost invariably, 

this writer has found outdoor educators equating evaluation 

with 'the old inspector' system, with the administration of 

attitude and personality tests, with the often tedious and 
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unrealistic tas k of pre- s pecifying behavioura l objectives, 

or with a massive amount of jargon seemingly unrelated to 

t~e i r outdoor eduation program needs . 

The dimension of propositional and tacit knowledge 

value bases , and the dime nsion of program awarenes.s pro vide 

the outdoor e ducator with a uniquely clear and useful 

perspective from which to view the many and oft en conflict

ing evaluation methodolog ies. The clarity of the two value 

bases ref lects a r ecurring theme amongst various writers 

(House , 1977; Stake, 1978; Hamilton, et al, 1 977; Young, 

1 981). The usefulness of ihe dimensions lies in the extent 

to which program awareness and tacit knowledge are so often 

integra l elements of an outdoor education progr am , elements 

which hithe rto may have, more than likely, been s ubver ted to 

the 'strong data' claim of the propositional knowl edge value 

bas e . 

For the outdoor educator, some models of evaluation are 

far more likely to provide u seful information than are 

others. While Tyler (1949), Stu f f lebeam (1969} and Alkin 

(1969) offer evaluation models which could potentia l ly 

develop a high level of program awareness , the type of 

information o n whi ch they place their value reflects t he 

propos itional knowledge value base. Thus , the measurement 

o f pre-specified behavioural ob jectives is central in these 

models, for it is o n the r esult of these measurements that 

p rogram effectiveness will be ascertained . 

For the outdoor e ducator wishing to conduct an evaluation 

which does not limit the information gathering only to tests 

and the measurement o f pre-specified behavioural objectives, 

but fee ls t here e xists als o or instead the need to gather 



Q() 

-119-

information on participant effort and interest, on unexpected 

events and outcomes, on the 'wholeness' of a program 

instead of on segregated elements, or on any information 

for which measurement techniques either don't exist or are 

felt inappropriate, the writings of Atkin {l967-68), Eisner 

(1967), Stenhouse (1970), Stake (1967, 1977) and Parlett and 

Hamilton (1972) are recommended. As well as being 

representative of the tacit knowledge value base, these 

models would also seem to provide high levels of program 

awareness. 

The outdoor educator will hopefully find the dimensions 

of value base and program awareness -as presented in this 

study to be readily applicable not only to himself, to 

fellow program personnel and to program administrators, but 

also to other evaluations to which he may have access. 

Such application of the dimensions should lead the outdoor 

educator to understand more clearly not only the nature of 

his/his colleagues1/his administrator's needs which may need 

to be met if the evaluation is to be effective, but also 

the suitability of other evaluation methodologies to his 

own program needs. 

Such descriptive utilization of the dimensions of value 

base and program awareness must, however, be complemented 

by a prescriptive quality as well. Hence, in looking 

ahead, or in planning evaluation activity, the dimensions 

must also be viewed as contributing to a perception of needs 

which must be considered prior to the commencement of 

evaluation activity. The perceptive outdoor educator will, 

on application of the dimensions to identified audiences of 
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the evaluation, be able to include and exclude information

gathering techniques in a conscious blending of evaluation 

methodologies. In essence, then, the outdoor educator 

should be able to maximise the effectiveness of his 

evaluation in that the information gathered reflects material 

cognizant not only of the dimensions of value base and 

program awareness, but also of methodologies most likely to 

be respected by the various audiences of the evaluation. 

While this study has emphasized the bi-polar nature 

of the propositional and tacit knowledge value bases, and 

has implied that program awareness is more likely found in 

depth within the tacit knowledge base, outdoor educators 

must progress beyond 'tolerance' for the value base 

alternate to their own, and, in the spirit of true co-operation 

which so often characterizes outdoor education aims, 

realize the very real 'benefit' which may exist in 

information gathered via the alternate value base. 

of propositional or tacit knowledge value based 

The use 

methodology and information is optional for the outdoor 

education evaluator; the conscious consideration of such 

alternate methodology and information is a professional 

responsibility. 

The limitations placed on the conduct of this study 

were imposed only by the writer himself. Since commencement 

of the study, the writer has continued and extended his 

commitments as the Phillip Secondary College co-Ordinator 

of Psychology, Outdoor Recreation and Sailing. His 

Chairmanship of the Duke of Edinburgh's Award in Australia, 

A.C.T. Division, during the period involving transition 
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from regional to independent status has _also placed 

limitations on time available for this study. Alternatively, 

these and other youth leadership commitments within the 

community have led to a constant re-appraisal by the 

writer of the relevance of the dimensions of value base and 

program awareness and of evaluation within these areas, 

Indeed, it is due to the writers' perception that the study 

is, in fact, highly relevant and applicable that the work 

has continued during the past three years, This perception 

has been encouraged also through receipt of correspondence 

from Australian outdoor educators seeking guidance as they 

considered evaluation activity. Perhaps the most severe 

qualitative limitation perceived by this writer is related 

to the lack of very recent literature from the evaluation 

theorists reviewed in Chapter Three. Although consideration 

was given to contacting them individually through the mail, 

both to confirm the accuracy of the comments contained 

herein as well as to gain an up-date on their views/ 

activities, this plan also fell foul due to the afore

mentioned commitments. 

Recommendations for avenues of activity and research as 

a result of this study range from the practical to the more 

ambitious. 

It could be suggested that outdoor educators, to a 

person, all feel that a ~pecial 'worth' exists in their 

program, and hence their willingness to devote often 

excessive hours to program development and implementation. 

The dimensions of value base and program awareness are 

intended to help these outdoor educators establish the 
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nature of formal evaluation which might best reflect their 

unique program and aid them in identifying both strengths 

and weaknesses so that their actiyities can gain the respect 

they deserve for what they do offer, and provide access to 

information on elements which might be improved. 

In the practical sense, the dimensions of value base 

and program awareness must be presented effectively in a 

simplified version if ~hey are to be of use to most outdoor 

educators. A very recent presentation of the dimensions to 

a Master of Education evaluation seminar at the Canberra 

College of Advanced Education was most helpful in this 

regard. Not only was there a great deal of interest in the 

applicability of the dimensions by the teachers, educational 

administrators, the nursing educator and the Naval training 

officer present, but it was apparent that a succinct and 

understandable presentation of the dimensions could easily 

be accomplished within a limited time period to individuals 

with a passing familiarity with a limited number of 

evaluation methodologies. Such a presentation might be an 

appropriate agenda item in the forthcoming 1983 National 

Outdoor Education Conference to be held at Albury Park, 

South Australia. Similarly, written presentations of the 

dimensions, suitable for outdoor education association 

newsletters and for education department journals are 

necessary for the dissemination of the dimensions concept. 

The continued development of Graduate Diploma in 

Outdoor Education courses at Colleges of Advanced Education 

in Victoria, South Australia and Queensland demonstrates 

both the urgent need and a suitable context for outdoor 
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educators to undertake the study of evaluation methodology 

oriented specifically toward this specialist area of 

education. 

Should the dimensions be deemed relevant and useful 

by educators other than those engaged in outdoor activities, 

a more ambitious set of recommendations might be proffered. 

It may be appropriate that the dimensions receive 

circulation in journals additional to those oriented to 

outdoor educators. It may be appropriate also that state 

departments of education review their evaluation policies, 

in order that these policies might encourage not simply a 

•school based' methodology, but rather evaluation activity 

conscious of value bases and degrees of program awareness. 

Feedback received by this writer from educators approaching 

evaluation indicates a far greater sense of useful 

information is gained through an understanding of the 

dimensions of value base and program awareness than through 

the receipt of a massive resource file containing a 

disparate array of questionnaires and checklists. 

Thus, in seeking opportunities which, through study or 

through employment might offer this writer the time to 

pursue further these avenues and others which one might 

suggest would inevitably arise, this writer concludes this 

study, feeling more certain than ever that a slow walk into 

the forest of evaluation has been a most revealing and 

valuable exercise. 
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l, NEED 

Consider• 

Number affected 
Social s i gni f icance 
Absence of substitutes 
Multiplicative effects 

- Other 

Comments : 

2. MARKET 

Consider• 

- Dissemination plan: 
clarity, 
feasibility, 
ingenuity 
economy 

- Size 
- Importance 
- othl'!r 

Comments: 

APPF.NDll< T 

SCRI VEN ' S I'RODUC'l' CHRCKLIST 

(Scr.iven, J.974 , p. 24 -28) 

4 . PERFORMANCE - THUi:: CONSUMER+ 

Rate•• 

4 Maximum priori ty, a desperate 
r.eec. 

J Great import:ancc 
2 Probably significant need 
l Possibly significant need 
O No good evidence of significant 

need 

Rate•• 

4 Very large and/or very 
impor tant market will be 
reached 

3 Large and/er important 
market will be reached 

2 Signific~nt market will 
probably be reached 

l Possible, but not probable, 
that a significant market 
will be rea:ched 

0 Inadequate evidence to 
s uggest that a s i gni ficant 
market wil l be rl'!ached 

Consider• Rate** 

- Congress? 4 Full data on all relevant 
- Federal agency? "consumers'' 
- State Department? 3 Fair d?.ta on all relevant 
- District/ ,rconsumersu 
- Principal? 2 Good data on t he most important 
- Te.tcher? "consumer s " 
- Student? l Weak data on the most important 
- Taxpayer? ,.consumers" 
- Other O Only speculation about the most 

11 c onsutners 
Comn1cnts: 

5 . PERFORMANCE - CRITICAL COMPARIS0"1S+ 

consider* 

- No- treatment group 
- Exi sting competi~ors 

Projected competitors 
- Created competito rs 
- Hypothes ized competitors 

Comments: 

6. FERFORMANCE - LONG TERM+ 

Rate** 

4 Good data on all important 
competitors 

3 Good data on the most important 
competitor( s ) 

2 Fair data on the most: important 
competi tor (s) 

l Lacking data on some o f the more 
important competitors 

0 Little o.r no useful comparative 
rlnt:A 

3. PERFORMANCE - TRUE FIELD TRIALS+ 
Consider* 

- week to month later 

Rate** 

4 Good direct evidence aboutthe 
effects at t imes needed consider• 

Final version? 
Typical user? 
Typica l aid? 

- Typical s etting? 
- Typical time frame? 

Comm,ants : 

Rat e** 

4 ~erfectly typical 
J Minor differences 
2 Reasonable bet f or generalization 
l Serious weakness 
0 Rele vance unclear 

- Month to year later 
- Year to few years later 

Many years l a ter 
- On-the-job or life

s pace sample 

3 Some direct evidence about the 
effects at times needed 

2 Follow-up g ives reasonable 
support to a conclusion about 
effects when needed 

l Follow-u p o r other data suggests 
a conclusion about effects when 
needed 

0 Useless or no follow-up; no other 
grounds f or inferring longt-tcrm 
effects. 
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Comments : 

7 . PERFORMANCE - SIDE t l-'FECTS+ 

Consider* 

- Comprehensive s earch ? 
- Skilled? 
- Independent? 
- Goal-free? 
- During/end/later? 

Comments: 

8. PERFORMA~C8 - PROCESS+ 

Consider* 

- Descriptive congr uence 
check ? 

- Causal c lues check? 
- I nstrument validity? 
- J udge-obser ver 

reli ability? 
- Justice and joy? 

Comments : 

9. PERFORMANCE - CAUSATION+ 

Consider* 

- Randomized e x~erimental 
design? 
Quasi-experimenta l design? 
Ex post fact? 
MO method? 
A priori interpre tation 
of correlational data? 

Comme nts: 

Rat e** 

4 Meets all requirements well 
3 Generally good 
2 Barely acceptable 
1 Some study made, but incomplete 
O No worthwhi le study 

Rate** 

4 Passes with flying colours 
3 Appears satisfactory 
2 Reasonable r isk 
l Significant omission(s) 
0 Inadequate 

Rate** 

4 Impeccable 
3 Good bet 
2 Plausible bet 
l Weak bet 
0 Hopeless bet 

10 . PRRFORMANCE - ST/\TISTlCAL SlGNI PTCA.,CE+ 

consider• 

- Appropriate anal ysis? 
- Appr opriate significance 

level? 

Comments, 

Rate*• 

4 Flawl e ss analysis, astronomical 
significance 

3 High significance , well- t ested 
2 Reasonabl y significant 
1 Marginal significance 
0 Notshown to be significant 

11 . PERFORMANCE - EDUCATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE 

Cons ider* 

- Inde pendent judgment? . 
- Expert judgment? 

Judgment based on item 
analysis? 

- Judgment based on raw 
scores? 

- Teaching to t he t ests? 
- Testing to the t eachi ng? 
- Congruence with needs? 
- Side effe~ts t aken i nto 

accoun t?+ 

- Long-term e ffe~ts t aken 
into a ccount? + 

- Comparative g~i ns taken 
into account?+ 

- Multipl~ cons umer groups 
served?I 

- Process signif icanc~ 
taken into a ccount?+ 

Comments: 

12. COST-EFFECTIVENESS 

Consider" 

- Comprehensive cost 
an11,lysis'.? 

- Expert j udgment of cost s? 
- Independent judgme nt of 

costs'.? 
- Costs for- all competitors? 

Rate** 

4 Very high significance demonstrated 
3 High signi ficance demonstrated 
2 Moderat e significance demonstrated 
l Sligh~ o r rather uncertain 

signicance 
0 Neg ligi ble or unknown significance 

Rate** 

4 Breakthr ough for comparab le products 
3 Significantly lower than compar able 

products 
2 Reasonable for compar-.able products 
1 Proba bly high for c omp~rable 

products , or somewhat incomplete 
data· 

0 Apparently excessive for comparable 
products, or data lnadeq uate 
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Comments: 

l3 . EXTENOl::D SUPPORT 

Consider* 

- Postmarketing data 
collection? 

- Post~arketi ng system 
f or. improvement? 

- In-service traini ng? 
- Updating of aids? 
- New uses and user data? 

comments: 

Rate* 

4 Exce llent and comprehe nsive 
3 Good and fai r ly c omprehensive 
2 Minimally acceptable 
1 Weak - less than adequa te 
0 Negligi ble - a pparently none 

* Also place single (or double) check next to factors t hat you 
felt were particularly (or overwhe lmingly) significant in 
this case. Use X's where you wish t o indicate deficiencies 
r ather than strengths. 

•• Also circle relevant ter ms. 

+ Can be used as quality-of-data or merit sca le. 

+ It will be especially helpful here to use either checks or 
0-4 scor es or A- F g rades alongside those factors to i nd i cate 
the basis .for the ·overall rating. 
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