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I. 

ABSTRACT 

A review of the literature in the area of educational 

evaluation reveals a multitude of journal articles that are 

directed to the world of the professional evaluator and to 

the academic. Vecy little is written that is of direct 

assistance to the classroom teacher who ha.shad little (if 

any) professional training in the area of evaluation, 

An examination of the Australian context indicates a 

paucity of functional evaluation materials designed far • 
classroom teachers. Available materials are either 

American or British, and are generally either very technical 

or not relevant. • 

A kit of evaluation materials based on a School Initiated 

Method of Evaluation - S,I.M.E. materials, has been developed 

to fill a perceived need for suitable evaluation materials for 

practitioners. 

The S.I.M.E. kit presents a range of materials conveyed 

in non-technical language and is designed for use in all 

schools. The S.I.M.E. kit contains a slide-tape set 9 five 

how-to-do-it booklets 9 five illustrative case studies and a 

set of overhead transparencies. 

A set of evaluation materials designed to assist teachers 

in South Australian schools has been described. compared and 

contrasted with the S.I.M.E. materials in an effort to clarify 

the features of the S.I.M.E. approach. 
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THE PROPOSAL 

There is a perceived need for suitable materials to 

assist and guide teachers in carrying out evaluation, 

Such materials should facilitate teachers who have no 

access to external advice in the initiating, planning 

and carrying out of school evaluation, 

The proposal is for practitioners to develop a set 

of evaluation materials for the use of practitioners as 

W practical, inexpensive, functional evaluation package. 

The materials should be housed in such a way that they 

are easily portable and are suitable for location in the 

~ 

library or resources centre. The most appropriate form 

for this would be to develop these materials as a kit 

which can be used as a complete set or be available as 

separate items and able ta be studied by several people 

at one time. 

The materials should be designed so that they are 

suitable for all schools, primary and secondary, government 

and non-government in any part of Australia. They are 

intended for all teachers including those who are 

inexperienced in evaluation. It is expected that the 

package will include a range of materials including those 

suitable for audio-visual presentation, group discussions 

and workshops and individual study. 

The kit of evaluation materials should be designed 

to serve as an introduction to school-based evaluation 

and is primarily intended as a self-contained package for 
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schools which have no easy access to other evaluation 

sources, 
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

1. Overview of Trends and Developments in Educational 

Evaluation 

The major developments in educational evaluation 

have spanned two decades. Early in the 1960's in the 

U.S.A., increasing demands were made for the evaluation 

of federally funded educational and social welfare 

programs which coincided with the burgeoning interest in 

the use of social science techniques for investigating 

the benefits and worth of educational and social 

enterprises. 

Davis (1981:17) observed that from the 1920 1 s to the 

1950 1 s the terms evaluation and measurement were virtually 

interchangeable, due mainly.to the development and 

popularity of techniques of educational measurement that 

were spawned in the U.S. but were quickly adopted 

throughout much of the world. To begin with, the tests 

and examinations concentrated upon measuring the amount 

of knowledge (usually facts), or the change in knowledge. 

Davis comments that a shift in emphasis to the measurement 

of skills occurred when it was recognized that some 

knowledge quickly becomes obsolete. 

The early evaluation literature (until mid 1960's) 

emphasised the setting out of clear behavioural objectives 

and the measuring of the behaviours of students at the 

end of the program. 
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Ralph Tyler: The Objectives Model 

Ralph Tyler's model (Tyler, 1950) linked evaluation 

closely with the whole process of curriculum design and 

development. After deciding the aims of the program 

and expressing these as explicit learner behaviours or 

objectives, experiences were devised and the congruence 

of pupil performance and objectives were assessed. If 

necessary, the 'treatment' was varied until the behaviour 

matched the objectives. The evaluation was seen as the 

tl€DCess of determining the degree to which these changes 

of behaviour were taking place, 

This model of evaluation is a pre-ordinate evaluation 

model, setting up ttatements on objectives as prior guides 

to action so that the evaluation task is to detect 

discrepancies between intended and observed outcomes. 

The key premise is that important purposes of education 

can be expressed by behavioural performance objectives and 

that evaluation consists of comparing actual student 

performances against levels specified in the objectives. 

The development of taxonomies (Bloom, 1956) has assisted 

this process by classifying objectives in terms of 

observable human behaviour in the cognitive and affective 

domains and making attempts at systematic analysis possible. 

Davis remarks that Tyler was beginning to shift the emphasis 

away from objectivity and validity towards utility - a 

concept that was to gain increasing recognition during the 

1960's and 1970's (Davis, 1981:24). 
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The story of evaluation from this time has been 

that all other schemes have endorsed, extended or reacted 

to the Tyler model (Open University, 1976:25), 

The advantages of this quantitative approach to 

evaluation are considered to be the development of a 

structured approach and the reliance upon observable 

changes in students' behaviour as a result of instructional 

procedures. The aim of this method is to control for 

bias, to attempt to be value-free, objective and neutral. 

The faith in social science and the experimental method 

and the consequent need to discern changes in behaviour 

during the program and to attribute causality to the 

program led to more complex designs of pre- and post-

tests, control groups for comparison, careful monitoring 

of the program activities a~d the use of statistical 

techniques to discount any effects of non-program variables 

on changes in behaviour (King, 1980:6). 

The instructional-research model illustrates this 

development from the objectives-based model. It attends 

to learning outcomes rather than processes but attempts 

to assess the effectiveness of the program with research 

methods drawn from the behavioural sciences. The 

evaluator focuses on identifying differences in performance 

that can be attributed directly to differences in 

educational treatment and is interested in generalizing 

the findings to a wider population or in contributing to 

the general body of knowledge about teaching and learning. 

The evaluator therefore, uses formal designs and sampling 

techniques for comparisons under experimentally or 



7. 

statistically controlled conditions (Taylor, 1976:354). 

Campbell and Stanley (1963) set out a detailed exposition 

of this approach with the advantages and disadvantages 

of each experimental or quasi-experimental design. 

This model, involving a blend of evaluation and 

management theory, looks also to decision-making, the 

choices being whether a program is to be improved, 

maintained or terminated. The processes involved in 

gathering data relevant to making judgements are: 

w- - agreement on program standards - knowing in 

measurable terms the program's aims and objectives 

determining whether a discrepancy exists between 

• some aspects of the program and the standards 

pertinent to that aspect 

using this discrepancy data to identify weaknesses 

in the program (Groundwater-Smith and Nicoll, 

1980,4). 

Perhaps the first to doubt the completeness of the 

objectives approach was Cronbach (1963) and he did this 

by opening up the notion of utility (Davis, 19B1:24). 

He pointed to three types of decision-making for whi-ch 

evaluation data may be used: 

1. Cou/the ,LJl'lpJtovement:: deciding on needed changes in 

instructional material and methods. 

2. Ind.ividu.ai.&: decisions about individuals for planning 

instruction, for selection or placement, for 

informing student on progress. 
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3. Ad.m,ln.l.6t,u;,.,tion: judging effectiveness of the system, 

or of teachers, etc., (Hughes e,t al, 1979:4). 

During the 1960 1s and 1970 1 s the writers on evaluation 

continued to question the traditional evaluation methods, 

They sought answers to the difficulties they perceived in 

the applying of experimental procedures and the quantitative 

approaches in complex educational settings, 

A number of evaluation models were developed which 

attempted to address these problems. 

Michael Scriven - Goal-Free Evaluation 

Scriven (1967) argued that the determination of worth 

or value not only is a central part of evaluation, but 

that the judgement should also be made by the evaluator. 

One of his major concerns about the objectives approach 

was that it left the objectives unexamined (Davis, 1981:25). 

In this model the goal of evaluation is to assess 

~he 'w'Orth of an educational endeavour by weighting and 

combining measures on several criteria into a composite 

rating of merit. The roles of evaluation are manifold 

and may influence the selection and weighting of criteria 

and instruments. The evaluation uses both performance 

data and professional judgement (Taylor, 1976:355). 

Scriven (1972) developed his goal - free evaluation 

model - a direct contrast to Tyler's approach - which 

deliberately kept consideration of the goals by the 

evaluator out of the early stages of evaluation in order 

to allow the evaluator to study the program's effects 

unhampered by statements of intent produced by the 
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program builder. Scriven's approach was implemented 

through his use of a product check-list which replaces 

consideration of the goals with an analysis of needs. 

The role of the check-point on the check-list is that 

failure to meet the requirements is an absolute 

disqualification for the product (Hughes d al, 1979:5), 

Scriven drew attention also to the distinction between 

formative and summative evaluation. Formative evaluation 

is investigatory and provides information that increases 

!'n understanding of curriculum problems and possibilities. 

(Taylor's term 'intrinsic evaluation' corresponds closely 

to this.) Sumrnative evaluation (Taylor refers to this 

• as extrinsic evaluation) reports relative levels of 

success and failure according to specified criteria, 

standards or values, and is not inLended primarily to 

provide information for subsequent modification and 

development (Davis, 1981:25). 

Robert Stake - The Countenance Model 

Davis (1981:26) suggests that in this gradual 

broadening of the meaning of evaluation, perhaps the most 

influential and prolific writer (and practising evaluator) 

was Robert Stake who began to make his ideas publicly known 

in the mid-1960's and, to this day, is at the centre of 

political controversies surrounding evaluation and 

accountability. 

Among the rnany things that Stake championed and 

popularised, Davis (1981) lists: 
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1. The notion that evaluations could provide valuable 

information by describing and 'portraying' a wide 

variety of elements associated with a program or 

events being examined (in particular, 'antecedents', 

'transactions' and a wide range of outcomes). 

2. The inclusion of values, judgements and views of 

people involved. 

3. The incorporation of both formal and informal 

techniques. 

4. The importance of evaluation strategies being suited 

or 'responsive' to both the particular problem and 

to the needs of those wanting the information. 

5. The idea of examining logical consistencies among 

aims, intended processes and actual outcomes. 

Stake's countenance mo~el (1967) made a distinction 

between the formal and informal aspects of evaluation. 

Formal evaluation depends on check lists, structured 

visitations by peers, controlled comparisons and standardised 

testing of students. Informal evaluation uses casual 

observations, implicit goals, intuitive norms, subjective 

judgement. His model was intended to have a general 

application for evaluation which is relevant to any curriculum. 

The second important distinction was between description 

and judgement. As he defines the tentlS, the Tyler model 

is concerned basically with one aspect of the former, charting 

congruence between intended outcomes and observed outcomes. 

Stake argued that the matrix of descriptive data should be 

extended and the matrix of judgement data introduced. 



II. 

In the processing of descriptive data, three kinds 

of questions arise, questions about logical contingency 

among intentions, questions about empirical contingency 

among observations and questions of congruence at each 

level between intentions and observations. These 

questions are premised on a three-fold division of sources 

of information to be fitted into antecedent, transaction 

and outcome data. 

Stake saw the role of the evaluator as collecting 

whe judgement data; that is, the evaluator processes 

judgements rather than making the judgements as in 

Scriven's model, 

• Stake's writing since the 'countenance' paper has 

increasingly emphasized 'portrayalr; one response to the 

dilemma of description versus analysis. His later papers 

have argued for the value of comprehensive portrayals, 

which report ways different people see curriculum or the 

program of study (Open University, 1976:36-41). 

Stake's model (1967) became popular in Britain because 

of its fit with the sociology of knowledge movement which 

argued that what counted as facts and knowledge depended 

on the values and perspectives of the persons concerned 

(King, 1980,8). 

Daniel Stufflebeam: The CIPP Model 

Stufflebeam's model (1971) moved away from pure 

research and like Cronbach, related evaluation to decision 

making, by making the primary purpose of evaluation 

assistance to decision-makers. The evaluator, in this 
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model, was not concerned with variables which were involved 

in the program if these could not be manipulated by the 

decision-makers (King, 1981:8). Stufflebeam moved from 

the experimental approach, as exemplified in Tyler 1 s 

model, which separates final, value-oriented decisions 

from the research process designated to yield data for 

these decisions, to his decision-theoretic approach which 

views the preferences and value judgements of the decision

maker as intrinsically bound to the data-gathering purpose 

(Open University, 1976:47). He identified four decision 

types which led to the specification of four types of 

evaluation. 

1. Con.text Evai.u..ation: is directed to assist planning 

decisions in the determinations of objectives. 

It analyses the situat~on and relates actual and 

desired conditions. Rather than accepting the given 

goal statements it helps to provide a rationale for 

the determination of objectives. 

2. Inpu.:t fi.Jai.u.ati...on: relates to decisions on the design 

of the program and the use of resources to meet goals. 

3. P~oee..o~ Evai.u.ation: deals with implementation, 

identifying possible sources of failure and developing 

an interpretative description of events. 

4. P~oduet Evai.u.at.i.on: relates to the achievement of 

objectives and thus relates closely to the Tyler

Bloom model (Hughes et al., 1979 :S). 

Parlett and Hamilton - The Illuminative Model 

This model bears strong resemblances to Stake's 
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'portrayal' and emphasises the differences between the 

'agricultural botany' paradigm of evaluation then 

traditionally used and the 'social anthropology 1 paradigm. 

It acknowledges the complexity of the situation, the 

importance of the issues arising from the study and the 

need to be responsive to various audiences. There is a 

difference in emphasis between the descriptive -

portrayal approach advocated by Stake and the more 

analytical approach presented by Parlett and Hamilton 

tl'Hughes e.:t a.l, 1979:9). 

King (1980:8) maintains that the emphasis on 

democratic evaluation processes, when combined with 

• increasing recognition by curriculum developers that 

successful curriculum innovation reform depends heavily 

on involvement of people at the workplace, has led to 

the present focus on self-evaluation of a program by the 

staff, students and other interested bodies. 

Hughes et al (1979:5) make the point that Stake's 

lllOdel which describes projects for evaluation in tenns 

of antecedents. transactions and outcomes and then 

examines these in terms of both intention and the 

observed results, have their parallel in the U.K. and 

they see a remarkable degree of congruence in current 

thinking in spite of radically different starting points 

and educational contexts. They observe that in the U.S. 

however, the evaluation movement is bogged down in a 

political battle at national and state levels concerning 

accountability. 
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Hughes e~ a.£. query that the massive system of 

examinations is scarcely mentioned in the arguments 

raging in the U.K. concerning both accountability and 

curriculum evaluation. They point out that accountability, 

a lively issue in the U.K., has its most visible and 

controversial form in the Assessment of Performance Unit 

(A.P.U.) - a comprehensive program to monitor the 

performance of children at school, 

Hughes e.t al (1979:11) also express a concern that 

following Parlett and Hamilton's paper on 'illuminative' 

evaluation, developments in the U.K. have resulted in a 

number of unfortunate effects, particularly the tendency 

to think of evaluation in terms of clear-cut alternatives, 

for example, the classical model and the illuminative 

model, leading to suggestio~s that the two styles of 

evaluation are separate and are leading to separate 

developments. This concern has led Blaine Worthen (1977) 

to recommend an eclectic approach to evaluation as a 

preferred choice, suiting the evaluation approach or 

approaches to the situation. 

The Staff Self-Evaluation Model 

This model has as its purpose the review and improvement 

of the effectiveness of a staff and their program. The 

evaluation is conducted by the staff. The staff is 

organized so that committees selected by and from the staff 

carry out various tasks to standards set by the staff. 

The model relies on discussions among staff members to 

carry out the evaluation process. It demands a professional 
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attitude on the part of staff members so that a realistic 

view of the program is obtained and it is expected that 

members of staff, after having been involved in the 

evaluation, will have a commitment, an awareness and 

responsibility to the changes required in the program after 

the evaluation is ended. A variation on this model is 

for the school to initiate the evaluation, but for the 

committees to be drawn from external personnel. The most 

important feature of this model, this writer believes, is 

tire recognition that changes are not likely to occur 

unless the staff have a commitment to them and a sound 

reason for this commitment . The most effective method 

• for understanding the reasons for change follow an 

involvement in the process which revealed these reasons. 

This model is criticised for its lack of empirical 

validitation of the standards used. It is also vulnerable 

because self-description tends to have low- credibility 

(Open University, 1976:30). 

The Adversary Model 

This model matches a program's best merits against 

its worst shortcomings. It is as simple as examining the 

pros and cons in an evaluation report or as complicated as 

simulating a full courtroom trial. The issue may be the 

merit of the program as a whole or conflicting views on a 

certain aspect of the program. This model is flexible 

and not limited to any method for the gathering of 

information, and what ever is required to ensure that full 

examination of both sides of the issues is considered 
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suitable. The judgement can be rendered quickly, publicly, 

with clearly explicated standards. If two sets of evaluators 

are used to represent both sides of an issue this model then 

becomes very expensive (Taylor, 1976:358). 

SUMMARY: SECTION 1 

Ernest House (1979 c) observes that over the last decade 

a number of remarkable changes have occurred both fn education 

and society as a whole. Many of these chsnges, he postulates, 

are the result of broad social pressures. 

Ten years previously, House argues, innovation was firmly 

tied to progress and the good life that technology was building. 

The rationalized model of innovation in agriculture was 

persuasive and the success of scientific agriculture and 

technology validated the ima~e. The dominant model in 

educational innovation was the Rand D paradigm - research -

development - diffus:i:on -; but in practice, this had not 

worked very well and by 1971 it was apparent that there would 

have to be a competitive paradigm. 

According to House, with concepts like competing 

factional groups, mutual adaptation as a result of the two-way 

questioning and exchange of infonnation and curriculum 

negotiations following emphasis on the utilization of education 

by those involved, the political perspective came into its own 

in the mid 1970's and now contends with the technological 

perspective for dominance as an interpretative framework. 

TI1is writer sees the literature of the late 1970's as a 

continuing discussion on the advantages and disadvantages of 
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the two paradigms - the traditional agricultural-botany 

paradigm of Tyler and the alternative social anthropological 

model described by Stake. Improvements to various 

methodologies which form part of the alternative paradigm -

constitute the basis of much that has been written in 

recent years. 

Scarvia Anderson and Samuel Ball (1978:216) agree with 

this writer that during the past decade, the professionals 

(those -who prepare books, articles and speeches about 

et;aluation, invent journals, societies and training programs 

with program evaluation as a theme) have been more active 

than the practitioners. 

Richard Smith ,1980:3) maintains that the more general 

trend towards qualitative research methodologies and theory 

in the social sciences can be seen as, 

2. 

an attempt to overcome the mechanistic interpretations 
of human behaviour derived from biology, psychology 
and social evolutionism. The fundamental enterprise 
is the displacement of logical positivism as 'normal 
science'. 

Major Issues in Evaluation 

Qualitative vs Quantitative Evaluation 

Arden Grotelueschen (1980:2) states: 

How evaluation is defined is largely dependent upon a 
person's general philosophy of education and how he 
intends to use the acquired evaluation information. 
Consequently, evaluation means different things to 
different people, particularly as it is practised. 

There follows seven different definitions of evaluation 

found in the literature. 

Much of the debate about qualitative aad quantitative 

evaluation can be seen as the result of different perceptions 

about the purpose and process of evaluation. The story of 
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evaluation began with measurement and the use of the 

agricultural-botany paradigm and this quantitative 

approach is still used and defended many decades later. 

The advantages of the quantitative approach lie 

in the structured approach and its reliance upon observable 

changes in a student 1 s behaviour as a result of instruct

ional procedures (Groundwater-Smith and Nicoll,1980:8), 

Patton states (1975:12): 

the art and science of quantification constitutes 
the very core of the dominant paradigm. 

The opponents of the quantitative approach are 

trenchant in their criticism of what they see as its inherent 

faults. 

Groundwater-Smith and Nicoll (1980) state that the 

quantitative approach has distinct disadvantages which 

include an emphasis placed on evaluating programs primarily 

in terms of student behaviours so that the processess of the 

program such as administrative or instructional procedures 

are often ignored in an attempt to judge the ultimate educational 

product, that is, student achievement. 

They point out that the emphasis on the product may also 

result in the evaluation process being viewed as a terminal, 

summative event, denying the continual feedback occurring during 

the program's operation. 

Finally they suggest that the goal-attainment model's narrow 

focus implies that the evaluator need appraise only the degree 

to which goals have been reached, ignoring the quality and 

relevance of these goals. 

Stake (1978:1) concurs that the worth of a program is 

seldom indicated by the achievement of students partly because 
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the measurement instruments are narrow and crude and 

indicate only a small part of the impact of a lesson or 

program. 

House (1973:3) maintains that evaluation has become 

a highly specific, precise methodology. In the example 

of specifying behavioural objectives for example, the precise 

narrow technology has obviated all else So that: 

the technology of education measures only what the 
technocratic society wants it to measure. 

He makes the point that education is automatically reduced ,.. 
to testing problems and to the problems of measuring 

objectives. If the evaluator chances to cast the problem 

differently, the evaluator then finds the new formulation 
• 

perceived as illegitimate, uneconomical and unacceptable. 

House contends that even slight deviations in instrument

ation are controlled by norms of 'reliability' and 

'validity'. The argument for accepting the technology 

of evaluation, House claims, is a device for maintaining 

the '~:ta..tu.6 quo' because government agencies accept only 

1hard' data. 

Another writer, Patton (1975:6) expresses a similar 

concern that the quantitative approach to evaluation has 

been far too restrictive, He states that: 

the very dominance of The Scientific Method in 
evaluation research appears to have cut off the 
great majority of its practitioners from serious 
consideration of any alternative research paradigm. 
The label 'research' has come to mean the 
equivalent of employing The Scientific Method -
of working within the dominant paradigm, 

A later book by Patton (1978:201) adds a further 

dimension to his earlier statement. 
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Science begins with definitions and classification 
systems. The awesome complexity of reality 1s 
simplified and ordered by defining and classifying 
selected elements within that reality. What we 
sometimes lose sight of is that all scientific 
systems of definition and classification are 
perceptual, artificial and arbitrary. Whose 
definitions prevail at any given time and place 
is a matter of politics, persuasion and preference. 

George Hein (1975) draws attention to the context in 

which educational evaluations occur. He recognizes that 

American experimental psychology has developed a particular 

scientific tradition with its own norms, methods and goals. 

He questions whether these are appropriate to the entire 

range of human activity. He points out that schools are 

social institutions, carrying out a complex social 

activity, not experimental laboratories in which controlled 

conditions can be established and isolated events studied 

relatively separate from their surroundings. 

Objectivity vs Subjectivity 

Intimately related to th.e quantitative/qualitative 

issue is the issue of objectivity and subjectivity. In 

the previous comment, Hein referred to the milieu in which 

educational evaluation occurs. Many writers have stressed 

that in striving for the objectivity that quantitative 

data is expected to provide prevents more important and 

relevant data from being considered. 

It is impossible to divorce these two issues -

quantitative/qualitative, objective/subjective - as the 

discussion overlaps and is pertinent to both issues. 
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In discussing the pejorative attitudes towards 

subjective approaches~ Patton (1975) states that 

objectivity is the ~,Ute qu.a nan of The Scientific 

Method. Qualitative methodology and the 

phenomenological approach to evaluation research 

most frequently stimulate charges of subjectivity, a 

label held to be the very antithesis of scientific 

enquiry, 

To be subjective means to be biased, unreliable 
and non-rational. Subjective data imply opinion 

w rather than fact, intuition rather than logic, 
impression rather than confirmation. Social 
scientists are encouraged to eschew subjectivity 
in favour of making their vork 'objective and 
value-free' (Patton, 1975:21). 

Scriven has written in detail about this issue. 

His goal-free evaluation model was an attempt to remove 

all bias from the evaluation. In another paper Scriven 

(1972a) insists that quantitative methods are no more 

synonymous with objectivity than qualitative nethods 

are synonymous with subjectivity. 

Errors like this are too simple to be explicit. 
They are inferred confusions in the ideological 
foundations of research, its interpretation, its 
applications(Scriven, 1972:94). 

Scriven presents a cogent argument for recognizing 

as legitimate science not only the prediction of social 

phenomena but also ve!t.6tehen - the pursuit of understanding. 

The practice of science, he propounds, has led to a 

formalistic split between mental (subjective) and 

logical (objective) that keeps the researcher from 

seeing that: 
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understanding, properly conceived is in fact an 
'objective' state of mind or brain and can be 
tested quite objectively; it is a functional 
and crucial state of mind, betokening the preserve 
of skills and states that are necessary for 
survival in the sea of information (Scriven 
1972:127). 

Scriven is here suggesting two different ways of looking 

at the same thing, Patton (1975:22) points out that 

the idea of dual perspectives concerning a single 

phenomenon goes to the very heart of the dichotomy 

between the paradigms. Two scientists look at the same 

thing and because of different theoretical perspectives, 

assumptions and ideology-based methodologies, may literally 

not see the same thing. Patton is in agreement with 

Grotelueschen's remark which introduced this section on 

issues in evaluation. 

Another view of Scriven's goal-free approach is 

discussed by House (1977:10). He considers that Scriven 

employs a qualitative form of objectivity, that is, 

objectivity is equated with being free from bias or 

distortion. He postulates that: 

in Scriven's framework it is possible for a single 
observer, unaided by any psychometric instrumentation, 
to be more objective than a battalion of observers 
loaded with reliable instruments, if the single 
observer is looking for the right thing and is 
sufficiently protected from numerous biases. 

The writers who support the subjective approach believe 

that an educational program is too complex and fluid a 

phenomenon to be assessed with pre-ordinate, analytic 

techniques. They argue that the focus should be on the 

program processes and transactions and on the unique 

characteristics of the program setting, The methodology 
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they prefer emphasizes naturalistic observation and 

recognises many audiences with disparate concerns and 

values. Objective measures of achievement may be used 

if they are important to an audience but will be 

interpreted in context with an explanation of what they 

do and do not measure. If conflicting judgements occur, 

these remain, for the model accepts multiple versions 

of reality. Analytic reports are replaced by portrayals, 

narrative descriptions and case-study reports and the 

vWlues held by the evaluator are revealed. This approach 

is flexible, responsive to shifts in emphasis; it 

sacrifices some precision of measurement, The danger in 

• this relativism is that the judgements of consequence may 

reflect the value system of the audience with the most 

power (Taylor, 1976:358). 

Stake (1976:351) states that educational research. 

methodologists over the past forty years have been so 

busy deriding subjectivity that they have failed to 

realize how anthropologists and historians get valid and 

useful information from subjective observations. 

In proposing his 'responsive-model' Stake (1973) 

recognises that his approach. trades-off some measurement 

of sophistication to increase the usefulness of findings 

to persons in and around the program and remarks that 

it is an old alternative based on what people do naturally 

to evaluate. He believes it has been avoided because it 

is subjective, poorly suited to formal contracts and 

capable of raising embarrassing questions. In a later 
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paper (Stake, 1978) he reiterates that in order to seek 

understanding, the evaluator needs to gather subjective 

data and to use a disciplined introspection, In arguing 

for the case-study approach, Stake (1972) claims that case 

studies often will be the preferred method because they 

are epistemologically in hannony with the reader's 

experience and thus, to that person, a natural basis for 

generalization. The best use of case-studies, Stake 

continues, is for adding to existing experience and 

humanistic understanding. 

Egon Guba (1978:3) views quantitative and qualitative 

approaches as conventional evaluation as opposed to 

naturalistic evaluation. He defines 'naturalistic 1 

inquiry as that evaluation which attempts to arrive at 

naturalistic generalizations.on the part of the audience; 

which is aimed at non-technical audiences like teachers 

or the public at large; which uses ordinary language; 

which is based on informal everyday reasoning; and which 

makes ext2n1;11.•re use of arguments which attempt to establish 

the structure of reality. The opposite to this, Guba 

defines as conventional, that is, empirical inquiry, 

He states th.at both conventional and naturalistic 

evaluations wish to be objective but that the meaning 

they ascribe to that term is different. 

The conventional approach strives for objectivity in 

the sense of inter-subjective agreement, that is, 

agreement between two or more equally competent observers, 
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Naturalistic inquiry places little store in that form of 

objectivity and strives for confirmability, that is, 

agreement among a variety of information sources (Guba, 

1978:17). 

Patton (1978) examines both paradigms and concludes 

that neither is intrinsically better than the other. They 

represent alternatives from which an active-reactive-

adaptive evaluator can choose. Patton recognises that 

the purpose of the scientific method is to control for 

b¥-s, and that scientists struggle to be value-free, 

objective and neutral, He maintains that there are no 

value-free alternatives, that the issue is not one of 

avoiding bias, but ~ather one of making biases explicit 

and then deciding whose values and which biases will 

prevail. He sees bias as inevitable and inherent in the 

vecy paradigms that undergird our theories and methods 

(Patton~ 1978:203). 

Internal Evaluation vs External Evaluation 

Inextricably bound up in the preceding issues is the 

question of who is to carcy out the evaluation; insiders, 

outsiders or any combination of either. 

Generally the evaluation models require the use of 

an external evaluator to some degree (with the exception 

of some models based on the self-study model). Scriven' s 

model, Taylor (1976) comments, legitimises the role of 

judgement as well as performance data and emphasises the 

role of an evaluator as judge. Scriven requires for his 
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approach a professional evaluator who has the independence, 

objectivity and insight necessary for this task. 

Worthen (1974) discussing Scriven's emphasis on the 

need for formative and summative evaluation suggests that 

the summative evaluation would best be conducted by an 

external evaluator. He notes that external evaluators 

are not commonly used for normative evaluation and 

recommends this as a desirable practice to consider. 

In considering the features that make for 'good' 

evaluations, he suggests that good evaluations tend to 

develop and follow a blueprint which tells them precisely 

what information to collect and what the sources of that 

information are. He believes that more evaluations 

fail due to a scarcity of educational evaluators who are 

even marginal!~ competent in_technicalareas - that is, 

construction and selection of ade;uate instruments, 

development of adequate sampling plans, correct choice and 

application of techniques for data (Worthen, 1974:32). 

Stufflebeam's CIPP model, which identifies different 

types of decisions required in evaluation for decision 

makers uses an evaluator to discover which information is 

needed, to collect and analyse appropriate data and 

organises and reports it in a form useful to the decision-

makers. Taylor (1976:357) points out that this model 

honours needs and standards of the decision makers but 

the standards are not necessarily explicit and are 

shielded from public scrutiny. All questions may not be 
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asked and here Taylor sees the lack of the independence 

of the evaluator as a limitation. 

The role of the evaluator is a requirement in certain 

aspects of the connoisseurship models. Elliot Eisner 

(1975:24) describes two critical processes in evaluation 

which proceed from an artistic model; that of 'education 

connoisseurship' and 'educational criticism'. The 

former is that art concerned with the appreciation of any 

set of phenomena, is a private event and can be carried 

oWt by any qualified person in or beyond the immediate 

context, Criticism, however, is that art concerned with 

public description and appraisal of events appreciated and 

• must be the province of the external 'expert', Guba 

(1978:39) points out that in this model the connoisseur, 

in addition to being the evaluator, is also the evaluation 

instrument. 

In discussing this, Stake (1973) makes the point that 

educators often disdain evaluators the way artists disdain 

art critics. They doubt the capability of the critic-

evaluator to apprehend the sweep or the subtleties of a 

work, doubts which Stake agrees may be well founded. 

Criticism and evaluation, he believes, have much in common, 

in purpose, in process and in impact. 

and both can injure. 

Both can be useful 

Both are potentially harmful when the critic
evaluator presumes to be a surrogate decision
maker, recommending to another what course to take 
without revealing the values to which he is 
responding (Stake, 1973:17). 
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Groundwater-Smith and Nicoll (1980) refer to the 

advantages of evaluation by outsiders. They state that 

external evaluators bring detachment. Teachers and 

executives in schools have an intimate knowledge of the 

way the school operates, of its own unique character 

and of the means by which decisions are made, Groundwater-

Smith and Nicoll claim that the process of standing back 

and sorting out of these properties can be a salutary 

one for all involved and that staff autonomy may be gained 

from insights experienced in looking closely at something 

which has hitherto-been taken for granted, 

Some writers on evaluation express a concern for 

the role and training of external evaluators. Hein 

(1975:17) states that professional evaluators have a role 

which is much more like management consultants or any of 

that range of people who try to look at some social 

activity critically and then make judgements about it. 

When the preoccupation with details and data gets too· 

great, Hein believes the most important issues can be 

forgotten. 

Hein also questions their training. He notes that 

by and large 1 people who call themselves professional 

evaluators have been trained in the social sciences in 

the universities, mostly from educational psychology, or 

similar, backgrounds. American educational psychology 

has a strong behaviouristic tradition and has developed 

a particular scientific tradition with its own norms~ 
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methods and goals. This, Hein contends, is simply not 

appropriate in the complex social and cultural institutions 

like schools, 

Worthen (1977:5) supports this concern. He remarks 

that in the U.S. there is an increasing portion of 

American educational enterprise being scrutinised and 

assisted through formal evaluation leading to evaluation 

specialists being sought after. When considering the 

enormous diversity in content with which evaluators are 

aY,ed to deal, two non-trivial questions arise; the 

question of training to prepare them to deal with such 

a wide range of phenomenon and the question of training 

for content specialhation. 

In the Australian context, Hughes (1980) points 

out that in the past decade there has been considerable 

change in Australian education, largely attributable to 

changes in society and a call to make schools more 

effective. There has been a trend towards the 

democratisation of schools, manifested by a move towards 

increased teacher responsibility, school based curriculum 

development and individual school autonomy. The roles 

of the external examination and school inspector have 

been questioned or in some places, abandoned, There 

have been increasing moves towards school level curriculum 

evaluation which has been linked to the concept of school 

based curriculum development and the ensuing trend towards 

devolution to the school level (Hughes, 1980:1). 
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The general view throughout Australia is an emphasis 

on self-evaluation for school improvement. The Schools 

Commission (1979-81) states that the term evaluation is 

being used to include all those means through which members 

of a school collm:lunity can participate in a co-operative 

examination of what the school is doing. This includes 

the evaluation of the action taken in tenns of the 

objectives set for it, 

This writer coI1DI1ents that school level evaluation 

does not preclude the use of external evaluators assisting 

in the process, The lack of sufficient numbers of these 

to meet present needs, however, is one reason for the 

increasing in-school evaluation. 

Hughes (1980:11) agrees with this and notes that the 

most important resource, and_currently the most limited, 

is the human resource with very few people, including 

evaluation specialists, available to help teachers carry 

out school level evaluations. 

Justice, Fairness, Utility, Liberalism, Democracy 

A number of writers on evaluation are concerned with 

the above issues. Again, as with the previous issues, 

they are interwoven with each other and with the previous 

issues discussed, and it is impossible to entirely 

disentangle one from the others and to discuss it in 

exclusion to the others. 

One writer who is very concerned with these issues 

is House, He attempts to outline the prevalent conception 
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of justice in evaluation, which is based on utilitarian 

ethics. He points out the deficiency of this kind of 

approach and contrasts it with the conception of .1ustice 

he sees as implicit in some of the newer evaluation 

schemes, which he labels the pluralist-intuitionist 

approaches. 

The classical evaluations, he states, a"Fe based on 

utilitarian ethics that is, to maximise the net balance 

of satisfaction - which requires that there be a common 

mwasure or index of satisfaction in order that 

quantitative calculations of utility can be made. House 

maintains that in education, this common measure almost 

• always is construed to be standardised test scores -

the surrogate index of satisfaction. 

Utilitarianism, by taking demands as they exist and 

by insisting on a common measure of welfare, often 

favours higher social classes at the expense of lower. 

When the common measure turns out to be standardised 

achievement tests 7 the problem is compounded for the 

tests themselves may be socially or racially biased. 

These., House argues, are based on a utilitarian theory 

of individual differences and may be used to legitimise 

inequalities in the society. Utilitarian justice, he 

states, no longer coincides with many moral sensibilities. 

House maintains that evaluation is by its nature a 

political activity because it serves decision-makers, 

results in reallocations of re_souues and legitimises who 
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gets what. He believes that current evaluation schemes, 

independently of their truth value, reflect justice in 

quite varying degrees and argues that justice should be 

an important standard by which evaluations are judeed. 

When Stake. Scriven and Stufflebeam moved awav 

from quantitative measures the result generally, House 

asserta,was to make evaluation more democratic because 

increasing numbers of people were used as data sources 

and audiences. Fairness was an implicit intuitive 

principle of these evaluation designs. House states 

two principles which must be found in just evaluations. 

The first is that the evaluation should not injure 

anyone or damage self-esteem. The second is that the 

least advantaged in society are not hurt. He does not 

believe that basic liberties ~hould be traded-off for 

social and economic benefits (House, N.D.:1-17). 

House (1977:3) suggests that the major elements in 

understanding the evaluation models are their ethics, the 

epistemology and their political manifestations. The 

current models, he observes, all derive from the philosophy 

of liberalism, with deviations from the mainstream being 

responsible for differences in approach. The ethics, 

epistemology and politics are not entirely separable 

from each other. 

In a later paper (1979a:26) House recommends that an 

appropriate theory of justice would take into account the 

values of moral equality, moral autonomy, impartiality and 
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reciprocity, these serving as first principles which 

must be weighed and balanced against each other in a 

particular situation. None, House states, has absolute 

priority over the others. 

House (1979:23) also recommends that a fair evaluation 

agreement is one possible way of insuring equality of 

choice. The agreement may be entirely informal and 

unwritten, yet it partakes of the 'contract 1 idea, In 

a society conceived as a collection of independent, 

a'lltonomous individuals who cooperate only for their own 

ends, the essence of liberalism, the contract is a means 

by which individuals voluntarily place themselves under 

obligation. House•states that the social contract is 

as firm a moral basis as liberalism has to offer. 

3. Conclusions 

In this examination of the trends, developments and 

issues in the literature on evaluation, it would appear 

to this writer that an eclectic approach to choice in 

evaluation models is to be desired and that no one 

school of thought is completely correct for every 

circumstance. 

The proponents of the alternative paradigm have 

grounds for questioning the efficacy of the dominant 

paradigm. Eisner (1975:21) states that the methodology 

of educational evaluation has been dominated by scientific 

asswnptions, These assumptions and the methods they 

yield do not exhaust the ways people come to know. 
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Doubts have also been expressed about the results 

of past developments in evaluation and benefits for the 

future. J. Thomas Hastings et ai. (1971:1) state that 

over the last ten years program evaluation has become 

increasingly sophisticated, ubiquitous and disappointing. 

They remark that in spite of substantial funding, 

wholesale application and its command of attention in the 

research community, it is a disappointment to most of 

those who want to see education and society served well. 

Even under the direction of well-trained evaluators and 

with blue-ribbon advisory boards, they claim evaluation 

studies for the most part are deficient in concept, 

operation and reporting. 

economic and political. 

The problems they see as 

Anderson and Ball (1978) ex.pres& views related to 

that of Grotelueschen, whose quotation introduced the 

issues section. They suggest that researchers fall 

into two categories; the method-bound and the problem-

oriented. The former have a favourite method, analytic 

language or instrument and spend their time looking for 

a problem to apply it to. The problem-oriented may 

never have any technique or scale named after them but 

start off with the premise that choice of methodology 

should follow from, not precede, delineation of the 

purpose of the investigation. They suggest that a 

similar dichotomy may exist in the ranks of evaluators. 

Smith sounds a warning about the move he sees by 
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educators to take over and formalize the methodologies 

of qualitative research. He considers both 

methodologies (quantitative - qualitative) to be premised 

on assumptions which are not always clear, and sees the 

shift from the quantitative to qualitative methodologies 

as part of a wider (if later) shift in the social 

sciences, He suggests that there are serious questions 

to be asked of the current trend in the literature of 

widespread adoption of qualitative theory and research 

mv-hodology as an orthodoxy (Smith, 1980:11). 

Despite the cautions and the reservations, finally 

it will be those who use the evaluations who will choose. 

House (1977:18) supf'orts this and states that all 

evaluation models presume a free market of ideas in which, 

ideally, consumers will select the best. Through a 

competition of ideas, trust will be strengthened and 

education improved. Finally, all the models assume that 

increased knowledge will make people happy or better or 

satisfied in some way. 

4. Relationship of Evaluation Models to the Proposal 

In considering the proposal to design evaluation 

materials for teachers in schools this writer is led to 

a position which takes into account the conclusions 

reached from a study of the literature. 

The research indicates two major paradigms. The 

first, generally using external evaluators, is concerned 
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about quantitative data and objectivity and has been 

described as the traditional agricultural-botany paradigm. 

The second, the social arrth-rop-Ql-dgtcal model, normally 

involving internal people in the evaluation, is concerned 

with qualitative data and does not consider subjectivity 

to be necessarily, a handicap. These two paradigms 

represent the two stages in the development of evaluation 

and this writer agrees with Worthen (1977) that an 

eclectic approach to evaluation models is to be desired. 

This author also agrees with those who maintain that the 

practitioners are seeking an approach which is responsive 

to their needs and their situations. 

Finally, the advantages of a case-study approach 

described by Stake is a major consideration in this 

proposal for developing evaluation materials. 
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JUSTIFICATION TO CONTINUE PROPOSAL 

1. The Australian Context 

A survey of the Australian scene is appropriate in 

order to understand the background for a proposal for the 

development of evaluation materials and their place in 

the wider context of Australian education. 

In society as a whole, and in education in particular, 

there have been increasing demands for staff-participation 

in decision-making, for a 'voice' to be given to those 

not in positions of authority and power, for questioning 

of accepted procedures and norms once traditionally 

accepted, and for more knowledge and information about 

how decisions are reached by those in control. 

In the educational scene, Davis (1981:5) describes 

a number of changes relating to curriculum and evaluation. 

These, which this author sees as reflecting in education 

the moves previously described in the wider society, 

include the pressure to abolish external examinations; 

criticisms about restricted course content and learning 

methods put forward by 'progressive' educationalists; the 

emphasis on 'child study' and 'education for growth' in 

teacher-education courses; interdisciplinary and integrated 

studies which, in part, try to satisfy the concern for 

greater relevance; the advocacy of student democracy, 

where less deference to the teaching staff and greater 

opportunities for a choice reflect some erosion in 
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traditional authorities; and, this writer adds, increased 

demands for democratized administrative structures in 

schools and access by teachers and parents to all files 

and records kept in schools and schools authorities. 

Davis also points out that the field of evaluation 

has been developing in ways that make it more amenable 

to a wide range of practitioners and audiences. The 

original methods of controlled research, statistical 

analyses and examination techniques have been considerably 

btpoadened to include a variety of fresh purposes and 

perspectives. Also, the traditional concept of assessing 

outcomes, judging ~orth, quantifying and attempting to 

establish general tteories, is giving ~ay to a greater 

emphasis on describing, disclosing, understanding and 

trying to improve a whole range of curriculum aims, 

activities and outcomes. For example, the value of 

trying to understand and improve a particular, and 

perhaps even unique, situation in a school or classroom 

is beginning to be recognised as an important aspect of 

evaluation (Davis, 1981:xii). 

Davis adds that the cultural pluralism which suggests 

an erosion of the traditional acceptance of ascribed 

authorities promotes devolution of responsibility to 

schools including decision-making responsibility. 

School-level participation is now regarded as an 
essential aspect of successful curriculum innovation, 
development and dissemination. The growing 
professionalism of teachers provides further 
impetus for them to assume more responsibility in 
curriculum decision-making, development and 



evaluation. Teachers are, however, seeking 
assistance in performing curriculum development 
and evaluation roles (Davis, 1981:4). 

Hughes e;t a..l (1980:3) observe that it is extremely 

difficult to specify clearly the nature of school-level 

evaluation in Australia because policy statements and 

the implementation differ widely between states and 

systems and there is a frequent mismatch between stated 

policy and practice at the school level. However, 

there is a common stand - an emphasis on self-evaluation 

for school improvement; generally viewed as a co-operative 

venture, supported at the system level by the provision 

of resources. The Schools Commission reinforces this 

approach, viewing school-level evaluation as a school-

initiated change process designed to yield information 

for in-school use (Schools C~rnmission, 1980). 

Despite this marked trend towards school level 

evaluation, this writer believes that there is a marked 

absence of assistance to teachers in schools in two 

respects: an absence of enough qualified, credible and 

trusted advisers in evaluation except perhaps in some 

major cities of the state/territories and an absence of 

non-technical, practical guidelines, books and materials 

for the teacher or school tentatively considering 

evaluation for the first time. There is no lack of 

literature on evaluation written by and for evaluation 

theorists, and for the knowledgeable and skilled 

evaluator. But this is not the kind of material sought 
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by practitioners; in fact, this is counter-productive 

and leads the busy teacher to believe that evaluation 

is too abstract, abstruse and time-consuming to be carried 

out at the school base. Stake criticises the qualifications 

of many evaluators. 

They can write objectives, develop tests, design 
experiments and read computer feedback; but they 
cannot speak intelligently of pedagogy, curriculum, 
epistemology or school-community relations 
(Stake, 1976:2). 

Hastings and his colleagues question the motives of some 

air' those involved in the educational evaluation business 

and comment that this business is not very old but already 

it is in need of continuing education (Hastings e:t a.l., 

1979,5). • 

Hughes observes that teachers and principals claim 

they need advisers who have had practical experience in 

school-level evaluation, who are in touch with resources 

(both material and human) and who can assist a school. 

In this sense, the personal and professional credibility 

of and trust for an adviser is certainly an issue. The 

need for advisers who can train teachers to conduct their 

own evaluations is a high priority in many of the state 

and territory education departments (Hughes U al.., 

1980,11). 

This writer has observed that when such advisers do 

exist, they are much in demand by schools, to the extent 

that schools must compete for their services. This only 

emphasises, in this writer's view, that the qualities 
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required by schools in advisers are rare and that even 

in a locality like Canberra, well-served by various 

teaching and research institutions, there are not enough 

of these people to serve all requests. 

Hughes and his colleagues, (Hughes, 1980) describe 

at length the need for teachers in schools to have access 

to appropriate materials. They point out that there is 

uncertainty and feelings of inadequacy relating to 

curriculum evaluation and therefore it is important that 

when resources are allocated to school-level evaluation 

that they be of a kind which both complements and builds 

on the teacher's own experience. 

Initially, they state, major evaluation theorists tend 

to be actively avoided by teachers requiring information, 

and when perused - albeit rarely - there is a ma:kedly 

negative response. Teachers who have had extensive 

evaluation experience, and educators planning evaluation 

in-service courses for teachers, find theoretical papers 

and books useful, but the demand by teachers is for 

articles that are brief, readable, informative and jargon-

free, In particular, they seek guidelinea which meet 

these requirements and which provide scope for further 

development by teachers to suit their particular needs 

(Hughes e.-t al, 1980:9-10). 

This opinion is supported by such writers on evaluation 

as Worthen who states: 
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One reason for the scarcity of good examples of 
evaluation and accountability in education probably 
lies in the fact that school practitioners have 
had little usable guidance in how to facilitate 
or conduct such activities, The evaluation 
literature is badly fragmented into unrelated 
pieces and is as difficult to synthesise as it is 
to make a meaningful picture from a random handful 
of pieces to a jigsaw puzzle. Looking at the 
individual pieces is little more helpful, for the 
level of discourse in individual writings is often 
aimed at fellow evaluation theorists more than at 
schoolmen, thereby communicating a great deal of 
detail about a topic which lacks a larger context 
within which it could be useful. Working under 
this handicap, busy practitioners can hardly be 
faulted for not expending the necessary time to 
try to develop a clear picture from the current 

W' evaluation literature (Worthen, 1974:1-2). 

This serious lack has been observed by this writer 

and has been confirmed by discussions with classroom 

• 
teachers and principals in a variety of types of schools. 

The language in which many theoretical articles and books 

are written can be very difficult for teachers who are 

not familiar with the field. Whilst it is desirable 

that teachers learn a vocabulary appropriate to evaluation, 

it takes time to acquire this and time is the resource in 

shortest supply for classroom teachers involved in lesson 

preparation, team teacher meetings, curricullllll. planning, 

school-community involvement and so many other professional 

activities and duties. 

Hughes e,.t al. (1980:10) state that teachers require 

some form of evaluation guide and that teachers are keen 

to read of descriptions of evaluations undertaken by other 

teachers. Also needed are in-service workshops, guidelines, 

examples and time release to gain the necessary skills so 
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that evaluation becomes an organic component in a 

school-based curriculum development process. The 

Teachers as Evaluators project has been a major 

influence in helping to provide some of these needs. 

This writer is very much in accord with this 

statement of House. 

So - not a rejection of technology (of evaluation) 
we seek but a new better technology responsive to 
our personal beings - for I know that it may be 
possible for eac.h school to have its own evaluation 
and eac.h community its own science (House, 1973:10). 

Scriven states that it should be continually stressed 

in the field of education that any attempt to avoid 

evaluation should be viewed with suspicion, as probably 

a sign of methodologic.al muddleheadedness or of a lack of 

social consciousness {Scriven, 1969:36), Most teachers 

want to exercise a professional responsibility in their 

work, including carrying out evaluation. They are opposed 

to external demands for accountability initiated and 

carried out by external evaluators (Donovan and Grant, 

1979:95). They understand that they must be accountable 

for school curriculum, but seek meaningful and worthwhile 

ways of fulfilling this duty. 

Groundwater-Smith and Nicoll (1980:175) auggest: 

Where evaluation is expected to lead to continuous 
improvement, those persons expected to influence 
any anticipated changes should be closely involved 
in the evaluation process. In the school situation, 
a team of teachers in the case of large schools, 
and possibly the entire staff in small schools, 
could assume responsibility. 

Patton is most concerned that evaluations should not 
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be carried out as routine requirements for external 

accountability but only when they will be used, and only 

in a manner in which they will be used. One very 

important factor is the timing of the evaluation, which 

should reflect its purpose and need. 

The right time to conduct a particular type of 
evaluation is when it will provide relevant and 
useful information to identified and organized 
infonnation users (Patton, 1978:61). 

It is important that teachers are given the confidence 

to carry out their own evaluations. This writer has 
... 

described that Australian context and the developments 

leading to school-level evaluation and the lack of suitable 

human and material resources available for teachers to use • 
• 

The responsibility for evaluations to be carried out has 

been acknowledged. This author has pointed out that 

evaluations should involve those who will be affected, that 

they should be only carried out when the information will 

be used and the method of evaluation should be chosen to 

ensure that this will occur. Most importsntly teachers· 

require encouragement to develop further a belief in their 

own capabilities. Until recently an air of mysticism 

surrounded the term 'evaluation', manifested by the use 

of jargon and the existence of an elite group of experts. 

This notion is disappearing but until all teachers realise 

their potential as curriculum evaluators, the use of school

level evaluation as a means of improving teaching and 

learning will be limited (Hughes et al, 1980:11), 
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From the review of the literature and an examination 

of the Australian context it is clear that assistance is 

required by teachers wishing to carry out evaluation. 

Many years experience as a teacher in schools followed by 

a perlod of two years in charge of primary curriculum 

development in the newly-forued office of the A.C.T. 

Schools Authority at system level and subsequent experience 

in schools as assistant-principal and principal confirms, 

to this writer, the need for a different evaluation model. 

Theoretical models are of interest to theorists, 

academics and professional evaluators. Teachers in the 

field have different needs. Most schools will not have 

support from professional evaluators, theoreticians or 

academics. Their immediate needs include an easy-to-

read, do-it-yourself, guide to evaluation as well ~s 

samples of how others have carried out evaluation. 

2. The Creation of School Initiated Method of Evaluation -

Rationale for Approach 

Four colleagues who share the concerns expressed have 

joined this writer in a proposal to produce a set of 

materials to assist teachers in schools wishing to carry 

out an evaluation, possibly for the first time. Working 

with the Head of the School of Education at Canberra 

C.Ollege of Advanced Education one semester was spent 

studying the evaluation literature and the theoretical 

models as a preparation for making decisions about the 
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nature and content of the materials. 

An important consideration when designing materials 

is the initial impact upon the teachers who will use them. 

It is important that teachers initially respond to the 

materials in a positive manner so that the materials are 

not rejected before the contents are read. 

Teachers have become much more discriminating in their 

use of kits and it is not uncommon to observe teachers 

looking for explanations of the philosophy and theoretical 

b,w,e behind curriculum packages. This writer maintains 

that this is due to an increasing sophistication on the 

part of teachers in making curriculum decisions in schools, 

in part as a result•of the A.C,T. policy for school based 

curriculum development, 

It is clear from earlier comments that this is not 

the position with school-based evaluation. The underlying 

premise of the proposal is that by starting an evaluation 

and by carrying it out, teachers will gain experience 

which will develop a confidence and an understanding of 

evaluation techniques and approaches in the same way this 

has occurred in curriculum design. 

It is important to design appropriate contents for 

a kit of evaluation materials. Using our theoretical 

base we have elected to produce little booklets to describe 

the various aspects of evaluation in a non-threatening 

format in a presentation which is unhampered by lengthy 

theoretical explanations or technical language. 
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This writer has often observed teachers approaching 

new curriculum packages or kits. Most commonly, with 

a mug of tea or coffee in one hand, the teacher flips 

through and selects one or two of the books/cards. This 

is hastily skitllllled, and this first impression either 

leads the teacher to reject the kit or explore further. 

Once interested, the teacher then turns to the Teacher's 

Handbook. 

It is important that the first materials selected 

in a kit must be visually attractive, easy-to-read and 

communicate directly and briefly. So the booklets 

are to be designed to be light-hearted but not flippant 

and in keeping with the kit - direct, practical, visually 

pleasing, brief, informative and realistic. 

The team working on the evaluation material~ has 

agreed that our kit must contain a model which provides 

a sequenced structure setting out procedures to be followed 

in an evaluation. It is designed to provide inexperienced 

teachers with a guide to follow but it allows flexibility 

to cater for particular circumstances if this is required. 

This model is called the School Initiated Method of 

Evaluation - S.I.M.E. 

Deciding Processes Required in an Evaluation 

An early and essential consideration is to determine 

the processes which are required in an evaluation. The 

definitions of evaluation in the literature (Grotelueschen, 

1980:2) state that it is a process of: 
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1. Documentating the congruence of learner outcomes 

and program objectives (Tyler, 1950); 

2, Comparing performance data with a commonly accepted 

standard (Popham, 1969; Provus, 1969; Rivlin, 1971); 

3, Specifying, obtaining, and providing relevant 

information for judging decision alternatives 

(Alkin, 1967; Stufflebeam, 1969); 

4. Comparing actual effects of a program with a variety 

of demonstrated needs (Scriven, 1972); 

.-5. Judging program merit against the value positions 

of relevant audiences (Rippey, 1973; Stake, 1974a; 

McDonald, 1974; Owens, 1973); 

6. Judging critici11y a program using expert knowledge 

(Eisner, 1976); and 

7. Describing and interpre~ing (illuminating) the wider 

context in which a program functions (Parlett and 

Hamilton, 19 76). 

After readin·g the literature on evaluation, studying 

the theoretical models and considering the definitions 

of evaluation it became clear that there are generally 

several processes which might be included in an evaluation. 

a) Identify~ng a need for evaluation. 

b) Collecting data. 

c) Analysing the data as a basis for making judgements. 

d) Making judgements and recommendations. 

e) Making and implementing decisions. 
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There is some discussion in the literature about the 

inclusion of judgements and recommendations in the process 

of evaluation. 

Stake sees evaluators as processing judgements 

rather than making them (Open University, 1976:38). 

Glass states that disclosure not value claims are 

important (for external accountability) (Worthen, 1974:11). 

Worthen earlier in the same article (1974:5) claims that 

he fails to see much utility in a system which merely 

serves to disclose performance without also providing 

standards by which performance could be judged. 

Therefore, the basic processes of S.I.M.E. will include: 

l. Recognising a problem or need in a school, 

2, Gathering information about the problem. 

3. Analysing the data so j~dgements can be made, 

4. Making recommendations or suggestions about suitable 

alternatives or directions that might be taken. 

The final steps in evaluation of making and implementing 

decisions based on the recommendations is described as a 

consequential process after the formal evaluation process 

has been completed, This stance is supported by such 

writers as Grotelueschen (1980:3-4) and Davis (1981:13-14). 

The latter states: 

- the definition (of evaluation) assumes that decisions 
and judgements should rest upon understanding, but 
that decision-makers still can be influenced by 
values and considerations unrelated to the evaluation 
data. 

One factor which led to this decision was the knowledge 
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that it is not an infrequent occurrence for schools to 

carry out an evaluation, to send the recommendations to 

an outside body, which then rejects the recommendations 

for reasons the school could not have considered because 

of lack of information at that level; for example, the 

effects that implementing the recommendations would have 

on other parts of the school system, or lack of finance 

at the system level, 

Generally, a need or problem is identified and decisions 

atre sought to determine the worth or value of the program 

being assessed. In order to make such decisions, 

information about the program is required. Data is 

• 
collected which provides the basis for forming judgements 

and recommendations. Thes·e in turn allow decisions to 

be made. Descriptions of these processes run as common 

threads throughout the literature. The points of 

discussion most frequently concern the type of data to be 

collected and the method of its collection, the timing 

and sequence of the various processes, the persons to be 

involved and the audience for the evaluation. 

S.I.M.E. is part of this pattern but is described in 

such a way that the daunting barrier of the evaluation 

terminology is removed. It is recognised that the 

acquisition of the evaluation language is desirable in 

achieving competency. This author believes. however, 

that another approach can be justified, an approach that 

includes the essential components of evaluation but not 
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presented in the technical language of evaluation theorists. 

Our emphasis is towards providing an evaluation package 

that will be attractive to teachers in the classroom as 

well as functional and practical. 

This writer has observed a similar 'hands on 1 

approach succeeding in other areas of curriculum development, 

The A.C.T. policy is for school based curriculum development 

and this has meant that teachers have become involved in 

making curriculum decisions at the school level. The 

usual constraints, lack of time and resources, have not 

made this an easy experience for many teachers, but 

nevertheless, many teachers now have confidence in making 

curriculum decisions and in selecting, adapting or writing 

educational programs to suit their particular needs. 

Teachers who ten years ago taught from centrally produced 

and prescribed syllabuses now question aims, objectives, 

philosophy and methods in the educational programs they 

consider for their situations and this knowledge and 

expertise has been mostly acquired through experience in 

making curriculum decisions, selecting programm and 

implementing school-based curriculum. 

When considering the contents of a kit of evaluation 

materials it is important to realise that in a school it 

is frequently the case that one person has an idea to 

communicate. It is often the principal or a senior member 

of staff but it may be any teacher including a junior or 

inexperienced teacher. It is important that if an 
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individual member of staff wishes to convince others of 

the need to evaluate, that this person is given adequate 

support by providing materials which help convey the 

message to others, give credibility to the person and 

the idea and present the suggestion to colleagues in 

a non-threatening manner. This is especially important 

if the person has the conviction but lacks the assurance 

to communicate it adequately or lacks the status in the 

view of senior colleagues to be listened to seriously. 

,.. The S.I.M.E. designers consider that the case-study 

approach is a most suitable one for evaluation. 

Most case studies feature: descriptions that are 
complex, wholistic. and involving a myriad of not 
highly isolate~ variables; data that are likely 
to be gathered at least partly by personalistic 
observation; and a writing style that is informal, 
perhaps narrative, possibly with verbatim quotation, 
illustration, and even allusion and metaphor. 
Comparisons are implicit rather than explicit. 

Its best use appears to me to be for adding to 
existing experience and humanistic understanding 
(Stake, 1972: 8-9). 

The manner in which S.I.M,E. uses case studies allows 

for teachers in schools to recognise and feel reassured 

that each school is unique and has its own peculiar 

situation and problems. Davis supports this view 

(1981,16). 

The designers of S.I.M.E. are cognisant of the needs 

of schools in all parts of Australia for evaluation 

materials and it is intended that the S.I.M.E. materials 

be such that they are not linked with any particular 

locality. 
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3. Justification for Non-Trialling of Materials 

The local situation makes it virtually imposaible 

for the developers to trial the S.I.M.E. materials in 

their schools. 

A principal is in an unusual position in a school 

for initiating projects for trialling, and if wishing 

to make such suggestions~ must be seen to be absolutely 

free of self-interest in the outcomes of the trialling. 

This author strives to achieve a collegial manage

ment style so that decisions which affect the school as 

a whole are reached as a result of staff consensus, 

For these reasons a principal wishing to trial materials 

which she has developed is in a most awkward situation -

the motives for the staff agreeing to trial would be 

suspect and not in keeping with the S.I.M.E. philosophy 

that a school initiates an evaluation when the situation 

is appropriate and a need is discerned. A principal 

itt:1posing materials on a staff which had not reached the 

decision to evaluate from perceived need would force a 

situation in which materials would not be used appropriately. 

Another problem peculiar to this writer is that it 

is expected that she will be transferred to a new school 

opening in a new suburb, An authentic evaluation is 

unlikely in this situation, 

Canberra is a locality which has its own unusual 

characteristics. It is served by two tertiary 

institutions~ the A.N.U. and the C.C.A.E. with a School 
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of Education, Schools in Canberra have become saturated 

by requests for surveys, questionnaires, and trialling of 

various kinds of materials. In one week, several requests 

for staff to cooperate in this way are not uncommon and 

members of staff are now very resistant to such demands, 

It is not seen as wise, or appropriate for the schools to 

be aaked to ttial yet another scheme in a period which 

has seen such demands placed on staff and at a time when 

staff are becoming resistant to carrying these out carefully. 

Tei,achers look to their principals to shield them from too 

many such requests; it would be very questionable for a 

principal to request that an overloaded staff trial her 

own materials. 



CHAPTER THREE AN EXAMINATION OF THE S.I.M.E. 
MATERIALS : COMPARISON AND CONTRAST 
USING AN ALTERNATIVE SET OF 
EVALUATION MATERIALS 

Introduction 
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AN EXAMINATION OF THE S.I.M.E. MATERIALS: 

COMPARISON AND CONTRAST USING AN ALTERNATIVE 

SET OF EVALUATION MATERIALS 

Introduction 

For reasons described previously, it has not been 

possible to trial the S.I.M.E. materials. As an alternative 

procedure it is proposed to compare and contrast the S,I,M,E. 

materials with another set of evaluation materials, the 
w 

School Controlled Evaluation (S.C,E.: 1980) materials produced 

by the South Australian Department of Education supported by 

a grant from the Schools Commission . • 
Both evaluation packages will be described in turn, 

examining the materials, the philosophical bases and the 

underlying assumptions of the materials and the methodologies. 

Finally the two approaches will be compared and 

contrasted in action in one of the case histories taken from 

the S.C.E. materials. After relating the procedures carried 

out in the case history, the S.I.M.E. approach will be 

hypothetically carried out in that particular setting and 

the similarities and differences of both methods will be 

discussed. 

This procedure will allow the S.I.M.E. approach to be 

demonstrated in a context which has had an evaluation carried 

out using another approach. 

Thus it will became apparent that the S.I.M.E. materials 

provide an appropriate and practical methodology, at least 
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as effective as tbe alternative approach, and possibly more 

so, when the present needs of schools for evaluation 

support and advice is considered. 



... 
CHAPTER FOUR I. DESCRIPTION OF THE SCHOOL 

INITIATED METHOD OF EVALUATION -
S,I.M.E. 

~ 1. The S.I.M.E. Materials 

2. Process Booklets 

3. Process Summary 

4.a. Simulated Case Studies 
b. Trial Simulated Case Study 

5. Overhead Transparencies 

6. S.I.M.E. - Philosophical Basis 
and Underlying Assumpti'ons 

7. The S.I.M.E. Methodology 



57. 

I DESCRIPTION OF THE SCHOOL INITIATED METHOD OF 

EVALUATION - S.I.M.E. 

1. The S.I.M.E. Materials 

The S.I.M.E. materials are intended for schools 

wishing to evaluate a particular aspect of the school. 

It is not expected that the materials would be used for 

whole-school evaluations because for such an evaluation 

heavy demands are placed upon a school particularly in 

terms of time and resources and would usually be attempted 

only if external resources and advice are available, 

S.I.M.E. recommends that evaluation should be centred 

on a particular need or problem in the school and should 

be initiated by a member or members of a school commt.mity, 

not imposed by an outside body or linked to demands of 

external accountability. The S,I.M.E. approach vi.ews 

evaluation as an integral part of the total organisation 

of learning (Shipman, 1979:2). S,I.M.E. maintains that 

the people who implement the findings of an evaluation 

should be part of the group that carries it out. The 

staff must have a co1Dll\i.tment to evaluate so that there 

is also a commitment to carrying out the recommendations 

which result from the findings. 

S,I,M.E. is intended to be a fonn of guidance for 

evaluation in schools which are uncertain about seeking 

external help from advisers as well as those for whom 
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such help is not available. There is no question that 

some teachers in schools feel threatened by evaluation 

for several reasons some of which have already been 

described, 

The legacy of attitudes from past visits by 

inspectors - flying visits by people who pronounced 

judgement after a brief examination - cannot be ignored. 

Teachers developed a sensitivity to threat and learned 

techniques of self-preservation vecy early in their 

c11"teers. 

It is essential then, that any evaluation materials 

should place the decision for evaluation and control of 

• the evaluation in the members of the teaching staff of 

a school, This view is supported by such writers as 

Groundwater-Smith and :'~icol (1980:175), Patton (1978:194), 

and Davis (1981:22). 

Some schools with more confident members of staff 

may choose to augment the numbers of personnel to include 

parents - or in the case of secondary schools - student 

members. As so much of the literature points out, the 

choices must belong to the teachers if a true and honest 

evaluation which is going to be used is to be carried out. 

Another factor which must be considered in any school 

is what is and what is not possible in terms of time and 

resources available. The people in the school situation 

are in the best position to judge this. 

The S.I.M.E. development team agrees with the writers 
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who believe that the school should decide when to 

initiate an evaluation based on its perceived needs and 

the availability of resources. It is essential that a 

school using its own resources should be able to carry 

out this process once a decision is made to evaluate 

for two important reasons: 

The cost to a system of supplying external evaluators 

to many schools wishing to evaluate would be prohibitive; 

the availability of appropriately qualified people is 

insufficient to meet the needs of schools - a point that 

was made earlier. 

S.I.H.E. relies on and fosters a participative 

approach to evaluation and is completely in harmony with 

the present trend in Australia for the devolution of 

decision-making to the schools. 

The S.I.M.E. materials consist of the following items: 

1. Slide-Tape Set 

- A set of eighteen 35 mm slides accompanied by an 

audio cassette tape and a script. 

This set of slides with its accompanying cassette 

commentary provides a simple introduction to school 

evaluation. 

The topics covered include: 

Definitions of evaluation 

Purposes of self-initiated school evaluation 
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Reasons for evaluation 

Process of evaluation 

Involvement of staff in evaluations 

Scope of evaluation 

Timing of the evaluation 

Introducing S.I.M,E. materials for evaluation 

The tape-slide set is designed to assist a person 

who wishes to present for consideration to other staff 

members, the need for carrying out an evaluation. The 

¥ne of these materials is intended to be supportive, 

informative and encouraging. The set explains briefly, 

what evaluation is and what is involved in order to 

provide an opportun~ty for staff to decide how evaluation 

may be used to improve the teaching and learning in their 

own school. This pres~ntation of approximately ten 

minutes duration is intended to be used in the earliest 

stages of the introduction to evaluation, 

2. Process Booklets 

Five booklets, each one describing one aspect of 

school evaluation. 

WHY 

WHO 

WHAT 

HOW 

GATHERING INFORMATION 

The booklets cover the basic information requested by 

teachers. The HOW booklet sets out in a structured 

step-by-step form the S.I,M.E. approach. 



61. 

This writer agrees that a valid way for teachers to 

begin evaluation is for them to be steeped in theoretical 

understanding and then, so prepared, discuss and decide 

the process of the evaluation, perhaps drawing on aspects 

of the most appropriate models, From experience in 

schools, this method takes time and external assistance, 

two scarce commodities. When it is possible, it is most 

desirable. The approach taken by the developers of 

S.I.M.E. is pragmatic. If teachers can be encouraged to 

tlty an evaluation, confidence will be gained and further 

evaluations will take place, and teachers will develop 

expertise in carrying out evaluations. Therefore these 

booklets present the information in concise statements 

which reflect an understanding of the realities of the 

school situation. The booklets are intended to be used 

by teachers on an individual basis and according to which 

aspect of the process the individual teacher selects because 

of greater interest or a need to understand more thoroughly. 

There is no intended or recommended order for use of 

the process booklets. 

3. Process Summar_y 

An overhead transparency summarising the stages and 

steps of the method of evaluation - the S.I.M.E. model. 

This transparency sets out in visual display format the 

model described in the HOW booklet and is included to 

assist group discussion in the planning stages of an 

evaluation exercise, especially in such matters as 
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determination of the time scale of the exercise and 

definition of the different decisions that must be made 

during particular stages of the exercise. A spirit 

duplicator master sheet is also included so that individual 

teachers may each have the process summary for planning 

purposes. 

4.a. Simulated Case Studies 

Four case study booklets, each describing an 

evaluation exercise carried out in a specific school -

'Ir' (1) LIMESTONE PLAINS - a school in a rural town 

with a declining enrolment. 

(2) ST PATRICK'S - an inner suburban Catholic high 

• school. 

(3) BLACK ROCK - an outer suburban primary school. 

(4) BRUCE - a suburban high gchool in a regional 

city. 

b, Trial Simulated Case Study 

(S) KINGSLAND - an outer suburban primary school. 

Each of the first four booklets creates a school, describes 

the people in that school and its operation in such a way 

that the reader may be prepared to recognise it as a real 

school, perhaps having points of similarity vi.th schools 

that are known. 

The booklet then describes how the staff of that 

school used the S.I.M.E. approach to carry out an 

evaluation exercise in order to resolve a matter of 

concern. 

The S,I.M.E. design team intends the simulated case 

studies to provide teachers with hypothetical situations 
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in which they can study the S,I.M.E, approach in action. 

It is often non-threatening to discuss problems in relation 

to some other place or person. Teachers, by discussing 

the evaluations in the simulated case studies can become 

prepared for the evaluation processes in their own school. 

They provide opportunities for teachers to simulate 

evaluations and one case study, Number 5, does not describe 

the S.I.M.E. approach in use but sets the scene and suggests 

that teachers complete the evaluation themselves. A 

principal or senior teacher might use these materials to 

provide an in-service program for the staff in evaluation 

before commencing the actual evaluation. 

5. Overhead Transparencies 

A set of eight overhead transparencies providing 

analyses of certain componen;s in the structure and operation 

of a typical school. 

THE SCHOOL What is it? (Four transparencies) 

THE SCHOOL - How does it work? (Four transparencies) 

These transparencies reduce four major aspects of a 

typical school to their component parts. Such facets of 

a school's existence as its organisation, its curriculum 

and its cormnunity are examined from the two perspectives 

of what they are and how they operate. 

The diagrams do not include every component part of 

every aspect of a school as each school will differ. School 

staffs will be able to add to the basic elements suggested 

and to order their own priorities for consideration of the 
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various aspects. 

The S.I,M.E. design team consider it essential that 

teachers are familiar with the context in which the 

proposed evaluation is to occur and the implications for 

all parts and persons of the proposed evaluation, The 

overhead transparencies allow opportunities for staffs 

to discuss their situation in its complexities and to 

become fully aware of the situation before beginning the 

evaluation. This process is expected to facilitate the 

c_....operative, participative process of evaluation. 

S.I.M.E. - Philosophical Basis and Underlying 

Assumptions 

• The philosophical basis of S.I,M.E. may be summarised 

as follows: 

Effective school evaluations occu~ when the staff in 

the school concerned in the evaluation are cona:nitted to 

carrying out the evaluation as a means of improving the 

quality of teaching and learning in the school. The 

evaluation is the process which gathers and analyses the 

information in order to allow decisions to be made 

concerning a particular aspect of the school. It is 

important that the teachers responsible for implementing 

the decisions are the people concerned in controlling the 

evaluation and that the decision to evaluate is the result 

of a perceived need from within, not imposed from outside, 

The questions to be answered, the kind of information to 

be gathered, the techniques for gathering the information 
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and the audiences for the evaluation should be determined 

by the school whose teachers recognise their professional 

responsibility to evaluate. 

The evaluation process should be a participative, 

co-operative, purposeful activity which may involve 

people other than teachers and students, for example, 

parents. 

The first underlying assumption is that teachers 

require practical materials which provide a detailed, 

sequenced methodology which is flexible enough to be 

adapted or modified to suit particular circumstances 

but which also can be used without alteration by any 

type of school. 

The second underlying assumption is that teachers 

inexperienced in evaluation ~re seeking materials written 

in non-technical language which provide an easy to 

follow method with directions about procedures to be 

carried out in preference to materials which include 

more generalised information with suggestions and comments. 

which possibly include theoretical knowledge or which use 

technical language. In the latter the teacher must 

extract and select the method, techniques and evaluation 

procedures for the particular school carrying out the 

evaluation, and the lack of time and confidence to do 

this, is a barrier to the use of these materials by many 

teachers. 

A third assumption is that teachers inexperienced 
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in evaluation can attempt and carry through an evaluation 

using appropriate materials without first being informed 

of the evaluation research, theory and models. Related 

to this is the assumption that teachers will seek more 

knowledge about the evaluation process and investigate 

the theory after involvement in an evaluation, in the 

same way that has already occurred in curriculum development 

in Australia in recent years. 

A fourth assumption is that appropriate materials will 

swport teachers in evaluations sufficiently so that they 

will not require an external adviser in evaluation to help 

them carry out the evaluation. It is recognised that 

help from advisers !s useful, but many schools which have 

not the access to such resources would be still involved 

in evaluation if suitable materials are provided. 

A fifth assumption is that a particular method of 

evaluation can be devised which applies to all kinds of 

schools, primary, secondary, government and non-government, 

A sixth assumption is that teachers will find it 

useful and helpful to see the method demonstrated in a 

series of hypothetical schools, that is, the 5.I.M.E. 

simulated case studies, Related to this is that teachers 

will also benefit from being able to simulate an 

evaluation in a hypothetical school which gives sufficient 

information and leading questions to facilitate this 

exercise. 

Finally, it is assumed from observations of teachers' 
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selection and use of materials in other curriculwn areas, 

that teachers will be drawn to visually attractive 

materials presented in a form which is known to be helpful 

and which is familiar and therefore non-threatening. 

Further to this, if teachers are attracted enough to 

examine the materials and if these communicate 

satisfactorily then teachers will use these materials in 

carrying out an evaluation. 

7. The S.I.M,E, Methodology_ 

The S.I.M.E. materials present a model for evaluation 

which sets out the stages and steps to be followed in an 

evaluation. These are described in non-technical 

language as short statements or instructions to be followed 

and are intended to be as practical as possible. 

There are four stages or proeesses within the S.I.M.E. 

model: 

Stage 1 

Stage l 

Stage 2 

Stage 3 

Stage 4 

comprises 

Step 1 

Step 2 

Step 3 

Step 4 

The preliminary process 

The implementation process 

The analysis and reColllDlendation process 

The consequential process 

four steps: 

The need is defined 

An analysis of the school is made 

A preliminary decision is made to 

proceed 

A final decision is made 
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Stage 2 also contains four steps; 

Step l 

Step 2 

Step 3 

Step 4 

The size and composition of the management 

team is decided 

The evaluation committee considers key 

questions 

The procedures are decided 

The procedures are implemented 

The question to be asked and the type of data to be 

collected are for the users to decide and more assistance 

iirgiven in the booklet on gathering information which 

describes: 

the S.I.M.E. definition of the evaluation process 

• the possible types of problems which might lead 

to evaluation 

tasks in gathering informat~on 

observation - what it is and how to do it 

listening - what it is and how to do it 

interviewing - types, recording, 

constraints 

questionnaires - types of questions, 

safeguards, types, difficulties 

golden rules for questionnaires 

sampling 

write-on comments 

testing - types of tests and purposes 

rating scales 

response 
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This information is designed co supplement the process 

structure and is written, as are all the S.I.M.E, materials, 

in a brief, non-technical, practical style, 
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II DESCRIPTION OF SCHOOL CONTROLLED EVALUATION -

EDUCATION DEPARTMENT OF SOUTH AUSTRALIA 

1. The S.C.E. Materials 

These materials consist of a series of booklets, 

printed in black and white, packaged in a blue envelope/ 

folder. 

The booklets comprise -

An overview paper - This provides an overview of a series of 

papers about school controlled evaluation in South 

Australia. It describes what school controlled 

evaluation is, raises some questions interested 

teachers should consider, and indicates how the 

other papers in this series were written and what 

they are about. 

Three Issue Papers 

No. 1 Why Evaluate This paper is based on discussions 

among teachers who have been involved in school level 

evaluation and on the experience of research officers 

who have talked with school people. It is intended 

to help people to decide whether evaluation is 

appropriate to their purpose. It is written as a 

series of quotations, comments, mini descriptions of 

evaluations with comments and questions. 

No, 2 Involving People in Evaluation This paper 

is based on discussions ·J.t:iPng teachers who have been 
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involved in school level evaluation and on the 

experiences of research officers who have talked 

with school people, It is intended to help 

people think about the "who?" questions involved 

in evaluation. It is written in a style similar 

to issues No. 1, 

No. 3 Suggestions for Planning This paper 

raises some questions and makes some suggestions 

about planning an evaluation and collecting 

information. It covers such topics as: 

Skills for evaluators 

Help t>ith the work 

Collecting data 

Making comparisons 

Its style is in part similar to Issues papers No. 1 

and No. 2 but the first part which describes 

mobilising resources and collecting data is written 

as note-form instructions and comments. 

Ten Case Histories 

These papers are accounts of what schools have done, 

They have been written in several different ways. 

Case Histories 1-6 are based on interviews with 

school people held after the evaluation exercises 

were completed. Case histories 7 and 8 are based 

on a diary and records kept by an adviser on school 

evaluation. Instead of describing one particular 
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school in each case, the adviser has put together a 

number of similar experiences. Case history 9 is 

based on the same researcher's records, but in this 

case discussions at a school were tape recorded, and 

this case study is therefore specific to this school. 

Case history 10 was written by the evaluation team 

which included teachers and a researcher working 

together. 

S.C.E. - Philosophical Basis and Underlying Assumptions 

The theoretical approach to the evaluation materials 

is not stated, nor is there any reference to evaluation 

theories. There is no bibliography or useful reading for 

teachers included. The introduction to the overview paper 

does state, however, the approach to evaluation upon which 

these materials are based, 

A school controlled evaluation involves a close look 
at some aspect of the school's activities, describing 
what is happening and what its effects are. The 
main purpose of such an evaluation is to improve the 
quality of teaching and learning in the school. 
The term "school controlled" is used to indicate that 
the school determines the "what", "who" and "how" 
of evaluation and decides who is to have access to 
the data. 

School controlled evaluation is seen as a professional 
responsibility of a school, aimed at improving 
actions taken Within the school. It should be clearly 
distinguished from other kinds of evaluation which the 
system may undertake to inform system-level action 
(S.C.E. Overview Booklet, 1980:[ l]). 

The process which obtained the material for these 

papers was participative. The project was organised by 

two officers of the Education Department Research Section 

(Effie Best and Lorraine Riordan) and a member of the Adelaide 
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CAE (Jill Maling). The three issue papers are based on 

tape-recorded discussions among teachers with some 

experience in evaluation. These discussion groups were 

organised and led by the two research officers from the 

S.A, Department of Education. Most of the teachers they 

invited were nominated by regional staff, Six different 

discussion groups were held, each of 7-14 people and 

lasting l½ hours. Teachers were invited to discuss issues 

that seemed important to them and to make any suggestions 

thlrf thought would be useful to other teachers. Issues 

and quotations were then selected from the tape transcripts 

and sent to participants before compilation as issues 

papers. 

Although, nowhere in the papers are there any value 

statements about evaluations made, these can be deduced 

from the papers as they are implicit in the approaches 

described and the comments made. 

The first is that school controlled evaluation should 

be purposeful and is for information leading to improvement. 

The second is that it is participative and mu.st take into 

account those who make decisions, if possible, involving 

them in the evaluation. A third is that schools require 

evaluation materials such as the ones under discussion to 

assist in evaluation. By omission. the fourth is that 

teachers do not require a knowledge of the evaluation theory 

in order to begin to evaluate. The implicit belief is 

that teachers learn about evaluation by ·carrying out 
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evaluation. A fifth assumption is that it is desirable 

to have access to support services and people when carrying 

out evaluation. A sixth is that evaluation materials 

suitable for assisting teachers in schools should use non-

technical language to commWlicate, A seventh assumption 

is that the evaluation process can be of value even if 

the evaluation does not carry out recommendations as part 

of the process. In some case studies, the final stages 

faded out, or changes took place during the evaluation. 

Related to this is the assumption that an external adviser 

may leave an evaluation after the information gathering 

process and before the recommendations are made. A 

further assumption allied to this is that the evaluation 

process is flexible and should suit the circumstances in 

w~ich it is occurring, 

3. The s.c.E. Methodology 

There is no stated sequence of steps to be followed 

in using these materials. This writer considers them to 

have been written as non-directive, facilitative papers, 

which teachers may use as a resource how and when they are 

needed. 

The materials state the availability of support 

services and resource people, and therefore, it appears to 

be expected that teachers will draw upon these if it is 

possible. There is nothing to suggest, however, that the 

materials were written only to be used in conjunction with 

support services or resource people. 
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The case histories are not examples of a model in 

action; these materials do not advocate a particular 

model. Rather, they are a collection of evaluations 

portraying a variety of approaches some more successful 

than others, which teachers may read, study the 

techniques used and form their own conclusions as to the 

efficacy of these. 

All schools which carried out evaluations and were 

used as case histories - with one possible exception -

ha,..external support, either initially as a result of an 

evaluation conference or workshop, or through the services 

of an external adviser/resource person, or both. This 

is to be expected as•the case studies were written using 

the records of these resource people. The manner in 

which these people worked varied; in some cases they 

responded to particular situations by acting as facilitators; 

in others they were more practical and directive in their 

assistance, but in all cases they did not assume a leader-

ship role or direct the evaluation. This contrasts 

markedly from the role evaluators take in the U.S. and U.K. 

evaluation models described in the literature. This 

approach, however, is in keeping with the trend in Australian 

schooling to devolution of responsibility to the school base, 

The materials prov1.de what is considered to be 

necessary information for schools wishing to evaluate. 

The issues, WHO, WHAT and HOW are discussed in several papers 

and some options for information-gathering are provided, 
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A technique used to communicate this information is to 

quote extracts from tape-recorded discussions between 

teachers on various aspects of evaluation. This is 

possibly intended to provide credibility to the papers; 

that is, teachers are usually more positive to material 

which other teachers have prepared believing that teachers 

best know the realities of school situations. 

The case histories provide illustrations of a range 

of evaluations using various approaches and techniques. 

It is expected that teachers using these materials will 

then be equipped to carry out an evaluation - possibly 

using external advice if this is available. 

The materials are intended to assist teachers in 

all schools - the lack of a sequenced, structured 

approach or a particular model allows complete freedom 

in the use of these materials. 
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III COMPARISON AND CONTRAST BETWEEN S.I.M.E. AND S.C,E. 

The Materials 

The School Controlled Evaluation (S.C.E.) materials 

differ markedly in appearance from the S.I.M.E. materials, 

as they are produced in a simple black and white format 

and consist of a series of stapled booklets housed in a 

light cardboard envelope folder. 

Whilst they have the appearance of the more attractive 

type of government issue, the first impression is of plain 

utilitarian materials. 

The S.I.M.E. materials are designed to have a visual 

impact which is attractive and interesting. The kit 

consists of tape-slide materials, overhead projector 

transparencies and booklets in A4 and half A4 sizes, 

using coloured covers and papers and unusual layouts. 

The S.C.E. materials orgapise the information into 

an overview booklet, and three issues papers which deal 

with the WHY, HOW and WHAT of evaluation titled - 'Why 

Evaluate', 'Involving People in Evaluation•, and 

'Suggestions for Planning'. 

S.I.M.E. organises the information into separate 

WHY, WHAT, WHO and HOW BOOKLETS. Both sets of materials, 

when pooled, generally cover the same infonnation with 

one notable exception; S.I.M.E. describes a model for 

evaluation in a structured sequenced process of steps 

and stages and S.C.E. does not. 
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The S,C.E. materials are written in an informal, 

conversational style, using quotations from tape 

recordings of teachers as the principle method of conveying 

in fa rm.a tion. This contrasts with the S.J.M.E. materials 

which provide the information and explanations in brief 

statements, and are therefore more directive, as opposed 

to suggestive, in manner than the S.C.E. materials, 

The INFORMATION GATIIERING booklet of S.I,M,E. is 

much more detailed in its approach to this topic than the 

cofltlarable section in the S ,C,E. booklet which contains 

two pages of the various options available. This may 

possibly be due to the S.I.M.E. approach in which the 

• materials are expected to convey all the information 

necessary for teachers attempting evaluations without 

access to external advice. 

Although the values and beliefs about evaluation 

held by the developers of the two sets of materials can 

be ascertained from the materials, S.I.M.E, is more 

explicit than S.C.E. in presenting these. 

S.I.M,E, states -

For example, 

Evaluation should be designed for the benefit of 
children, parents, teachers NOT outsiders, 
departmental officers, auditors-general. Evaluation 
carried out as a result of the decisions of such 
outsiders may be ineffectual and bring no benefits 
to the school. Evaluation studies will be used 
when decision makers are fully involved in all 
processes (S,I.M.E., WHAT booklet), 

This statement expresses views which are implicit in 

the S,C.E. materials. This difference in approach may 

reflect the origins of the two sets of materials. S.C.E,, 
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developed by research officers in the S.A. Department of 

Education and distributed by the Department may be trying 

to avoid appearing to be too threatening and, therefore, 

does not make statements of belief as factual statements. 

S.I.M.E. on the other hand, developed by practitioners, 

has no such fears; it can afford to be directive because 

it will not be seen as originating from a department or 

authority and because it recognises a need for such 

statements to be made, The S.C,E. case histories report 

ten evaluations in schools, using external advisers' 

tapes, records and diaries as the main source of infonnation. 

In two instances, a composite picture of situations which 

occurred in schools was used, rather than actual schools. 

The S,I.M.E. case studies are stories of evaluations 

using the S.I.M.E. approach c~rried out in hypothetical 

schools. 

The purJ)ose of the S,C.E. case histories is to convey 

information about evaluation and describe a variety of 

evaluations. 

The purpose of the S.I.M.E. evaluation is to illustrate 

the S.I.H.E. approach in various settings. 

S.I.H.E. includes extra items which are not found in 

the S.C.E. materials; a tape-slide set, overhead projector 

transparencies and spirit masters. 

2. The Philosophical Bases and Underlying Assumptions 

As stated earlier, the assumptions underlying the S.C.E. 

materials are implicit and must be deduced from the information 
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and methodology suggested in the papers, 

Generally the s.c.E. materials and S.I.M.E. materials 

share the same philosophy about evaluation. Both 

approaches consider evaluation in schools should be 

participative. co-operative. purposeful, descriptive and 

a professional responsibility of teachers, and favour an 

eclectic approach to designing the evaluation process and 

the information gathering techniques, 

Both view staff commitment to the evaluation as 

imJK,rtant for the success of the evaluation and both reflect 

a complete belief in the ability of a staff to evaluate 

what is happening in the school in order to improve the 

• quality of the teaching and the learning in the school. 

It is important to both S.C.E. and S.I.H.E. that the school 

initiates the evaluation and that appropriate materials in 

non-technical language be available as a support. Both 

approaches agree that the school should control the WHAT, 

WHO and HOW of evaluation and the access to the data 

gathered. 

The S.C.E. materials originate from advisers in a 

department of education section, and there is an emphasis in 

the papers on schools using external resource people for 

assistance, although these people operate more as 

facilitators. The S.I.M.E. materials are designed to 

assist schools without access to such people; an 

important assumption of S.I.M.E, is the ability of teachers 

new to evaluation to carry out evaluations without external 

assistance provided they have available materials specially 
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developed to guide them in this - materials such as S.I,M.E. 

There is no contradiction in the S,C.E. papers to this 

assumption of S.I.M,E. 

This writer considers that the S.C.E. materials 

reflect the trend in the Australian context towards 

devolution to the schools of major responsibilities, 

including evaluation. Toe S,I.M.E, materials are a 

result also of these trends; therefore, the S.C.E. 

materials and the S.I.M.E. materials are in harmony with 

each other although the origins and development of both 

materials are different, and the materials reflect this, 

particularly in their methodologies. 

3. The Methodologies 

The S,C.E. materials. suggest a more open approach. 

than S.I.M.E.; tt,ere are no set directions to follow, no 

set of procedures to be followed, not even a suggestion of 

what constitutes the steps-stages in an evaluation and 

where the formal evaluation process ends, Indeed, the 

evaluatiors given as examples- end in various ways• some 

'petering-out', others resolutely implementing decisions 

made. 

The S. I.M.E. approach contrasts to thi·s. A def!.nite 

procedure is desc~ibed whi·ch indicates where and how to 

begin, how to continue and when to finish, Within thi's 

sequence, the emphasis may he changed; for example, 

one evaluation may use a quantitative approach whilst 

another may be more in line with a 'portrayal I app~oach. 
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It is stated in the s.r.H.E. materials that this 

procedure may be varied to suit the circumstances, and 

the case-studies support this by illustrating such changes 

occurring, 

• 
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THE S.I.M.E. METHODOLOGY APPLIED TO S.C.E. CASE HISTORIES 

In this section, the S.C.E. methodology will be 

contrasted and compared to the S,I.M.E. methodology in 

a case history. 

S.C.E. Case History No, 3 Evaluating R-7 Grouping 

Enfield Primary School 

Context 

Enfield Primary School is an open plan school 

o,mprising one seven teacher unit and two eight teacher 

units. It has an approximate enrolment of 350 children 

and 21 teaching staff. The whole staff have been 

• operating the three units with vertical groups R - 7 

(Reception to Year 7) in each unit. The parents agreed 

to this change in organisation on the condition that it 

would be evaluated after one year. 

Description of S.C,E. Evaluation 

In second term two teachers and the principal 

attended a 3-day evaluation conference. On returning 

the team that had attended gave a summary of what they had 

learned at a full staff meeting. The team led the staff 

through a mini evaluation on inter-unit communication 

using a condensed version of an evaluation model that had 

been presented at the conference. Thus at the end of 

second term when volunteers were called for to work on the 

evaluation of the R - 7 structure the staff had some 
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understanding of what the evaluation might entail. 

A committee was set up with the brief to evaluate 

the R - 7 organisation and make a report with recommendations 

to the staff and to the school council. The nembership of 

the committee comprised a teacher representative from each 

of the units (including one of the teachers who attended the 

conference)~ three parent volunteers and the deputy principal. 

The other teacher who attended the conference was appointed 

co-ordinator. The principal acted as adviser. He declined 

to become part of the committee. 

The condensed version of the model was used as a guide 

for planning the evaluation. This took about four weeks 

with two meetings per week. The difficulty lay in translating 

the reasons for the proposal and its advantages into something 

that could be evaluated. When the new structure was 

proposed, staff had listed 22 statements about its advantages. 

Out of these the committee decided upon five expectations 

about which information could be collected, 

The R - 7 structure would: 

Increase interaction between students, students 

and teachers, teachers and parents, and among 

teachers. 

Increase teacher and student participation 

in decision making. 

Increase awareness in teachers, parents and 

students that Enfield Primary is R - 7. 

llliprove integration of reception children 

into the school. 
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Reduce tension in students moving from 

Year 2 to Year 3. 

In addition to gathering this information the committee 

decided to find out whether the organisation resulted in 

changes to noise levels and movement within the units, 

Information Gathering 

The main instrument for collecting information was a 

questionnaire. Opinions about the stated expectations were 

sought from the students, staff and parents. Toe respondents 

welle. asked to answer yes or no to the questions, and there 

was space for comments. Questionnaires were given to all 

teachers, all students and a 10% sample of the parents . 

• At the time the study was conducted, a leader system 

operated in the three units. Some Year 7 students had a 

'home group' of Year 1-5 children. The committee used the 

home group leaders to obtain infonnation from the younger 

students, The leaders were given some training in leading 

a discussion based on the questionnaire and making notes of 

children's comments. So that teacher influence on children's 

responses was reduced, the leaders also adadnistered the 

questionnaire to the Year 6 and 7 students, The Year 6 and 

7 children filled in individual questionnaires. 

Parents were asked to give verbal or written responses 

to the questions asked. Some sort of response was obtained 

from about 90% of the parent sample. 

was sought from the principal, 

Additional inforrMtion 
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The committee collated the information, sorting the 

responses into the categories of agree, disagree and undecided, 

for parents, students and staff, A brief summary of the 

information and the reconunendatione was prepared to accompany 

the table of results. This was made available to the staff, 

Final Steps Taken 

Overall, respondents' opinion supported the expectation 

that the structure increased social interaction and awareness 

between teachers and students and among teachers, and that 

there was a greater awareness by teachers of the R - 7 concept 

in the areas of curriculum, methodology and philosophy. 

This was of importance to the school and the evaluation 

team recommended that the R - 7 structure be continued and 

further, that there be sufficient time given to thorough 

planning before the next year. as well as provision for in

service in regard to R - 7 philosophy, 

At this stage of the evaluation, time was running out, 

The end of the year was approaching and a decision had to 

be made by the staff whether or not to continue. Planning 

for the next year had to be done. 

had to go to the School Council. 

The evaluation results 

At a staff meeting a vote was taken on the issue and 

a majority were in favour of continuing the R - 7 structure. 

At some stage during the project the staff had decided that 

to continue the R - 7 structure everyone had to be in favour. 

But, although all were not in favour of three R - 7 units, 

when the time came for planning for 1980 it was decided to 

have two R - 7 units and one 2 - 7, 
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No staff unit or year level meetings were held 

to discuss the findings from the evaluation as teachers 

said that they had picked up information, particularly 

from the student responses to the questionnaires. 

Teachers also said the evaluation did not go far enough; 

a great deal of time and effort was spent getting 

information which could have been vecy useful and that 

they would have appreciated time spent discussing it, 

Time Line 

Sl!lptember 

September - October 

November 

December • 

Evaluation team formed 

Planning the evaluation 

Data collecting and collating 

Recommendations presented at a 

staff meeting for discussion. 
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TIIE S.I.M.E, MEnIODOLOGY APPLIED TO THE ENFIELD PRIMARY 

SCHOOL CASE HISTORY 

This section will compare and contrast the S.C,E. 

approach and the S.I.M.E. approach by using the S.I.M.E, 

methodology in the Enfield School's evaluation as a 

hypothetical example of S.I.M,E. in action. Each stage 

and step will be examined in detail. First the details 

of each stage and step will be set out as in S.I.M.E. then 

t\,e hypothetical application of this to the Enfield 

evaluation will be described and discussed. 

It is not intended to criticise the S.C.E. evaluation -

its structure or itft findings - in any~y., but rather to 

compare the two approaches, S,C.E. and S.I.M.E, 

Introduction to the Evaluation 

In the S.C.E. case history, a 3-day conference for 

the principal and two teachers was followed by a report 

to a full staff meeting. The staff was led through a 

mini-evaluation as a preparation for the later evaluation. 

It is assumed that if the S.I.M.E. materials had 

been used, familiarisation with the S.I.M.E, materials 

would have occurred in this time. The staff would have 

read and discussed the materials, and attempted a 

simulated evaluation, possibly using the K.i..ng~la.nd example. 

At this point they would have been ready to begin the 

evaluation. It is likely that with the materials available 



that they may have been ready to commence earlier than 

at the beginning of term 3. 

STAGE 1. PRELIMINARY PROCESS 

Step 1. The Need is Defined 

* The need for evaluation is identified. 

* Any person connected with the school may be the 

identifier of a need. 

teacher 

parent 

administrator 

student 

* The need is communicated to the relevant people 

for further consideration. 

principal 

subject co-ordinator 

parent group 

staff group 

This step has already been taken as the R - 7 organisation 

was initiated after agreement that an evaluation would be 

carried out. 

Step 2. An Analysis of the School is Made in Relation 

to a Possible Evaluation 

* The components of the total school are examined and 

those directly affected are identified. An 

examination of the identified need in connection 
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with these is carried out. 

* The people directly affected are identified - the 

roles and functions are considered in relation to 

an evaluation, 

* The impact of the evaluation upon the components 

is considered, 

relationships of the sections within the school 

relationships of the personnel within the school 

relationships of the personnel outside but 

connected to the school (e.g. education department/ 

authority) 

attitudes of the relevant personnel to the 

• evaluation. 

The staff would consider the interaction of the components 

of the school from the perspectives of the staff, the 

community and the curriculum. It is likely that this step 

may have led to the formulation of different questions to be 

asked from those that were actually decided. 

Step 3. A Preliminary Decision is Made to Proceed 

* A proposal is drawn up by person(s) on the staff which 

examines 

costs 

time 

~ resources 

~ finance 

available resources 

___.- material 

---h~M 

personnel directly and indirectly involved, 

organisation of personnel - committee, roles 

and functions 



possible benefits 

audience 
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Although the decision to proceed with an evaluation 

was made at the time of introduction of the new organisation, 

carrying out this step as described by S.I.M.E. would have 

proved most valuable and would have made it clear to the 

participants what is involved in an evaluation. 

Step 4. A Final Decision is Made 

* Meetings are held and general questions are discussed 

and the proposal is considered. 

Stop Go 

At this point, the staff would understand clearly the 

nature and process of the evaluation being undertaken. 

STAGE 2. IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS 

Step 1. The Size and Composition of the Management Team 

is Decided 

co-ordinator 

number on committee 

members of committee 

teachers 

- parents 

- students 

- other community members 

* Appointment of these people. 

The S.C.E. evaluation and S.I.M.E. coincides at this step 

as this actually occurred in the former. 
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~tep 2. The Evaluation Committee considers Key Questions 

* Clarifies area of need 

* Refines questions to be answered 

The S.C,E. evaluation and S,I.M.E, would be parallel 

in this part of the evaluation. This was carried out in 

the S,C.E. case history. It is possible that different 

questions may have been considered after using the 

S.I,M.E. 1 s Stage 1, Step 2, Analysis of the School. 

Step 3. The Procedures are Decided ... 
* Defining the tasks 

evaluation co-ordinator 

evaluatioi committee 

responsibilities of each committee member 

* Deciding the time scales 

deadlines for data collection 

analysis 

judgements and/or recommendations 

reports where appropriate 

* Deciding the types of data required 

measuring instruments 

types of information processes 

- questionnaires 

interviews 

- achievement tests: criterion or norm 

referenced 

- audi.o or video tape recordings 

- observation 
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* Deciding the types of recording and tabulation 

of results 

summaries 

report (s) 

It is not clear from the S.C.E. case history which 

procedures were discussed and decided. There is no 

indication of a time scale being considered and as time 

appeared to have run out this may have been an oversight 

on the part of the committee. At this step, the staff 

ui,i-ng the S.I.M.E. model would have consulted the information 

gathering booklet for options and advice. Advice on 

sampling and trialling the questionnaire would be included 

in suggestions offe!ed in this booklet. 

Step 4, The Procedures are Implemented 

* Information is obtained and recorded 

* Information is brought together 

Both the S.C.E. and the S.I.M.E. model again are in 

agreement at this point. 

STAGE 3. ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION PROCESS 

Step I. The Information is Analysed 

* Information is sorted 

collated 

classified 

* Conclusions are drawn in response to the key questions 

* Various options are canvassed 

This step occurred in the S.C.E. evaluation. 
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Step 2. Recommendations are Made Available by the 

Evaluation Committee 

* Reporting of these to the appropriate audience. 

End of Formal Evaluation Process. 

Steps 1 and 2 were taken together in the S.C.E. 

evaluation. 

STAGE 4. CONSEQUENTIAL PROCESS 

Step 1. Decisions are Made Baaed on the Recommendations 

of the Evaluation Committee 

* Discussion of recommendations 

whole staff 

staff comrni ttee 

faculty 

school Council or Soard 

parent groups 

others 

* Suitable actions are taken 

confirmation of existing program 

modification of existing program 

introduction of new program 

At this point in the S.C.E. evaluation, the lack of time 

did not allow time for sufficient discussions of recommend

ations~ and therefore this step was rushed and probably 

trW1cated not allowing the entire range of possibilities 

to be considered and possibly restricting the benefit of 

evaluation to the school. Nevertheless, this step was 
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carried out and the staff, when carrying out another 

evaluation later, would have learnt from experience, 

to allow sufficient time to complete the evaluation to 

every person1 s satisfaction. It is also possible that 

the staff having been through this evaluation, in a 

further evaluation, would be able to give more considera-
• 

tion tci the questions to be answered and the kind of 

information required to obtain these. 

Step 2. Decisions based on the Recommendations are ... 
Imp le men te d 

In the time scale of the S,C,E. evaluation, this 

would occur the following year. 

Discussion of the Tw-o Approaches in Relation to the 

Enfield Evaluation 

In both approaches, the staff initiates and controls 

the evaluation. In both methodologies the procedures 

are similar, and this is to be expected when considering 

the similar philosophical bases of both. 

As would be expected, S.I.M.E. being more directive 

in its structure would have resulted in attention to final 

details; and this writer suggests that this would have 

enhanced the evaluation and possibly avoided the rushed 

and partly unsatisfactory ending to the evaluation. 

The S.C.E. evaluation is a description of a school 

embarking on its first evaluation, and illustrates that, 

with the incentive to evaluate and some guidance (in this 

case from an evaluation conference) an evaluation can be 
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carried out to a satisfactory conclusion by a school 

staff committed to this. In this way, the S.C.E, 

evaluation can be seen as a legitimation of the S.I.M.E. 

approach which substitutes materials for the advice 

given at an evaluation conference. It is with 

confidence, that this writer, reading the case histories 

in the S.C.E. materials can claim that S.I.M.E. would 

be also a successful approach to use in school based 

evaluation. 



• 
CHAPTER NINE: SUMMARY 
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SUMMARY 

The proposal to develop the S.I.M.E. materials is 

the result of a perceived need for suitable evaluation 

materials for teachers in schools. A review of the 

literature has indicated the development of evaluation 

in educational settings and the scope of the problems 

which must be considered by those wishing to evaluate. 

Each of the two main evaluation models has advantages 

and disadvantages which supports the eclectic approach 

favoured by Worthen (1977) and Patton (1978). 

From the literature a number of important principles 

are evident and these form the basis of the S.I.M.E. 

approach. 

It is important that th~ staff of the school involved 

in the evaluation should be coIIIIllitted to the evaluation 

for it to be carried out with confidence and integrity 

and for the decisions based on the judgements and 

recommendations to be implemented (Groundwater-Smith and 

Nicholl, 1980) (Patton, 1978). The S.I.M.E. materials 

are designed in such a way that it is possible to prepare 

a staff for their involvement in an evaluation. The 

tape-slide set has been developed for such a purpose and 

is intended to introduce the topic of evaluation to 

teachers in a reassuring, factual manner. Other materials, 

for example the overhead transparencies may be used to 

facilitate large or small group discussion which is expected 

to result in staff cohesion, co-operation and unity of purpose 
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Throughout Australia the emphasis is on self-evaluation 

for school improvement (Schools Commission, 1979-81). 

This movement which has given more schools autonomy in 

areas such as curriculum development and evaluation places 

responsibility for these in the hands of teachers. The 

need for materials which can assist teachers to fulfill 

their responsibilities 1s more demanding now than in the 

past as teachers become eager to accept their professional 

ob ligations. 

sttth teachers. 

The S.I.M.E. materials provide a model for 

The simulated case-studies used in the 

S.I.M.E. package illustrate a variety of schools using 

the S.I.M.E. approach carrying out their responsibilities 

• in evaluation in tenns with which teachers can readily 

identify. This approach has also been used in English 

evaluation materials (Internati·onal Association for 

Educational Assessment, 1980). 

The South Australian evaluation materials - School 

Controlled Evaluation - S.C.E, - have been compared and 

contrasted to the S.I.M.E. materials. There is general 

agreement on the philosophical basis for both sets of 

materials. The S.I.M.E. materials are directive in 

approach and the S.C.E, suggestive; an important difference. 

The S.I.M.E. materials intend to provide a strong support 

for teachers inexperienced in evaluation and therefore 

provide detailed instructions on the stages of evaluation 

and the steps to be taken within these. Toere is scope 

for flexibility or developing expertise to enhance the 
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process but the model 1s suitable without prior experience 

in evaluation. 

The S.C.E. materials are plainer in appearance and 

do not have the visual impact of the S.I.M.E. materials 

which are designed to attract inspection and be easy to 

read and to handle. 

The S,C.E. materials use the case-history TDE!thod to 

convey information for the same reasons as S,I.M.E. uses 

the simulated case studies. 

Both sets of materials have as their main intention 

assistance to teachers in schools wishing to carry out 

evaluation, The S.C.E, and S,I,M,E. approaches favour 

co-operative, participative approaches and are in harmony 

with the devolution to the school level of responsibility 

for evaluation. From an examination of an application 

of the S.I.M,E, methodology to a S.C.E. case history, 

this writer is confident that the S.I.M.E, materials will 

be appropriate and effective in carrying out its main 

intention, to provide support to teachers carrying out 

school based evaluation. 
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POST-SCRIPT 

After this writer had completed the final draft of this 

Field Study Report, the teacher-librarian within the school 

requested permission to undertake a formative evaluation of 

the school library which had been operational for nine months 

(as part of a School of Education assignment at the nearby 

C.C.A.E.). This writer, as Principal, gave the teacher-

librarian permission and described the S,I.M.E. materials 

with the teacher-librarian. After discussion, the teacher-

librarian requested the use of the S.I.M.E. materials and 

this writer agreed to this. 

The teacher-librarian and a student colleague (another 

upgrading, in-service teacher) initiated their evaluation by 

exploring the methodology presented in S.I.M.E. with other 

evaluation models including Teri Brink, Stake, Scriven and Tyler. 

The S.I.M.E. model was used to provide a sequencing of 

steps to be followed and a check-list of processes to be 

carried out. The small information booklets were used for 

background information. Because the evaluation was 

initiated as the result of an external course the other 

S.1.M.E. materials were not appropriate and were not used. 

The teacher-librarian carried out the evaluation 

successfully and has indicated that she found the S.I,M.E. 

materials of value. She showed the materials to her husband, 

an A.C.T. school Principal, who requested copies of the 

booklets for use in his school. 
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