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ABSTRACT 

It is the purpose of this study to relate the theory 

and principles developed in the fielC of educational 

evaluation to the needs a~d daily practice of 

Auotralian schuols. 

The first stage of the study involves a review of the 

literature on evaluation in order to exarnin~ ~nd 

discuss the major models for educational evaluation 

developed by scholars in this field. It includes, 

too, discussion of the frameworks for implementing 

an evaluation using the models developed in the 

literature. 

A main difficulty for school-based evaluators seeking 

to use the literature on curriculum evaluation is the 

theoretical nature of much of the writing. The second 

stage of this study cor.siders the prac~ical aspects 

of using evaluation models in school situa~ions. It 

includes such mct t ters as deciding what should be 

evaluated, who should do the evaluation and how it 

should be done. 
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A simple dnd practical model for conducting 

school-based evaluations is proposed. With incredsing 

emphasis in most school systems on school-based 

curriculum development, and based on the premise that 

evaluation is an essential and integral part of 

curriculum development, it is su~gested that 

self-initiated evaluaticn is of growing importrtnce 

to Australian teachers. 

A set of materials which has beer. developed to assist 

teachers to implement and conduct evalurttions within 

their own schools is described. The mater~als are 

intended to be used by teachers who have no special 

understdnding or skill in evaluation, to allow the 

COID?lete process from dPcision to evaluate to 

implementation of recommendations to be carried out~ 

and do r.ot require the services o: an external 

eva.:.uator. 

The final stage of the study compares the S.I.M.r.. 

model of evaluation with the nodel developed by Terry 

TenBrink. It alsc considers use of the S.I.M.E. method 

by comprtring it with an actudl evaluation carried o,.1t 

by e~ploying the TenBrink model. 
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THE PROJECT 

The major aim of this project is to encourage 

and assist ordinary classroom teachers to use 

techniques of educational evaluation in a 

systematic and controlled way in their normal, 

every day activities. 

It 2s expected that, by involving classroom 

practitioners and facilitating their 

understanding of the relevance and value of 

ongoing evaluation of educational programs, 

staff resistance to curriculum evaluation will 

be reduced thus encouraging school-based 

administrators to implement and support 

self-initiated evaluation. 

It is intended to develop materials aimed at 

assisting teachers to understand the process of 

evaluating an educational program and at enabling 

them to select an area for evaluation from within 

their own respective spheres of operation, to 

undertake and to complete a simple evaluation 

without external assistance if necessary. 

It is anticipated that a range of materials will 

be required to conduct teachers through all phases 
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of an evaluation exercise from commencement to 

completion. It is also anticipated that the 

materials should sensibly take the shape of a kit 

with each component forming part of an integrated 

whole but able to be used independently of the 

others for a particular purpose. 

The potential value of the materials will be 

increased in direct proportion ~o their suitability 

for application in various circumstances. They 

should be sufficiently comprehensive to he used by 

teachers with no experience in evaluation while 

remaining useful to those with increasing experience, 

to be used by individuals or small groups or whole 

staffs, and to be suitable for use in primary or 

seconrlary schools, government or non-government, 

irrespective of size. 

The materials should attempt to reflect the nature 

of regular, ongoing, self-initiated classroom 

evaluation by being a~tractive, ?ractical~ functional 

and uncomplicated. 
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PREFACE 

During the last twenty years a steadily 

increasing level of attention has been devoted 

to educational evaluation, A review of the 

literature on evaluation shows that it has been 

employed for a number of different purposes and 

that a considerable methodology has been developed 

in the process. 

Clear definition is given in the theoretical 

writings of the elements that combine to make an 

evaluation and a number of models have been devised 

to be used as frameworks for the conduct of 

educational evaluation. 

In applying the theory to practical situations, 

however, a number of other aspects demand to be 

considered in conjunction with the theory of 

evaluation. Psychology and circumstance compete 

with philosophy fo1° attention. A recognised need 

for evaluation and a desire to undertake it, 

together with an understanding that a useful 

purpose will be served and tangible benefit be 

derived are the constraints within which educational 

evaluation must operate if it is to enjoy popular 
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support. 

This study provides a statement of the theory 

of evaluation and the practicalities of applying 

that theory in the classroom. It provides 

guidelines for the implementation of curriculum 

theory in the classroom by defining some of the 

main obstacles that hinder more widespread 

employment of educational evaluation than currently 

occurs~ some of the more important characteristics 

of useful and satisfying evaluation and some of the 

particular problems that Australian schools face 

in the area of educational evaluation. 

The study is supported by a set of materials 

designed to overcome as many of these problems as 

possible. The materials are intended to provide 

a comfortable introduction to curriculum evaluation 

for the average teacher and a simple mechanism to 

encourage and facilitate involvement in the process 

of evaluation. 
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A Review of the Lite·rature 

A survey of the literature in the field of 

educational evaluation reveals a brief, 

turbulent history characterised by relatively 

rapid development. 

A reasonable starting point for a survey is 

1967 since that year saw the publication of 

landmark papers by Michael Scriven and Robert 

Stake. Since that time there have emerged a 

multitude of different models for effecting 

evaluation of curriculum and vigorous debates 

about their relative merits and failings. 

In tracing the history of evaluation in 

education in Britain and the United States, 

Hawkbridge (1978) has found some significent 

differences in the manner in which evaluation 

has developed in the two countries. In the 

United States strong encouragement and impetus 

towards growth was provided by politicians and 

funding agencies searching for a yardstick 

which would measure value for money in education. 

They embraced evaluation "as an industry and 
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as quality control'1 (Hawkbridge, 1978:SS). 

Furthermore, "there is an expectation among 

the commissioning agencies that evaluation 

will be tied directly to policy making and 

change'' (Hawkbridge, 1978:67). 

In Britain, on the other hand, evaluation has 

been more the domain of academics with reports 

tending to "enrich the debate among officials, 

seldom among politicians'' (Hawkbridge, 1978:65). 

As a consequence a quite different link has 

existed between evaluator and evaluated in 

Britain than in America. 

A number of major similarities are, nevertheless, 

to be found in the attention that has been devoted 

to educational evaluation in Britain and the 

United States and, indeed, in Australia. 

First, there has been a massive, and increasing, 

amount of interest invested in the subject since 

its establishment as a specialist field. Whether 

this has been the product of a need for 

accountability for funding, a result of 

distributed responsibility for educational 
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decision-making, an unavoidable outcome of the 

information explosion that is occurring everywhere 

or is a consequence of a combination of all these 

and other factors is not as important as the fact 

that the influence of the discipline has invaded 

every level of educational practice. 

Second 1 the debate on evaluation appears to the 

surveyor of the literature to be taking place at 

quite an elevated altitude. It seems to be mainly 

the province of scholars of international repute 

and prestigious institutions involved in education. 

This, however, is almost certainly only the visible 

tip of a large, and largely invisible, iceberg 

signifying little more than the greater access to 

publication available to those who write in terms 

applicable at national and international levels. 

It is likely, in view of the relatively short time 

that vigorous debate about educational evaluation 

has taken place, that the translation of theory 

to, and the implementation of practice at, the 

most localised levels of schooling has only just 

begun. 
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Whether or not this is so, the task of any 

educator examining the literature on evaluation 

is to determine elements of congruence between 

his own level of operation and the theories of 

the writers. Given the diversity of views that 

have been expressed on evaluation, this is a 

task of no little complexity. 

Macdonald (1976) claims that a major difference 

between educational research and educational 

evaluation is the political dimension of evaluation. 

In such a socio-political exercise he believes that 

the evaluator must commit himself to a political 

stance and must avoid the danger of becoming 

11 trapped in the restI'ictive tentacles of research 

respectability 1'(Macdonald, 1976:132). Utility 

is a more appropriate goal than purity. He broadly 

defines three types of evaluation. In a 

bureaucratic evaluation the evaluator has virtually 

no independence or control and reports to the 

agency which commissioned the evaluation and which 

owns the report. 

The evaluator in an autocratic evaluation operates 

as an expert adviser and reports his findings in 

academic journals as ~ell as to the bureaucracy. 
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The third type of evaluation defined by Macdonald 

is democratic evaluation. Information gathered in 

such an evaluation is provided to the whole 

community with the evaluator acting "as broker in 

exchanges of information between groups who want 

knowledge of each other" (Macdonald, 197 6: 13 4) . 

Commenting on the distance that exists between 

bureaucratic evaluation and democratic evaluation, 

David Hamilton says; 

By adopting a stance of cultural pluralism 
and recognising the validity of different 
groupings and viewpoints, evaluation has 
moved into new territory. It has relinquished 
the security of objectives, universally agreed 
criteria and struck out into poorly charted 
waters that are infested with schools of 
conflicting values and beliefs (1976:102). 

In an early paper Alkin provided the following 

definition of evaluation; 

Evaluation is the process of ascertaining 
the decision areas of concern, selecting 
appropriate information, and collecting 
and analysing information in order to 
report summary data useful to decision
makers in selecting among alternatives 
(1969,2). 

From such broad, general definitions interested 

people have studied and developed the theory of 

evaluation. Gardner (1977:571-593) has identified 
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five general frameworks for structuring 

evaluations, each of which can be considered to 

contain within it some definition of the nature 

of evaluation. 

In considering evaluation as professional 

judgement, well-qualified experts examine the 

subject to be evaluated and provide professional 

opinions about its quality. 

Evaluation can be considered as measurement 

since it can be used to provide a quantitative 

index of performance or worth. 

Evaluation may also be seen as an assessment of 

congruence between performance and objectives. 

This approach requires a comparison to be made 

between a set of established objectives and 

performance of the program to determine the 

extent of congruence or discrepency which exists. 

In contrast, evaluation can also be goal-free 

and conducted without consideration of goals. 

Thus the evaluator is concerned about program 

outcomes without regard to the intentions of the 
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program planners, and about program activities 

in their own right, responding to audience 

requirements for information. 

The fifth framework identified by Gardner 

defines evaluation as a decision-oriented 

process. This approach recognises a need for 

decision-making information and often involves 

ongoing, continuous assessment and an automatic 

mechanism for provision of information. 

A number of embellishments have been added by 

various people to the basic definitions. 

H.J. Walberg describes four qualities which, he 

believes, must invest an evaluation. 

It must be explicit about methodology. 

"Explicitness in evaluation means that the methods 

employed are described in enough detail that the 

reader may assess their validity and attempt to 

replicate them'' (Walberg, 1970:566). 

Ther'e must be objectivity even though evaluation 

is not a value-free activity. 11 0bjectivity is the 

independence of the results from the individual 

characteristics of the evaluator'' (Walberg, 1970:566). 
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Walberg 1 s third quality is judgement. An 

evaluator must judge and must do so in accordance 

with a rationale which is made available to 

audiences. 

Fourth, the evaluation report must be useful to 

audiences. 11 If educational evaluation is to become 

a useful applied science, it must develop theory, 

rigour and relevance" (Walberg, 1970:570). 

Blaine Worthen, in a much later paper (Worthen, 

1977:3-20), supports Walberg's comments about 

technical adequacy, explicit standards and criteria, 

and judgement. He also states that reports must 

be tailored for audiences, not only by utilising a 

variety of report formats on occasions but also, 

since timeliness is often crucial to a report 1 s 

usefulness, by providing where appropriate a series 

of interim reports. 

He proposes additional important characteristics 

of good evaluation. There should be, in the 

conduct of an evaluation, careful consideration of 

the political aspects of the situation; such matters 

as access to data sources and misuse of evaluation 
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data should receive serious attention. The 

cost of a program must also be balanced against 

its effectiveness. 

Worthen, however, plunges all would-be evaluation 

into a modern minefield when he proposes that a 

good evaluation should have conceptual clarity. 

In framing an approach to the task an evaluator 

must decide such matters as whether he will take 

a summative or formative approach, work by 

comparative or case study methods, use a goal

directed or goal-free design and adopt a 

judgemental or descriptive stance. 

During its short period of existence the field 

of evaluation has developed a broad spectrum of 

options and has provided for any evaluator a 

wide range of choices for planning and 

executing an evaluation. He may choose a 

model from a continuum stretching between 

empiricism at one extreme to interpretation at 

the other. 

The model developed by Ralph Tyler may be considered 

to mark one extremity while the Parlett and Hamilton 

model marks the other. 
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Difficulties involved in attempting to compare 

the achievements of students using alternative 

curricula or methods led early evaluators to the 

development of an "objectives model 11 of evaluation. 

In this approach three clear steps were involved; 

a number of objectives to be attained were specified, 

a curriculum to attain them was designed and the 

curriculum was evaluated in terms of the level of 

attainment of the intended outcome. 

This model perceives 01 curriculum development as a 

technological problem of product specification 

and manufacture. 11 (Hamilton et al., 1977:26). It 

has four major points of appeal to evaluators; it 

is simple, logical, useful and practical. 

Despite an appealing degree of face validity, the 

objectives model of curriculum evaluation has 

attracted considerable criticism. In a paper 

devoted to the problems of evaluation of race

related educational programs (Jenkins et al., 1979), 

the authors identify a number of shortcomings. 

The problem of sufficiency is the first. It is 

not enough to consider only student outcomes and 

test data; the circumstances and processes of the 
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program and some judgements about these aspects 

may also be important. 

The problem of providing explanation of the results 

of the evaluation follows naturally from the model 1 s 

disinterest in process. 

The major strength of the Tylerian model is 

questioned by examining the problems of specification. 

In concentrating on clearly defined objectives the 

evaluator disregards unintended and unanticipated 

outcomes. He must also trust that there is complete 

agreement about the aims of the program among those 

responsible for it. 

A problem of measurement exists when the results 

of the evaluation depend as heavily upon the 

validity and reliability of the test data as they 

do in the objectives model. 

Whilst the criticism of Jenkins and his colleagues 

of the "engineering model", as they have termed, 

arose from their work in the difficult area of 

race-related education and is relatively recent, 

there have been long-standing reservations about 
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this model. In 1963 Atkin (i29-~32) raised two 

problems relating to outcomes; the difficulty of 

dealing with those which are not necessarily the 

products of one course but may be the cumulative 

effect of a number of courses, and the danger of 

neglecting long-term goals in favour of more 

easily-identifiable and more-readily measurable 

short-term goals. 

In an attempt to redress some of the shortcomings 

of the objectives model, Elliot Eisner began the 

development of an alternative model. Eisner started 

by identifying four ways in which the behavioural 

objectives approach limits curriculum theory: 

First, it has not sufficiently emphasized 
the extent to which the prediction of 
educational outcomes cannot be made with 
accuracy. Second, it has not discussed 
the ways in which the subject matter 
affects precision in stating educational 
objectives. Third, it has confused the 
use of educational objectives as a 
standard for measurement when in some 
areas it can be used as a criterion for 
judgement. Fourth, it has not 
distinguished between the logical 
requirement of relating means to ends in 
the curriculum as a product and the 
psychological conditions useful for 
constructing curriculums (Eisner, 1967:258-259). 

To instructional objectives, the specification of 

behaviour to be acquired by the student 1 Eisner 
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added expressive objectives to include outcomes 

neither specified nor defined nor described in 

advance but which may be considered to be 

worthwhile results of the educational program. 

An expressive objective does not specify 
the behaviour the student is to acquire 
after having engaged in one or more 
lea.I'ning activities. An expressive 
objective describes an educational encounter 
... With an expressive objective what is 
desired is not homogeneity of response 
among students but diversity ... 
Consequently the evaluative task in this 
situation is not one of applying a common 
standard to the products produced but one 
of reflecting upon what has been produced 
in order to reveal its uniqueness and 
significance (Eisner, 1969:lS-16). 

Eisner's model has been called the 11 connoisseurship 

and criticism model" since it blends the perception 

and discrimination of the connoisseur, who is 

skilled to see and appreciate what others cannot, 

with the role of the critic whose task it is to make 

public, in a manner which can be understood by all, 

that which he has discerned. 

To the quantitative methods commonly used in 

educational evaluation Eisner added a qualitative 

dimension. The life of a school, not its 

measureable outcomes alone, must be examined in a 

manner which will produce "a heightened awareness 
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of the qualities of that life so that teachers 

and students can become more intelligent within 

it 1
' (Eisner, 1976:140). 

In putting forward his model Eisner recognised 

that precision would probably suffer at the hands 

of subjectivity and judgement and that costs may 

well increase as a consequence of the added 

complexity of the task, but that it was important 

for quantitative techniques of evaluation to be 

joined in some measure by qualitative techniques. 

Like Eisner, Michael Scriven made a significant 

contribution in 1967 to educational evaluation. 

Unlike Eisner, he did not limit himself to 

tinkering with the existing machinery but set out 

to define the environment in which evaluation 

procedures must operate and the tasks they should 

attempt to perform. 

Turning his attention to the traditional wisdom of 

evaluation 1 as it then existed, he drew attention 

to new concepts in considering the relationship 

between process and product in curriculum evaluation 

and the particular importance of each in different 
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circumstances. In defining a vital distinction 

between goals and roles he establishes in clear 

terms the importance and relevance of evaluation 

to all educators, whatever their rank or station. 

From this point the field could no longer belong 

to the expert but must belongl too, to every 

responsible teacher, administrator and client. 

Scriven identified summative and formative roles 

in educational evaluation, the former aimed at 

providing a summary of conclusions about a program 

and the latter aimed at providing periodical 

information to be used for purposes of program 

improvement at different stages of its 

implementation. 

Whereas the objectives model tended to encourage 

non-comparative evaluation, Scriven propelled the 

evaluator very firmly into the domain of comparison. 

Objectives do not become 'important' 
except in a context of practical choice 
But when we come to evaluate the curriculum 
as opposed to merely describing its 
performance, then we inevitably confront 
the question of superiority or inferiority 
to the competition (Scriven, 1967:68). 

In this early paper Scriven expresses scepticism 
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of the centrality of goal-achievement in 

evaluation which he developed further in later 

writing. 

It is obvious that if the goals aren't 
worth achieving then it is uninteresting 
how well they are achieved so evaluation 
proper must include, as an equal partner 
with the measuring of performance against 
goals, procedures for the evaluation of 
the goals (Scriven, l967:52). 

Scriven precedes from this point to develop a 

system of evaluation quite divorced from any 

consideration of goals. 

The goal-free evaluator is a hunter out 
alone and goes over the ground carefully, 
looking for signs of any kind of game, 
setting speculative snares when in doubt. 
The goal-based evaluator, given a map that, 
supposedly, shows the main game trails, 
finds it hard to work quite so hard in the 
rest of the jungle (Scriven, 1973:327). 

By evaluating the real effects of a program against 

a set of demonstrated needs Scriven's approach 

attempts to avoid the problems of goal definition 

and goal-based evaluation. Difficulties associated 

with poorly stated goals, variations between 

alleged and real goals and unanticipated outcomes 

are avoided. 

Two bases upon which Scriven's theory is established 

are that an educational program may have an impact 
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in reality which has little to do with the 

program-builder's intent and is definitely not 

a function of the people who examine it. It 

follows that the objectivity and independence 

of an external evaluator are desirable in goal-free 

evaluations. 

Robert Stake, like Scriven, refuses to accept the 

view that evaluation should only be a process of 

measuring achievement against objectives. He 

states that 

part of an evaluator's responsibility is 
to indicate who finds merit in what, and 
what criteria and standards they appear 
to exercise. To seek out such understandings 
the evaluator needs to gather subjective data, 
and to understand them, the evaluator needs 
to use a disciplined introspection 
(Page and Stake, 1979:47). 

In his influential paper published in 1967, Stake 

(1967:523-540) proposes a model for evaluation 

which reflects, in the complexity of its construction, 

the complexity of educational programs and the task 

of evaluating them. 

He suggests educational activity as a three stage 

process which includes antecedents, transactions 

and outcomes. Antecedents, or, colloquially, the 
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raw materials, include such elements as specified 

goals, material resources and student abilities; 

transactions include the activity and interactions 

that take place in the learning environment during 

the operation of the educational program; outcomes 

are the results or products of the program as they 

apply to students and other participants. 

With respect to the activity of the evaluator, Stake 

identifies four components which he calls intents, 

observations, standards and iudgements. 

By defining and describing the set of intended 

antecedents, intended transactions and intended 

outcomes, by observing and reporting the set of 

actual antecedents, actual transactions and actual 

outcomes, and by applying sets of standards deemed 

appropriate by different reference groups, the 

evaluator is able to make and record judgements 

about the educational program. 

Stake identifies description and judgement as the 

two ''basic acts of evaluation'' (Stake, 1967:525) 

and his model maintains the individual integrity 

of each component. 
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He also distinguishes between two different 

approaches to the task of educational evaluation 

which he names preordinate and responsive. 

(Stake, 1976:19-22). The preordinate approach is 

based upon such factors as prescribed goals, formal 

testing of student performance and value standards 

established by the program controllers. 

it is the traditional objectives mode. 

In essence 

Stake's responsive approach, on the other hand, 

depends upon educational issues, the importance 

of which may vary in relation to each other 

during the term of the program, rather than upon 

objectives or hypotheses; it depends upon direct 

and indirect observation of involvement in the 

program rather than measurement of achievement 

alone; and it considers the pluralism of value 

standards of a range of people rather than 

depending upon the value standards of the program 

controllers. 

Whilst he concedes that the preordinate approach 

is to be preferred 

.... when it is important to know if 
certain goals have been reached (Stake, 
1975:29), ... when a particular critical 
issue has already been identified, when 
certain criterion variables have already 
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been heralded, when the critics of 
the program are highly emotional, 
when the tiffie for the specific decision 
about the program is looming or when 
the search is more for proof than 
understanding ... (Stake, 1976:20) 

when the role of the evaluator is to assist educators 

to understand and improve their programs the 

responsive approach is the appropriate one. His 

reasons for this stance are implied in his own 

definition of responsive evaluation. 

An educational evaluation is responsive 
evaluation if it orients more directly to 
program activities than to program intents; 
responds to audience requirements for 
information; and if the different value
perspectives present are referred to in 
reporting the success and failure of the 
program (Stake, 1975:14). 

The goal-free and responsive frameworks for 

evaluation, sharing the qualities of flexibility 

and an open-minded approach, both project a charm 

thdt is quite different from the functional 

efficiency of the objectives - achievement models. 

Daniel Stufflebeam, in the construction of his CIPP 

model, successfully establishes a middle ground 

between the two approaches. He seeks to examine 

context, input, process and product of an educational 
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program for the purposes of ''delineating, 

obtaining and providing useful information for 

judging decision alternatives. 11 (Stufflebeam, 

1971:19) Where the classical experimental 

approach separates the data-collection activity 

from the final value-orientated decision-making., 

however, Stufflebeam's CIPP model incorporates the 

preferences and value judgements of the decision

maker in the data-gathering process. 

(Jenkins, 1976:47) 

The model encompasses four types of decisions; 

planning decisions which establish objectives 

for the program, structuring decisions which 

design the process to be used, implementing 

decisions and recycling decisions which continue, 

conclude or change a program are included. By 

evaluating the four main elements of the 

educational program, Stufflebeam aims to answer 

four basic questions involving what objectives 

should be accomplished, what procedures should be 

followed, whether procedures are working properly 

and whether the objectives are being achieved. 

Thus, while Stufflebeam seeks to serve the 
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administrator, he questions goals, searches for 

unmet needs and provides a systematic, ongoing 

process of evaluation to assist the practitioner

in-action. 

At the opposite end of the continuum from the 

Tylerian approach is that of Malcolm Parlett and 

David Hamilton. Referring to the classical 

approach as the 11 agricul tural - botany paradigm11 

and criticising it as '1a paradigm for plants, not 

people'' (Parlett, 1972:146), they reject its major 

dependence upon measurement and judgement, and 

devise their own approach to concentrate more upon 

description and interpretation. 

Beginning with the task of studying innovatory 

programs, and holding the view that "rarely can 

'tidy' results be generalised from an 1 untidy 1 

reality 11
, Parlett and Hamilton (1972:5) identify 

such shortcomings of the classical approach as the 

difficulty of controlling or measuring all factors 

contributing to the results of a program, the 

disregard of much subjective and very local 

information and frequent refusal to recognise a 

plurality of audiences. 
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In an effort to overcome a number of the 

shortcomings of this approach they suggest the 

"illuminative evaluation model 11 as an 

anthropologically-based alternative. 

The aims of illuminative evaluation are 
to study the innovative program; how it 
operates; how it is influenced by the 
various school situations in which it is 
applied; what those directly concerned 
regard as its advantages and 
disadvantages; and how students' 
intellectual tasks and academic 
experiences are most affected. It 
attempts to discover and document what 
it is like to be participating in the 
scheme, whether as teacher or pupil; 
and in addition to discern and discuss 
the innovation's most significent 
features, recurring concomitants, and 
critical processes (Parlett and 
Hamilton, 1972:9). 

The approach is aimed more at describing than 

interpreting, and is concerned more with process 

than outcomes. Its purpose is to examine and 

explain the interaction of the instructional 

system and the learning milieu, or how the 

planning, structure and machinery of the 

educational program meets, reacts to, and is 

affected by the subjectivities and individualities 

of the classroom reality in which the program is 

implemented. 

Illuminative evaluation does not seek to pass 
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judgements it attempts to "sharpen discussion, 

disentangle complexities, isolate the significant 

from the trivial, and to raise the level of 

sophistication of the debate." (Parlett and 

Hamilton, 1972:30) 

Occupying an extreme position, as it does, on the 

spectrum of evaluation methodology ensures that 

illuminative evaluation attracts its share of 

criticism. The very qualities that free this 

approach from the bonds and structures of more 

traditional models are those upon which critics 

focus. Concentration on information-gathering 

leads to neglect of theories and conceptualisation; 

failure to integrate this approach with existing 

research traditions demonstrates 11 a misinformed 

view of the facility with with this sort of 

research can be carried out 11 (Parsons, 1976:130); 

11 rigour 11 and "systematization" are lacking 

(Parsons, 1976:131); short term concerns dominate 

long-term fundamental issues. 

Throughout the decade of the 1970s debate has 

raged about the relative merits of quantitative 

and qualitative methods of educational evaluation. 
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A range of models has been developed which 

employs, variously, the methodology of both 

approaches. 

Quantitative evaluation, as a product of 

scientific method and statistical formulation, 

is able to boast reliability of results and 

objectivity in the techniques used to develop 

them. Qualitative evaluation, because it depends 

upon empathetic understanding and interpretation, 

claims validity for its conclusions since they 

depend upon the meaning of what is observed. 

Quantitative evaluators generally apply their 

techniques to a large number of subjects seeking 

a relatively narrow range of data. Qualitative 

evaluators generally concentrate on a more 

intensive study of a smaller group of subjects 

but employ holistic analysis. 

In a recent paper, Smith and Fraser (1980:367-370) 

seem to crystallise a sensible, current approach 

to evaluation in their employment of the term 

"confluence". There is merit in both approaches, 

they say. It simply requires the evaluator to 
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study the task with which he is confronted and 

then to choose his techniques from the full 

range of quantitative and qualitative methodology 

that is available, combining the best of both 

worlds where appropriate. A major part of the 

paper describes how they, themselves, have 

successfully employed this strategy in an 

evaluation study. 

Stufflebeam and Webster (1980:5-20) adequately 

summarise the current state of the art by 

identifying thirteen types of evaluation in three 

categories. A crucial factor in any evaluation 

is that evaluator and client, or audience, have 

a common perception of the purpose of the 

evaluation. 

Typically, clients want politically-oriented 

studies which will provide them with information 

which can be released, by the clients, at times 

and in ways which will suit their purposes. 

Evaluators prefer questions-oriented studies, the 

object of which is to determine answers to sets 

of specified questions; objectives-based studies, 

accountability studies and testing programs are 
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included in this group. Audiences want 

values-oriented studies which will enable them 

to make comparative judgements of alternatives. 

The message that emerges from a review of the 

literature on evaluation is that, despite the 

multitude of competing opinions and methodologies, 

a successful and useful evaluation can be conducted 

if there is clear recognition, at the beginning 

of the exercise, of the purpose or objective of 

the study, a careful selection is made of the 

techniques to be employed in the study, and there 

is satisfaction on the part of the client or 

audience, at the conclusion of the study, that 

the type of report that was sought was, indeed, 

provided. 



APPLICATION OF THE MODELS 
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Application of the Models 

Evaluation involves asking questions. The process 

of evaluating and the product of an evaluation 

depend, for their success, upon the best questions 

being asked at the time of data-gathering, followed 

by appropriate questioning of the meaning of the 

information which is gathered so that relevant 

statements may be made at the conclusion of the 

exercise. 

Before considering what should be asked during 

evaluation and at the end of it, however, it is 

necessary to find answers to a set of simple 

questions prior to the commencement of evaluation. 

In this set the question to which the literature 

devotes most of its attention asks how evaluation 

should be carried out; answers to it are sought 

in the discussion of models and frameworks. 

Some attention is also directed towards the 

matter of who should be involved in evaluation. 

Whi1le a measure of debate considers who should 

carry out evaluation procedures, there is general 
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agreement that it is most usually the province of 

experts. Much more interest is shown in identifying 

those for whom evaluation is carried out. The nature 

of the audience, or audiences, of an evaluation is, 

in fact, one of the major determinants of how it is 

carried out. 

The least interesting of the basic questions to 

those who have developed the theory of evaluation 

and its accompanying literature seems to be about 

what should be evaluated. The assumption appears to 

be that it is comparatively easy to identify 

curriculum matters which need, or could benefit 

from, evaluation and that people are readily 

available to make such judgements. It therefore 

seems reasonable to concentrate on questions of who 

should do it and how it should be done. 

Such an appearance, however, is misleading. In the 

title of his 1975 paper Alkin asks the most 

important first question about the subject, 

11 Evaluation: who needs it? Who cares?". He makes 

the point that technically sound evaluations may 

satisfy, even please, evaluators but may fail to 

have any influence on decision-making and his 

belief is clear from the central theme of his 
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writing that, unless decisions are made as a 

result of evaluation, much of the effort has been 

wasted. 

Cronbach obviously also believes that consequential 

decision-making is a vital aspect of evaluation 

when he writes; 

The greatest service evaluation can 
perform is to identify aspects of 
the course where revision is desirable 

Evaluation, used to improve 
the course while it is still fluid, 
contributes more to improvement of 
education than evaluation used to 
appraise a product already placed on 
the market (Cronbach, 1963:675). 

The point is made even more strongly by defining 

evaluation as 11 the process of delineating, 

obtaining and providing useful information for 

judging dee is ion alternatives 11 (Stufflebeam et. al. 

1971:xxv). 

If it is accepted that this definition is an 

adequate answer, in a great number of instances, 

to the first question of why an evaluation should 

be carried out, a number of conclusions seem 

readily to follow. It appears to be of relatively 

little value to many people to evaluate in 
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situations where no decisions are intended, where 

the purpose is to justify what is already happening 

or to excuse what has already happened. 

It may be necessary to undertake evaluation to 

satisfy legal or contractual obligations but sUch 

activity may generate only sufficient involvement 

and commitment to the task to provide the minimwn 

acceptable response. 

Many may indeed ask who needs it or who cares. 

In order to develop genuine commitment to, and 

enthusiasm for, evaluation there must be a 

realisation and acceptance of the need for evaluation 

on the part of those most involved in, and affected 

by, the program to be evaluated, and an understanding 

of the benefits likely to flow from the effort and 

expense of evaluation. 

Such benefits may include clearing the way for 

implementation of a program that is needed, 

establishing reasons for and ways of continuing, 

expanding or contracting a program that is 

operational, or ending a program that is no longer 

required. When evaluation is clearly aimed at 
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contributing to such decisions and when it seeks 

to involve the people most directly employed in 

running the program, and those most affected by it, 

there is likely to be greater understanding of why 

the evaluation is relevant and a greater commitment 

to the decisions that flow from it. 

Taking this point further, Elliott describes a type 

of classroom evaluation which h_e calls 11 action 

research 11 • It "is concerned with th.e everyday 

practical problems experienced by teachers, rather 

than the 'theoretical problems' defined by pure 

researchers 1'(Elliott, 1978:356] and suggests the 

use of a system of triangulation of information 

gathered from teach.er, students and a participant 

observer in order to assist the teacher to determine 

discrepencies in the respective accounts of the 

program and become motivated to undertake 

self-evaluation. 

In this way the questions posed by Alkin with which 

we began, which were suggested as the first questions 

to be answered before commencing an evaluation, are 

answered in the most definite fashion. The person 

or persons who need the evaluation understand the 

need and care sufficiently to ensure that something 
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is done about answering it. 

Inextricably linked with the question of who needs 

the evaluation is that of what is to be evaluated. 

When the answer to the first of these two questions 

is that a funding institution or an accrediting 

agency requires the evaluation, it is likely that 

the second question will be easily answered. Such 

bodies generally operate on the basis of recognising 

achievement measur•ed against a set of prescribed 

standards or goals. 

Obviously the incentive for those who engage in 

this type of evaluation is the clearly defined 

reward that attends its successful conclusion. Such 

an evaluation fits within the definition of evaluation 

used by Carol Weiss; 

. to measure the effects of a 
program against the goals it set out 
to accomplish as a means of contributing 
to subsequent decision-making about the 
program and improving future programming 
(Weiss, 1972:4). 

Weiss, however, appears to be more concerned about 

evaluation which is controlled to a larger extent at 

the local level and where there is some measure of 

discretion in sel8cting what is evaluated. She is 



also prepared to use an extended scale of 

measurement to make judgements about the worth of 

the program under consideration. 

An evaluation study does not come 
up with final and unequivocal findings 
about the worth of a program. Its 
results often show small, ambiguous 
changes, minor effects, outcomes 
influenced by the specific events of 
the place and the moment (Weiss, 19 7 2: 3) . 

If this is so, and if Alkin is correct in saying that 

"the characteristics of the program and the nature 

of the contextual setting in which it rests are 

apparently important factors in determining the 

potential utilisation of evaluation studies in 

decision-making" (Alkin, 19 7 S: 204) , a case is clearly 

established for definition of what will be evaluated 

by those who are involved in the program. 

Kemmis and Hughes provide some support for this 

situation when they describe evaluation as "the 

process of marshalling information and arguments 

which enables interested individuals and groups to 

participate more fully and more effectively in the 

critical debate about a program" (Kemmis and Hughes, 

1979,5). 

All aspects of an evaluation are therefore 
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influenced strongly by the decision about what is to 

be evaluated which, in turn, is a product of the 

reason for undertaking the evaluation. Where program 

development is the major purpose, most, if not all, 

of the decisions concerning the evaluation may be 

made within the school or organisation running the 

program and the exercise may be mainly an internal 

one. If this is so, more control is possible over 

what should be evaluated and how it will be done. 

Weiss has used,in the statement above,words like 

11 small, ambiguous changes" and "minor effects 0 to 

suggest an informality or subjectivity about some 

aspects of an internal evaluation which may not be 

present in an external evaluation. 

Where accountability to an outside body is the 

major purpose, the evaluation may be largely an 

external evaluation. The questions defining what 

is to be evaluated will probably be framed outside 

the school and much of the method to be employed 

may al so be specified. 

The third major question to be answered in planning 

an evaluation is who will be responsible for 

conducting the process of evaluation. The questions 

of who conducts the evaluation and for whom it is 
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conducted must be considered in conjunction. 

Hogben neatly summarises the options available in 

deciding who will do the evaluation in a paper 

delivered to the Australian Association for Research 

in Education in 1977. 

Defining insiders as those who are involved in, and 

and have responsibility for, the curriculum, and 

outsiders as those who are external to the curriculum 

but have a legitimate interest in its evaluation, 

four alternatives are proposed. 

Evaluation carried out by insiders for insiders 

appears to provide the best answer to two of the main 

questions that should be asked before undertaking an 

evaluation. Since it is self-evaluation with the 

evaluators and the audience consisting of the same 

people, it is reasonable to assume that there is 

genuine motivation and commitment to the evaluation. 

In other words, the questions of why the evaluation 

should take place and what needs to be evaluated 

are understood by those involved in the activity and 

it is reasonable to expect that in the majority 

of such evaluations there will be some utilisation 

of the evaluation report. 
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Two important weaknesses, however, may attend 

evaluation by insiders for insiders. A lack of 

expertise in the techniques of evaluation may 

introduce inefficiency to the activity causing 

unreliability in the results. It is also likely 

that such self-initiated evaluation would not have 

available to it the same level of resources, 

especially human resources and time, that evaluation 

conducted by outside agencies would have. 

Tbus the dilemma that attends evaluation of insiders 

by insiders is whether the level of involvement by 

those r•esponsible for the program and the liklihood 

of implementation of the evaluation report 1 s findings 

will or will not outweigh the level of unreliability 

of results and the diversion of resources needed to 

conduct the evaluation from their normal employment. 

At the opposite end of the spectrum fr•om evaluation 

by insiders for insiders is evaluation by outsiders 

for outsiders. In this case the examination is 

carried out by persons who are external to the 

educational program for an audience which is not that 

for whom the program is primarily being presented. 

Since it is likely that those who will be engaged 
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to conduct such evaluations will be professional 

evaluators, they will usually bring to the task 

specialist knowledge of evaluation that will 

eliminate most, if not all, of the unreliability 

that may be a weakness of self-evaluation. 

The price paid for this external expertise is the 

possibility that the evaluation findings will be 

of little interest to those engaged in providing 

the program or to those for whom the 

program 1s provided. It follows that such an 

evaluation will probably not be utilised in a way 

that will significantly alter the program evaluated 

and may, at bes~, be regarded with apathy and 

disinterest on the part of those involved in the 

program. 

If, on the other hand, the evaluation has political 

overtones and is being mounted for such a purpose 

as deciding whether provision of resources, in terms 

of funding or staffing, should be varied, the 

exercise may be conducted throughout in a climate of 

strong emotion with overtones of ~hreat, hostili~y 

and anxiety in evidence. 

Between these extremes are two evaluation situations 
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which seek the advantages of one or the other of 

those described above whilst avoiding the obvious 

disadvantages. In evaluation conducted by insiders 

for outsiders, an attempt can be made to report on 

a program to an external agency but in terms that 

are relevant and of interest to those connected 

more closely with the program. In return for an 

evaluation report which may be more value to 

insiders in terms of potential for program 

improvement, the same disadvantages of evaluation 

by insiders, limited resources and unreliable results) 

are suffered with the additional disadvantage of 

resentment, possibly hostility, at having to report 

findings to outsiders. It is also possible that 

findings that do not reflect well on the program 

will be omitted if there is some concern about their 

impact on the future of the program. 

In an attempt to introduce impartiality and provide 

additional resources, an outsider may be engaged to 

report to insiders. While the clients may benefit 

from the employment of specialist skills in a task 

they, themselves, have defined, the introduction of 

an external expert is quite likely to create tension 

and anxiety resulting in a number of those working 

in the program adopting an adversary stance to the 
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evaluator. To reduce the impact of this kind of 

reaction, the evaluator may seek to minimise the 

outsider-insider differences in the perceptions of 

those working in the program being evaluated but, 

in so doing, may endanger his independence. 

In the end, it is almost certain that the question 

of who conducts any evaluation will contain a 

number of compromises in its answer. Consideration 

must be given to the purpose of the evaluation, 

the nature of the task, who is involved in the 

program and for whom the report will be written, 

the range of possible consequences of the evaluation, 

and an unidentified number of other circumstances 

that may be determined to be important. 

The task of reaching decisions about such particulars, 

Caro suggests (1971:87-114), is accompanied by a 

number of basic tensions since professional evaluators 

and program administrators can view the same situation 

from different perspectives. Evaluators are usually 

more interested in the acquisition of knowledge, 

administrators in its immediate application; evaluators 

seek to generalise their findings, administrators to 

emphasise the uniqueness of their program; evaluators 

attempt to identify weaknesses and encourage change, 
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administrators often avoid disruptive changes. 

Whilst there is no clear-cut rule to specify who 

should carry out particular evaluations, the proposal 

most likely to be acceptable to the majority of 

those who have contributed to this debate in the 

literature is that ey,;Ll:u.ation fo;:r, th_e pur.pos.-e of 

accountability to an outside body should be conducted 

by external evaluators while evaluation for the 

purpose of program improvement should usually be 

conducted by internal evaluators assisted, on 

occasions, by an external consultant. 

The most complex question to be resolved before 

undertaking an evaluation is how it should be done. 

Whilst much of the debate in the literature is 

devoted to the question of quantitative evaluation 

versus qualitative evaluation, the more practical 

question facing the evaluator is what blend of the 

two techniques will be used. As Cronbach has 

expressed it, "the rhetoric that makes polar 

opposites of experiments and naturalistic case 

studies is useful only to bring critical questions 

to attention"(Cronbach, 1978:52), and what is 

desirable is 11 a mixture of styles"(ibid. :22) and 
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0 eclectic tolerancetr(ibid. :23). 

A systematic approach to educational evaluation 

will ensure that the important basic aspects are 

given adequate consideration in each evaluation 

that is planned. To assist in this activity, 

Lutterodt (1975:135-150) has developed a structural 

analysis in which he identifies the important 

components in an evaluation and the relationships 

that exist among them. 

The first of three main components is Information. 

An evaluation exercise will raise many questions 

about the object of the evaluation, the context in 

which the object exists and in which the evaluation 

is taking place, and the standard by which the object 

is being assessed, for which answers may be found 

by the provision of information. 

Technique is the process by which information is 

obtained. It includes consideration of the source 

from which data are collected, the instrument_ or 

means used to collect the data, the analytical 

procedure used to obtain information from the data 

and the method of reporting results of the evaluation 

to other people. 
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The third main component identified by Lutterodt 

is Purpose, which encompasses the set of decisions 

which flow from an evaluation. Decisions may be 

made about the type of action which should be taken, 

or decision setting, and the timing of the decision. 

These three aspects of evaluation provide a basic 

framework which can be used as a planning device 

for the construction of evaluation activity. 

Associated with the question of whether the evaluation 

should be controlled by persons within the school 

or external to it is the question of whether the 

evaluation will be mainly concerned with process or 

product. If the exercise is initiated by an external 

agency for purposes of accountability it is very 

likely to be concerned with such products of the 

educational program as measurable learning or how 

well the teaching intentions are being translated 

into student achievement. 

If the maJor initiatives leading to an evaluation 

are gene:r'ated w.i thin the school, it is likely that 

the process of the educational progr'am will be the 

major' focus and program improvement, rather than 

accountability, will be the main purpose of the 
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exercise. Process models of evaluation are therefore 

of more interest, in most cases, to school staffs 

who wish to undertake evaluation. 

Anderson and Ball (1978) identify a spectrum of 

methods stretching from enumerative to clinical-, or, 

in colloquial terms, from hard methods to soft, for 

use in process evaluation. Experimental and 

quasi-experimental methods establish the hard end of 

the spectrum which then ranges thrOugh surveys and 

systematic expert judgement to informal observation 

or testimony at the soft end. 

The types of evidence sought by evaluators to enable 

conclusions to be developed, and supported, similarly 

range from hard data, such as test scores and 

questionnaire statistics, through observations and 

detail examination, to soft data such as that 

provided by hearsay and chance encounters. 

A vital responsibility of the evaluation co-ordinator 

in a process evaluation is to find the most appropriate 

balance of techniques so that the integrity of the 

evaluation and the validity of its conclusions are 

protected whilst the sense of threat and insecurity 

experienced by those whose activities are being 
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examined is minimised. 

Eleven characteristics of good evaluation, relating 

to all aspects of the conduct of educational evaluation, 

are defined by Blaine Worthen (1977:3-20). Using 

broad terms they may be summarised in three statements. 

First, an evaluation must have conceptual clarity and 

be technically adequate. It must be clear, at the 

outset, whether the evaluators are adopting a formative 

or summative role, a comparative or case study approach, 

a goal-directed or goal-free design and a judgemental or 

descriptive stance. After these matters are determined, 

the manner in which data are treated is critical; the 

range of information gathered must be appropriate to 

answer the questions being asked by the evaluators, 

the instruments used to gather data must be adequate, 

and the analysis process must be thorough if the results 

of the evaluation are to be credible. 

Second, there must be clear recognition of the audience 

or audiences to whom the evaluation results will be of 

value and the report or reports of the evaluation must 

reflect that recognition. It is reasonable to expect 

that most evaluations have more than one group of people 

i'nterested in outcomes and that attempts should properly 
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be made to satisfy as many of these audiences as 

possible in the execution of the evaluation and the way 

in which its findings are published. It may, indeed, be 

necessary for a number of different reports to be 

provided to cater for the needs of different kinds of 

audience of the one evaluation. 

It is also important that evaluation reports are timely 

if they are to be used. At a time when circumstances 

and interests are subject to many influences inducive 

to change, the currency of an evaluation report and the 

extent to which its recommendations are implemented may 

diminish in direct proportion to the length of time 

that exists between the evaluation itself and the 

publication of the report. 

Third, the evaluator must make explicit the standards 

and criteria being used to make judgements or 

recommendations. Given the conclusions of an evaluator 

who has developed familiarity with the data gathered 

during the evaluation, and an understanding of 

standards that have been used to reach the conclusions, 

the clients for whom the evaluation has been conducted 

are in a position to maximise benefit to be derived 

from the evaluation. 



THE S.I.M,E. APPROACH 



53 

THE S.I.H.E. APPROACH 

Perhaps the most suitable introduction to another 

system of evaluating educational programs is a 

comment by Ernest House: 

The first observation I want to make 
is that there is no real demand among 
teachers and administrators for evaluating 
their own programs. To evaluate kids, 
yes, we cannot live without that; but 
to evaluate ourselves and our own 
programs - no. 

After all, what does a teacher have to 
gain from having his work examined? As 
he sees it, absolutely nothing. He is 
exposing himself to administrators and 
parents. He risks damage to his ego by 
finding out he is not doing his job as 
well as he thinks he is. Perhaps worst 
of all he risks discovering that his 
students do not really care for him, 
something a teacher would rather not 
know. The culture of the school offers 
no rewards for examining one's behaviour 
- only penalties. Since there are no 
punishments for not exposing one's 
behaviour and many dangers in so doing) 
the prudent teacher gives lip-service 
to the idea and drags both feet 
(House, 1972:405). 

Those who would advocate and promote educational 

evaluation as a useful and valuable activity 

must face the unavoidable truth in House's 

statement. He has accurately assessed and 

described the attitude of the average classroom 
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teacher to the subject of evaluation. 

His statement, however, as befits a deliberately 

provocative opening statement in a lengthy 

discussion paper, is only superficially true or, 

perhaps more accurately, true for only a short 

period of time in the initial stages of 

consideration of an appropriate method of 

evaluation by a particular group of teachers. 

Indeed, in at least one part, the House 

statement is quite untrue right from the 

beginning. '
1The culture of the school'' 

certainly does offer ' 1rewards for examining 

one's behaviour 11
• It is common practice ctmong 

school staff to examine what is happening within 

the school and to seek consultation and advice 

from other persons when such action seems 

appropriate. It is not common practice for 

such activity to be systematic or widely 

publicised, even within the school. Such 

informal and very crude evaluation is usually 

very subjective and very private. The main 

point is that all teachers believe that program 

improvement is very frequently possible and that 
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some form of evaluati,Jn is usually necessary 

in order to effect that improvenen L. 

The traditional antipathy, even hostility,-of 

teachers for evaluation is not usually a reaction 

to evaluation per se but is most often a response 

to their apprehension cor,cerning the questions 

that attend suggestions of evaluation and wt.ich 

were discussed in the previous chapte~. 

What is to be evaluated? 

Who will conduct the evaluation? 

How will it be done? 

To whom will information about the evaluation be 

available? 

The ultimate accur·ctcy of the House description of 

teacher reaction ~o proposed evaluation and the 

future for curriculum eva.lua.tion in any ~chool 

will depend upon the answers to those questions. 

In their tl.:rn, the answers to such questior,s will 
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depend upon three major factors. first is haw, 

in individual instances, the theory of 

evaluation is to be applied to the particular 

circumstances. Second is how successfully the 

reality of the situation in which an evaluation 

is to take place is assessed and considered in 

the planning of the evaluation. Third is the 

actual process of the evaluation, the procedures, 

instruments and schedules which will be applied. 

The theory of educational evaluation presents a 

number of problems for teachers. Whilst ll1is has 

become a rich field for students of education in 

recent years with a large volume of attractively

written materia1 readily available to teachers, 

there is little evidence to suggest that this 

material is having a IT.arked effect in a significs:mt 

proportion of schools. 

One ~eason for this lack of impact is that which 

is given in almost every field of endeavour when 

things are not Cone which could or should be. 

Modern teachers are generally very hard-pressed 

people operating within a large number of 

cons::raints which control their activities, not 
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least among which is the tyranny of time. The 

vast majority of school-based people do not 

have the time to make an adequate study of what 

has become a vigorous and lively field of 

specialisation. 

Were time available, discouraeement might 

easily be found in what the literature contains. 

Stufflebeam and six colleagues (Stufflebeam et al. 1 

1971) argue that evaluation has been conceptualised 

They inappropriately for current evaluation needs. 

identify eight symptoms of what they call 

1'evaluation's illness'1
, ranging from the 

determination of most educators to avoid it unless 

it is impossible to do so, through the anxiety and 

scepticism that frequently attends its implementation, 

to the failure of schools to respond to evaluation 

and a consequent belief that evaluation is often 

incapable of significantly effecting the course of 

educational events. 

Five factors are identified as contributing to this 

illness. First there are the disagreements among 

the scholars about the definition of evaluation. 

Second, there is insufficient knowledge available 
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about the process of decision-making and the 

methods of relat~ng evaluation to decision-

ma)<ing. Tl'.ird, determina.tion of values is of 

vital importance and no ade~uate machinery 

exists in this area. Fourtt., the evaluators 

attention has been generally rest~icted to 

classrooms and students with little attention 

being directed more widely to such matters as 

state systems and national affairs. Fifth, 

there is concern among many evaluators that the 

tools of research methodology, such as control 

group procedures which prevent desirable chu~1ges 

being made during an experimental period, are so 

widely applied end so readily accepted in 

evaluation practi~e. 

Quite a number of conclusions may be d:'awn from 

considerir.g the book from which the above summary 

has been Crawn as typical of the material which 

m1Jst be studied by teachers who nust each find a 

way to an understanding of evaluation through the 

existing ~iteratur·e. I'irst, it is discouraging 

to Ciscover that educational evaluation is sick 

and perhaps ineffective. :tis also discouraging 

to find o:it that we con 1 t have the fundamentals 
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like decision-making and determination of 

values under control yzt. Furthermore, it is 

obvious that this is part of an ongoing debate 

between experts and not really suitable for a 

classroom teacher who wants a relevant 

understanding of evaluation. How can it 

contribute to the "illness'' of evaluation 

that the attention of evaluators has been 

focussed on classrooms and students, the teacher 

might ask. 

It would probably escape attention that this 

material is relatively old now and that much 

of its content is no longer relevant. Some 

difficulty may be experienced, for example, 

in attempting to sustain an argument that 

present concepts of evaluation are inappropriate 

for current needs. 

The po.int being made is that lack of time is not 

the only difficulty that teachers face in seeking 

an introduction to the theory of evaluation. 

Their second problem is that the majority of the 

literature is not written for them but is written 

by experts for experts and in the terminology and 
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languctge. of the initiated. 

Teachers faced with the theoretical writing of 

evaluation scholars ure most likely to 

paraphrase the state legislator 1 s comment to 

House, "Man, I don't need another report. I've 

got sixty of those ir1 my office. Don't tell me 

abo~t statistics and all that stuff. 

you. Te::._1 me what you've found out 11 

(Jenkins, 1976:16). 

I believe 

"AL_ that stuff 11 is important but perhaps more so 

to other people than the classroom teacher to whom 

it is the 0eep end of the pool. What is needed by 

most tea~hers, if evaluation is to become a constant 

and comfortable companion in the classroom, ls a 

simple, pra~tical and comprehensible introduction 

to the theory of educational evaluation. 

Whatever the prohlAms may be which attend the 

fostering among classroom teachers of an 

unCerstanding of evaluation and with whatever 

degree of relucta~ce teachers become invo~ved ln 

evaluation, it is beyond dispute that they do ~ot 
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have many options in the matter. In the real 

world of day-to-day school operations a number 

of things have happened and are happening 

which leave no alternative for teachers but 

participation in school-based evaluation 

procedures. It may be of little comfort to them 

to realise that at least one of the major forces 

which have brought about this situation was created 

and nurtured by teachers themselves. 

For a considerable period of time teachers have 

pressed for a greater voice in the management of 

education. In company with other elements of 

society, but perhaps more vigorously than most, 

teachers have sought to be more involved in the 

decision-making which governs their day to day 

activities. There has been increased questioning 

of what was once accepted as conventional or 

traditional practice and a growing reluctance to 

accept situations unless there has been direct 

participation in creating them. 

Two factors account, in part> for the scope of 

this social phenomenon and for the speed with which 
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it has moved and continues to move. Alvin Toffler 

has added dramatic detail to the reality of the 

infor~ation explosion. 

Prior to 1500, by the most Oftirnistic 
estimates, Europe was producing books at 
the rate of 1,000 titles per year. By 
1950, four and a half centuries later, 
the rate had accelerated so sharply that 
Europe was producing 120,000 titles a. 
year. By the mid-Sixties the output of 
books approached the prodigious figure 
of 1000 titles a day (Toffler, 1972:37). 

Kee~ing company with the accelerating creation of 

information is the miracle of the silicon chip. 

The advance of technology has ensu~ed that 

information is more readily and more widely 

available than i: has ever been. :<nowledge and 

access to it arP wjthi~ easy reach of any 

educated person. 

The second factor, supplementary to the first, is 

that schools are staffed at the present time Cy the 

best-educated and best-qualified teachers since the 

beginning of public education in Australia. 

wi th:iut the generul readiness of thP yo1:nger 

Even 

generations to question the established order, it 

was unavoidable that modern teachers would want a 

voice in the curriculcm of their schools. 
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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-makingt development 
and evaluation. Teachers are, however, 
seeking assistance in performing curriculum 
development and evaluation roles (Davis, 
1981,4). 

Davis goes on to link the two elements of participating 

professionals and available information when he 

comments; 

A further basis for teacher participation 
is provided by the recent proliferation 
of curriculum materials, resources and 
alternatives, which schools or teachers 
can select and adapt, or use as models 
for creating new materials and ideas. 
However, evaluation is needed to help 
teachers and others to make informed choices 
for their particular needs (Davis, 1981;5). 

It is significant that the two statements above made 

by Davis both conclude by recognising the need for 

evaluation and the need for assistance to teachers 

to enable them to undertake it. It was quite apparent 

to school staffs everywhere how to exercise the 

increasing levels of freedom conceded by system 

administrators as teachers succeeded in their bid 

for control of curriculum, It was simply a matter 

of writing new courses or designing new methodology) 

and a massive amount of activity has occurred in 
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these two fields in parts of Australia in recent 

years. 

It has not been as readily recognised that evaluation 

is an essential and integral part of such activity, 

that the testing of alternatives at formative stages 

of a p'c'ogram and examination of its effective:1ess 

are as necessary as the creativity that ;>reduced it 

if the program is to provide maximum benefit for its 

clients. Teachers, especially those who have been 

moGt hcuvily involved in srhoo~-based curriculum 

development, are beginning to understand this fact 

and are beginni~g to search for the means to undertake 

evaluation that is relevant to their needs, cs they 

perceive them (Hughes et al., 1980:9-10). 

Further pressure for evaluation of e0ucation programs, 

and for that evaluation to be located at the school 

base, has been generated as a result of the attitudes 

of school communities. In many parts of Aus~ralia 

paren~s, like teachers, have actively sought to become 

involved in the education of their children and have 

been rewarded in this quest by the oppo~tunity, 

provided by a numher of Government school authorities, 

to become involved in school-level decision-making 



6S 

through school boards and councils. With the vesting 

in these bodies of responsibility for aspe2ts of the 

curriculum and government of school finances, a much 

stronger demand has been created for local school 

evaluation. The definition and specification of 

accountability has become, to a great extent, 

indiv:.ctual arid particular to £chools, their resr,ective 

staffs and cornmun~ties. 

Devolvement of decision-making in curriculum matters 

to the individual school base has been the product 

not only of the c:langing atti-:udes of parents and 

teachers, but of recognition a.nd acceptance by 

education authorities of ct fundamental reality of 

Australian society. Cultural ?lurality, a product 

of ethnic, economic and geographical factors, has 

become too significant in all aspects of Australian 

life to be disregarded in education. Growing 

recognition has taken plac~, uver recent years, of 

the cultural diversity in communities caused by 

differences in migrant backgrounds, socio-econo~ic 

variations in stcndards of living, urban-rural 

disparities and, perhaps, a number of other similar 

factors. 
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Practical consequences of this recogn~tion, and its 

unavoidahle corollary that different sets of 

educational needs are thus created and must be 

satisfied in different ways, have included, in 

addit~on to staff and community involvement in 

curriculum rratters which is mentioned above, activities 

which are typified by the Schools Commission 

Innovatiuns Grants Scheme through which positive steps 

have been taken to find new ways to satisfy diverse and 

a-typical needs. 

Thus a number of I=Dwerful influences have been at work 

for some time to strenghthen individuality and 

uniqueness as important characteristics of system 

schools which must be reflected in the curricula of 

those schools. 

If evaluation is an essential component of curriculum 

development and program improvement, it necessarily 

follows that much of the evaluation that takes place 

within a school must be unique to that school. Demands 

made upon schools by system administrators for 

evalLation, for reasons of accountability or national 

standards surveys 01.' other such purposes, nust be 

supplemented by other programs of evaluation initiated 
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at the school base and conducted at the school base 

for the benefit of local audiences. 

It is quite reasonable to expect that, as a result 

of such important changes at the school level, very 

significant changes would occur in the very highly 

centralised systems of schools control exercised 

by State school authorities. One quite visible 

result of the transfer of authority to the school 

has been the decline of the influence and function 

of the school inspector. There is no point in 

discussing here the merits or deficiencies of the 

inspectorial system of school evaluation. It is 

sufficient to note that the school inspector has gone 

or, where he lingers in one guise or another, is but 

a pale shadow of his once formidable self. 

What is of overwhelming importance to teachers, as 

a consequence of the demise of the inspector, is that 

they are left virtually alone and friendless in the 

field of educational evaluation. Only now, as there 

begins to develop among them a wider understanding 

of the need for, and value of, evaluation, is the 

full impact of this situation being realised. 
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It is not entirely accur>ate to say that there is no 

help available to teachers. In many places schools 

have sought and received valuable assistance from 

neighbouring institutions such as colleges of 

advanced education and universities. The problem is 

that, even with massive goodwill on the part of 

these institutions, resources are completely inadequate 

to meet the need even in those areas in which the 

institutions are located. There is no answer for 

schools which are located in regions remote from such 

resources. 

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

If Worthen is correct and if the Australian context is 

as it has been described in the previous pages, three 

conclusions seem worthy of acceptance. If adequate 



69 

evaluation of reasonable quality is to take place in 

schools, more guidance in the conduct of evaluation is 

needed. Evaluatior. material needs to be developed 

specifically aimed at comprehension and use by 

ordina~y classroom teachers. Much of the evaluation 

to take pla.c.1?. in schools should be conducted by the 

school for school audiences. 

House summarises these conclusions; 

So - not a rejection of technology of 
evaluation we seek but a new better 
technology respons~ve to our personal 
beings - for 1 know that it may be 
po~sible for each school to have its own 
evaluation and each community its own 
science (House, 1973:10), 

In proceding from discussion of the context within 

which evaluation m:.ist take place to con~idera.tion 

of the nature of the evaluation which should occur, 

two comments, perhaps,should be made. 

At the risk of labouring a point, teachers in all 

schools require immediate and continuous access to 

appropriate 1 practical and usable evaluation materials. 

Such materials must be written in non-technical 

language which is comprehensible to the classroorr. 

practitioner and be sufficiently flexible to be 
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adaptable to a wide range of school situations. 

Second, it is not the contention of this paper 

that all evaluation should be carried out froo 

conception to completion within the school. It 

may be so. On the other hand, it may be proper in 

certain circumstances for an external agency to seek 

an evaluation and for an external evaluator to 

conduct that exercise. :Ko comment- is made ab::iut 

the relative merits of the two sides of this 

debate. 

This paper is based on the premise that there are 

a substantial number of matters in every school 

which are the province of the school community, 

usir.g that term in its b:-oad sense of including 

students, staff and parents, and which should be 

subjected To evaluation. It seeks to show why that 

is so and to propose a method of meaningful 

evaluation in those areas. 

In previous chapter's an analysis is made of :-he 

theory and mechanics of educational evaluation, the 

models and framework of the process and how they 

apply to the practical situation. Several of the 
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main points discussed in Chapter Two, Application 

of the Models, are repeated here as key considerations 

in the co~struction of a system for school-initiated 

evaluatior .. 

1. The process of gathering information and 

debuting it can ~ssist interested individuals 

and groups to greater understanding of, and 

more effective participation in, Ciscussion 

of a progr>am. 

2. Realisation and acceptance o: the need for 

evaluation hy those involved in and affected 

by the progra~ to be evaluated is vital. 

3. The pP.ople most directly connected with the 

program should be involved in its evaluation. 

4. The nat12re of the audience or audiences will 

determine, to a large extent, how the evaluation 

will be carried oet. 

5. Evaluat~on by insiders will rnaxirr.ise 

motivation and comrni tment, understanding and 

involvement. It nay suffer from inefficient 
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technique, unreliable results and resource 

difficulties. 

6. Evaluation by outsiders may be handicapped 

by dis~ntercst and feelings of threat, 

anxiety and hostility. It benefits from 

specialist skills and reliable results. 

7. Decisions and action should flow from an 

cvuluation. Most school-initiated evaluation 

will be for the purpose of program inprovement. 

B. Balance is required in the selection of 

procedures so that the integrity of the 

evaluation and the validity of its conclusions 

are protected while threat and insecurity are 

minimised for all concerned. 

9. The timeliness and nature of the reporting 

nf an evaluation will have a major influence 

on how well it is utilised. 

In order to construct a method of evaluation which 

may be based on a set of basic principles such as 

those just described, it is first necessary to Cefine 
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the task to be accomplished by the method and the 

conditions within which it must operate. The 

S.I.M.E. approach was designed to meet the following 

conditions. 

1. The S.I.M.E. approach would be equally 

applicable to all schools. Whether they 

be primary, secondary, Government, non

Government, large, small, urban or rural, 

the system would provide a framework ;,nd 

guide enabling an evaluation to be planned 

and conducted. 

2, S.I.M.E. materials would presuppose that there 

is no knowledge of, or experience in systematic 

evaluation available in the school. They 

would, therefore, provide basic unders tctnding 

of evaluation, instructions about how it may 

be carried out, examples of evaluation and the 

nece~sary materials to facilitate an attempt 

at self-initiated evaluation. 

3. S.I.H.E. would bcild upon elements already 

familiar to teachers in an endeavour to create 

a favourable climate for use of the materials. 
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To this end a case study approach was 

chosen with materials designed as a kit 

similar to many of those with which 

teachers have daily contact. 

4. Kit materials would be attractive, simple to 

understand and easy to follow. They would 

enable inexperienced teachers to undertake 

simple evaluation without further reference 

to research or theory. They would provide 

sufficient support to make the services oI 

an external evaluator unnecessary. 

It has already been stated that the S.I.M.E. approach 

does not purport to provide teachers witt the one 

and only method by which school programs should be 

evaluated. S.I.M.E. does, however, have two very 

clearly defined objectives. The first is that one 

which has bee~ discussed through most of this chapter; 

to develop the capacity to undertake, ind systematic 

and organised fashion, the multitude of simple 

evaluation exercises that are necessary :or the 

efficient operation of education programs. 

The second objective is at least as important as, 
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and may indeed prove ultimately much more valuable 

than, the first objective. It is to provide a 

comfortable and encour•agi.ng inductior. for 

professional educators i~to an area that is, in 

itself, a specialist field of sane complexity. 

The intention is that many of the teachers who are 

int~oduced to school evaluation through S.I.M.E., 

becoming more clearly aware of t:,e need for and 

potential benefit in evaluation, and realising that 

it iD a skill that should be and can be added to 

those already possessed, will seek to build upon 

this foundation by reference to the literatuY'e on 

evaluation and consultation with those more familiar 

with the field. 

S.I.H.E. seeks to be a present and practical 

assistance. It also seeks to be the doorway to a 

professionally rich and profitable future. 



THE S, I. M. E. MATERIALS 
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THE s.r.M.E. MATERIALS 

The S,I.H.E. materials were developed by five 

practising teachers. Being aware, at first hand, 

of the need within their respective schools for a 

suitable means of evaluation they sought assistance 

from the Teachers as Evaluators Project centreC in 

the Canberra College of Advanced Education. 

With the guidance of the Head of the Sctool of 

Education of the College, a principal agent in the 

Teachers as Evaluators Project, a study was made of 

the literature on evaluation and the extensive range 

of evaluation material accumulated in the Resources 

Centre of the Project. Following this study the 

S.I.M.E. materials were developed. 

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

wishing to evaluate a particular aspect of the 

school. lt is not expected lhat the materials 

would be used for whole-school evaluations because 

for such an evaluation heavy demands are plctced upon 

a sct.ool particularly in terms of time and resources 

and would usually be attempted o~ly if external 

resources and advice are available. 
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S.I.M.E. recommends that evaluation should je 

centred on a particular need or problem in the 

school and should be initiated by a member or 

members of a school community, not imposed by an 

outside body or linked to demands of external 

accountabili-ty. The S.I.M.E. approach views 

evaluation as ar: 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 sr.ould ~e part of 

the group that cctr-ries it out. The staff must 

have a commitment to evaluate so that there is 

also a commitment to carrying out the recor:unendations 

which result from the findings. 

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

eval:.iation in schools which are uncertain about 

seeking external help from advisers as well as those 

for whom such help is not avalldble. 

The legacy of attitudes from past visits by school 

inspectors - flying visit.c: by people who pronounced 

judgement after a brief examination - cannot be 

igncred. Teachers developed a sensitivity to t:1reat 

and learned techniques of self prese~vation very 
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early in their careers. 

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 Nicoll (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. 

S.I.M.E. has been developed to support the contention 
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that the school should decide when to initiate 

an evaluation based on its ?erceived needs and 

the availability of resources. It is essential 

that a school using its own resources should be 

able to carry out this proce~s unce a decision 

is made to evaluate for two important reasons. 

The cost to a syste.m of surplying external 

evaluators to many sc~ools wishing to evaluate 

would be prohibitive; the availa~ility of 

appropriately qualified people is insufficient to 

meet the needs of schools - a point that was made 

earlier. 

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

approach to evaluaticn and is completely in 

harmony with the present t~end in Aus~ralia for 

the devolution of decision-making to the schools. 

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

1. Slide-Tape Set 

- A set of eighteen 35 mm slides accompanied by 

audio cassette tQpe and u script. 

This set of slides with its accompanying 

cassette commentary provides a simple introduction 

to school evaluation. 
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The topics covered include: 

Definitions of evaluation 

Purposes of self-initiated school 

evaluation 

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 1 the need for carrying out an 

evaluation. The tone of these materials is intended 

to be supportive 1 informative and encouraging. The 

set explains briefly, what evaluation is and what is 

involved in order to provide an opportunity for staff 

to decide how evaluation may be used to improve the 

and learning in their own school. This prescnt~tion 

of approximately ten minutes duration is intended 

to be used ~n the earliest stages of the introduction 

to evaluation. 

2. Process Booklets 

Five booklets, each one describing one aspect 
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WHY 

WHO 

WHAT 

HOW 
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GATHERING INFORMATION 

The bookle::s cover the basic inlormation requested 

by teachers. The HDW booklet sets out in a 

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

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 comrr.odities. When it is 

possible, it ic:; most desirable. The approach t~Ken 

by the developers of S.I.M.E. is pragmatic. If 

teachers can be encouraged to try an evaluation, 

confidence will be gained and further evaluations 

will take place, and teachers will develop expertise 

in carrying our evaluations. Therefore these 

booklets present the information in concise statements 
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which reflect an understanding of the realities of a 

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 tf'.oroughly. 

There is no intenCed or recommended order for use 

of the process booklets. 

3. Process Summary 

An overhead transpurency summarising the :=;tages 

and steps of the nethod of evaluation - the S.I.M.E. 

model. This transparency sets out in visual di~play 

format the model described in the HCW booklet and 

is included to assist group discussion in the planning 

stages of an evalJation exerc~se, especially in 

such matters as determination of the time scale of 

the exercise and definition of the different decisions 

that must be made durin5 particular stages of the 

exercise. A sµiri~ duplicato~ mLlcter sheet ls also 

included sc 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-
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( 1) LIMESTONE PLAINS - a school :Ln a 

rural town with a declining enrolment. 

(2) ST PATRICK'S - an inner suburban 

Catt.olic high school. 

(3) BLACK ROCK - an outer suburban primary 

school. 

(4) BRUCE - a suburban high school in a 

reg.:'..onal city. 

b. Trial Simulated Case Study 

(5) KINGSLAND - an outer suburban primary 

school. 

Each of the first tour booklets creates a school, 

describes the people in that school and its operation 

in such a way t}lat the reader may be prepared to 

recognise it as a real school, perhaps having points 

of similu.rity with schools that arP. 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 simulated case studies are intended to provide 

teachers with hypothetical situations i~ which they 
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can study the S.I.M.E. approach in action. It is 

often non-threatening to discu88 problems in 

relation to some other p:ace 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 t:he scene and 

suggests that teachers complete the evaluation 

themselves. A principal or senior teacher might use 

these materials tc provide an in-service program 

for the sta:f in evaluation before commencing the 

actual evaluation. 

5. Overhead Transparencies 

A set of eight overhead transparencies providing 

analyses of certain components in the structure and 

operation of u typical school. 

THE SCHOO~ - What is it? (Four transparencies) 

THE SCHOO~ - How does it wor•k.? 

(Four tra~sparencies) 

These transparencies reduce four major aspects of a 

typical school to their component parts. S;ich facets 

of a school 1 s existence as its organisation, its 
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curriculum and its community 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 schools will differ. 

School staffs will be able to add to the basic elements 

suggested and to order their own priorities for 

consideration of the various aspects. 

It is essen~ial that teachers are familiar with the 

context in which the evaluation is Lo occur und the 

implications for all parts and persons of the proposed 

evaluation. The overhead transparenc:'..es 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 co-operative, 

participative process of evaluation. 

6 • S. I .M. E. -Philosophical Basis d11d Underlying 

Assumptions 

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

as follows. 

Effective school evaluations occur when the staf: in 

the school concerned in the evaluation are com.mi~ted 
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to carrying out ~he evaluation as a means of improving 

the quality of teaching and learning in the sdiool. 

The evaluation is the process ~hich gathers and 

ana:yses the information in order to allow decisions 

to be made concerning a certain aspect of the school. 

It is important that the teachers responsible for 

implementing the decisions are the people conce~ned 

in controlling the evaluation and that the decision 

to evaluate is the result of a perceived need from 

wjthin, not imposed from without. The questions to 

be answered, the kind of information to be gathered, 

the techniques for gather.ing the information and the 

audiences for the evaluation should be determined 

by the sc~ool whose teachers recognise their 

professional responsibility to evaluate. 

The evaluation p.Pocess should be u. participative, 

co-operative, purposeful activity which nay involve 

people other than teachers and students, for example, 

parents. 

Th~ first underlying assumptlon is that teachers 

require practical materials which provide a de:ailed, 

sequenced methodology which is flexible enough to be 

adapted or modified to suit particular circumstances 
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but which can also be used without alteration by any 

type of school. 

The second underlying assumption is that teachers 

inexperienced in evaluation are 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 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 
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in curriculum development in Australia in recent 

years. 

A fourth assumption is that appropriate materials 

will support teachers 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 is useful, but many schools which 

have not the access to such resources would still be 

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 

S.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. 
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Finally, it is ass·_1med from observations of teachers' 

selection and use of materials in other curri.cul11m 

areas, that teachers will be drawn to visually 

attractive materials presented in a form which ls 

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 evaluat.::_on. 

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

The S.I.M.E. materials ~resent 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 a~e four stages or processes within 

the S.I.M.F.. model; 

Stage 1 The preliminary process 

Stage 2 The implementation process 

Stage 3 The analysis and reconunendation process 

Stage 4 The consequential process 

Stage 1 comprises four steps; 
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Step 1 The r:eed is defined 

Step 2 An analysis of the school is made 

Step 3 A preliminary decision is made 

Step 4 A final decision is made 

Stage 2 also contains four steps; 

Step 1 The size and composition of the 

management team is decided 

to 

Step 2 The evaluation committee considers 

key questions 

Step 3 The procedures are decided 

Step 4 The procedures are implemented 

proceed 

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

collected are for the users to decide and more 

assistance ~s given in the booklet on gathering 

information which describes; 

the S. I.M.E. definition of t:1e evaluation 

process 

the possible types of problems which might 

lead to evaluation 

tasks in gathering information 

observation - what it is and how to do it 

listeni~g - what it is and how to do it 

interviewing - types, reccrding, constraints 
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questionnaires - types of questions, 

safeguards, types, difficulties 

golden rules for questionna::.res 

sampling 

write-on comments 

testing - ~ypes of tests and purposes 

!'citing scales 

response 

This information is designed to supplement the process 

structure ar.d is written, as are all the S.I.M.E. 

materials, in a brief, practical style . 

• 



USE OF THE S,l,M.E. MATERIALS 
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USE OF THc S.I.M.E. MATERIALS 

Follcwing development of the S.I.M.~. ma~eria~s 

it seemed appropriate to the developers ~hat 

trialling of tI'.e materials should be undertaken. 

In attempting to implement this decision, 

however, a number of difficulties were encountered 

which finally proveG to be insurmountable and 

wh1rh prevented the cond~cting of a period of 

trialling. 

ThG group of teachers which prepared the materials 

first considered an attempt to trial them in their 

own respective·schools. The ~ain difficulty with 

this proposal lay 1, the fact that all of the 

S.I.M.E. group were principals of the schools in 

which they worked and were clearly aware of the 

ex Lent to which voluntary participation is an 

option when a school principal makes a suggestion 

to staff members. Since two of the most 

~ign.ificc.nt features of the S. T .M.E. scheme are 

generation of commitment through personal 

recognit~on of need and a deliberate decision for 

sel.:-"-involvement, it wus recognised that a principal's 

influence in initiating a S.I.M.E. evaluation would 
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be in direct cor:flict with the whole philosophy upon 

which the success of the method is predicated. 

A second attempt at trialling was made by 

seeking to involve final year students at the 

Canberra C'.)llege of Advanced Lducatlun .1.11 

utilisation of the S.I.M.£. materials dur~ng their 

practice periods in schools. Again the fact that 

the developers of the system were principals was 

influential in that the students~ properly 

sensitive to the vital ro~e in their futures 

played by the principals oi the schouls in which 

they practised, were unwilling to place themselves 

in a position cf being unable to deliver an 

unbiased report on the effectiveness u.f S.I.H.:=::. 

materials without, perhaps, running the risk of 

prejudici~g their final teaching reports. 

The S.I.M.£. group was, therefore, :eft in the 

open market-place in its efforts to trial the 

materials. Each ot the rr.embers of the group was 

aware, from personal experience, of the enormous 

demand for research and experimental opportunities 

which is made upon a sma:1 scl1ool system which 

shares its educational environment with two 
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tertiary institutions which cor,duct. 

post-graduate programs. This awareness of the 

sit~ation was reinforced by the reaction to 

preliminary attempts by the group to find schools 

wil:ing to trial the materials. The already 

excessive demand on schools for such facilities 

combined with th€ need, as the S.I.M.E. gro~p 

saw it, for a high degree of sensitivity and 

willingness in the early stages of S.I.H.E. made 

the task of finding a school prepared and able to 

trial the S.I.M.E. materials an impossibility 

given the time constraints within which the group 

was working. 

As a co:-i.sequence of the.se circumstances it was 

decided to examine the ~.I.~.E. procedures and 

materials by comparing and contrasting them with 

the procedu1°es and materials employed in ar. actudl 

evaluation cdr·ried out in a school. Two particdlar 

ohjectives were defi~ed for -this exercise. First, 

an attempt woulC be made to identify similarities 

in the methodology used for the evaluation and the 

S.I.M.E. methodology, and differences which would 

have o~curred had S.I.H.E. been employed i~stead of 

the method used. Second, an attempt would be made 
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to analyse the actual evaluation in order to 

determine whether the special aims of S.I.M.E. 

were common to the process employed or whether 

a different set of outcomes would have resulted 

if S.I.M.E. had been used instead. 

In 1979 teachers at Weston Cree~ High School 

decided to evaluate the Pastoral Care System 

which had been functioning in the School since 

197 5. This evaluation seemed a suitable choice 

for the comparison to be undertaken since it was 

concerned with an issue that was internal in terms 

of the School and its community and had the 

potential to be of considerable interest to all 

persons connected wi:h the School, was 

self-initiated and conducted totally within the 

School, and was completed a sufficient time ago 

for a judgement to be llldde about its effectiveness. 

The Pastoral Care System, the objectives of the 

evaluation of it and the design of the evaluation 

were summarised by the two staff members Vi'ho 

controlled the evd.luation, Dan Adams and .:ohn Scott, 

in the report of the evaluation; 

The Pastoral Care System in 1979 

Each staff member in the school has a tutor 
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group of no more than sixteen students and 
these groups are organised both horizontally 
and vertically, due to the fact that the 
students were allowed to form friendship 
groups and often a number of tutor groups 
consist of different years, and the yedr 7 
pupils are grouped horizontally. 

The tutor gi:'oups meet each morning for ten 
minutes when Schoel rolls are marked and 
administrative notices are read out. The 
time not spent on administrative work is 
used at tutor discretion for: counselling, 
course problems, building personal 
relationships. 

Tutors are also responsible for collation of 
reports, course selection, distribution of 
reports and nny other administrative work 
delegated to tutors. 

Objectives 

The evaluation team decided that the major 
areas of stJdy or issues which would be 
evaluated were: 

1. The role of the Pastoral Care system -
as perceived jy: the administration, 
staff~ pupils and parents. 

2. The ad.Ininistrative ·..i.se of the Tutor period 
and the use of time in Pastoral Care. 

3. The value of Pastor3l Care to t~e pupils, 
staff and parents. 

4. The structure of Pastoral Care. 

Design of Project 

Step 1. Specify judgement and decisions to 
be made: 

Step 2. 

The tea~ decided on areas of concern, 
and specified the decisions to be 
made which helped in what type of 
information was neeGed to achieve 
our four objectives. 

Information needed: 

We decided to gather information 
concerning the overall Pastoral Care, 
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Step 4. 

Step 5. 
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which would give beth a broader 
view of ilttit~des towards the 
Pastoral Care system and also 
achieve results relating to the 
objectives. 

Locate ~nformation already available: 

The Principal, Assistant Principal 
(Student Welfare) and the Tutor 
Coordinator were approached regarding 
uny previous repor~s or files held 
on the ?astoral Ca~e system. This 
information v.·as readily made 
available to the evaluation team. 

When and how to obtain needed 
information: 

The team decided to use questionnaires 
to gain the necessary information, 
and questionnaires were given to 
parents, students, staf~ and 
administration staff concerned with 
the Pastoral Care system. The 
techniques used on those questionnaires 
will be discussed presently. 

Construction of I,~struments: 

T'.ie question:.aires were constructed 
wlth the hel? of a willing and 
interested group of teachers, and 
also the Pri:.cipal checked the 
q:iestions and relevance to the study. 

Step 6. Obtain necessary :nformation: 

The questionnaires were dist:--ibuted 
to all staff members, administrative 
staff; also to parents at a ~arent/ 
teacher night and, ranComly) 102 
studen~s received a questionnaire. 

Step 7. Analyse and record information: 

Step 8. 

The evaluation team decided on d 

five-point scale, ranging from 
strongly agree to strongly disagree 
and used both per2entage tdllies und 
the Likert scale to analyse the 
information. 

Form judgement: 

After collating the results from 
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questionnaires and 1:sting the 
frequency of additional comments, 
the team interpreted the 
questionnaires to form judgements 
and conclusions. 

Make decisions: 

After forming our judgements and 
conclusions on each objective 1 we 
for'med conclusions and suggestions 
concerni~g the overall Pastoral 
Care system. 

::5tep 10. SUJNTidr'ize and rcpo:rit: 

After we had obtained our results 
and analysed them, we recorded our 
conclusions in relation to the 
objectives set and began to write 
up our evaluation :riesul ts. (Weston 

Creek Report, 1979:3-5). 

The Weston Creek evaluation, its authors claim, was 

based on the TenBr-ink model of evaluation. It 

therefore seems appropriate to compare the TenBrink 

and S.I.M.E. models for points of similar:ty and 

difference and then to examine the employment of 

both models in the Weston Creek evaluation. 

The process summaries o: both models are 

superficially similar in that one contains ten steps 

and the other twelve steps. 

TenBrink model are; 

The ten steps of the 

Step 1. 

Step 2. 

Step 3 • 

Step 4 . 

Specify judgements and decisions 
to be made. 

Describe the information needed. 

Locate informalion already available. 

Decide when and how to obtain needed 
information. 
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Step 6. 

Step 7 • 

Step 8 • 

Step 9. 

Step 10. 

9S 

Construct the information-gathering 
ins-:ruments. 

Obtain needed information. 

Analyse and record information. 

Form judgements. 

Make decisions. 

Summarise and report evaluation 
results. 

The -:welve steps of the S.I.H.E. process are; 

Stage 1 Step l. The need is defined. 

Stage 2 

Stage 3 

Step 2. Analysis of the School is made 
in relat~on to a possible 
evaluation. 

Step 3. 

Step 4 • 

Step l. 

Step 2. 

Step 3. 

Slep 4 • 

Step 1. 

Step 2. 

A preJiminary decision is made 
to proceed. 

A final decision is made. 

The size and composition of the 
Evaluation Committee is decided. 

The Evaluation Committee 
~onsiders key questions. 

The procedures are decided. 

The procedures a~e implemented. 

The information is analysed. 

Recommendations are made by the 
Evaluation Committee. 

Stage 4 Step 1. Decisior.s are made based on the 
recommendations. 

Step 2. Decisions based on the 
recommendations are implemented. 

Despite the initi2l similarity i~ appearance it can 

be eusily seen That there are clear differences 

between the models. 
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TenBrink begins with the assumption that there is 

to be an evaluation and that the area to be 

evaluated has heen decided. There is no question 

of agreement, commitment or enthusiasm with respect 

to those to be directly involved in the evalucttio1~. 

S.I.M.E. • on the other hand, seeks the participation 

of persons likely to be affected by an evaluation 

in recognising that t}1er-e is a need and that an 

evaluation is the most appropriate way to begin the 

work of satisfying that need. The entire first stage 

of the four stages of the S.I.M.E. process is 

concerned with what the model developers saw as the 

delicate and essential task of minimising apprehensio11 

or a~athy on the part of staff whose work was to be 

evaluated and of generating, instead, motivation 

and involvement. 

The second majo~ assumption made by TenBrin~ is that 

the evaluators have b~en determine.cl prior to Step l 

of his model being implemented. This permits a 

certain f:exibility in the evaluation plan in th2t 

it allows for the employment of external evaluators 

in certain circumstances or, as in the Weston Creek 

exercise, internal evalud to1·s in others. Thus, the 

model is significant:y different from S.I.M.E. 
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which is intended to be not only self-initiated but 

enti~ely controlled and conducted from within the 

school. 

Another main difference between the models is the 

importance attached t8 identification of the 

evaluators in the S.I.M.£. model only :c1.fter Steps 1 

and 2 of Stage l have bee~ thoroughly considered by 

all school staff who will be affected by the 

evaluation. That the entire design of a S.I.M.t. 

evaluation, including identification of the evaluators 

and the decision to proceed with ~he evaluation, 

should be taken after full consideration by all 

staff of the nature and extent of the need, and the 

ramificatior.s of the evaluation i~ terms of personnel) 

resources and time, is distir.ctly different from the. 

TenBrink model which allows for an exlernal decision 

to evaluate and external cvaluatoT'S t:i be appointed 

or foT' both of these decisions tc be taken by 

school-based administrators without reference to 

other staff. 

The other major difference betwf'!en the two models 

JS to be found in the final steps. TenBrink's Step 

10 calls for a summary and repor: of evaluation 
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results. In commenting on this step 1 TenBrink says; 

No matter what kind of report is produced 
from an evaluaticn sunmary, one or the 
other of two basic uses is likely to be 
mdde of those results. The most common 
use .:s the formation of furtl',er judgements 
and decisions. If we have sorr.e idea about 
the kinds of judgements and decisicns 
that will be made, that will help us to 
decide wha~ should be summarised and 
reported (TenBrink, 1974:249). 

Whilst it is obvious that TenBrink expects some 

utilisation to flow from evaluation carried out 

using his model, and provide~ considerable udvice in 

the pages following the above quota~ion discuss.:ng 

how this could occur, there is no implementation 

phase included in the TenBrink model. It is purely 

an evaluation model. 

In the S.I.M.E. rr.odel Step 2 in Stage 3 calls for 

reconmendations 1 not a summary of results, to be made 

and the entire Stage 4 is devoted to putting into 

prac~ice the recommendations of the evaluation 

committee. From the decision in Stage 1 to undertake 

a S.I.M.E. evaluation the whole process 1s aimed at 

implementa-: ion of reconrnenda lions; expected benefit 

in the sha?e of program improvement is the quiC pro 

quo sought by the staff from the very outset in 

return for the effort and cost of evaluation. 
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Again in its decision to stop short of making 

recommendations or being involved in any way 

in utilisation ot the evaluation, the TenBrink 

model increases its flexibility. It absolves 

the evaluators from any responsibility for 

activity beyond a summary of conclusions thus 

allowing professiona: evaluators or persons 

other than those responsible for the education 

program being evaluated to be employed in the 

evaluation. 

The penalty which is incurreJ as the cost of 

this flexibility is that there is no obligation 

placed upon anybody, at the coriclusion of the 

TenBrink process, to ensure thc.L anything is 

done as a result of the e·1aluation if the 

findings are unattractive or present difficulties. 

It is, in fact, possible for the summary of 

findings to tell the evaluation audience nothing 

but those things it already knew before the 

evaluation took place. The Weston Creek evaluation 

may indeed be an example of both of these failings. 

Des;:iite the fact that Conclusion 7 states, 11 ThPre 

is conflict between staff and student opinion as 
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to the length of the tutor period 11 and Conclusion 

8 states ''The staff questionnaire illustrates a 

definite conflict of ideas among staffu, the 

instruments employed were not sufficiently 

searching to provide any detail which might 

assist those who t..iished to re~wlve the problcm_s 

expressed in Conclusions 7 and 8. It seems that 

the information given in the two conclusions was 

almost certainly known before the evaluation and 

the evaluation provides little assistance in 

determining how to improve the situation if 

someone was prepared to undertake the task of 

doing so. 

In considering employment of the S.I.M.E. process 

in the evaluation of the Pastoral Care system at 

Weston Creek High School it seems that a number of 

variations would have occurred. 

There is no indication in the report of the Weston 

Creek eva1uation of why an evaluation was undertaken. 

In the introduction of the report a comment is made 

to the effect thrtt h~tween i975 and 1979 a lot of 

discussion took place concerning the role of tutors 

ctnd :utor groups but that only limited advice was 

received by tutors about these matter's. The 
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objectives of the evaluation, described elsewhe~e 

in this cha?ter, imply that the uncertainty or 

confusion caused by that situation was sufficient 

to justify an evaluation involving all elements of 

the school community. 

There is, furthermore, no indication of whether 

the two evaluators were self-appointed and acting 

on their own behalf or were agents of the school 

administration and acting in accordance 1,.'i th a set 

of ir.structions provided for them. 

If the S.I.M.E. model had been employed, there would 

be no doubt about these matters. To have invo:ved 

all staff, and samples of students and parents from 

all parts of the school, the proposal to evaluate 

would have been brought to a full staff meeting. 

Whether principa: or c:ass teachers had initiated 

the proposal, it would have proceded only with the 

approval and involvement in ~he decision of all 

staff. This would have ensured that the perceived 

need was s~fficiently significant for the effort 

required by the evaluation to be justified and, 

perhaps more important, would have defined the need 

in terms of a number of specific questions to be 
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answered 1.n specific tcrrr.s by the evaluation 

report. 

If the Weston Creek evaluation was instituted as 

a result of wide-spread conceI'n within the School 

about the effect upon the pastoral care program 

of staff confusion about their roles or the roles 

of the tutor groups, two conclusions of the 

evaluation are interesting. Conclusion S says in 

part; 

An important conclusion resulting from 
the evaluation is that the staff ls not 
aware of their role or the group's role 
in the pastoral care system, and this is 
see~ as a lack of communication from 
teacher to Administration to teacher 
(Weston Creek Report, 1979:19). 

Conclusion 10 says, l!The Wes:-on Creek Pastoral Care 

Systea will be totally accepted as successful ... 1', 

and concludes, ' 1Possibly more success could be 

gained by mctking tutor0 c1ware of thejr 'role" 

(ibid.:20). 

By being faithful to the TenBrink model and 

refraining from making recommendations, the 

Weston Creek Report does not assist in resolving 

:he contradiction which seerr.s to exist between the 



10 7 

reasons for 1.mdertaking the eval 1.1ation and the 

two conclusions quoted above. Specif.:cation, 

in a S.I.M.E. report, of action recommended would 

have clearly indicated whether action was 

necessary as a consequence of Conclusion 5 and, 

if so, what action was deemed by the evaluator•s 

to be necessary. 

The major concern of any staff member of Weston 

Creek High School with the evaluation of the 

pastoral care system, were he a proponent of the 

S.I.M.E. process, must rest in ~he fact that no 

assurance exists tha: the evaluation report was 

utilised and that constructive action was 

undertaken as a result of the evaluation, For the 

evaluation to have been utilised required a new 

motivation, a new resolve and a new set of decisions. 

At the cost of moving past the point which would 

be considered by a professional evaluator to be 

his domain lnto Lhe area thut might tie more properly 

designated post-evaluation activity, the S.I.M.E. 

model attempts to ensure that curriculum 

evaluation is a constructiv~. eff~ctive, productive 

process with benefit to all who engage in it by 
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requiring implementation of recommendations. 

The major quarrel of tl:e S. I. M. I:. group with the 

Weston Creek evaluation, anrl. the TenBrink model, 

is th~t it is almost certain that the products of 

such evaluation are restricted to the specific 

outcomes o: the particular evaluation itself. 

If an evaluation by an evaluator , or two 

evaluators , is poorly done, as an exa:nination of 

the mechanics of the Weston Creek Pxercise would 

show that it w~s, or is brilliantly done, as it 

might be by professional evaluators, the profit tc 

the school from the exercise is restricted to the 

particular results of that particular evaluation 

unless there are fringe benetits. 

S.I.M.E. attempts to build into every aspect of its 

process an involvement of staff that is intended to 

be a learning process. I: seeks, at the first stage 

of employment of ~he ?rocess, motivation and 

commitment and is pre;:iared to pay the pr'il!e of 

poor evaluation technique on the first few times 

of us~gc, as the w~ston Creek evaluation shows can 

occur with other models, as investment in a learr,ing 

experience for staff members. By enforcing 
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pre-evaluation involvenent and post-evaluation 

utilisation, S.I.M.E. seeks tc heighten the 

awareness of all staff members in a school to 

evaluation, to encuurage them in the dev€lopment 

of evaluation skills and to persuade them, by 

exped Pnce. of the value and benefits of 

evaluation. 
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CONCLUSION 

It may seem that the advent of S. I. M. E. me.rely 

increases the population in what is a~ already 

cro~ded area containing a rich variety of models 

frorr, which the prospective evaluator :nay choose. 

There are problems, however, for the newcomer and 

S.I.M.E. seeks to resolve them without necessarily 

increasi~g the competition which alreciUy exists 

among the established ~odels for the allegiance of 

new evaluators. 

S.I.M.E. seeks to credte the awureness, 

understanding and confidence in teachers which 

will allow them access to the complexities of the 

world of the eval1J.ator. It is prepa~ed to be, if 

it is appropriate that it should be, a transitory 

system. As an injividual or a school staff 

develops evaluative skills and becomes competent 

to employ more sophisticated systems al evaluation 

than the basic system for begin~ers, S.I.M.E. may 

be replaced or mcdified to meet new demar.d s. 
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S.I.M.E. is a child of its time and place, 

designed to meet the needs of current teachers 

in this particular period of curriculum 

de!velopment and evaluation in Australian scl-.ools. 

It is an amutcur system airneC at producing 

professionals. 

Having said that, it should, perhaps, also be 

said that a system :ike S.I.M.E. will always be 

necessary. There will always be teachers a~d 

schools who are beginners in evaluation and will 

need a beginner's guide to practical evaluation. 

There is no better ;nodel thun one which is based 

upon commitment to, and total involvement in, 

the process. 
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