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ABSTRACT 

The completion of two school-based evaluation reports at a 

Catholic High School in the ACT highlighted the need for 

support structures both for evaluating staff and for the 

management of an evaluation report. The writer (a school 

principal) felt a need to review school-based evaluations 

in a more professional manner, and to ensure that 

evaluations were managed with greater support for the staff 

involved. 

In the absence of known Australian checklists, designed to 

review school-based evaluations, two recognised evaluation 

checklists, those of Russell and Maling-Keepes, are tested 

as instruments of review, by applying them to the two 

school evaluation reports. Four evaluation reviews are 

documented, in all. The main purposes of this research 

were: 

(1) to determine the merits of the completed evaluations by 

applying the checklists of Russell and Maling-Keepes, 

(2) to test the relevance of the evaluation checklists of 

Russell and Maling-Keepes as instruments of review at 

the school level, 

(3) in the light of this research, to be in a better 

position to recommend 
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a) a suitable review method for use by Catholic 

School Principals, 

b) support structures, both at a system level and a 

school level, to assist the development of 

school-based evaluations. 

Information Gathered 

The information that was gathered in the course of this 

Field Study took three main forms: 

(1) information pertaining to the two evaluation checklists 

that were used as review instruments for the secondary 

evaluation of two school-based evaluation reports. The 

work of Russell, and then Maling-Keepes, was drawn on 

to ascertain the context of the elements of their 

evaluation designs, which were applied to two 

Evaluation Reports, 

(2) a detailed analysis of two school-based evaluation 

reports, involving St Francis Xavier High School, 

Florey - first, the Girls' Physical Education 

Evaluation Report, and then the Pastoral Needs' 

Evaluation Report, indicated how the Reports measured 

against the criteria of Russell and Maling-Keepes, 

(3) research related to responsibility-based, school level 

evaluations. 
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Findings 

The findings from this research relate to: 

(1) an assessment of the suitability of two evaluation 

checklists as instruments of review, 

(2) an assessment of the merits of two completed 

school-based evaluation reports, 

(3) a suggested review checklist based on the four 

documented reviews in the Field Study, 

(4) recommendations relating to system level evaluation 

policy directed to the CEO, 

(5) recommendations regarding structures, both system and 

school level, to assist the completion of school-based 

evaluation reports of good quality and usefulness. 
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CHAPTER l 

School-based evaluations : a search for a review 
instrument to satisfy ACT conditions 

Motivation 

This Field Study grew from a professional need, as 

Principal of a large, ACT catholic Secondary School, 

responsible for school-based curriculum development, to 

manage the processes of school-based evaluations more 

confidently and to find a suitable method of reviewing 

completed evaluations. Effective reviewing of completed 

evaluations could have the advantages of: 

1) giving due recognition to the evaluating staff, 

2) affirming the quality of an evaluation (and as a result 

its credibility) in such areas as its validity and its 

relevance, or alternatively, encouraging the 

development of teachers' skills as evaluators, when 

there were areas of obvious weakness, 

3) giving due weight to the findings and recommendations 

in an evaluation report, 

4) taking appropriate steps to ensure that audiences were 

informed and that the findings in the evaluation report 

were acted upon. 
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The catalysts for this research took the form of two 

completed evaluation reports, presented to me as Principal, 

without my involvement in their design, analysis or 

findings. An accurate assessment of the findings could not 

be made without a detailed review of the quality of the 

processes that produced the findings. 

There was an initial tendency to shelve the reports, both 

physically, and in terms of decision making. Some factors 

contributing to this reaction were lack of sufficient time 

for detailed study of the reports, lack of support 

structures for the evaluation process in general, and lack 

of evaluation review skills. The motivation grew to 

conduct a detailed review of the evaluation reports both to 

determine the merits of the evaluations and to develop 

skills in evaluation review. 

The underlying assumptions to this Field study are that 

effective school-based evaluations can contribute in a 

significant way to: 

i) satisfy accountability requirements, 

ii) school and curriculum improvement, 

iii) encourage and attain professional development. 
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Purpose of Chapter 1 

In this Chapter, the subject matter of this Field Study 

will be introduced, namely, two school-based evaluation 

reports and the two evaluation checklists that will be 

applied to them in order to determine the merits of the 

evaluations, and the suitability of the selected evaluation 

checklists as instruments of review. This introduction 

will be prefaced by a brief discussion of 

a) some key concepts relating to curriculum, 

b) school level decision making and the development of 

collegiality, 

c) school-based evaluation in relation to accountability, 

Some concepts and trends in curriculum development 

It may be appropriate to consider, however briefly, some 

important concepts and assumptions relating to curriculum 

and curriculum planning, school level autonomy in 

curriciulum development and evaluation, and two fundamental 

reasons for evaluation - accreditation and school 

improvement. 

Curriculum 

The priority of coming to grips with curriculum making in 

practical school situations (Marsh and Stafford, 1984, p.3) 

rather than embarking on an endless search for the 

"correct" definition, is both realistic and highlights a 

school-based, process approach to curriculum development. 

If, as Marsh and Stafford suggest, curriculum is about 
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•Teaching plans and actions - about WHAT should .be 
taught, WHEN, HOW, WHERE and WHY• 

their broad definition of curriculum as 

•an interrelated set of plans and experiences which a 
student completes under the guidance of the school • 

{Marsh and Stafford, 1984, pp2,3) 

is most acceptable to this writer. 

Curriculum Planning 

Because this field study has the review of school-based 

evaluations as its main focus, Rowntree's model of 

curriculum construction, with its emphasis on curriculum 

improvement by means of evaluation and review, is pre~ented 

here to highlight those areas of curriculum development, 

which are often assumed to be included in the curriculum 

process in an on-going manner, but are sometimes neglected 

and rarely documented in a systematic manner. 

4. Improvement 

REVIEW REVISE 

1. Objectives 
SPECrFY OBJECTIVES, 
DESIGN CRITERI~ 
TESTS. 

3. Evaluation 

TRY OUT ANO 
ANALYSE RESULTS. 

USE ANO HO'!ITOR 

THE RESULTS . 

2. Design of Learning 
IOENTJFY LEARNING 
SEQUENCES: SELECT 
MATERIALS / AV. 

FIG.1 Rowntree's 
model . ( in March and 
Stafford 1 19S4, p.14) 
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Rowntree's model is presented because it gives due emphasis 

to the process of review. In addition to reviewing the 

results of an evaluation, the review function could include 

an examination of the quality of such evaluations, a 

process also called secondary or meta-evaluations, which is 

the major emphasis in this field study. The suitability of 

Rowntree's technological, systems - oriented model as a 

curriculum plan, in total, would need to be the subject of 

a separate research. 

School-level curriculum development 

Historically, at a time when the traditional, centralised 

educational structures relied on the inspectorial system, 

prescribed syllabi and external examinations, evaluation 

was a term applied to student assessment or teacher 

efficiency. Russell's carefully documented thesis on the 

development of teachers as evaluators in Australia has 

emphasised that 

"The role expected of teachers in Australian school
level curriculum evaluation has changed dramatically in 
the last twenty years." 

(N. Russell, 1985, p.358) 

The devolution of responsibility and decision making to the 

school level means that in the ACT, for example, suddenly 

"a teacher was faced with choosing, designing and 
evaluating curriculum materials, devising accountability 
procedures to a local school board and constructing a 
school based assessment scheme to replace the external 
examinations." 

(N. Russell, 1985, p.44) 
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In his discussion of the role of evaluation in curriculum 

development at the school level, Skilbeck left no doubt 

about the professional responsibility that accompanied 

teachers' new found freedom from central control, in the 

form of evaluation "as a major responsibility of schools 

and teachers .•. " 

Yet he countered the sense of pessimism accompanying the 

burdens of curriculum development by possibly over

simplifying the new situation in which principals and 

teachers found themselves 

"neither school based curriculum development nor the 
processes of curriculum evaluation need be more than 
intelligent forms of reflection on experience, 
self-appraisal and forward thinking." 

M. Skilbeck, in N.A. Russell (Ed.) 1982 p.16) 

Curriculum evaluation, as defined by Marsh and Stafford, 

"places value on a wide range of planning and 
implementation activities undertaken by the teacher, 
students and other participants." 

(Marsh and Stafford, 1984, p.53) 

They make the point that the classroom teacher's role in 

curriculum evaluation is an ongoing activity i nvolving the 

use of a set of procedures. 

"The evaluation activities are ongoing in that 
evaluative data are collected at various stages of a 
curriculum development activity, and decisions are made 
at different points based upon this data." 

(Marsh and Stafford, 1984, p.53) 

There needs to be different sets of information gathering 

and other procedures guiding school based curriculum 
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evaluation, depending on whether the basic purpose of the 

evaluation is accountability or curriculum improvement. 

(Russell, 1985, p.328) 

Accountability and Evaluation 

At a time when the public voice for school accountability 

is being mirrored by Government policy, paradoxically, 

there is no equivalent thrust for school-based 

evaluations. Although he was suggesting solutions to 

demands for accountability in the U.K., Elliott's comments, 

which follow, give weight to the value of school evaluation 

in meeting accountability requirements not only in the U.K. 

but also in Australia. 

"Genuine accountability is established by the 
obligation to self-monitor performance." 

(J. Elliott in H. Sockett, 1980, p. 74} 

and again 

"The generation of self-reporting and self-monitoring 
procedures in schools is the test of the extent to 
which teachers can genuinely claim to be professionals." 

(J. Elliott, 1980, p.77) 

When these self-monitoring procedures were not being 

carried out, Elliott suggested the solution should involve 

support schemes for programs of staff development, rather 

than external systems of evaluation. (J. Elliott, 1980, 

p.79). In their examination of the relative merits of 

evaluation by insiders and outsiders, McCormick and James 

found that evaluation by outsiders may satisfy the clients 

that an independent check on a school's quality is kept, 
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but it was not as effective as evaluation by insiders when 

the purpose was school improvement. (R. McCormick and M. 

James, 1983, p.97). 

It is worth remembering that evaluation, as we know it, was 

a development of the seventies, and that "the idea that a 

teacher should consciously adopt ways of evaluating his own 

performance" is a recent concept. (M. Holt, 1981, p.12) 

Rather than being critical of the slowness of curriculum 

evaluation for improvement to be accepted as readily by 

teachers, as it has been in research literature, one could 

query whether the scope of many school-based evaluations 

has been too broad for the resources available, or whether 

the development of skills and experience in evaluation 

needs to be incremental. MacDonald proposed three phases 

in the development of school evaluation: 

1) a descriptive phase, involving the collection of 

routine information, 

2) an anecdotal phase, involving teachers' accounts of 

their own performance and the collection of critical 

incidents, 

3) the phase of formal educational critique, involving 

formalised procedures of research and deliberation. 

(B. MacDonald (1978) in R. McCormick and M. James, 

1983, pp.285, 286) 

This three phase approach has the potential to permit the 

gradual deve lopment of skills and confidence in a less 
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threatening environment than the more formal and public 

procedures permit. 

In the Commonwealth publication, Standards for Australian 

Schools, (Commonwealth Schools Commission, 1984), staffing 

guidelines include a non-teaching time allowance of 15 per 

cent for primary teachers and 20 per cent for secondary 

teachers for the purposes of a wide range of activities -

from curriculum development and evaluation ... to 

preparation of lessons and excursions ... to liaison work 

with parents, students and specialist teachers 

(Commonwealth Schools commission, 1984, pp.106-108). 

What is usually considered "preparation time" has been 

extended in this report to include a much broader range of 

teacher activities, including curriculum development and 

evaluation. While the report recognises that the range of 

activities and responsibilities of a teacher has increased 

over those experienced by teachers twenty years ago, it may 

be unrealistic to expect that the type of documented 

evaluation, that could be required for accountability 

purposes, could be undertaken during the recognised teacher 

release time. Any evaluation activities completed in the 

usual teacher release time could well be informal, ad hoc 

and undocumented, unless carried out by those skilled in 

evaluation procedure. School-based evaluations, as 

envisaged in this Field Study, are more formal and involve 

the development of some professional skills in evaluation. 
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In August, 1984, a Quality of Education Review Committee 

was appointed to examine the effectiveness of present 

Commonwealth involvement in primary and secondary 

education. The Report of the Review Committee 

(subsequently termed the QERC Report) emphasised the need 

for greater Commonwealth involvement in the evaluation of 

school programs. 

"By supporting both formative and summative evaluations 
of all Commonwealth programs for schools, the committee 
seeks to ensure careful definition of the objectives of 
educational initiatives and careful monitoring of their 
outcomes." 

(Report of the Review Committee, 1985, p.107} 

The recommended thrust of the report regarding evaluation 

of programs involving Commonwealth funds was twofold: 

firstly in terms of Specific Purpose programs -

(a) Specific Purpose Programs: 

"Formative evaluation in terms of the program's 
objectives, carried out by those who manage the 
programs, and, periodically, through the appointment of 
external evaluators." 

(Report of the Review Committee, 1985, p.102) 

and secondly with 

(b) General Recurrent Grants Program 

Three possible forms of evaluation were floated: 

"The Commonwealth might oblige the recipient 
authorities to undertake and then report their own 
evaluations. Alternatively, it might set more 
prescriptive guidelines for the way in which its funds 
are to be used and seek evaluative information 
accordingly. It might also choose to reserve the right 
to conduct its own evaluations as a condition of its 
funding." 

(Report of the Review Committee, p.103} 



11 

From the QERC Report quoted above, it is a reasonable 

assumption that there could be a further delegation of 

responsibility for the evaluation of both the Specific 

Purpose programs and the General Recurrent Grants Program 

from "those who manage the programs• or •The recipient 

authorities• to the schools themselves. Schools will, at 

least, be assisting in evaluations and giving an account of 

the outcomes attained. In terms of the advances already 

made in school-based decision making, it can be argued that 

there is no cause for diminution of the need for further 

development in school-based skills in evaluation, report 

writing and school review of the quality and credibility of 

evaluation reports regarding curriculum development, in 

general, and accountability for Commonwealth funding as 

well. 

Responsibility and Collegiality 

The term "college", according to the Oxford English 

Dictionary (Vol.II, p.622) is derived from the Latin 

"Collegium", meaning a body of colleagues or a fraternity 

(religious, secular or simply a collective body). The term 

"Collegial• can mean belonging to a college or to a body of 

persons associated as colleagues (cf N. MacNeill, 1985, 

p.153). 

Collegiality, according to MacNeill, is: 

"A philosophy which is gaining currency particularly in 
relation to decision-making and governance of schools." 

(N. MacNeill, 1985, p.153) 
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Collegial ideology includes the following characteristics: 

an appeal to reason rather than authority, 
a belief in democratic organisation and consensal 
collaboration, 
a commitment to personal integrity and 
self-responsibility in decision-making. 

(D. Ogilvie in N. MacNeill, 1985, p.154) 

From this description of the term it follows that, for the 

spirit of collegiality to develop, there needs to be an 

open climate with less emphasis on bureaucracy or status. 

The system of management emphasises co-operative team work 

and group participation in goal setting and decision-making. 

McGregor's 0 Theory Y0 view of man is a precondition for 

collegiality according to MacNeill. (MacNeill, 1985, 

p.154). The leadership style in a collegial organisation 

fosters a high maturity level of staff. 

To relate the above discussion to school-based evaluation, 

McCormick and James found two distinct forms of management 

of evaluation in their analysis of fifty insider 

evaluations. They called these two styles 'rational 

management' and 'collegial': 

0 Evaluation with a rational-management style of 
organisation was closely linked with the management 
structure of the school and information tended to flow 
upwards through a series of policy-making levels or 
committees. In contrast, collegially organised 
evaluations attempted to avoid too close a connection 
with the school's management structure in an effort to 
secure the full and equal participation of all those 
involved in the activity. 0 

(R. McCormick and M. James, 1983, p.120) 
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Russell's specialised study of the evaluation process in 

Australian schools, and his close association with the 

Teachers as Evaluators Project, have convinced him of the 

value of the collegial approach to school based curriculum 

evaluation where the aim is school improvement. Russell's 

application of the collegial approach, and the assumption 

underlying the procedures of collegial evaluations, will be 

examined in some depth in later chapters. 

TWo School-Based Evaluations 

In 1982, in its sixth year of operation as a Year 7-10 

co-educational Catholic Regional High School, two 

evaluation studies were undertaken at St Francis Xavier 

High School, Florey, ACT. They were very different in many 

respects. One was a collegial exercise in self-evaluation, 

resembling James' responsibility-based approach. (M. James 

in McCormick and James, 1983, p.121). It was an evaluation 

of the girls' Physical Education Program, undertaken by two 

staff members as an assignment towards the upgrading of 

their qualifications to a Bachelor of Education Degree from 

Canberra College of Advanced Education. From the school's 

perspective it was both voluntary and responsible. There 

was no time release for the exercise; and very little 

professional support. It was conducted in addition to the 

usual pressures and work loads borne by teaching staff, 

within the time constraint of the CAE coursework. Yet it 

was important for the school, being the first documented 

and systematic self-evaluation undertaken. 
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The second evaluation was conducted by an outsider, who was 

a former Principal in Western Australia, a member of a 

Religious teaching order, who was on twelve month's study 

leave to complete a Graduate Diploma in Educational 

Studies: Pastoral Guidance from the Catholic College of 

Education, Strathfield Campus, Sydney. 

Her evaluation of the pastoral needs of a Catholic, 

Regional Junior Secondary School community formed part of a 

broader study, a dissertation on Pastoral Guidance, as part 

completion of the tertiary course. The evaluator then was 

external, voluntary and on full time study leave. The 

greater availability of time for the task, the evaluator's 

greater experience in education and the higher level of the 

tertiary course all combined to produce a very detailed 

Report that was whole school in its focus, reflecting a 

considerable research workload. This evaluation was also 

important for the school, as it was the first documented 

external evaluation undertaken, apart from registration 

requirements. 

In terms of school-based evaluations, a school principal 

would like to be confident that an evaluation undertaken at 

his or her school could stand up to close scrutiny in terms 

of its relevance and objectivity, its validity and 

reliability, its ethics and its potential usefulness. It 

cannot be stressed too much that the school that received 

the evaluation reports is indebted to its pioneer 

evaluators, both in setting the school staff an example to 
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imitate, and in providing documentation to test the 

suitability of review instruments. The evaluators did not 

plan their reports to fit the review methods used, this was 

a subsequent idea, and they are not judged because they are 

silent on some aspects of the review checklists. 

The hope is that, just as evaluations can move a school 

towards a reflective approach to improvement, so a review 

of an evaluation can either validate the findings, or help 

advance the evaluator's skills or the quality of school 

based evaluations, giving them greater credibility to 

influence decision-making. This view is strongly 

reinforced by Worthen, who designed a review checklist and 

points out that two key principles should guide those 

reviewing evaluations: 

1) his checklist was designed to be used within a 

professional peer-review process, and 

2) reviewers need to be sensitive to the trade-offs 

between the search for quality and the realities of the 

working conditions. 

{B. Worthen, 1977) 

Review Instruments 

The methodology of this Field Study involved the 

application of two published Australian evaluation 

checklists as instruments of review to the two evaluation 

reports from St Francis Xavier High School, Florey, ACT. 

Intended outcomes of this Field Study involving the 



16 

application of two contrasting evaluation checklists, both 

designed for purposes other than the review of school-based 

evaluation reports, were: 

a) to determine the merits of the completed evaluations, 

b) to gauge the suitability of the checklists chosen as 

instruments of review, 

c) to gain practical experience in the review process, 

d) to recommend procedures to the catholic Education 

Office for the Archdiocese of Canberra and Goulburn, 

which could be considered in the areas of policy making 

or the further development of school-based evaluation, 

resulting in the completion of evaluations of improved 

quality and the availability of an evaluation review 

checklist for Principals and curriculum staff involved 

in secondary evaluations. 

The contributions of two Australian researchers in 

evaluation will be applied in this Field Study as review 

instruments. They are: 

l} Russell's Evaluation Processes of a collegial type 

(N.A. Russell, 1985, p.201), and 

2) Maling-Keepes' key characteristics of educational 

evaluation (J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.31). 
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Russell's List of Evaluation Processes 

Russell's list of Evaluation Processes was planned as an 

evaluation design to be used by teachers as evaluators in a 

collegial manner, similar to James' approach referred to 

earlier. It is being tested here as an instrument to 

review a completed evaluation. Russell's four stages or 

processes of an evaluation are: 

PROCESS l Evaluation Planning - PURPOSES 

PROCESS 2 Evaluation Planning - ROLES AND MANAGEMENT 

PROCESS 3 Implementing the Evaluation Plan 

PROCESS 4 Handling Evaluation Outcomes 

(N.A. Russell, 1985, p.201) 

The Russell model will be applied to the two school-based 

evaluation reports referred to earlier - the Physical 

Education Evaluation Report and the Pastoral Needs' 

Evaluation Report. 

Maling-Keepes' Key Characteristics of Educational Evaluation 

The second review method is obtained by applying Maling

Keepes' thirteen key characteristics of educational 

evaluation. This approach was designed more for 

professional evaluators who monitor large scale educational 

programs, or who need to compare two competing educational 

projects. The thirteen characte ristics, listed below, will 
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be applied to both the Physical Education Evaluation Report 

and the Pastoral Needs Evaluation Report as a structure for 

an evaluation review or meta-evaluation. 

Summary of Maling-Keepes' Key Characteristics 

Characteristic I: 

Characteristic II: 
Characteristic III: 
Characteristic IV: 
Characteristic V: 
Characteristic VI: 

Characteristic VII: 

Characteristic VIII: 
Characteristic IX: 
Characteristic X: 
Character is tic XI: 
Characteristic XII: 
Characteristic XIII: 

Program's Stage of Development when 
the Evaluator is appointed 
Program's Openness to Revision 
Program Uniformity from Site to Site 
Specificity of Program Objectives 
Evaluator's Independence 
Evaluator's Orientation to Value 
Judgments on Program Merits 
Evaluator's Orientation to 
Utilisation of his Work 
Attention to Program Goals 
Generalizability 
Formality of Control 
Emphasis on Comparison 
Scope of Information Collected 
Emphasis on Interpretation 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.31) 

Structure of this Field study 

The structure of this Field Study developed from the 

methodology of testing two different review methods (the 

checklists of Russell and Maling-Keepes) on two 

school-based evaluation reports. In Chapter 2, Russell's 

List of Evaluation Processes is applied to the Girls' 

Physical Education Evaluation Report. It is intended to 

develop a structured description of the Evaluation Report 

based on Russell's evaluation processes. The strengths and 

weaknesses of the evaluation should also emerge during the 

analysis. Hopefully, the suitability or otherwise of 

Russell's checklist as a method of evaluation review should 

also become apparent. 
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In Chapter 3, a different checklist, Maling-Keepes' key 

characteristics of educational evaluation, will be applied 

as an instrument of review to the same report that was 

analysed in Chapter 2, the Girls' Physical Education 

Report. The intended outcomes of this analysis will be a 

structured description of the Evaluation Report, and 

assessment both of the evaluation itself, and also of the 

suitability of Maling-Keepes' key characteristics for use 

as an evaluation review checklist. 

In Chapter 4, the second completed evaluation report, that 

of the Pastoral Needs' Evaluation, will be analysed, using 

Russell's List of Evaluation Processes once more as a 

review instrument. Similar outcomes to those sought in 

Chapters 2 and 3 hopefully will be achieved. In Chapter 5, 

Maling-Keepes' key characteristics will be applied to the 

Pastoral Needs' Evaluation Report, as well. Finally, in 

Chapter 6, as a result of the practical involvement in the 

processes of evaluation review and the testing of two 

checklists to gauge their suitability as review 

instruments, I hope to be in a better position to make 

recommendations to Principals of Catholic schools regarding 

a suitable review checklist and support structures to 

facilitate the management of school-based evaluations. 
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SUMMARY OF CHAPTER 1 

The motivation for this Field study stemmed from the 

professional need that was experienced as a Principal of a 

large secondary school, on receiving the reports of two 

completed, school-based evaluations, with which I had had 

little involvement in their development. A suitable 

evaluation review method was required, together with the 

development of support structures for evaluating staff. 

In this Chapter, the relevance of school-based evaluations 

to accountability and collegiality was discussed, together 

with the increasing emphasis on public accountability for · 

educational outcomes. I suggested that this did not lessen 

the need for school-based evaluation skills, it could 

increase the need. 

The methodology in this Field Study involves the 

application of two published, evaluation checklists, those 

of Russell and Maling-Keepes, to two school-based 

evaluation reports: 

1) to determine the merits of the evaluation reports, 

2) to test the suitability of the two checklists as review 

instruments, and 

3) in light of this practical experience to be in a better 

position personally to recommend procedures at a system 

and a school level to further the development of 

school-based evaluations. 
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In Chapter 2, the first of four evaluation reviews will be 

undertaken. Russell's list of evaluation processes will be 

described in the context intended by Russell. 

The evaluation processes and their accompanying elements 

will be applied as a review instrument to the Girls' 

Physical Education Evaluation Report completed at St 

Francis Xavier High School, Florey, ACT. rt is hoped that 

the application of a review instrument to an evaluation 

report in a professional way will help highlight the 

practicalities needed for further development in this area. 
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CHAPTER 2 

A review of a Physical Education Evaluation Report 
using Russell's List of Evaluation Processes 

Purpose of Chapter 2 

Australian researchers and practitioners in school based 

evaluations do not appear to have published a checklist or 

set of guidelines specifically to guide a review of 

completed evaluation reports~ there is not a structure for 

school-based meta-evaluations to assess the worth of 

evaluations. The purpose of this Chapter is to record the 

trial application of a process design in evaluation as an 

instrument of review of an evaluation report. 

Dr N. Russell's List of Evaluation Processes of a collegial 

type (N. Russell, 1985, p.201) will be applied as an 

instrument of review to a 1982 school-based evaluation of a 

Girls' Physical Education Program undertaken at a catholic, 

co-educational, Year 7-10 Regional High School in the ACT 

by two female Physical Education teachers. Dr Russell is a 

Senior Lecturer in Education at the Canberra College of 

Advanced Education, specialising in the teacher training 

unit on Evaluation in the B. Ed. degree course. Dr Russell 

was initially Project Officer, and later Project Director, 

of the Teachers as Evaluators Project, a national 

undertaking, involving all State and Territory Education 
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Departments, catholic and Independent School Authorities 

and the Schools Commission. 

The aims of this project were to: 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

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

involve and train teachers in evaluation processes 
directed towards curriculum improvement, 

develop materials designed to help teachers towards 
this end, 

involve curriculum officers and inservice personnel at 
the system level, in the evaluation processes directed 
towards assisting teachers develop their own evaluation 
processes, and evaluating their own procedures and 
programs, 

develop materials designed to assist curriculum 
officers and inservice personnel working with teachers 
on school-level evaluation, 

develop new patterns for the continued training of 
teachers. 

(N. Russell, 1985, p,24) 

It is noted that the review of evaluations as a separate 

skills was not specifically mentioned at this stage. 

Through this close involvement with school personnel in the 

course of the Teachers as Evaluators Project, as a 

consultant and facilitator, Russell was familiar with the 

level of skills needed and acquired, with problem areas, 

and likely reasons for success or failure in a given 

situation. His review of school-based evaluation projects 

undertaken by tertiary students also enabled him to develop 

and refine his list of evaluation processes. 
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Russell claimed that his list of evaluation processes 

"proved to be very useful both in the form of an 
instrument to review evaluations that have been 
completed, and as a procedure to assist teachers to 
plan school-level evaluations." 

(N. Russell, 1985, p.360) 

It is the review role of Russell's list of evaluation 

processes that is employed in this Field Study. 

Dr Russell designed an evaluation plan based on processes, 

rather than aligning his design with a particular model or 

theory, thus allowing maximum flexibility of application, 

irrespective of an evaluator's stance or the area of 

study. Because of the apparent lack of any documented 

Australian support structures to assist school-based 

meta-evaluations, and the flexible nature of Dr Russell's 

List of Evaluation Processes, with its focus on schools and 

teachers-as-evaluators in a collegial climate, his 

structure for an evaluation was considered a suitable 

instrument to guide the review process of a completed 

school-based evaluation report. 

Dr Russell's List encompasses many key concepts in 

evaluation and it is concise, practical and easy to 

assimilate - relevant factors for busy administrators faced 

with the task of assessing an evaluation report. His basic 

approach is detailed below. 



PROCESS I 
PROCESS II 
PROCESS III 
PROCESS IV 
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Russell's List of Evaluation Processes 
of a collegial type 

EVALUATION PLANNING - PURPOSES 
EVALUATION PLANNING - ROLES AND MANAGEMENT 
IMPLEMENTING THE EVALUATION PLAN 
HANDLING EVALUATION OUTCOMES 

(from N. Russell, 1985, p.201) 

Russell summarises this framework of evaluation processes 

as follows: 

"the first process relates to the "why• and "what" 
issues planning school based evaluation, and the 
second, to the •who", •how• and "when" issues. The 
third relates to the skills of carrying out the 
evaluation, and the fourth to dealing with the 
evaluation outcomes (both anticipated and 
unanticipated)." 

(N. Russell, 1985, p.200) 

Russell's complete summary of the Evaluation Processes and 

their elements is detailed on the following page. 

METHODOLOGY IN CHAPTER 2 

The evaluation report which is under review is the Girls' 

Physical Education Evaluation Report, undertaken at St 

Francis Xavier High School, Florey, ACT. The method of 

approach is to apply each of Russell's processes, outlined 

above, in turn, to the evaluation report, according to the 

following headings: 

CONTEXT 

PROCESS ELEMENTS 

APPLICATION TO THE EVALUATION REPORT. 
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PROCESS I 
EVALUATION PLANNING - PURPOSES 

ELEMENTS IN THE PROCESS 

1. A) 
2. B) 
3. C) 

4. D) 

5. E) 

6. F) 

Describe the issue or area to be evaluated 
State the purposes of this evaluation 
Obtain the endorsement and support from interested 
parties 
Identify likely opponents to the evaluation - and 
attempt to meet objections 
State the motives for the evaluation (why is it 

·being undertaken now) 
Identify the intended audiences for any evaluation 
reports. 

PROCESS II 
EVALUATION PLANNING - ROLES AND MANAGEMENT 

ELEMENTS IN THE PROCESS 

7. A) 

8. B) 

9. C) 
10. D) 

Identify the personnel participating in the 
evaluation 
Identify the roles of any outsiders to the 
evaluation (facilitator, evaluator, consultant) 
Estimate the time to be spent on the evaluation 
Estimate the financial costs of the evaluation 

PROCESS III 
IMPLEMENTING THE EVALUATION PLAN 

ELEMENTS IN THE PROCESS 

11. A) 

12. B) 

13. C) 
14. D) 

Collect information using appropriate school-level 
information gathering methods 
Use safeguards to ensure that school-level 
information is reliable and valid 
Analyse school-level information collected 
State procedures governing the release of 
school-level information. 

PROCESS IV 
HANDLING EVALUATION OUTCOMES 

ELEMENTS IN THE PROCESS 

15. A) 

16. B) 

1 7. C) 

Prepare reports in a form suited to the intended 
audience 
Identify the decisions that the results of the 
evaluation may contribute to 
Identify the advantages and disadvantages of the 
evaluation process used. 

SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION PROCESSES 
(N.A. Russell, 1985, p.201) 
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The CONTEXT section contains a synopsis of Russell's 

perspective of each Process. This description is followed 

by a breakdown of the Process into the various elements. 

Finally, each element in the process is applied in turn to 

the Girls' Physical Education Evaluation Report. These 

separate observations will then be synthesised into a 

description of the evaluation report according to the 

structure of Russell's List of Evaluation Processes. It is 

hoped that the suitability or otherwise of Russell's List 

of Evaluation Processes as a review instrument will be 

revealed, together with a constructive critique of the 

actual evaluation, which, in practice, should enable 

further progress to be made in the development of 

school-based skills. In fairness to the evaluators of the 

Physical Education Report it should be stated that their 

evaluation design was not set out according to Russell's 

List of Evaluation Processes. 

A REVIEW OF A PHYSICAL EDUCATION EVALUATION REPORT 
USING RUSSELL'S EVALUATION PROCESSES 

CONTEXT OF RUSSELL'S PROCESS I -
EVALUATION PLANNING - PURPOSES 

This process is crucial to the success of a school-based 

evaluation, according to Russell. 

"If the elements in the process are not achieved,· the 
whole evaluation is likely to collapse." 

(N. Russell, 1985, p.202) 
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A description of the area or issue to be evaluated makes 

the assumption that the scope of the study is within the 

school's grasp. Any clarification of terms or concepts 

should be part of the description. 

The complexity of evaluative tasks expected of teachers has 

been seriously underestimated, according to Russell. He 

believes that School Principals should assist teachers 

"to manage school-level curriculum evaluation 
activities to a level consistent with school resources 
of time and personnel expertise." 

(N. Russell, 1985, p.367) 

The purpose of the evaluation needs to be explicit. 

Russell contrasts two types of school-based evaluations 

based on different purposes. (Russell, 1985, p.202) 

EVALUATION: 

PURPOSE 

TYPE 

INFORMATION 

Improve teaching/learning 

Collegial 

There are assumptions 
how information will be 
used and controlled 

Accountability 

Accreditation 

can predict how 
information will 
be used. 

Russell stresses that: 

"education systems will need to take deliberate steps 
to clarify the different roles of teachers in the 
various school level evaluation settings that they will 
encounter. The roles of teachers in "Colleagial" 
evaluation approaches and the roles of teachers in 
"accreditation" approaches need to be spelt out in 
evaluation policy documents and advise distributed to 
teachers." 

(N. Russell, 1985, p.343) 
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Stakeholders can play a vital role, especially if they are 

participants in a program, and are being relied upon to 

collect valid and reliable information. The support of 

colleagues has proved to be a reliable predictor of a 

successful evaluation. On the other hand, likely opponents 

to an evaluation should be identified, together with the 

reasons for their attitude. Attempts should be made to 

defuse the situation. 

It is important to detect any difference between the stated 

purpose of an evaluation and any underlying motive. 

Finally, the intended audience for any evaluation reports 

needs to be identified. 

ELEMENTS IN RUSSELL'S PROCESS I 

1. (A) DESCRIBE THE ISSUE OR AREA TO BE EVALUATED 

2. (B) STATE THE PURPOSES OF THIS EVALUATION 

3. (C) OBTAIN THE ENDORSEMENT AND SUPPORT FROM INTERESTED 
PARTIES 

4. (D) IDENTIFY LIKELY OPPONENTS TO THE EVALUATION - AND • 
ATTEMPT TO MEET OBJECTIONS 

5. (E) STATE THE MOTIVES FOR THE EVALUATION (WHY IS IT 
BEING UNDERTAKEN NOW) 

6. (F) IDENTIFY THE INTENDED AUDIECES FOR ANY EVALUATION 
REPORTS. 
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APPLICATION OF THE ELEMENTS OF RUSSELL'S PROCESS I TO THE 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION EVALUATION REPORT 

PROCESS I 
EVALUATION PLANNING - PURPOSES 

l. A) DESCRIBE THE ISSUE OR AREA TO BE EVALUATED 

This was stated to be an evaluation of the 

Physical Education course. 

REVIEW COMMENT: 

An adequate description of the existing course 

would have been appreciated. The quotation from 

the School Handbook supplied, does not give 

sufficient depth to be able to appreciate the 

content of the course, or the knowledge, skills 

and attitudes to be acquired, or levels of 

performance attained. 

An adequate description could well be expected to 

include some or all of the following: 

the philosophy and aims of the program, its 

content, procedures and setting. The school's 

administration could then well review the existing 

situation in terms of how well this area 

contributes to the school's stated aims, and what 

support is the school making available to assist 

the successful completion of a quality evaluation. 
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In terms of setting, apart from an early 

acknowledgment that there were separate Girls' and 

Boys' Physical Education programs, there was no 

further reference to the boys' department either 

from any side effects of co-educational schools, 

single sex classes or the imbalance of class sizes 

due to the greater number of girls than boys at 

the school. Differences in the approach to 

teaching Physical Education were not addressed. 

STATE THE PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION 

To determine whether (girl) students' needs and 

interests are being met in the P.E. program. 

REVIEW COMMENT: 

The focus of "needs and interests" raises two 

queries: 

a) a list was compiled by the two evaluating 

teachers of: 

0 what we considered to be students' needs and 
interests" 
(M. Pashley, and T. Sutherland, 1982, p.5) 

There is no evidence of student opinions 

being sought to assist in the design of this 

list or of procedures taken to reduce any 

bias. Is this an example of begging the 

question? 
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b) the evaluation has taken the form of an 

opinion survey. The danger here is that the 

personal likes/dislikes side of the course 

content could predominate over relevant needs 

that should be met by a Physical Education 

program. 

OBTAIN THE ENDORSEMENT AND SUPPORT FROM INTERESTED 
PARTIES 

The permission of the Principal was the only one 

mentioned. 

REVIEW COMMENT: 

Since it was a self evaluation, the relevant 

teaching staff were already involved. The area of 

the study was based on their own judgment. The 

Principal's permission to design and carry out the 

evaluation was sought and readily given. Since 

there had been little documentation of curriculum 

evaluations at the school, I felt it was a positive 

move for these two staff members to initiate their 

own evaluation, providing a model for the 

acceptance of the principle of school based 

responsibility in curriculum evaluation. 

Unfortunately, the enthusiasm for the project was 

not able to be accompanied by a great deal of 

tangi ble or professional support. For a school 
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administration and total school community to own 

an evaluation, there needs to be more involved 

than granting a simple approval. Ongoing support 

needs to be made available and a review of the 

planning and processes of evaluation needs to be 

included in a school's structure, I believe. 

The major stakeholders in this evaluation were: 

1) the evaluators themselves, who taught the 

program and tertiary staff at the CAE for 

whom the assignment was being completed, 

2) the School Administration and the School 

Board, 

3) teachers of the Girls' Physical Education 

Program, 

4) the rest of the teaching staff, especially as 

they were all to be surveyed, 

5) girl students and their parents. 

Some endorsements could be obtained personally 

(from the course tutor at the CAE and from the 

Principal), while larger bodies could be informed 

as follows: 
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a) the School Board: a letter of intent or an 

agenda item, 

b) the parents: the supplying of background 

information and a request for their support 

in a Newsletter, 

c) staff: an agenda item for a full staff 

meeting, with the evaluating staff speaking 

to it. 

IDENTIFY LIKELY OPPONENTS TO THE EVALUATION AND 
ATTEMPT TO MEET OBJECTIONS 

Not addressed in the evaluation report. 

STATE THE MOTIVES FOR THE EVALUATION BEING 
CONDUCTED NOW 

REVIEW COMMENT: 

In proposing a strategy for teachers to maximise 

use of time for evaluation purposes, an English 

researcher worked on these assumptions: 

a) there are seasonal peaks and troughs in terms 
of demands on teachers' time - in the English 
school year, secondary school teachers seemed 
to have more energy in the Autumn and Spring 
terms, 

b) a short sustained period spent on evaluation 
was likely to be more successful than a 
prolonged exercise which tailed off in 
enthusiasm and activity, 

c) evaluation activity could be time-tabled on a 
yearly basis and so "encourage the acceptance 
of evaluation as a routine part of 
professional practice in schools." 
(L. Almond, 1982, in R. McCormick & M. James, 
19 83 , p . 2 8 8 ) 
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The timing of this evaluation was directly related 

to the CAE coursework being undertaken by both 

Physical Education teachers. The College 

assignment required an Evaluation to be completed 

by a due date, so one possible weakness is the 

artifical nature of the timing at the school level 

- it may not have been the best time for the 

school to be involved in an evaluation in terms of 

seasonal workload pressures, availability of 

resources or the school's decision-making cycle. 

However, in this case, these disadvantages were 

offset by the voluntary nature of the commitment 

of the two staff concerned, and their personal 

influence in the decision making of their own 

subject area. They considered it was an 

appropriate time for evaluating the Physical 

Education course as a number of changes had been 

implemented over the previous two years 

"in an effort to meet the needs and interests of 
the students." 

(M. Pashley and T. Sutherland, 1982, p.l) 

As it happened it was not the most suitable time 

in terms of the availability of school support. 

In mid 1982 the first wave of excessive enrolment 

applications was experienced by the school which 

was extremely demanding for the school's 

administration, secondly, no clear support 
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structures had been established for formal 

evaluations, and, thirdly, the Assistant Principal 

(Curriculum) was on leave during the second term. 

In some ways, then, while it was reassuring to 

have staff interested in initiating self

evaluation, the evaluation was not occurring at a 

suitable time for support to be given. 

IDENTIFY THE INTENDED AUDIENCES FOR ANY EVALUATION 
REPORTS. 

Not identified, 

REVIEW COMMENT: 

Although at the introductory stage of the Report 

the intended audience was not identified, the 

evaluators considered it "important to give 

feed-back to those who took part in the 

evaluation." 

(M. Pashley, and T. Sutherland, 1982 Appendix B. 

p.i) 

Perhaps they would have been more inclined to 

identify the audiences, specifically and in a more 

representative manner, early in the Report, if 

they had the assistance of guidelines such as 

Russell's list of evaluation processes, or of a 

specific checklist, such as Worthen's Evaluation 

Audience checklist (Appendix A). 
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CONTEXT OF RUSSELL'S PROCESS II 
EVALUATION PLANNING - ROLES AND MANAGEMENT 

Participants in the evaluation process from within the 

school community need to be identified. Russell cites 

research suggesting that: 

"the implementation of evaluation findings is greatly 
enhanced if those who had to make decisions on findings 
have participated in the planning process." 

(N. Russell, 1985, p.205) 

He noted that our other research has pointed to the fact 

that evaluations could not be completed because of role 

confusion when outsiders participated in school-based 

evaluations. 

Russell also reports that personnel involved in the 

Teachers as Evaluator Projects cited the time factor in 

conducting evaluations as a major complaint. Economies in 

both the scope of evaluations and relevant information 

gathering could reduce this problem. (N. Russell, 1985, 

p.206). some difficulty could be reduced if evaluations 

were not conducted when demands on teachers were high and 

there was greater competition for time. 

In the absence of time release for evaluating teachers, 

financial costs are usually not a problem, but opportunity 

costs can be large (Russell, 1985, p.206). Opportunity 

costs refer to the time lost for other educational duties 

when personnel are focussing most of their available time 

on the evaluation processes. 
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ELEMENTS IN RUSSELL'S PROCESS II 

7. (A) IDENTIFY THE PERSONNEL PARTICIPATING IN THE 
EVALUATION 

8. ( B) IDENTIFY THE ROLES OF ANY OUTSIDERS TO THE 
EVALUATION 

9 • ( C) ESTIMATE THE TIME TO BE SPENT ON THE EVALUATION 

10. ( D) ESTIMATE THE FINANCIAL AND OPPORTUNITY COSTS OF 
THE EVALUATION. 

APPLICATION OF THE ELEMENTS OF RUSSELL'S PROCESS II 
TO THE PHYSICAL EDUCATION EVALUATION REPORT 

PROCESS II 
EVALUATION PLANNING: ROLES AND MANAGEMENT 

7. A) 

8. B) 

9. C) 

IDENTIFY THE PERSONNEL PARTICIPATING IN THE 
EVALUATION 

The two staff members, who were both P.E. teachers 

and tertiary students in the CAE Education VII 

unit, were the only ones mentioned. 

IDENTIFY THE ROLES OF ANY OUTSIDERS TO THE 
EVALUATION. (FACILITATOR, EVALUATOR, CONSULTANT) 

None mentioned. 

ESTIMATE THE TIME TO BE SPENT ON THE EVALUATION 

None mentioned. A survey of forty tertiary 

student evaluations revealed that on the average, 

the actual time taken for completion of an 

evaluation assignment was over three times the 
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predicted length of time required, 34 hours as 

aginst 10.2 hours. (Russell, 1985, p278) 

Similarly, at the school level, the demands on 

teachers as evaluators were grossly under-rated. 

(R,C. Groves, 1984, pp75-76 and ppll6-120). 

ESTIMATE THE FINANCIAL AND OPPORTUNITY COSTS OF 
THE EVALUATION 

Not mentioned. 

REVIEW COMMENTS: 

Items B(B), 9(C) and lO(D) above although not 

addressed in the case study, are highly relevant 

in practical, school-based evaluations and they 

could help determine their successful completion 

and usefulness. Some of the decisions that should 

be considered relate to the type of support that 

could be made available - facilitators, 

consultants, on-going school-based support, 

whether the scale of the area to be evaluated 

could be completed in the time estimated, the 

possibility of release time, if warranted, and the 

estimated cost of the exercise. 
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CONTEXT OF RUSSELL'S PROCESS III 
IMPLEMENTING THE EVALUATION PLAN 

Russell makes the following observations about the 

information-gathering methods: 

a) they vary depending on the purposes of the evaluation 

and the skills of the evaluators 

b) general formats, widely accepted, include participant 

observations and open-ended interviews 

c) some instruments useful for comparisons between 

programs have been carefully planned, trialled and 

validated 

d) 'home-made' instruments such as specific tests, 

interview schedules and surveys, can be used for a 

particular school's evaluation. 

The validity of the information gathered refers to the 

accuracy with which the information reflects the program or 

area being evaluated. Data-gathering instruments should be 

appropriate, addressing the key questions that emerged in 

the evaluation planning stage. 

(N. Russell, 1985, p.207) 

The analysis of information needs to be conducted according 

to the following guidelines: 

a) to be appropriate for th e stated evaluation purpose 

b) to be realistic in terms of available time and other 

resources 
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c) to consider how the results will be reported to the 

audiences. 

The release of information needs to have regard to 

professional reputation, sensitivities, ownership of 

evaluation information involving agreements or renegotiated 

decisions. Evaluators need to preserve ethical standards 

as regards colleagues, and the confidentiality of data. 

ELEMENTS IN RUSSELL'S PROCESS III 

11. A) 

12. B) 

13. C) 

14. D) 

COLLECT INFORMATION USING APPROPRIATE SCHOOL-LEVEL 
INFORMATION GATHERING METHODS 

USE SAFEGUARDS TO ENSURE THAT SCHOOL-LEVEL 
INFORMATION IS RELIABLE AND VALID 

ANALYSE SCHOOL-LEVEL INFORMATION COLLECTED 

STATE PROCEDURES GOVERNING THE RELEASE OF 
SCHOOL-LEVEL INFORMATION. 

APPLICATION OF THE ELEMENTS OF RUSSELL'S PROCESS III 
TO THE PHYSICAL EDUCATION EVALUATION REPORT 

11. A) COLLECT INFORMATION USING APPROPRIATE SCHOOL-LEVEL 
INFORMATION GATHERING METHODS 

An opinion survey was the only documented method 

of obtaining information. Students, teachers and 

parents were involved. 

The Student Questionnaire (in Appendix B) had 

fifteen structured statements inviting responses 

to four verbal classifications from nDefinitely 
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Agree" to "Definitely Disagree•. There was an 

open-ended invitation for other comments at the 

end of the page. The Questionnaire for parents 

and teachers was identical (see Appendix C), it 

had ten structured statements, with five verbal 

classifications, ranging from "Very important" to 

"of no importance". There was also scope for 

open-ended comments, together with a Yes/No 

response to the question of Physical Education 

being compulsory. The total number of survey 

forms given out, together with the number of 

completed returns, is detailed below: 

Number 
Distributed 

Parents 40 
Teachers 50 
Students 403 
(from M. Pashley, and T. Sutherland, 

REVIEW COMMENT: 

Number 
Returned 

28 
46 

403 
1982, p.17) 

While 10% of the girls' parents were surveyed, 

only 28 out of 40 replied. This figure is not 

nearly as representative as the teacher and 

student populations involved. Also, given the 

time constraints on the project, was it necessary 

to survey all students? Could other methods have 

been employed, such as sampling or small group 

interviews? 
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Does the evaluation design, as far as it relates 

to information gathering, adequately address the 

questions it was meant to answer? It is probably 

advisable to seek the objective opinions of 

disinterested 'outsiders' when one is engaged in 

self-evaluation. The subjective nature of the 

task could make one vulnerable to such forms of 

error as can be produced by bias. If a self 

evaluator hoped to validate the existing situation, 

or if there was strong interest in supporting a 

particular change, it would not be difficult for 

these intentions to be reflected, unwittingly, in 

techniques of information-gathering or analysis. 

The assistance of facilitators or consultants at 

the planning stage could help to ensure such 

qualities as relevance and objectivity were 

present. An examination of the content of the 

survey statements reveals, in the case of the 

student survey, a similarity of content in 

statements 3 and 4: 

3. nP.E. is fun" and 
4. "I enjoy physical activities". 

One would need to know if there was a particular 

reason for surveying such similar topics. Again, 

in the student survey, reactions to the social 

aspect of the P.E. course were invited in three 

statements, 9, 12 and 14: 

9. I feel at ease with friends in P.E. classes. 
12. I like to work with fri ends in P.E. classes. 
14. I spend most of my time in class working with 

friends. 
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This social aspect of Physical Education must have 

been considered to be of high priority to rate 3 

of the 15 student survey topics, yet it was not 

included in the same manner in the parent/teacher 

survey form. The closest statement (No.2) was 

concerned with learning how to play team games, 

which was not the same topic. A three way 

comparison of results regarding the importance of 

this student social need or interest was, 

therefore, not possible. 

The only student statement suggesting curriculum 

change, and in a very specific manner, was 

Statement No.5. 

"I think we should do some swimming in P.E." 

Perhaps the validity of the response to suggested 

new content would be greater if several new 

activities were offered, and an activity such as 

swimming had to compete on a more open 'market'. 

Any new content, suggested in isolation, could 

receive a high level of approval simply because of 

the attraction of something novel. 

USE SAFEGUARDS TO ENSURE THAT SCHOOL-LEVEL 
INFORMATION IS RELIABLE AND VALID. 

I believe that tertiary staff at the CAE assisted 

in this area. 
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REVIEW COMMENT: 

There was a reservation in ll(A) above concerning 

validity. It is most important that staff 

involved in an evaluation, or its review, should 

be familiar with the concepts of reliability and 

validity and be able to recognise strengths or 

weaknesses in these areas. 

If the method of information gathering is 

reliable, it should give consistent results 

whether the instrument is used by the same person 

or different information gatherers. It is a 

measure of the consistency of results obtained. 

Validity refers to the correlation between the 

answers sought and the information gathered. It 

is a measure of the relevance or truthfulness of 

the instruments used to supply the information 

needed to answer the questions asked at the 

planning stage. The influence of value judgments 

and evaluator bias are also relevant. The 

selection of a "broad brush" type of opinion 

survey, rather than less topics but with greater 

depth, could influence the possibility of change 

occurring, while the inclusion of the possibility 

of one specific new topic, swimming, could be 

considered a subjective approach. 
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ANALYSE SCHOOL-LEVEL INFORMATION COLLECTED 

The presentation and analysis of the information 

collected formed the body of the Evaluation 

Report. It would have been the most time-consuming 

area to prepare and present, as well. The 

analysis of responses to the student survey, with 

fifteen statements each having four alternative 

responses, for the girl student population of 420, 

was a considerable task for teachers with their 

usual teaching allocation, and without computer 

assistance. 

In this aspect, this evaluation was considered to 

be of a high standard because of the comprehensive 

survey of the student population and the detailed 

nature of the information gathered. It also 

provides a note of caution that teachers may have 

difficulty in estimating the total amount of time 

required to conduct an evaluation, especially in: 

(1) gathering relevant information, and 
(2) analysing it so as to assist judgments and 

recommendations, and finally 
(3) preparing suitable reports. 

Eight key areas were selected for comparative 

study of the responses of teachers, parents and 

students. The information was presented in the 

form of percentage responses to the verbal scale 

on the Y axis of graphs, and the X axis indicated 
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the range of responses from positive "Definitely 

Agree" to negative "Definitely Disagree". 

As this type of graph was presented eight times 

and had a key role in the visual presentation of 

the analysis, it may have served its role better 

if it had been introduced, and its use explained, 

before the analysis began. The value of computers 

as a tool to do the hackwork of simple but 

repetitive calculations, and where accessible, to 

present graphic figures, needs to be pointed out 

to evaluating staff. 

STATE PROCEDURES GOVERNING THE RELEASE OF 
SCHOOL-LEVEL INFORMATION 

This procedure was not addressed. 

REVIEW COMMENT: 

Confidentiality was attended to at the information 

gathering stage - the survey was anonymous. Two 

of the three staff involved in Girls' Physical 

Education were conducting the evaluation, and 

communication with the third member would have 

been often, so those professionally involved were 

in control of the situation. However, this area 

could be a sensitive one in other studies in terms 

of ethics and the public's "right to know", 

especially if the quality of the teaching/learning 

process or specific content of the curriculum were 

the subject of evaluation. 
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Two apparently conflicting issues are the public's 

•right to know" and the individual's "right to 

privacy". Pring examined this conflict between 

a) the welfare and the confidence of those 

evaluated 

b) the "right to know" as a pre-condition of any 

evaluation study. 

He concluded that "the right to know", although a 

basic right required some concessions to protect 

the trust relationship between an evaluator and 

those evaluated, in the name of respect for 

another person, in order to avoid a betrayal of 

trust and confidence or an intrusion into the 

private life of an individual. Pring conceded the 

right to know should prevail, provided the 

evaluator accepted the following obligations: 

a) the evaluator would set out the kinds of 
knowledge required 

b) the evaluator would provide interim reports 
which could be examined by those being 
evaluated 

c) the evaluator would be open to some cross
examination on the evaluation at different 
stages 

d) information or opinion obtained from people 
would be treated confidentially unless a 
release of information was negotiated 

e) interpretation of data would be open to 
critical scrutiny by those who were being 
evaluated, and their criticisms and comments 
would be incorporated in the reports. 
(R. Pring in M. Skilbeck (Ed.) 1980, pp.43-44) 
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MacDonald identified three types of evaluating -

autocratic, bureaucratic and democratic. It is 

the latter type, democratic evaluation, with its 

concepts of confidentiality, negotiation and 

accessibility, as well as the right to know, that 

some educational evaluators have found relevant to 

responsibility-based school self evaluations. 

McCormick and James point out that Simons drew up 

a list of procedures for school based evaluations, 

based on MacDonald's ethical principals, as 

follows: 

Confidentiality/Control 

1. Conversations are confidential to the 
individual person~ knowledge within the 
school is subject to release by them. 

2. The evaluator will not report anything or 
examine documents relevant to a particular 
person without his/her consent. 

3. Interviews, discussions, staff meetings, 
committee meetings, written statements are 
all potential data for the evaluation. But 
individuals have the right to restrict parts 
of the exchange or to correct or improve 
their statements. 

4. Contributors to the evaluation have control 
over to whom it is released. 

5. Reports should aspire to be issue not person
oriented. 

6. Pseudonyms or role designation should be used 
in reporting if attributing quotations to 
people. While this does not offer anonymity 
it depersonalises issues that may be critical 
to discuss and which, if contentious, might 
become "too personal". 

7. Clearance need not be sought for information 
summarising findings or reporting general 
perspectives on issues which involve no 
specific details about persons or groups. 
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8. Where details are included which do identify 
the person or source clearance is necessary. 
(H. Simons, 1979, in McCormick & James, 1983, 
pp282-3) 

In any given practical situation, it may well be 

the Principal's role to strike a balance between 

the right to know to improve teaching and learning 

and teachers' (or pupils') rights, by asking such 

questions as: 

Who owns the information? 
Who has access to the information? 
Who decides when there is a difference in 
interpretation of events, between the 
evaluator and others? 

CONTEXT OF RUSSELL'S PROCESS IV 
HANDLING EVALUATION OUTCOMES 

The reporting of evaluation findings is most important. 

Recommendations included by Russell are as follows: 

a) Communication to the relevant audience is the purpose 

of an evaluation report 

b) Reports may be oral, in audio-visual format or written, 

formal or informal 

c) They should be clear, well organised and concise 

d) Report findings should identify which decisions need to 

be made and by whom. 

(N. Russell, 1985, p.208) 
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The participation by stakeholders in the evaluation 

processes should facilitate the implementation of the 

findings. By deliberately restricting the scope of school

based evaluations into manageable units, and by reviewing 

the advantages and disadvantages of each completed 

evaluation, school personnel can build on successful 

experiences and adjust their approach to suit the school. 

ELEMENTS IN RUSSELL'S PROCESS IV 

15. A) 

16. B) 

l 7. C) 

PREPARE REPORTS IN A FORM SUITED TO THE INTENDED 
AUDIENCE 

IDENTIFY THE DECISIONS THAT THE RESULTS OF THE 
EVALUATION MAY CONTRIBUTE TO 

IDENTIFY THE ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF THE 
EVALUATION PROCESS USED. 

APPLICATION OF THE ELEMENTS OF RUSSELL'S PROCESS IV 
TO THE PHYSICAL EDUCATION EVALUATION REPORT 

15. A) PREPARE REPORTS IN A FORM SUITED TO THE INTENDED 
AUDIENCE 

As pointed out previously in 6(F), the intended 

audience was not specifically identified. 

However, as the completed Evaluation Report was an 

assignment requirement of Education VII of the 

Bachelor of Education degree (Canberra CAE), 

perhaps the most crucial audience was the tutor or 

lecturer assessing the Report. 
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The complete formal Report was submitted to the 

College, with a courtesy copy to the School 

Principal for information, and action, if 

necessary. 

The members of the School Community who were 

surveyed had an interest in the findings, and were 

entitled to feedback. These groups were informed 

as follows: 

1. Parents: 
A two paragraph item, "Girls P.E. Course" was 
included in the School "Newsletter". 

2 • Tea ch er s : 
An item of about the same length was included 
in a regular Staff Memo. 

3. Students: 
Students were notified informally in the 
course or P.E. lessons. Many would consider 
that more specific information would have 
been passed on to the School community. 

The only statement to the parents about findings 

was: 

"The findings were favourable to the existing 
course but some recommendations will be 
implemented". 
{M. Pashley, and T. Sutherland, Appendix B, p.i) 

Similarly, to the staff, there was only a general 

comment: 

"Generally the responses from all groups were 
favourable to the existing course but recommend
ations were made in the report. Some of these 
will be implemente d immediately, others are not 
feasible just yet." 
(M. Pashley, and T. Sutherland, Appendix B, p.ii) 
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IDENTIFY THE DECISIONS THAT THE RESULTS OF THE 
EVALUATION MAY CONTRIBUTE TO 

This process was well covered in the section of 

the Evaluation Report titled •conclusion•. 

This section addressed judgments accompanied by 

justification from the data collected, together 

with recommendations and the feasibility of these 

recommendations. 

A synopsis of this type of information would be 

useful at the school level for further 

deliberation and possible action. 

REVIEW COMMENT: 

I wish to comment now on Judgments 2, 3 and 5 

which are quoted below, together with their 

accompanying Justifications, with the aim of 

assisting the planning of future evaluations. 

Judgment 2 
Students feel the socializing aspect of P.E. most 
important. 

Justification 
All years responded very positively to the 
question asking whether they wanted to work 
with friends. 

Judgment 3 
The P.E. course is meeting the students need to 
socialize. 

Justification 
Students in all years responded definitely 
agree, that they spend time in class working 
with friends. 
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Judgment 5 
The inclusion of a water competence program is 
regarded as being of great importance. 

Justification 
1. A high percentage of parents, students 

and teachers demonstrated this. 
2. This question received the highest 

percentage of positive response. 
(M. Pashley, and T. Sutherland, 1982, pp24,25) 

Judgments 2 and 3 both relate to the social aspect 

of the course. The students' opinions were sought 

on both aspects, but there was no similar question 

on the Parents' and Teachers' Survey, which one 

would expect in a comparative study. Secondly, 

while social skills would be part of the school's 

philosophy, they may not have been specifically 

included in the aims and objectives of the 

Physical Education Department, nor have been seen 

to be specifically owned by that Department. The 

particular social skills that were the expected 

outcomes would need to be detailed. 

As shown in Judgment 5, a high percentage of all 

groups surveyed regarded the inclusion of a water 

competence program as very important. As this was 

the only specific change to the existing program 

suggested in the survey, perhaps some form of 

feasibility study should have been undertaken, 

before surveying the interest in a swimming 

course. The difficulties that would be 

encountered in implementing a swimming program 
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were listed only after the recommendation was made 

to include a swimming program in the course. 

Comments on findings gave the impression that the 

Physical Education Course had been evaluated, 

whereas, in effect an opinion survey had been 

undertaken. The study reviewed would be better 

seen as the beginning of an evaluation process, 

rather than a validation of the existing situation 

in Physical Education. Areas that could be 

evaluated at greater depth are the quality of both 

the course content and the teaching/learning 

environment. Is there professional evidence to 

support the opinions of the groups surveyed that, 

for example, the students are fit, or that they 

work better with friends? Questions such as: 

"How objective are the assessment procedures?" 

would need to be explored. This Physical 

Education Survey will hopefully encourage others 

to be involved in the cycle of curriculum 

evaluation and management of change for 

improvement. 

IDENTIFY THE ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF THE 
EVALUATION PROCESS USED 

(1) The evaluation was based on Ten Brink's Model 

(T.D. Ten Brink, 1974, p.2) which flows from 

his stated definition of evaluation as: 
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11 the process of obtaining inf or ma tion and 
using it to form judgments which in turn are 
to be used in decision making." 

(T.D. Ten Brink, p.8) 

The basic structure of Ten Brink's model has 

three stages: 

1. Preparation: Getting set to evaluate 
2. Data Collection: Obtaining the needed 

information 
3. Evaluation: Forming judgments and making 

decisions. 

With its emphasis on decision-making, the 

application of Ten Brink's model is a 

practical method of evaluating and ought to 

be listed high among the advantages of this 

study. 

(2) The evaluators were 'insiders' reviewing 

their own teaching area and this had several 

advantages: 

a) it was collegial and responsible 
b) the evaluators could readily "tap in" to 

the School's networks 
c) it was less threatening than an external 

evaluation 
d) professional development of the 

evaluators was enhanced and it 
strengthened the resource base of the 
school staff. 

(3) Survey instruments were structured and easy 

to complete. 

(4) Statements in the survey forms were generally 

clear and lacked ambiguity. 
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(5) A wide audience was canvassed - all girl 

students, all staff and 10% of the parents of 

girl students. Student participation in the 

survey produced a marked increase in their 

co-operative attitudes. 

(6) Reliability was probably high and sensitivity 

to individuals' privacy was shown. 

The Disadvantages 

1. In school situations caution needs to be 
exercised regarding the commitment required 
in time and energy. 

This evaluation may hae been too detailed and 
too ambitious considering the time and 
personnel available. A survey narrower in 
scope but relating to these issues, may have 
been more appropriate. 

2. Other forms of information gathering may have 
been useful: 
a) to cross check the validity of responses 
b) interviews and group discussions may 

have reduced the time spent on analysis. 

3. In self evaluations, the possibility of the 
value judgments or bias of the teacher/ 
evaluation influencing: 
a) the design of information gathering 

instruments 
b) the interpretation of the results and 
c) the recommendations for decision making 
needs to be considered and eliminated in the 
interests of objectivity. References were 
made to curriculum change (swimming) and the 
social importance of P.E. earlier in this 
chapter in the context of bias possibly 
influencing design. 

4. There was insufficient school-based support. 
An opinion survey, such as the one reviewed, 
could have been the basis of a process of 
curriculum development in Physical Education, 
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looking deeper into the quality of the 
teacher/learner environment. Local support 
from a facilitator or consultant with 
evaluation skills would have been an asset. 

5. Feedback to the school community - the 
parents, teachers and students - could have 
been more detailed. 

6. In a school context where changes to subject 
courses were relatively informal, there is a 
danger that the status quo could become 
entrenched, when the one person had several 
roles, such as the program designer, the 
teacher, the evaluator and the decision-maker. 
The fact that little change was recommended 
as a result of the analysis of the survey 
items could raise the query whether the 
survey was meant to prove the worth of the 
existing situation, rather than to improve. 

7. Aspects of 
(a) relevance of some of the areas surveyed 

and 
(b) the validity of some of the areas 

surveyed were questioned. 

APPLICATION OF RUSSELL'S LIST OF EVALUATION PROCESSES 
AS AN INSTRUMENT OF REVIEW 

Russell's checklist of evaluation processes lends itself 

well to guide the review of teacher - initiatied, 

school-based evaluations. Advantages of Russell's List of 

evaluation processes are seen as follows: 

1) it provides a structure for teachers and administrators 

to guide them both in the evaluation process and in 

reviews of completed evaluations, thus reducing the 

possibility of misplaced activities and confusion; 

2) it permits the scope of evaluations to be limited to a 

scale in proportion to a school's available resources; 
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3) it encourages collaborative, school-based professional 

development, empowering teachers and administrators 

with skills to evaluate and to review evaluations, thus 

reducing the reliance on professional, external 

evaluators and the attendant shortcomings of such 

evaluations; 

4) it acknowledges the complexities of school-based 

politics, negotiation and group dynamics in general; 

5) it assists administrators or teachers reviewing an 

evaluation to determine whether: 

a) Evaluators have planned adequately both in terms 
of purposes of the evaluation and whether 
resources match the aims. 

b) Evaluators have carried out the evaluation plan 
adequately, in terms of such things as relevance, 
reliability, objectivity and ethics. 

c) Evaluators have developed recommendations for 
decision-making and reported in an adequate form 
to relevant audiences. 

The checklist is relatively short and jargon-free, yet it 

includes all the basic processes of evaluation. Teachers, 

who can at times be wary of researchers as distinct from 

practitioners, should not find it off putting to use as a 

model for an evaluation design. 

It is most useful as a review instrument. However, it 

needs to be extended further as a model for meta

evaluations, in order to assist the person reviewing an 

evaluation to: 



60 

1) examine how the evaluation was initiated (formal 

approval, collaboration with Senior Teacher 

(Curriculum), extent of required professional support 

and funding); 

2) ensure that all relevant audiences have been reported 

to adequately, clarify who manages the review of the 

completed evaluation report; 

3) be aware of the decision-making structure in a school; 

4) trace the influence a particular elevation has in the 

decision-making process; and 

5} determine what organisational or other changes are 

required to successfully implement the recommendations 

in the evaluation report; 

6) observe the overall usefulness of that evaluation. 

The roles of the Principal, the Assistant Principal 

(curriculum), the curriculum committee and the School Board 

should be noted in relation to evaluations and curriculum 

change. 
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A STRUCTURED DESCRIPTION OF THE 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION EVALUATION REPORT USING 

RUSSELL'S LIST OF EVALUATION PROCESSES 

The description of the existing P.E. course was not 

comprehensive. Details of the program's aims, content, 

procedures and setting would have been a useful benchmark 

to determine the relevance of the surveys, judgments and 

recommendations. Some comparison with the boys' P.E. 

course would have given a more realistic context. 

The purpose of the evaluation was to determine whether girl 

students' needs and interests were being met in the P.E. 

Program. The list was compiled by the two evaluating 

teachers, with no evidence of student input. The 

evaluation took the form of an opinion survey, which could 

weigh in favour of student likes/dislikes over their 

physical needs. 

Stakeholders were not identified as such, apart from the 

Principal's permission being sought, and the possibility of 

likely opponents was not addressed. The timing of the 

evaluation was related to CAE Coursework, which does not 

always relate to the most convenient time for a school to 

provide assistance or support to self evaluators. The two 

staff involved in the evaluation considered it a relevant 

time to assess the situation. Intended audiences for 

evaluation reports were not identified. 
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The two P.E. staff were the only personnel participating in 

evaluation planning. There was no mention of other 

planning aspects, such as the roles of outsiders, the 

estimated time the evaluation would take or any estimated 

costs (financial or opportunity). Although not addressed 

in this evaluation, possibly because of its voluntary 

nature, carried out in the staff members' private time or 

during their preparation lessons, some areas that were not 

addressed could be crucial to the successful completion of 

an evaluation as they could include consideration of such 

factors as on-going school-based support, access to 

facilitators or consultants, and the possibility of time 

release. 

Information was obtained by means of surveying all girl 

students, all teaching staff and 10% of girls' parents. 

The survey form for adults was different from the students' 

form. Both forms had a structured component and scope for 

open ended responses. The simplified wording of the 

students' form raised the possibility of their inter

pretation straying from the concept that was contained in 

the adult survey, thus reducing both the possibility of 

triangulation and the validity of that item. Doubts about 

the objective use of home made instruments by self 

evaluators raises the suggestion that outside consultancy 

or recognised instruments ought to be drawn on. The 

validity of including only one nominated area of curriculum 

change was also queried. There were no stated safeguards 
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regarding reliability or validity of the methods used. The 

possibility of evaluator bias or the influence of value 

judgments has to be considered. 

The analysis of the information collected and its 

presentation were thorough. The survey of all the girl 

student population was most comprhensive and may have even 

been too detailed, given the time constraint. The 

possibility of computer use to assist compilations was 

raised. There were no stated procedures for the release of 

information. The fact that the survey was anonymous meant 

that confidentiality was observed at the information 

gathering stage. 

The evaluation report was prepared for assessment as part 

of the CAE coursework with a courtesy copy to the 

Principal. The school community groups involved in the 

opinion survey, parents, teachers and students, were given 

some feedback, but it was considered that more specific 

information would have been communicated. The decisions 

that the results of the evaluation contributed to were 

covered quite well. It was possible to get the impression 

that the P.E. course itself had been evaluated, when an 

opinion survey had been undertaken. In a broader context, 

it would have been better seen as the beginning of an 

evaluation process, ieading to a more detailed study of 

course content and the quality of the teaching/learning 

environment. 
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Russell 1 s list of evaluation processes concludes with the 

evaluator adopting a self-reflective stance about the total 

process applied - its advantages and disadvantages. It is 

an inbuilt mechanism providing an opportunity for a 

secondary or meta evaluation. 

SUMMARY OF CHAPTER 2 

In Chapter 2 a search was begun for a suitable review 

checklist that could be applied to school-based 

self-evaluations. In the absence of published Australian 

examples, Russell's list of evaluation processes was 

employed as a review instrument to test its suitability in 

this role, and also to determine the merits of the Physical 

Education Evaluation Report, according to Russell 1 s 

criteria. 

Russell's four major evaluation processes are: 

1) Evaluation Planning - Purposes, 

2) Evaluation Planning - Roles and Management, 

3) Implementing the Evaluation Plan, and 

4) Handling Evaluation Outcomes. 

The Evaluation Report was measured against these processes, 

within the context described by Russell and in terms of the 

elements that make up each process. In the course of the 

application of Russell's checklist, relevant research was 

drawn on to emphasise the importance of such issues as time 
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(the timing of the evaluation and the issuing of the 

report, the time taken to complete the evaluation and the 

value of staff release time), the public's right to know 

and respect for confidentiality. 

A structured description of the Evaluation Report was 

synthesised from the analysis, and the merits of the 

Report, together with suggestions for improving it, emerged 

in the course of the study. 

The suitability of Russell's checklist as a review 

instrument was also assessed, as an important step in the 

search for a suitable method of reviewing school-based self

evaluations. 

In Chapter 3, a similar methodology will be applied, but a 

different form of review will be tested. Maling-Keepes' 

key characteristics of educational evaluation will be 

applied to the same Evaluation Report that was reviewed in 

Chapter 2, the Girls' Physical Education Evaluation 

Report. Two outcomes are sought, the assessment of the 

suitability of Maling-Keepes' checklist as an instrument to 

review evaluations, and the analysis of the Girls' Physical 

Education Evaluation Report, indicating its merits and 

weaknesses. 
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CHAPTER 3 

A review of a Physical Education Evaluation Report 
using Maling-Keepes' set of characteristics of 
educational evaluation. 

Purpose of Chapter 3 

In chapter 2, Russell's list of evaluation processes was 

used as a review instrument to examine a school-based, 

self-evaluation of a Physical· Education Program. In 

Chapter 3, the work of a second Australian researcher in 

educational evaluation is introduced, that of Dr Jillian 

Maling-Keepes, who devised a set of thirteen 

characteristics, based on many of the concepts and accounts 

of evaluation (educational and in general) that were 

current in the period 1960-1974. Her set of 

characteristics contains general concepts, and it was 

developed more for professional evaluators, assessing 

programs with broad applications, or national schemes, akin 

to Schools Commission projects, rather than for teachers 

developing skills as evaluators in a school setting. Some 

of the program evaluations included in Maling-Keepes' study 

were: 

1) a program aimed at changing existing community 

institutions, 

2) a pilot program to treat psychiatric patients, and 
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3) commercial school curriculum projects in various 

subject areas, such as Biology, Mathematics and 

Humanities. (J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, pp.78-81) 

The key characteristics of Maling-Keepes' structure for 

educational evaluation are arranged according to four 

themes: 

"The first group of characteristics relates to the 
program under evaluation; the second, to the stance the 
evaluator adopts in conducting the study; the third, to 
the questions to which the evaluator seeks answers; and 
the fourth, to the evaluation design, information 
collection and reporting." 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.31} 

The complete list of the thirteen Characteristics of 

educational evaluation follows: 

Characteristic I: 

Characteristic II: 
Characteristic III: 
Characteristic IV: 

Characteristic V: 
Characteristic VI: 

Characteristic VII: 

Characteristic VIII: 
Characteristic IX: 

Characteristic X: 
Characteristic XI: 

Characteristic XII: 
Characteristic XIII: 

Program Aspects 

Program's Stage of Development when 
the Evaluator is appointed 
Program's Openness to Revision 
Program Uniformity from Site to Site 
Specificity of Program Objectives 
Evaluator's Stance 
Evaluator's Independence 
Evaluator's Orientation to value 
Judgments on Program Merits 
Evaluator's Orientation to 
Utilisation of his work 
Questions Asked in the Evaluation 
Attention to Program Goals 
Generalizability 
Evaluation Design, Information 
Collection, and Interpretation 
Formality of Control 
Emphasis on Comparison 
Scope of Information Collected 
Emphasis on Interpretation 

Figure 1: SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTICS 
(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.31) 
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Each characteristic has a title, as above, and a list of 

related elements. For example, Characteristic I 

distinguishes four major stages in program development, in 

the anticipated chronological order, but Maling-Keepes 

points out that, in practice, considerable variations may 

occur in terms of bypassing or overlapping. 

As an example of the relationship between a Characteristic 

and its elements, Characteristic I is shown below. 

Characteristic I: Program's Stage of Development when 
the Evaluator is appointed 
A) Planning 
B) Implementation 
C) Adoption 
D) Institutionalization 

Maling-Keepes suggested several possibilities for the use 

of her set of characteristics: 

1) structured summaries may be devel9ped either in an 

abbreviated chart form or as descriptive prose, 

2) comparison of the different styles used by evaluators 

is possible. 

3) it provides a framework for comparing theories and 

concepts of evaluation, 

4) concepts of evaluation may be compared with practice, 

5) the set of characteristics may assist with the design 

of an evaluation, as it provides a checklist of key 

aspects, 

6) it may also be used 

"to suggest inquiries into the nature of the task and 
work of evaluators." 

{J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.127) 
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While not judgmental in themselves, the characteristics can 

draw attention to those aspects of an evaluation that may 

be weak or neglected. The elements in each characteristic 

are generally graded 

"from tightly structured and well-controlled instances 
of that characteristic to loosely structured and 
diffuse instances" 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.128} 

If there are swings from one extreme to another in an 

evaluation, Maling-Keepes suggests there may be possible 

weaknesses which deserve investigation. 

Of the six suggested uses of the set of characteristics 

detailed above, the last one, (6), is closest to the way it 

is applied in this Field Study, as an instrument of review 

to determine the strengths and weaknesses of school-based 

evaluation reports. Possible uses (1) and (2) are also 

relevant, as structured summaries will be developed of both 

the Girls' Physical Education Report and the Pastoral Needs 

Report, and a comparison of the different styles of the 

evaluators of these Reports should be illuminating. 

Finally, the relevance of Maling-Keepes' set of 

characteristics as a review instrument to assess the merits 

of a completed evaluation will be considered. 

Methodology in Chapter 3 

The evaluation report which is under review is the same one 

as in Chapter 2, the Girls' Physical Education Evaluation 

Report. The method of approach is to apply each of 
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Maling-Keepes' thirteen characteristics, in turn, to the 

evaluation report, according to the following headings: 

a) CONTEXT 

b) SUMMARY OF THE CHARACTERISTIC 

c) APPLICATION TO THE EVALUATION OF THE GIRLS' 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

The context section draws on Maling-Keepes' rationale and 

description regarding each of the Characteristics. This 

account is followed by a summary of the elements included 

in each Characteristic, and finally, each of the 

Characteristics is applied, in turn, to the Girls' Physical 

Evaluation Report. It should then be possible to develop a 

structured description of the Girls' Physical Education 

Report based on Maling-Keepes' set of Characteristics. The 

same sensitivity is required concerning the manner in which 

an evaluation stands up to Maling-Keepes 1 checklist, as was 

suggested in the previous Chapter in relation to the 

application of Russell's list of evaluation processes. The 

evaluators of the Girls' Physical Education Program did not 

design their evaluation to meet the criteria of 

Maling-Keepes' checklist, and may not have considered some 

of the Characteristics relevant, even if they had been 

aware of them. Nevertheless, in the interests of the 

search for a suitable review checklist to assess the merits 

of completed evaluations, the Girls' Physical Education 

Evaluation Report will be subjected to the scrutiny of the 

framework of Maling-Keepes 1 characteristics of evaluation. 
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"The characteristics of educational evaluation are 
intended to identify the key aspects of evaluation to 
be used in developing a description of an evaluation. 
They bring into focus important aspects of the 
phenomena, but they do not on their own indicate 
whether the study is ngoodn or nbadn. 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.30) 

CHARACTERISTIC I: PROGRAM'S STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT 
WHEN THE EVALUATOR IS APPOINTED 

a) CONTEXT 

Maling-Keepes distinguishes four major stages in 

program development, namely, planning, implementation, 

program adoption and institutionalization. This 

characteristic was considered important because of 

"(a) the possible effect the stage of program 
development has on the evaluation study, and 

(b) the possible contribution the evaluator may make 
to the program." 

(Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.32) 

If a program has been adopted and is well entrenched 

before the evaluator is appointed, the availability of 

data relating to the early development of the program 

is highly unlikely. One advantage of the early arrival 

of an evaluator is the influence he can have on program 

personnel by developing an open, flexible attitude to 

the program, rather than blind commitment. 

b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC I 

A. Planning 1. basic research 
2. needs assessment 
3. invention and design 

B. Implementation 1. trial and error 
2. model program 
3. prototype 

D. Adoption 
D. Institutionalization 
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c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC I TO THE EVALUATION OF 
THE GIRLS' P.E. PROGRAM 

The evaluators were two Physical Education staff 

members. The school had been operating for six years 

and the girls' Physical Education Program had been 

operating in its present form for some years, with 

modifications, at the time of the evaluation. The 

evaluation could be said to be of an accepted, 

institutionalized, program. No documentation was 

provided on the earlier stages of development, such as 

planning, implementing or adopting the P.E. Program. 

The evaluation took the form of a survey to determine 

whether in the eyes of students, teachers and parents, 

the needs and interests of girls were met by the 

Physical Education Programme. 

APPLICATION: Of the elements listed under 

Characteristic I only D. Institutionalization applies. 

CHARACTERISTIC II. PROGRAM'S OPENNESS TO REVISION 

a) CONTEXT 

Maling-Keepes (1978, pp.36-7) pointed out that a 

program's stage of development can shape the extent of 

possible revisions. As one moves through the four 

stages of a program's development, revision or 

rewriting becomes more difficult, but modificiations 
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are possible. Those vested with the power to revise a 

program are more likely to do so, if they are directly 

associated with it. An evaluator may need to make 

direct investigations about a program before concluding 

whether program developers are prepared to make 

changes. Some of the variables affecting change are: 

l} lip service to an evaluation because of a funding 

condition 

2) constraints such as political climate, available 

time, costs and skills. 

A program, for the purposes of revision, may be viewed 

as having these aspects 

1) goals setting out the program objectives 

2} resources on what is required to carry out the 

program, such as students, teachers, materials 

3} methods or activities that make up the program. 

b} SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC II: PROGRAM'S OPENNESS TO 
REVISION 

A. Program's stage of development: 
l planning 
2 initial implementation 
3 adoption 
4 well established 

B. Who would carry out revisions: 
1 program developers 

(a) available 
(b) interested 

2 users or adopters 
(a) available 
(b} interested 
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c. Scope of revisions: 
l every aspect of the program 

(a) goals 
(b) what is used e.g. staff, equipment, 

materials 
(c) what is done, e.g. activities, treatment, 

procedures, methods 

2 selected aspects 
(a) goals 
(b) what is used 
(c) what is done 

3 single aspect 
(a) goals 
(b) what is used 
(c) what is done 

4 no aspect is open for revision 

D. Level of revisions: 
l specific or particular details 
2 organization and policies 
3 general framework, structure and rationale 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC II TO THE EVALUATION OF 
THE GIRLS' P.E. PROGRAM 

The Evaluation aimed to find out by an opinion survey 

of students, staff and parents, whether students' needs 

and interests were being met in the P.E. Program. 

There was no automatic guarantee of program revision, 

since the evaluation was an opinion survey of a general 

nature, rather than a rigorous and professional review 

of the program in practice. 

APPLICATION 

As classified in Characteristic I, the program's stage 

of development was A.4 well established. 
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All of Element Bis relevant since the developers were 

both the users, as teachers carrying out the program, 

and the evaluators. In terms of c. Scope of Revisions, 

the relevant choice appears to be C2(c) - selected 

aspects in relation to activities and methods, while 

the level of revision was D.l. 

CHARACTERISTIC III: PROGRAM UNIFORMITY FROM SITE TO SITE 

a) CONTEXT: 

Maling-Keepes. deals with this characteristic in 

considerable detail, which could indicate that her 

targeted audience is the professional evaluator, who 

could well be assessing a program which requires 

absolute uniformity from site to site, such as the 

installation of traffic lights, and be system wide in 

its application. 

This characteristic, then, relates to the extent to 

which a program is standardised. In a school 

situation, the relevance of this characteristic is what 

is the uniformity of the Physical Education program 

from class to class in, for example, the Year 9 area 

where there could be four girls' classes of P.E. 
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b) CHARACTERISTIC III: PROGRAM UNIFORMITY FROM SITE TO SITE 

A. What is used in the 
l established as 

(a) material 

(b) staff 

2 monitored by a 

program: 

supplied 
specified 
one's own devising 
supplied 
trained 
untrained 
central agency 

B. What is done in the program (the activities and 
treatment): 

c. 

l established as 
(a) the program components or stages 

set 
selected 
devised 

(b) sequence set 
selected 
devised 

(c) procedures set 
selected 
devised 

2 monitored by a central agency 

Program goals: 
1 established as 

(a) narrow 

(b) broad and 

set 
selected 
devised 

complex 
set 
selected 
devised 

(c) no goals given 
2 monitored by a central agency 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC III TO THE EVALUATION 
REPORT OF THE GIRLS' PHYSICAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

The relevance of Characteristic III to the Girls' 

Physical Education program would be intra mural, and relate 

to uniformity from P.E. class to P.E. class. This aspect 

of implementing a school program over, say, four different 

classes of Year 9 girls, was not addressed in the opinion 
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survey or recommendations. Important aspects that could be 

addressed in another study in relation to this 

Characteristic of uniformity include: 

1) How detailed are the records of completed units of the 

P.E. Program to verify uniformity of content? 

2) How uniform is the expected standard of achievement 

from class to class, and how uniform is the assessment 

procedure? 

3) Are the three teachers in the Girls' P,E. Department 

working towards the same goals? 

4) What is the role of the Head of the Department in 

relation to all of the above, for if uniformity is to 

be achieved it has to be monitored. 

5) In the site to site con~ext, it would have been worth 

noting whether the evaluation, or the decisions flowing 

from it, had any effect or influence on the Boys' P.E. 

Program. 

6) In an extra mural sense, how similar is the P.E. 

Program at other catholic schools to the one at St 

Francis Xavier High School? 

It should be pointed out that at the time of the 

evaluation, 1982, Girls' P.E. was administered separately 

from Boys' P.E. Each department had a Head, who did not 

have Subject co-ordinator status. Since that time the 

separate Boys' and Girls' Departments have been amalgamated 

under one Subject Co-ordinator. 
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CHARACTERISTIC IV: SPECIFICITY OF PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

a) CONTEXT 

Program goals may be unstated, they may be narrow or 

broad and complex. Again, they may be clearly stated 

in terms of the specific objectives that should be 

attained. 

Secondly, the subject or topic in which achievement is 

to be made could be broad (living skills) or specific 

(mathematics). 

Thirdly, the actual achievement may or may not be 

specified, and fourthly the time frame for goal 

completion may be specified or not, or left to the 

participants to decide. 

b) CHARACTERISTIC IV: SPECIFICITY OF PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

A summary of the elements which constitute 

Maling-Keepes' Characteristic IV follows: 

A. Statement of the goal: 

B. 

1 narrowly specified 
2 complex behaviours or states 
3 broad abstractions 
4 open ended 

Area 
1 
2 
3 

in which the goal is to be sought: 
conditions as well as activities are stated 
range of activities or field is indicated 
area is indeterminate, i.e. lacks clear 
parameters 
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c. Specificity of acceptable performance, i.e. what 
constitutes fulfilment of the goal: 
1 performance and level are specified 
2 performance is indicated 
3 performance is largely unstated 
4 performance is selected by program 

participants, staff, trainees, or clients 

D. Specificity of the time frame for achievement of 
the goal: 
1 specified 

indeterminate 
self-selected 

2 during the program 
at the end of the program 
long-term 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC IV TO THE EVALUATION 
REPORT OF THE GIRLS' PHYSICAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

There was little reference to the goals and objectives 

of the Physical Education Program. A brief summary 

that appeared in a Student Handbook was included under 

the heading "An outline of the P.E. Coursen. 

nThe program is sequentially designed so that skills 

and techniques learned can be developed in subsequent 

years. 

The course is divided into three main areas: 

Gymnastics/Movement 

Game Skills 

Fitness Skills" 

(in M. Pashley, and T. Sutherland, 1982, p.2) 

As a more complete statement of the program was not 

included, it probably was not considered relevant 

enough at that stage for inclusion with an opinion 
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survey. However, Characteristics III and IV provide 

useful structures for supplying direction to future 

evaluation studies in Physical Education in relation to 

an examination of stated goals and their practical 

application in the P.E. Program. That is, if the P.E. 

study had been undertaken in a context of an 

introduction to more comprehensive aspects of the 

evaluation process, it would have been of greater value 

than as an end in itself. 

CHARACTERISTIC V: EVALUATOR'S INDEPENDENCE 

a) CONTEXT 

Independence, in this context, according to 

Maling-Keepes has two aspects that are mutually 

dependent: 

1. An evaluator's autonomy from certain key people 

involved in a program, 

2. An evaluator's freedom of action 

nWho, in the context of an evaluation, is able to 
impose what sanctions or influences on the 
evaluator, thus limiting his or her autonomy.n 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.47) 

While the two vital sanctions are control of funds for 

the evaluation and the power to hire and fire the 

evaluator, subtle controls can occur at any stage -

from the design to data collection, content and form of 

the report, to the treatment that is given to the 

information presented. 
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Other factors which influence an evaluator's degree of 

autonomy include his place in the hierarchy of the 

organisation, and the degree of insulation an evaluator 

has from program developers or users. 

The greatest independence occurs when the sanctions are 

controlled by the evaluator. The least independence 

occurs when a single group, such as the program 

developers, hire and fund the evaluator and are the 

sole recipients of his report. 

b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC V: EVALUATOR'S INDEPENDENCE 

A. 

B. 

Who 
1 
2 

3 

The 
1 

2 

3 

controls the sanctions: 
the evaluator, who also funds the program 
shared by several groups, for example 
(a) funding and hiring separate from the 

program developers 
(b) program developers hire and evaluator, 

but the funding is separate 
(c) program developers hire and fund the 

evaluator, but the evaluation reports 
are also sent elsewhere (e.g. project 
funding agency) 

program developers fund and hire the 
evaluator and are the sole recipients of the 
evaluation reports. 

evaluator's place in the hierarchy: 
immediate access to key project and funding 
personnel: has a senior level position 
limited access to key project and funding 
personnel, has a subordinate position 
reports to key project and funding personnel 
filtered through levels of the organization; 
has junior position 

C. Position of the evaluation unit: 
1 remote from the program organization 
2 separate from the program organization 
3 part of the program organization 

(a) with insulation 
(b) without insulation 
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c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC V TO THE EVALUATION 
REPORT OF THE GIRLS' PHYSICAL EDUCATION PROGRAM. 

The concepts in the various elements and categories in 

this Characteristic reinforce the feeling that this set 

of characteristics has been designed for professional 

evaluators, working on commercial or large scale 

projects. Procedures and roles such as funding the 

program, hiring and firing the evaluators, project 

funding agency and position of the evaluation unit all 

seem a little foreign to the concept of school-based 

evaluations, except in the case of government funded 

projects. 

Given the structure of this characteristic, many of the 

alternatives are not applicable to the Evaluation 

Report under review, that is a non-funded, voluntary, 

school-based, self evaluation by two teachers of 

aspects of their own Department. 

The nearest classifications appear to be: 

A3 Who controls the sanctions: 

Program developers fund and hire the evaluator and 

are the sole recipients of the evaluation reports. 

[In this case the funding and hiring refer to 

their own time and energy, which were diverted 

from other aspects of their professional duties or 

from their private time.} 
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Bl The evaluator's place in the hierarchy: 

Again, since it is a self evaluation there are no 

blocking mechanisms within the P.E. Department or 

by insiders so there is immediate access to key 

project and funding personnel. 

C3 (b) Position of the evaluation unit: 

Part of the program organisation, without 

insulation. 

Should there be further developments in school based 

evaluations, this characteristic could take on a great 

deal more relevance if: 

a) teacher release time is granted and funded as a 

system policy to promote evaluations and 

professional development; 

b) consultants are hired to facilitate an evaluation, 

or to give advice at key stages; 

c) Evaluation Reports are given wider distribution 

(both within the school and where appropriate, 

more widely in the system). 

CHARACTERISTIC VI: 

a) CONTEXT: 

EVALUATOR'S ORIENTATION TO VALUE 
JUDGMENTS ON PROGRAM MERITS 

Maling-Keepes examines, via this characteristic, the 

extent to which value judgments form part of an 

evaluation, by selecting three aspects - visibility of 
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value judgments, whose value judgments and the way they 

are presented in the report. 

As with the other characteristics, within the above

mentioned elements, there are several acceptable 

options or methods of treating value judgments. On the 

one hand, an evaluator may not acknowledge value 

judgments on a program's merits, confining a study to 

setting out the facts as object1vely as possible. On 

the other hand, the role of value judgments can be 

crucial to the evaluation design, occupying an 

extensive and openly acknowledged place in the study 

and report. 

The existence of groups of people, whose opinions may 

be relevant to a review of a program, creates a range 

of courses of action for the evaluator. Maling-Keepes 

suggests that, for an educational program, sources of 

opinion on the merit of a program include professionals 

with expertise in the subject concerned, teachers, 

parents, students and community representatives. 

b) A SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC VI: EVALUATOR'S 
ORIENTATION TO VALUE JUDGMENTS ON PROGRAM MERITS 

A. Visibility of value judgments in this study: 
1. unacknowledged 
2. casually noted 
3. systematically set out 

B. Whose value judgments are included: 
1. the evaluator's alone 
2. those of several groups or persons 
3. the program developer's alone, or those of 

some other interested party 
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c. The way value judgments are used: 
1. not used - the data or 'facts' are simply 

presented 
2. to suggest strengths and weaknesses in the 

program 
3. to give a verdict on the merits of the 

program. 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC VI TO THE EVALUATION 
REPORT OF THE GIRLS' PHYSICAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

This characteristic raises the issue concerning the 

boundaries of an evaluation. Is an evaluation an 

information gathering process, only, to assist others 

to form judgments and make decisions, or is it the role 

of the evaluator to judge the merits of a program as 

well? By making observations about the responses, by 

making recommendations and commenting on their 

feasibility, and by indicating what aspects of the 

existing P.E. Program will be changed as a result of 

their evaluation, the evaluators of the P.E. Program 

have indicated they are the decision makers and users, 

as well. Where the evaluator is also the program 

developer and decision maker for that subject 

department, special precautions may need to be taken to 

counteract subjectivity and bias regarding a program's 

rneri ts. 

The whole of this particular evaluation may be 

considered as an exercise in gathering and processing 

value judgments, since it relies entirely on attitudes 

and opinions regarding Physical Education expressed in 

a survey statement form, inviting opinions. 
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While personal value judgments are not greatly 

acknowledged by the authors throughout this report, the 

construction of the questionnaires must reflect to some 

degree their values or perceptions, as does their 

interpretation of student responses to the survey "P.E. 

should be compulsory", for example. The Year 10 

response was in fact 49% agreed, 51% disagreed, the 

Year 9 response was 53% in favour, also a borderline, 

yet the average for the four years, 7-10, was quoted, 

namely 63%. The clear trend in Years 9 and 10 deserved 

a comment, as well as a recommendation. 

Similarly in a Territory where Course outlines are 

school based, the division of P.E. into three main 

areas - Gymnastic/Movement, Game Skills and Fitness -

must reflect particular value judgments, that is, the 

approach itself is not value free. 

Only in the final sections entitled Recommendations, 

Observations and Feasibility of Recommendations is 

there some evidence of systematic acknowledgement of 

the author's own biases. 

(M. Pashley, & T. Sutherland, 1982, pp28-30). 

The biggest bias could be the assumption that "the P.E. 

course is meeting many of the needs and interests of 

the students" (page 28) based entirely on an 

attitudinal survey. Rather than being able to say: 
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°From the results, we observe that students needs are 

being met " (page 28) it should be stressed that in 

the opinion of students, teachers and parent sample, 

students needs are being met, especially as there is no 

detailed statement of the course aims, objectives or 

student needs. 

The particular elements of Characteristic VI that apply 

are: 

A. Visibility of value judgments in the study: 
1 unacknowledged - the evaluator's value 

judgments often fell into this category 
2 casually noted - again, the evaluators came 

into this category 
3 systematically set out - as the evaluation 

design was basically a structured opinion 
survey, value judgments of the groups 
surveyed were visible in a systematic way. 

B. Whose value judgments are included 
those of several groups or persons 

C2 and C3 - The way value judgments are used: 
to suggest strengths and weaknesses in the 
program - this was an aim of the survey 
to give a verdict on the merits of the 
program - especially from the judgments made 
arising from the survey. 

CHARACTERISTIC VII: EVALUATOR'S ORIENTATION TO UTILIZATION 
OF HIS WORK 

a) CONTEXT: 

The two elements isolated as criteria for this 

characteristic were who needs to be involved to 

guarantee use of the evaluation report, and what needs 

to be included to secure that use. The 'who' and the 

'what' included the following dimensions: 



A. 

B. 

Who: 
1 
2 

3 

What: 
1 
2 
3 
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identification of likely users 
the involvement of the decision makers 
evaluation 
timing of reports 

in the 

identification of the decisions to be made 
pertinence of information collected 
presentation of the information 

Evaluators collect information that may be used by 

decision-makers. The key question is did the evaluator 

identify likely users of information collected during 

the evaluation. Possible users include those who 

develop programs or fund programs or evaluators, future 

developers or evaluators of similar programs, and the 

users of the program. 

To ensure that any information obtained in the course 

of an evaluation is seen as relevant and likely to be 

used by decision-makers, evaluators sometimes include 

users both in constructing the evaluation design and in 

the actual process. To have an influence on decision 

making, the evaluation findings need to be available in 

good time before the decisions have to be made. If 

relevant recommendations are not to hand when decision

makers are likely to be receptive to them, they may not 

experience the same positive reception when the 

decision cycle comes round again. 
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The quality of an evaluation, in terms of its useful

ness, depends on how well the evaluator identifies what 

decisions have to be made. The important issue may be 

a single decision, to continue a program or not, or 

there could be a need to indicate the advantages and 

disadvantages of several alternatives. Further, having 

identified the relevant area of enquiry, the data 

collected has to be pertinent to the decision-making 

process, and the manner of reporting findings has to be 

intelligible to the users. This data may be presented 

without any interpretation, or relative merits of 

alternative courses of action discussed, and, at times, 

recommendations are made. 

b) CHARACTERISTIC VII: EVALUATOR 1 S ORIENTATION TO 
UTILIZATION OF HIS WORK 

A summary of the elements in Characteristic VII follows: 

A. 

B. 

Who: 
1 

2 

3 

What: 
l 

identification of likely users 
a) no specific user identified 
b) one major user identified 
c) several potential users identified 
the involvement of the decision makers in the 
evaluation 
a) they are removed from the evaluation 

process 
b) they are involved in the planning of the 

evaluation 
c) they are participants in the evaluation 
timing of the reports 
a) evaluator's design determines the report 

timing 
b) the decision cycle determines the report 

timing 

identif i cat i on of th e decisions to be made 
a) none specifically identified 
b) a single global decision identified 
c) s e v e ral alternative decisions identified 
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2 pertinence of information collected 
a) of general interest, not specifically 

related to the decisions 
b) pertinent to the decisions 

3 presentation of the information 
a) intelligible, but not suggesting action 
b) in a format which suggests possible 

courses of action 
c) advocacy of recommended action. 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC VII TO THE EVALUATION 
REPORT OF THE GIRLS' PHYSICAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

As referred to under Characteristic VI, courses of 

study in secondary schools in the ACT are the 

responsibility of the school in terms of course 

writing, course completion, assessment, evaluation and 

course changes . School based decision making at the 

course and program level is usually the domain of the 

Head of the Subject Department concerned, often with 

some delegation. One of the two evaluators in the case 

of Girls' P.E. was in charge of Girls' P.E. It could 

be said, then, that the evaluators were both the 

decision-makers and the users. They would decide what 

changes would be implemented as a result of the 

evaluation, and they would teach the new program. 

As mentioned previously, the TenBrink model of an 

evaluation design used by the evaluators, emphasised 

decision-making as a necessary part of the evaluation 

process. {T.D. TenBrink, 1974) 
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The practical aspects of utilising this evaluation 

study were all the more pertinent to the two staff 

concerned, as they had shared in the program 

development, they were now the evaluators, and they 

would be involved in recommending and implementing any 

changes to the program. 

The elements of Characteristic VII that apply to this 

study are: 

A. Who 
Al identification of likely users 

c) several potential users identified - the 
female P.E. teachers 

A2 the involvement of the decision-makers in the 
evaluation 

A3 

b) they are involved in the planning of the 
evaluation. 

Perhaps at a school level, two levels of 
decision-making should be shown: 
i) departmental; 
ii) school administration 

the 
a) 

timing of the reports 
evaluator's design determines the report 
timing, which in turn was influenced by 
the College's course work and the due 
date of the assignment 

B. What 
~ identification of the decisions to be made 

c) several alternative decisions were 
identified 

B2 pertinence of information collected, aspects 
of both (a) and (b) applied 

a) of general interest, 
b) pertinent to the decisions 

B3 presentation of the information 
c) advocacy of recommended action. 
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To gauge their perception of changes that were 

direct influences of the evaluation, the 

evaluators were requested, in 1985, to reflect on 

the usefulness of the project. They stated that 

1) The Ten Brink model was a sound basis for 

their evaluation. They would use the same 

process of information gathering, because it 

gave a true picture of opinions. 

2) The following changes were made to the P.E. 

Program: 

i) the aerobic content was broadened to 

include aerobic dance, circuit training, 

interval training etc which supplemented 

cross country running. Some theory was 

also included 

ii) a short basic water orientation course 

was brought in for Year 7, held when the 

rest of the school were away on camp 

iii) students were given greater choice of 

activity, particularly Year 9 and 10 

iv) additional comments made by students, 

parents and teachers were taken into 

consideration. 
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3) The students• participation in the survey was 

appreciated by them, and engendered better 

communication between staff and students. 

They also appeared more responsive to the 

P.E. Program. 

4) Teaching methods changed to cater for 

individualised teaching, as well as diversity 

and alternative strategies. 

5) The school staff were extremely supportive -

possibly because it was the first large scale 

evaluation to be carried out in the school, 

6) There was a strong case for such evaluations 

to be considered by the school's decision

makers and advisers. To prevent the shelving 

of an Evaluation Report, school structures 

such as curriculum committees and School 

Boards should be involved in deliberations. 

(M. Pashley, and T, Sutherland, 1985) 

Characteristic VII, I believe, contains a key concept 

underlying the importance of evaluations - their 

usefulness. The case study under review, the Girls' P.E. 

Program, possibly illustrates a model of evaluation that is 

likely to ensure maximum usefulness, where program 

developers, users and evaluators are one and the same 

person(s). Any recommendations they make have an excellent 
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chance of being presented to superiors with such 

negotiating skills as persuasiveness, persistence and 

commitment. This is a very different picture from the 

negative findings presented by Guba that evaluation has had 

little influence on decision making, and evaluation 

information is largely ignored. (Guba, 1969 in Alkin and 

Daillak, 1979, p.41). 

The investigation of utilization or usefulness of an 

evaluation seems to be an essential aspect of an evaluation 

review. From their research, Alkin and Daillak considered 

that the impact resulting from evaluations was not so much 

dramatic, as gradual and incremental, and that evaluators 

were likely to be more effective as advisors, than as 

overseers of a program. (Alkin and Daillak, 1979, 

pp.46-47). These researchers isolated a number of elements 

that they considered influenced the degree of utilization 

of an evaluation. They were: 

1) constraints on the evaluation, (context, budget), 

2) orientation of the user (perceived relevance of the 

information and expectations of the user), 

3) evaluator's approach - possibly the most important 

influence on utilization. 

This element includes such factors as: 

"the role chosen by the evaluator, the extent to which 
user involvement was encouraged, the efficiency in 
which mandated tasks were dealt with, the rapport 
established between the evaluator and the selected 
users. Not surprisingly, utilization was enhanced when 
the evaluator explicitly sought to facilitate and 
stimulate the use of evaluation information.• 

(Alkin and Daillak, 1979, p.48) 
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4) evaluator credibility and fluctuations in it, 

5) organizational factors (recommendations need to be 

placed within the total school context), 

6) extraorganizational factors (community and government 

influences), 

7) information content and reporting, including the extent 

of the dialogue regarding the findings, 

8) administrator style. 

(Alkin and Daillak, 1979, pp.47-49). 

Such considerations as the above seem relevant ones to 

include in a framework of a review of an evaluation. 

CHARACTERISTIC VIII: ATTENTION TO PROGRAM GOALS 

a) CONTEXT: 

This characteristic examines whether an evaluator 

limits his study to areas defined by program designers 

or directors - to the specified intended outcomes, or 

delves further. 

If an evaluator does not limit his study as suggested, 

he may work from within the program and attempt to 

evaluate concomitant effects of the program as well, 

such as implicit goals, hidden effects, unanticipated 

outcomes, whether positive or negative. These 

concomitant effects may be detected incidentally, or be 

a part of the formal data collection. 
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An evaluator may wish to take a broader stance and work 

outside a program's framework. 

nin taking such a position, the evaluator puts himself 
outside the mandate of the program and in a position to 
question every aspect of it, including the most basic 
aspirations of its developers.n 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.58) 

b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC VIII: ATTENTION TO PROGRAM 
GOALS 

The evaluator treats: 

A. the program goals as 

B. 

1. incidental 
2. integral 

the 
1. 

2. 

concomitant aspects including: 
outcomes 
a) incidental 
b) integral 
processes 
a) incidental 
b) integral 

C. the aspects outside the program as: 
1. incidental 
2. integral 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC VIII TO THE GIRLS' 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

This characteristic highlights the fact that this 

evaluation was not focussed on the P.E. Program, as 

such. The program 1 s goals, content and processes were 

not spelt out nor placed under scrutiny. The evaluation 

was an opinion survey to determine in a broad sense, 

whether the girls' needs and interests were being met. 

The survey covered a sampling of values, processes and 

outcomes of the program. The whole thrust of the 
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information collection of this evaluation, then, was an 

opinion survey to determine whether students, teachers 

and the parent sample were happy with the existing 

program. A close analysis of this survey reveals that 

it did not call into scrutiny the course content or 

methods of teaching or learning involved in the P.E. 

Program. It could be interpreted from the Evaluation 

Report that the existing program was meeting the needs 

and interests· of students. As mentioned in the 

previous chapter, one of the disadvantages of this 

evaluation design was the possibility of its intention 

to prove rather than to improve. 

Specific elements of Characteristic VIII could be 

classified as follows: 

A. The evaluation treated 
Al Program goals as incidental 

B. concomitant aspects including 
Blb) outcomes as integral -

where they related to needs and interests 
B2b) processes as integral -

such as the socializing aspect of P.E. classes 

C. Aspects outside the program as both 
Cl incidental 

There was an open-ended invitation to survey 
participants to comment, and 

C2 integral 
a change to the program by the inclusion of 
one new area, swimming, was canvassed. 
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CHARACTERISTIC IX: GENERALIZABILITY 

a) CONTEXT: 

The term generalizability refers to the possibility of 

extensive generalisation of the program in question. 

It includes the questions asked by the evaluator, the 

way information is sought in an evaluation (sampling 

and instruments used), and finally the way that the 

gathered information is discussed. 

It is a measure of the extent that the questions asked 

and the information obtained can be applied to new 

situations. 

The questions asked by an evaluator may be at one of 

the three levels: 

a) program specific, which rules out the possibility 

of a more generalizable evaluation study 

b) treated as an instance of a type of program 

c) posed in the context of constructs and theories. 

The discussion of information gathered may take the 

same range of approaches as suggested for the 

questions. If an evaluation is consistent, the nature 

of the discussion should correspond with the nature of 

the questions asked. 
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Finally, if the information gathered is to be 

generalized, the sampling and the instruments used in 

gathering the information are the critical 

determinants, according to Maling-Keepes. 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.61) 

b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC IX: GENERALIZABILITY 

A. Questions treat the program as: 
l isolated instance 
2 example of a type 
3 example of a research construct 

B. The way the information is sought in the 
evaluation: 

c. 

1 the sample 
a) limited to the program 
b) selected with possibility of inference 

to a wider population 
2 the instrumentation 

The 
1 
2 
3 

a) well known and documented outside the 
bounds of the evaluation 

b) the general approach and principle are 
known, the details would vary with each 
use of it, eg. participant observation 

c) the instruments are home-made, developed 
for and used in the evaluation study 
alone 

discussion treats the program as: 
an isolated instance 
an example of a type 
an instance of a research construct 
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c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC IX TO THE EVALUATION 
REPORT OF THE GIRLS' PHYSICAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

There does not appear to be any evidence suggesting 

that the evaluators intended to generalize to other 

situations the questions asked in the evaluation, the 

methods of gathering information or the discussion and 

results of the evaluation. Recent comments by the 

evaluators indicate that a positive effect of including 

all the girl students in the survey was better 

communication between staff and students, and more 

positive student attitudes to the P.E. Program. 

(M. Pashley, and T. Sutherland, 1985) 

This could be considered by staff in other situations a 

good reason to involve students in a survey. However, 

generalizability as such did not appear to figure in 

the evaluation. The questions asked, the 'home-made' 

survey instruments, and the recommendations were all 

specific to the local situation. However, some aspects 

of all elements relating to this characteristic could 

be applied more generally. The particular elements 

that apply to the Evaluation Report are: 

Al Questions treat the program as an isolated instance 
B The way the information is sought in the 

evaluation: 
Bla the sample limited to the program 
B2c the instruments are home-made, developed for 

and used in the evaluation study alone 
Cl The discussion treats the program as an isolated 

instance. 
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CHARACTERISTIC X: FORMALITY OF CONTROL 

a) CONTEXT: 

nThe use of rules or conventions that control a study 

increase its formality; these include the design 

chosen, the data collection procedures used, and 

procedures used for the data analysis.n 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.63) 

Because the results of a highly formalized study can be 

verified independently, and have a scientific basis, 

underpinning its findings, its reliability and validity 

must be considered to be of a high standard. It 

appears that the ultimate value of an evaluation study 

- the use to which it can be put - could well depend on 

the design chosen to obtain information, as well as the 

procedures used for the collection and analysis of 

data, since they all have a bearing on the degree of 

reliability and validity obtained. As the formality of 

the design and the procedures used decreases, so does 

the possibility of unintended influences increase, to 

reduce the study's overall reliability, validity and 

usefulness. 

The following Table indicates the range of design 

classifications, decreasing in their degree of 

formality of control. 
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Design "IYPe Formality 

A. Experimental mximized - tightly 
controlled 

B. Quasi-experimental less control 

C. Pre-experimental little formal control 
1) after-only study 

of program 
participants 

2) one group pre
test/post test 
design 

D. Disrursive the order of formality 
of control of the 
following may vary 

1) Adversary r-bdel 

2) Field work, 
includes 
historical 
analysis and 
systems analysis 

3) Criticism 
(art, 
literature, 
performance) 

4) Impressions 
from a site 

but they are less 
constrained than 
experimental designs 
explicit procedures -
each step formalized. 
less than adversary 
procedures BUT greater 
control than criticism 
and impression -
requires sustained 
contact between 
observers and program 
Procedures less 
identified than in 
field work 

usually the least 
formalized procedure 

Range of Interpretations 

sources of error 
minimized 

wider range of inter
pretations BUT source of 
error may be identified 

considerable room for 
varying interpretations 

Generally there is a 
strong subjective element 
in the design. 

Evidence is subjected 
to a secood opinion 
Counterchecks for 
collection of information 
and interpretation are 
often required, eg. two 
~ople working independ
ently several methods of 
collection for each item. 
More idiosyncratic than 
field work 

A single site visit (or 
nore frequent visits) 
generally lacks the 
preparation or benefits of 
the sustained contact of 
field work 
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Other observations about formality of control in an 

evaluation include: 

i) a single study may include both experimental and 

discursive approaches in its design 

ii) formality of data collection procedures relates to 

the ability to reproduce the same data collection, 

or to the extent that the procedures remain the 

same 

iii) data collection procedures may depend on the 

qualities of the person collecting the 

information, for example, participant observation 

iv) analysis of data ranges in formality of control 

from tightly controlled rules of quantitative 

analysis (inferential statistics) to the wider 

variations of interpretation of descriptive 

analysis 

v) there is less control if procedures involve 

numerical analysis of qualitative data or verbal 

analysis 

vi) an evaluation study may use a combination of 

designs and procedures for data collection and 

analysis. 

b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC X: FORMALITY OF CONTROL 

A. Formality of control in design: 
1. experimental mode 

a) true experimental 
b) quasi-experimental 
c) non-experimental or pre-experimental 
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2. Discursive mode 
a) adversary proceedings 
b) field work, systems analysis, historical 

analysis 
c) criticism 
d) impressions 

3. use of both experimental and discursive modes. 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC XTO THE EVALUATION 
REPORT OF GIRLS' PHYSICAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

The broad nature of the topics canvassed in the opinion 

surveys called for subjective responses and impressions. 

The topics did not come to grips with specific course 

content or units of the program, but mentioned areas 

such as being fit, enjoyment of P.E. and doing P.E. 

with friends. Only the following three topics out of 

fifteen, in the Student Survey, in my opinion, relate 

to actual course work or outcomes. 

No.l P.E. activities help me to be fit 

No.5 Certain activities help me to develop strength 

No.6 P.E. helps me to have better body control 

and even these may be considered extremely general and 

qualitative. 

The opinions of Year 7 students appeared to have equal 

weight to those of Year 10 students, yet it was almost 

a pre-test/post-test situation (of different samples) -

one group after one term's exposure to the P.E. 

Program, the other group (Year 10) after 3 years and a 

term. 
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As recommendations about course work and changes to the 

P.E. Program flowed from this survey, after analysis of 

the data, it seems that the design of the survey was 

the crucial element in reflecting whether girls' needs 

and interests were being met. 

The survey statements designed for teachers and parents 

were couched in different language from that of the 

students. In an attempt to make the survey 

comprehensible to students across the Year 7-10 range, 

some topics were so simplified as to bring into 

question whether the students were reacting to the same 

concepts as the teachers and parents. If this was the 

case, some of the statistics, their analysis and 

recommendations were based on invalid assumptions. 

The questions in my mind are: 

1. was there a basic mismatch between the aim of the 

evaluation and the survey design, and 

2. what objective data at the school level was 

available to verify or refute the subjective 

information supplied in the survey, 

3. how does this survey relate girls' needs in P.E. 

to the existing program? 

4. would a smaller scaled, more manageable 

evaluation, with greater experimental control, 

have been more valid and more useful. 
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Data collection was obtained by the completion of a 

formal Survey Form. There was no evidence of cross 

checking or other forms of verification. 

Data analysis was simple quantitative, being tabulated 

in percentage form for comparison, assisted by 

positive/negative graphs to highlight responses, 

together with histograms. However, as most of the data 

was qualitative, there was little formality of control. 

The possibility of bias that is potentially present in 

subjective, self evaluations can be cited in the 

analysis of results of student responses to the 

statment. 

"P.E. should be compulsory• 

The results, by year, were as follows: 

Year Definitely Mostly Mostly Definitely 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

7 57 28 8 7 
8 36 29 11 24 
9 26 27 9 38 

10 30 19 19 31 

By Year 9, 47% disagreed and by Year 10, 50% disagreed, 

yet the total Years 7-10 percentage indicated that 63% 

of the students agreed with the statement that P.E. 

should be compulsory. An alternative analysis of these 

results could be that Years 7 and 8 students consider 

P.E. should be compulsory, and the possibility of 
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presenting it as an Elective subject for Years 9 and 

10, instead of a core, should be explored further. 

The elements of Characteristic x that appear to apply 

to the Evaluation Report are: 

A. Formality of control on design: 
2 discursive mode 

b) field work 
d) impressions 

B. Formality of data collection: 
2 idiosyncratic procedures 

c. Formality of data analysis: 
1 quantitative analysis 

a) tabulated information 
2 verbal analysis 

CHARACTERISTIC XI: EMPHASIS ON COMPARISON 

a) CONTEXT: 

The purpose of this Characteristic is to determine the 

extent of the importance that comparison has in an 

evaluation study. There are three main elements in 

determining the importance of comparison as part of the 

study: 

a) the unit of comparison 

b) the emphasis on comparison or the extent to which 

it is relied on 

c) the approach or method taken to make the 

comparison. 
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The unit of comparison refers to the subject matter of 

the comparison - what is to be compared. A program 

being evaluated may be compared with a 'control' 

program, a traditional program or a competing new 

program. Variations of the one program may be compared 

at the same site, or the same program at different 

sites. Comparisons may also be made with a norm, such 

as median scores or voting patterns, with broad 

concepts like democracy, or there may be no explicit 

comparison, but implicit or latent ones. 

The emphasis on comparison refers to the range of 

features chosen for comparative purposes. If an 

evaluator collects identical data on two programs, the 

comparison is extensive. If only a single item, such 

as outcomes, is selected for comparison, the emphasis 

on comparison is more than likely slight. 

The method of making comparisons varies from a direct 

to an indirect method, and from a systematic approach 

to an unsystematic one. Maling-Keepes points out that 

the difference between direct and indirect comparisons 

is mediation which can be a significantly negative 

influence in clouding a comparison. 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.70) 
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b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC XI: EMPHASIS ON COMPARISON 

A. Unit 
1 

used in the comparison: 
selected groups 
a) among groups - the program and a 'no 

treatment' group and/or an alternative 
program (traditional or new) 

b) within a single program - variants at a 
single site or variants at several sites 

2 one group selected and compared with a norm 
or concept 
a) built into the measuring tool 
b) implicit in a broad concept (eg. social 

justice) 

3 no comparison group used, the evaluator 
concentrates on the program alone. 

B. Features selected for comparison: 
l identical information collected on the two or 

more programs being compared; the comparison 
is comprehensive 

2 comparative information is collected for key 
elements addressed in the evaluation; the 
comparison is significant but partial 

3 comparative information is limited to one or 
two aspects of the evaluation; the comparison 
is light 

4 no comparative information is gathered 

C. Approach taken in making the comparisons: 
1 direct or indirect 

a) direct, ie. no intervening measure 
b) mixture of direct and indirect 
c) indirect, ie. intervening scale or 

measure 

2 systematic or unsystematic 
a) systematic, ie. features to be compared 

are selected in advance 
b) comparison provided for in the design, 

but the items used are selected after 
the data collection. 
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c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC XI: EMPHASIS ON COMPARISON 

Four references from the Evaluation Report are relevant: 

•students' opinions will be compared and contrasted 
with parents' and teachers' views, so that we can 
consider both points of views to make recommendations." 

(M. Pashley, & T. Sutherland, 1982, p.4} 

and 

•we decide that a 3-way comparison between teachers, 
students and parents would provide the most useful 
information to pursue our aim." 

{M. Pashley, & T. Sutherland, 1982, p,5) 

and again 

"The parent and teacher questionnaire was de_signed to 
show the extent of compatibility of views between them 
and the P.E. Department." 

(M. Pashley, & T. Sutherland, 1982, p.5) 

Finally, student responses to the survey were collected 
in Year groups with separate tabulations for each Year 
7-10. 

"This enabled us to make comparisons between the 
different groups." 

(M. Pashley, & T. Sutherland, 1982, p.5) 

The above references indicate that comparison was 

fundamental to the design of this evaluation. The 

opinions of separate groups within the one school were 

canvassed to determine what the impressions were 

regarding some aspects of the P.E. Program, or whether 

a common leaning towards a change emerged. 

Insufficient use appeared to be made in analyses of 

separate Year groups, to highlight differences in 

opinions. 
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There was no hint of extending the findings from the 

Evaluation Report to other situations. Comparison with 

other populations of students was not apparently 

considered. 

comparison was an integral part of the design of the 

Evaluation Report. However, as mentioned above, the 

comparison took the form of comparing opinions about 

aspects of the one P.E. Program among different groups 

in the school community. There is some difficulty in 

correlating this type of comparison with Characteristic 

XI which relates more to comparing one program with 

others. 

CHARACTERISTIC XII: SCOPE OF INFORMATION COLLECTED 

a) CONTEXT: 

Information collected by an evaluator may be classified 

according to how broad and comprehensive its scope is. 

Depending on whether detailed information is obtained 

on many program features, several program features or 

simply a few features, the scope may be broad, 

reasonable or narrow. 

Maling-Keepes selected three broad categories or 

stages, into which information gathered could be 

classified: 
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1) the background of the program before it was 

introduced or at the beginning of the 

evaluation, 

2) the program-in-action, 

3) program effects, both long and short term 

1) Relevant areas for study on a 

pre-program/post-program basis include the target 

population, the setting and the program itself, 

with concentration on the program-in-action, as 

well - how it functions, mutual influence of the 

program and its setting, and reactions to 

information-gathering techniques. 

Background information is useful to determine the 

situation before a new program begins. It may be 

obtained retrospectively from records or 

interviews to ascertain aspects of a program 

before it began or while it is current. 

nsuch information may deal with a program's target 
population, the context in which a program 
functions, and the program itself." 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.72) 

2) Information about the program-in-action records 

the program as it occurred, to ascertain what went 

on in the program. The scope of this element is 

well covered in the summary of Characteristic XII 

below, under 

B. Information on the program-in-action. 
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3} An evaluator may collect information about the 

results of a program. Information about 

short-term or long-term effects may be obtained in 

the three categories suggested as possible areas 

to study when piecing together the background 

before a program's introduction mentioned in (1) 

above, namely, the target population, the setting 

and program staff and equipment. 

b} SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC XII: SCOPE OF INFORMATION 
COLLECTED 

A. Information collected on the background of the 
program: 
1. the target population characteristics 
2. the setting - physical features and social 

features 
3. the program - rationale and goals, 

procedures, tactics, methods, equipment, 
materials and staff 

B. Information on the program-in-action: 
1. the functioning of the program - how it 

functions (organization, procedures, 
materials) and what happened and when 
(events, activities, sequences) 

2. the setting - response to the program and 
developments affecting the program 

3. evaluator's information-gathering techniques 
- reactions to them and possible effects on 
the program 

c. Information on the program effects: 
1. short-term effects 

a) on the target population 
b) on the setting - physical and social 

features 
c) on the program staff and equipment 

2. long-term effects - on any of the above. 
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c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC XII: SCOPE OF INFORMATION 
COLLECTED 

Information gathering for the P.E. Evaluation was 

entirely by an opinion survey. The types of questions 

asked in the survey could be said to supply information 

that would be expected to affirm the existing 

situation, with a little scope for suggestions and 

change. The policy that P.E. be compulsory was 

strongly supported by staff, parents and Years 7, 8 

students, for example. Several of the topics surveyed 

related to the setting - working with friends~ or in 

fresh air, while others related to short term effects 

on the target population - from enjoying physical 

activities, to the notion of being fit as a result of 

P.E. activities. 

On applying the elements of Characteristic XII to the 

P.E. Evaluation, the scope of the information is seen 

to be narrow and confined. 

A. Information collected on the background of the 
program: 
1. not addressed 
2. a little information on physical resources 
3. very little information on the program 

B. Information on the program-in-action: 
1. very little information 
2. getting information on the response to the 

program was the main reason for the survey 
and the evaluation - some changes were 
explored and implemented 

3. reactions to the information-gathering 
techniques were not covered in the Report. 
The evaluators have subsequently reported on 
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a) more positive student attitudes towards 
both P.E. and the staff because of their 
participation in the survey, 

b) the positive and co-operative attitudes 
of the school staff during the survey 
(M. Pashley, and T. Sutherland, 1985) 

C. Information on the program effects: 
1. short-term effects 

a) some were included in the survey in a 
subjective, possibly superficial manner 

b) not addressed 
c) not addressed 

2. long-term effects - not addressed. 

CHARACTERISTIC XIII: EMPHASIS ON INTERPRETATION 

a) CONTEXT: 

The key area for interpretation to occur in evaluation 

is the information gathered. The evaluator is both 

likely to interpret the information gathered, and to 

present his interpretations in the evaluation report. 

If an evaluator comments in broad generalities, he 

leaves the way open for alternative interpretations, 

and his conclusions may be refuted. An evaluator may 

also minimize interpretation by presenting data without 

offering any interpretation. The form of the inter

pretation may vary, and so may the starting point for 

the interpretation. When goals and procedures for data 

collection and analysis are loosely defined, the 

starting point for interpretation becomes debatable. 

Maling-Keepes' discussion of the role of interpretation 

in an evaluation may be summarised as follows: 
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MINIMAL INTERPRETATION: 

GOALS: 
DATE COLLECTION: 
ANALYSIS: 
INTERPRETATION: 

operationally defined 
procedures are reproducible 
procedures are reproducible 
limited to restating the data 

Interpretation is considered to have an extensive role 
in an evaluation when the following conditions apply: 

EXTENSIVE INTERPRETATION: 

GOALS: 

DATA COLLECTION: 
ANALYSIS: 
INTERPRETATION: 

are in the form of broadly stated 
questions 
procedures are partially explicit 
procedures are partially explicit 
consists of broad generalities 
alternative interpretation and a 
possible complex chain of reasoning. 

The possibility of even a wider range of 
interpretations occurs when the conditions are so loose 
as to allow open-ended interpretations. 

OPEN-ENDED INTERPRETATION 

GOALS: 
DATA COLLECTION: 
AND ANALYSIS: 
INTERPRETATION: 

loosely defined 

procedures are implicit 
wide scope, open ended. 

The extent that interpretation influences an evaluation 
depends on such aspects as the form of the case 
presented: 

(1) the following examples indicate how an argument 
may be presented in a tight and logical fashion 
with little scope for alternative interpretation, 
or in a loose manner that invites an open-ended 
interpretation: 

SCOPE FOR INTERPRETATION 

Logic Strict 

Length of Reasoning relatively short 

compass alternatives 
eliminated 

Inductive 

longer or more 
complex with gaps 
in reasonsing 

broader, with the 
possibility of 
alternative 
explanations 



117 

(2) the starting point for the interpretation: the question 
is does the introduction of interpretation have a 
recognizable, clear-cut entry point or are the program 
goals themselves too broad as to invite interpretation. 
The range of situations may be illustrated as follows: 

GOALS 

INTER PRE TAT ION 
LESS MORE 

operationalized broadly stated -
OR 

loosely defined 
non-referential 
terms 

PROCEDURES FOR 
DATA COLLECTION 
AND ANALYSIS 

controlled partially explicit 
implicit 

DEFINING THE 
STARTING FOINT 
FOR INTERPRETATION 

clear cut open to 
interpretation 

b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC XIII: EMPHASIS ON 
INTERPRETATION 

A. Form of the interpretation: 

1. the evaluator simply restates the data; the 

data constitute the interpretation; the 

interpretation is certain; alternative 

interpretations are excluded 

2. the evaluator makes references from specific 

data; the chain of reasoning is brief; the 

interpretations are convincing; alternative 

interpretations are unlikely 

3. the evaluator interprets the data in the 

context of broad generalities (eg. democracy); 
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the chain of reasoning is complex; the 

conclusions reached are linked to the data in 

general terms; the interpretations are 

reasonable or convincing; alternative 

interpretations are likely 

4. the evaluator suggests alternative 

interpretations; the interpretations are 

plausible and open-ended 

B. Starting point for the interpretation: 

1. clear-cut 

2. ambiguous 

3. loosely defined. 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC XIII TO THE EVALUATION 
REPORT OF THE GIRLS' PHYSICAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

Interpretation played a major role in this evaluation. 

The focus of the study was whether students' needs and 

interests were being met in the P.E. Program. This 

topic itself is broad and general. Its focus was 

sharpened by the evaluators compiling a list of what 

they considered the students' needs and interests were, 

based on "personal experience, personal observation, 

education information, scientific education." 

(M. Pashley and T. Sutherland, 1982, p.5) 

The opinion surveys were based on this list, which 

could have been subjective and open to interpretation 

regarding priorities. 
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Some of the survey topics called for subjective 

opinions about such things as fitness, fun and 

developing strength. Can a program be validated on 

these opinions alone? What supporting and objective 

school-based information could back these and other 

areas surveyed? It seems that the interpretations of 

evaluators at the analysis stage were based on student 

responses, which were also interpretations. A hint 

that there was to be a heavy emphasis on broad and 

subjective interpretation may have occurred early in 

the Evaluation Report: 

"As we have taught in the P.E. Department for a number 
of years, we have all the necessary background 
information and we were able to relate our observations 
to this." 

(M. Pashley and T. Sutherland, 1982, Abstract) 

In applying the elements of Characteristic XIII to the 

Evaluation Report, the broad generalities of needs and 

interests were considered, and alternative interpre

tations were likely in some cases. 

A3 Form of the interpretation: 

the evaluator interprets the data in the context 

of broad generalities 

B3 Starting point for the interpretation was loosely 

defined. 
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SUMMARY OF THE PHYSICAL EDUCATION EVALUATION REPORT 
USING MALING-KEEPES' CHARACTERISTICS 

The P.E. Program had been in operation for some years and 

was, therefore, institutionalized. No documentation was 

provided on the early planning, implementing or adopting of 

the P.E. Program. As this evaluation was a voluntary, 

self-evaluation, the persons likely to carry out any 

revisions were the program developers, who were also the 

teachers of the program. The evaluation centred around a 

needs (and interest) based opinion survey and its scope was 

in the area of selected aspects, and specific details, as 

outlined in the survey instruments. Uniformity of the 

program from class to class was not addressed. Program 

objectives were only sparingly treated. The evaluation 

study under review may have had greater value if it was 

seen as an introduction to more detailed evaluations of the 

P.E. Program - the beginning of a continuous process rather 

than an end in itself. 

This evaluation was a non-funded, voluntary, school-based, 

self evaluation so the two evaluating staff were quite 

independent in their operation. In such cases where the 

evaluator is both the program-developer and the decision

maker for a particular Subject Department, some precautions 

may need to be taken to counteract subjectivity and bias 

regarding a program's merits. Personal value judgments 

were not gr eatly acknowledged in this report. 
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The value judgments of the groups surveyed were visible in 

a systematic way, both to suggest strengths and weaknesses 

and even to give a verdict on the merits of the program in 

a general way. The practical aspects of utilizing the 

findings and recommendations from this evaluation study 

were pertinent to the two staff concerned because of their 

close association with the program, its implementation and 

evaluation, and their role in carrying out any changes 

recommended. 

As suggested above, the existing P.E. Program's goals, 

content and processes were neither detailed nor evaluated. 

The evaluation was an opinion survey to determine whether 

the girls' needs and interests were being met. An 

interpretation that could be made from the evaluation 

report was that the existing program was meeting the needs 

and interests of the students. The questions asked in the 

survey, the 'home-made' survey instruments, and the 

recommendations were all specific to the local situation: 

there was no apparent intention to generalize from the 

specific situation. 

The design and the procedure used for data collection were 

not formal, but subjective, thus increasing the possibility 

of ·unintended influences, which could reduce the 

reliability, validity and usefulness of the findings. 
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Comparison was fundamental to the design of this evaluation. 

It took the form of comparing opinions about aspects of the 

one P.E. Program among different groups in the school 

community. The scope of the information gathered was 

considered narrow and confined according to the criteria of 

Maling-Keepes' characteristics. 

There was very little information on the background of the 

P.E. Program or the functioning of the program-in-action. 

The main reason for the opinion survey was twofold: 

1) to get information on the response to the program; 

and 

2) to ascertain whether it attended to the needs and 

interests of the students. 

Apart from this, there was little information on the 

program effects. Interpretation played a major role in 

this evaluation. The evaluators interpreted the data in 

the context of broad generalities, and the starting point 

for interpretation was loosely defined. 

APPLICATION OF MALING-KEEPES' SET OF KEY CHARACTERISTICS 
OF EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION AS AN INSTRUMENT OF REVIEW 

Maling-Keepes' set of key characteristics of educational 

evaluation appears to be directed to professional 

evaluators, assessing large scale educational or community 

projects. In terms of the characteristics or yardsticks, 

her approach is extremely analytical and abstract, 

requiring considerable delib e ration before a selection is 
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made from the range of elements in any one of the thirteen 

characteristics. 

Beginning school level evaluators could easily be 

discouraged by the detailed design, the abstract terms and 

the apparently impersonal approach with no reference to 

school-based structures. Maling-Keepes' set of key 

characteristics was developed before the responsibility of 

curriculum evaluation was school based in the ACT at 

least. It presents a picture of an onerous work-load that 

could be off-putting for a teacher who needed to develop 

confidence in handling evaluation processes, while being 

conscious of the limited time and energy available for 

completing an evaluation. 

If the target of Maling-Keepes' approach was the 

professional evaluator working with large scale projects, 

not necessarily school-based, then it is unsuitable for 

teachers developing skills and confidence in evaluation and 

developing curriculum processes on a much smaller scale. 

Russell concluded from his study of teachers as evaluators 

that: 

1) evaluation by insiders was more effective for 
school improvement than evaluation by outsiders 

2) large scale, whole school evaluations were less 
effective than evaluations of single issues; 

3) nteachers can participate in school based 
evaluation provided it is limited in scope 

(N . Russell, 1985, p.87) 
" 
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As Maling-Keepes' set of characteristics stops at 

'Interpretation', a review of an evaluation report based on 

the characteristics is silent about the actual findings, 

recommendations and their adoption. The audience is not 

referred to, nor the adequacy of reporting to them. Other 

relevant areas that do not emerge from the Maling-Keepes' 

application are: 

1) the decision-making structures of the school 
concerned in relation to an evaluation's findings; 

2) the school's method of managing an evaluation or 
reviewing an evaluation report. 

The Maling-Keepes' approach concentrates on the conditions 

under which a program was planned, and then aims to examine 

the program-in-action. The evaluator's stance, the design 

of the evaluation and the importance of interpretation are 

integral to her approach. At a school level it is 

important to go further, to include the adequacy of 

reporting to the audience, the way an evaluation report is 

received in relation to decision-making structures, and the 

ultimate usefulness of the evaluation. 

SUMMARY OF CHAPTER 3 

The search for a suitable review checklist that could be 

applied to school-based self evaluations was taken a step 

further in Chapter 3 by the application of Maling-Keepes' 

set of key characteristics to the same Physical Education 

evaluation Report that was r eviewe d in Chapter 2. 
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Maling-Keepes devised a set of thirteen characteristics of 

educational evaluation, grouped according to four themes, 

as follows: 

Characteristics I-IV: 
V-VII: 

VIII-IX: 

X-XIII: 

Program Aspects 
Evaluator's Stance 
Questions asked in the 
Evaluation 
Evaluation Design, Information 
Collection and Interpretation 

Maling-Keepes suggested six possible uses of her set of key 

characteristics, the sixth one being to enquire into the 

nature of the work of evaluators. It is this function, as 

an instrument of review of evaluations, that was trialled 

in this Chapter. 

The format was similar to that in Chapter 2, in that each 

characteristic was analysed, in turn, according to details 

of its context as intended by Maling-Keepes, followed by a 

breakdown of the characteristic into its elements and their 

sub-sections. Finally the characteristic was applied to 

the Girls' Physical Education Evaluation Report. The 

application of thirteen characteristics involved a 

detailed, painstaking analysis of the Evaluation Report, 

requiring lengthy periods of concentration, which could 

make such a review function impractical under normal school 

conditions. The application of Maling-Keepes' framework 

enabled an objective analysis to be made of the evaluation 

report, placing the area of study into a broader 

prespective. A structured summary of the report was 
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developed and shortcomings in the use of Maling-Keepes' 

framework as a review structure for school level 

evaluations were suggested. 

RELATIVE MERITS OF THE EVALUATION FRAMEWORKS 
OF RUSSELL AND MALING-KEEPES 

In relation to their suitability as review instruments at a 

school level, some impressions have been formed from the 

application of two distinct frameworks to the one 

evaluation report. Russell's approach was oriented to 

teachers conducting school based evaluations, stressing the 

evaluation processes and using. concepts that were readily 

intelligible, concerning stages of evaluative activity that 

were attainable by amateur evaluators, if they commenced 

with exercises that were limited in scope, resources and 

degree of difficulty. Maling-Keepes' framework was, it 

would seem, designed to cater for a different clientele, 

when national projects were more common and professional 

evaluators were required to assess the value of packaged 

curricula or trial new ones. Its framework is formidable, 

if not esoteric. Despite the depth of treatment of the 

characteristics covered, the Maling-Keepes approach did not 

follow through to include the all important stages of the 

sphere of influence of completed evaluation reports, their 

suitability for their relevant audiences or the ultimate 

usefulness of the findings of the report in relation to the 

adoption of any recommendat i ons made. 
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In Chapter 4, a second school-based evaluation report will 

be reviewed by applying Russell's List of Evaluation 

Processes. This evaluation was conducted by an 'outsider', 

who did not use either the Russell or the Maling-Keepes' 

approach to design her evaluation study. 
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CHAPTER 4 

A review of an evaluation of the pastoral needs of 
a school community using Russell's List of 
Evaluation Processes. 

Purpose of Chapter 4 

Two different review methods, those of Russell and Maling

Keepes, were applied in Chapters 2 and 3 respectively, to a 

school-level evaluation report concerned with physical 

education. In this and the succeeding chapter, a second 

evaluation case study will be reviewed, namely an evaluation 

of the pastoral needs of the school community of the same 

regional Catholic High School, Years 7-10 in the ACT, St 

Francis Xavier High School, Florey. The evaluator was 

Sister Anita Willmott, a member of the Dominican Religious 

Teaching Order, who included an evaluation of this school's 

pastoral needs as part of a dissertation on pastoral 

guidance entitled "One Approach to Pastoral Guidance. An 

analysis of the Pastoral Needs of a Catholic, Regional, 

Junior Secondary School Community in the ACT". This 

dissertion was part of the course requirements towards a 

Graduate Diploma in Educational Studies: Pastoral Guidance 

from the Sydney Catholic College of Education, Mount st 

Mary Campus, Strathfield. The evaluation, as mentioned, 

took the form of an analysis of the pastoral needs of the 

school's community, which included an evaluation of the 

existing pastoral care program, and was conducted by an 
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external evaluator, with a "whole school" perspective, in 

the course of full time release for study, enabling some 

depth of treatment of the topic. 

The review method that applied in Chapter 2, namely an 

application of Russell's List of Evaluation Processes of a 

collegial type, will be used again in this chapter. The 

usefulness of this List of Evaluation Processes sterns from; 

(a) its focus which is school-level, designed for teachers 

in an evaluating role, and 

(b) its design which can cater for a broad range of 

evaluation styles and topics, and 

(c) the comprehensive range of processes expressed in a 

single format, enabling evaluators to work to their own 

levels of skills and experience. 

As pointed out previously, there are four basic process 

stages in Russell's list: 

PROCESS I 

PROCESS II 

PROCESS III 

PROCESS IV 

RUSSELL'S LIST OF EVALUATION PROCESSES 
OF A COLLEGIAL TYPE 

EVALUATION PLANNING - PURPOSES 

EVALUATION PLANNING - ROLES AND MANAGEMENT 

IMPLEMENTING THE EVALUATION PLAN 

HANDLING EVALUATION OUTCOMES 

(From N. Russell, 1985, p.201) 
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Methodology in Chapter 4 

When Russell's list was applied as a review instrument in 

Chapter 2, the approach used was to take each process in 

turn, and apply it in terms of its context in general, then 

to indicate the elements that are contained in the process 

and, finally, to apply the elements to the evaluation 

report under review. A similar approach will be carried 

out here in relation to the evaluation of pastoral needs by 

Sr A. Willmott. 

A REVIEW OF THE PASTORAL NEEDS' EVALUATION USING 
RUSSELL'S LIST OF EVALUATION PROCESSES 

CONTEXT OF PROCESS I: EVALUATION PLANNING - PURPOSES 

As outlined in Chapter 2, Process I: Evaluation Planning -

Purposes includes six planning areas which, if well 

covered, aim to ensure that the fundamental purpose of an 

evaluation is clarified, and all relevant parties are aware 

of the intended exercise. These six areas included under 

'Purposes' are the issue to be studied, the reason for the 

evaluation, obtaining the support of stakeholders, being 

aware of any opposition to the evaluation, giving reasons 

why the timing for such a study is suitable, and 

identifying the intended audiences. 
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Process I, according to Russell, includes the politics of 

evaluation, where aspects of the evaluation are negotiated. 

In the process of defining the precise issue to be 

evaluated, the scale of the study needs to be attainable by 

means of the known time, personnel and expertise available 

or granted. As teachers may be involved in school-level 

evaluations for a variety of purposes, from school 

improvement and staff development on the one hand to 

accountability at a system or government-funded level, the 

clear purpose of a particular evaluation was to be known. 

(N. Russell, 1985, p.361) 

Russell also was convinced that school-level evaluations 

for accreditation were very different exercises from 

collegial evaluations for school improvement, usually 

involving different staff with different scales of 

evaluation, involving different procedures and skills. The 

contrasting pictures he described of these two types of 

school-level evaluation may be gauged from the simplified 

summary presented in chart form on the following page. 

Concerning stakeholders, it was pointed out in Chapter 2 

that the support of colleagues has proved to be a reliable 

predictor of a successful evaluation. This would include 

the quality of the information gathered from them. One 

must be prepared to expect some resistance to an evaluation, 

even if simply because it is seen as an innovation, and 

some people have difficulty with adjustment to change. 

Others may feel threatened either by earlier evaluation 
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TWO SCHOOL-LEVEL EVALUATION PROCEDURES 

TYPES OF EVALUATION 

COLLEGIAL ACCREDITATION 

CURRICULUM IMPROVEMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OR 
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT CURRICULUM REVIEW 

MAINLY THE PROCESSES ANTECEDENTS AND 
OF THE CURRICULUM OUTCOMES 

FORMATIVE, PROBLEM SUMMATIVE 
CENTRED 

ACROSS ALL LEVELS MAINLY SENIOR 
MANAGEMENT 

ADVISERS RATHER THAN INSPECTORS OR 
CONTROLLERS OF THE EVALUATORS 
EVALUATION 

ONE ISSUE OR AREA WHOLE SCHOOL 

MORAL OR IMPLICIT LEGAL-FORMAL LEVEL 
WITH INFORMATION 
DIRECTED TO THE 
EDUCATION AUTHORITY 

(from N. Russell, 1985, pp.346-8) 

experiences or because of lack of skills. Any ulterior 

motive behind the stated purpose of the evaluation ought to 

be detected. Finally, the audience for any reporting, 

together with the relevant form of reporting, needs to be 

identified. 

I 
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PROCESS I 
EVALUATION PLANNING - PURPOSES 

ELEMENTS IN THE PROCESS 

1. (A) DESCRIBE THE ISSUE OR AREA TO BE EVALUATED 
2. (B) STATE THE PURPOSES OF THIS EVALUATION 
3. (C) OBTAIN THE ENDORSEMENT AND SUPPORT FROM INTERESTED 

PARTIES 
4. (D) IDENTIFY LIKELY OPPONENTS TO THE EVALUATION - AND 

ATTEMPT TO MEET OBJECTIONS 
5. (E) STATE THE MOTIVES FOR THE EVALUATION (WHY IS IT 

BEING UNDERTAKEN NOW) 
6. (F) IDENTIFY THE INTENDED AUDIENCES FOR ANY EVALUATION 

REPORTS 

(N.A. Russell, 1985, p.201) 

APPLICATION OF THE ELEMENTS OF RUSSELL'S PROCESS I 

TO THE PASTORAL NEEDS' EVALUATION REPORT 

PROCESS I - EVALUATION PLANNING - PURPOSES 

l.(A) DESCRIBE THE ISSUE OR AREA TO BE EVALUATED 

The specific aims of the research were: 

u i) to identify, analyse and establish the pastoral 
needs of the personnel within the school community, 

ii) to evaluate these needs in the light of current, 
relevant theory, and 

iii) to suggest a workable model of Pastoral Guidance 
suited to meet the established needs of this 
school community, with the personnel and resources 
available, 

so that pastoral care will be given to each according 
to his needs." 

(A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.14) 
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The Pastoral care System at the school was evaluated by 

Sister Willmott in 1982, in the process of establishing the 

pastoral needs and as a forerunner to recommending a 

Pastoral Guidance programme. The distinction between 

pastoral care and pastoral guidance was given as follows. 

Pastoral care is an umbrella term covering the total caring 

climate of a school which fosters the spiritual, emotional, 

social and academic development of each person, while 

guidance is a group of services 

"which include student appraisal, information, group 
work, counselling, educational and career advice and 
counselling including placement and follow-up, 
referral, consultation and evaluation." 

(A.F. Willmott, 1982, p,10) 

Sr Willmott drew on the relationship of the elements of 

evaluation (adapted from Hughes et al, 1980) to support her 

approach that the evaluation of the pastoral needs of a 

school involves an inquiry into the school as a whole. The 

intentions or school's policy on pastoral care should be 

contained in a statement of the school's philosophy and 

goals, as should the intended outcomes. The existing 

situation or actual practice needs to be ascertained to 

verify the correlation between theory and practice. 

The issue or area to be evaluated proved to be a point of 

confusion that was not readily apparent to the school 

principal during the negotiation stages. As mentioned, the 

evaluator was an independent outsider, who, it was thought, 

wished to evaluate the pastoral care system at st Francis 

Xavier High School, Florey. Possibly because of lack of 



135 

detailed programming in this area, the emphasis became an 

analysis of pastoral needs of the school community, with a 

"whole school" perspective. Some confusion results from 

the term of reference of an objectives approach, to examine 

pastoral care policy, actual practice and the intended 

outcomes on the one hand, and a needs-based approach on the 

other hand. This confusion is compounded later by a stated 

research approach which could be classed as goal-free, an 

interpretative approach 

"where data is collected without any preconceived 
notion about its significance and orientation, until 
there emerge relationships pertaining to the general 
case." 

(A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.30) 

such a broad scope as "whole school", together with the 

lack of clarity resulting from the dual analysis of the 

existing pastoral care system and pastoral needs, detracts 

from a research study of high calibre. 

2. ( B) STATE THE PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION 

The evaluation was presented both "as a personal research 

paper, and as an evaluative instrument for the school 

involved." (A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.14). 

The research was fulfilling the requirement of a Graduate 

Diploma in Educational Studies: Pastoral Guidance and it 

was undertaken also: 
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"to ascertain from the staff and students themselves, 
what they considered to be the areas of actual pastoral 
need and of special pastoral concern at the time. They 
were asked to relate these to what they saw as the 
intentions of the school as enshrined in its 
philosophy, whether explicitly or implicity." 

(A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.14) 

As indicated earlier in this Chapter under the topic 

"Context of Process I: Evaluation Planning - Purposes" 

Russell has drawn up broad descriptions distinguishing two 

types of school-level evaluation, depending whether the 

evaluation was collegial for school improvement or an 

accreditation exercise. The evaluation report under 

review, concerning the pastoral needs of a school 

community, was initiated and managed by an outsider, albeit 

a voluntary one, working through the school's established 

administrative hierarchy, was whole school in scope and 

could easily be taken by staff to be an accreditation-type 

exercise. Yet, because the design of the evaluation seemed 

to include several models, from the objectives model to a 

needs basis to a goal free approach, aspects of a typical 

collegial procedure were present, such as a focus on the 

processes of pastoral care with a formative, problem 

centred accent . The evaluator's preferred role appeared to 

be as a facilitator, especially in such activities as 

participant - observation. 
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OBTAIN THE ENDORSEMENT AND SUPPORT FROM INTERESTED 
PARTIES 

School-based stakeholders included the Principal and staff, 

students and parents. Sister Willmott visited the school 

well before undertaking the study and obtained approval 

from the Principal to undertake the research as an external 

evaluator. 

4. ( D) IDENTIFY LIKELY OPPONENTS TO THE EVALUATION - AND 
ATTEMPT TO MEET OBJECTIONS 

There was no overt evidence of opposition. The staff was 

informed of the proposal and their co-operation sought. 

Sister Anita spoke to key staff involved in pastoral care 

before the evaluation was undertaken and obtained their 

endorsement. 

5. ( E) STATE THE MOTIVES FOR THE EVALUATION (WHY IS IT 
BEING UNDERTAKEN NOW) 

The timing of the evaluation was related to the 

requirements of the tertiary course undertaken by the 

evaluator and the fact that the school was in its sixth 

year, long enough for any intended procedures and outcomes 

to be observed and evaluated. 
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IDENTIFY THE INTENDED AUDIENCES FOR ANY EVALUATION 
REPORTS 

The school based audience identified in the evaluation 

report was the school staff involved in pastoral care. 

They were fundamental to the information gathering function 

both as prime sources of information and as active 

participants in pastoral care. 

It would be useful at this stage if evaluators made 

enquiries about school procedure which help to bring the 

findings and recommendations of completed evaluations to 

the attention of relevant audiences. 

In the application above of the elements of Russell's 

Process l to the Pastoral Needs' Evaluation, it can be 

concluded that some typical problem areas in organizational 

situations involve the clarity of goals, the quality of 

communication, the management of change, the use of 

negotiating skills both to develop co-operation and to 

resolve conflicts, when required, as well as in the 

handling of group dynamics. The formal evaluation process, 

itself, may be considered an innovation for many members of 

a school community. Schmuck (1981, p.2) indicated that 

"internal forces" had to be considered before attempting 

school-based change strategies, such as: 
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l. School leaders should be involved at all stages. 

2. An educational focus must be preserved. 

"The best school-based change designs will be 
integrated marriages of OD, curriculum development, 
instructional improvement and student learning." 

(R.A. Schmuck, 1981, p.2) 

3. There must be careful and early planning by an internal 

steering committee. 

4. Consultants should be available to schools over an 

extended period of time. 

Mulford (1980, p.8) also stresses that Organisational 

Development can help to develop the necessary prerequisites 

for effective education evaluation. By focussing on the 

skills which help to implement change, and, in particular, 

the importance of co-operation for effective implementation, 

Mulford hoped to reduce the influence of negative school

based restraints, such as: 

1) the lack of incentive for co-operation in schools, 

2) school structures reinforce independence, 

3) conflict tends to be avoided in schools, 

4) professionals in schools seek autonomy, 

5) school staff follow a sequence of group development, 

the early stages of which do not focus on effective 

co-operation. 

(Dr W. Mulford, 1980, p.8) 
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An awarness of organizational weaknesses at a local level, 

and the planning of strategies to cope with such 

situations, could make a considerable difference to the 

effectiveness of an evaluation. 

CONTEXT OF PROCESS II: EVALUATION PLANNING -
ROLES AND MANAGEMENT 

As detailed in Chapter 2, participants in an evaluation 

from within the school community need to be identified. 

There are good prospects of evaluation findings being acted 

upon, if the ultimate decision makers take part in the 

planning process. Clarifying the roles of outsiders is 

crucial to the success of school-level evaluations, 

according to Russell (1985, p.205), who indicated that 

several evaluations were discontinued because of role 

confusion involving outsiders. 

The importance of time and timing can influence the 

fortunes of an evaluation. The excessive amount of time 

often taken for evaluations can be avoided by a judicious 

selection of the scope of the study. The timing of an 

evaluation in the course of the school year can influence 

its success or failure. Periods of high work load need to 

be avoided. The question of time release to allow 

evaluating teachers to initiate a study or to undertake a 

particularly onerous process of an evaluation needs to be 
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addressed. The costs of school-level evaluations are 

usually more opportunity costs than financial ones, "and 

the cost has to be measured in terms of what other 

activities have to be foregone." (N. Russell, 1985, p.206) 

PROCESS II 
EVALUATION PLANNING - ROLES AND MANAGEMENT 

ELEMENTS IN THE PROCESS 

7. ( A) 

8. (B) 

9. ( C) 
10. (D) 

IDENTIFY THE PERSONNEL PARTICIPATING IN THE 
EVALUATION 
IDENTIFY THE ROLES OF ANY OUTSIDERS TO THE 
EVALUATION (FACILITATOR, EVALUATOR, CONSULTANT) 
ESTIMATE THE TIME TO BE SPENT ON THE EVALUATION 
ESTIMATE THE FINANCIAL COSTS OF THE EVALUATION 

(N.A. Russell, 1985, p.201) 

APPLICATION OF THE ELEMENTS OF RUSSELL'S PROCESS II 
TO THE PASTORAL NEEDS' EVALUATION REPORT 

PROCESS II - EVALUATION PLANNING - ROLES AND MANAGEMENT 

7. ( A) IDENTIFY THE PERSONNEL PARTICIPATING IN THE 
EVALUATION 

Ostensibly, it was an individual effort by the one 

evaluator. However, considerable co-operation was required 

from staff who had pastoral roles, especially Year 

co-ordinators and Pastoral Leaders, as well as ancillary 

staff. 
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IDENTIFY THE ROLES OF ANY OUTSIDERS TO THE 
EVALUATION (FACILITATOR, EVALUATOR, CONSULTANT) 

The evaluator was an outsider. No other outsiders were 

identified. While the evaluator co-operated fully with the 

administration and reported progress on an ad hoc basis, it 

would be more satisfactory from the school's position to 

monitor such an external evaluation more closely, and have 

the evaluator account to a school review committee on a 

regular basis and negotiate each step of the evaluation. 

The advantages would be improved communication, a greater 

sense of ownership by school personnel of the evaluation 

processes, findings and implementation of the 

recommendations. 

9. ( C) ESTIMATE THE TIME TO BE SPENT ON THE EVALUATION 

The constraints of time were certainly considered when data 

collection methods were chosen. The school-based data 

collection period was confined to the planned ten days 

initially, with a subsequent school visit to attend to 

"loose ends 11
• 

As the study was undertaken during full time study-leave, 

the emphasis on time would have been less critical than it 

would be for full-time teachers. 
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10.(D) ESTIMATE THE FINANCIAL COSTS OF THE EVALUATION 

This topic was not addressed in any depth. The school had 

the advantage of the services of a voluntary researcher. 

One example of sensitivity to cost saving was the decision 

to reduce a general survey of the school population to 

Years 9 and 10 only. 

CONTEXT OF RUSSELL'S PROCESS III -
IMPLEMENTING THE EVALUATION PLAN 

The discussion of the context of Russell's Process III in 

Chapter 2 is a relevant frame of reference here as well, 

and is repeated for the reader's convenience. 

Russell makes the following observations about 
information-gathering methods: 

a) they vary depending on the purposes of the 
evaluation and the skills of the evaluators 

b) general formats, widely accepted, include 
participant observations and open-ended interviews 

c) some instruments useful for comparisons between 
programs have been carefully planned, trialled and 
validated 

d) 'home-made' instruments such as specific tests, 
interview schedules and surveys, can be used for a 
particular school's evaluation. 

The validity of the information gathered refers to the 
accuracy with which the information reflects the 
program or area being evaluated. Data-gathering 
instruments should be appropriate, addressing the key 
questions that emerged in the evaluation planning stage. 

(N. Russell, 1985, p.207) 
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The analysis of information needs to be conducted according 

to the following guidelines; 

a) to be appropriate for the stated evaluation purpose 

b) to be realistic in terms of available time and other 

resources 

c) to consider how the results will be reported to the 

audiences 

The release of information needs to have regard to 

professional reputation, sensitivities, ownership of 

evaluation information involving agreements or renegotiated 

decisions. Evaluators need to preserve ethical standards 

as regards colleagues, and the confidentiality of data. 

PROCESS III 
IMPLEMENTING THE EVALUATION PLAN 

ELEMENTS IN THE PROCESS 

11. (A) 

12. (B) 

13. (C) 
14. ( D) 

COLLECT INFORMATION USING APPROPRIATE SCHOOL-LEVEL 
INFORMATION GATHERING METHODS 
USE SAFEGUARDS TO ENSURE THAT SCHOOL-LEVEL 
INFORMATION IS RELIABLE AND VALID 
ANALYSE SCHOOL-LEVEL INFORMATION COLLECTED 
STATE PROCEDURES GOVERNING THE RELEASE OF SCHOOL
LEVEL INFORMATION 

(N.A. Russell, 1985, p.201) 
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APPLICATION OF THE ELEMENTS OF RUSSELL'S PROCESS III -
IMPLEMENTING THE EVALUATION PLAN TO THE PASTORAL NEEDS' 

EVALUATION REPORT 

11.(A) COLLECT INFORMATION USING APPROPRIATE SCHOOL-LEVEL 
INFORMATION GATHERING METHODS 

Given the complexity of the intended research study from 

pastoral care (intent, practice and outcomes), to an 

enquiry into the pastoral needs of the school community and 

the intended goal-free approach to data collection, the 

evaluator seemed to be successful regarding the collection 

of relevant and valid information about many aspects of 

student pastoral care in operation and staff and student 

pastoral needs. 

In the data gathering process, an omission conceded by the 

evaluator on her conclusion was the "work already done in 

planning and programme development by senior pastoral care 

staff." (A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.116). This may indicate a 

bias towards ascertaining needs rather than examining 

existing practice. 

In general, the information gathering methods were 

considered most appropriate and thorough. Sister Willmott 

gave a rationale for choosing the interpretative research 

approach and for employing three methods of data collection 

- survey, personal interview and participant observation. 
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Student Surveys: 

There were two student surveys -

1) a survey containing 54 questions was directed to all 

Year 9 and Year 10 students: "To obtain an overview of 

the school "climate" with respect to pastoral care as 

perceived by the students". (A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.32) 

2) a representative sample of thirty students from each 

Year 7-10, was chosen to reflect the male, female and 

ethnic composition of the particular Year Group. "This 

questionnaire was much more detailed and specific". 

(A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.33) 

Staff surveys: 

There were two staff surveys - one to Pastoral Leaders and 

Administrators, the other to ancillary staff. The aim of 

these surveys was to elicit views of pastoral care and 

staff priorities in this area. As distinct from the 

structured student responses of YES, NO, NOT SURE, staff 

were given open-ended questions, allowing expansion of 

points of view. 

Interviews: 

"The type chosen was the focused interview, because it 
focuses on the respondent's subjective responses to a 
known situation, in which he or she has been involved, 
and which has been analysed by the interviewer prior to 
the interview." 

(A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.35) 

The interviews were limited to ten key staff in the 

pastoral organisation. 
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Participant Observation: 

To get the feel of the general climate of the school, and 

to get close to the social situation informally, the 

evaluator used participant observation "an exploratory 

means of describing a social situation through the senses 

of the researcher and his or her subjects, and explaining 

the situation from both points of view.• (A. Willmott, 

1982, p.36) 

In this study, Sister Willmott undertook the role of 

observer as a limited participant. In this situation, as 

with other forms of data collection, she was skilful at 

adopting an acceptable, unobtrusive role. She also 

appeared to gain great co-operation in the administration 

of surveys and in the interview situation. Both the type 

of data collected and the methods used were considered to 

be of an extremely high standard. By this I mean the 

validity (or truthfulness) of the information, the 

reliability of the methods used and the usefulness of the 

information gathering. 

12.(B) USE SAFEGUARDS TO ENSURE THAT SCHOOL-LEVEL 
INFORMATION IS RELIABLE AND VALID 

The evaluator was conscious of the need for high 

reliability and validity of methods used to obtain 

information. 

•whatever the method of data collection, the results 
would need to be consistent, that is, reliable and 
appropriate, that is valid." 

(A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.38). 
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The primary sources of data were the student and staff 

surveys. 

Student survey for Years 9 and 10: 

Although it was a lengthy survey, the questions were clear 

and unambiguous, while the answers were structured into the 

range of Yes, No, Not Sure. The questionnaire was an 

adaptation of one used by some School Retreat Teams. 

Sample questions were: 

This school is a place where: 

No. 5 

No.37 

teachers take notice of me 

students are helped to 
become leaders 

Yes No Not 
Sure 

From an uncomplicated, structured questionnaire one could 

expect reliability to be high. Validity in this case would 

depend on the goodwill and candour of the students in 

answering questions, as well as the atmosphere of the 

presentation of the instruments for completion by 

teachers. Staff had been well briefed, and from the 

evaluator's observation: "The students are friendly and 

seem to be happy to be at the school. It is unusual to be 

in a school where so many students are 'on-side'." 

(A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.28) 
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Within this climate one could expect candour and co

operation - valid responses. In addition, the student 

sample was all Years 9 and 10, so students had considerable 

experience to draw on; one would expect their answers to be 

more representative than younger students. 

As mentioned previously, a more detailed student survey was 

given to a representative group of 30 students in each 

Year, 7-10. To ensure that each sample accurately 

reflected the student population of each year, it was 

selected randomly, with a male female ratio in proportion 

to the Year group, and with an ethnic component in 

proportion to the Year group. The questionnaire used was a 

recognised one, taken from Hamblin's Problems and Practice 

of Pastoral Care. (D.H. Hamblin, 1981, pp.288-295) 

concerning staff questionnaires, the questions were adapted 

to suit the role of the staff member, according to his/her 

involvement in the pastoral care system. Because of the 

high priority given to Pastoral Care in the school's 

objectives, the close involvement of many staff in this 

area, and the rapport developed by the evaluator, the 

questionnaires were given reasonable priority and 

constructive completion. 

In the interviews, the questions were designed to elicit 

the same sorts of information as the staff surveys, and so 

provided a cross check for validity. 
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13. (C) ANALYSE SCHOOL-LEVEL INFORMATION COLLECTED 

Chapter 4 of Sister A. Willmott's dissertation is entitled 

"Analysis and Interpretation of Data" and in almost forty 

pages she closely analysed the raw score totals which were 

included in the Appendices over another forty pages. The 

task that the evaluator set herself was formidable, her 

methodology clear, logical and objective while her findings 

were professionally-stated and constructive. 

As mentioned previously, one student survey was canvassed 

over the total Year 9 and Year 10 populations - Year 9 

(N=l76) and Year 10 (N=l41). Responses to 54 statements 

were totalled separately for Year 9 and Year 10 students 

according to the three categories given - YES, NO, NOT 

SURE, and then collated into separate categories. For 

example, six statements scattered throughout the 54 items 

on the survey form related to "Pastoral Care - Student 

Teacher Relations", another seven related to "Pastoral Care 

- Treatment of Students", while a third sub-section of 

"Pastoral care - Behaviour of Students" had an additional 

eight survey statements, and a fourth, "Meeting 

Difficulties," had four statements for classification. 

The following table indicates the relative weighing of the 

main areas surveyed. Of a total of 54 statements, for 

example, Pastoral Care accounted for 25, or just under half 

the statements. 
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TOPIC 

a) Religious Education 
b) Curriculum 
c) Pastoral Care 

i) Student Teacher Relations 
ii) Treatment of Students 
iii) Behaviour of Students 
iv) Meeting Difficulties 

d) School in General 
TOTAL 

NUMBER OF STATEMENTS 
TO CONSIDER 

6 
7 
8 
4 

6 
15 
25 

8 

54 

Totals for Yes, No, Not Sure were supplied for Years 9 and 

10, together with percentage figures for the abovementioned 

topics. 

The researcher's justification for the inclusion of topics 

'outside' Pastoral care was that the area under review had 

to be seen in the total context of this school. 

"The evaluation of the pastoral needs of a school 
involves an enquiry into the school as a whole, - into 
its overall provision for the well-being of the 
students and staff." 

(Sr A. Willmott, 1982, p.12) 

To illustrate how raw scores for individual statements in 

the Student Survey developed into generalisations, the 

following examples have been selected: 

From Table G.3 (A.F, Willmott, 1982, p.134) the following 

extract related to Item 5 of the 54 item survey. 

Raw scores of 'Survey Questionnaire for All Students'. 
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Item 5 Year 9 (N=l76) Year 10 (N=l41) 
Yes No Not Yes No Not 

Sure Sure 
This school is a place where 

Item 5 teachers take notice 
of me 48 52 76 46 24 71 

Item 5 was then included with Items 10, 15, 29, 44 and 49 

into Table G.3 and then into Table 4.3 (Sr A. Willmott, 

1982, p.46) as an item included under Student-Teacher 

Relations. 

Table G. 3 (from A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.134) 

RAW SCORES OF "SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FOR ALL STUDENTS": 
PASTORAL CARE AND TREATMENT OF STUDENTS 

(c) Pastoral Care Year 9 (N=l76) Year 10 (N=l41) 
i) Student Teacher 

Relations 

This school is a place where 
Item 

5 teachers take notice 

Yes 

of me 48 

10 teachers are genuinely 
interested in what I do 51 

15 I respect my teachers 90 

29 I am thought of as an 
attractive person who 
matters 62 

44 teachers listens to 
what I say 70 

49 teachers are friendly 
out of the classroom 124 

No 

52 

60 

25 

35 

50 

30 

Not Yes 
Sure 

76 

65 

61 

79 

56 

22 

46 

52 

90 

55 

71 

113 

No 

24 

31 

12 

23 

26 

5 

Not 
sure 

71 

58 

39 

63 

44 

23 
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TABLE 4.3 
PERCENTAGES OF RESPONSES TO PASTORAL CARE 
WITH RESPECT TO STUDENT-TEACHER RELATIONS 

Response Year 9 Year 10 TOTAL 

Positive 

Negative 

Uncertain 

42 

24 

34 

51 

14 

35 

46.5 

19.0 

34.5 

It can be seen that responses to Item 5 were not typical of 

the pattern of responses to other questions in this 

grouping. 

The analysis of Table 4.3 related to: 

a) the difference between Year 9 and Year 10 and 

b) the high level of uncertainty, which was partly 

explained by the inclusion of any qualified answers 

into the "NOT SURE" category. 

14. (D) STATE PROCEDURES GOVERNING THE RELEASE OF 
SCHOOL-LEVEL INFORMATION 

The study by Sr A.F. Willmott was presented "as a personal 

research paper, and as an evaluative instrument for the 

school involved." (A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.14). 

From the school's point of view, the study was in the hands 

of the administrative staff for its initiative and further 

action regarding findings and recommendations. No 
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instructions or suggestions were made by the evaluator 

regarding the release of information. 

concerning personal staff contributions and the ethics of 

confidentiality, the researcher safeguarded the privacy of 

individual contributors - information was presented 

anonymously. 

Some disadvantages regarding the format are discussed under 

17(C). 

CONTEXT OF RUSSELL'S PROCESS IV -

HANDLING EVALUATION OUTCOMES 

The description of Russell's perspective of Process IV, as 

outlined in Chapter 2, is restated here for the reader's 

convenience. 

The reporting of evaluation findings is most important. 

Recommendations included by Russell are as follows: 

a) Communication to the relevant audience is the purpose 

of an evaluation report. 

b) Reports may be oral, in audio-visual format or written, 

formal or informa l. 
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c) They should be clear, well organised and concise. 

d) Report findings should identify which decisions need to 

be made and by whom. 

(N. Russell, 1985, p.208) 

The participation by stakeholders in the evaluation 

processes should facilitate the implementation of the 

findings. By deliberately restricting the scope of school

based evaluations into manageable units, and by reviewing 

the advantages and disadvantages of each completed 

evaluation, school personnel can build on successful 

experiences and adjust their approach to suit the school. 

PROCESS IV 
HANDLING EVALUATION OUTCOMES 

ELEMENTS IN THE PROCESS 

15. (A) PREPARE REPORTS IN A FORM SUITED TO THE INTENDED 
AUDIENCE 

16. (B) IDENTIFY THE DECISIONS THAT THE RESULTS OF THE 
EVALUATION MAY CONTRIBUTE TO 

17. (C) IDENTIFY THE ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF THE 
EVALUATION PROCESS USED 

(N.A. Russell, 1985, p.201) 

APPLICATION OF THE ELEMENTS OF RUSSELL'S PROCESS IV 
TO THE PASTORAL NEEDS' EVALUATION REPORT 

15. (A) PREPARE REPORTS IN A FORM SUITED TO THE INTENDED 
AUDIENCE 

The relevant information for the school's consideration 

formed part of a larger study on Pastoral Guidance, and was 

therefore partly hidden until the Dissertation was studied 

in some detail. Secondly, there was a considerable time 
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lag between the initial school-based research undertaken by 

the evaluator, and the receipt by the school of a copy of 

the Dissertation, followed by a greater delay involving 

administrative reaction, tabling of the report at a senior 

administrative level, and finally, a whole staff 

involvement in a one day in-service on some of the issues 

and future planning in pastoral care. Matters of concern 

to staff in the pastoral area in September 1982 may not 

have been as relevant by March 1984, when the in-service 

was conducted. 

Earlier feedback by the evaluator, in a more concise form, 

may have recaptured some of the enthusiasm engendered 

during the information - gathering stage and encouraged 

further development in the pastoral area. 

16. (B) IDENTIFY THE DECISIONS THAT THE RESULTS OF THE 
EVALUATION MAY CONTRIBUTE TO 

This topic was well covered in the Dissertation's Chapter 4. 

(A.F. Willmott, 1982, pp.75-80). 

Eleven staff findings were stated, together with an 

additional four suggestions. There were six student needs 

documented, and nine staff needs. In addition, the 

evaluator's belief in the development of a Pastoral 

Guidance structure, emerged throughout the research. 
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IDENTIFY THE ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF THE 
EVALUATION PROCESS USED 

There was no review of the evaluation, but in her 

conclusion, Sister Willmott pointed out some of the gaps in 

her research. It may be useful to list the perceived 

advantages and disadvantages of the evaluation process used. 

The advantages 

1. The evaluating person, although an outsider, came to a 
Catholic School with a certain status because she was a 
Religious, a successful member of her Religious Order 
as a former Principal, and one with some expertise in 
the school's stated priority area of pastoral care. 
Her entry to the school may have been smoother than 
that of many external evaluators. 

2. The subject of the research was one that most staff 
could identify with, given its staff and student focus, 
together with the fact that all full time teachers were 
Pastoral Leaders. 

3. The involvement of the 'users' in the information -
gathering process heightened school-level interest. 

4. The voluntary nature of the research meant it involved 
little cost to the school, and, the fact that the 
research was carried out during full time release for 
study, meant there was not the same urgency or pressure 
in the time allocated to complete the task. 

5. The scope of the study could not have been matched by 
the school's resources, when staff try to complete an 
evaluation in available non-teaching time. 

6. An external evaluator has a greater chance of being 
objective about the research. 

7. There is a strong possibility that many staff would 
feel that confidentiality would be greater with an 
external person, making their responses more valid. 

8. Information-gathering methods were of a professional 
standard. 
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9. Reliability and validity were given high priority. For 
example, sampling was thorough, and information was 
cross-checked. 

10. Analysis of the information was thorough. 

11. The findings and recommendations were clearly stated. 

12. Reporting took the form of a thesis-type, professional 
format. 

The disadvantages 

1. Perhaps the basic aim of the research needed to be 
documented and negotiated more carefully with the 
school's administration. The initial research was 
understood to be the School's Pastoral care program. 
The eventual thrust was Pastoral Needs, with little 
account of tried or planned procedures. 

2. When neither the choice of evaluation topic nor the 
evaluator was chosen by the school, there is a risk 
that the school will not be totally receptive to the 
topic, nor own the findings or recommendations. 

3. There are added risks that an external evaluator will 
not establish rapport with the school staff nor tap in 
to the school's climate readily. 

4. A school would not be able to conduct an evaluation on 
such a large scale without special provisions, such as 
time release. 

5. More effective communication at a senior level, by such 
means as an Evaluation Committee, would have allowed 
greater input from some senior staff and a sense of 
ownership of the research, and enabled the evaluator to 
give progress reports and to renegotiate terms. 

6. Reporting took the form of a professionally presented, 
detailed Dissertation, as required for the Postgraduate 
Diploma Course. However, to stimulate thinking and 
action at the school level, perhaps Reporting could 
take a more practical and concise format for three 
types of audience: 
(a) School administration and staff, 
(b) students, 
(c) parents. 

For the staff, perhaps a synopsis of findings from 
staff and student surveys, together with 
recommendations. For the students, perhaps a synopsis 
of the student surveys, together with recommendations, 
and something similar in a Newsletter to parents. 
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The Report presented in such a detailed form, as part 
of a broader Dissertation topic, lost some of its 
impact. 

7. The time lags between 
i) surveying and reporting on the one hand, and 
ii) reporting and school reaction on the other hand, 
weakened the impact of the report's findings. 

8. It is probably true to say, from the accumulated 
picture of Items 5, 6 and 7 that the research was not 
entirely owned by the administration. 

9. Any existing or tried Pastoral care programming was 
given slight coverage. 

10. Parents were not involved in the study. 

11. No 
a) 
b) 

guidelines were given by the school concerning 
its right to read the draft report, or 
its procedures for reviewing the report and 
initiating action based on the findings. 

12. The possibility of evaluator bias in favour of 
structural pastoral guidance rather than a less 
structured pastoral care system has to be considered. 

A STRUCTURED DESCRIPTION OF THE PASTORAL 
NEEDS' EVALUATION REPORT USING RUSSELL'S 

LIST OF EVALUATION PROCESSES 

The evaluation of pastoral needs, and aspects or outcomes 

of the pastoral care procedures at St Francis Xavier High 

School, Florey, ACT formed part of a larger study, 

presenting one approach to pastoral guidance. The Pastoral 

Care system at the school was evaluated in the process of 

establishing the pastoral needs, as a forerunner to 

recommending a Pastoral Guidance Program. The precise 

issue or area to be evaluated proved to be confusing to the 

school principal. There was a considerable shift in 

emphasis in the study from pastoral care, in practice, and 

a pastoral needs approach. The research was both a 

personal research paper and an evaluation for the school. 



160 

The evaluator was external, the scope was whole school and 

the recognised administrative structure was used to manage 

the research, all of which fitted the accreditation model 

rather than Russell's collegial model. The Principal's 

permission was sought to undertake the study. No other 

stakeholders were approached and there was no overt 

evidence of opposition to the study. There may have been 

insufficient negotiation in the early stages, contributing 

to confusion in the stated aims and the school's 

expectations. 

The evaluation ostensibly was carried out by the one 

external evaluator, but there was considerable co-operation 

at the school level. No other outsiders were identified. 

Closer monitoring of a similar external evaluation at the 

school level is recommended. There were no specific 

estimates of time needed or financial costs of the 

evaluation, although constraints imposed by consideration 

of both time and financial costs were stated. 

In spite of the dual nature of the aim of the evaluation -

existing procedures and pastoral needs, and the whole 

school focus, - the information gathering procedures were 

very successful in terms of pastoral care in operation, and 

pastoral needs. A noticeable omission was program 

development in the pastoral care area. The validity, 

reliability and usefulness of the information gathered were 

of a high standard. Recognised questionnaire formats were 

used with the students; interviews and participation 
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observation were conducted professionally. The good 

relationship between staff and students would have been a 

positive influence in collecting valid information. 

Similarly, staff questionnaires were given high priority 

and completed constructively. The analysis of the 

information was most thorough. No instructions or 

suggestions were made by the evaluator regarding the 

release of information. The ethics of confidentiality were 

preserved by anonymous presentation of information. 

The intended audience was not specifically identified and, 

perhaps a thesis-type format, in which an evaluation forms 

only part of the total topic, is not the most suitable 

reporting format for a school's consideration and action. 

A more concise format for the school's benefit would 

probably produce an earlier response from a wider 

audience. Similarly, the time lag between the actual 

information gathering and a concerted response from the 

school militated against effective action. The evaluator 

clearly identified the decisions that the results of the 

evaluation contributes to. 

The evaluator did not review the advantages of the 

research, but this writer documented an equal number of 

advantages and disadvantages, twelve of each. 
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APPLICATION OF RUSSELL'S LIST OF EVALUATION 
PROCESSES AS AN INSTRUMENT OF REVIEW 

Mention was made in Chapter 2 of the suitability of 

Russell's evaluation design as an instrument of review for 

school-level evaluations. Perhaps it is a truism to say 

that if an evaluation design is effective, in the first 

instance, to guide the planning and implementation of an 

evaluation, it should be equally effective when used as a 

check against a completed evaluation, whether the same 

design was used initially or not. A major proviso concerns 

the type of evaluation for which Russell's evaluation 

design was geared - collegial evaluations by insiders for 

school improvement, with professional responsibility as the 

basis for accountability to their own school community. 

The case study reviewed in Chapter 2 approached the 

collegial model, and so was suitable to be reviewed by 

Russell's method. The case study under review in this 

chapter, I believe, is more akin to the accreditation 

model, mainly because the evaluator was an outsider, with 

Principal status, and the choice of the topic and the 

timing of the evaluation were more those of the evaluator 

than school-based ones. 

Russell's checklist appeared equally effective as a review 

instrument with this pastoral needs' case study as it was 

with the physical education study, perhaps indicating that 

it can cater not only for a broad range of colle gial 

evaluations, as intended by Russell, but it may be a 
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suitable instrument for system-initiated, but school-based, 

evaluations of an accreditation model. A checklist summary 

of the review of the two evaluation reports, based on 

Russell's List of Evaluation Processes, is included as 

Appendix D. 

The effectiveness of Russell's approach could, perhaps be 

enhanced, for review purposes, if his list of evaluation 

processes were to be extended at both the 'alpha' and 

'omega' stages of school-level evaluations, relating to 

school structures or procedures which could aid both the 

initiation of evaluations and the actual application of 

recommendations. 

Are there school structures relating to the initiation of 
an evaluation, such as: 

a) the need for a formal request to the Principal 
indicating the nature of the evaluation, its 
scope, staff involvement, with estimates of cost, 
timing of the evaluation, length of time for 
completion, and likely need for a facilitator, 

b) collaboration with the senior staff member in the 
curriculum area, and/or a curriculum or evaluation 
committee, where they exist, 

c) recommendation from the Principal regarding: 
i) the relevance of the intended evaluation, 
ii) the availability of school resources to match 

the requirements of the evaluation, 
iii) the advisability of calling on a facilitator 

or appointing some staff to be in an advisory 
capacity to the evaluators? 

Similarly, on completion of an evaluation, are there school 

structures to ensure that the evaluation report is reviewed 

for its quality regarding such criteria as relevance, 
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reliability, validity, usefulness and ethics. Are its 

findings and recommendations considered by the 

decision-makers? 

Is there effective communication of the recommendations? 

How useful are the recommendations? Were recommendations 

adopted or not? 

If recommendations from the evaluation are adopted, what 

are the implications for staff development, curriculum 

development or organizational development. 

How useful was the total evaluation exercise for the 

school? Was there effective staff development, school 

improvement and accountability? 

SUMMARY OF CHAPTER 4 

In Chapter 4, Russell's List of Evaluation Processes was 

used as a review instrument to analyse Sr A. Willmott's 

evaluation of the pastoral needs of a school community, 

which included an evaluation of the existing past6ral care 

program. From its previous application, recorded in 

Chapter 2, Russell's checklist was seen to have the 

advantages of a school-level focus and an accommodating 

design concerning types of evaluation, and the level of 

skills of teachers as evaluators. 
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The methodology used was similar to that in Chapter 2, that 

is, each process was explained in its context, the elements 

contained in the process were listed and finally, these 

elements were applied to the evaluation of pastoral needs. 

The rigorous application of a relevant checklist, such as 

Russell's, helped to clarify the complex nature of this 

evaluation with its 

1) dual design embodying a needs approach with an 

evaluation of the existing situation, 

2) compromise between an accreditation evaluation by an 

outsider, with collegial collaboration as well. 

Comprehensive lists of advantages and disadvantages of the 

evaluation process used were compiled, together with a 

structured description of the evaluation, based on the 

perspective of Russell's List of Evaluation Processes. The 

value of this list as a review instrument was discussed, 

together with suggested improvements. 

In Chapter 5, Maling-Keepes' key characteristics of 

educational evaluation will be applied as a review 

instrument to Sr A. Willrnott's evaluation of pastoral needs. 
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CHAPTER 5 

A review of a Pastoral Needs' Evaluation Report 
using Maling-Keepes' set of characteristics of 
educational evaluation 

Purpose of Chapter 5 

To complete the fourth review exercise, the Maling-Keepes' 

set of key characteristics of educational evaluation, which 

was the instrument used in Chapter 3 to review the Physical 

Education Evaluation, will again be used as a checklist, to 

analyse the Pastoral Needs' Evaluation Report. The large 

number of characteristics in Maling-Keepes' list may become 

conceptually more manageable when viewed according to their 

four themes of 

1) the program being evaluated, 

2) the evaluator's stance, 

3) the questions asked in the evaluation, 

4) the evaluation design, information collection and 

interpretation. 

For the reader's convenience, the complete list of thirteen 

characteristics is included again on the following page. A 

concern raised in Chapter 3 related to the negative effect 

such a list could have on a teacher developing evaluating 

skills, because of the size of the list, its abstract 

concepts and the extremely large number of elements, with 
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sub-sections, in each characteristic. Furthermore, because 

the key characteristics were designed for professional 

evaluators, there is no obvious school-based reference with 

which teachers could identify. It can be seen from the 

scope of the four themes above, that Maling-Keepes' design 

stops at interpretation. An emerging criticism, resulting 

from the previous analysis reported in Chapter 3, is that 

the set of key characteristics does not address the end 

result of the total exercise - the adequacy of reporting to 

relevant audiences, the usefulness of the findings and 

recommendations, and whether they were implemented. 

Maling-Keepes' list of key characteristics 
of educational evaluation 

The complete list of the thirteen Characteristics of 
educational evaluation is as follows: 

Characteristic I : 

Characteristic II: 
Characteristic III: 
Characteristic IV: 

Characteristic V: 
Characteristic VI: 

Characteristic VII: 

Program Aspects 
Program's Stage of Development when 
the Evaluator is appointed 
Program's Openness to Revision 
Program Uniformity from Site to Site 
Specificity of Program Objectives 
Evaluator's Stance 
Evaluator's Independence 
Evaluator's Orientation to Value 
Judgments on Program Merits 
Evaluator's Orientation to 
Utilisation of his Work 
Questions Asked in the Evaluation 

Characteristic VIII: Attention to Program Goals 
Characteristic IX: Generalizability 

Evaluation Design, Information 
Collection, and Interpretation 

Characteristic X: Formality of Control 
Characteristic XI: Emphasis on Comparison 
Characteristic XII: Scope of Information Collected 
Characteristic XIII: Emphasis on Interpretation 

SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTICS 
(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.31) 
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Methodology in Chapter 5 

The evaluation report under review in this chapter is the 

same as that reviewed in Chapter 4, the Pastoral Needs' 

Evaluation Report which formed part of Sr A. Willmott's 

Dissertation on Pastoral Guidance. The method of approach 

is to apply each of Maling-Keepes' thirteen characteristics 

of educational evaluation, in turn, to the evaluation 

report, according to the headings: 

a) CONTEXT (of each characteristic as perceived by 
Maling-Keepes) 

b) SUMMARY OF THE CHARACTERISTICS 
c) APPLICATION OF THE ELEMENTS OF THE CHARACTERISTICS TO 

THE PASTORAL NEEDS' EVALUATION REPORT 

The CONTEXT of each characteristic was covered in some 

depth in Chapter 3, but it is included again in this 

Chapter, for the reader's convenience as a reference point 

for the application of Maling-Keepes' evaluation 

characteristics to the second case study - the Pastoral 

Needs' Report. 

CHARACTERISTIC I: 

a) CONTEXT 

PROGRAM'S STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT 
WHEN THE EVALUATOR IS APPOINTED 

Maling-Keepes distinguishes four major stages in 

program development, namely, planning, implementation, 

program adoption and institutionalization. This 

characteristic was considered important because of 
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"(a) the possible effect the stage of program 
development has on the evaluation study, and 

(b) the possible contribution the evaluator may make 
to the program." 

(Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.32) 

If a program has been adopted and is well entrenched 

before the evaluator is appointed, the availability of 

data relating to the early development of the program 

is highly unlikely. One advantage of the early arrival 

of an evaluator is the influence she can have on 

program personnel by developing an open, flexible 

attitude to the program, rather than blind commitment. 

b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC I 

A. Planning 1. basic research 
2. needs assessment 
3. invention and design 

B. Implementation 1. trial and error 
2. model program 
3. prototype 

C. Adoption 
D. Institutionalization 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.35) 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC I TO THE PASTORAL NEEDS' 
EVALUATION REPORT 

The term 'Program' used in the first four character

istics refers to the particular program under review by 

the evaluator, in this case Sr Willmott's appraisal of 

Pastoral care at St Francis Xavier High School, Florey, 

ACT. The concept of Pastoral Care had two major 

applications at the School. In the broad sense it was 

enshrined in the school's philosophy - Christian care 

for the individual student's development and welfare, 
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while in the time-tabled applied version, there is a 

daily fifteen minute period called 1 Pastoral' in which 

each teacher takes responsibility for a group of 

approximately twenty students. Since both aspects were 

part of the institutionalised framework of the school, 

the evaluator, in the context of this first 

characteristic, had arrived late in the program's 

development. Some disadvantages of this timing, 

reported by Maling-Keepes, include: 

l) 
2) 

lack 
lost 
a) 
b) 

of accurate data prior to the program 
opportunities regarding the evaluator 1 s 
input and 
developing a participatory attitude among 
staff towards the evaluation design 

If an evaluator is appointed early enough in the 

development of a program, he/she can contribute: 

"by clarifying objectives, encouraging program 
personnel to use methods of proven effectiveness, and 
pointing out likely difficulties in operations." 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.33) 

The relevant checkpoint from the elements of Maling-Keepes' 

Characteristic I is (D). Institutionalization. 

CHARACTERISTIC II. PROGRAM 1 S OPENNESS TO REVISION 

a) CONTEXT 

Maling-Keepes (1978, pp.36-7) pointed out that a 

program's stage of development can shape the extent of 

possible revisions. As one moves through the four 

stages of a program's development, revision or rewriting 
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becomes more difficult, but modificiations are 

possible. Those vested with the power to revise a 

program are more likely to do so, if they are directly 

associated with it. An evaluator may need to make 

direct investigations about a program before concluding 

whether program developers are prepared to make 

changes. Some of the variables affecting change are: 

1) lip service to an evaluation because of a funding 

condition 

2) constraints such as political climate, available 

time, costs and skills 

A program, for the purposes of revision, may be viewed 

as having these aspects; 

1) goals setting out the program objectives, 

2) resources on what is required to carry out the 

program, such as students, teachers, materials, 

3) methods or activities that make up the program. 

b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC II: PROGRAM'S OPENNESS TO 
REVISION 

A. Program's stage of development: 
1 planning 
2 initial implementation 
3 adoption 
4 well established 

B. Who would carry out revisions: 
l program developers 

(a) available 
(b) interested 

2 users or adopter s 
(a) available 
(b) interested 
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c. Scope of revisions: 
1 every aspect of the program; 

(a) goals 
(b) what is used e.g. staff, equipment, 

materials 
(c) what is done, e.g. activities, treatment, 

procedures, methods 

2 selected aspects; 
{a) goals 
(b) what is used 
(c) what is done 

3 single aspect; 
(a) goals 
(b) what is used 
(c) what is done 

4 no aspect is open for revision 

D. Level of revisions: 
l specific or particular details 
2 organization and policies 
3 general framework, structure and rationale 

(J, Maling-Keepes, 1978, pp37, 38) 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC II TO THE PASTORAL NEEDS 
EVALUATION 

There was no insuperable barrier present to revision of 

aspects of the Pastoral Care situation at the school 

under review. There was an awareness at both the 

administrative and the classroom teacher level that the 

time allocated to Pastoral Care was often taken up with 

'administrativia', that some staff needed additional 

skills to be group leaders, that programs were 

sometimes loosely applied, and that some staff felt 

nleft outn, because Pastoral Care appeared to be 

directed to student welfare and insufficient attention 

was given to staff welfare. 
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Those aspects that may have produced a hidden 

resistance to change were: 

1) the present system of Pastoral Care was well 
entrenched, with a strong tradition of voluntary 
commitment by teachers, 

2) the suggestion for reviewing the existing 
situation and the evaluator were both external to 
the School, 

3) several staff did not favour the idea of set 
programs or tight schedules for the Pastoral 
period. 

In applying the criteria of elements listed under 

Characteristic II, the relevant check points were A4, B -

not addressed, Cl (a), (b), (c) and D3: 

A4 As indicated, the Pastoral Care Program was well 
established 

B) Who would carry out revisions: 
This crucial area was not really addressed. It would 
depend on the initiatives of the administration and 
influential 'prime movers'. The subsequent slowness to 
own the findings may have been related to this 
criterion. 

C Scope of revisions: 
The suggested scope of revisions was very broad, 
open-ended and not really addressed, since it depended 
on the scope of the evaluation. Willmott's broad 
evaluative perspective is observed in the following 
rationale 
"The evaluation of the pastoral needs of a school 
involves an enquiry into the school as a whole - into 
its overall provision for the well-being of the 
students and staff, its relationship as a community, 
and this includes parents and outside agencies, and the 
adequacy of its resources." 

{A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.12) 

On the basis of the above view, the scope of revisions 

would be very broad, namely, 
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Cl every aspect of the program 

(a) goals 

(b) what is used, e.g. staff, equipment, materials 

(c) what is done, e.g. activities, treatment, 

procedures, methods. 

D3 Level of revisions: general framework, structure 

and rationale. 

At the time of the evaluation, it appeared that 

elements 1 (specific or particular details) and 2 

(organization and policies) were under review. 

However, I feel that the evaluator has presented a case 

for pastoral guidance, as distinct from the more 

general pastoral care, which would certainly affect 

No.3 - (the general framework, structure and rationale). 

CHARACTERISTIC III: PROGRAM UNIFORMITY FROM SITE TO SITE 

a) CONTEXT: 

This characteristic relates to the extent to which a 

program is standardised. If this is the aim, then 

there have to be controls exerted in the form of 

specification and design, monitoring the program and 

even supplying set materials and procedures and 

sometimes trained staff. A program is highly uniform 

when it uses set materials, and it is to be completed 
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in a set order, according to definite procedures, in 

order to accomplish narrowly defined goals and there is 

a central monitoring agency. 

In a school situation, the application would involve 

uniformity of the Pastoral Care Program from class to 

class, an atypical situation at the school in 

question. Some exceptions, which could be monitored, 

include Year 10 topics relating to transition, work 

experience or a structured program on study skills. 

b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC III: PROGRAM UNIFORMITY FROM 
SITE TO SITE 

A. What is used in the program: 
1 established as 

(a) materials supplied 
specified 
one's own devising 

(b) staff supplied 
trained 
untrained 

2 monitored by a central agency 

B. What is done in the program (the activities and 
treatment): 
1 established as 

(a) the program components or stages 
set 
selected 
devised 

(b) sequence set 
selected 
devised 

(c) procedures set 
selected 
devised 

2 monitored by a central agency 



c. Program goals: 
1 established as 

(a) narrow 

(b) broad and 
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set 
selected 
devised 

complex 
set 
selected 
devised 

(c) no goals given 
2 monitored by a central agency 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.42) 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC III TO THE PASTORAL 
NEEDS' EVALUATION 

In its present structure, little has been sought in the 

Pastoral care Program by way of uniformity. At the 

total school level it is seen as the responsibility of 

all staff to develop and reflect positive attitudes 

towards a caring philosophy, while in Pastoral Groups, 

each student belongs to a small group and a staff 

member is responsible for their welfare and fosters 

their personal growth and security. There is a 

different focus on student needs from Year 7 

(transition in) to Year 10 (transition out). It is the 

Pastoral Leader who is aware of student attendance, 

general behaviour, family problems, motivation to 

studies since he/she collates Reports in all subjects 

and synthesises opinions regarding progress, and 

encourages participation in House activities and 

community services. 
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In applying the criteria for this characteristic one 

finds that: 

Al (a) materials are usually of one's own devising -
at the level of Pastoral Leader or Year 
Co-ordinator 

(b) staff often feel untrained or inadequate 
outside their teaching area to cope with the 
counselling and group dynamic skills required 
in a Pastoral Group 

2 There is no monitoring of uniform programs 

B Any program, its sequences and procedures are 
devised by Pastoral Leaders individually, 
occasionally by Year Co-ordinators 

C Program Goals 
Stated school goals include the importance of 
pastoral care 
(1) to provide a caring Christian atmosphere and 
(2) for students to belong to and identify with a 

smaller group within the school community. 

These aims can be included in: 

Cl (b) Program goals that are established as broad 
and complex were set by the administration 
after consultationwith staff at the time. 

Because such goals allow for individual interpretation 

by Pastoral Leaders there is no uniformity of approach 

during Pastoral Period, so short term objectives 

devised by Pastoral Leaders are likely to be narrow 

rather than broad in scope. 

"Where goals are broadly defined, users may develop 
particular emphasis and interpretations. There is more 
latitude for individual variation ... " 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.40) 
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CHARACTERISTIC IV: SPECIFICITY OF PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

a) CONTEXT 

As indicated above, program goals may be unstated, they 

may be narrow or broad and complex. Again, they may be 

clearly stated in terms of the specific objectives that 

should be attained. 

Secondly, the subject or topic in which achievement is 

to be made could be broad (living skills) or specific 

(mathematics). 

Thirdly, the actual achievement may or may not be 

specified, and fourthly the time frame for goal 

completion may be specified or not, or left to the 

participants to decide. 

If, according to Maling-Keepes (p.46) program designers 

aim for complex behaviours in a broadly defined field 

and do not specify what would be acceptable 

performance, program goals may still be reasonably 

clear. If program designers set open goals or goals 

are not specified, it is for the participants to decide 

what is an acceptable outcome. 
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b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC IV: SPECIFICITY OF PROGRAM 
OBJECTIVES 

A summary of the elements which constitute 

Maling-Keepes' Characteristic IV follows: 

A. Statement of the goal: 

B. 

1 narrowly specified 
2 complex behaviours or states 
3 broad abstractions 
4 open ended 

Area 
1 
2 
3 

in which the goal is to be sought: 
conditions as well as activities are stated 
range of activities or field is indicated 
area is indeterminate, i.e. lacks clear 
parameters 

C. Specificity of acceptable performance, i.e. what 
constitutes fulfilment of the· goal: 
1 performance and level are specified 
2 performance is indicated 
3 performance is largely unstated 
4 performance is selected by program 

participants, staff, trainees, or clients 

D. Specificity of the time frame for achievement of 
the goal: 
1 specified 

indeterminate 
self-selected 

2 during the program 
at the end of the program 
long-term 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, pp.45, 46) 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC IV TO THE PASTORAL NEEDS' 
EVALUATION 

This characteristic possibly exposes some nwoolly" 

aspects of Pastoral Care - the lack of clear 

definitions of goals and specific outcomes on the one 

hand, as well as lack of direction regarding what 

skills need to be acquired or practised by Pastoral 

Leaders. For example, if one of the purposes of a 

Pastoral Group is to develop a sense of belonging to a 
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group small enough to engender feelings of security, 

homeliness and trust, what on-going skills need to be 

employed by Pastoral Leaders to develop and strengthen 

this trust relationship? 

In terms of Maling-keepes' Characteristic IV, the 

following checklists apply: 

A3 Statement of the goal was in broad abstractions, 

B3 Area in which the goal is to be sought, lacks 
clear parameters, 

C4 Specificity of acceptable performance is selected 
by staff, 

D2 The time frame for achievement of the goal is 
generally during the program. 

CHARACTERISTIC V: EVALUATOR'S INDEPENDENCE 

a) CONTEXT 

Independence, in this context, according to 

Maling-Keepes has two aspects that are mutually 

dependent: 

1. An evaluator's autonomy from certain key people 

involved in a program, 

2. An evaluator's freedom of action 

•Who, in the context of an evaluation, is able to 
impose what sanctions or influences on the 
evaluator, thus limiting his or her autonomy," 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.47) 
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While the two vital sanctions are control of funds for 

the evaluation and the power to hire and fire the 

evaluator, subtle controls can occur at any stage -

from the design to data collection, content and form of 

the report, to the treatment that is given to the 

information presented. 

Other factors which influence an evaluator's degree of 

autonomy include his/her place in the hierarchy of the 

organisation, and the degree of insulation an evaluator 

has from program developers or users. The greatest 

independence occurs when the sanctions are controlled 

by the evaluator. The least independence occurs when a 

single group, such as the program developers, hire and 

fund the evaluator and are the sole recipients of his 

report. 

b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC V: EVALUATOR'S INDEPENDENCE 

A. Who controls the sanctions: 
1 the evaluator, who also funds the program 
2 shared by several groups, for example 

(a) funding and hiring separate from the 
program developers 

(b) program developers hire and evaluator, 
but the funding is separate 

(c) program developers hire and fund the 
evaluator, but the evaluation reports 
are also sent elsewhere (e.g. project 
funding agency) 

3 program developers fund and hire the 
evaluator and are the sole recipients of the 
evaluation reports. 
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B. The evaluator's place in the hierarchy: 
1 immediate access to key project and funding 

personnel: has a senior level position 
2 limited access to key project and funding 

personnel, has a subordinate position 
3 reports to key project and funding personnel 

filtered through levels of the organization; 
has junior position 

c. Position of the evaluation unit: 
1 remote from the program organization 
2 separate from the program organization 
3 part of the program organization 

(a) with insulation 
(b) without insulation 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.51) 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC V TO THE PASTORAL NEEDS' 
EVALUATION 

In the case study under discussion, Willmott's status 

was enigmatic, since she was a voluntary external 

evaluator, and not professional in the sense of a 

private consultant who could be hired and fired. In 

addition, her membership of a Religious Order conferred 

a special status. If the school under review 

considered her approach unacceptable in any way, no 

doubt sanctions could have been applied. A second 

source of sanctions could have been the tertiary 

institution, whose course the evaluator was completing 

- a supervisor could advise against a particular design 

or method of information gathering. A practical 

structure could have been a School Review Committee to 

which Sr Willmott could have reported progress 

periodically. 
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The relevant element in Sr Willmott's study appears to 

be A.l. 

a) Who controls the sanctions: No checklist is 
entirely accurate in this case, but in practice 
A.l. applied. The evaluator, who also funds the 
program 

b) The evaluator's place in the hierarchy: 
Sr Willmott had a senior level position as, 
although a student, she was a former Secondary 
School Principal on Study Leave, and had direct 
access to the Principal and key staff, as well as 
high credibility with the rest of the staff. B.l. 
would be the closest checklist category. 

c) Position of the evaluation unit: The physical 
location where the evaluator actually works on the 
project can influence the degree of independence 
of the evaluator. A remote location increases the 
likelihood of independence. Independence is 
likely to be least when the evaluator works on 
site, and there are no checks on the influences 
which may be exerted by staff. In this case c.2 
is most appropriate with degrees of 3(a) and (b) 
during the on-site period of intensive data 
gathering, when Sr Willmott was provided with an 
office for privacy and access to staff. 

CHARACTERISTIC VI: 

a) CONTEXT: 

EVALUATOR'S ORIENTATION TO VALUE 
JUDGMENTS ON PROGRAM MERITS 

In proposing this Characteristic, Maling-Keepes 

examines the extent to which value judgments form part 

of an evaluation, by selecting three aspects -

visibility of value judgments, whose value judgments 

and the way they are presented in the report. 
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As with the other characteristics, within the above

mentioned elements, there are several acceptable 

options or methods of treating value judgments. On the 

one hand, an evaluator may not acknowledge value 

judgments on a program's merits, confining a study to 

setting out the facts as objectively as possible. On 

the other hand, the role of value judgments can be 

crucial to the evaluation design, occupying an 

extensive and openly acknowledged place in the study 

and report. 

The existence of groups of people, whose opinions may 

be relevant to a review of a program, creates a range 

of courses of action for the evaluator. Maling-Keepes 

suggests that, for an educational program, sources of 

opinion on the merit of a program include professionals 

with expertise in the subject concerned, teachers, 

parents, students and community representatives. 

b) A SUMMARY OF CHARACRERISTIC VI: EVALUATOR'S 
ORIENTATION TO VALUE JUDGMENTS ON PROGRAM MERITS 

A. Visibility of value judgments in this study: 
1. unacknowledged 
2. casually noted 
3. systematically set out 

B. Whose value judgments are included: 
1. the evaluator's alone 
2. those of several groups or persons 
3. the program developer's alone, or those of 

some other interested party 
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c. The way value judgments are used: 
1. not used - the data or 'facts' are simply 

presented 
2. to suggest strengths and weaknesses in the 

program 
3. to give a verdict on the merits of the 

program. 
(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, pp.53, 54) 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC VI TO THE PASTORAL NEEDS' 
EVALUATION 

In Sr Willmott's research project, value judgments 

about the Pastoral care, in theory and practice, abound 

throughout the evaluation. Three types of value 

judgment that are critical to the evaluation are cited 

here: 

1. the evaluator's stance and the framework within 
which the evaluation was conducted 

2. the design of the evaluation and its place within 
a broader research project 

3. the nature of the topics included in both the 
staff and student surveys either invited opinions 
which amounted to value judgments, or in selecting 
an answer from Yes, No, Not Sure, the merit of a 
particular situation or practice was being judged. 

Sr Willmott's stance is stated in the first sentence of 

her introduction 

•To be a Christian is to be committed to pastoral care." 
(A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.l} 

Sr Willmott may have assumed that, in the early policy 

forming days of the school's traditions and practices, 

expectations regarding pastoral care were similar to 

her high expectations relating to the planning and 
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desired achievement of pastoral care within a framework 

of professional guidance. In the early formative stage 

of the school, I believe that the notion of Pastoral 

Care was meant to be an expression of commitment and 

concern - an acceptance of responsibility, both in the 

whole school sense, and for each teacher, the 

development and welfare of a small group of students, 

in particular. 

In applying an adapted Evaluation Model (from Hughes et 

al, 1980, 1:3) relating to intentions, actual practice 

and achievements, some of the questions posed could be 

interpreted as value laden. For example, in the area 

of actual practice, such questions as: 

"What changes are needed to make what is now being done 
more consistent with what was intended?" 

(A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.13) 

coming so early in the study imply that changes are 

needed, and so provide evidence of an expression of the 

evaluator's value judgment. Again, a value free 

question would be "What is being done?" rather than 

"What ought to be done?" 

The second type of value judgment cited above refers to 

the fact that the evaluation of pastoral needs of the 

school community fitted into a broader research, the 

specific aims of which were: 
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n i) to identify, analyse and establish the pastoral 
needs of the personnel within the school community, 

ii) to evaluate the needs in the light of current, 
relevant theory, and 

iii) to suggest a workable model of Pastoral Guidance 
suited to meet the established needs of this 
school community, with the personnel and resources 
available, so that pastoral care will be given 'to 
each according to his needs'.n 

(A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.14) 

suggesting a value judgment that the Guidance Model 

would be more adequate than what was in operation at 

that time. 

Thirdly, statements expressing value judgments were the 

basis of many of the staff survey responses. Some of 

the questions were: 

nwhat is your view of Pastoral Care?n 
"List five characteristics of a school committed 
to Pastoral Care". 

Student surveys could be said to be more factual, 

however, a value judgment is often implied. Negative 

responses to the statement 

"This school is a place where 
I can discuss my schoolwork with my teachern 

would indicate a judgment about lack of approachability 

or other blocking factors. 

The elements most fitting Characteristic VI in this 

study are A3, B2 and C3. 

A3 Visibility of value judgments is systematically 
set out 

B2 Value judgments of several groups or persons are 
included 
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C3 Value judgments are used to give a verdict on the 
merits of the program. 

C3 seems most appropriate since the detailed analysis 

of the surveys produced not only findings but 

recommendations and suggestions as well. 

CHARACTERISTIC VII: EVALUATOR'S ORIENTATION TO UTILIZATION 
OF HIS WORK 

a) CONTEXT: 

The two elements isolated as criteria for this 

characteristic were who needs to be involved to 

guarantee use of the evaluation report, and what needs 

to be included to secure that use. The 'who' and the 

'what' included the following dimensions: 

A. 

B. 

Who: 
1 
2 

3 

What: 
1 
2 
3 

identification of likely users 
the involvement of the decision makers in the 
evaluation 
timing of reports 

identification of the decisions to be made 
pertinence of information collected 
presentation of the information 

Evaluators collect information that may be used by 

decision-makers. The key question is did the evaluator 

identify likely users of information collected during 

the evaluation. Possible users include those who 

develop programs or fund programs or evaluators, future 

developers or evaluators of similar programs, and the 

users of the program. 
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To ensure that any information obtained in the course 

of an evaluation is seen as relevant and likely to be 

used by decision-makers, evaluators sometimes include 

users both in constructing the evaluation design and in 

the actual process. To have an influence on decision 

making, the evaluation findings need to be available in 

good time before the decisions have to be made. If 

relevant recommendations are not to hand when decision

makers are likely to be receptive to them, they may not 

experience the same positive reception when the 

decision cycle comes round again. 

The quality of an evaluation, in terms of its useful

ness, depends on how well the evaluator identifies what 

decisions have to be made. The important issue may be 

a single decision, to continue a program or not, or 

there could be a need to indicate the advantages and 

disadvantages of several alternatives. Further, having 

identified the relevant area of enquiry, the data 

collected has to be pertinent to the decision-making 

process, and the manner of reporting findings has to be 

intelligible to the users. This data may be presented 

without any interpretation, or relative merits of 

alternative courses of action discussed, and, at times, 

recommendations are made. 
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b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC VII: EVALUATOR'S ORIENTATION 
TO UTILIZATION OF HIS WORK 

A. 

B. 

Who: 
1 

2 

3 

What: 
1 

2 

3 

identification of likely users 
a) no specific user identified 
b) one major user identified 
c) several potential users identified 
the involvement of the decision makers in the 
evaluation 
a) they are removed from the evaluation 

process 
b) they are involved in the planning of the 

evaluation 
c) they are participants in the evaluation 
timing of the reports 
a) evaluator's design determines the report 

timing 
b) the decision cycle determines the report 

timing 

identification of the decisions to be made 
a) none specifically identified 
b) a single global decision identified 
c) several alternative decisions identified 
pertinenance of information collected 
a) of general interest, not specifically 

related to the decisions 
b) pertinent to the decisions 
presentation of the information 
a) intelligible, but not suggesting action 
b) in a format which suggests possible 

courses of action 
c) advocacy of recommended action. 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, pp.56, 57) 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC VII TO THE PASTORAL 
NEEDS' EVALUATION 

In applying the elements of this Characteristic to 

Willmott's study, the author indicated that her study 

was both a research paper, which implicitly included 

satisfying Post-graduate Diploma requirements, and also 

an evaluative instrument for the school under study. 

Likely users, identified then, were the examiners of 

the Post-graduate Diploma and the school administration. 
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Other potential users would include future students and 

research workers in the field of Pastoral Guidance and 

future program designers, funders and evaluators in the 

area of Pastoral care and Pastoral Guidance. The 

classification A.l(c) seems most relevant. 

concerning A.2, the involvement of the decision makers 

in the evaluation, A.2(a) applies, as the evaluator 

worked independently, but relied on goodwill and 

cooperative ancillary-type assistance. The timing of 

the report was influenced by examiners' requirements 

and it was not available to the school in 1982. The 

report, in bound thesis format, reached the school the 

year following the evaluation, in ample time for 

inclusion in the new decision-making cycle - A.3(a) is 

the more relevant category. 

In the broad category of what needs to be included in 

an evaluation study to ensure that it is used, the 

identification of the decisions to be made is a crucial 

exercise. It would be difficult for a student of 

Pastoral Guidance not to place high priority on 

recommending the establishment of a Guidance Program 

under a professional Guidance person, where one was not 

in existence at a school. 

Willmott's research design was a needs based one. 

Rather than determining what content was actually 

included in the Pastoral period and its relevance to 
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the school's philosophy, she used as her basis the 

current needs of staff and students, obtained, mainly, 

by surveying large populations or representative 

samples, and developed sets of findings from the staff 

and student responses, together with recommendations. 

Under B.l I feel that the basic aim was to identify a 

single global decision (B.l(b)). 

"to suggest a workable model of Pastoral Guidance 
suited to meet the established needs of this school 
community, with the personnel and resources available." 

(A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.14). 

This appears to have been the ultimate goal. The 

numerous recommendations that flowed from the survey 

findings could well have served three functions: 

1) to demonstrate shortcomings in the present 
structure and practice 

2) to emphasise the need for a specialist to 
coordinate guidance 

3) to indicate to decision makers the areas requiring 
attention while working towards a more 
professionally-based structure. 

The Report based on this research is in Willmott's 

terms an evaluative instrument for further staff review 

- for a type of self-evaluation of the school's 

pastoral care. The information collected was relevant 

both to producing evidence that there was a case for a 

Pastoral Guidance program and also for improving the 

service supplied under Pastoral care, in general. 

Category B.2(b) applies. 
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The information was presented in a manner advocating 

clear recommendations, in keeiing with B.3(c). As it 

was presented in thesis format, after some delay, 

during which time the enthusiasm engendered by the 

research among the staff had waned, these two 

disadvantages of the size of the report and the time 

delay could have been offset by the prompt presentation 

of a separate, brief synopsis directed to the staff, 

and possibly students, soon after the research was 

undertaken. 

CHARACTERISTIC VIII: ATTENTION TO PROGRAM GOALS 

a) CONTEXT: 

This characteristic examines whether an evaluator 

limits his study to areas defined by program designers 

or directors - to the specified intended outcomes, or 

delves further. 

If an evaluator does not limit his study as suggested, 

he may work from within the program and attempt to 

evaluate concomitant effects of the program as well, 

such as implicit goals, hidden effects, unanticipated 

outcomes whether positive or negative. These 

concomitant effects may be detected incidentally, or be 

a part of the formal data collection. 

An evaluator may wish to take a broader stance and work 

outside a program's framework. 
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"In taking such a position, the evaluator puts himself 
outside the mandate of the program and in a position to 
question every aspect of it, including the most basic 
aspirations of its developers." 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.58) 

b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC VIII: ATTENTION TO PROGRAM 
GOALS 

The evaluator treats: 

A. the program goals as 
1. incidental 
2. integral 

B. the concomitant aspects including: 
1. outcomes 

a) incidental 
b) integral 

2. processes 
a) incidental 
b) integral 

c. the aspects outside the program as: 
1. incidental 
2. integral 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.59) 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC VIII TO THE PASTORAL 
NEEDS' EVALUATION 

Sr Willrnott's rationale for her research was as follows: 

"The evaluation of the pastoral needs of a school 
involves an enquiry into the school as a whole - into 
its overall provision for the well-being of the 
students and staff, its relationship as a community, 
and this includes parents and outside agencies, and the 
adequacy of its resources." 

(A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.12). 

If "pastoral needs", as a term, is of a different scale 

and perception from what the school intended to do, or 

says it can do, it could well be that the evaluation is 
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treating aspects outside the pastoral care program as 

integral to her study. Further, the study aims to look 

at the school as a whole, and personnel surveyed were 

asked to relate their pastoral needs to explicit or 

implicit intentions of the school, which is offered as 

additional evidence that the evaluator did not confine 

herself to stated program goals, The relevant elements 

are found in checklists Al, Bl(b), B2(c), C2. 

Al The evaluator treats the program goals as 
incidental 

Bl (b) The evaluator treats concomitant aspects, 
B2 (b) including outcomes and processes as integral 

C2 The evaluator treats the aspects outside the 
program as integral. 

CHARACTERISTIC IX: GENERALIZABILITY 

a) CONTEXT: 

The term generalizability refers to the possibility o,f 

extensive generalisation of the program in question. 

It includes the questions asked by the evaluator, the 

way information is sought in an evaluation (sampling 

and instruments used), and finally the way that the 

gathered information is discussed. 

It is a measure of the extent that the questions asked 

and the information obtained can be applied to new 

situations. 
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The questions asked by an evaluator may be at one of 

the three levels: 

a) program specific, which rules out the possibility 

of a more generalizable evaluation study 

b) treated as an instance of a type of program 

c) posed in the context of constructs and theories. 

The discussion of information gathered may take the 

same range of approaches as suggested for the 

questions. If an evaluation is consistent, the nature 

of the discussion should correspond with the nature of 

the questions asked. 

Finally, if the information gathered is to be 

generalized, the sampling and the instruments used in 

gathering the information are the critical 

determinants, according to Maling-Keepes. 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.61) 

b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC IX: GENERALIZABILITY 

A. Questions treat the program as: 
1 isolated instance 
2 example of a type 
3 example of a research construct 

B. The way the information is sought in the 
evaluation: 
1 the sample 

a) limited to the program 
b) selected with possibility of inference 

to a wider population 
2 the instrumentation 

a) well known and documented outside the 
bounds of the evaluation 
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b) the general approach and principal are 
known, the details would vary with each 
use of it, eg. participant observation 

c) the instruments are home-made, developed 
for and used in the evaluation study 
alone 

C. The discussion treats the program as: 
1 an isolated instance 
2 an example of a type 
3 an instance of a research construct. 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.62) 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC IX TO THE PASTORAL NEEDS' 
EVALUATION 

In applying the criteria of Characteristic IX to 

Sr Willmott's study, one has difficulty in addressing 

element A, which examines how the questions asked by 

the evaluator treat the program being analysed. As the 

key questions asked by the evaluator are all embracing 

needs-based, and broader than the pastoral care 

approach operating at the school, it is not easy to 

isolate the evaluator's treatment of the existing 

pastoral care program. The study, in toto, based on 

establishing the pastoral needs of staff and students, 

could be considered an example of a research construct, 

but the existing program was not addressed in this 

context at the beginning of the study. 

It could be considered as A2 - Questions treat the 

program as an example of a type. 
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The information that was obtained by sampling was 

limited in its application to the school under review. 

While the techniques used, with some adaptation, could 

easily be transferred to new situations, the sampling 

and subsequent generalisations were geared to the one 

school community. 

A particular example was a student survey involving 

choice of a student sample to represent all years 7 to 

10, in the same ratio of boys to girls as the total 

school population, with a representative proportion of 

students with other than English-speaking backgrounds. 

The resultant mix, and their opinions, would be 

peculiar to the one school community only. However, 

the actual instrument used was a recognised •pupil 

Questionnaire• found in Hamblin's Problems and Practice 

of Pastoral Care. (D.K. Hamblin (Ed), 1981, pp.288-295) 

As there were several instruments used, their relative 

categories may best be shown in tabular form. They are 

detailed on the following page. Any discussion of the 

Pastoral Care Program, more by inference from survey 

items that actual textual reference, tended to be 

consistent with treating the program as an example of a 

type - checklist C.2. 



Instrument 

1. Questionnaire for 
all students 
- to get a general 

feeling of the 
school climate 

2. Sample Student Survey 
Questionnaire 
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- to investigate 
students• perceptions 
of the function and 
purpose of the 
pastoral care system 

Recognised 

used by School 
Retreat Teams 
(modified) 

adapted from 
Hamblin's Pupil 
Questionnaire 

Two staff surveys Home made 
- to obtain information instruments 

about objectives and 
current functioning 

Interviews and The general 
Participant observation approach is 

known, but the 
details vary 
with use 

CHARACTERISTIC X: FORMALITY OF CONTROL 

a) CONTEXT: 

Checklist 

B2 (a) 

B.2(c) 

B.2(b) 

"The use of rules or conventions that control a study 

increase its formality~ these include the design 

chosen, the data collection procedures used, and 

procedures used for the data analysis." 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.63) 
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Because the results of a highly formalized study can be 

verified independently, and have a scientific basis, 

underpinning its findings, its reliability and validity 

must be considered to be of a high standard. It 

appears that the ultimate value of an evaluation study 

- the use to which it can be put - could well depend on 

the design chosen to obtain information, as well as the 

procedures used for the collection and analysis of 

data, since they all have a bearing on the degree of 

reliability and validity obtained. As the formality of 

the design and the procedures used decreases, so does 

the possibility of unintended influences increase, to 

reduce the study's overall reliability, validity and 

usefulness. 

Observations about formality of control in an evaluation 

include: 

i) a single study may include both experimental and 

discursive approaches in its design 

ii) formality of data collection procedures relates to 

the ability to reproduce the same data collection, 

or to the extent that the procedures remain the 

same 

iii) data collection procedures may depend on the 

qualities of the person collecting the 

information, for example, participant observation 
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iv) analysis of data ranges in formality of control 

from tightly controlled rules of quantitative 

analysis (inferential statistics) to the wider 

variations of interpretation of descriptive 

analysis 

v) there is less control if procedures involve 

numerical analysis of qualitative data or verbal 

analysis 

vi) an evaluation study may use a combination of 

designs and procedures for data collection and 

analysis. 

b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC X: FORMALITY OF CONTROL 

A. Formality of control in design: 
1. experimental mode 

a) true experimental 
b) quasi-experimental 
c) non-experimental or pre-experimental 

2. discursive mode 
a) adversary proceedings 
b) field work, systems analysis, historical 

analysis 
c) criticism 
d) impressions 

3. use of both experimental and discursive modes. 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, pp.67, 68) 
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c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC XTO THE PASTORAL NEEDS' 
EVALUATION 

The application of this characteristic to Willmott's 

study begins with a design classification of a 

discursive model, in the area of field work. The 

control is in the area of sustained contact between the 

researcher and the program under review, in this case 

approximately a fortnight's school based observation 

and information gathering. 

There was some evidence of counterchecks by means of 

interviews and participant observation to verify survey 

findings. The classification of A2(b) applies. 

Data collection was concentrated on four surveys, 

supplemented by interviews and observation, as 

mentioned above. Procedures were idiosyncratic, so B2 

is the relevant checklist, 

Data analysis was both tabulated and verbal, so Cl(c) 

and C2 apply. 
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CHARACTERISTIC XI: EMPHASIS ON COMPARISON 

a) CONTEXT: 

The purpose of this Characteristic is to determine the 

extent of the importance that comparison has in an 

evaluation study. There are three main elements in 

determining the importance of comparison as part of the 

study 

a) 

b) 

the unit of comparison 

the emphasis on comparison or the extent to which 

it is relied on 

c) the approach or method taken to make the 

comparison. 

The unit of comparison refers to the subject matter of 

the comparison. A program being evaluated may be 

compared with a 'control' program, a traditional 

program or a competing new program. Variations of the 

one program may be compared at the same site, or the 

same program at different sites. Comparisons may also 

be made with a norm, such as median scores or voting 

patterns, with broad concepts like democracy, or there 

may be no explicit comparison, but implicit or latent 

ones. 

The emphasis on comparison refers to the range of 

features chosen for comparative purposes. If an 

evaluator collects identical data on two programs, the 
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comparison is extensive. If only a single item, such 

as outcomes, is selected for comparison, the emphasis 

on comparison is more than likely slight. 

The method of making comparisons varies from a direct 

to an indirect methods, and from a systematic approach 

to an unsystematic one. Maling-Keepes points out that 

the difference between direct and indirect comparisons 

is mediation which can be a significantly negative 

influence in clouding a comparison. 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.70) 

b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC XI: EMPHASIS ON COMPARISON 

A. Unit 
l 

used in the comparison: 
selected groups 
a) among groups - the program and a 'no 

treatment' group and/or an alternative 
program {traditional or new) 

b) within a single program - variants at a 
single site or variants at several sites 

2 one group selected and compared with a norm 
or concept 
a) built into the measuring tool 
b) implicit in a broad concept {eg. social 

justice) 

3 no comparison group used, the evaluator 
concentrates on the program alone. 

B. Features selected for comparison: 
1 identical information collected on the two or 

more programs being compared; the comparison 
is comprehensive 

2 comparative information is collected for key 
elements addressed in the evaluation; the 
comparison is significant but partial 

3 comparative information is limited to one or 
two aspects of the evaluation; the comparison 
is light 
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4 no comparative information is gathered 

C. Approach taken in making the comparisons: 
1 direct or indirect 

a) direct, ie. no intervening measure 
b) mixture of direct and indirect 
c) indirect, ie. intervening scale or 

measure 

2 systematic or unsystematic 
a) systematic, ie. features to be compared 

are selected in advance 
b) comparison provided for in the design, 

but the items used are selected after 
the data collection. 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, pp.70-71) 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC XI TO THE PASTORAL NEEDS' 
EVALUATION 

In Willrnott's study of pastoral care, the objective is 

to determine the pastoral needs as perceived by staff 

and students. Much of the information gathered, 

however, relates to the impressions of staff and 

students about aspects of the existing pastoral 

situation. It appears that the existing pastoral 

program, in operation, is compared with the pastoral 

needs as perceived by staff and students to determine 

areas of omission or insufficient emphasis. It could 

be said that A2(b) applies, as one group (the School's 

pastoral program) is compared with a concept - a needs 

approach. 

Features selected for comparison could be the actual 

practice as against the perceived needs in pastoral 

areas, so B2 was selected 
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"Comparative information is collected for key elements 
addressed in the evaluation; the comparison is 
significant but partial." 

The application of this characteristic (Emphasis on 

comparison) reveals a difficulty with the evaluation 

that may not be found without an analysis tool of some 

type. The senior staff of the school considered that 

the evaluation was more on the existing program -

rather than a needs analysis. Questions were asked 

related to existing program - yet at other times both 

explicit and implicit questions were asked on school 

needs. There is considerable potential for confusion 

on this issue. 

CHARACTERISTIC XII: SCOPE OF INFORMATION COLLECTED 

a) CONTEXT: 

Information collected by an evaluator may be classified 

according to how broad and comprehensive its scope is. 

Depending on whether detailed information is obtained 

on many program features, several program features or 

simply a few features, the scope may be broad, 

reasonable or narrow. 
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Maling-Keepes selected three broad categories or 

stages, into which information gathered could be 

classified: 

1) the background of the program before it was 

introduced or at the beginning of the 

evaluation, 

2) the program-in-action, 

3) program effects, both long and short term 

Relevant areas for study on a pre-program/post-program 

basis include the target population, the setting and 

the program itself, with concentration on the 

program-in-action, as well - how it functions, mutual 

influence of the program and its setting, and reactions 

to information-gathering techniques. 

Background information is useful to determine the 

situation before a new program begins. It may be 

obtained retrospectively from records or interviews to 

ascertain aspects of a program before it began or while 

it is current. 

"Such information may deal with a program's target 
population, the context in which a program functions, 
and the program itself." 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.72) 
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b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC XII: SCOPE OF INFORMATION 
COLLECTED 

A. Information collected on the background of the 
program: 
1. the target population characteristics 
2. the setting - physical features and social 

features 
3. the program - rationale and goals, 

procedures, tactics, methods, equipment, 
materials and staff 

B. Information on the program-in-action: 
1. the functioning of the program - how it 

functions (organization, procedures, 
materials) and what happened and when 
(events, activities, sequences) 

2. the setting - response to the program and 
developments affecting the program 

3. evaluator's information-gathering techniques 
- reactions to them and possible effects on 
the program 

c. Information on the program effects: 
1. short-term effects 

a) on the target population 
b) on the setting - physical and social 

features 
c) on the program staff and equipment 

2. long-term effects - on any of the above. 
(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.74) 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC XII TO THE PASTORAL 
NEEDS' EVALUATION 

The potential for confusion between an evaluation of 

the existing program and a needs analysis, referred to 

earlier in this Chapter, arises again when one tries to 

apply this Characteristic to the Pastoral Needs' 

Evaluation. 

Al and A2 
Information collected on the target population and 
the setting were well covered, but 

A3 the program was not given significant coverage 
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Bl Information on the program-in-action, such as how 
it functions, was given slight coverage 

B2 and B3 
not covered 

C Information on the program's short term effects 
were well covered in terms of student and staff 
responses. 

CHARACTERISTIC XIII: EMPHASIS ON INTERPRETATION 

a) CONTEXT: 

Interpretation may occur at any stage from goal 

definition, to data collection and analysis, and 

finally to the findings and recommendations. Maling

Keepes (1978, p.77) cites the following examples of the 

role of interpretation in an evaluation. 

MINIMAL INTERPRETATION 

GOALS: 
DATA COLLECTION: 
ANALYSIS: 
INTER PRE TAT ION: 

operationally defined 
procedures are reproducible 
procedures are reproducible 
limited to restating the data 

Interpretation is considered to have an extensive role 
in an evaluation when the following conditions apply. 

EXTENSIVE INTERPRETATION 

GOALS: 

DATA COLLECTION: 
ANALYSIS: 
INTERPRETATION: 

are in the form of broadly 
stated questions 
procedures are partially explicit 
procedures are partially explicit 
consists of broad generalities 
and a complex chain of 
reasonsing. alternative 
interpretation are possible. 

The possibility of even a wider range of 
interpretations occurs when the conditions are so loose 
as to allow open-ended interpretations. 
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OPEN-ENDED INTERPRETATION 

GOALS: 
DATA COLLECTION 

AND ANALYSIS: 

loosely defined 

procedures are implicit 
wide scope, open ended. INTERPRETATION: 

The extent that interpretation influences an evaluation 
depends on such aspects as 

(1) the form of the case presented: the following 
examples indicate how an argument may be presented 
in a tight and logical fashion with little scope 
for alternative interpretation, or in a loose 
manner that invites an open-ended interpretation. 

Scope of interpretation 

Logic 

Length of 
Reasoning 

Compass 

strict inductive 

relatively short longer or more 
complex with gaps 
in reasoning 

alternatives broader, with the 
possibility of 
alternative 
explanations 

(2) the starting point for the interpretation: the 
question is does the introduction of 
interpretation have a recognizable, clear-cut 
entry point, or are the program goals themselves 
so broad as to invite interpretation. The range 
of situations may be illustrated as follows: 

Goals operationalized 

Procedures controlled 
for data 
collection 
and analysis 

Defining the clear cut 
starting point 
for in terpre-
ta t ion 

broadly stated -
OR 

1 oosely defined 
non-referential 
terms 

partially explicit 
or implicit 

open to 
interpretation 
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b) SUMMARY OF CHARACTERISTIC XIII: EMPHASIS ON 
INTERPRETATION 

A. Form of the interpretation: 
1, the evaluator simply restates the data; the 

data constitute the interpretation; the 
interpretation is certain; alternative 
interpretations are excluded 

2. the evaluator makes references from specific 
data; the chain of reasoning is brief; the 
interpretations are convincing; alternative 
interpretations are unlikely 

3. the evaluator interprets the data in the 
context of broad generalities (eg, democracy); 
the chain of reasoning is complex; the 
conclusions reached are linked to the data in 
general terms; the interpretations are 
reasonable or convincing; alternative 
interpretations are likely 

4. the evaluator suggests alternative 
interpretations; the interpretations are 
plausible and open-ended 

B. Starting point for the interpretation: 
1, clear-cut 
2. ambiguous 
3. loosely defined. 

(J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, pp.76, 77) 

c) APPLICATION OF CHARACTERISTIC XIII TO THE PASTORAL 
NEEDS' EVALUATION 

In applying Characteristic XIII to Sr Willmott's 

research into the pastoral needs of the school 

community of St Francis Xavier High School, Florey, ACT 

the emphasis on interpretation is quite extensive. 

Evidence of su~jective (and therefore, interpretive) 

approaches has been pointed out in discussions of 

earlier characteristics. Rather than identifying a 

clear-cut starting point of interpretation, related to 

information-gathered, the interpretive element may be 

said to stern much earlier from a certain ambiguity 

about the subject matter of the evaluation - whether to 
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evaluate existing practice in the pastoral area or to 

ascertain pastoral needs as perceived by staff and 

students (a much broader compass). 

The latter aim, to determine - pastoral needs, was the 

stated one, requiring a broad stance extending beyond 

any goals of the Pastoral Care Program. However, 

existing practice was probably the yardstick that staff 

and students would have related any survey question to, 

so information gathered was mostly in relation to 

existing practice, and the needs were often interpreted 

from this supplied information. Instead of setting 

tight parameters relating to existing goals, and their 

attainment, the evaluator, in choosing a broader 

concept of needs, set the stage for a research based on 

interpretation. In addition, the concept of Pastoral 

Care at the school under review was not operationalized 

into numerous, discrete topics or objectives, as would 

be found in the programs of academic subjects. Rather, 

it relied for its successful implementation on 

teachers' and other staffs' attitudes and behaviour 

towards students. 

The discussion under Characteristic VI would suggest 

that value judgments could influence an evaluator's 

thinking regarding choice of a design, information 

sought and interpretations made. The question quoted 

in that discussion: 
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nwhat changes are needed to make what is now being done 
more consistent with what was intendea?n 

indicates that an interpretation had already been made 

about the situation. 

Relevant matters raised under Characteristic XIII 

include the observation that the evaluator did not 

confine herself to stated program goals, that, in fact, 

staff were asked to relate their pastoral needs to 

explicit intentions of the school, which could make the 

role of interpretation an extensive or even open-ended 

one. 

It is worth restating also that the discursive form of 

the design has, by its nature, a subjective, and 

therefore interpretative, basis especially when 

interviews and participatory observations are included. 

The elements of this characteristic considered most 

relevant to Sr Willmott's study are: 

A.3 The form of the interpretation is such that the 
evaluator interprets the data in the context of 
broad generalities (e.g. democracy); the chain of 
reasoning is complex; the conclusions reached are 
linked to the data in general terms; the 
interpretations are reasonable or convincing; 
alternative interpretations are likely. 

B.2 Starting point for the interpretations is 
ambiguous. 
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Structured Summary of the Pastoral Needs' Evaluation 
Report using the criteria of Maling-Keepes' 
Characteristics of Educational Evaluation 

The Pastoral Care Program was institutionalized when 

reviewed by the evaluator, Sister A. Willmott. On one 

hand, Pastoral Care was enshrined in the school's 

philosophy as basic to Christian tradition, on the other 

hand there was a concrete, short period in the School's 

daily time-table, called 'Pastoral', in which teachers took 

responsibility for about twenty students within a broadly 

defined structure. In this context, the evaluator had 

arrived later in the program's development. 

There was some unease with the existing structure and there 

were no barriers to a review of Pastoral care. However, it 

was not clarified who would carry out the revisions, and 

the potential scope of revision became very broad because 

the scope of the evaluation was broad 

wThe evaluation of the pastoral needs of a school 
involves an enquiry into the school as a whole." 

(A.F. Willmott, 1982, p.12). 

The Program's openness to revision was influenced by 

1) its institutionalized stage of development, 
2) the unknown quantity regarding who would carry out 

revisions, 
3) the potentially broad scope of revisions. 
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Program uniformity from class to class is not generally a 

consideration for this school's Pastoral Care Program, so 

central monitoring for uniformity is not relevant. Program 

goals in Pastoral Care are broad and perhaps lack clear 

parameters. Staff have a significant role in determining 

what is acceptable performance in goal achievement during 

the time frame of the year's duration with one particular 

Pastoral Leader. 

The evaluator had a high degree of independence, being a 

voluntary, external evaluator with no financial cost to the 

school, who "slotted in" to a high level in the school's 

hierarchy, being a former Principal in Western Australia, 

with increased status as a member of a Religious Teaching 

order. Her location heightened her independence to some 

degree, having an on-site separate office, and for the most 

part, being absent as a graduate student in Sydney. Value 

judgments play a prominent role in this evaluation, from 

the evaluator's stance, to the evaluation design and staff/ 

student contributions to opinion surveys, which give a 

verdict on the merits of the program. Likely users of the 

evaluator's research are tertiary personnel (staff and 

future students) in the field of Guidance and Pastoral care 

and the school being reviewed, for whom the study was 

presented as an evaluative instrument. The decision makers 

were not involved in planning the evaluation, nor its 

timing. The research design was needs based in 

perspective, rather than focusing on the Pastoral Care 
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Program, the aim being to suggest a workable model of 

Pastoral Guidance relevant to the needs of the school 

community. 

The information collected was relevant both to producing 

evidence that there was a case for a Pastoral Guidance 

Program, and also for improving the service supplied under 

Pastoral care. 

The evaluator treated the program goals as incidental to 

her study, pastoral needs were the main focus. The program 

was treated as an example of a type, while the main study, 

based on establishing the pastoral needs of staff and 

students, could be considered an example of a research 

construct. There was no evidence that the study was 

intended to be generalised. The information sought was 

limited to the school community, while the instrumentation 

covered the range of examples from recognised over to home

made varieties. Formality of control refers to the 

evaluation design, data collection and data analyses. The 

design is a discursive model, the control of which is by 

sustained contact with the program for a short period of 

time (a fortnight). Data collection was by means of four 

surveys, supplemented by interviews and participation 

observation. The surveys embraced almost the whole 

population or representative samples were chosen 

carefully. Interviews and observations were conducted 

professionally. Data analysis was both tabulated and 

verbal. 
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Comparison plays an important role in this study. 

Information was sought about the existing pastoral care 

program, and about pastoral needs of staff and students, as 

well. If one tries to relate needs to school goals and to 

existing practice, there is considerable scope for 

confusion. The scope of information collected was 

satisfactory regarding the target population and setting, 

but the program itself was not given significant coverage, 

especially the program-in-action. Information on 

short-term effects of the program and pastoral needs were 

well covered in terms of student and staff responses to 

surveys. The emphasis on interpretation was quite 

extensive from the evaluation design with its mixture of a 

needs base, attainment of program objectives and goal-free 

information gathering. By choosing the broader concepts of 

needs analysis, the evaluator chose a research with 

considerable scope for interpretation. There were 

subjective elements in the information gathering, such as 

observation participation, which could permit personal 

value judgments and mental sets to be influential. The 

starting point for interpretation was not clear, while the 

evaluator tended to interpret data in the context of broad 

generalities. 
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Application of Maling-Keepes' set of Key Characteristics 
of Educational Evaluation as an instrument of review 

Without a review instrument to guide a secondary or meta 

evaluation, and without the disciplined application of 

checklists, some elementary flaws or weaknesses in an 

evaluation could be overlooked. In the application of 

Maling-Keepes' checklists, for example, the basic question 

regarding the purpose of the evaluation kept recurring. 

Was it an evaluation of the existing Pastoral Care Program 

or a needs analysis or both, if it was both, was the scope 

too large, and was the design too confusing? Such an 

analytical approach to an evaluation, as Maling-keepes', 

must sharpen the purpose, the design and the findings of an 

evaluation. 

The criticisms made in Chapter 3 about the suitability of 

Maling-Keepes' set of key characteristics of educational 

evaluation would still appear to be valid. Her list was 

produced to meet the needs of the time of large scale 

projects with wide, generalised application, and it was 

directed to full time, professional evaluators, whose task 

was to determine the value of a product, rather than become 

involved with the organisational processes of a school in 

relation to an evaluation. Its abstract approach, without 

any direct reference to school-based structures, could be 

discouraging to teachers new to formal evaluation 

procedures. 
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The presentation of the Maling-Keepes' list suggests an 

onerous workload, since verified to be the case, which is 

impractical in school situations, given the limited time 

available to teachers and administrators. Her analysis 

stops at interpretation, which leaves the total assessment 

of a school-level evaluation incomplete. The adequacy of 

reporting, and to what audiences, and with what results, 

are important climactic processes that should be reviewed. 

The Maling-Keepes' approach was designed before the 

devolution of responsibility in curriculum areas to the 

school level. Structured, school-based curriculum 

development, and in particular, evaluation as a school 

level responsibility, had not evolved. The more modern 

issues of evaluation by insiders or outsiders, evaluation 

for school improvement or for accreditation, and 

acquisition of evaluating skills at the school level from 

participation in small scale reviews, require a more 

flexible, school centred design for evaluations and their 

review. A checklist summary of the review of the two 

evaluation reports, based on Maling-Keepes' set of 

characteristics of educational evaluation, is included as 

Appendix E. 
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SUMMARY OF CHAPTER 5 

Sister A. Willmott's research into the pastoral needs of a 

Catholic High School in the ACT, known as the Pastoral 

Needs' Evaluation Report, was reviewed in Chapter 5 by 

applying the checklists of Maling-Keepes' key 

characteristics of educational evaluation. It will be 

recalled that Maling-Keepes' key characteristics were 

applied as a review instrument in Chapter 3 to the Physical 

Education Evaluation Report. Her set of thirteen 

characteristics of educational evaluation were grouped by 

her according to four themes: 

Characteristics I-IV: 
V-VII: 

VIII-IX 

X-XIII 

Program Aspects 
Evaluator's Stance 
Questions asked in the 
Evaluation 
Evaluation Design, Information 
Collection and Interpretation 

Similar methodology to that employed in Chapters 2-4 was 

carried out in this Chapter. That is, each characteristic 

was applied to the Pastoral Needs' Evaluation Report 

according to the headings: 

a) CONTEXT 
b) SUMMARY OF THE CHARACTERISTIC 
c) APPLICATION OF THE ELEMENTS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC 

TO THE PASTORAL NEEDS' EVALUATION REPORT 

By using this format, the scope of the concepts included by 

Maling-Keepes in each Characteristic in her evaluation 

design was revealed in the section "CONTEXT". The 
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Characteristic was broken down into its elements in 

Checklist form under "SUMMARY OF THE CHARACTERISTIC". The 

actual application of the elements of each Characteristic 

to the Pastoral Needs' Evaluation Report was conducted 

under (c). 

c) APPLICATION OF THE CHARACTERISTIC, THE EVALUATION 
UNDER REVIEW: In this case Pastoral Needs' 
Evaluation Report, was appraised as to whether the 
particular Characteristic was relevant, has been 
well covered or omitted. 

The evaluation report was analysed by this means, enabling 

basic issues to emerge. 

By applying such an analysis, the strengths and weaknesses 

of the evaluation gradually emerged - within the limits of 

the framework of Maling-Keepes' set of characteristics, 

that is, up to Characteristic XIII - the importance of 

interpretation in the research. 

A structured summary of the evaluation report, based on the 

application of Maling-Keepes' thirteen characteristics, was 

developed, together with an appraisal of the suitability of 

her checklist as a review instrument for school level 

evaluations. 

In Chapter 6, the concluding Chapter, I propose to make 

recommendations, based on my review of two school-based 

evaluations, for consideration at the system level and the 

school level, in relation to the promotion of school-level 

evaluation. 
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CHAPTER 6 

A Review and Recommendations 

The emphasis in this final chapter now turns from a search 

for a review method that would assist the analysis of 

evaluation reports, to a review of such a search that has 

been documented in Chapters l to 5 of this field study. 

Some suggestions and recommendations are provided aimed at 

furthering the acceptance and development of school-level 

evaluations. 

This research began with the: 

(1) assumption that school level evaluation was a necessary 

part of school level curriculum development and 

(2) situation of a Principal receiving two completed school 

level evaluation reports and wanting to know their 

worth. 

Some of the perceived needs of administrators related to 

the management of completed reports. This involved the 

processes of verifying the quality of the evaluations, by 

giving due weight to the findings, and ensuring that 

relevant audiences were informed. It was also necessary to 

determine whether recommendations were addressed and that 

appropriate action was put in train to meet suggested 

changes. The fundamental need of a school principal was 

related to determining the validity and thus the credibility 

of a completed evaluation. 
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The solution posed in Chapter 1 was to find a suitable 

review instrument that would provide the means of analysing 

an evaluation report to determine its credibility, as well 

as its strengths and weaknesses. Given the present 

educational structure in the ACT of devolution of 

responsibility for curriculum development to the school, 

effective school-based evaluations were seen to be able to 

make positive contributions to: 

(a) the school's accountability obligations 

(b) curriculum development 

(c) professional development. 

some other important issues or concepts referred to in 

Chapter l were: 

(1) the value of responsive or collegial evaluations by 

insiders for school improvement, 

(2) evaluation for accreditation or public accountability 

which could be more formal, directed by and for the 

benefit of outsiders, possibly conducted by outsiders. 

According to the QERC Report recommendations, the 

commonwealth's thrust in the area of evaluation appeared to 

be restricted to those situations involving accountability 

for government funding - the managerial, accreditation 

model, possibly by outsiders to satisfy outsiders. There 

was no recognition of the significant trend to the school 

based, collegial model of school level evaluation for 

improvement, nor any tangible support for it. 
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This field study dealt with the practical situation of 

trialling two evaluation checklists to test their 

suitability as review instruments by analysing the worth of 

completed evaluations. The evaluation reports that were 

the raw material for this analysis were two completed 

evaluations from the same school - one conducted by 

insiders, the other by an outsider. 

In such a limited sample it was still possible to sense the 

complexity of the evaluative processes, and the need for 

close analysis of these processes to detect possible basic 

flaws in an otherwise pausible presentation of an 

evaluation report. Some areas for concern, or possible 

weaknesses in the evaluation processes that arose from the 

review, included the following list of issues compiled from 

studies of both evaluations. These issues are grouped 

according to Russell's four major evaluation processes. 

Issues Arising from Evaluation Analysis Affecting Quality 

List of Concerns and Issues 
Arising from Evaluation Analysis 

Evaluation Planning - Purposes 

1. Lack of documentation on existing programs or on the 
earlier stages of development was a drawback. 

2. Insufficient reference was made to goals and objectives 
of the area being evaluated. 

3. One evaluation was an opinion survey, which could be 
the beginning of a broader, incremental approach over a 
period of time. It could not be considered a substitute 
for a professional review of the program in practice. 



225 

4. The purpose of an evaluation needs to be very clear to 
all concerned. Any variation needs to be negotiated 
and deliberated. One evaluation combined a needs 
approach with an analysis of current practice (the 
existing position) with some resultant confusion. 

5. The relevance of aiming for uniformity of practice from 
class to class was raised in terms of goals, content 
and moderation. 

6. The purpose of an evaluation needs to be explicit. Is 
it a collegial type evaluation for school improvement 
or an accreditation exercise for accountability 
purposes? 

7. Is there a hidden agenda behind an evaluation, or has 
the real purpose been revealed? 

8. In collegial evaluations, negotiating skills may be 
required to plan an adequate evaluation design 
involving support from relevant people. 

9. Identifying intended audiences for reporting purposes 
needs to be more definite. School procedures and 
structures which assist reporting should be 
investigated at this stage. 

Evaluation Planning - Roles and Management 

10. Where the program developer is also the evaluator, 
special precautions are warranted to counter 
subjectivity and bias. 

11. Decision-makers, not actively involved in planning the 
evaluation, had difficulty owning the findings. 

12. Change may be managed more readily when the decision 
makers and the users are involved in the evaluation. 
In the case of an outside evaluation, the findings were 
presented as an evaluation instrument for the school 
involved. 

13.The school administration may have to limit the scope 
of an evaluation or provide sufficient resources of 
time release and expertise to ensure that the exercise 
will be completed. 

14. Ongoing support and reviews of each evaluation process 
may prove to be more effective than a detailed analysis 
after the completion of the total evaluation. In other 
terms, effective formative meta-evaluations may be more 
useful than summative meta-evaluations. 

15. The timing of an evaluation can influence the success 
of the exercise or the acceptance of the findings 
because of seasonal variations in workload pressures, 
availability of support, personnel and the school's 
decision-making cycle. 
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16. The roles of participants need to be clarified. As 
mentioned previously, decision makers need to be 
involved, and the roles of outsiders need to be clearly 
defined. Perhaps evaluators (and external support 
personnel) could give progress reports on a regular 
basis and renegotiate where necessary to a school 
review committee. 

17. In the absence of time release, other educational 
duties may be postponed or given less attention in the 
course of the evaluation. 

18. The estimated time for evaluations needs to be 
addressed. The actual time required is usually 
considerably greater than expected. 

19. Financial costs, (time release and support costs) need 
to be estimated. 

Implementing the Evaluation Plan 

20. When information gathering is heavily subjective, what 
controls need to be applied or objective data needs to 
be available to verify the information? 

21. How well did information gathering methods match the 
aim of the evaluation? 

22. Concerning the scope of one evaluation the question was 
asked whether a smaller scaled, more manageable 
evaluation, with greater experimental control would 
have been more valid? In the other evaluation, there 
was a similar reservation about its scope - the concept 
of an enquiry into the school as a whole was considered 
too ambitious. 

23. The co-operation of stake-holders such as 
decision-makers and users is vital. 

24. The quality of information gathering methods is vital 
for the credibility of an evaluation. Fundamental 
issues such as validity and reliability of the 
instruments used affect the total exercise. Support 
from facilitators or consultants could focus on the 
relevance and validity of information gathering, for 
example. 

25. The influence of value judgments and evaluator bias 
also may need to be assessed by a ncritical frienan. 

26. Methods of analysis of information and the release of 
the findings are also crucial to the success of an 
evaluation. The analysis needs to be appropriate, and 
the results need to be reported in such a way as to 
obtain the maximum use of any recommendations, while 
observing sensitivity to reputations, professional 
ethics and confidentiality of data. 
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27. Evaluators need to be aware of sanctions protecting the 
rights of individuals, if the public 1 s "right to know" 
is given priority. 

Handling Evaluation Outcomes 

28. A possible inference from one Report was that the 
existing program was meeting the needs and interests of 
students - without an analysis of course content or 
method of teaching and learning. 

29. Interpretation of findings may unwittingly focus on 
"proving" that the existing program is satisfactory, 
rather than looking for areas to improve. 

30. In both evaluations reviewed there were queries 
regarding the suitability of the methods of reporting. 
In one evaluation, the report was in thesis format, 
raising the query whether it was too formal, too long 
and too late, while in the other study the reporting to 
relevant audiences was considered too brief and 
informal. 

31. The evaluation by insiders of their own program 
produced the level of change they considered suitable, 
quickly and without problems. Changes recommended by 
an outsider were addressed much more slowly. 

32. There were three significant time lapses in the 
evaluation by the outsider which weakened the impact of 
the findings and perhaps reflected lack of ownership of 
the evaluation. These time lapses occurred: 

(1) between the school surveys and the presentation of 
the completed Dissertation, containing the 
evaluation report, 

(2) between the receipt of this report and action by 
the school administration, and 

(3) between the above action and full staff 
involvement. 

This detailed list of concerns is by no means disconcerting, 

nor should it be regarded as a vote of no confidence in 

teachers as evaluators. Both evaluations reviewed, confirm 

the opinion that teachers are capable of conducting qua.lity 

evaluations given the skills, achievable goals, sufficient 

time and support at both the system and the school levels. 

The list of concerns simply highlights; 
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(1) the complexity of evaluations and the danger of 

underestimating the skills and resources required, 

(2) the need to promote evaluation skills among teachers, 

administrators and system level personnel, 

(3) the need for a change in emphasis from my original 

search solely for a summative type review instrument, 

to a greater emphasis on reviewing evaluation processes 

in action, that is, formative reviews at each stage of 

the evaluation. 

Recommendations 

The recommendations that emerge from this study relate to: 

1) School improvement by self initiated collegial 

evaluations, 

2) School evaluations for accountability, 

3) Policy clarification regarding school level evaluations, 

4) Support structures at the system and the school level 

to ensure the effective management of school level 

evaluations. 
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1. SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT 

a) Evaluation 

School level evaluation is a necessary component of 

curriculum development, leading to school improvement. 

It is also a school's normal responsibility of 

accountability to its own community. 

b) Insiders 

Evaluation by insiders is considered more effective 

than evaluation by outsiders, in terms of owning the 

results of an evaluation and developing the 

curriculum. Those involved in developing or using a 

program should be involved with its evaluation. 

c) Collegiality 

There are two popular models of school level 

evaluation, a managerial model conducted by the 

school's hierarchy for accountability purposes, and a 

collegial model conducted at any staff level, based on 

a staff's professional responsibility for school 

improvement or accountability to one's school community. 

Collegial evaluation has the potential to be a 

significant form of school level evaluation for school 

improvement by program users. This implies that 

teachers are capable of conducting evaluations, 

provided the scope of the evaluation is not beyond 

available resources, and that teachers have acquired or 

have access to the necessary skills. 
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d} Russell's evaluation design based on collegiality 

Russell's list of evaluation processes was designed for 

collegial evaluations. It was trialled in this field 

study as a review instrument and proved to be most 

successful. Some extensions are suggested later in 

this Chapter. 

Feedback on its use in school situations, whether as an 

evaluation design or as a review instrument of a 

completed evaluation would be useful. Collegial 

evaluations can be complex, as the range of concerns 

listed earlier in this chapter indicated. Because of 

their complexity, they may have been greatly 

underestimated in terms of the required skills, time 

and energy. An evaluation design in checklist form may 

help to keep the processes undertaken logical, relevant 

and useful. However teachers still need to acquire 

skills to conduct evaluations effectively. 

e} Evaluation skills at the school level 

The transfer of central powers regarding the curriculum 

to the school level preceded the acquisition of the 

required teacher skills in the area of evaluation. 

While teachers cannot be expected to have all of the 

skills of professional evaluators, they need to be able 

to exercise some of the evaluator's techniques at the 

school level. A checklist for rating evaluator 

competence, (Anderson, and Ball, 1978 p.186) includes a 

large range of statistical skills beyond the competence 

of many teachers. 
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2. SCHOOL EVALUATIONS FOR ACCOUNTABILITY 

School evaluations for accountability refer to evaluations 

that a school is obliged to undertake; 

a) as a condition of government funding for special 

projects, or 

b) as a system requirement, or 

c} as a means of satisfying the school community's 

interest in the school's review of its performance. 

Schools in the ACT undergo an inspection by an external 

registration panel every five years, but this does not have 

to be preceded by an evaluation. The Commonwealth, 

following the implementation of the QERC Report's 

recommendations, has placed greater importance on 

accountability for government funding in terms of outcomes 

or results of financial assistance. This new thrust in 

accountability may take the form of evaluations by those 

managing the funds {ie. at the system level} or the 

Schools' Commission may take direct control of such an 

evaluation in those cases where the commission has provided 

funds for special projects. 

This accountability to outsiders, managed by outsiders, is 

a very different model of evaluation from the one explored 

in this field study - a collegial model conducted by 

insiders for the school community. A proposal for 

satisfying accountability requirements of one such funded 

project, to be managed by the Catholic Education Office for 

the Archdiocese of Canberra and Goulburn, is currently 

being reviewed by the Professional Development and 
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Curriculum Branch of the Catholic Education Office. The 

project, known as School Level Improvement Project, is 

funded through the Commonwealth Schools Commission's 

Resource Agreement and will be open to all systemic 

schools, primary and secondary, in the Archdiocese. This 

School Level Improvement Project (known as SLIP) will 

provide funds at the school site for professional 

development and curriculum change. From the catholic 

Education Office's management statement on School Level 

Improvement Project, the aims of the Project are as follows: 

To provide funding assistance to schools that will 

enable them to review their practices in curriculum, 

teaching/learning styles, decision making and 

organisational styles and to develop ways that will 

improve the learning experiences for students. 

To encourage and support cyclical processes of 

evaluation and reporting, planning and implementing. 

To encourage and support collaborative practices 

between staff, students, parents and co-ordinated 

support services of the catholic Education Office, 

while two of the General Principles of the Project relate 

to evaluation and accountability, namely 

"The Project will reflect the principles of evaluation 
that will improve learning experiences. 

The Project will reflect the principles of responsible 
accountability for resources supplied." 
(Catholic Education Office's management statement, 
1986, p.1) 
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The inclusion of procedures for evaluation and account

ability is required in submissions for funding under the 

Project. For example, provision for conducting an 

evaluation, including both formative and summative stages, 

with allocations for the time required, and other needed 

resources, is one recommended criterion. Similarly, 

accountability procedures will be required to link inputs 

from funding with outcomes. There will be a Project 

Committee to manage the allocation of funds to the schools 

whose submissions have been approved, and this committee 

will appoint a critical friend, in an advisory capacity, to 

each school for the life of the project to assist the 

school both to achieve its objectives and to report its 

success in meeting the stated outcomes. It would appear 

that the evaluation would be carried out by insiders, with 

an external facilitator (the critical friend), for 

outsiders - the Project Committee. 

The evaluation and accountability requirements of funding 

under this project places these activities outside the 

intended scope of collegial evaluations. Although funding 

is not necessarily linked to a school's managerial 

structure, external accountability to the System Managers, 

in this case the Project Committee, makes any project 

evaluation accountable to outsiders. Some desirable 

aspects of this Project include: 

1) the recognition of the processes of evaluation and 

accountability as normal aspects of school improvement, 
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2) the opportunity for teachers to develop skills as 

evaluators, 

3) continuous monitoring of the project by formative 

evaluations, 

4) the availability of a resource person to give personal 

assistance or to obtain additional professional input. 

The contribution that the management of the School Level 

Improvement Project will make towards awareness raising and 

skills development in the area of evaluation will be viewed 

with interest. 

3. POLICY CLARIFICATION REGARDING SCHOOL LEVEL EVALUATIONS 

The preceding section referred to a new Project, School 

Level Improvement Project, yet to be implemented, 

concerning a government-funded, system-managed form of 

school improvement, which includes provisions for 

evaluation and accountability, conducted internally, with 

an external facilitator, for an external or system-level 

audience. This evaluative activity applies only to schools 

with successful submissions, and is confined to the 

specialised area of each submission. 

Perhaps it is time that clear policies were documented in 

the field of evaluation at the system level of the catholic 

Education Office for the Archdiocese of Canberra and 

Goulburn, and also at the school level, to cover the two 

main types of evaluation referred to in this study, namely 
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collegial evaluations for school improvement - by insiders 

for insiders, and accreditation-type evaluations for 

external accountability (cf. ACT Schools Authority, 1981). 

Such policies could clarify and reflect 

(1) the system's expectations of all schools under its 

control in the areas of 

i) a school's accountability to its own community 

either by collegial evaluations as a professional 

responsibility or by some other method, 

ii) evaluations for external accountability for 

specific purposes or projects, 

iii) mandatory evaluations for external accountability 

for nwhole school" accreditation, every five 

years, for example; 

(2) the school's expectations of the system and of teacher 

competencies in the same areas outlined under (1) above. 

If collegial evaluations were to be given official 

recognition and support, because of their positive outcomes 

in such areas as school improvement, curriculum development 

and professional development, a system appreciation of the 

need for school level support structures and resources is 

required, to enable teachers and administrators cope with 

the complexities of the evaluation processes previously 
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outlined. Thus the shared responsibility for educational 

accountability at the system level and the school level 

could be clarified, indicating the level of priority 

allotted to evaluation as a normal function of school 

improvement, as well as the support that schools could 

expect. 

4. SUPPORT STRUCTURES 

(1) System Level 

Some examples of ways in which support may develop at 

the system level for school based evaluations were 

described in the earlier section on the proposed School 

Level Improvement Project. The following support would 

be required, I believe, if there were to be a system 

wide thrust for school level evaluations of a collegial 

nature 

"to assist teachers to collect and use information 
for decision-making to improve educational 
offerings" 

(N. Russell, 1985, p344) 

The scale of these evaluations is tending towards small 

scale in individual schools, while the key process 

"is active problem solving by small in-school 
teams focussing on specific issues in the school" 

(N. Russell, 1985, pp370-l) 

The promotion of evaluation by insiders for insiders is 

to encourage genuine professional responsibility in its 

own right, without the inherent dangers of lip service 
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and "whitewashing" that can be associated with 

evaluations for outsiders. 

Types of System Support 

i) clarification of the different demands placed on 

teachers depending whether an evaluation is 

collegial or an accreditation type; 

ii) collegial evaluations, although school-based and 

for school improvement, will need system support 

if they are to be adopted in an effective manner. 

System support could stem from an appreciation of 

the complexity of the processes, from reluctance 

by some teachers to be involved, and from the need 

for the development of skills in collegial 

evaluation at all levels - system, school 

administration and teachers; 

iii) policy statements need to be distributed 

effectively and understood at the school level; 

iv) guidelines need to be introduced in a climate of 

affirmation and with the necessary support to 

achieve their objectives; 

v) skills development for both administrators and 

teachers would be a high priority; 
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vi) suggestions for the management of evaluations 

would be useful so that 

a) suitable checklists for each process in an 

evaluation would be available, 

b) the principal, or his nominee, would be 

informed of progress and review each 

completed stage 

c) a school based Evaluation Committee, or at 

least a staff representative, would have a 

resource type role. Russell refers to 

professional tutors in schools who could 

disseminate materials for staff development, 

and assist teachers to plan and implement 

school-level evaluations. 

(N. Russell, 1985, p383); 

vii) the promotion of formal upgrading of qualifications 

as a means of professional development in the area 

of school-level evaluation needs to be considered. 

Perhaps it is significant that the three studies 

centering on St Francis Xavier High School, 

Florey, were undertaken as exercises towards 

professional qualifications -

a) the Physical Education Evaluation was carried 

out by two staff members upgrading to a 

Bachelor of Education Degree at the Canberra 

CAE, 
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b) the Evaluation of Pastoral Needs was part of 

a Dissertation towards a Post-Graduate 

Diploma in Pastoral Guidance from the 

Catholic College of Education, Strathfield, 

c) my review of these studies forms part of 

Field Study requirements towards the M.Ed. 

Degree from Canberra CAE; 

viii)Time release for administrators or teachers may be 

essential in some cases to ensure that evaluations 

are completed, depending on their scope. One of 

the more common problems associated with 

evaluations is the inability to estimate 

accurately the amount of time required to complete 

them. Teachers as evaluators may need release 

time to prepare designs, to implement the plan or 

to prepare reports of good quality. Inservices or 

visits to schools willing to share experiences in 

evaluation can also be legitimate reasons for 

short-term time release; 

ix) Consultant support may be advisable at key stages 

of planning and implementing an evaluation, 

especially in relation to 

a) the scope of the study, given the resources 

available - the sharp focus and the relevance 

of the evaluation must not be lost in the 

process of economising or restructuring a 

design, 
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b) the design of the evaluation, 

c) the gathering and analysing of information, 

d) suitable reporting of findings and 

recommendations, 

e) realizing the usefulness of the findings 

where they can contribute to decision making. 

At the design stage, for example, the credibility 

of the whole exercise may depend on the quality of 

planned information gathering techniques. The 

methods used need to produce relevant information 

that is perceived by the school community as 

reliable and valid, as the usefulness of any 

subsequent findings and recommendations depends on 

the accurate gathering and objective analysing of 

this information; 

x) The question of incentives needs to be explored. 

Teachers may well ask why should they become 

involved in additional activities that are 

potentially threatening, time consuming and 

potentially exhausting, in an occupation which 

already has its share of stress. Incentives could 

take the form of official recognition by the 

Office granting evaluation points, with each 

school expected to acquire a nominated minimum 

over three years, for example, while an individual 

teacher-evaluator could also be given System 
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recognition, which could be of value should 

promotion be sought. Another form of incentive 

would be an Office policy indicating the types of 

evaluation that were mandatory, for example, a 

major school evaluation could be requested every 

five years, which could help to clarify 

expectations between the system and the school 

level. 

(2) School Level Support 

i) There is a need for clear policies regarding 

schools' expectations of teachers in the area of 

school level evaluations 

a) for accreditation or public accountability, 

b} for school improvement by insiders for 

insiders - the collegial evaluations for 

curriculum development based on concepts of 

responsible professionalism; 

ii) I t cannot be assumed that all schools are 

currently evaluating at a standard professional 

enough to raise the quality of education. In 

addition to support at the system level, each 

school needs to provide a climate of encouragement 

for evaluation, together with the structures to 

achieve results; 
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iii) Principals and Senior Teachers (Curriculum) appear 

to have pivotal roles in providing support 

structures to foster the successful completion of 

evaluations. Some key areas are: 

a) a climate of encouragement and support, to 

assist teachers gain skills and confidence, 

b) helping to create sufficient time for 

evaluators to operate, this could include 

time release which might depend on a 

submission for funding being successful, 

c) the availability of resource persons whether 

on staff or external facilitators and 

consultants, 

d) a Review Committee to give advice on all 

stages from the selection of the scope and 

purpose of an evaluation, to the presentation 

of a completed report, and decisions made 

about any necessary action flowing from 

recommendations contained in the Report; 

The broad umbrella of Organizational Development 

(OD) is the relevant field of study providing an 

opportunity for guidance and skills development in 

such areas as school climate, school administrative 

structures, new demands and the management of 

change, negotiating skills, staff co-operation and 

collaboration. 
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Collegial evaluation is more likely to develop in 

schools where the climate is open and supportive, 

where the principal is leader of a team of problem 

solvers, and where school structures encourage 

co-operation and interdependence, as well as open 

dialogue about issues in a non-threatening manner. 

iv) In school level evaluations for improvement, the 

school itself is responsible for such initiatives 

as: 

supplying the impetus to undertake such an 

evaluation, 

the selection of the area of study and the 

personnel conducting the evaluation, 

the methods of collecting and analysing the 

information gathered, 

the quality of control of the exercise, 

including such areas as reliability, validity 

and the ethics of the methods used, 

the type of reporting and to what audiences, 

the procedures for reviewing both the 

evaluation processes and the findings 

presented, 

the strategies for further action, 

the review of the ultimate usefulness of the 

evaluation; 
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v) School level management of evaluations should 

include: 

a) a staff member, representing the 

administration, who is to be informed of 

progress, 

b) a staff member responsible for professional 

development in evaluations, with such tasks 

as disseminating current literature, 

promoting in-services and fostering a 

conducive climate for evaluations by 

promoting an awareness of the processes of 

evaluation, and the good use to which time 

release and other supports could be put, 

c) a review committee to monitor the scope of an 

evaluation in relation to available 

resources, such as time, time release, 

availability of facilitators and consultants; 

to receive progress reports, and review the 

quality of the evaluation; and to ensure that 

completed reports are reviewed for 

credibility and given due consideration by 

relevant audiences; 

vi) School level management of evaluations requires 

continuous reviews of the formative stages, so 

that support and resources match the needs, and 

problems are met at an early stage. At the 

planning stage, for example, relevant areas to 

review would be 
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a) whether the purpose of the evaluation was 

clearly defined, within its context, 

b) whether the scope of the evaluation was 

manageable, given the time, skills and other 

resources available, 

c) whether the support of key personnel had been 

obtained, or further negotiation was required, 

d) whether it was clear who the audience was for 

the evaluation findings and what the manner 

of reporting would be; 

vii) Russell's List of Evaluation Processes of a 

collegial type is recommended as a suitable 

framework both for designing a school level 

evaluation, and for reviewing each major process 

as it is planned or completed; 

viii)A suggested Review Checklist now begs the question 

regarding the timing of such a review. My 

position, following the review of the two 

evaluations in this Field Study, is that it is far 

more constructive to conference-and-review each 

evaluation process at formative stages, rather 

than conduct a separate total review after the 

whole evaluation has been completed. 

With this in mind, the Review Checklist I have 

constructed (see Appendix F) is offered more as a 
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guide to steer an evaluation through each process, 

but it is also a framework within which to view 

the completed Report. 

Russell's checklist of four evaluation processes 

forms a sound basis for developing a review 

structure. Perhaps a more complete picture is 

obtained for review purposes, by including an 

'alpha' and an 'omega' to the four processes of 

Russell's design, in the form of: 

a) some assessment of the prerequisites for a 

successful evaluation in its local context/ 

a pre-planning stage, and 

b) an examination of the usefulness of the 

completed evaluation, and the forces which 

contributed to the degree of its utilization. 



247 

SUMMARY OF CHAPTER 6 

This chapter commenced with a brief recapitulation of the 

stand taken in Chapter 1, relating to the importance of 

school-level evaluations on the one hand, and the perceived 

needs of a school principal in terms of responding to 

completed evaluation reports. Some issues were seen to be 

the need for a suitable review instrument to assess the 

worth of evaluations, and the educational value of 

collegial evaluations, but their apparent official neglect 

in favour of 'accountable' evaluations for accreditation 

for government funding. 

By trialling two checklists as review instruments (those of 

Russell and Maling-Keepes) in the analysis of two 

school-based evaluation reports, the complexity of the 

evaluation process emerged, together with a clear picture 

of the strengths and weaknesses of both the evaluation 

reports and the checklists used as instruments of review. 

A comprehensive list of concerns relating to the quality of 

the evaluations reviewed was then detailed. 

Recommendations were presented in some detail in relation to 

1) School improvement by self initiated collegial 

evaluations 

2) School evaluations for accountability 
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3) Policy clarification regarding school level evaluations 

4) Support structures at the system and the school level 

to ensure the effective management of school level 

evaluations. 

A Review Checklist was developed, based on the issues 

raised in Russell's List of Evaluation Processes, with two 

significant additions, 

1) an introductory checklist analysing the need for 

prerequisites, to prepare the organisational scene for 

an evaluation, and 

2) a checklist to determine the usefulness of a completed 

evaluation (c,f. Davis, 1981, p.50, 53-4) 

The total range of issues, from enquiries about pre

requisites, to questions based on the processes included in 

Russell's design, to a structure examining the usefulness 

of a completed evaluation report, is included as a Review 

Checklist submitted as Appendix F. 
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CONCLUSION 

A checklist, to assist the review of a completed 

evaluation, has been composed and it follows this 

conclusion as Appendix F. However, such a checklist does 

not now seem to be as relatively important as first thought 

at the beginning of the study. 

If the suggestions and recommendations detailed earlier in 

this chapter are carried out, the support, the dialogue, 

the professional development and the review that can occur 

simultaneously with each evaluation process, will help to 

refine the evaluation-in-progress and reduce the total 

reliance on an isolated review, after the event, to 

belatedly establish the credibility of the evaluation. It 

follows, then, that a principal and relevant decision-makers 

need, ideally, to have close involvement with school-based 

evaluations from the planning stage to their utilization. 

Finally, to emphasize the importance given in this study to 

school-level evaluations by school staff for school 

improvement, the final statement is reserved for a former 

principal of a Catholic High School in Sydney, who is now a 

Regional Director (Southern Region) of Sydney's catholic 

Education Office. 

"There tends to be a legacy of susp1c1on of any system 
generated evaluation processes. What is slowly being 
accepted is that to prove and to improve are both valid 
purposes for professional teachers, principals and 
systems. Regulatory reviews for accountability 
purposes should only confirm the monitoring of programs 
within schools" 

(Whelan, T. 1982, p.28) 
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EVALUATION AUDIENCE CHECKLIST 

Identification of Persons 
Needing Evaluation Information 

Program or activity 
to be evaluated 

(check app ropriate boxes) 
Persons needing the 
evaluatina findings to be informed to make 

Program Staff 
School curriculum 
committee (or 
Evaluation Review 
committee 

Principal 

School Advisor y Board 

Non-Proqrarn Staff 

Students 

Par en ts 

comrnunitv Advisor y Groups 

Catholic Education Office 

Fundinq Aqency 

Others {list) 

Adapted from B. Worthen's 

APPENDIX A 

decisions 

Program Evaluation Skills for Busy Administrators, 
Handout 2, Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, 1977 
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APPENDIX B 

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

The Physical Education Department is conducting an opinion 
Please consider each statement carefully and then tick the 
box. Thank you for your co-operation. 

1. PE activities help me to be fit 

2. PE is a welcome break from classwork 

3. PE is fun 

4. I enjoy physical activities 

5. Certain activities help me to develop strength 

6. PE helps me to have better body control 

7. I think we should do some swimming in PE 

8. When possible PE lessons should be held outdoors 

9. I feel at ease with friends in PE classes 

10. I feel relaxed after a PE lesson 

11. I generally work better in class after a PE lesson 

12. I like to work with friends in PE classes 

13. I enjoy some activities because I achieve success 

14. I spend most of my time in class working with friends 

15. PE should be compulsory 

Any other comments? 

survey. 
appropriate 

Q) 
Q) Q) 
H Q) 

bO H 
< Q) bO 

Q) Clj 
:>, H en ,..., b() •r-1 
(I) ~ Cl 
.µ 
•rl :>, :>, 
i:: r-1 ,..., 

•rl .µ .µ 
~ 00 <fl 
(I) 0 0 
0 ~ ~-

(Taken from Pashley, M. and Sutherland, T. 
An evaluation of the Girls' Physical 
Education Course at St Francix Xavier High 
School, Appendix A, p.i., 1982.) 

Q) 
Q) 
H 
b() 
Cl) 
en . .., 

Cl 

:>, ,..., 
(I) 
.µ 
•r-i 
~ 

·r-1 
~ 
(I) 
0 
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PARENT/ TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 

The Physical Education Department is conducting an opinion survey. 
Please consider each statement carefully then tick the appropriate box. 
Thank you for your co-operation. {You will note that there is a number 
at the bottom of your questionnaire, this is for mailing purposes only so 
confidentiality will be maintained.) 

"It is the school's responsibility to ensure _shat 
~ 

the student 

1. Has developed physical fitness 

2. Has learned how to play team games 

3. Has developed water competence 

4. Has developed good body control 
5. Has been engaged in fairly strenuous 

activity at least once a week 
6. Has a balance between classwork and 

physical activity 
7. Has been engaged in vigorous activity every 

PE lesson so that blood circulation is 
stimulated 

Ill 

§ >, 
.µ ..-I .µ 
~IU cu ~ .µ rel 
t'. co .µ 
,... H i:. 
0 cu 0 
@I "d P-, 
s. 0 S 

H ::,;:: H 

Q) 
.µ c.J 

'fili !a 
•r-1 .µ 
.--l i:. 
(/] 0 

p.. 
4; s 
OH 

(I) 
C) 

~ 
0 t 

Z 0 

4-; ~ 
OH 

8. Has found some physical activities enoyable 
1---+---+--t---+----+------t 

9. Has been engaged in activity outdoors at 
lease once a1 week to benefit from fresh air 

r---t---+--+---+----t----t 

10. Has obtained some measure of success in PE 

Are you in favour of Physical Education being a compulsory subject at 
St Francis Xavier High School? 

YesO No □ 
If yes, please give your reasons here. If no, please give your reasons here. 

Additional ex>mments 

Please return this questionnaire to school by April. 

Taken from Pashley, M. and Sutherland, T., 1982 
Appendix A, pii. 



REVIEW CHART 
{based on Russell's List of Evaluation Processes) 

EVALUATION PROCESSES 

PROCESS I 
EVAWATION PLANNING - PURPOSES 
1. A) Describe the issue or area to be evaluated 
2. B) State the purposes of this evaluation 
3. C) Obtain the endorsement and support from 

4. D) 

5. E) 

6. F) 

interested par ti es 
Identify likely opponents to the evaluation -
and attempt to meet objections 
State the motives for the evaluation {why is it 
being undertaken now) 
Identify the intended audiences for any 
evaluation reports. 

PROCESS II 
EVALUATION PLANNING - ROI.ES AND MANAGEMENT 
7. A) Identify the personnel participating in the 

8. B) 

9. C) 
10. D) 

evaluation 
Identify the roles of any outsiders to the 
evaluation (facilitator, evaluator, consultant) 
Estimate the time to be spent on the evaluation 
Estimate the financial oosts of the evaluation 

PROCESS III 
IMPLEMENTING THE EVALUATION PLAN 
11. A) Collect information using appr-opr iate 

12. B) 

13. C) 
14. D) 

school-level information gathering methods 
Use safeguards to ensure that school-level 
information is reliable and valid 
Analyse school-level information collected 
State procedures governing the release of 
school-level information. 

PHYSICAL EDUCATION 
EVALUATION REPORT 

Addressed 

barely 
✓ 

barely 

✓ 

pa:"uy l 
I 

Not Addressed 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

v' 

v' 

re~rvatio~s , I 

✓ I 
✓ 

✓ 

APPENDIX D 

PASTORAL NEEDS 
EVALUATION REPORT 

l 
I 

Addressed Not Addressed , 

✓ 
✓ 

Principal 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

N 
01 
Cl 

:x,. 
'"d 
'"d 
M z 
C, 
r-'i 
X 

J:j 



REVIEW CHART 

EVALUATION PROCESSES PHYSICAL EDUCATION 
EVALUATION REPORT 

Addressed Not Addressed 
PROCESS IV 
HANDLING EVAWATION OUTCOMES 
15. A) Prepare reports in a form suited to the ✓ 

intended audience 
16. B) Identify the decisions that the results of ✓ 

the evaluation may contribute to 
17. C) Identify the advantages and disadvantages of ✓ 

the evaluation process used. 

APPENDIX D 
(continued) 

PASTORAL NEEDS 
EVALUATION REPORT 

Addressed Not Addressed 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

N 
u, 
---.I 

~ 
'U 
trJ z 
Cl 
H 
X 

Cl 



ELEMENTS OF THE 
CHARACTERISTIC 

A Planning 

1) basic research 
2) needs assessment 
3) design 

B Implementation 

1) trial and error 
2) model program 
3) prototype 

C Adoption 

D Institutionalization 

OVERALL 

REVIEW CHART 

APPENDIX E 
Page i 

EVALUATION CASE STUDIES 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION PASTORAL NEEDS 

✓ ✓The evaluator had arrived late in the 
program's development 

CHARACTERISTIC I: PROGRAM'S STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT WHEN THE EVALUATOR IS APPOINTED 

(adapted from J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p. 83) 

N 
U1 
0) 

'"d ::i=
PJ '"'d 
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ELEMENTS OF THE 
CliARACTERISTIC 

A Program stage 
1) planning 
2) implementation 
3) adoption 
4) well-established 

B Who revises 
1) program developers 

a) available 
b) interested 

2) users or adopters 
a) available 
b) interested 

C Scope of revisions 
a) goals 
b) what's used 
c) what's done 

D Level of revisions 
1) specific 
2) policies/organization 
3) general framework 

OVERALL 

REVIEW CHART 

EVALUATION CASE STUDIES 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION 

✓ 

✓ 
✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

PASTORAL NEEDS 

✓ 

Not addressed 

✓ 
,/ 
✓ 

APPENDIX E 
Page ii 

✓A case was put for Pastoral Guidance 

CliARACTERISTI C II : PROGRAM' S OPENNESS TO REVIS ION 
(adapted from J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.86) 
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ELEMENTS OF THE 
CHARACTERISTIC 

I Specified 
A) What's used 

1) materials: supplied 
specified 
devised 

2) staff: supplied 

B) What's done 

trained 
untrained 

1) components/stages: 
selected 
devised 

2) sequence: set selected 
devised 

3) procedures:set selected 
devised 

C) 
1) 

Program goals 
narrow: set selected 

devised 
2) broad/complex: 

set selected 
devised 

II Monitored 

REVIEW CHART 

APPENDIX E 
Page iii 

EVALUATION CASE STUDIES 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION 

Not Addressed 

This characteristic would be 
more relevant at a school 
level if the unit was class 
to class, rather than site to 
site. 

Aspects of implementing a common 
program for all P.E. classes in 
Year 9, for example, were not 
addressed. 

A) 

B) 

PASTORAL NEEDS 

occasionally 

occasionally 

often untrained in counselling or in 
some group dynamic skills 

Programs mostly devised by individual 
Pastoral Leaders, occasionally by Year 
Coordinators 

Broad, complex goals were set initially 
after consultation with staff 

CHARACTERISTIC III: PROGRAM UNIFOR-tITY FRCM SITE TO SITE 
(adapted from J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.89) 
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ELEMENTS OF THE 
CHARACTERISTIC 

A 

B 

C 

D 

Statement of goal 
1) narrowly specified 
2) oomplex behaviours 

or states 
3) 
4) 

Area 
1) 

2) 

3) 

broad abstractions 
open-ended 

conditions and 
activity stated 
range of activities 
indicated 
area is indeterminate 

Specificity of acceptable 
performance 
1) performance and 

level specified 
2) performance indicated 
3) performance unstated 
4) self-directed/selected 

Time 
1) 

2) 

frame 
a) specified 
b) indeterminate 
c) self-selected 
a) during program 
b) end of program 
c) long term 

REVIEW CHART 

EVALUATION CASE STUDIES 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION 

Not addressed in any detail 

There was little reference 
to goals and objectives of 
the P.E. Department 

A) 3 ✓ 

PASTORAL NEEDS 

APPENDIX E 
Page iv 

B) 3 ✓lacks clear parameters 

C) 4 ✓ 

D) 2(a) ✓ 

CHARACTERISTIC IV: SPECIFICITY OF PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 
(adapted from J . Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.92) 
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ELEMENTS OF THE 
CHARACTERipTIC 

A 

B 

C 

Who 
1) 

2) 

controls sanctions 
evaluator, who also 
funds program 
shared by several 
groups 
a) funding and 
hiring separate fran 
program developers 
b) program developers 
hire evaluator but 
funding separate 
c) program developers 
hire and fund reports 
elsewhere 

3) program developers fund 
and hire evaluator and 
are sole recipients of 
reports 

Evaluator•s place in hierarchy 
1) immediate access, 

senior position 
2) subordinate position 
3) junior position 
Position of evaluation unit 
1) remote from program 

organization 
2) separate from program 

organization 
3) part of program 

organization 
a) with insulation 
b) without insulation 

REVIEW CHART 

EVALUATION CASE STUDIES 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION 

Generally not applicable. 

The elements in this Character
istic relate more to professional 
evaluators on contract, rather 
than voluntary, non-funded, 
school-based teacher-evaluators. 

A) 

B) 

C) 

1 ✓ 

1 ✓ 

2 ✓ 

APPENDIX E 
Page v 

---~-

PASTORAL NEEDS 

C) 3(a) and (b) at times ✓ 

CHARACTERISTIC V: EVALUATOR'S INDEPENDENCE 
(adapted from J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.96) 
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ELEMENTS OF THE 

REVIEW CHART 

EVALUATION CASE S'IUDIES 

APPENDIX E 
Page vi 

CHARACTERISTIC PHYSICAL EDUCATION PASTORAL NEEDS 

A 

B 

C 

Visibility of value Examples noted from all options 
judgments l in element A 
1) unacknowledged ! ✓ 
2) casually noted i 

~ 3) systematically set out i A) 3 ✓ 
I 

Whose value judgments 
1) evaluator's alone 
2} several groups' ✓ B) 2 ✓ 
3) program developer's 

alone 

How information presented 
1) only 'facts' set out 
2) strengths and 

✓ weaknesses suggested 
3) final verdict on ✓ C) 3 ✓ 

program merits 

CHARACTERISTIC VI: EVALUATOR'S ORIENTATION TO VALUE JUDGMENTS ON PROGRAM MERITS 

(adapted from J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.100) 
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ELEMENTS OF THE 

REVIEW CHART 

EVALUATION CASE S'IUDIES 

.APPENDIX E 
Page vii 

CHARACTERISTIC PHYSICAL EDUCATION PASTORAL NEEDS 

A Who 
1) 

2) 

3) 

B What 
1) 

2) 

3) 

Identified 
a) none 
b) one 
C) several ✓ A) 1 (c) ✓ 
I nvol vemen t of 
decision makers 
a) removed 2(a) ✓ 
b) planning ✓ 
c) participating ✓ 
Timing 
a) evaluator's design ✓ 3(a) ✓ 
b) decision cycle 

Decisions identified 
a) none 
b) single global B} l(b) ✓ 
c) several alternatives ✓ 
Information collected 
a) general interest ✓ 
b) pertinent to decis ionE ✓ 2(b) ✓ 
Information presented 
a) intelligible 
b) action ✓ 

recommendations 
c) evaluator's advocacy 3(c) ✓ 

CHARACTERISTIC VII: EVALUATOR'S ORIENTATION TO UTILIZATION OF HIS WORK 

(adapted from J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.103) 
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ELEMENTS OF THE 
CHARACTERISTIC 

Evaluator treats 

A Program goals as 
1) incidental 
2) integral 

B Conoomitant aspects 
including 
1) outcomes 

a) incidental 
b) integral 

2) Processes 
a) incidental 
b) integral 

C Aspects outside the 
program as 
1) incidental 
2) integral 

REVIEW CHART 

EVALUATION CASE STUDIES 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION 

✓ A) l J 

B) l(b) ✓ 
{partly, where related to needs 

../ and interests 

v {partly, e.g. socializing aspects 2 (b) ✓ 

✓ 
v C) 2 ✓ 

CHARACTERISTIC VIII: ATTENTION TO PROGRAM GOALS 
(adapted from J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.106) 

PASTORAL NEEDS 

APPENDIX E 
Page viii 
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ELEMENTS OF THE 
CHARACTERISTIC 

A 

B 

C 

Questions treat program as 
1) isolated instance 
2) example of a type 
3) example of a 

research construct 

Information 
1) sample 

a) limited to program 
b) inference to wider 

population 
2) instrumentation 

a) standard across 

b) 

C) 

wide range 
standard in form or 
principle 
home-made 

Discussion treats program as 
1) isolated instance 
2) example of a type 
3) instance of research 

construct 

REVIEW CHART 

EVALUATION CASE STUDIES 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION 

✓ 
A) 2 ✓ 

✓ ✓ 

PASTORAL NEEDS 

APPENDIX E 
Page ix 

✓ Student Questionnaire used by School 
Retreat teams 

✓ Interview, Participant Obersvation 

✓ Sta ff surveys 

✓ 
C) 2 ✓ 

CHARACTERISTIC IX: GENERALIZABILITY 

(adapted from J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.109) 
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ELEMl!NTS OF THE 
CHARACTERISTIC 

A Design 

B 

C 

1) experimental mode 

2) 

a) true experiment 
b) quasi-experimental 

largely 
c) pr e-exper imen ta 1 

discursive mode 
a) adversary 
b) field work1 systems 

analysis: historical 
c) er i ticism 
d) impressions 

Data collection 
1) standardized 
2) idiosyncratic 

Data analysis 
1) quantitative 

a) inferential 
b) descriptive 
c) tabulated 

2) verbal analysis 

I 

I 

REVIEW OIART 

EVALUATION CASE STUDIES 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 
✓ 

CHARACTERISTIC X: FOHIIALITY OF CONTROL 

{adapted from J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.112) 

APPENDIX E 
Page x 

PASTORAL NEEDS 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 
✓ 
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ELEMENTS OF THE 
CHARACTERISTIC 

A 

B 

C 

Unit used 
1) selected groups 

a) among 
b) within 

2) normative base 
a) inbuilt in 

ins tr umen ts 
b) implicit in 

oonoepts 
3) single program 

variants on 

Features selected 
1) identical information 
2) key aspects 
3) 1 or 2 aspects 
4) no cp information 

Approach used 
1) direct or indirect 

a) direct 
b) mixture 
c) indirect 

2) systematic or 
unsystematic 
a) systematic 
b) mixture 
c) unsystematic 

REVIEW CHART 
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EVALUATION CASE S'IUDIES 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION 

Not addressed in relation to 
other programs 

In terms of information -
gathering on the one program, 
oomparison and triangulation of 
opinions of different groups 
were fundamental to the design 
of this evaluation 

A) 

B 

PASTORAL NEEDS 

2(b) ✓ 

2 ✓ 

This existing pastoral program was 
compared with the pastoral needs as 
perceived by staff and students 

CHARACTERISTIC XI: EMPHASIS ON CCJ.iPARISON 
(adapted from J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.115) 
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ELEMENTS OF THE 
CHARACTERISTIC 

A Collected on background 
1) target population 
2) setting 
3) program 

B Collected on program
in-action 
1) functioning 
2) setting 
3) information gathering 

techniques 

C Collected on program 
effects 
1) short-term effects 

a) target population 
b) setting 
c} program staff 

and equipment 
2) long-term follow-up 

REVIEW CHART 

EVALUATION CASE STUDIES 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION 

- not addressed A) 
- a little on physical resources 
- very little information on the 

program 

- not addressed, but the main 
reason for the evaluation was a 1B 
response to the existing program 

1 
2 
3 

✓ 
✓ 

PASTORAL NEEDS 

very little 

very little 
very little 
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- restricted to impressions, rathe1 
than objective information 

l 
2 
3 restricted to perceptions of 

practice 

C) 
- some information 
- not addressed 
- not addressed 

- not addressed 

l 
(a) ✓ students 
(b) ../ students 
(c) ✓ staff 

2 not addressed 

CHARACTERISTIC XII: SCOPE OF INR>RMATION COLLECTED 
(adapted from J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.119) 
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ELEMENTS OF THE 
CHARACTERISTIC 

A Form of interpretatioo 
1) restates data-certain 
2) infers from data-

oonvincing 
3) uses generalities -

reasonable arguments 
4) offers multiple 

interpretations -
plausible 

B Starting point for 
interpretation 
1) clear-cut 
2) ambiguous 
3) loosely defined 

REVIEW CHART 

EVALUATION CASE STUDIES 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION 

✓ 

B) 2 
✓ 

CHARACTERISTIC XIII: EMPHASIS ON INTERPRETATION 
(adapted fran J. Maling-Keepes, 1978, p.123) 
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REVIEW aIECKLIST - Page i 

REVIE.W OF PRE·REQUISITES £ PRE-PLANNING PROCESSES 

1. Was the proposed evaluation for a) accreditation? 

b) special project funding? 

c) school improvement - collegial model? 

d) Other type? Specify ........................ 
2. Are there any policies relevant to such an evaluation 

3. 

4. 

5. 

a) at a Government level? 

b) at a system level? 

c) at a school level? 

Who should be informed of the intended evaluation 

a) Head of Department or Year 

b) Assistant Principal OR Senior Primary Teacher 

c) Principal 

Is this evaluation likely to develop a greater oommibnent to the school's 
philosophy and goals 

What are the known school-based supports for evaluations? 

Resource person 

□ 
Time Release 

Facilitator Designs 

Review Committee Literature 

Other? Specify ........ . ....................................................... . 
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REVIEW CllECKLIST - Page ii 

REVIEW OF PRE-REQUISITES/ PRE-PLANNING PROCESSES (continued) 

6. What strategies are needed to engender the required support from school staff 

Do they relate to school 
climate 

Communication 

Collaboration 

Relevance 

Co-operation 

Problem Solving 

Other? Specify 

7. Are there any constraints on the evaluation process, such as pre-conditions or organisational factors? 
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REVIEW CHECKLIST - Page iii 

REVIEW OF PROCESS I 

REVIEW OF EVALUATION PLANNING - PURPOOES 

EVALUATION PROCESSES 

PLANNING - PURPOOES 

l(A) Is there an adequate description 
of the existing situation in the 
area to be evaluated (for example, 
philosophy, aims, content procedures 
and setting) 

How open is the issue or area 
concerned to revision? 

2(B) Has the purpose of the evaluation 
been clearly stated? 

3(C) Have relevant personnel (decision
makers, users) been informed of 
the intended evaluation and their 
support obtained? 

4(0) Have likely objections to the 
evaluation been identified and met? 

S(E) State the motives for the evaluation. 

6(F) Have the intended audiences for any 
evaluation reports been identified? 

ADEQUATE STANDARD PRINCIPAL'S COMMENTS OR REVIEW COMMITTEE'S 

YES NJ ? NA 
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REVIEW OF PROCESS II 

REVIEW OF EVALUATION PLANNING - ROLES AND MANAGEMENT 

EVALUATION PROCESSES 

PLANNING - ROLES & MANAGEMEN!' 

7(A) Have the personnel participating in 
the evaluation been identified? 
Have the decision makers been 
included in the planning or 
participating stage? 

8(B) What are the roles of any outsiders 
to the evaluation? 

9(C) What is the estimated time for the 
completion of the evaluation? 
Will the estimated date of completion 
fit in with the school's decision
making cycle? 

l0(D) Are there financial or opportunity 
costs to be considered? 

ADEQUATE STANDARD PRINCIPAL'S COM-iENTS OR REVIEW COMMITTEE'S 

YES w ? NA 
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REVIEW CHECKLIST - Page v 

REVIEW OF PROCESS III 

REVIEW OF IMPLEMENTING THE EVALUATION PLAN 

EVALUATION P:ROCESSES 

IMPLEMENTING THE EVALUATION PLAN 

ll(A) Are information gathering instruments 
appropriate and clearly described? 

12(B) Would the findings be replicable if 
the exercise were repeated by 
someone else or at another time? 
(consistency, reliability) 

Does the evaluation design adequately 
address the questions it was intended 
to answer? 
Are the data collection instruments 
valid? 
Are possible biases on the part 
of data collectors adequately 
controlled? 

13{C) Have christian ethics of obtaining, 
coding and storing data been 
observed? 

14(D) Who owns the information? Are the 
rights of individuals balanced 
against the right to know? 
What are the procedures governing 
the release of information? 

ADEQUATE STANDARD PRINCIPAL 1 S COMMENTS OR REVIEW COMMITTEE 1 s 
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REVIEW OF PROCESS IV 

REVIEW OF HAIDLING EVALUATION OUTCCMES 

EVALUATION PROCESSES 

HAIDLING EVALUATION OUTCCMES 

15(A) Is the evaluation report relevant 
to the intended audience? 
Is a fair and unbiassed account 
given of the area evaluated, 
including its strengths and 
weaknesses. 

16(8) does the report suggest possible 
courses of action or make 
recommendations? 
Would any decision-making that 
the results of the evaluation 
contributed to be consistent 
with the school's philosophy, 
and help achieve its aims as a 
Catholic school? 

17(C) What are the advantages and 
disadvantages of the evaluation 
process used? 

lB(D) Has the evaluation been reviewed 
on the completion of each process? 

19(E) Has a summative review been 
conducted prior to releasing the 
Report? 

ADEQUATE STANDARD PRINCIPAL'S COMMENTS OR REVIEW COMMITTEE'S 

YES m ? NA 
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REVIE.W OF PROCESS IV 

REVIE.W OF HAIDLING EVALUATION OUTCCMES 

(continued ) 

REVIEW CHECKLIST - Page vii 

EVALUATION PIDCESSES ADEQUATE STANDARD PRINCIPAL'S COf.t1ENTS OR REVIEW COMMITTEE'S 

HA1'DLING EVALUATION OUTCCMES 

20(F) What are the school's policies 
regarding circulation of the 
report and any official tabling 
of it? 

2l(G) How can maximum use be made of 
the findings? 

22 (H) If recommendations from the 
Evaluation Report are approved, 
is immediate or on-going staff 
development needed to achieve 
results? 

23 ( I) would some form of organisational 
development be necessary to 
achieve the aims expressed in 
the recommendations? 

YES t,I) ? NA 
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EVALUATION PROCESSES 

HAN)LING EVALUATION OUTCCMES 

24(A) Were the expectations of the users 
met regarding 
(a) the nature of the evaluation? 
(b) the relevance of the evaluation? 

25(B) Was the evaluator's approach positive 
in relation to 
(a) his/her role? 
(b) user involvement? 
(c) facilitating the use of 

evaluation information? 

26(C) Was evaluator credibility 
consistently at a high level? 

27(D) Was there any outside influence 
(community, government)? 

28(E) Were the Principal and other decision
makers involved in key stages? 

29(F) was there adequate support for the 
evaluation? 

REVIEW OF PROCESS V 

EVALUATION UTILIZATION 
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EVALUATION PROCESSES 

HAIDLING EVALUATION OUTCCMES 

30(G) Was there adequate dialogue 
regarding findings? 

31 (H) What strategies were employed by 
the evaluators to achieve a 
successful completion? 

32(I) What use was made of the evaluation? 

REVIEW OF PROCESS V 

EVALUATION UTILIZATION 

(continued) 

REVIEW CHECKLIST - Page ix 

ADEQUATE STANDARD PRINCIPAL'S COMMENTS OR REVIEW COMMITTEE's 

YES N'.) ? NA 

N 
...... 
~ 

~ 
<: 
H 
M 

>,j~ :l> 
OJ '"d 

()'q O '"d 
(1) ::r: M 

MZ 
}-J• 0 t:1 
X :;,<: H 

t-<:><: 
H 
(/) hj 
>--,3 


