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ABSTRACT

Some of the major principles of the evaluation
process are analyzed to provide a better understanding of the basic
requirements for any type of evaluation in educational progranms in
schools. Of major concern is the role of a given value system in the
establishment of goals and in the subsequent assessment of their
attainment. Through an awareness of these value systems, the
individuals involved in the educational process can form a productive
coalition. A common value standard permits the individual tc draw a
more meaningful relationship between goals and strategies for change,
and the information generated becomes part of the evaluative process.
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Today evaluation is a process which is often poorly defined and improperly

used. All too fregtiently a definition of evaluation is assumed and taken for

granted; few efforts today make an attempt to formulate rigorous definitions or

—c—

to analyze some of the major principles of evaluation. As a consequencq,'the
term evaluation means a variety of things to a variety of people. Alsd, therxre
appears to be an absence of any clear cut understanding of the basic reguirements
for any type‘of évaluation in educational programs in schools. We find a wide
variety of evalnatiOn studies e.g. surveys, testimonials, statistics, eté. all
'of which are classified under the rubric of evaluation. These kinds of studies
vary from everyone's being happy and content to a complex experimental deéign.

They include some very subjective assessments and some detailed statistical anal-~
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yses. Consequently, the whole area of evaluation is conspicuous by its lack of
comparability and cummulativeness of its £indings. The results'nbtained for diff- ' 4

enté. purposes by different methods using different criteria lead to a confusion
: : e -

1

which is @ifficult to resolve in the frequent absence of any explicit statement o

»

of objectives or procedures.

Riechen (1952) has described evaluation as the measurement‘of desirable and
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undesirable consequences of an action that has been taken in order to move toward = '§

some goal that we value. His concept of evaluation is uniguely suited to the

ap paper presented as part of the symposium "An Interdisciplinary Look at
Evaluation," Minneapolis, American Educational Research Association Annual =
Meeting, March, 1970. : B -
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;eValuation of educational activities since we advocate planned and deliberate
.educational and social change in our schools. This emphasis upon social change
' in an evaluation study is further underscored by Hyman (1962). He defines eval—
uation as "the procedures of fact-finding about the results of planned so¢ial
change.” His article further attempts to distinguish between evaluation and
basit research; This distinction is alsgo made by the Sub-committee on Evaluation
'of Mental Health Activities of the National Advisory Health Council, (1955) which
“says that "evaluation thus connotes scientific method, but has characteristics
that distinguish it from that type of research whose objectlve is the accumu-
iation and analysis of data in order to formulote hypotheses and theory for the
_sake of new knowledée‘itself, irrespective of judgment of the value of the know=.:
:leége;" o
Any concept of evaluatlon has implied within it the notion of values. There-
#i;fore, one of the determlnlng factors in the establishment of objectlves is the
'tconscieus awareness ofeone s value onlentatlon. This is reflected in the notion

that one of the preconditions for planned activity is that objectives in and of

'7§V]fthsmse1ves have value. Values may be defined generally as those aspects of a

;f s1tuat1on‘or‘th1ng which are considered to be good or bad Kiné (1962) has de-
'iifnned valueswas "thevprlnelples by whmch we establish prlorltles and hierarchies
5iéof 1mportanse among needs, demands and goals." In any event, value orientations

ygare relevant to educatlonal evaluation because they are, ac least, the partial
‘s;GEterminants”ofobjectives of educational proyrams. 1. Educational activity in
schoois is erganized atound sets of values or around the standards of those who
(are assuming the responsibility for the operation of the educational institu-
'tions. The teiationship between tnese standards and the social change expected
from educational programs is tremendously important in terms of analyzing objec-
; tives and theif‘underlying assumptions as well as in providing a framework for
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evaluating improvement toward or away from goals.

Evaluation aiways starts with some value either explicit or implicit.- For
example, it is good to have as much education as one wants and is able to achieve.
value is reflected in the gquality of goodness; then goals are generated and de-
rived from this value. The selection of a goal is usually preceded or concurrent
with the formation of a value system. An example of setting a goal wauld be that
everyone involved in the education process ought to have some opportunity to ex-
press himself in the development of that process. Movement toward such a goal is
usually dependent upon various forces which are frequently in competition with one
another in the determination of both the goals and the available resources. Quite
often the assumption is made that change is good which is difficult to wvalidate.
For instance, the belief that others can be depended upon to do the right thing
or that information will enable a person to change an attitude.

Through a conscious awareness of value stnadards people involved in a learning
Pprocess can begin to develop a meaniﬁgful and productive coalition. Such a coal-

| ition does not have to take the form of a merger where differences are modulated

or erased;’rather, the coalition can be viewed as a struggle to bring differ-
ences in people together, and those differences can begin to fo}ge an alliance

_ which enables each person to amplify or complement one another;in the total learn-
ing experience. - For example, a program designed to reduce the'incidence of drop-
 outs might prove ineffective if it was to provide for the buildings of fences

~ around school yards to prevent runaways Or develop rules prohibiting truancy.

"~ People learn not only by being told but also through experience. They exaﬁine one -
another not only in terms of what is done. Learning not only takes place in the
formal curriculum but also in what.is experienced in the daily life organization
vbf the school. The key to change lies in changing the quality of those life ex- e ;
’periences. As experiences alter and change is raised to a conscious level,:new
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coalition exists, alienation among students and educators is reduced, and the

hostile territories that once prevailed are diminished.

directions become possible. Interaction among the involved pecple must be organ-
ized in terms of value astandards which can be consciously explicated and enggted 3
in experience. A value standard has meaning only as it is tested in the daiiy
decisions in the structure of the school. It ﬁas meaning only as the actual re-
lationship and the events in the school change and when the people involved in
that change are involved in the evaluation process.

One of the underlying objectives of the programs (Eisenstein, 1968) which have
attempted to utilize a value standard is that objective which implies that schools
should provide the laboratory in which students and teachers learn to accept the
responsibility to communicate and think and learn to live in a world of change and
interchange in which people find security not in the status quo but in the mastery
of change. Therefore, the adaptive abilities of individuals need to be emphasized
and strengthened. Consequently, there is an emphasis placed on the relationship

-

an.' interrelatedness of the gstudent’s role and the educator's role. When such a

Change requires the involvement of the total school. =E@ucational develop-
ment (?iz. academic and social) requires not only interchange éﬁoné the various
groups within the school but change which bridges the generation gap so‘éh&t
L r.
students and adults can be involved meaningfully. Earliest’e#periences by
students in situations which exist in schools leave sharp imprints on their
educational lives; sometimes these are umnacknowledged or even denied. Educators B
for many years have been describing the clash between the organized open cur-
ficulum of the school and the "hidden curriculum.” The instructional content
is cften referred to as the organized curriculum. The hidden curriculum, on the
other hand, iz the social organization of the schools, the life continuum of the

student; this includes the atmosphere of the classroom, the halls, the cafeteria,
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the "who's who" of the school by virtue of tracking, awards, demerits, and the

whole system of organization. In reality, however, there are not. two curricula;

there is only one experienced by the student, and no part of it is hidden. Every-

thing that happens in the school can be viewed as the curriculum. The impact of

the total living and educational experience, both in the school and their daily

1iving experiences is often blunted or diverted by contradiction between instruc-

tional material and the social crganization of the schooi. What is learned in

school is determined not solely by the content of the formal courses but by the

total experience of the child; that is, how the place is organized, how it functions,

how the people relate to each other within and through it to the surrounding world.

What is necessary is a conscious awareness of the dramatic impact of the total life

experience of the student on learning. This is a prerequisite for beginning to

bhange to saci@l ofganization of the school. Involved in this process are teachers,

Students, custodial personnel, and anyone who is having contact with the students.'

It is virtually impossible to detail specifically the form and content of the

changes which occur in the life experiences of a given school. Any blueprint or

difectional prescription bypasses the crucial involvement of all individuals who

are to be drawn into the examination of the school, situational”development of _ wr;gf;

priorities, and decision making. The special circumstances at Fhe time of pro—.'-{§¥ 

gram development determine the tempo and direction of change. o )  ' ',i”éw~*“f
Evaluation of educational programs traditionally involves some assessment. “ 5§?&ﬂ;f

’of performance against some usually accepted professional and normative set of

standards and procedures. A research concept usually includes the application of

rigorous methods of assessment of the impact of the impact of tﬁe program on those ’7if7

it allégedly serves e.g. students. More simply, evaluation is related to the end

point of a process designed to measure the effect of the program in terms of

‘whether what was planned was accomplished. Evaluation in this context, mea. ares
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whether the program was "good" or "bad" in terms of the institution in which the
program was conducted. This approach to evaluation guite often measures segments
of a total program and the relationship of these segments to oﬁe another ié in--
frequently drawn. This approach to evaluation cannot address itself to ways for
implementing change, for they tend to identify the dynamics of the system without
providing some of the strategies that aid in producing change. They also rely on
evaluators external to the program.for the conduct of the evaluation as opposed to
the participants in that program contributing to its:evolvement and implemen-
atation in schools where social change is a desirable outcome of an education, it
appears that we need to move more and more in the direction of participants in
social change role (coalition). The net effect can be a reduction in the credi-
bility gap between theory and practice.

When one is evaluating, he assumes the existence of a pervasive value standard
capable of incorporating different needs into a common set of evaluative criteria.
Such a notion presumeg that there is conformity in standards on a large scale; it
also presumes a direct relationship between the value standard and overt action.
Thege linkages then form the nexus between a value standard and what is funictional
at the operational level. Furthermore, this linkage becomes matiifested in the
ability of each person to draw a more meaningful relationhip between goals and ' 5g'w 
strategies using a common value standard; this becomes an impaflant aspect of
program change and development. The information generated from this relationship
becomes part of the evaluative process. We can not make any decisions relevant
to the desired goals without it. If it is not possible for certain changes to be
made, then these restrictions are major constraints in the design of the evalua-
tion process. The dimension of decision priority ordinarily is not obvious in all
learning situations. We can not say that certain decisions were either possible
or impossible; rather, only that there were degrees of difficulty. The restxic—

tions on the decision maker's role to manuever are variable parameters of behavior
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which are determined by the quality of their relationship to others. Therefore,
in evaluation we need to examine the extent to which program determinants e.g.
values, are facilitating the learning process. Evaluation in this context be-
comes an assessment of a strategy, not a matter of testing for truth or falsity,
or even of testing hypotheses.
Educational institutions are social and constantly change. The solution in
which they are suspended is in a constant state of flux. While change must be
viewed as functional to those involved in the thange, it is often quite diff-
jcult to state what a functional degree of change is without entering into a
value assesgment. Too frequently change is dysfunctional, not only if the changes
are unsoundly based; moreover, frequency of éhange itself might be dysfunctional.
Literature abounds with value considerations of planned change and the change
agent role. Planned educational change is related to a group of value commitmerits
from the part of the educator. The commitment is 1) to Functioning in collabora-.
tive ways, 2) to basing plans for change upon valid information and knowledge,
and 3) to reducing power potentials among individuals as a distorting infiuence
on the determination of the tempo and direction of justifiable changes in the sys-
tem. Value commitments in our educational institutions today are quite often
Ambiguous. Often they are not very clear in their relationship;to the complex and
confusing situation in which the educators function. Value orientations are often
interwoven with knowledge and skills in such a way that the value component of a
deciSiOn is difficult to identify. The confrontation which comes of value differ-
ences is often emotionally potent and subjective when one compares it to a confron-
tation of knowledge and skills. Most of us are wary about how to handle our own
emotion and subjectivity. Consequently, we tend to avoid these kinds of confron-
tations. This appears to be particularly true in educational situations. Educa-
tors themselves have been taught about a walue free ideal with respect to‘decision
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making and problem solving, and consequently, they tend to feel uncomfortable
when involved in explicating value commitments.

However, as the conditions of our society change, S0 do the processes for
establishing goals and new involvements. It has been known for some time that
educators are not making the best decisions when they use existing knowledge
and skills that have been developed within a framework of assumed and unexamined
traditions of beliefs and values. The patterns established within such a
framework prescribe a method of operation for themselves and others. Therefore,
since one's own value system is at least a partial determinant of behavior, it
is incumbent upon each person to be consciously aware of how differences between
fhetoric and behavior relate to one's own value commitments.

The emphasis on evaluation today unfortunately is on only one aspect of the
learning process in the school -- namely, the formal or open part of the curriculum.
Increasing attention needs to be given to the "hidden curriciilum," i.e,, action
in halls, cafeteria, ball games, study halls, etc., which also makes a noticeable
impact on the individual during the learning process. This attention can serve
to develop an individual's capacity to articulate what his own value commitments
are and what the relationship is to his behavior. In order for any evaluation
process to be maximally effective, i.e., provide the quality of'informauion which
will enhance the opportunity of those in the educational process to learn, it
appears necessary for educators to continue to explore ways by which the total

curriculum can have a planned impact on the learner.
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