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This paper is in the nature of an interim report on an evaluation
exercise which has run half its course. It attempts to outline
the characteristics of the curriculum intervention which is

being evaluated, the impact of that intervention upon the
educational system, and the attempt to design an appropriate
evaluation. If this account ¢f the evaluvation is sometimes
cryptic and impressionistic, I hope it is because I have tried

to convey in a limited time both the nature of its empirical
roots and the span of its concerns.

The Humanities Curriculum Research and Development Project was
set up in 1967 as part of the preparation for the raising of the
school~leaving age, which, in 1972 when the Project ends, will
be raised from 15 to 16 years of age for all students. The

Project is jointly financed by the Nuffield Foundation, an

independent trust fund, and the Schools Council, a committee,
mainly of teachers, administering research funds provided partly
from national government sources and partly from local government
education budgets. The evaluation unit, which is accountable to
the Project Director, has a four-year life from 1968 to 1972,

and is financed solely by the Schools Council. The total budget
for the Project and the evaluation is approximately a quarter

of a million pounds. '

The central team was asked to provide stimulus, support and
materials for teachers and schools teaching the humanities to
adolescent students aged 14 to 16. In order to give focus to
its research, the central team defined humanities as the study

- of important human issues. They decided to concentrate on the

special problems of work in controversial areas and to give
support and produce materials to enable the teacher to meet

/thesé problems.




these problems. Following up policy stavements made by
educatioralists and official reports, they saw humanities

teaching as a possible rcsponse to the demand that the curriculum
offered to adolescents should be relevant and that schools should
face controversial issues with these students in an honest and
adult way. The problem, as they saw it, was how to allow
adolescents to reach views responsibly without being restricted
by the teacher's bias or subjected to undue pressures by their
fellows. They approached this problem by attempting to stimulate
and study a pattern of small group discussion in which collections
of evidence, printed prose, verse, drama, photographs, paintings
and tapes, were used in a discussion situation which placed both
teachers and pupils under the discipline of evidence. They
produccd collections of materials in such areas as war, cducation,
relations between the sexes, the family, poverty, pecople and work,
race, living in cities and law and order. The role of the central
team has been to put forward initial hypotheses about teaching
strategies in a discussion situation where the teacher acts as a
neutral chairman and a resource conéultant° During the years

1968 to 1970, the first collections were used experimentally in
thirty-six schools throughout Englénd and Wales. Teachers in
those schools were asked to Test the suggested rules for discussion
to help Lo shape the work in research and in the creative
activities that needed to be built up around the discussion, which
was envisaged as a core activity in an open-ended anguiry
curriculum. |

From Faster 1970, revised packs began to be published commercially
and training schemes for teachers were set up throughout the
country to meet the response from individual schools and local
education authorities. During the current academic year some

four to five hundred schools are using the materials, which are
available on the open market.

In August 1968, I was hired by the Schools Council to study this
human issues project during its two-year trial period and to design
an evaluation of it for implementation in 1970 to 1972 when the
Project would be in nationwide dissemination. The Project

Director had asked for an independent evaluation and I was glven

a free hand. During the past year I have been joined by three
colleavues and the four of us are: currently engaged in carrylng
f out the evaluatlon progrdmmebn_ ’
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In conceptualisation the Froject had three striking characteristics:
1. It was abttempting to opeif'ationalﬂ'<“'1 an atvitude towards
curriculum which stressed teaocher responsibility and Jjudgement, as
sgainst an attitude which sees the development team as educational
leaders who dispense expcrtise from a position of authority. By
seeking at most a relationship of equality with participating
system personnel, and cmphasising the research role of those
involved, the central tesm invited teachers to become technologists
of currigulum rather than technicians.

2o In adopting 'understanding' as the aim of the programme the
central team expressed a faith in educational rather than social
adjustment approaches to conbroversial issues, a key problem in
the development of a secondary school tradition in Britain. Some
core values embodied as research hypotheses in the programme

seemed dissonant with established school practice, particularly
with respect to teacher and pupil roles.

3. The theoretical design of the Project started with a
specification of content, followed by the formulation of an aim.
Tne aim was then analysed into principles of procedure or process
criteria, and an experiment mounted to try to realisc in the
classroom a pedagogically c¢ffective 'form' which would cmbody

- these criteria. It was therefore highly dependent on the teacher's
understanding of philosophic and pedagogic principles for intelli_
gent classroom practice.

Although the central team's general position in these areas was
reasonably clear at the design stage, it was not until its

policies became operationulised in the school system during the

1968 to 1970 experiment that the implications and consequences

could be appreciated, and the related technical problems articulated.

I was appointed on the e¢ve of the experiment to evaluate an
innovation which, at first glance, bore many of the carmarks of
past failures in the field. It reqguired induction courses for
teachers, it was difficulit to use, it was costly in terms of

school resources, it conflicted with established values. In short,
the Project showed distinct promise as a'casb~study in the
pathology of innovation Tron symptoms to post-morten.

Such a perspectlve did not survive. its agronomic assumptions about
crlterla of success and failure. It soon became obvious that to
base :such crlterla cxcluslvelf or even p;edomlnantly on short—
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term pupil lcernings i1s inappropriate where the programme under
consideration constitutes a radical intervention in the whole

organisational structure of a school system.

At that esrly stage of weighing up possible approaches to
gvaluation, three considerastions secmcd paramount.

1. The sponsor of the evaluetion was a govermment agency with
rcsponsibility for national curriculum develooment, but with
little experience in this role. There was therefore a need for
information that would aild plenning at this level. This suggoested
that one focus for evaluation might be upon the pattefns of inter-
acbilion within the system initiated or illuminated by project
inputs. |

2. Because the centrel team decided to shaww cecision-meking with
participating schools, and because the mediational influence of
different educaticnal milicux scemed likely to prove to be a
significant variable, considerable divergence in institutional
response was anticipated. Field studies of the Project in a
variety of operational contexts would be called for.

3 The climate of educabtional theory in Britain strongly
favoured the behavioural objectives model of curriculum develop-
ment and evaluation. DILittle thought had been given to alternative
models, and I was cuite unaware then of recent American debate

in this'area, My alm was simﬁly to describe the work of the
Project in a form which would make it zccessible to public and
professional judgement. Evaluation design, strategies and

tactics would, hopefully, evolve in responsc to the impact of

the Project on the system and the structure of the evaluation
problems which that impact would throw up.

The Project in the Experimental Schools: 1968/70
‘The 26-schools which mounted the experiment in the autumn of 1968

were not selected:by sampling mnethods. They were nominatzd by
their administering authorities, and reflected by their variety
interesting differences in judgement and priorities among the
local education authorities. The participating teachers got
together with tho central tecam during the summer at regional
conferences where the nature and design of the experiment was
explained to them and their task outlined. By all accounts most
of them went away from these conferences with some enthusiasm
for tlie'task° | o ‘ ' :
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These experimentel schools embraced a widc range of environnental,
compositionel, structural ond cultural verigbles. This contextual
diversity was compounded by differcences in the decisions they made

about how to introducc, organise and implencut the experiment, and

further complicated by diffcerences among participating personncl
of motivation, commitment, understanding and expectations. Yet
another varicble was the cxtent and nature of support of the
local authority.

The immediate impact of the Project was on.the wholc alarwming.
There was enormous confusion and misunderstending, lesding to a
gencral failure to respond appropriately. There were nany
unanticipated problems and widespread mispercception of the demands
thet the Froject was making. Some elemcnts in this werc:

1. The importance of hcadmasters in innovation wos under--
estimated by the central teem, particularly in view of the
conditions which were necessary for the implcementation of the
experiment, the support structure which such difficult and novel
work sceemed to call for, and its implications for the school's
authority structure. The Froject was seen to be manipuloting
major variables in the school, including esteblished patterns of
social control, & concern very real to thosc wiw work in schools.
The Project did not sce initially the demands i1t was making on
rather inflexible administretive institutions. It was not casy
for sciiools to create the necessary conditions for the experiment.
2. The tcachers did not anticipate the cxbtent to which many
students had developed a trained incapacity for this work, nor the
depth of alienation frowm any kind of curriculum offering which
many students felt, nor thc degree to which they themselves and
their students had becn successfully socialised into a tradition of
teachér dominance and custodial attitudes. Many became locked in
rol¢ conflicts, others in attempts to bridge an unforeseen
credibility gap between themselves and their students.

3o It emerged that the central team had failed at the outset to
communicate successfully the nature of the enterprise. From the
teacher's point of view the cthos of thie Froject was evangelical
rather than exploratory, and the suggested bveaching strategies
tests of teacher proficiincy rather than rosearch hypotheses.

Many felt on trial. This both reduced their capicity to profit
from the experience and adversely affected their feedback to the
Centre. ‘ - - |

/Had the picture that cmerged
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Had the picture that cmerged from the schools boen as uniform as
these pointé night suggest, perliaps the cvaluation would have
developed differently. DBut it was not. Although the programme
proved generclly to be demanding, difficuld and disturbing, thcers
were striking excepbtions and mony contradictions in reported or”
observed phenomens. 'Limited' explanations of perceived fzilurc/
success, such as pupil ability, teacher behaviour, or institutional
¢thos, could not be readily gencraliscd. The matter scomed

increosingly cormplex.

During the first year, while the central tecn grappled with the
problems of the schools in an e¢ffort to opecrationalise the
gxperinmcent in a form which weould allow theimm to relate pupil
response to controlled teacher behaviour, the evaluator concen-
trated on trying to cstablish precise¢ly what was happéning in the
schools, and on gathcring iuformation that might help to explain
differing pattocrns of action and responsec. I studicd the
behaviour of the central team 2nd the interaction between them,
the local authoritics, and thc schools, gathered data for cach
school about the external forces of support and opposition that
wzre mobiliscd by the Project's intervenbion, got out a checklist
of hard and soft data items which added up to an institutionel
profile of ecach school, tried to asscss, by questionnaires
administered at conferences, the participabting teachers!'
understanding QE.EToject theory and attitudes towards it, and got
the teachers t6 send in avdiotapes of their classroom discussions
together with writtcen supplemcntary data. The needs of the central
team and of the evaluation overlappeﬁ sufficiently to form =z
continuing basis of cooperation, even if thoe demands of their
support role made it incrcasingly difficult to match prioritics.

I cembarked on 2 scrics of visits to the schools, inftending
initially to study all of them at first hend. After visiting about

-half of them this plan was sbandoned in favour of case-studying a

small number, principally because I could not understand the
causes of the behaviour which I had observed in discussion Zroups.
Why were the differences between schools in this respeét so much
greater than the differences witihin schools? Why was one group of
pupils enthusiastic sbout the work, and a similar group in another
school so hostile? Other quesﬁidns accumulated as one began to
seek contextual clues. Why were some staff groups supportive of




the Procject, others indifferent, still othors o
Wiy did some schqols react in dissimilor woys o snparcntly
similar problens? A hest of cuesgtions likce these =2rorc as the
diversity of imstitutional, tercher and pupil response unfolded.

Towards the end of the first ycor, and throughout the sacond year
of the experiunent, eight schiools were studicd closely. It is

not possible nere to give an account of these studies, but I can
list some oi thc propositions arising out of them that the
cvaluation intends to explore.

1. Humaen action in educationzl institutions diffcecrs widely
because of the number of variablc influences thet determine it.
This is obvicus, yet in curriculum svalustion it is sometines
assumed that what wos intended to happen is what actually happens
and thet what hazppene varies little from scbtting to setting.

2o The impact of an innovestion is not # sct of discrete effects,
but an organically related pattern of ncts and conscguences.

To understard fully a single act one must locate it functionally
within that pattern. It follows from this proposition that
curriculum interventions have many more unanticipated conscquences
than ig normally assuncd in development ard eveluation designs.

% No two schools arc sufficiently alike in their circumstances
that prescriptions of curriculsr zetion cezn adequately supplant
the judgement of the people in them. Historiczl/evolutionary
diff@rences alone made the innovation 'gap' a variable which has
significance for decision-making.

&g The goals and purposcs of the programme devolopers ere not §
noeessarily shared by its users. We have scen the Project used
variously as a political resourcq in an ¢xisting power struggle,
as a way of increasing the effcctivenuss of a custodial pattern :
of pupil cecntrol, and a3 a neans of garnishinz the image of i
institutions which covet the wrappings, but not the merchandise,
of innovation.

Further considerations in the development of the evaluation - :

‘design . :
1. sudicnces ]
Faced with a central team who were opposcd to the use of 3
'objectives', I had to look elsewhere for a concepbt of - :

evaluation to guide me¢. In any case, &s I became aware of the

) ) ¥ . L a g . . . , :
“F T(jomplex1ty and diversity of what was goling on in the.

I i
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experinental schools, I became increasingly scepbical of the
notion of ceonfining cvalustion to the moasurement of intention

achicvenent.

"I then cxplorcd the possibility of defining ny responsibilities
in relation to likely rceaoders of nmy report. The idea of
cvaluztion for cousumers attracted mce. In time 'consumers'
became redefined - -os decision-makers and four main groups of
decision~-makers emerged - the sponsors, the local education
authority, the schoels, and the examination boards. he task of
cvaluation was then defined as that of nnswering the questions

that Jdecision-nakers =zsk. ' v

This task definiticn wns subscguently percelved as unsatisfactory
principally because it assumcd that these pconle knew in advance
what questione werc appropriate. At the prescnt moment we ses our
task os that of feceding the judgement of decision-nakers by
promoting understanding of the considerations that bear upon
curricular acticon. Our oricentation here is towards educing an
empirical rather then a nornative model of educational decision-
making and its consequences. '
Decision-making groups diffcr in their data requirements.
Individuals differ in the. - degree of confidence they place in
different kinds of data,.and in the levels of confidcnce at which

they are prepared to act. The evaluation is tzking account of
this by trying to integratc both subjective and objective approaches
(to use a convenicecnt if misleading dichotomy), in & very broad
study of the Project from 1270 to 1972.
3, Focus
Much-evaluation werk in the past has been sinplistic in its
assumptions, or so subscrvient to canons of experinental
psychology that its attention has been too narrowly focuscd.
Bducation is a complex practical activity. Any effort to rcduce
that complexity to singularistic perspectives tends to distort
the reality, and may mislead thosz who seck to understand the
reality. DILeast of all does it help those who live there.
Perhaps.at“this stagc -of our understandi.. bolder evaluation
‘designs can give us somc more¢ adequate view of what it -1s we are
trying to change, and of what is involved in changing.it. It

@ 1s this beliﬁf that lies behind a wholistic approach to é?aluation.,

ERIC
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£ systematic attenipt will be nede to document the oubcomcs of
1

the Projeet =t the levels of systom, insbitution, teachor o2nd
pupil, to leccetc those cubcomes within n record of anteccdant

cgvents and conditions, ond t©o cxplasin varintions in sabtcone in
terme which will lead to. mere informed curriculum decisions.
This is an ambitious aim in such a ccocmplcox area nnd reproscnbs
for us an aspiration rather then an aciidevinble goal;
Bvaluation Design
a In a lorge samplc of schools (c. 100)

(i) Gathering input, contextual =nd implementetion data by

qué s stionnairc.

(ii) Gatheriug erpericntial inpressionistic and judgemental
date from teachere and nupils.

(1ii) Objective mezsurcment of pupil and teazcher change. (Ve
have at the beginning of this ycar corricd out-pre-
tcsts of pupils on 21 objective instruments which
reprosent the combined judgenconts of tewmchers, pupils,
the central team and ourselves, of likely dincnsions of
pupil change).

(iv) Tracing proccss variation by multiple choice feedback
instruments which roquire minimel effoirt by the teacher
and are nonitorcd by pupils.

(v) Monitoring institutional response by scmi-structurcd

diary instruwacnts.

: b)  In a smell semplc of schools (c.12)

? (1) Cease studies of patterns of dueiston-neking,
communication, training and support in local arcas.

(ii) Case studies of individual schools w1thln these arcas.

(iii) Study of process dynamics by audlotepc, videotape, and

obscrvation.

To sum up, we now have the Jjob of describing the experience of

hundreds of schools embarking on work with Froject materials, and,
norcover, describing that cxperience in ways whicl: will be helpful
to those who“]ﬁvq o meke Judgemcnts in ths fie¢ld., In an open-

T A

snded enquiry programme of this kind 1mero-thu alms. are broadly

defined and where teacher behaviour is = matter of 1nd1v: ual
response to particular situations in thc light of tnese i ' thls
Qo : ot +/is no simple metter.
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is no simple matter. We sco the need for both qualitative ficld
qﬂ'

studics snd guantitative data gethering ond ncagurencnt techniques

(e

by
‘<
to bo combined in a broad frount approach the cvaluatiorn.

It is hoped, by intcrucaving thesc studie

m

, to advancc
understanding of the iunterplay of forecs in this curriculun
innovation.
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