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TOWARD A CHARACTERIZATION OF CURRYICULUM EVALUATION

David A. Payne, University of Georgia

ED 062370

Revitalized interest in the teaching-learning process in American
Bducatlon during the past twenty -five years or so has resulted in, among
ofher things, a plethora of new curricula. The 1mpetus given curriculum
development has come both from subject matter .scholars and educatlonal
.researchers. From the former because of the .dis.covery of new knowledge
and insighte .into how their disci}vlipes are structured. From‘fhe‘fl‘atter
because of new insights into the lear:ning pfocess as it relates to the

organization and presentation of knowledge. The development of any

L d
"new' curriculum has. aaspcia*ced with it problems of evaluation. The

cing effectiveness, and relevance are a few of the areas in need of
assessment . Thi.s problem of evaluation- is probably of greater concern
today than at anytlme in history due to the gr‘eat amount of knowledge
which must be transmitted and processed, as well as the complexity of
this knowledge. 'Bveluat_ion techniqpes previously considered aciequate
for assessing the effectiveness of small units of material are signifi-
cantly-less applicable when imposed en larger 'chuﬁké of information,.
@ the leafning of x'vhich is highly complex, involves prerequi‘site learnings,
c} and se'quential behavior‘e, and perhaps othe‘r‘ pfograms of study. The
G\?' traditional dichotomy of experimental and control groups as examined by
contrasting gross mean achievement scores in a pre-post treatment design
C.n study, alt}leﬁgh genefally useful, teh;ds not to p'rvovAi"tie suffi,ciently .
@ detailed infermationiupon which to base~ir_1telligent decisions about ques-

tions related to curriculum effectiveness, validity, efficiency, etc.

e, ene s . .
- o Along .this line Gubal has recently lamented the failure of the evaluation
E designs for a group of recent government research proposals to meet even




minimal requirements. Either the desire.or need to comprorﬁise respits

in far too many '"no significant differences'. Guba ﬁotes for example
that the practioner who is seeking information régarding-t'he success of
his program is faced with th-émproblem ~that he has "invited interfe_.fence".
This is a condition opposite that c;f cont%ol. If we lack confrol, expér-
imental design and methods of da'ta'analysis are considerably les§ appli-

cable.- Most applied s.udies are done in natural settings, and natural

educational settings are anything but controlled. But it is in these

relatlvely structured and uncontrolled situations that evaluatlon and

decisions must be made. The field of curriculum evaluatlon is develop-

ing in response to many decision making requirements.
Tt is the ‘intent of this paper to survey the origins of curriculum
evaluation, and attempt to deéscribe various dimensions that have changed

over the years due to changes in society and education.

THE CHANGING FACE OF EVALUATION

An excellent overview of some recent changes in the concepts and

" techniques of evaluation has recently been presented by Merwin.2 Some

of these changes will now briefly be noted.

Evaluative Standards ) ;i T

Educational evaluators, both out of responsivéness to the evaluation

task and due t6 the development of appropriate methodology have moved to .

a more absolute standard in assessing effectiveness of learning experiences.:

r

Such an approach would seem more responsive to the true meaning of the
concept of individual differences in education. Emphasis is now on intra-
individual comparisons, rather than inter-individual compai‘isons. This

change in reference point from normative to absolute has influenced the

2 .
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type of evaluation devices being developed. Greater concern is now. given
to criterion - referenced measures.3 Such measures derive their structure
and meaning from a specified set of objectives rather than the performances °

of groups of ‘{ndividuals.

Nature of Objectives Evaluated

The "what" of educational evaluation is also changing - changing in
two dramatic ways. There is a movement away from the subjéct matter or
content dimension of objectlves toward more process oriented assessment.

As new curricula emphasize change in process so must the attendant eval-

+ions—The-see ond—chanse—is—toward._a greater concern with affectlve
- . !

. . .’ ‘ ]”. _,j.,.', i
educational outcomes. Educators and students are more aware of the

’importan.c"e of such factots as valde_s, attltudes; belie:fs_.and interests
as they influenée the teaching learning process. The p{:ii)ly_livcati_on several
years ago by Krathwohl, et. al." of a handbook dealing with affective |
educational objectives did much to provide an irnpetus tfo the movement.

i

The whole behavioral objectives movement in education reflects the types

¢

of changes noted in this area.

_Change In Sampling Unit

’

Historically evaluatio“n has focused on the individual student and his
learnings. If we are to understand the entire complex process of instruc-
-tio'n; we need to also look at the learning environment and the[nature of '
the learner, and the interaction of these factors. The learner, his envir-
* " onment an"d his learniné need to be sampled. New technlqnes of data gathen—
ing need to be developed or old ones'modified. New analysis procedures ‘
.compatible «7ith the complex nature ofi the inter-action of many variables

Y
need to be applied. .In general we are moving from individual evaluation -

o : ' 3
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to group - to program -and system wide assessment. . Fvaluation is becoming '

more '"macro'" and less ''micro" in orientation.

Nature of Decision to be Made . . _
o : T o s

Evaluation-hias tradltlonally been aimed at makmg de0181ons about

individual student learning. Today's requirements arefor' data useful 1n

N

‘making a variety of decisions in addition to those related”to a spe01flc‘~. ;

learning experience. We are now faced with crltlcal de01s1ons about ch01ce
S

e e

of currlculum}operatlng costs, selectlon of personnel modlflcatlon of
program when recycled, adequacy of available resources, acceptance of pro-

gram by communﬂy, and many others. These decisions'are not only different

in kind, but also in magnltudf= from those previously confrontlng the

professional educator)'.

Time of Eva luat ion

Evaluative data are gathered at a time when they are most relevant

to the decision making proceas. This may be before the learning program
is implemented, during its gllevelopmenthor at the éﬁ'a of the experience.
In general there is mare emphasis ‘oa measures -of change rathel\ﬂ\than sta-
tus. Considerable attention is being paid to .long;texfm and longitudinal

J

It would be logical at this f)oint to consider the nature of curriculum

methodologies in curriculum evaluation.

! 2

as it interacts with evaluation. Space limitations do not allow this, and »*
. v
e

_/
' ba31cally the ideas have been covered elsewhere. Some curriculum workers

..

would suggest that a currlculum is \tlrtually that sum total of a chlld'
experiences be they in class - outlclass, formal - informal, planned -
unplanned, individual - group, or self-directed - teacher directed. Each

form presents its own ‘evaluation problems. Such. questions, for example

\
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Lot
as,What of cT.he unplanned -for changes in a student as he progresses

through his educational career?", and’ What are the peculiar requirements
of evaluation in an individualized learning System?", need to be

I
f

answered.

CHARACTERISTICS OF LVALUAT ION

The changing face of evaluation implies the. changing roles it mus.t T
'assume. ' Bdu.cational“ evaluation is much rnot*e than the assessment of
student performance as was suggested by 'I'yler'5 many years ago. IIn a‘ddi—_
tion to‘ contributing to the assessn"\ent of the over-all effectiveness of
‘ma-'totai—eéﬁeat—*renal——ppegnam,—and validity of ‘the assumptions underlying
the program evaluation data can effectively be employed the 1mpr‘ove the
teaching-learning piﬂocess.. There is little doubt that the greatest contri-
bution evaluation can make is to the impr.'ovement of educational programs.
The intimate relationships between, the teachlncr learning process and
evall_lation have beenadmirably described by Dressel.® He discusses five
points where the instructional process paraliels *hat. of evaluation. | o

Following is a brief: comparison of these two processes.

Instruction , Evaluation
- .‘ : f g
1. Instruction is effective as It 1. Evaluation is effective as it
leads to desired changes in stu- " provides evidence of the extent
dents ‘ of the changés in students.
2. New behavior patterns are best 2. Evaluation is most conducive
- learned by students when the " to learning when it provides
1nadequacy of present behavior for and encourages self-evaluation
is understood and the signifi-
cance of the new behavior pat=
' terns thereby made clear. ¢
3. New behavior patterns can 3. Evaluation is conducive to
be more efficiently developed ’ good instruction when it reveals -
by teachers who know the exis- major types of inadequate behav-
ting behavior patterns of indi- ;ior and the contributory causes.
vidual students and the reasons o | '

for them.

-




‘between "summative' and '"formative'" evaluation recently made by Scriven.

Tnstructlon Lvaluation

4. Learning is encouraged by ' 4. Evaluation.is most signifi-
problems, and activities which . cant in learning when it
require thought.and/or action ‘permits and encourages the
by each ‘individual student. exercise of individual-ini-

tiative. : ;

5. Activities which provide the . 5. Activities or exercises dev-
basis for the teaching and eloped for the purposes of
learning of specified behavior . evaluating specified behavior o
are also the most suitable - are also useful for the teach-
activities for evoking and ing and learning of that
evaluating the adequacy of = - - behavior. .

- Ztha't behavior.

This focus on the relationship between ‘instruction and evaluation and the

potential contribution that evaluation can make to the improvement of

quality and quantity in education has been underscored by the distinction

i

Summative and Formative Evaluation )

Scriven’ notes that: the goal of evaluation is always the same - to

1

determine the worth and value of something. That "something' may be a

i ’

unit in art history, a science curriculum , a nilcroscope, or an entire .

educational system. Depending upon what role the value judgments need

to play, the evaluation data may be used developmentally or in a summary
way. In the case of an overall décision the role of evaluation is summa-

tive. . An end of course assessment would be considered summative. Summa-.

tive evaluation may employ absolute or comparative standards and judgments,

but more likely will employ the latter.

The. role of formative evaluation on the other hand is almost exclus ,i_V_e,lY'
aimed at improving the educational experience or product during its develop-
mental phases. A key element in the formative evaluation strategy is

feedback. Information is gathered during’ the developmental phase with an

eye on improvement of the total product. Evaluation activities associated

6
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with the development of Science - A Process Approach the elementary

science curriculum supported by the National Science Foundation and

“managed by the American Association for the Advancement of Science is

illustrative. During the several years of'development materials were
tried”out in centers throughout the country. Summer writing sessions
were then held where tryout data were ‘fed back to the developers. A
shperior product resulted. .The-summative-formative distinctionmamong
kinds of evaluation reflects differences in intent and decision making
purpose, rather than differential methodology .

i

The use of evaluation in this formative way almost implies that

evalvation may be viewed as a research effort. As a matter of fact

Suchman® has formalized this idea. But there are dangers in treating

the two processes alike.

Differences Between Research and Evaluation

Many experts view evaluation 'as nerely the applicationeof the

- scientific method to assessment tasks. I[n this sense, which parallels

.

8, "evaluative" becomes an adjective specifying a type

Suchman's wuse
: , |

of research. The emphasis is still-on the noun "research" and the

procedures for collecting and analyzing data which increases the possi-

bility for proQing rather than asserting the worth of some social ac-

~tivity. It is perhaps best not ‘o equate the two activities of research

and evaluation because of differences in intent and applicability of

o

certain;methodologies. Hemphillg has provided a verv -enlighteming—- -

\

contrast between evaluation and research. Following is a brief com-

- parison of these two activities.

o
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o _Area ' Reséarch ' Evaluation i
1. Problem-Selection Responsibility of inves=:_Determined by 81tuation ’
and Definition . tigator . & constituents

2. Hypothesis Testing Formal. testing ' General not done__
3.. Value judgments i Limited‘toiSelection i Present’, in all phases
e of problem 'of progect
4. Replicability of High likelihood ' Low likalihood
Results ' -
\
5. Data Collected . Dictated by}problemv ‘ Heavily influehced by
. : feasibility
6. Control of Relevant High Low
Variables o
7. Generalizability Can be high | Usually low

of Results _— . _ o

A

Curriculum evaluation studies are generally.undertaken to answer some very
specific practical problems, ushally at a local level. There‘is 1ittle ’ |
interest in undertaking a project which will haQe inplications}for large “
'definabie displaced populationsl .Control ofiinfluential‘variables is
g generall; quite restricted._ It is for;this reason that‘routine‘applica—”
tion of experimental designs (as described for example by Campbell and
Stanleylo) maybe 1nappropr1ate Resoarch in the behav1oral sciences,
in a restricted sense, is concerned u;th the systematic gatheriné of |

data aimed at testing specific hypotheses and contributing .to. a homogen-

eous body of knowledge.

N

The Place of Judgments in Evaluation

o T Values play an important fole™ 1ﬁ“Urr1culum evaluation from at-least "
two standpoints. The firat place where values assert thenselves, or should
be asserted, is in identifying those objectives and goals which have
priority in terms of being evaluated. A determination of which objectives

are most important should be made.ll Secondly, judgments are continually

N
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being‘made'as performance data are contrasted with objectives. An excellent

N
3

" example of. where this idea has been molded into an evaluatjon model can be

12

‘o

found in the writings of Provus

Judgments are involved at many different points during the comple=~

tion of an evaluation study 1he decision to in fact do_a sutdy is a value

\

judgment In addition several other judgments must be made. _.The role of

N

'judoment Will depend on the amount of o¥jective data that may or may not be

‘ available for deciSion making The follow1ng list suypested by Brownellld

highlights some deCiSion pOinC>,‘.f I . \\__///
1. Determination of appropriate grade level for evaluative study
2,;1Selection of. appropriate subjects
‘3. .Length of. study - .- : ‘
‘4, Identification of objectives in common and those specific to

curricula’ involved

5. Determination of type ‘of study to be. undertaken (e.g. cross-

sectional longitudinal, comparative, etc. )

Decisions "about hature of data. to be collected

7. ‘Selection of data gathering instruments available or deciSion
~to dthlOp original devices '

8. Selection of apprOpriate control mechanisms aimed at uniformity

of treatment S
9, Selection of appropriate analysis procedures
10. Interpretation of findings

(o2}

When all is said and done, Lhe teachers have taught the students have

‘ , _ : . P
studied the. administrators have administered the " supervisors have super-

vised, and the consultants have consulted the practical limitations of the
evaluation climate and common sense, will, despite recent extraordinary

technological developments, Dlay the most inf luential roles in the design
' \

and implementation of an evaluation program. Co T ﬂ '

o : R }- ‘.
Role of the Evaluator : ' : S SR
. . . ‘\ _' .

Obviously, the ‘evaluator will play many dif ferent roles depéndiﬂﬁf

- upon the Specific“requirements of the evaluation task at hand. A gredat,

variety of competencies and skills need to be developed, and vast quantities

4
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‘of knowledge digested and entered on memory drums. The variety of

- evaluators one might encounter is suggested by the following .brief

survey reported by Nieﬁ.auslu. After suggesting that e\'/aluétors range e
from the kne‘e-‘jerk conservative t.o the wild-éyed liberal, }.1e describes
different kinds of evaluators.

There is the myopic nit picker who seems to have an anxiety
_compulsion to try-to measure the differences between the
tickel -and itch. There is the cautious creeper who is
terrified at the thought of any type of innovation. There

is the free swinger who arrives at his evaluation through
some weird mixture of ESP and dianoetics and whose ignorance
is bolstered by emotion.” There is the anxiety evaluator:

the worrier, who lives under a perpetual state of existential
+hreat and who feels that if what he evaluates does not coin-
cide with his preconceived and doctrinaire attitudes, all is
lost. There is the belaborer of the obvious who after a
»i7able expenditure of time and effort comes up with a pon-
der sue announcement of something which has been obvious all
_long - something like the man who suggested, upon first ‘
viewing the Grand Canyon, "Something must have happened here."
There is also the circumstantial evaluator who uses a hundred
words to do the work of one. He gets his observations wound
up into such a cocoon that no one can figure out just what he
is trying to communicate. S

o

In a more serious vein it must be accepted that a well-trained,

sensitive, effective and competent evaluator must be both scientist

and hzlman relationé expert; There are certain t.e_chnical skills and
knowledges to be maste.redu.“ In addition, a great part of the evaluators. .
time will be given over to working with individuals and grou.ps to plan,

. ] ) i
implement and commgnicate.‘the results of the evaluation effort. The
role of the evaluator,if viewed obje;ctively and honestly is an enormous .
one. To describe it's dimension is an almost impoééib_le task. It i&~

therefore, not without some trepidation that the following list of behavioral

objecti-ves~is~-sugges%eéT——These—eem?etencies_nepxiesent the distilation

15

of .a variety of sources.
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" The Competent rurriculum Evaluator Should Be Able To:

1. Specify information needs from program planning for evaluation '
2. Develop a plan for evaluating a specified curriculum
3. Locate, read, and integrate relevant research,measurement, and
evaluation literature. : . '
, 4. Specify evaluation objectives and data base requirements in
appropriate form(s) . .
5. Critically evaluate a given evaluative research design
6. Relate theoretical evaluation models and "real life" requirements
7. Relate input, transaction and outcome variables
8. ' Demonstrate appropriate interpersonal rclationship skills in
4 working with evaluation team and program staff - ' )
9. Differentiate advantages and disadvantages of cross-sectional and B

longitudinal studies "
10. Condugt systems, functions, and task analyses
11. Design an effective measurement - management process ‘
12. Compile a master =valuation system from several systems -
13. Describe evaluation design and analysis-requirements in computer E
programmer or data processing terms
14. Specify criteria for selection or” development of evaluation instruments
15. Apply appropriate data gathering procedures i
16. Apply appropriate data analysis procedures ' :
17. Make a cost benefit analysis of a given curriculum
18. Use evaluation information to make decisions about curricula
19. Design a Program Planning Budget ing System ' T
20. Administer the activities of an evaluation unit ’ i
21. Design a system of data presentation which describes format, responsi- :
bility,procedures, recipients, and schedule.

22. Redesign and refine evaluation system based on data implications of
~ previous cycle ' :

This list is obviously not exhaustive. It does, however, reflect certain
emphases weighted by real time and experience factors, and hopefully captureJ
the flavor of how and what the curriculum evaluator must actually do-in a

<

real life situation to function effectively.

CHARACTERISTICS OF CURRICULUM EVALUATION

Curriculum evaluation could be conceived of as the sum total of the
. topics thus far discussed. Such a statement sounds almost p'iatiduinous.

But in a very real and meaningful sense the statement is true. Curriculum o=

evaluation will play many roles contingemt upon the demamds—amnd—constraints
placed upon it. Heathl® for example, suggests three broad functions performed

by curriculum evaluation.
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1. Ihprovement of Curriculum During Development Phase: Again the
importance of formative evaluation is emphasized. Strengths and
weaknesses of the program or unit can be identifieo and capital‘-.
ized on or strengthened. As Heathl® noi.:es the process is iterative
with continuous recycling of try-out -'evaluation - redesign
activities. | |

2. TFacilitate Rational -Comparison Among Competing Programs: Although

there is the large problem of differing.objectives, descriptior;
and Jjudgment of alternati\}e programs can lead to' rational decision |
making. |
3. Confribution to Generel Body of Knowledge ‘About Bffeotive Curriculurﬁ
Design: Freed from the constraints of formal hypothesis testing
curriculum evaluators are at iiberty to search out basic principles
relating to the intefaction of learner‘, learning and ehvironment‘.
One is still left with the gquestion as to what ways curriculum evaluatlon
is different from either pure research efforts or the straight forward eval-
uation of learniné. Following is a list of variables which may reflect a
differential' Uemghasis‘within curriculum eva‘luatior“l.' The emphases reflect
just thaf, weightings reflecting the ways in WhJ;.C-h curnichlum ev‘eluati'on

progrems are pr‘actica-lly implemented.

[+]

1. Content of ,nGoels‘; The objectives of cggriculum evaluation tend to

matter content.

2. Breadth of 'Obj'ectives - Not only are the objectives different. in .

content, but a greater range of phenomena are 'involved.

3. Complex1ty of Outcomes - Changes in the requirements for llVlng

"and education, and the increased knowledge we now possess about

12




the teaching-learning procees dovetail into objectives whi_,oh/ are
quite complex from the standpoint of cognitive and performance
orit'e'ria. ~The interface of cognit'ive,. affective and psychomotor‘
variables further complicates our ability to see what must be

evaluated.

4. Focus of Total Evaluation Effort - There is a definite trend for
a shift from individual learner to total program.

5. Context of Evaluation - As much as possible curriculum evaluation

should take place in a naturalistic setting. It is in the real-life
'setting with all its unpredictable contingencies' and uncontrolled
variahles that education takes place." If we teach in that setting

we must evaluate in.that setting, and this is where the decisions

r

are made. = .
The following st.at'ement probably best summarizes what contemporary curri-

culum evaluation is all about
Curriculum evaluation can be viewed as a process of collecting and
processing data - taining to an educational program, on the basis .
of which decision can be made about: that program. The data are of
two kinds: (1) obiective description of goals, environments, per-
sonnel, methods and content, and immediate and-long range outcomes 3
and (2) recorded personal judgments of .the quality and appropriateness
of goals, inputs and-outcomes.- The data--in both raw and analyzed
form--can be used elther to delineate and resolve problems in educa-
tional programs belngpdeveloped or to_answer absolute and comparatlve
questions about establlshed programs . :
,1 :
This broad general descmptlon allows the form of . final curricylum

evaluation plan to take on an§r shape dictated by it's requlrements. SOme

'general plans or models have been pro'posed. Illustratlve models are descrlbed

e -

in the following sectio:n.

Models For Curriculum Bvaluatlon A
- — — ‘ : . Cotd .
It is frequently helpful to formal:,ze a - coinplex. process, such as. curriculum

“evaluation, into & model.” The shape of“the‘model will® frequently take the form .

’




‘planning and implementation of curriculum evaluation

tion of a sequence of act1v1t1es

v,

of some type of conceptual p\aradigm, flow chart or other type of schematic.

Several authoritiés writing in the field have presented. such formal models.
The value of such abstract representatlons is somewhat: open to question.
But they do ass1st in examining relatlonshlps among.varlous components as
activities, and help d_efi_ne activities and p01nt the way toward poss1ble
new applications'or research problems.“l In general a model will aid in the
26, one .‘majof* danéer

of too great a reliance on a model is the d1st1nct possibility of routin-

1zmg what should be an ever changlng process. Such a ‘danger ex1sts,

' partlcularly 1f the evaluation has been pretty well 1nst1tutlonallzed.

An attempt has been made in Table 1 to collect a representatLve group

.  Insert Tahilel about here

LT - K - ¥

of currlculum evaluation models. Each is briefly described in ter‘ms of

—— e e

its major emphasis. The overlap in terms of bo h approach content ‘and

methodology is considerable among models. Therefore only those key

‘emphases -are descrlbed --Many educators have made s1gn1f1cant contjrlbutlons

to the topic and related issues but have failed to put forth a systematic )

design for' curriculum evaluation, where detailed descriptions or outlines

]

of specific a'ctivities are availble. To be included in the‘summary of
models in Table l a developer must have presented either a verbally or

schematically detailed outline of the elements in his model and descrlp-

{

Table 1 is presented mere.l.y to reflect the flavor of the models avail-

&
f
i

=

o

.~

able.. As was noted previously., the actual overlap is considerable- 'I'he-

spec1f1cat10n of mstructlonal objectlves plays a central role in most all

‘ “models, a\s does a selectlon of data gatherlng 1nstruments phase. All emphaslze
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feedback ’and recvcllng phases. ..'I‘hef‘e .i.s also p;esent the assumpt'ion
that a needs assessment has been carried out 'prloiﬂrto program develop-
ment. Models will also differ if the -questions asked relate to the
\evaluation of a single curriculum or are comparative in natu_re.' And
"finally all models emphasize decision making.and reflect the biases
and peculiar intents of _their_ .dev'eloper's.‘

Several co’mments on some of the models are in order. The evalua-
tion model of Tyler~5 is probably the most well known, prototype, at
leastlfrom a,historicalperspective. His thinking has s1gn1flcantly
infloenced both evaluation and curriculum for many years. His empha— N o ___
sis is on the 1nd1v1dual leaf*ner. The "discrepancy'model" proposed.

by Pr*ovus12 reflects a hlghly complex set of crlterlon questlons, and
1s probably the most 1nv01ved and detailed model on the list. Taylor
and Magulr'e17"and—Metfessel and MlCh 1el18 are somewhat unique by virtue
of their 1nvolvement of a large sample of people c0ncer~ned W1th the
educatlonal process. Taylor and Magulr'e17 for example, have polnted
out f1ve 1mportant groups whpse oplnlons should be consulted at various
stages of evaluatlon - Spokesman for: soclety of large, subject-matter |
experts, teachers,parents, and the students themselves rThe counsel
- of these groups 1s particularly 1mportant during the Spec1f1catlon of

. (I @ ’ . R
' objectlves.- Th1s was the approach used bv National Assessment in esta-

L ) < P,

———— . ¢

' “bllshlng the1r~ objectlves Too ‘many 0p1nlons can of course have the

~ adverse effect of diluting the- product 'Thenmodel,.:pr!oposed_,,by_'Stake_

w1th 1ts emphasis on observatlon and ]udgment'\data is potentlally one -

of the most valuable ye‘t__co‘n.c‘e’lv_ed_. The school accredltatlons model:Lg : T

frequently leaves the staff 'exhausted and generally does’ not yield

meaningful: re‘su'lts. And finally, an. example‘:"of- the concerns expressed-




by. ’Light' and Smith25"are'reflected in the eyaluationsundertaken in behalf .
of.aH'ead S'tart. The CIPP model (Context—Input—Processf-Product23) has achieved

cons1derable acceptance by both theoret1c1ans and working evaluators.

'l

In an effort to- better visualize the evaluatlon process an attempt
has been 'made to depict the usual steps in the process. Figure 1 summar-

‘izes this effort. The actiyities are in approximate.order both in terms

NI
0

Insertr Figure 1 about here
of-logic and temporal sequence. Application of PERT and other management

—_] - \ technlques can be extremely valuable when 1mplement1ng an evaluatlon pro- -
éram such -as” that suggested by the act1v1t1es llsted in Flgure 1. It
can be seen that only the major activities are 1dent1f1ed.' The assumption
is made that decision- maklng is taklng place both within’ ‘as well as between
blocks. Declslons may be of go - 1o go varlety, related to approprlateness
of cr1ter1a, or focused on 1nformatlon, processlng, reportlng ,' and feed-
back. The development of an acceptlng cllmate whlch is supportlve of
‘evaluation is an 1mportant d1mens1on of the entire process. The importance
of 1nterpersonal skllls to the evaluator, therefore cannot be underestlmated.
The sequence of act1v1t1es may be followed | _ 1f sunmative evaluatl_on »13
the role being played or' they may be repeated —w1th recycllng 1f fox*mat1ve
f evaluatlon is the pr1mary focus |

- | If applied loglcally, 1ntelllgently, and reallstlcally the _process, of

\ curriculum evaluatlon can lead to declslons whlch can serve as a powerful

force to 1mprove the condltlons in our schools. In addltlon, 1n this day

of "accountabllity" curr1culum evaluatlon systems can prov1de the means

\ !

whereby a falr base for ]udglng educatlonal effectlveness is made avallable.-.,

A \
\

\ E ‘
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Figure 1.’ Overview'of_Usﬁal Steps inzCurriculuh'Bvaluation"Procéss -

cation of Program Goals and Bvaluatlon Objectlves

S :
pe01flcatlon Selection, ‘Reflnement, or Modiri-

2. |Planﬁing of’Appfoﬁrléfevaaluatlon Design. |

\/

3. [Telection on Development of Data
Gathering Methods '

v

4, fCollection{of Relevant Data | | | ".-u

~

- . “
e e

5. rocessing, Summarlzlng ana
Analyzing Data -

0

6.(’Contfaétlng‘Data“and'Objébtlves|

7{ Reporting and Feedback 6f‘Re;ﬁ1té‘]

5.

>
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