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ABSTRACT

An historaical background on curriculum evaluation
including terms as they were introduced 1s presented. The historical
approach provides a sense of continuity and direct.on, and historical
perspectives offer necessary references for future curriculum study.
Curriculum evaluation at the turn of this century emphasizeé the
testing and measurement methodology as a kind of product cc.i.rol.
Between 1930-1960, curriculum evaluation included a variety of
evidence on student performance and program effectiveness. In the
1960s, the terms formative and summative were related to the
evaluation process. By the early 1970s, researchers in the field
emphasized the lack of balance between theoretical and empirical
papers on curriculum evaluation, wrich led to determining curraicular
conditions that affect the nature of evaluation and its limits. The
idea of illuminative evaluation was introduced in the late 1970s. At
this time, the trend in curriculum evaluation moved away from a
formal model or recipe. This trend coincided with the accountabilaty
movement of the 1970s when society assigned increased
responsibilities and resources to education. The importance of the
ongoing process of critical review and revision was stressed in this
period. In the 1980s, the search is for a qualitative analysis. One
best system for doing curriculum development and evaluation has not
proven to be a fruitful goal. Contains 18 references. (SM)
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Historical writing 1n the field of curricu'om enhances
communication among pecple. This historical perspective can be
construed as a typs of dialogue across generations about the
basic concerne of the field. Fresent—day practitioners can be
made aware of the i1deas and forces that have helped to shape
the tield of curriculum. This historical approach can thus
provide some sense of continuity and direction. A broad
perspective on the state of the curricilum field can pe
transmitted or certain i1ssuves 1n pnarticular coan be historically
traced.

Historical perspectives i1n the field of curriculum provide
necessary references for future curriculum study. The purpose
of this paper 1s to provide h.storical bactground on curriculum
evaluation with the 1nclusion of terms as they were 1ntroduced.

Curriculum evaluation at the turn of this century
emphasited the testing and measurement methodology as a t1nd of
product control (kRobbitt, 1924). It was 1n the period bhetwern
1920~-1960 *hat curriculum evaluation 1included a variety of
evidence or student performance and program effectiveness. iy
1949 Ralph Tyler introduced his Basic FPrinciples of Curriculum
and Tnstruction that tas become an established referesnre 1n the
field of curriculum.

Tyler's model consists of a four otep process-1). stating
objectives., ). selecting experiences to meet these obiectives,

7). organizing these experiences 1ntn activities, and 49,
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evaluating the outcomes. "The process of evaluation 1s
essentially the process of determining to what eitert the
educational objectives are actually being realized by the
pProgram of curriculum and 1nstruction.” (p. 49). Thus the
statement of objectives S8rves as the standard against which
the progrem 13 assessed. This eveluative process matclies
inttial e pectations 1n the form of behavioral objectives with
the cutcomes.

This definition of evaluation latcer becomes eixpanded upon
when Scriven (1967) writes: "The activity consicts simply 1n
gathering and combining of performance data with a weighted oot
of guo’l scales tg vield ei1ther comparative or numerical
ratings; and i1n the Justification of a). the data-gathering
1nstruments, b)), the weightings, and c). the selection of
goals. " (p. 40y, It was also during this per10; of curriculum
history that the terms formative and =ummative were related to
the evaluation process. Formative evaluation became & focus o
the i1mplementation processes as summative evaluation focused on
the outcomes. The formative deal* with context, i1nput, and
process for improvement. Summative concentrated solely on the

final product and adapting to the situation.

Lewy (19732) 1ndicates that the practitioner i1n the f1eld
of curriculum will encounter difficulties ;n selecting a mcdel.
Evern 1f a new eclectic model were devel oped containing

e2lements from other exlsting ones, 1t would pe difficult to
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translate the model 1nto the quidelines for practical wort. It

was during this period that the researchers 1n the ¥fi1eld of

curriculum emphasized a laclhk of balance between theoretical and

empirical papers on curriculum evaluation. Most models wore

found to

eflect scme unique conditions that were not

generalizahle to other si1tuations.

This awareness led to determinization of conditiorns o9

curriculum that affect the nature ot evaluation and 1+~ limits,

(Lewy, 19272).

As the definition of curriculum was changing, soO

was the detinition of curriculum evaluation.

Evaluation was

also considering th

e nature of the educational system for which

the new curriculum 1s heing produced. The organizational

structure of the evaluative activity was rnow being related to

the curriculum development al activity. One of the aims of

evaluation was to determine the worth of the curriculum.

Evaluation at this point was not looled Upon as an aim 1n

ltcel f.

In a study by Walker and Schaffarzicl (1974, there was a

search for signs of superiority of 1nnovative curricula over

the traditional Tyler curricula model. The results found a

superiority did not exist but that each curricula did better on

\

|

‘ the distinctive parts of 1ts Oown program. Each curricule d1d
\

|

about equally well on parts held 1n commori. The implircations

from this studv suggested more research he directed +oward
creating evaluative measures of a variety of outcomes other

than achievement as a final product.
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Parlett and Hamilton (1977} introduce the new 1dea of

illuminative evaluation. This term seets to describe and
1nterpret and taltec account of tnhe coriterts 1n which
educational i1nnovations must function., Innovation now bacomes
4 majos educational priority. Decisions tg change are more
than educational with the intervention of molitics and f1n.nce.
More recentlv inmovation has been joined by evaluatinn. The
evaluator now concentrates on the process rather than the
outcomes as an informed account of 1nnaovation 1n operation.
Eellact and tliebard (19577) question at this period of time the
merit of the specification of cbiectives as exemplified \n the
Tvler model. The trend became not to consider th:is model as
the universal mode of Curriculum development. Z/saluation row
lools at the more si1ignificant lstent outcomes.

Scientific methodology does not encompass all the ways in
which learning tales place. In order to view educational
practice through a new perspective of dezcribing, inlerpreting,
and evaluating, Eisner (19779 1ntroduces two new concepts to
the field of curriculum evaluation. Educational
connol sseurship 1s an evaluat:ve concept that malec the
appreciation of such a complex tasl possible. This
connolsseurship 1s an awareness of the characteristics ang
qualities of the educational event. It 15 throuah eduratianal
criticism that the evaluator provides the terms of what wacs
encountered so as to describe for others the event as «

ronnol ssewr would appreciate 14,
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The trend 1n curriculum evaluation 15 at thig peri1od
noving away from a formal model o recipe. Sage (1978)
suggests an evaluation approach based on the utilization of the
results. The requirements for this approach are the def:nition
af relevant decis:onmalers and evalustors worting actively 1rn a
cooperative effort, Everything else 15 a natter for
negotiation or adaptation. Eisner (1978) suggests the switch
from the evaluatimon focusing on erperimental 1solated o.ent .
reflected 1n behavior to the more comple: perspective hhat
seets meaning 1n the culture of the educationsl o1t akion.

Curriculum 1n this serse 15 viewed acs an art and khe
evaluator worle as the literary tritic. The evaluator as an
artist functions 1n two ways. Firrst, thne curriculum evaluator
focuses on the aesthetic aspect noting the qualitims of an
educaticnal experiance. Secondly, the evaluator Uses aesthetic
forms of commuriication to present the findings to an audierce.
This concept of the evaluator as an artict brirgs a touch of
Fiumanity to the process.

This trend 1n the history of curriculum evaluation
coincirded with the accountat lity movement or the 1970 'g when
zociety assigned 1ncreased responsibilities and resourmeg +g
education. Federally funded projects had their own
recurrements for evaluative information. The defirition of
Evaluation came to mean a study that 1s de=:igred and corducted
to assist some audience to Judge «nd 1mprove the worth of soume

educaticrnal object. Webster and Stuftlebeam (1978) swjgesh s

&1
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the necessity of three types of studies: ¢t

oriented type, the guestion orientad type,
oriented type. In an effort to provide wvi
advancing educatinn, Webster and Stuftlebe
researchers of this period ztate the 1mpor
process of critical review and revision.
There have been three differing philo
iat have aouminated researchers’ thin! 1ng
1980). First, the schools are A means of
soc:ety’'s cuitural teritaqge. Second, the
1s the fulfullment of each 1ndividual s ca
nchools shousd comperisate for deficizncies
history of educetion shows that all hhree
rertain times a particul ar orrentation apo
over the othters. The closer an 1nstrument
tesembles thes riorm, the more 1t t1ts 1nto
mold. FRezearchk 1s now permeated with the
conventional outcomes by con.entional mexar
curriculum evaluation meintains the statug
Apple 71980) criticizes most o f bhe oo
lool beyond the school to the brwader pola
environment. The evaluatiorn of the 30 al
cutcomes of schooling i1tself are now seen
unequal cullaral and econrem:c power . He <
curriculum evaluation rneeds a more thoroag

the intricscies of what schouls do o bRA

he politically
and tho \values
tal support for
am a&long with cther

tance of the ongolng

sophiczl orientation=z
about school~s (Weiss,
tremsmitting

purpose of education

pabilitty. And third,
in socirety. The

coev1st, hut at

ears tao boe dominart
of evaluati on

the convent ronal

2valuation of

S. In suech a way
Quo.

28 study wrilers Lo

tical and zconomico
and ¢ ducationa!

4% havimg ties to

ugaests otk

b understanding o+
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investigating "curriculum 1=uwse. "ol Fis) . Fagano and Dol

v curriculum studies by stating the:r intert tn perfect the

mesns of maintaining 3 bailzn & betwrern soria stat Tae,

soc1al evolation., Evaluation Feeearch requirss an accourt o
valuro, rantzibtual and 1ndi vidioial understandings., o nroce o
as Jpposed to products, Thi= period locte +or = Taztihatpuve

ol vsis 1n curr culom evalust on 28255109 whal :r13t3 o1, &

zociall v maaningful way.

ANzwers ara being scughit concer ning the soriu! .4
educational relevance for ditterent | 1nds of learner 2, the
worth and s2lidity of comtent and materials, the 1mpact of
procrams on the behavicor patterns of teactiers and learnersg,
the measured outcomes of +i. vse ot selacted 1nctr uctiral
materials. Rodgersz (1937) 1n pursult of answers to theoe
sugaests the following steps to conduciing curr;culum
Zvaluation (p,147):
1*. Define primary audi snces and 1dentify the criticol 1-5ue
2)e Identify the i1nformation that 1s relevant to eech 1ssue
the best sources for obtaining the necessary information.
2). Determine how much information should be collected.
4). Select the appropriate i1nsztruments and procedures ro
collect 1nformation.
). Interpret and analyre the required dats.

One best system for doing curriculum development ar .

evaluation has not proven to be a frurtful goal. Many ways

possible and yet various schemes can be

¢
o
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flawed(ShDr’t,l‘?BS,p.::‘?). The historv of curriculum evaluation

has shown methodological approaches ranging from experimental

to more eclectic models. [t 1= throughout this history that

research has sought a new visior of curriculum avaluetion as 1t

relates to curriculum development and the factors 1n society

influencing education.
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