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I. _ Introduction
e

Evaluation is a concept that sfill raises a lot of discussion

but i‘f is poorly used in today's schools, |
There haa‘bee;x considerable development in the .theoretical
side of educational evaluation, Evalustion nddels tased on the
assumption that evaloation is the determination of the congruence
between performance and behavioral objectiv‘es, (Metfessel & Michael, ;
1967; Tyler, 1942) are the most " classicé’"\‘a.pproaches. on the other T
hand, other authors (Sc:riven 1967; Stake, 1967a) pmg:hat e%fﬂ.w.t'ion'.
) is the determination of th? sorth of something and develop another
;approa.ch to evaluation. A thirc:i focus in evaluation deSines it as’
the process of obtaining and providing information for decision
;xa{cers. (Alkin, 1974; Stufflebe&m et al:\?; 1971).‘ Finally, = fourth - p
'a,pproa.ch considers .eyaluation from* a systemc or hoiistic point ° ’:
of wvlev and proposes the utilization of operations research or. ]

systems analysis as  tools o carry on evaluation (Alkin, 1972

g

Knox, Mezirow & Darkemwald, 1973). .

The development of these and other (lesg known) models have - .
created ihen theoretical basis for fhe practice of evaluation.
Id‘eally‘,,the'se currently availatle models 'snhou;l.d offer a number of
different choizes for the educstional evgluatf:.

parallely to this theoretical development of educatiomal .

-
'
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’ e\;;.luation there have been miny a.t‘temptsv to simplify or give the
evaluative models a tone‘ of practical feasibility. There are
discussions for enlighten practitioners in the use of evtluation
models (e.g. Gardner, 1977; Jon, 1978; McIntyre, 1970; Rose % Nyre,
1977; Thompson, 1978). Essentially, this kind of work summarizes
What in the mind of the author are the most important aspects of

. educational evaluation, They can be seen as an\attempt to ma.rry

.
e

fea.sible applications of evaluation els or eva.lugﬁion concepts in

the assessment of an specific element or issue; }(Ho‘dapp, 1976;
Krus, 1975; Lucco, 1976;- McIntoch, 1973; ‘McKenzie, 1974; Talmage &
wEash, 19793 .Wt_abster, '1976). ‘Most of the articles in th‘is ca.tegory
are more practical, that is, are oriented to the solution of
particular evaluation isaues- nevertheless they do not present any
a.ctual application or example,
Another kind of publication is interpretation, of practical

examples of the use of one or more evaluation models (Bradén & Walker.
. 1979; Findlay, 1971; Joml.aseh, 1978.; Misanchuck, 1978; Stake, 1979;
| stuf flebean, 1967). These repo:;'ts have as a purpose to orient,
exemplify, tea;éh or motivate. They do need, however more concretization
and goner&lization for leading beginners in t;ﬁ.s field to action,
Fim.lly, there are practical .guides or checklists designed to

be applied in the evaluation of some product or process. Usua.lly)
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thesé forms are drawn from evaluation models (Abu~Sayf, 1979;
Constaneo, 1979; Fetter, 1978 Hug, 1973. levy, 1977; Shepard 197?.
Stroud 1978; Tea.gue 19?8) All of them are practical solutions to
pa:rticula.r evaluation problems. However, they resolve theoretlca.lly
small pieces in the large educational eva.lua.tion,enterpr;se. They dq
nat consider the school as a whole, nor the poor efi?ects of partial
and'asystematic evaluations of educational activity, s
All this information should help in some\gené&al way the
practitioner. However,', looking closer at the particula.r‘population of
intéfest here, teachers in higher health education in Iatin America,

!

we find the follow1ng special problems ’ f(

« all of them are professionals in hea.lth scmences but not in
educational sciences, \
- and many of them do not‘only teach but practice their health ,

.proféssion as well, so they domot have ‘time to get involved in
.
educational aspects.
. Thus a broad knowledge of di.fferem.: evaluation models, their

proper choice and use is imfea,gible, at least in this particular

?

case,

[y

H:Egher"_hea.l’sh education community in Iatin American countries

¢

. possesses crucial deficiencies related to evaluation issues. The most

important are: . , ]

H
{
,
:

+ = A narrow conception of educational evaluation.

- Microscopic approach to evaluation.. \

-~

- Ignorance of current evaluation theory.

4

[
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as a process to measure the knlawledge of the students and as an

inaﬁument to provide them with a mark. '
The scope of evaluation performed in this context are limited to

the individual student or classroom, When political or administ:ﬁive

pre?sures force evaluations at superordinate levels such school ,

progri.ns, community programs, etc., there is a }a.ck or appropriate

evaluative frameworks, of: appropriate criteria and of aprropriate e

methc:)ldologies and techniques. As a consequence, educative programs in

this area are partially evaluated or not evaluated at all, )

Educational evaluation literature is generally out of the reach

o? these _practitioners. Very few institutions offer this kind of .

information to educators. In sum, the problem located at higher

education community in Iatin Angerica. can be defined “as a lack of

relation between theory and practice in the educational eva‘.lua‘.‘l?ion N !

f iel&s. . . ) |

The purpose of this work is to synthesize the essential steps

to evaluate different school subsystems., This work '.’:s based upon the

following assumptions: / |

- '1‘;> be really effective, evaluation should be consid§fed from a .
holistic point of view, ‘ .

- Educational evaluation can be seen as a feedback for the school
system whenever its main purpose is to control the effectiveness and
efficiency of the system's 'pe:"forma.nce. . .

- Evaluation should be considered as an integral part of school , ‘

R ] . .
system with the other parameters namely, inputs, ‘proceS}a.{_/

outpu‘igs.




| 3
"= Any material or conceptual instrument is susceptible to being
altered as a consequence of its use. A guide to evaluate school
subsystems should be & dynamic and modificible insf:nmenf. '
School system comprises many elements; nevertheless, this work
is focused on the analysis of these school subsystems:
= Teaching and Learning
= Curriculum
- I:xe't:\r:uctioml design
- Instructional materials
The first part of this thesis will describe these components
following the systems approach. The purpose undeflying this part is
to identify elements, proceasess, interrelationships that could be -
‘essential pbints in evaluation, '
Second part, will present a revi;otr of the\ most iworﬁnt
approaches.in éuatigna.l evalmtion. Their salient weaknesses and
strenghts will be digcussed in oni;r to alexrt ’the evaluator in their
pﬁétiul application. ‘ |
The third part ‘concern the discussion of some important points
for planﬁing an evaluation, i
The fourth part ;Q the rationale for the Gu:j.@e and, finally,

last part (Appendix A) will offer the Guide for Educitioml Evaluation, s

. V4
This has been addressed to evaluators in higher health education in
latin Amsrica.’ Howev‘er.: due to its generalizabillity, it can be
uSeful in other institutions of higher education out of the health

sciences,
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I1. Systemé Approach

As it was pointed ou;. in the introductory part of 'i'.his work, A
syatens approa.cﬁ is used here as a{\conceptu&l framework to facilitate
the analysis of Higher Health Education in Mexico. The analysis
will be focuged on the identification of the most important subsystems
of the school system; the description of the elements of the:se
subsystems, their processes, and their interrelationships,

Furthermore, what is called by several authors (i.e. Alkin. 1969b;
Apple et al., 1974; Guba, 1969; House, 1972; Bopbam, 1975) Bducational

Evaluation, will be analyzed under the Systems approach in order to

point out its importance in education.

v L

A. Some conceptual considerations

-~

" . 4
Specialized studies or piecemeal approaches to phenomena or

problems are no longer enough if science and teéhnology are to solve

. issues efficiently, A systems approach to problems demands that a

piecemeal approach is replaced by'a.ﬂ ovgra.ll approach in order to

cope: successfully with- increasingly compléx phenomena, For instance,
van Gigch (1974) points out that the scientific method must be
conp]dm’enteﬁ with new methods that can account for the phénomena of
living s&st’e‘m. The sy:tems approach seeks to embody a nev;' method of
thinking that can dea}"with processes sluch as life, death, birth,
evolut;on. \adap'ta.tion, 1ea.rning." motivation and interaction, ‘

In spite’of the fact that systems a.pproaéh is ndt a formal theory |

5
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(in the sense of theory as used by Aliport. 1955 or Bunge, 1971) it isa
mode of thou@t characterized as cross~disciplinary or interdisciplinary
in pature. Systems thinking then 1s both conceptually rich and
ultimately practical (Immegart & Pilecki, 1973). '

As Bertalanffy (1976) asserts, the systems cc;ncept has not remained
in the theoretical sphere but became central in certain fields of ap-
plied science, such as 'biology. ma.nagement engineering, sociology or
education.

Systems sciences as so called by Shoderbek et al., (1975),
represent a change in the intallectual climate to a genenl frame of
mfereﬁca viewing physical and soclal phenon;m as systems, ’

Hence, the concept "system" has come to play a critical role in
contemporary sclences, ' .

The idea o} systems thinking raises the question of what we mean
by the term system. Beishon and Peters (1576) point out that in spite
of videspread use of the term there is‘, as yet, no geﬂeraily agreed
upon definition, There is a confusion betwe;n'; system as it exists
"objectively” out-there in the real world, and the ide‘a 'of the systen
in a person’s mind., The authors emphulsize the diﬁ‘ex:ence between the
subjective aspect of our perceptions of reality a'nd the opjective
reality “out-thers”. They also f:rcpoae a definition of systems:

"A system is ‘an assembly of pt.rté where:

« the parta or components are connacted together in an organized way, '
2, the pu.'ts or components are &ffected by being in the system and are .
c)anged by lo&ving it,
3. the a.sselbly does sonathing,




K

"4, the assem‘uiy has been identified ‘by a person as being of special
/ interest.” (p. 12)‘. '
Recording to this defini , the term "system" can be used to
‘ro’fer to a vast array of tﬁg:a;om the smallest "whole"to the total
‘universe. A cell, a plant, a man, an institution, a city ar the world,
~are all examples of systems.,'rhe:e’— are, in fact, living systenms,
physical system;s. conceptual systems and theoretical systems. Keﬂneth
Boulding g1956) rrovides a chssification‘iwhich éets forth a hierarchy

of levels as foliows: s ‘ . ) '

1. Frameworks - * (stetic structure)
( , 2.,Clockworks' | - ( simple dynamic system)
| 3. Cybem;ti@ . - ( thermostat )
4. Open system - ( cell )
[ o ' 5. Genetic~societal g (plant )
’ 6. Animal- - _ (mobility, teleological btehavior and
> , : ‘self-awarsness ) .
7. Human . - ‘(self-a.wareness, la.ngua.ge and
o : symbolisnm) |
* 8. Sooial orgknization -+ (commmicstion, values, culture)

9. Transcendental systems )
1 o
This classification identifies the diverse kinds of systems that

3

- -

related with physical science, hiclogical sciences and social scisnces,

B. Properties of oréa.nizatioml gystems
£

IS )

0 Systems can be considered in two ways: "open systens and "closed"

fgystaﬁ. okystons a.re thoso which contimnlly exchange mtter and

B energy with their environnexit. Closed systou ars self-contained. @d

L3

-
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are unaffected by other systems or their e‘nvironment’. E
Cloa‘&& systens thinking‘ stems p:imari.ly from the physical sciences
and is appliqable to mecha.nistic and mthemtical systems. A c[‘ﬂ-racteris‘
tic of a,ll closed systems 'is that they have an inherent tend.ency to move
toward a ‘static equilihr:ium and entropy. Entropy is the tendéncy for any
aystam to move towa.rd a chaotic or ra.ndom sute ih which there is

- .
fm:thar potential for energy tra.nsfo;ma.tion or work. Entrouy is t

disorder, di sorganiza.tion. la.ck of patterning, or randomness o‘:"
organiéa\tion of a system (miller, 1965). . ,«_ ,
Biologica.l and. social systems are conSidered open systems since -
they are in a dynanic rela.tionship with the environment and: receive o
various inputs, trnnsform these inputs in some® wa.y, and produce out.pn“ts. -
~ Open systems combat entropy through this imteraction with their .
environment. Irx addition, thase systens are open not iny in rela.tion
to their environnent but they are alsc inteﬁ'nnlly related in that
intaractions betmn couponents affect the systam as a whole.

Open systeu exist ina dymm‘lc equilibriun "life st&te or

"study s*u.te" typiﬁ.ed by ﬁmreuing order, diﬁ‘erentia.tion. vnriation.
and conple:d.‘ty. This dynamic equilitrium, then. is a.chieved by a (N

continual intenction wifh the environnent while still retaining the

Y

capacity for werk or energy ‘transformation. The surv:lval of the systen

depend.s uPon this continuous inﬂow. transfomtion and outflow (Kast

& Roeenzweig, 1976). Schbols are open ‘systems since their clients are

drawn from society's young population, they extract other needed

resources and nprocess” the clients into prepared beings to serve sdcial

needs,
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Another open-system property is that of ‘equifin&lity; in &n open
system the same final state may be reached from different inifisl
conditions due to imteraction with the eiwironmnt. ) '

Systens exhiblit a property called hierarchy, Systems are genenlly
conmlex whoié we up of smaller subsystems. The nesting of systems
within other systems is what is implied by hierarchy. The importance of
t!;is property lies primarily in the fa.cf. -that system action is the

-

‘resu.lt of the functioml i.nterplay of subsystems and subsystems which . -
represent a ﬁmdamental and basic unit for systens analysis (Immegart |
& Pilecki, 1973), Subtsystems can, in turn, be systems in their own ‘ .
right (Van Gigceh, 1924). Hierarchy is a.ls? related with differentiaﬁﬁon
.property. Complex systems posses Specialized units which pefform
pa.x:ticula: systemic functions. This differsntia.tion of functions is
another aystem's property.
:Also qm.n.cteristic of all system activity is energy transformation. ,
tt;rougﬁ the sysf;eé 'S processes and.structure into output or a terminal
-  state, That is, systems embody interscting components and the result
| of these a.ctions are oriented to goal attainment. 'I‘his property is ‘ ‘ o ' \
, .known as goal-saekin,g (Shoderbek et a.l., 19?5)

All systems have some limits or boundlries which separate them

L]

the environment., Boqxxhries are the demca.tion lines or regions
for the definition of appropriate system activity and for admission of
elements into system (Kast & Rosenzweig, 1976). . E .

R s o BBt o on Tade
.

“In order-to attain its gou?ls , the interacting compon&uts of a
" gystem must be regulated in some way so that the system objeétivas

will \;ltimtely be retliéed. Regulation, then’is another important

- ke
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property of systems which ie éarried out partially through the .
J .
process known as feedback, R
-

Finally, there is Ca. particular property of open systems:
negatropy (the opposite of éntmpY) which conéigts of the cck‘:apabili’t.},'
that open systems have either to fight entropy, or not, ‘in order to -
maximize thei:r exi\stence. This means that the duration and quality of
life for the open system is in large measure in its own hands (Im-
megart & Pilecki, 1973). ,__ - ' !

C. Cybernetics and Systems thinking,

.

Cybernetics, which’ bas'ically studies phenomena of coﬁtrol and

. communication is regarded as a particularized approach to syst‘ems

thinking, and it is also concerned with feedback processes of all

kinds; for this some authors (Shoderbek et al., 1975) consider

Cybernetics as one of the generaliZed laws of general systems theory
since it is concerned with feedback processes of all kinds.
Besr (1573) has identified two distinct criteria to classify

" systems: cqupa:aé:y and pre,dicubility.‘ These criteria are drawn from

a cyberhetic point of view. There are thres levels of complexity:

\
simple, conplgx and exceedingly complex systems. Predictability

criterion is runged in three levels: deterministic (the interaction
\ v
of the system's parts is perfectly predictable) probabilistic (the

. system’s bemavior is not predetermined, however what mey likely occur

can be duc:rlhed) and stochastic, Beer (1973) adds ancther chlingter-

'istic to those of probability, complexity and stochastic: self-regu-

%
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lation.| This is an essential feature for the system if it is to

minta.in its ‘ﬁtrucf.ure. Control myst operate from within, utiiizing
the . of error ;,s‘the msplns of control (Shodefbek et al.-1975).
In order to carry out its self-re'guh.tion, a system requires a
feedbmack process, ) .
Beexr's categorization iso important if ,we are tqdeteﬁ;nine the
ability of the system to be controllgd or to con{z\!f ‘f{;elf (1{
‘ d;perﬂs whether the system is an "artificial system" or a "natural”
_one). For instance, simple probabilistic systems are controlled .
through statistical methods while complex probabilistic systems require

more sophisticated methods of operations research,

1, Feedback
The concept of feedback is important in understanding how a system

maintain a dynamic equilibrium. Through the process of f"eedback the
system continually receives information from its environment ul'ﬁah
helps it adjust (Kast & Rosenzwelg, 1976). Nonliving systems (those
which are not strictly biologiesl systems) should have a controlling
mechanism which 'helps the sy@ten to move in the direction of a specific .
level of output by regulating behavior. This controlling mechanism is

" pased on the principle of feeding back a porblon of the Aoutpu'tt to - -

4 -
»

control the input (Vvan Gigch, 1974) |

Pesdback is also viéwed as eva.lr.g ve information about §yste"ni
behavior or the results of systen behavior, That is, feedback is the
'a.saesslent of some portion of a system's past. Sources of feedbnck my .
be from within or without the systen. but regu.rdless of the source,

fesdback is ’the literal feeding back into the system, into its structure

- ¥ P
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activities, and its effects (Immegart & Pilecki, 1973),
B edback can be both positive and negative. Positive ’feedback

¢ . systems utilizp part of their output as inputs to the same system in ‘
such a way that they are, deviation-amplifying rat%er than deviation-
limiting systems (Shoderbek et al. 1975). That is, the multiplier
between input ang out;;ut is such that the output increases with
increases in the input. Many groWth processes involve positive feed-

' "m.ck because the'latter reinforces the systems” “strengths” and areas
where maximal functionality and relevance has been achieved. ﬁowever,
positive feedback usually leads to system instability because it
blindly reinforces the system and its activity. This fact restﬁcts
change or adaptation, which ultimately may be at the expense of ‘the
system, 5 / ) . ' .

Negative feedback is characterized as the system's outpufs -
decreases, its inpufs increases., Negative feedback is opposing ‘
system action or direction, and it stthes or justifies system
modifications, adaptations and chnnge:_ it is "critical™ of the system I
and proﬂdes stable system control, In short, negative f;ed'ba.ck is
informational input which indicates that the sysjen is deviating frgm

. prescribed co&ge and should be readjusted té a new steady state |
(Kast & Rosenzweig, 1976). D

- The*concepts of positive and negative feedback are extremely useful
in understanding organizational s}stems. | P;sitive feedback supports the
system and it‘s activity whereas negative feec;l'ba.ck 'chg.nangés the systen

~direction and activity. )

Feedback is also divided (Hearn, 1958) into four categories:

L=
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a) Continuous feedback - & contrqlled quantity of evaluative
) information isr continuously moni tored.
b) Intermittent feedback - information is chl:meled at certain
. ) times which are usually, though not !
B ﬂw ’ necessa.rily defined.
. ey }xoportiana.l feedback = the quantity of information is
- i controlled proport;nna.te to system needs,

d) Relay feedback - information is either solicited or not.
!

Amlyzi thése four categories, Immegart and Pilecki’(19?3)
*  -.come“to the conclusion th;t proportional féed‘mck would usually appear
to be moet sa.tisflct.ory type of feedback for social sciences, B
Another classification of feediack systems is presented by
Shoderbek et al. (1975) in which the system'sWility to change its
goals is emphasized, ‘
*l. First-order system (sutomatic goal a.ttaimner-xt). The system is
fionitored against an external goal. It is given one particular command
. which 1t is to carry out irrespective of changes in the environment.
The system is not allowed any alterpative actiony Its operations are
circular, 4since a recyciing n‘mst take pll‘ce after a comparison against
the standard, .
-~ 2, Second-order.fesdback systems (automatic §oal changes), These are
‘ctnncte;.'izd bty the inclusion’ of a menor} unit wh'ich'ena.hles them to *
initiate lltemtivg coyrses o;‘ action in response to changed external
conditions and can chobse the best alternative for the particular set

of conditions. This kind of syster can change its goals by changing

%

o
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The purpose is to mmintain the system at a desired state of equiligfium. -
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the behavior of the system; it is said to be autonomous.
3. Third-order feedback systems (reflective goal changer), This kind

of system can reflect upon its past decision making and.formulate new

courses of action; that is, the thirdwsorder system is not only

2
autonomous, but it also possesses consciousness, |

N |
2., Black Box Theory : N

Beer (1973) offers the black box theozf:@n approach to deal
Ve

with extremely complex systems. Complex systems are considered as

indefinable in detail, When a model of &his kind of system is needed
(the model behaves like the originai system in all basic res&\ect#.
nonetheless is easier to handle), the black box theory is ;mef:ql. %t
allows a look at the situation where the system is not definable and is
inaccessible to direct observation. The inputs (elements ent:ring th:
"box") and outputs (elemer;ts leaving the "box") are obsérvab‘.l,e. By
manipulating these inputs and obs'ex:yi/n/g the ¢ spondent outputs it is
possible to deduce'son{e't;hing ofr if;s contents,Yedict and control the
system without certain knowledge of the inf;erna.l mecha.niSmﬂwhich
processes inputs and transforms them into outputs (Ashby, 1976).° )
The Black Box technique is noi considered to be stimulus—responée
technique or a cause-effect approach. Shoderbek et al, (1975) assert
t;;t the black box theory is silmply the study of the. relations between ‘
the experimenter and the.object as well as t;é study of what information

comes from the object and how it is obtained. Figure 1 illustrates

o

[

the ck box tachnique. R4
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" scientific approach to the systbm_consists-of relating the amount of

‘ as elemonts»\m the sys‘tem. then the la.tter cannot exist in its own

e
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»

D, ‘Implications of Systems Approach e"nd Cybernetics for . . O//

Educational Evaluation
4
4,

The min go»ll of an educational system is to develop certain
capacities in individuals, to optimize them, while at the same time
‘enbance social life. In order to accomplish this task, the educational

| system incorporstes many comp'one,nts (in fact it can be considersd “r an
ext.remqu complex ‘system). E:;,ch component’ performs pa.rticuiar functions,
80 when looking at the components in terms-of variqixs kinds of

r73¢1;J.\d.‘|:ﬁ.es *t:kxere are thous’m;is of compon\ents:,to‘ccnsiderz e.g. numbey of
teachers or mfn-fxqurs' spent in teaching, number.of classroom available,

number of students and their interactions with.the K rest of the aystem

_céupcnents and so forth. However, according to Churchman (1968), the

each- component ac:tivity A the ' of perfr‘ormnce, i. e, the output
score. In.other words, it is necessary to identify those activities that
“are critically impégﬁnt for the ;y&.em in terms of its outputs. .
On the ot!;er hand, complex s&stems camiot ea;ujr be "broken down"
or simplified to st.wlxiy them, Agcor'ding to Beer (‘.1.966)~ to‘tg:el.t the o
_system through a simplified, isolated or incomplete model places a L
definite and measurable limit on the mowledge of that system that n |
be obtained, - . N . |
Therefore the educatioml system, ca.nnot be cut into pleces §
arbitrarily, If for instance, we are considering learning and teaching ' i
¢

right. It is closely linked (by memns of its goals) to the learning

1
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process, These components are, in fact cne{ the learn'ing and teaching
system whose goal is wlel.ming attainment.

Another important point is tfat several tools from systems approach
and cybemef;ics because ofk their usefulnéss in dealing with complexity
could be e@loym to describe different educatic;na.l subsysStems. Learning
for instance, can be analyzed using "black m[g_gmel. In spite of
the fact that it is impossible to know in detail how learning occurs,
through otservation and prediction the teaching and learning syé:hém ca;
be handled. In this case, evaluation will be centered on the input
manipulation, the accuracy of observations and .quslity of predictions
about -the system's activity.

The educational system componentl;hose. purpose is system
regulation is known as educational evaluation. This component may
bpente in each one of‘ the educational subsystens, regulating the

subgystemé pexformance. Through educational evaluation, the educational

A system assures its own attajinment of goals, Fead'baék plays an important

p&rt\'in evaluation, There are diverse types of feedback (e.g. positive,

negative, contifuous, propartional, and so forth) which differ in &

nature.’ extent, form and purpose. The seleE:tion of the most appropriate
type of a particular case should depend on the criteria of functionality

“a.nd relevance,

. ' ) ] .
Each subsystem of an educational system develofﬁs a distinct or

particular function (e.g. transportation subsystem maintains vehicles

. in‘.good conditiona and provides service whenever it is demanded; tea,cl;-;

| ing .. subsystenm desigx%? and develops learning activities in order to

foster learning); thiis the regulation of each subsystem will differ

.
a - Ly .

- . .
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slightly. Depending on the characteristics of the processes being
developéd. the regulatibn is sometimes performed, through continuous
feedggck. At sometimes the system uses positive feedback because it
needs to reinforce its actiop and direction (i.e. the schéol taken as
a system usually exhibits alpositive feedbgck when it tries to

grow and develop).

‘At the same time€, the kind of control chosen by the sy;tem to
control'its operations is related to the means available to analyze
the output. For qx;mple, very few schools have the tools and method
to‘follow_their graduates performance in society. They cannot measuré
to what extent gradugtes success or failure is due to’school‘s
deficiencies, how the school is satisfying social demands in terms
of professionals, and so forth, gsually, at this level, what schools
have is an oﬁen loop'qéntrol or at the best, a closed loog control

with feedback on a tiny portioh of the output.
I

Another issue to considgriwhén talking about control is
, complexity. The complexity of a sygtem depends upon ﬁhé interaction
of all four determinants: the number :;lelements of the system; the
attributes of the specified elements; the interactions among the
" specified elements; and the degree of organization inherent in the
system (Shoderbek et al., 1975). The more complex a system the more
difficult to prediét its behavior and comtrol it (?t possesses more
: Variety}. Thﬁg aléimplé control systen ;s unable to cope with a

variety of the system. Only wvariety in the control mechanism can

deal succéssfully with variety in the system being controlled

”
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. (Schod\erbek et al., 1975). Hence, educational evaluation should
have the same degree of variety t};at an educational system has.\:
An evaluation system requires strategies and means and ways to
carry out its functions: i.e. the planning and implgmenting of a
concious and effective mechanism appropriate to deal with each one of
the educational subsystems, At each level, evaluation should have a
different scope, instruments and techniques in order to cope with the
variety of the system which is +to be controlled. q\
~ i In conclusion, all Q:pen systemé have the capability to fight
entropy (disorder) or not, or to maximize their existence (i.e. ne=- \\
éentropy ). The kind of regulation selecter?. for the system determines
this capability. Thus the duzlation and quality of life for the ,
educational system is, to a large extent. in the hands of educators.
Evaluation will be considered in this work as a component, which ~
_ would operate throughout the educational system, obtaining iixforma,tiod
‘a.bou{ subsystems performance, comparing these performhces wit};

standards (drawn from the educational system goals) and making the

The national educational system of health sciences in México is

é.ppropriate decisions to correct mistaken actions.

E. Bducational Sybsystems Description

developing several programs in order to train nurses, doctors, dentists
and veterinarians who would enter the health systenm as huma.n-resources.‘
To carry out this troad enterprise there are several educational

W.’/"% : agencies (i.e. univgrsifies and schools) which present slighty dif-,

ferent features according to their structure, location, nature., and
so forth. (See Figure 2).
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Educational Agencies in the Mexican National
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y Each one of these faculties or schools could be evaluated as a
s}stem_. Otviously, the National Bducational Systém of Health could also
be evaluated in spite of its complexity, but since this guide is intended
for local use, the highest lew;el of systgms eva.lmttz:‘ will be "school
systen”. ‘ | ‘ .
This section will describe the school as a system and consideration
of ‘its goal inputs. outputs oanversion process envircnment purpose
and function, a.ttributes, prog:rams, decision makers a.nd stzucture will

be d.escribed v

The fdllowing descriptions are generalizg;tions' of the principal
fea.tﬁres which charadterize ®he school system. The resder then shiuld
be aware of these considerations:

- the desaipﬂm is not exhaustive, thatis, thgre are several
pq:."'ticuhr elements or processes that a school system could exhibit
in addition to or instead of the elements and processes mentiomed.

- Gonl,s\tatement is considered the most important and general aim in
ach suhs:;'stem of the school system; each subsystem includes other ,
g@s and objectives established accordingly pa.rf.icular‘ criteria (e.g.

" quantity, quality). ’ ‘

- Objectives are not stated d;ze ‘t;o the infinite nu;nber of poséible‘ goa.l.
hierarchy arrangements that could take place in different subeys:bems;
the evaluator should look for a goal hierarchy whicr} may be or not
explicity stated. . .

- The‘ structure- of a program ususlly cuts across organizational
boundaries when organizational units. outside statutory or legal

‘boundaries contribute to the same odjectives (Van Gigch, 1974). This

»
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could occur within the school system ( a p';ogra.m tould cut across
‘suhsystem bomdnfiés) or outside the school system (between one

subsystem and other agencies outside school).
e

1, School Systenm

/

The school ‘a.s a system is comprised of meny elements and processes
which are in continuous interrelationships. As an oéen system, schools
are confronted by the challange of growth and development and must
respond in order that they overcome the systematic tendency toward »
death, This growth and development from an initial state to a state of | ‘ ‘
maturity :l(s a furlction of measing order,. differentiation, variation
.and complexity. o -
gchq_olé .of higher educatién, as large.social slystems, are 1nhez:ent1y
complex; evaluation requires the(understan;ﬁng 9f the entire system in N ¢ -
" its g‘ull complexity, Hence, evaluation im;olves the analysis of more
than the surface characteristics }'.h&t are immediately apparent. Systems
a.ppr::h alerts. thé evaluator ‘Ll;‘c;"schocl' complexity and, probing more
deeply, it will become apparent thXt s'ystems concepts can contribute
to the detailed comprehension of the schocl. In other words, a’psystéms

E 2 ¢ -

approach facllitates the comprehex;xsion of the pdrt§ and the understanding

of the whole (Immegart & Pilecki, 1973). ~ o 31

A school system is settled in a large contex'; ca.ll;;d herelthe s B i

, | nhCro-syaten or systea's environment (see Figure 3 ), composed of 6‘&6‘:
systems such as socia.li,’ political, t;conomic. etc,, which are outside of

| the school, Obviously, there are 'xﬁore systems outside school affecting

j its activity, but it is pos8ilble to assert that social, political and
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economic systems have special repercussion upon a school, These .,
systems have impact Jupon school syste;t{ and are in turn medified by
the outputs ~of the schéol. Wy, - . .
The existence of this mv;igq-system arld its interactions with a
school éystem has an effect uéon the system outputs (e.g. graduates,
drop-out students, costs, etc‘.‘) and in many instagces, it ijs
difficuli to determine the deg?:ee of that influence of the school
. environment, ,.
One of the main goals of a 'sdhool is to prepare professionals in
health sciences (e:_g. nurses, den‘.tis,ts';/c:c:c\tors, etc. ). A school can
be viewed as a goal-seeking sﬁstem; it has been established to produce
transformations in students, These tfansforn{ationé are observable
through student's behavior. The student enters the system ;:ith
certain characteristics (call them X) and through series of
tra.nSfomation processes th;a system and the student interact until °
these processes are completed and the student leaves the systep in )
two possible states: as a graduate or as a drop-out student (see ' R
Figure 4). . |
At entry (X), each student pos'ses certain abllities, attitudes,

e R

skillé, Iamowlec}’g/;. atc, Some of these characteristics are °*

'obsérva’ble'thrt%ugh the student's behavior; while otﬁer student

¥
A
b
i
3

chmcteristioé, such as personality traits or intellectual and

attitudinal characteristics, can only be approximately described.
Hodever\,_sil;ction of students for the sy;tem is usually contingent
upon the extent to which applicants possess these attributes in the

judgment of adminisfratiop'officers. when the student enters the
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system, the process begins, The student takes an active role in this"
proceas, shaping his own growth and development. At the end point (Y)
% e

~of the transformation process the student should suppos;adly exhibit
certain characteristics wﬁich define him as a graduate in some aspect
[

of health sciences, £ /

However development is diffiéult to assess for several expected
changes to be prodl;ced in each student, specially in affective attributes.
| As well, there are a nunber of drop-out students who leave thc‘a system
k . * without having finished the ed?xca.tional tnmfoﬁtion process.

) v The centrallprocessing comgonent of a professional school consists
( i o?s human, material and financial resources (i.e. teachers, eun:.pment, &
lj.braries; a.ncilla:ry personnel, etc,); formal operations (such as
| courses of study, clinical practice, adminis’éfative procedures, etc.)
\ and informal operatién?‘&paaidered as casual interactions with fellow
| ‘ ‘students and faculty members (Sheehan, 1967). y
The functio:: of these resources and formal opera:t.ions is defined
. ' through several programs (i.s. curricula, management program, research
programs, community ser(r’icas// proa;ms, etc.) The intended outcomes of

)

all those programs is to atéa.in the"main goal of a school system, that .

| 4 ‘is. to form professionals in health sciences.

| | The purpose of eva..lua.tion is to monitor the §ystex/n, and to insure’

“- quality control. The intermediate results of tﬁnsfomtions are fed, -
back into this” component for judgment ;.xﬁ the consequent evalﬁation.da.ta
are fed hack to the central processing p&rtd for appropriate action,
However, evaluation does not work far from the'school boundaries in the

real world; the dotted line in Figure 4 points out a missing feedback

from Y (graduate students and drop-outs) to the system, In other words, ,
. . .
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’ the school system pays special a.ttention to the number of students
demnding entrance into the system, but is not concerned with how \
graduates affect the macro-systenm (i e, health science’* field or
society at large), In this sense, a school system ,presents a positive
feedback which ensures its growth and development; b:zt at the same |
time, it could lead to system instability, beceuse positive feedbeck
produc;:; change, ultimately at the expense of the systen. ~

Equally, this particular schoql system feature classifies It as a
- ‘ first=order feedback system or automatic goal attainment systen,
Looking close‘ly at the central procesting component, it is poasihle
to further break down its components and apalyze them as subsystems.
In this way, the adninistrative subsysten, instructionsl subsystem.

supervgsing subsysten, etc. can be id.entified.. In addition to the

elements presented in Figure’ it is possible to identify next k“}
‘components.‘ c ' ; S / ~ \.
: Inputs -
ySocial, psychological and academical needs, goals, objectives,
purposes a.nd‘ ctations, curricula, educative ’methods. rhilosophical
and politica.i ues, human resouz"c,e's, material resource.»,\ financial
’ resources polides, extra school reguhtions“student demands, time, .

organiutional and management methods and techniques , intéer-institutional

.-

™ contracts for health assistance. ‘ \

Qutputs » .
Teaching a.biﬂties developed, social, psychological and academical

u

needs response o/, new goals and expectations, curricula developed,

inatructional mterial produced, adopted or adapted, decision transmis-

.
-
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, -sion, information transmissmn, enforcements of ministerial or - !
g extra=school policles and rules, a.nd costs.
6‘ General Goal N
ﬁtion of professionals (in Health sciencésj.
. Conversion process
« ¢«  Planning, implementing and evaluating educational and \
K ’ administrative programs, business management process, }nterna.l and \
external negotiations, social needs assessments, communication
processes, organizational procedures,
» Environment . Q
; Educationa.l systenm, social system, economic system, political
’ L system, scientific and technological systems, na.tiona.l and

intemtiona.l health systems government system. Lt
Attributes A
Measure of -effectivensss: school goal's attainment,
Prograns
Research program, educational programs (cun'icula.), administra.tive'

pmgza.ms. community services promns human resources development ¢

programs, - ¢
Decision maker .

- . Director of the school, sublirector of the school, general®
| . sacretary and genéra.l adninistration’ chief. , %
: A sy.ste-n ‘~; envircn;ent or mcro—systel;x has been defined as one ) ! .
/ which comprises all the éystens ov;r which a decision make.r.doea not ,
exerciae control (Van Gigch. 1974), However. in some cases, it is
necessary to “push back" the bounda.rias of a system in order "'to 1
~ ’ : - '
[ ’ | i pen -
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consider a particular issue. In health sciences, educational Dprograms

-

are usually déveloped both inside the physicgl school and in hospitals,
clinics or laboratories which do not actually pertain to the school .

| system. However, in order to evaluate the educational program (curricu-
lum) in its totally, the conventional boundaries between school and
‘other systems have to be ignored, ’

Evaluators \should not forget the importance that cominunication,'
processes play in the system's activity. Communication has been

" defined as the process or sequence of agti*witigs ‘that 'are used tO\
transfer information frah one place to another (Immegart & Pilecki,
1973). The efficiency of the school system activity depends in great
neasure upon its communtcation system, 4 .

Churchman et al. (1957) have proposed a.l:owmni‘cation model for
use in analyzing activitles in business organizations ; this ,mod.el also
be applied in the study of educational organizations, “

Finally, subsystems can be justf}fied only by serving the
purpdses of the total system, That is as subsystem grow la.}:ger, it

‘;tend to become self-directed, pursuing its own ends without concern for
Inthe system ®oals for which it wasq‘conatituted. One of the objectives of
evaluation is to control this tendenger in order-ts. lead the whole
system to the achieveme;x.t‘of its real goals, ‘

As it vas poir;ted out before, all the school subsystems are
interrelated in such a way that the olz\tpu*t:s of one subsa‘rstem are inpyts
of another subsystem. Figure 5 represents graphic’a.lly these series of
‘lo;ps inside schogl sy;st;;. It is important to emphasize that this is

an idealized representation of how the achool system opérate,
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Th:l7 representation takes in%o account only the more importamt

outputs of each subsystenm; there are, however, mé.nSf other outputs
which obviously affect subsystems as well, |
On the other hand, the reader must be aware of the fa.ct that,
- actually, nany'school@ do not posses well developed subgystems ﬁ
working in this fashion and many activities of different subsystems

.

are overla.faped.

® .
2. Teaching and learning System - g

As was mentioned before, subsystems can be systems in their
/ : :
own right. School subsystems, will be treated as systems in this - )

H

description. )

The ‘teaching and learning system is ?bviously one of the most
impﬁr."tant elements of the educational system, sipnce lea.zl'ning is o;\c‘a"of
‘the pillards upon which the educational system is built., However,
many people in eAduca.tion. seem to forget this important fact and they ”
pay more attention to other issues such as the acquisition of
tecﬁnélogical devices, the activi*lgy of schola.f unions, or thé ,
sccountability of the school shop. |

. Instructional materials, installatioms, \tea.chers, tea.ching e
‘_.activities and so forth can justify their existence only through the
achievement of individuals learning. ~ ) . A
" feaching comprises a wide range of activities designed spd.. o
developed in order to btring about lea.rning. Hirst (1973) poinfs out r
that teaching activity is the activity of a person, A (the tea/cher) |

the intention of which s to bring about an activity, (learning) by

\ \ -

-
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a person B (the pupil) éhe intention of which is to achieve some end
state, whose object is X. | .

Figure 6 depicts the teaching and learning system structure. The
main goal of this system is to change student's behavit?r. The’
communication process which cbns:‘lsts of“series of interactions in
which al‘terna.t"ively or simultaneocusly the teacher “a.'m:l le\arner can play
the role of transmitter or receptor, is most central to the total
system. In order to consider 'those interactions as real learning )
experiences, they should not be left to incidental oxr 'cha.nce encounters.
The really important changes in student's behavior should be carefully
identified in a plan, il.e. curriculum and directly linked to ;;a.rticula.r

~

operations designed specifically to produée these changes (instructiéna.l
\. design and deve;opmegtff "\\ | |

Q

The- i)a.et experiences attained throught cou;s; ‘development "
sufject matter content, current g.cademic propositions and other such &
issues, are or@ized in a memory unit. This can be considered as ‘
information stored in texts: e.g. books, documents,. paperbacks, files, «
"stc. or can be students' and teachers' experiences in previous courses
which obviously affect the 'commmica.tion’proc':essv in ihiésystem‘.

Usun.]iy, {éeaching met}’;odg are based on the philosophical conception
of learning and teaching that the schocl fosters and on the:special
characterietics of the subject mtter, For instance, biochemestry fs '
taught in c]..aqssroom sessions in which the teacher informs stidents.
.about /the ;subject)mltter, whgreas obstetrics, as a clinical subject
matter is taught in hospital with actual patients.

T AL th:! elements represented under the block called "commmi:;:a.tion
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processes" in Figure 6 , are considered to che elements which |
support the process in a tangible way.

The teaching skills development component can be a formal or
informsl process, That is, the system can develop special activities

( in‘oxder to improve teachers’ atil{ties. These activities should be
organized in a program and obviocusly the program should be evaluated.
In the second\c&se, the system does not formelly foster teacher
skills development; rather, teachers gain teaching competence ‘
throughout course developn;ent or by attending conferences, lectures.,
short courses of teaching enhancement (e.g. Educational technology, )
pedagogy and so forth).

Finally, the main output is student transformation and teacher
trangfomtion' that is, the student is transformed in some way through
the system and exhibits a different behavior that one- :ln the begining.
At the same time, a teacher is alse affected by the system and exhibits
some s:rt of transformation. It cannot be overemphasized that student
transformation always means goal or sducational objectives attainment.

' Sometimés, the outcome of this system can be stated as "negative" that
is, instead of a.chie{ring the educational goals, studenis learn to hate
a subject intter., Obviously, teacher and learners antecedents and
environment have a great importance for teacher and stti;;ﬁts relations, =~
Riley and Riley (1960) illustrates these relatiomships (see Figure 7 ).

The next .part deacribes other slements not represented in

Figars 6 .

Inputs
Information (about students, staff, teachers, methods, techiques,



A

i

5

~

L oxn3tTd

(0961 ‘AoTiH % LoTTH) dTYSUOTIRTEL JUSPNIS PuUw Joyowo]
7~ )
. Ay Tunewoo ~
Tooyos :
sdnox?
— . sdnoxs
Kxvayad
s & > 1
sednox?d
Ayuey [Teuof3wonpe
Tewx0J
Tooyos - o040
T™IO0] TeMI0y
- Ly
) uoydseyoxd
Futyowe],

TR oA

= e ety et b =

.

EE M R L I

i

T RE T W S A M i 11

Y

g s o s gt




- et

y.

L st o

EY

v 37

———

etc.). Material resources (instructional mterials); installations .

[ ——

(rooms, laboratories, clinical fields); financial resources; goals, (
obJecti\fes. purposes and expectations; institutional policies and
regulations; curriculum and instructional plans, human resources T

(new faculty members, managerial staff, etc); time. -~
L

oS

Qutputs v
Records, polices enforcements, rules enforcement, decision

transmission, information transmission,
Change student's behavior (educate students)

Conversion Process.

" Student's behavior mdifica.tio;a by: Instructional processes; a) ‘
information, b) practice, c) feedbmck. ‘
Environment |
. Curriculum system, Mstmtive «8ystem, philosophical and value
system, students ' association and; extracurricular activities system, .

.+ Purpose and function

Purpose; student's behavier modification regarding curriculum
_goals. Function: provide students with adequate conditions (information
practice and .tjeedbck) in order to achieve students' learning.

__—Attributes ]
e ,

Measure of effectiveness; Cur:ichlg's'gquls ‘student achievement.

Instructional progﬁam.

rd

* Decision mker N o : ‘ '
Teachers and/or faculty committee.
' {

)
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As has been préviously pointed out, the central focus of this

system is the student's behavior modification, ) '

Learning has been defined in several ways: Learning is the act of
gaining knowledge, comprehension, or mastery through experience or
study (American Heritage Dictionary). Learning is to understand
certainly means, to know some facts, the ability to pérform certain
kinds of actg in accordance with the norms that define the correct
pei'fomnce of those acts (Mmgge, 1971). '

However, it is almost impossible to give an exact definition of
leaming ‘that will be genera.lly acceptable to psychologist and
educators (Hill, 1977). If learning phenomenon ¢annot be totally
explained yet, one way 1;0 control it is through the black box analysis,

That is, when a system is very complex and as consequence is

undefinable in detail,” the system can be treated as a blck box. As

the hlack box the;ry was discussed freviously, Shoderbek 's (1975)
nodel ogn be used to understand learning phenomens as illustrated
in Pigure 8. .

In the educational system, student's learning can be considered
as.a black box component because what really happeris in a learning.
process is almost unknown. However, it is possible to have an idea of
the student's initial behavior (his/her knowledge, attitude or ability

about something) and- the student's fimal behavior after an

‘instructionl.l. process. A student's behavior is observable and in

many instances measurable; that is, the u.b input, output and
goals of this sysidm ave stated as studemt's behavior and behavior

nod.}fidhtion respectively. s

A b e o
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Figure 8 Black Box techuique applied to Learning 39
Inputs | ) S:t\.dent's Qutputs
"internal
Learning ‘ ’ Behavior
conditions processes (attitudes,
skills, etc)
. Teacher
mnipulttes inputs Educational Classifieﬁ’outputs
= psychologiste—r
Bducator A
e
' . . | deduces
Regularities ‘
in the : 7 !,
learning . [ '
process
/ Mapted from Shoderbek et al.,
(19?5)0 -

The evaluation of student's learning ma.y“t}e ‘one of the most -
developed a.ctivitiés 'inl the eduea.tic.)na.l system., moet particularly in
what is known as measurement techniques. However, measurement cannot
be equated with evalustion since the former is:just a part of the
latter. Learning evaluation is a vital part of the teaching and earn-
. ing system. Since algorithms do not exist to describe all kindd of . :
. leaxning, and ;becauae student le;.ming processes are still uminown,

' Qlenrh@g‘/at@inmgnt is a matter of heurlstics. The knowledge of the |
outputs or results of any learning condition manipulation is essential
to the system activity. ‘ - l‘ |

Finally, teaching pexformance evaluation is a4 matter of controversy;

_ Whereas some authors strongly support teachers evaluation (Correa, 1969)
" others (Stephens, 19673 Solomon,’ 1969) reject the idea arguing that

2"
’

L]




teaching is not a unique variahle affecting learning,
So long as the system activity as a whole is affected by the

performance of each one of \its elements, the quality of teaching can

. be considered as a factor in learning achievement. Teaching activities

evaluation could be seen as a megnS‘tB identify and remedy those t

educational failures which have been attributed to teaching. ~
’ #

-

3. Curriculum System o

?

Essentially curriculum responds to the question "What is going to
be learned? (or from another point of view, "what is going to be
taught?"). Curriculum is defined as a plan for the education of pupils
.during their emrollment in a given school. It is the overall plan
that is intended to be used by teachers as a point of departure for
developing teaching strategies to be used with specific classroom / '
* groups of pupils (Beauchamp, 1975).
Curriculum is usumlly seen both as a product (written plan of
what is going to be taught and learned) and as a process (the '
N

implementation and development of that plan). For instance, Hass (1977)

asserts that a curriculum consists of all the experi\ezlces that

| individual leurx;eré have in a program of education whose purpose it is

to achieve btroad goals and mﬁted specific objectives, which is

pl;med in terms of a fran}ework of theory and research or past ard )

present professional practice. Saglor'and Alexander (}966) point out .
that & curriculun enconpasses a1l learning oppertunities provided by |

the school. Johnson (1977) and Unrich (1975), simply consider

curriculum as a set of intended learning outcomes,.

. .
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This section will deal with Johnson's (1977) conception of

~curriculum. Curriculum will be regarded therefore as a product or

plan; that is, an organized body of goals and general objectives
aimed to form a professional. Curriculum development wi.].l be seen as
the process by which the cyrriculum is produced, Curriculum '
implementation corresponds to instruction. ’5

Figure 9 g\repr;ebsents the curriculum system. Essentially what
enters this' system is data. The system transforms these inputs into a
curriculum and sometimes also p‘rovides‘ a:n implémentation stratégy.
The main process is curriculum development; this process requirJeS
h@n resources that are usually organized into committees. Memory
unit provides information about the subject matter or academical
knowledge, skills, abilities, attitudes considered desirables in the
discipline, criteria for organizing éurriculum content, data about .
other curricula trials, etc. “ ' o, .

Genera;lly, the curriculum design method is selected by considera-

tion of issues contained in the memory unit and according to the

"demands and value$ of the System. The elements depicted umder the .

curriculum development in Figure 9 }arg considered to support the ‘

Pand -~
)

The decisic;n making ;mit. decides the final currimu).um design
after considering the curriculum committee's bropositic:;‘g. Usually the
d?ci.si,on is made th::ougi: seversl sesslions in which some ‘neg?tiation
among the curticulum committee (higher decision makers of the school
and rei:resenta.tivea of national hulth' scier'x‘ces educational ‘s;rstem)

take place.’ r
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The output of the ;ystem. the curriculum design, is_a broad
stricture con.taining a hierarchy of goals and objectives (which are
usually organized in the form of courses) the lenght of time required
to cover th-e currfculum, student pre’f’équisitgs, periods which would be
spent la¥gely on campus and perio\ds which would be spent largely in
hospitals, clinics or communities, etc.

A curriculum does not a:btempt to specify particular learning
experiences, such as lectures, class activities, seminars, and so forth,
The evaluation unit usually operates in conjunction witli. the decision
making unit.

Thg next part will desc;ribe the curriculum system elements not
presented in figure 9 . - 2 ‘

Curri.q_ulumt oré-niz&tional* method:s and techniques, phif‘tolsophical a
a.nd_,xeues framework additions; h?;nfn resources (cui'ricul{m committee, -
faculty, curriculum‘design specialists); fimncia.l resources; ‘.

[

institutiom.l or/a.nd governmental polices a.nd regula.tions, goals,

<
+

uts o ' , e '
ougguts s . |

Curriculum social effects;- educational philnsophy and vilues

purposes and’ expectations; time. \

enforcenent; ‘decision tnnanisaion: iﬁfomtion tra.nsmiSSiom cun'iculun

planning costs;’ pol.’cies enfordésment; rules enforcement. .
‘ ~

- Goal .
' Develop a curriculum which can meet'.‘ the social, peychological and .

-

vy
onversion cesses

5

. . ) - -
el - B BN BN TR | o TS s S AU Ot BTN S PN P A P
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Cgrriculgn design methodology; need amalysis; curriculum !

impieuenution methodoloé; curriculum improvement methodology;
_: adniinisér&tive procedures; feedback processes, '
Environmeni o ‘ ' ‘ - | '
Lenrning ard tetching system; administrative system- philosophicl.l’
a\xﬁ*) value \systen: business management system; socia.l system (and —

Healtha system); students associations and extracurricular activities

]
-

systen,
- Attnibutes ' 4 '
Measure of effectiveness:; social, psychological and academic

-

expectations satisfaction.

M gt v

® Curriculum design and curriculum implementation plan.

J

De"cisqion mker

Curriculum committee; faéuliy,director: education ministery
\

' representant; health ministery representant.

4, Instructional System o {i .
? ) 3

Instruction has been regl.rded as the iﬂplemenution of What was

e

phnnod Ain the cmiculum design (Johnson. 1977). In fa.ct instruction
is a mtter of planning, development and evaluation. ‘The inporunt ~ i

, . B . . , AN
tl}ing is that instruction is the operative pa.rtqof the'curriculun;

.

" that i8S, 1t concretizes what is established in the curriculum in order

. . ~ ,
to reach final goals and objectives. ]

,{ The main input to the instructional system structure de;;icted in ' (5 .
Figure 10 15 the curriculum system outputs (1.8, curriculua design '
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and the 1mplementation s'trateg{ or plan), The time schedule is ;
usyally determined by the administrative system or by extra-school o
policies. Another important input is the information about student
characteristics and school facilities., This input goes into the
memory ynit to be uUsed in the instructional design -process. Generally
human resou;:ces in this system are teachers or deparitment chiefs who. : ", wsay
s@irect and ttork with teachers. Thay follow a specific method in the
design which is determined by the instmictional design model* and the
philosophical values fostered by the s;chool. / o _
" The main output of the oysten (instructional design) desciibes
what is going to be taught and learned in what sequence, and- where
these activities are going to be developed, hovw long the ac‘i-,i*}ities
will ta!ﬁe, what ingtructiona.l materials are going to be used and so
forth, This is then a detailed description of what is goi:n'g to be
developefl inwa. course in order to attaln one or more curri,éulum goals,
f The instructional design is eva.lxia.ted\a.ccordi‘ng to Lseveral
é:;tt;rla such as psy:chological and logical principles, consistency
regndiné curriculum goals, fessibility, etc.
' ~ Finally, the instructional development becomes & part of the . ) '.

-

teaching and learning system, as a main ingredient of the educational EooQ

N

The next part describes the elements which are not present in

communication process.,

Figure 10. )

- / o
#Joyce and Weil (1972), identify three models: training psychology
cybernetic psychology and system analysis, A




- . f \ 4o ~.ﬁ
Inputs . . o

_processes; remedial learning activities plan,
] ‘ .

Human resources such a.s‘.' new teachers or faculty members;

instructional policies and rules; financial resources. T
Decision transmission; informstion tnnsm'ission.
Goal . | ‘

Develop instructional designs which can lead toward curriculum's

goal achievement. - .

Converslon Processes , ' r

Instructional design; administrative procedures‘; feedback

Environment. , . .

Curriculum system; administrative system; business ;uz;a.gement
system; instructional mteritél.s systenm. - -
Attributes | . L

- v ‘

Measure of effectiveness: Curricular and course's goals

-

achievement, . ‘ -
. v ‘y
Proggm 3
. ] ~ e . 3
_ Instructional design ) i

Decision maker
“mu:her. faculty committee, depo.rtmexit's chief .

Evaluators in this system should be aware of the following:s

= & good instructional design is not a guarantee of a good instruction; N

- instructional design is usually changed in some way during its

inplenentatian;

N

Even the best instructional design can Thil because of <

at
.
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administmtig;e problems, teaching mistakes, time pressure or political

or social disturbences, On the other hand, instructional design ils
often modified because of unforeseen intefna-l and external’ factors
‘ such as communication failures, studefits differences or ldm;.niotrative
or political presures. N
Finally, evaluators should be conscious of the fact that

U instructional design is a product of curriculun tnd it is closely
related to the teaching and learning system as well; that iz, the
quality of instruction is reflected by the student's success in
attaining learning goals, 1‘:1219 optimization of resources or b; the
number of changes or remedial activities structured by the teacher

-~ ] o §
and so forth. o ) 1 ;

5, Instructional Materials System

-t

Instructional materials are devices which, wher used within an.
- . mstructionsl plan, serve to facilitate student's learning. . '

" Instructional materials vary widely from the classical text to the
most sophistionted multimedia programs, to program?ed instz:uotion
packages and computer-assisted learning programs. Instructional -:
mtemls are, \ in“flct, the product of design and produotion processes;
thlt is, instructional materials are designed considering instructioml
needs and ath produced folld\d.{g technicu.l and esthetical criteria.

4

This system'is closely related to the instructioml design, and

teaching and leirning systems. From the instructional system it i
receives its main inputs (e.g. instructional mterials :.fequirelllarit) and

with i;hs outputs (e.g. instructional mterials) supports teaching.

]

s et soma————— i oa - Fa e
S - v
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Some institutions in health sciences have very orgenized and

* ;ieveloped instructional material systems which not only reproduce
or project instructional materials but also design and ﬁroduce them,
In view of the fact that these kinds of systems are the most
complicated, they were selected as the prototype described here.

The system receives not only iz;structional \mterial requirements,
but raw material to be p:r.:ocessed, information about different:
instructional nl'.terials system in other schools, time and prioritieé.
Its human resources are teachers who help in the instructional
material plé\.nning,‘ AV designers, subject mtter content specialists,
librarisns, etc. (see Figure 11 ). The system also features a unit
which searches for instructional materials available ;n other schools

or institutions, These materials (if found) are evaluated in order to

© determine if they satisfy the instructional nater,"ia.ls requirement. If

\

-

not, they have to be adapted or modified. £ there is no_instructional

material available to satisfy the instructional materials requirement

the material has to be created. The material, then, is planned and
produced.‘ In these activities several dgpa.rtménts within the school
are involved such as the AV department, library, idmin:listntive

{depurtﬁent, etc. Evaluation has to ‘be. pi;sent at every sta.ée of the
above mentioned process.

Other elements in the Instructional Maierials system are:
A »

Inputs . . >
Instructional design methods and techniques; instructional

"/ paterials evaluation procedures; information about: material, human

and financial .resouréas, student's characteristics (such as number,

Lo R .
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age, sex, genera; background); human resources (tea.cherS. AV de‘signerS.
technicians, subject matter experts, etc.); academic content;
institutional and administrative policies and rules; fimancial

resources; time schedule,
Qutputs
Decision transmission; information tr;hsmission; policies and
. _ rules enforcement; costs.’ "/
conl :
Provide il.he instructional materials requiréd to support
ﬁea.ching and learning.

Conversion Process ) Sk

. e d 7

Im@}xctiéml mterials need analysis; instructional materials
design; instructional materials adaptation; instructional materials
_ production; instructional mterials evaluation; instructional materisls
clasgsification; ndministntivé. procedures.
Environment
V ,Imtructif>nal ‘design syéter;lg teaching and learning system;
administrative system; busiz;ess management system.
Attribut’es‘ | ' . | A ]
Measures of effectiveness: Instructional \gequirements satisfaction

Learning improvement; learning goals attainment,

'}‘ ‘ PIOEEB " ‘ o ’ N

AN ' kS

Instructional materials devélopment program. . ;

Decision meker

Audiovisual and printing department's chief, content experts,

Evaluation in this sys;,em is a means to control the quality of
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the instructidnal materials design and production. Evaluation as

well is to degide if the instructional-materials can be used in a —

particular ingtructional practice,

. ‘
6. ConclLions

Evaluation process starts with a clear identification of what is
going to be evaluated and with a concrete purpose for that evaluation .

as well,

This description of the main school subsystems hopefully may
clarify the wWay in which the school's elements relate and operate,
This information should facilitate the identification of what has to

be evaluated land why. On the other hand, all school subsystems

described were given an "evaluation unit" which supjosely should

~
evaluate the pystem's actlivities and outcomes,

owever, this evaluative
unit does not|exist nor operata exactly. in this fashion in all

schools, Mostlof them do posses sorr;e kind of evaluative activities
hardly pgrform , or still worse, 510 not have any kiﬂd of evaluation,

-V Hence, -if a single or several subsyétems are not functioning ‘

as expected all|the school system will be badly affected. We may say
that schoo_l subdgystems should be evaluated with tﬁé ‘purpose of
controlling their activity and assuring the attainment of school goals.

"Evaluation unit§", should be reinforced using current evalua.tion.

approaches,

Next pla.r't ii concerned with'the main theoretical advances in educa-

, f
tional evaluation, These different approaches can be used totally or
. I

partially in the levaluation of the described subsystems.

.
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III. Models of Evaluation

‘
A-/ OVBrView

According to Stake (1967b) there is a difference between the
4

theory of evaluation which identifies what is to be observed and
, ] .\1

Judged 'a.nd the methodology of evaluation which speci‘fies the mamner in

which these obtservations and jﬁdgments will be made.

The last s;c'Eion wag intended to specify in figures and word§
the nature of what should be obéerved and judged in the educational
system; Next step is to find the most appropriate framewo;ks of
evaluation for the subsystems described,

Bducational -evaluation has been evolving rapidly from 1950s and
1960s. It was during this time that evaluation x;a.s equated with \
research methodélogy to such an extent that somfimes the terms
measurement and evaluation were treated interchangeably (Guba, 19@).

In the late 1960s an influx of new programe and new demands for

" evaluation gave as a result new idea.s"a.nd frameworks in the field of

evaluation, Several evaluators have deve)‘:ped new or modified

 evaluation models which promise to resolve- the perennial problems

o
of methodology, application and iiuplementation. relevance, impact,

values and policies.

As a consequence, there is considerable divergence in those

approaches; most of them are still in the trial-and-testing stage and .

. none of them can be considered the main route. In fact. almost all the

v s Damed A Al W e v %
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Present models were designed to meet specific needs of the various

‘ progn.n‘ to which they weire initially applied. Thus, much of the

- ’i‘.

bl ¥

development in evaluation appears to be a result of the failure of
‘ons model or ancther to leet the evaluation needs prognn when
,appliod inl.ppropriately to thut rrogran, and the subsequent refinement
of the model or the emergence of another one to met ths, mique needs
of the situation (Sireis & Iwanicki, 1978).

No one evaluation model ca.n sei:v,e all evaluation needs, Rather
the needs of each situation amust be analyzed and a specific evaluation
pPlan must be developed. Thime 151a.n can drg.w‘fron key ideas and evaluation
models, . - .

The body of literature in educational evaluation contains
innumeratle appro;ches wich are slled nmodels, Some are preliminary
gketches whereas others .l.i'e extensively developed. Some are adapted

from processes that were used wherel.s others are designéd as general

.

vays of conceptualizing evaluation. \

Alkin (1972) defines a model as & simplistic stl.tenent or
represan‘htion of sets of complex mtemlatianqhips. Such
ropresan:tatian is intended to help the modelers or users }n
structxn-ing cn: mﬂmtluding the universe, or that segunt of the
universe being considered.

I.7T. !éirby (1965) proposes & set of criteris to identify a
nodel as a ganenl pxn:pose models
1. 'rhe nodel should sssist the evl.lmtow: in tnticipl.ting all )

information needed for the decision process,

. \
2. The model should be intermally logical and complete.

7
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3. The model should be of sufficient clarity so as to allow

iuplensq’mtion by a trained avaluator without external interpretation,

-

44, The model should relate slements in a way in which they have not

previously been related.
5. The model should be heuristic. B
6. The model should be capable of being éxtended by enpiric&l study.
7. The model should be efficient.

Strictly speaking, very few approaches in evaluation could bde
considered as general purpcse models after the a.ppl,ica.tf;m of the ’
criteria mentioned; rﬂgl:er thef all are frameworks wt;ich p;'ovide ideas
to the pru.cti‘tionex: in tielping him set evaluation strategy. However,
in the current litentu\:/r.’-e the terms "“approach”, "model" and "frnew»ork“
are used interchangsably . In order to avoid confusions, this *
work will continue using the term model when referring to approaches =~
in svaluation, . ’ |

House (1978s) asserts that one way of understanding evaluition -
is to compare the numerous svaluation models with one another; he Sug;‘ |
gests the use of theoretical assumptions on which the models are.
based as a parameter of comparison. He offers a taxonomy of ma jor
e’vtlx.n.ticn node;s and a scheme relating them to the p*losophy of
Liberalism. There ares also ssveral notable attempts at categorizing
and defining the array of evaluation approaches that has emerged
( Anderson et .., 1975; Carter, 1973; Gardner, 1977;- Fophan, 1975
Steele, 1973; Stui‘flobeln et al,, 19?1; Willis, 1978; Worthen &
sanders, 1973). Nevertholess, these taxonomies are generally
unfamiliar to individuals outside the ranks of the "expert”

o e s e — - - - - i
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" 3. Decision-Facilitation Models

< . 56
svaluator. Unfortunately, it is most often "non expert” evaluators -
higher health education teachers and administrators- who are o
ultimtely responsible for the implementation of evaluation studies
and their conseqﬁencee. This audience rsther requires a s{inple guide’
drawn'from the analysis of several evaluation approaches, This
x;roposition follows the idea of ‘tn.ving a fnméuork for the coopenti\;e
use of evaluation models or of these models, In order sto |
accomplish this task the or evaluation models were categorized into
four general groups ased on some aspect ‘they have in common that sef .
then apart from other models, The groupe are;

1. Goal-Attainment Models ' .

2. Judgmental Models -

4, System Approach Models

Because in the higher health educational system there are rarely
" evaluations coming from external agencies, models of ths type '
“Accreditation evaluation  ave excluded in this work,

There are some approaches that could have been placed in more
fhln one category, although they were grouped a.ccozﬂiing to their
primary, focus, )

It is important to ngota that this Mifi?ation is
tentative, general and in some aspects has an arhitrary ordering.

. 'Each category is analyzed according to seven dimensions of‘
comparison: evaluation definition and purpose; evaluators role and
deciaion maker identifilation; methodology; type of evalustion; -
outcome; and advanigges and disadvantages.
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’ This categorization is sumnarized in a milti-page mtrix
(see mble 1 ) and rerresents a combination of comsideratioms

suggestad by Popham. (1975), Steele (1973), and “Worthen and Sanders

-

" (1973).

B. Goal=Attainment Models

Theories or nothodologies that fall in this category hasictlly
define evnlmtion as the conpu'ison of performnces with stlﬁed
objectives, This category comprises the most common and well

: . developed of all evaluation models (Steele, 1973). This kind of
| model assumes that the most hi)ortlnt decision regarding t;xe thing
f:b_bc\)ev;lmtad.'u:,e céﬁtingont on its objectives and the ;criteria.
4 esttbliéhaé for judging relative success or f*ilure-’i.n the

) attainment of those ob:}ecﬁ.vea.‘

L 2

1. Tyler's Nodel . " . |
The original Tyler model stated that svalustion should improve

curriculum by finding out how far the laa.rning experiences as

developod or organizod m a.ctuuy producing the desired goals; nt

t.he same time this proceus should ident.tfy smngths and wesknesmes

/
/

of teaching plans. o 2

The evaluation process inclules; '
i Anllysi.ng objecﬁ.ves to 1dentify" basic dinnsions e
2. Idontifyins situstions that will give the student a chance to

express the ;ehn:ior related to the“, content.,
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7. Intcrpntthednt&intomofcerhinjmn

* ; .
60

3. Sblecting ar developing instruments that will record the behaviars.

4, Analyzing the amount of change thl.tlis taking place in studenﬁ.

5, Analyzing the strengths and weaknesses of the ﬁmog;:!n in helping
students ‘achieve tho objectives,

w

2. Metfessel and Michael's Model
N A ‘
Metfessel apd Michael (196?) fo¥Powing Tyler's approach developed,

Ao

a puud.ip in which eight major steps in the evaluation are considered: -

1. Involve both indirectly or directly of nenbers of the total
schoal community. . . /
2, Cois*z-ﬁqt a cohesive paradigm of troad goals and speciﬁ'.c 'objectiv;s
srranged in a hierarchical order from general to specific outcomes.
3, 'émmhta those bebavioral objectives into a forn that is both

. commicshlo and applicahle to faciliuting learning in the

school ' euvircnnant. v

4, Devalop the imtnnenution neLnnry for furnish critesrion
mneasures from which inferences can be formulated concerning
rrogran olf'fec‘ti\.r{eness in terms of the ob;)éctives_ set forth.

5. Caxry out periodic observations through use of the tests scales,
and other indices of bebavicrsl change that are considersd valid
tdth mpact t&,the object:lves suplad. '

6. Aphlyze data furmished y tbe status md change nel.eu;:es through
use of app:opﬁzte statistical ut.hoda.

-

tl.udud.sam

N

" values oonccrning what are connidered desiratle 1 1s of

performance of the totally collgctad measures,
. s s 1 * .
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o
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¢ 4

3, Formulate recommendations that furnish a basis for further
impl€mentation for modifications and for revisions in the troad

goals and specific objectives.

-

Metfessel -and Michael presented also a 1list of instruments with

potential relevance for data collection in evaluation.

-

3. Evaluation at the local level

Hammond's (1969) model is oriented to facilitate the assessment
of go'als achievement. He ideptifies some dimensions and variables
which operate in & three-dimensional structure. These :;enents are
inter:.cting and their combtinations of variables are described as
factors to be considersd in the évaluation of & given mogram, The

three ‘dimensions a.:;e:‘ B'eMRri_or. Knstm%uon-m Institution, These

three dimensions m*fepresen!:ed in a cu'be and bave the next variables:

Bebavior dimension:
-Psychbnotor gouin
-Affectlve dommin
=Cognitive domin

’ -
Instructional dimension: ‘ | )
-brstniation
=-Content | | )14
-Heﬁhod. |
~Facilities )
=Costs

Institutional dimensioris

.

~Student

A e 2

T it kg e T -

o i T T v
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S

=Teacher

-Administrator L
& -Educ;ationa.\l specialist - ¥

-Family

=Communi ty

His methodology of evaluation is sta%.ed in five steps:

1. Define the program in terms of what is to be evaluated

2, Define-the descriptive variables in the instructitnal and '
‘institutional dimensions

3. State objectives in bshavioral terms

lt, Assess the behavior described in the objectives

5. Analyze the results within factors and the relationships betwéen
factors to arrive at cmciweions based on actual behavior. Once
the outcomes have begn defined, there . is a feedback process to
the terminal behavior defined through objectives to determine the
effactiveneas of a gi.vgn rrogrenm in reaching the desired outcomes.

13

%, Boyle and Jahns Model

_Boyle and Jahns (1970) see evaluation as being primarily (.
concerned with assessing the ends that were attained and not
directly concerned with assessments about other aspects of the

" program such ag the means used to attaln objectives.

Acco:.'ding to these authors, effective anlmtion requiros: 1)
clur. conci.se objectives or statements of intend.ad educational ends

to be n.ttaimd; 2) bench mark or | Pre-program measures of the

i bohlvior(s) or behaviorsl patterns of the learner before his exposure

\
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to the educational program and 3) measures after completion of the
educational progrem, €

5. Pophan Model

Popham and Baker (1971) propose a simple model which contains
four min parts: |
' l.‘JSpecj“fimtiqn of objectives \

2, Pm‘l;ssessment
3. Instruction
4, Evaluation ;

' The techniques used to judge the degree to which the learner has
attained the instructional objective are; 1) observation of behavior
.and 2) examination of products that the learner will produce,

_ In this model, Popham and Baker (1971) propose an assessment
"which cannot be considered sxactly as evaluation; Anderson et al.
(l975)r point out that assessment has a narrower meaning than
" evaluation, but a brdader meaning than.measurement, The authors
suggest the use of the term justfor the process of gathering the data
and fashioning them into an interpretable forms' judgments can then
"be mde on ths tasis of this assessment. On the other. hand,
svaluation at the end of the telching sequence consists of securing
evidence either of the behaviar of atnd.ents or of sxamining products
, Yot that behavior, -
) Popham (1972) suggest two njow roles of evaluation:
- Bducational Needs Assessment - Deternining the desi::ed ends of the
\ educational system, ° ‘\“
= Treatment hAdeqmcy Assessnent = Ju\:léing the worth of educational




Pophar ilso proposes the use of formative and sumsative conceptions i

~ 1

in this kind of models. \ B

! _ 6. Bloom Model \ b

Bloom et al. (1971) m‘:poses the use of e:mlmtion of instruction e
and the evaluation of learning to improve lm as a resuit. |
| The authors' model relates: analysis of the learmers, instructional
decisions and eimimtion with student, iutﬁdidml process and
’ objectives. ‘The ’chrge‘stl.ges of evaluation ar;s
"= Initial evaluation ) T
~ Formative svaluation

LN

- Summtive svaluation .= ' ’

~

O

Each stage contains several activities,” the most relevant are:
- gttherlnq data
= apalysis md diagnosis ) ..
- pu:escriptions or recogendations according to‘tho degres of which
the outcomes (at each stage) were auftta.inad.(

7

' 7. Morgan Model

Morgan (1970) develeped the Asex Evaluation model to evaluate

* ! .

___ the North Carolina Exemplary Program,
The model is based on 1) the intent of legislation; 2) the

e Sy 0 2y

program objectives (desired butcgnes); 3) the process objectives

(desired process); 4) the obsarvad process (operstional procedures and
) t ‘

resources); 5) the output of, the program along “with the static

Anterrelationships between these components, !
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Comments

/

The most important models in this group are perhaps those of
Tyler, Hammond, and Popham and Baker. Mett‘esse]t and Michael's
approach is quite simil&r\to that offered by Tyler, except that ‘the
latter ipcludes the participation of school community members in the
establishment of goals,

Hammond's f[zlamework displays the elements a]:ready ‘identified by
Tyler in a more comprehensive three-dimensional structure. However.
the general approa.ch to evaluation is similar to that of Tyler.

In h%s paper of 1972, Popham adds several points to his previous

proposition (that of 1971) The issues offered in his document are
W

- Bducational need assessment in which he related goals with needs. Tha.t

is, goals should be established to meet educational needs. In the same

document, Popham introduces the use of formative and summative

eyaluation concepts taken from Scriven's (1967) La.ppx:oa.ch. Other models,
' A

such as Morgan's Apex Mociel, Boyle and Jahns' model are variations to
the same q?proach. I \

Gesl-a.ttuinmnt models have had an enourmous impact in planning
and conducting educational evaluation, Without any doubt, goals are a
very important element in evaluation. Attained goals would reflect a
guccess, ;n educational progrems; however; unattained goaﬁ.s indicating
the program was ineffectual might also 'resuZ‘Lt from an inappropriate
selection of goals in the first place. On the other hand, goals-
attainment could produce effectiveness as an output, but what about
efficiency" It is important to emphasize that educa.ti.oml evalmtion

18 mori than examing the attainmnt of objectives,

v
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C. Judgmental Models

Approaches in lthis category are judgmental schemes in which ‘ i
primary attention is given to extrinsic criteria. These models ‘

emphasize kind of data, types of activities and effects of programs,

1. The Countenance of Evaluation

Stake (1967a)$ategorizes data as being either descriptive (intents
and observations) or judgmental, Both kind of data are essenti&l;
according to Stake they are the two basic elements of evaluation,

in order evaluate, the author suggest that the data gathered -
from different sources should be organi;ed under three bodies of

information: antecedent, transaction and outcome data,

L

e
- . Aptecedents are conditions existing prior to teaching and

leapfiing which may relate to outcomes. Some programmed instruction’

e 2~

specialists call some antecedents "entry bebaviors". But there are - ‘

.

more antecedents which an evaluator should describe.

vy

[l
Tr;:;.ctioni’ are the countless encounters of students with
teacher, student with student, author with reader and so for:.h: the

succession of engagements whichwcomprise the process of education,

1 ‘o : * :«'ﬂ?
Outcomes are evidence of the impact of .instruction on students, . 3

teachers, and otherss change in abilitiés, achievement, attitudes and -

aspirations of students; wear on the equipment; effect on the school;

4
costs. Outcomes are the consequences of educating: immediate and long

/ community wide. =

>

range, cognitive and connotative, person and

-

T
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" Antecedents, tnnslctions and outcomes are the elements of
evaluation s‘qtements. The evaluator will colect data of both types
descriptive and judgmental regarding these evaluation statements.

Descriptive data inclmies
a) Intents that are descriptions of the planned-for environmenta.l
conditions, the pla.nned-fozj teaching methods and content coverage and
intended student behavior. The collective descriptions should provide

priority listing of a.ll the things that are intended to ha.ppen.
b) Observations, are descx:iptiona of what agtually did occur related
to the antecedent, transaction and outcome,

There are two basic ways of using descriptive data: 1) looking .
for conj:ingencies a.moné &nteted;ants, transactions, and outcomes and
2) looking for congruency between the intended and the observed.

k Jd:igmnfal data includes:
1) absolute sunda.;.':ds as reflected by personal judgments ix'td 2‘)
relative standards as reflected by characteristics of alternative
prograns, .

_ The Jjudging act is deciding which set of standards to heed,
Julging is assigning a weight, an importance to each of standards,

According to the type of standards, there are relative or
absolute judgment, Thus from rela.tiv;; Judgment of a prbgnm, as well
as from al;solute Judgment one can obtain an overall or céﬁ"ﬁo?ff?
rating of merit, which is used in making an edicational decision. From
‘this final act of Judgment a recommendation can be composed.

After devising his 1967 COuntena.n,ce Model, Stake began to

pay more attention %o what evaluator's clients actually want.

/
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‘stresses therefore the necessity to‘assess the merit of goals

‘combine attention to intrinsic and extrinsic:criteria (Ptﬁham, 1975).

PR §
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The svaluator shiu/ld collect samples of tpe Judgments of many

people in the program -the clients, staff, community and others. Stake
b_elieves that insensitivity to the perceived: needs of those -
individuals for whom an evaluation is being conducted will lead ‘tq

an unresponsive, hence futile evaluation,

2. The Methodology of Evaludition”

Scriven (1967) defines evaluation as an assessment of merit. He

themselves, Bu:b this was not his unique contribution to educational
evaluation; he also proposes a series of insights and clarifications
regarding varied aspects of educational evaluation. . Popham (1975)
points out that sum:ing his concepts and explanatiomns, it is possible
to have a cohesive framework,
Formative and Sumpative evalustion. There is a distinction in
roles served by evaluators wt{o formatively try to improve an -
instructional sequence wl;d.ch. is 'developi/ng and ‘e‘}ulmtors who
sumsatively agsess the merits ofﬂ already-completed instructional
sequences.. 'fhia formative-summative distinction {5 widely used in

many evaluation approaches. -

Py=off evaluation. Scriven describes an .evaluation approach

P

that focuses on extrinsic criteria ( or the effects of a program ) as - '
pay-off evaluation, However, he does not rejects “intrinsic evaluations® ' b

rather he suggests the realization of hybrid evaluations which

Goal-free evaluation. This kind of evaluation originated by

Scriven (1972 a) starts without referring to the objectives of the

Y T B . .
. e ——————t———— a = — et —- o
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program. If they are used, they are used after the ;ia.ta are in to see¥
which results that emerged actually were intended, The btase for
determining what data to collect is a profile of identified needs,

Actual effects are then compared with these needs rather than with

‘the objectives.

) Evaluation is viewed primarily as an'activity of condensation
that includes two major stages: compression aﬂd crede;ltialing. A ml.ss
of data and observations about a program are’condenséd through v;rioua
neans (compression) until judgments as to the value and worth of the
program can be mde (credentialing);

o »
Modus épenndi nethod. This method suggested by Scriven (1974) is

an alternative when experimental or quasi-expefimental designs cannot
be used, Under this approach, a program is investigated to see if it -
was the cause of certain sét of effects.

Certain effects are assumed to be caused by one.or more factors,

which Scriven calls a "q\.;a.si-enustive casual *j.st". ‘The presence
. X 4 .
of each of these factors is chescked, and if only one is present, the

-~ imestigator checks for a "causal chain” -the configuration of

characteristic events, processes or properties that may connect the
cause with the effect. If one causal chain is present, that chain
is the cause, If more than one complete chain is present, the possible

causes associated with it are considered causes,

. Meta~svalumtion. Scriven (1972b) asserts that meta-~evaluation
. »
is second-order evaluation, {.e. evaluation of evaluation.
Evaluation of educational products or processes in seen as a

PR
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case of applied evaluation, According to Scriven (1972 b) evaluation .

does not begin at the point when the client announces the values he

TR e e i

whishes to be use& as bench marks, except in a chronological sense, ] {/

" Evaluation absolutely requires that the evaluator investigate the

S e ke eam

justification for these "initial" criteria. This is because the
initially announced criteria turn out -when the consequences are
realized- not to be the "true" criteria of the client.

His recémmendn.tioﬂ. namely, that evaluatiors ﬁring considerable
a.tténtion to appraising the quality of g”oals ag’wéil as whether the
goals have been achleved, has alerted evaluators not to accept
passively any goals proffered by program designers, A rigorous
evaluation iS recommem%ed. and if it were-necessary the repuiiat_,i,on

.

e T Bl e . -

of the goals themselves as a result of the evaluation, .

3. Institutional Evaluation

In;hitutiml evaluation, according with its autpor (Forehand,
1971) is focused to questions lra.ised by administrators, suppliers of : '
funds, accrediting committees and internal and ext_‘.ernal. critics. The ’
ai)pr;ach searchs to respond the question: is the program accept;.ble

to the institution? i . L

-

“ In another level, project evaluation takes place within the oo
process of curriculum design and, deals with questions posed by the
origimtihg professor or design team. Project evp.luatio‘;a is concerned

with student performance in terms of the objectives of the. course

- while institutional evaluation is concerned with performance in terms

of general standards for the particular type of student. - 1, .

- . . . . iR
- . ‘ . ' - .
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According to this author, institutional evaluation uses two: .
ma jor kinds of da.ta.z information on achievement of standa.rds of
student perfomnce and information about attitudes towa.rd the
program. Standards are , setted by committees and should be used
periodically to check the performance of bthe courses. «Attitudes toward
program are feactions of* students and faculty members which serve to

indicate the degree of a program's acceptance,

Evaluatlion is seen as ongoing a'étivify 'désigned to provide answers
to questions that arise from a number of sources and pemi:ectives.
The criterion applied to this information is ite usefulxies‘s to
éontr’ibute in the institution's appraisal of its own ,effectiveness.‘

So, Jjudgment by responsible organizational members is required.
s

4, System Role Model

)

Knox (1969) proposes that the genersl purpose of ev'a.lua.ti;on is »
- %o improve the educational progra.m by fa.cilitating Judgments about '
its effectiveness btased on evidence, ,’
’ ‘Eight points should be considered by prognmmers a.nd
adminiatrators in designing evaluation systemsa Evidence, banefits.
fraquency, feedback, objectiVity, vsundn.rds ' relevance and values. .

x " Five related sctivities incluls examining the settin‘g' (conte;&,

‘ in which the pros:am takes place and the influence of that setting
- | on tt progrenm), deciding on the nost important evaluation emphasis
’ selecting evaluation models a.pd procedures and identifying .

-
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et the context in which the svaluamtion will occur. ” v ;
1. Inputs - Include both what was intended and what actualdy occurred.

Participants, teachers, matsrials all are inputs into the program.
" 2. Process - Description of the intended apd the achieved ctions
that tuing together inputs 'to produce outédmes, The teaching=
learning process is considered to be the hoart of the program,
3. Activity - A process can be:lmlszd assessing h;:w well it
tt;nsforns resources to mkintain sﬁhility and stimlr‘u‘ change. What ~
. can be analyzed include; 'ga.ls and polity, prograam c{mlopnsnt.
o teacher !perforn;lnce,etc. o * , .
’ b4, Oytcone.s - Include several categories of results vary from .
’ © immediate stages, suéka‘a chl.nge-in lamef(shqwledge to more - R
4 remote stages as whers outcomes are stated in terms of benefita to :
' the cmmity. Comparison of t.ho d.escr.\.ptions of intended om'.coms
and achieved cutcomes provides information for make adjustfents. ” o
. 5. Julgments - Julgments about the wxtent the intended vas achieved .
"in terms ect"inputs proceu and outcomes have been made oa.rliar o i
as a part of mlyzing the logical soundness -of the' program dlan,
Conclusions about needed changes in activities or expectations or

¢
~ ’ . a §

both should have been formsd. .
| Julgments of results mvoives internal and external compariaca, -
' Internal Maénu involve the extent to which the actml inputs
and processes conﬁihxtod to the a.ehievount of the outcomes tnd ‘ 1 )

S S o whether, the outcomes (benefits) co-pm well with the inputs (costs)-——
External cowparisons lnl.ly-u the results of the specific '
L . against exwmﬂ. stlndhds . \
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[N u!mntnl models were developed.: imdi&tly after goa.l-a.ttnixgpent )
¥

lodol'a conception of mlul.tion vas of fered. Thus, Scn'iven (1967)

olphuized two rolesiof evaluation: forn,.tive nnd summative and
\

questionod the worth or value of gou.ls and objectives. Stake (1967,,)
o o - also fallowed the points propoz/ed by Scriven, de /loping the
” ) Countonlnce nodel which frgposes the fua1 dascription and full
| Judgment of the %rogrn. Howe(lar his thodology for obui.ning
- e 1nfomtion to fill in his model 's u.trix is mdeqmte. In general °

e

L e approschis\mfemihl'atobeuaedinMgepromu, gutcculd
- e

\ -
\’)& e " " have success i.n the evalmtion of little coursés for example.

-

Knox (1969) offers a.s a novelty a.nother criterion in addition to . \—\ .

/ that of effectiveneas. He ta.ke& int% o.ccmmt costs and - beneﬁts in

[P 1]

. ‘o t
- - *
. ‘ the n s
) L L i ') . - , .
. ' L.
- v s

, ’ . ‘v "D f)ocisi,.dn-mcilifa[;ion Models

. N ©
Ty « v 2 . ! . - v \

+ " Beveral . evilmtion framsvorks, in addition to huviné' many

. " -features Tma by other models (such as f.o detemno w tber gonls .

. .
- N )A atteined) are focused on decision-ukins activity.

“u ,‘ "‘, Easonti y evalultm are thought to provide infomtibn about’

B
R

. model deyaloped by Stufflebean st al. (1971)s however, maay other
N | X l.pp:cnchos to evaluation have followod the genersl structm a.nd _
B ndtf:odolo? of CIPP nodel with slight variations. Broadly the models ’

o+ % " in this categary: 1) pattern typasofdegisiqn thn.t have tobemda;l
i . "n '\" c'.x""_' o ‘ ‘ \/

s > ¢ : Tes
. - . ‘¢
[y o » . ‘ Ao
ot . Lo .
R .
a

v "' o _ the eﬁ‘ectiveness of ;'proﬁi:‘demion mkers : L
. ‘v - , N , - o
. . Probalily the fost known gu'in this group is the CIPP - ,

.
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o . 2) identify prpgram sequences that should be evaluated; 3)

| N\ . outline evaluatdon questions that need to be answered;or 4) identify >

. pl

criteria that should be applied.

I3 !
. i
:

} " _Aa 1. CIPP Model ' . ' =
| - . : :
|

|

Lo . ~  CIFP is an acronym representing the four strategies of

-~

evaluation. This nmodel identiﬁea: ' ’

' - 4 ¢ Context evaluation Serves ola-nning decisions
o . /’ \ .
i t ! ’ V'
k . . I Input evalumtion Sprvea decisions abouf deeigns and resources .
¢ . ) / ’\ ’ b
- 2

T P Process evaluation Serves decisions that contro} operations

>
-

.\w ‘ /(‘ P P;éduct evo:lm.tionl Serves decisions abolit results and recycling
. RN ' ' "

- ‘ The four t:rpes of ev&lm?ior} can be used independently or in

| o conhlnutiow fﬁney can be used in either formtive or summative

P mr e e AR —— ae S -

‘ L avaluation (e.g. to facilitate decisions as the program progress or
) ' ' 1n retroepective analysis of the qut.lity of decisions that were .
~ - sade and implemented). e | a

Accord.ing to Stufflebean ‘et I.l‘ (1971), eva.lua.tion ’designs should ‘ §
\,?afy,mitam of scj,entific adéquacy (interml and external’ vllidity

PREITR Wa anver vey | wl
-

reliability, and obJectivity) of prwctical use (timeliness,
l ) pemsiveneus and credibility). a - * ‘ ,
b L The rl.tiontle of .the CIFP model is sumlrized by Stufflebeanm — 1
| ' (1968) as follows: ) o o

1) the qmlity of progilu /depend.s upon the quality. of decisions in '

T R
*

. ) amabmxttheprog:mu. . C ' -

t

S o 2) 'rhe quality. of decisions daoends ,uponr deci ion-u.kers' abd.litias to.

S P TS
| ‘ ,. ’ identify the a.ltarmtivea which Qanprise doé.sian sitmtions a.nd {

-~

oLt W . i, . ) ' «
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( prod.uct of input eva.lmt.ion is an analysis of alternmative prqcedml

evulm&on leads ultintely to the esublishment of ptrogra.m goals and . )
Y ¢
_objectives, . L N .

75

1

to make sound judgments of these alternatives, ‘

3) Meking sound judgments requires timely Mﬁ&ﬁd reliable
S ~

information pertaifing to the alternatives,

4) The availabdility of spch infomtion'req_ui;:eai systematic means
to provide it. N s
.5) The process necess&;y for providing this information for decisiom-' -
making collectively comﬁrise the concept of ‘evaluation.

Thus, “avaluation is defined as the process of: def‘ining, ¥ - .
obtaining and using information for decision-making, '
1 ’ ) .
Contex't svaluation defines the emrironment Where change is to
oceur, thq environment 's unmet needs, problems underlying those

t
needs, and opportunities for change, Infqrmtion from context } Co ]

Input eval}'ation iMntifies and asgess releva ‘t‘gapl.‘oiﬁties
of. the prop’osing agency, strategies whici\ may be appropriate fo;
, meeting prog::us goals and designs which ma; be appropriate for ;
a.chieving objectives associated with ea.ch program goal, The enh ‘ (

daaigns in terms of .potentm costs' and benefits, .
Process eﬂmtion gravides periodic feedbick to projecf. .

nanagers l.nd othe::s responsible for continhoup control and ‘%

refinenent of mm pa:ccedms. 'I'he objactive of ptt:coss ’ .

ava.lmtion is to datect or’predict dup.\ ng implementation stages,

defects in the procedml design or its implemntation. Thi:fs/tntagy -

allows to mezru.fy the potential sources of fa.ilu:pe in a project. .-
/J .

. 1
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communication channels; logistics, etc. .

-

Product evaluation is used to determine the effactiveness of the

T r A '
- F4
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These include interpersonal relationshipe among staff and s*g.mlents; .
y !
% project after it has run full cycle. Its objective is to relate }
outcomes to objectives and to context, input and procélss. i.se. to‘ 5

measure and interpret -outcomes.

. 2. Discrepancy Model
N - 5
The d.iscreptncy eva.luntion model developed by Provus &1971)

< '~ eaphasizes the oh‘bl.ining of informtion that can be used to make
Judgnents about the progrsn while it is in its dymmic su.ges of

g‘:‘aw'ﬂ\‘. : . ) < ’»

X ‘ .* The purposes of evaluation are; 1) to snsure the quality of the ]

product, 2) to ensure this quality at minimal cpst, and 3) to help .

aanagement make decisions about what should be produced and how, . 1 .

f leity. é«;antrol requires systematic moni toring ‘and programs’ A

* | modification to neet gccepta‘t}ie standards, Cost-benefit analysis

- coupares the program's cost\a.nd. the value of its product with the,

cost of other products of similar value. Decision uld.ng inprovenent'
o is achieved with new sourcza of information about either benefits,
costs, progran quality or m operations. ‘

N “The Digcrepancy model points out five stages. of evaluation. \
. 1) Design -1 ‘4 §

- 2) Installation | '

, ‘ 3) >Process ..

P + . &) Préﬂuct




5‘) Cost

At each of these ete.ges a comparison is made between reality and
some standard or,.standards, The comparisen often shows dii:ferencee
between standard and renli:ty; this difference is called discrepancy.
On the tasis of ;ﬁe coupa.risons mde at eech stage, discrepancy
information is provided to the program staff, giving then o, 'rttioml

'»' g

basis’ on which to make a.djustnents 1}: their programs.,
/

At each stage \f evaluation the program unit has four alternatives
for further program activitiess 1) go on to the next .st;ge, 2) recycle
th‘z stage after there has been chn.ngne ‘in the progran's standaxgs or
operations 3) recycle to the first stage, or 4) terminate the roject.

The evaluation, thus, helps identify gaps or problems, but the progranm

4. - T,
3 ;zéﬁqﬁuuu Evaluation E

. ’

staff mat decide what to do about them. \)

Tripodi, Fellin and Epgtein (1971) propose a model based on the <\
assumption that it is necessary to have an accumulation of facts
about progras uchievsnent in terms of efforts, effectiveness and
efficlency within any of the stages of developmnt: initiation,

‘ contact and 1gpIeunhtion. )
This approach is useful as & mean by s;hich administrators and
personnel can decide whers evaluation ~:'Lmlrei;tme!m:s will be
apt to give the greutest payoff in progran improvement.
Evaluation is seen as & management techniqus f:)r the systs
' feedtack of infarmation to be used to improve social programs.

~

Usmlly‘the devslopment of & program‘is object of a variety of lir:eeeures, :

e Y
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at the right moment to make the best decision.

. The procpss of evaluation 'involves getiing systemtic
S information within a context of social relationships, Obtaining useful .
evalustions is conditioned by the(vay in which evaluators can deal

with different values, ideoclogles, interests, political realities,
’ ‘) '

etc, ) . .

The three programr development stages are: : ‘ S

e

' ﬂ? ‘ Program Initiation ‘This stage involves the planning activities 3

h) N ‘ . and also the necessary resources are secured.

d ‘Program Contact . Contact is made with target clientels; this o ;
stage also included delivery system and . S
\ . analysis of obstacles and establishing -

relationships wit}; othe‘r progyams in the

! . : community. ’ ’
] - .
| Progren Implementation This stsge inVolves the application of energy

) ’ tovard the gomls of the progranm. It.is
A PR .
concsxned with results, The critari"a. for
. ' o following up activities and possible vrogram

[ f

‘ . T términation should be specified.

g The most common ipformmtion-gathering techniques used in this ¢

. approach can be categorized as follows; B A

| \ Monitdwing tachniques - Procedures that are used for direct review of
1 RN v progfam opsmtions (a%co#nhhility audit, time and motion studies, ' ‘
’ o b v .
f, 3 ' ’ | )
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administrative audit.)

3

yooL
- Social research techniques = Procedures_used for developing,

nodifying and expanding knowledge about program (experiment, survey
and case study). s ‘ : e
\ Cost analytic techniques « Procedures used: to appraise the mlative
value of brogran benefits in relation to program costs (costs accounting,

cost-benefit apalysis, cost-outcome analysis, and operations research). "

4, CSE Model \ | ?

The Center for Study of Evaluation (CSE), University of California

bttt e

Los Angeles developed a model of evaluation. This is described by
the Center's director, M. Alkin (1960a) as- similar to the (CIPPModel
except that what Stufflebeam refers to as process evaluation has been

3 i e

substantially reconceptualized. CSE modei encourages qﬂa.lustox:s to

attend to the enroute products as well as vrocess of the progra.m being
evaluated, whereas the CIFP model evaluator only focuses on m:ocedurll S
considerations during process evaluation. - .

Alkin (1969b) defines svaluation as the; process of ascertaining : f
the decision aress of concern, selecting ap&opnate infomtiqn. and
collectipg and amalyzing 'informtion 1# order to z:eport suma.ry data
\ ’ . useful to decision-makers in-selecting among alternatives, -

This definition is closely tied to the decision-making process

which in tum leads to & consideration of what kinds .59 educa.tioml

decisions require evaluation 1nform.tion.
» The model identifies five kinds of needaresxs. of evaluation; each-

one is d ;L@ed. ‘o provide and report information useful to a .

ﬁ a
decision—-.k‘}u: in making judgments reht.tve to decision categories,
. . ‘ , .
o Qo .
_»__: “\ y ° . o l','
. T o § B ) ‘ < k T - ; b
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The need areas are;

Systems Assessment - It is a means of determining the range and o )
specifity of educational objectives appropriate for a particular | :
ai‘b.ption. Neocia are  considered to be a g@p between the goal and the
present state of affairs, The evaluative problem is the lssessment of

the needs of students, of the comunity. and of the society in relation

g.s

to the existing situation. Assessment, therefore, is a sfa%gment of
the status of the system as it presently exist in comparison to ’ :
desired outputs or stated needs of the system.

ding information

R

' Program planning - It is concerned with pr
which will enable the décisi:r;-mker to make planning decisions; to

select between alternative processes in order to make a judgment as

to which of them should be introduced into the system in order to ) b
' fill most efficiently the critical needs previously determined.
Program Inplementation. - Determines the pxtent to which the
N N im emnted program meets“’the description- fomlated in the prognmi
- pl decision, In the case of an existing program where no known h
c es have been implemented, the e‘va.lnatiqn task at this stage is

to determingthe degree to which pl&nning descriptions of the

prognu coincide with the inplemented program,

(%] R »

Program Improvement - In this sta.ge. evaluators play an

important role by providing as much information ds poasible a.bout

the relative ;::>ess ofvthe parts of the-program. Evaluators should
identify problems and collect and analyze related information while
the prograa i: in operation, data relating to possible changes that |
. could be executed within the system to improve the program will be

AN
-4
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Presented to the decision-maker immediatly‘.
‘Program Certificdtion - The decision-maker is provided with

informstion that will enable him to make decisions about the pfomm
as a whole and its potential generalizabhility to other situatioms.

'The evaluator should provide information which will enable the decision-

maker to determine whether the program should be eliminated, modified
retained or int:’.;oducad more widely.
The kind of 1%fbmtion collectsd for program certificatiod

)

idecisicms is in large part dependent upon who is the intended decision-

‘maker. Thusjdifferent information will bé required if the potential

T

K

7

\

~N

decision-maker is the téacher, ‘!:.he dirqctor or the admimistrator,
Evaluations in certification area will bes concerned with mining the
extent to which the objectives have baen achisved, as well as with

the impact on the outcomes of other programs.

1

+ 5, Developmental Evaluation ~— B

Vd

Original designs of educttionl.l ns and ‘the design as

1npleuntod. should be eva.lmtod with immediate feedback into the design
‘l‘hi.s assumption \mderlines IFL %n:ntive Evaluation Model (IPI
Individually Prescribed Instru ion) proposed by _mndnuxg Cox
(1970). ' . .
Forx;:tive evaluation is the continual evg,lmti.on of all elements
of M developing educational prograx as an aid to,tha\developnont
process, B | '
IPIr model 1den:bifies fo&r stapar in planping u{ developing a
3

program; ‘ . g .
- ‘ $ . ! ’ 4 4
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.of dﬂ;elo;:ed‘uﬂ course packages.,

o " ' &
-I;lan of the program
-Prc;mn Openticm" ! ‘ .
-Assessment of results | ,
In each step there are a set of key quéstions which are concerned
with the basic and general question: How can every element and operation
in the program be examined so it contributes to ‘its improvement?

Forﬁl.tive svaluation epures that each steprin program

development is done with care and assesses the quality at sach step

weaknesses discoversd at any step have 'inplicatiox} for modifying the
preceding level. FeedBack is seen as an essential procedure in

formative evaluation.

I

IFI model is concerned to the development of curriculum packages
and prototype programs, that is why the model also includes Individual

"~ pupil. monitoring and ‘summative svaluation. This is used in the

evaluation of the results produced by an educational program.

6. Newstu.rt Evaluation Slsten

Lanrock, Smith apd Warren (19?1) are the authors of the .
Howab.rt model, They assert tha.t the purposes for developing an |
eva.lmtion system are;

1) to get infhraation required so that course develobers can make
ipgroprhte decisi to accept, uodify or reject develo%i |

~—

&pcnents and cancepts (forn-.t\‘ve eva.lmtion) 2) to get informtion

that is required for dissemination uctivities (summative ev&lmtion)

and 3) to get inf tion that will help, the users in thgﬁmi.nsu’llttion

t i
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This information was based on the topic areas where decisions are

P e e e 2 b e

made (policy level; types of inter:rention; dissemination, and &
organizational structure; methods and systems of evaluation and q
___measurement; the nodggmd_thggry Qﬁ training practices; student -
progress; ability, style, persomlity and tn;rning tutors; and
curriculum content), the type of da.hﬁ:ases used in the decision ‘1
(data from the implementers of interventions such as objectives of

agencies, professional judgments, priorities, standards and data
! ‘ . "N

) from people receiving the intérvention including such things as . ’ Q
L attitude measuy:emept. statistical results and so forth); the source ’ .
of the data far the-decision (vhkch igyolves detatl data’ about the = §

pecple on which the data are gathersd and sometimes even abstract, .
légi.ml and rational ‘considerations); and the timeliness of the €
decision ( :this can range from very early pélicy decisions through l
the vaarioixs stages of development of an intervention or program
decisiond about where to implement programs). / | !

Formative and sxlxmtive evaluations integrate differentl methods,
~ to obtain data, into a totalresearch stu}ir: direct obs‘erva.tions.

Vo »
surveys and standardized tests, case studiles a.ng experiment.

* 7. Cost=Banefit Evaluation ‘ .

Clark and Olsen (1977) assert that an evaluation should identify

the b;néfits and. costs of any given program. The decision-maker should
have evidénce about the achievement of certain benefits and also about ?
> N ‘v“

:
| . what is being traded off for them. Only then co.n“a.ltermtive programs
|

with unique benefits be compared for the purpose of making selections

‘ ’
| . v -
| ’
|
| . 7 L . 7 .
e ? LY L
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ikt R ha e P e PR N 50 P S R AN et




LN

4

in terms of their combination of costs and benefits,

Benafit is defined as any valued outcome of a progran and a cost
is defiped a,s.un outcome whicﬁ.results from trading off one benefit
for another.

Cost=benefit - uation should estimte:, benefits‘ prior to data
gathering, that is, ( forml predefined objectives as well as any
suspected inciden outcomes that might subsequently eme%e from the

' j\frosnn'should be fstimted, At the same tine costs are also estimated
prlor to the data gathering stage. 3
e These benefits and costs are 'prioritized by audiences connected

. with the program. This activity has to be performed /,\beeause the

resources for an eval%‘.ion are usmllyllimited and beause,' the list of

. estimated costs and benefits is inclusive.

Evaluatioh focuses initially on the highest pricrity costs and
benefits and movesj’\m_u down to lower priorities as resources pérmit.

The »propose‘i ja.pprotch follows next sequence:
gtage 1 - Audiences (people involved in the program) list the cost
and ponfiis they would expect to see as a result of the progra..m and
prioritize the list according to the most important benefits and
crucial costs, This list will be pulled out and placed-on & master
list and ranked according to. the average ranki::g The purpose is to
find and eval%e the co?ts and benefits which u:e most common %o
the greatest ;lulbef of audiences. ’ Y _
Stage 2 - The ma jor purpose of thig d&ﬁ gathering sthge i's_t.o’ confiﬁn_
/ or \dieprove_ qst;.mted, costs and benefits _a.ppea.riflg on the master list,

/

A sacond purpdke is to. obtain impact informstion about esch cost and -




. —

‘4, Need for goal integration and \ne@hod to obtain it,

/ .
The lﬁtmr euggests the use of design criteria which are rules
for the svaluation of the acceptapility of designs, The most widely

used are measurability, feasibility, optimality, reliability and
stability.

+ 4, Systems Approach to Goal Setting .

This framework was developed to help administrators better relate

. ‘the systems approach to program budgeting. The model, proposed by
" Van Gigch and Hill (1971) has the following pu‘tsa

1. Systems deﬁnition, structure and design.

2. Systems design procees. .

3. Defining the boundaries of the system e.nd identifying how those
within the system judge the performnce of that system.
5. Goth-settir‘xg‘ process, . '
- ’The authors identify as elelse\xita of school system: philosophy,
goals, objectives, input and/or resources; outputs; the environment,
the prognns; the a.gents decieicn mkers(\) and mnngement; and

neasures of effectiveness. Prograns are defined as the processes by

- which inputa are converted in't.o outputs. Prog:rl-ns can also be brokenl

down into ncti\qi,tiee. projects, components, end/ or elements.

Syatem deeign is seen as 3 problem-solving process atarting with

"the needs of the client. Needs are trlnelpted into specific goals and

ebjectives, ihat are ex’preeeed in terms of measures of effectiveness.

~ " These mel.eures serve as sundards of achievenment a.ge.inst which the

reeﬁlte of dtemtive courses of action can be conpo.red

Deflning the boundariee of the syatem is an important step as lang

1 »
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as the decisions are affected by how a.dministr;tors set boundaries for
inclusié:n or exclusion of pedple with concerns about the systems,

Need for goal inteération .and methed to ‘ol;tain it e'mphasizes the
integration of ‘the demands or broad goals f;om all the groups in the
systems teachers, parents, éovernment, etc, These goals should agree
with the‘g“enera.l 'philosophy ‘o’f the institution, without such agreement
the goals cannot be obéained. The procedure assures groups participation

Goal-setting process starts'with@ statement of general philosophy
or mission, then moves .through ganeral goals, subgoals and o‘b,jectivas.

»

5. A Systems Approach to the Development of an Eva.luation\System

This framework was developed by Yost a.pd Monnin (1969) to provide
a specific model for the evaluati;n of programs fundeci under Title III
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965,

The model 'wai-s constructed to ?nclwde delineation, collection, |
interpretation, amd distribution of activitieé at each of t}:reg‘stagea
namely, baseline, process and l;roduct. ‘

Evaluation as a system is divided into three pia.rts: )
1) Baseline evaluation describes conditions as- before pr;aject treatment
2) Procesé eva.]juation helps the decision-making in day-to-day operation
3) Pro'duct eva}uation @sues the e).ctent to the degree of Project

objectives ha€ been met,

6. The Ontological Model of Evaluation

* .Peper (1973) points out the need to develop an evaluation model

which makes the organization its focusl and not a single prograin or

t
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part within an organization.
_ The Ontological model is proposed for the purpose of providing
a conceptual, framework through which evaluation can occur in and

' about developing organizations. Ontological development is stressed as
A point of view which encourages & purposeful system of amalyzing the
< } dynamic state of an are;l.nizl.tian, versus prcgru or curriculs,
p The onf.olog:lctl position is ldvoated in onier to promote the )
dlxnnic sel.rch for endogenous variables, The author suggests that the
enphasis on the developing orgn.niution is more important than the
| position of the evaluator inside or outside of an organization. But
. .- acknoWledgment is also made of the fl.c%. that position does influence
perspective and client:-‘c'w.lmtor intez_tctim. .7 -
' For representing the ontological model the author uses a three
\d}nnsioml'fime which contains ‘these OICI'BM"B:
, . Organizational Charecteristics /
. - Morphology (structure) ’
’ - =Systems |
' -Kinesthesia (thrusts)
‘ =Kinship linkages
gvalustion functions; ,
=Client consultation
=Planning ‘
‘«Qbservation - ’ \
-Data collectio;i N
w ' o ' -Data edit (reduction) ’
oy ‘ ' ~Data analysis ’ -
2 4

rbuctstiunans i oy - e
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=Data synthesis

N =Report preparation e
0 -Report presentation '
Devolopntlxttlt phases: ,
. ‘ -Preenergent
} % - . kR
=Emergent . e

-Familial dependent . : ' A I
-Familial independent
~Indeperdent ‘

Evalustors’ ‘mctivities are cmicterizqd by a careful ssarch
for intrineic variables. They should try to design their observation '
- system and reporting systen to placs them in a poeition to make

- !

. recommerdations about the future,

gomments ' . -
Alkin's proposal has the advantage to ganaider some factors outside

~

.

school system (macro-system) which are affscted by -the school
outputs and affect the school inputs. This framework. however, lacks
of methodology am instruments to be used in evaluation. It can be
. employed. as & part of other framework to extend scope, |
Whersas Alkin's proposal is focused upon "academic” concerns,
Young (1971) proposes a managerial *ppimch as a key element to control .
the total efficiency of the educational ﬁrogmn: Van Gigch and Hill's
(1971) approach iiutud, is focused on goal-setting process' to facilitate e
program budgeting., |
The Ontological rodel s%\rosses the ;nn.lysis of thg dyud/c\su{o"

e

44 ,
~ of an organization. The model off;rs a framework to identify the
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;ra.in characteristics and functions to evulua.té.l However, the approach
lacks of a methodology for dealing witim"l.rticnl&r issues within
an institution, ’

v

F. Some other Evaluation Approaches and Conclusions

' The modsls presented in these four cateéories (Goaleattainment °
models, .fudgme:rbll qxodels. Decision-Facilitation models, and Systems
Approach models ) do not conform the total number of frameworks in‘,

each category . For instance Bruce (1§?2) developed a model which
,stmsee a continuous monitoring ’evaluution; McGowan (1974) prepared a
paper which ‘discu;seg evalumting and observing teacher performance;
ilolvick (1965) developed a model. which concerns with buiga'ting, pro jected
outcomss and evidence of past results. —These three a.pproa‘.ches, apparently

different, bave :‘.e common feature the comparison of -performances with

stated objectives, Hence, they can be added to the Goal-atiainment .

! . .
. n;odels ' category.

Harris (1947) proposed the "Appraisal Model" emphasizing the
"pﬁvaf;ssimgl Judgment”. In 1970 Steele developesd the "Natural Process
Approach” model which can be adjusted to evaluative needs and '
emphasizes three glements of ewl@tim: .criteria, evidence, and

jtx!énent. BOt‘i'x models pertain to the Judgmental category.

i

Lewis (1972) developed the "Motivation Hodel"' ~wi.’ch the purpose of
helping in the human behavior explanation. AHis model groupea’ seve;v,l
elements from th§ @uatioml system and are analyzed in teﬁs of ’
llOtiVI.tiOn'I»l processes, The model lls;) ldentifies evaluation 'criteria‘
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for those processes, A' o ;
Loomis (1960) designed a model for amlyzing social system
which can be a good fztnowork to ev:lmte eduoo.tioml programs, Thase
two lpprmches can be classified into the Decisiop-hciliut;on
, Hodels. ' ' : - . ' ‘
- Finally some authors like Cook (1966), Roman (1969\) and
Ryden (1967) discussed PERT technique which is “plrticuhrly u'seful in
more efficiently managing programs. These la.ppro‘achea can be a.dciod to
the Systems Approach Models,
One can concl:xde that all the models gttegorizod into.thase
four types provide useful frt;ewo;:ks and/or procedures to evaluate
school systen at different\levals/. res@rdlees to which category they
correspond. In fact, their chasificn.ti‘on s 'perforned to faciiiute‘
J thelir huxiling and as & means to CORpDAT® One type of ;pprotch a.guinst

others as can be seen in Table 1 .

On the other hand, the categories of models presen%.ed can be seen. -

as a mnifestation of the educiti.oml evalunéion evolution. Each
category adds something else to the previous one. Hence, tbe
evulmtion conception. Bcope. methodology, instnmnution are ea.ch
\time mors rich a»nd conplete. This does not mean that the Iast

: ca.tagory (Systems approach models) is the. most complete and perfect

4 more tools and insights to perform a better job, and according to the
subject or object of svaluation, the evaluation purposes and focug.

B ' the practitioner is able to develcp his own eclectic model. .

P
- . -
’ . ’
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a.pprouch; rather it msans that presently the evaluator is provided with k
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v, ?relindnary Considerations when Planning an Evaluation

Evaluators usually are educational administrators, décision
makers or any other professional consumer with the world of
evaluation., The Guide prepared in this work must be of practical
help to evaluators not by telling them what jr.hey must do (House,
(1973) is right when he asserts that nobody knows enough-to tell them
that), but by presenting them scme alternative actio@ the'
evaluation field. ' /

Pla.nnix;g is an important phase in evaluation, However, very
few practitioners take care about it; the results of this lack of
planning is failure in evaluation practices. ' .

. This part will discuss some important points ti\at concém

_directly the evalustor., Pirst point: The Study of the Nature of

evaluation illuninages the relation between evaluation as 2 means to
control and improve educationa.lv systeuﬁrmd evaluation as a political
practice, Second point refers to the ix;tportance of identify (in the
evaluation planning stage) the object(s)\or subject(s) of evaluation.
Third point discusses the possibility of evaluating the educational
system!'s effgcta. Forth point discusses the role of the decision
maker in evaluation. The fifth point is focused on the redent
inéorporation of Operations Ressarch tools into the field of .

educational svaluation,

A.____The Natuyre of Evaluation
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Evaluation has a political nature,.Evaluation is not totally,
objective and neither is accepted as the final judgment, House (1973)

assarts that "when someons wants to deferd something or to attack
something, he often evaluates it. Evaluation is a motivated behavior.
Likewise the sy in which the results of an evaluation m accepted
depends on wheti:or they help nder tha person receiving them.
Evaluation is an integral part 9f the political rocksses of our
society.” (2. 3) ‘ ‘ , °

On the other hand, axml;rzﬂ.ng~ evtlmtion‘ more deeply, 1/t\is evident
that it affects the allocation of resources, Evaluation is affected by
politics and in:jm affects politics, Under thi= context, svalmtion
is intimtely imvolved with fegotiatins and ralationships between

-

peopio. In many instances, evaluation becomes & way in which a

group (institution) justifies its activity to other groups (institutions)..

Evaluation bscomes & weapon to be used within powers fight; but. .
according to Houss (1973), it cannot be seen as & dishonest activity
because in a plurelistic society that function is important.

The other face or mature of svalustion (probatly the less ’
accepted as important) is tbp.tl,of improvipg educational programs. The
value of svaluation here daponds on its thility to discover failures,
to identify iheir causes amd to mke the adaqmte decision to renedy
those sh?nco-ingu' « My be mlmtors should pay ‘more attention to
this face of evaluation if ‘they want a sducktional system to* o

1, Wat is to be evaluated?

1)
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Looking at the structure of the school system (Figure 4 ),

the central ;lenent by which the system tfa:nsforna its inputs into

outputs is a set of programs or processes, that are deyised to
_lcl:xiev’e the schivol objectives and goals.

Gmls tnd object;vee of the schocl system's programs are out of
the evaltator s concern in Latinamerican univers:!,t.ies. Gosls are
comsfa.ntly negocil_t.od anong different pover groups or, in other

H

cases, goals are stated as & monocratic expression of one group's
authority. In both cases, prom-'s eva.lu:tor surL under the '
mfuption that there is & general consensus on gotls. Houever there
are exceptions a.nd. in some cases goals and object;ves are subjects ‘
of evaluation. It depends: a; the purpose of evalua.tion; who
demands "the evaluation to be performedf what is going to be eumted
, and where the evulution is going to take place, For ennple & new
brogrlu can be’ thlin.ted to d.etem.ine its effectiveness and i‘ts

i!lpl.qt tnd larger results, Prohhly a goal-free evaluation, in this

" instance, would be a success, But, if the curriculum of medicine

. - ’ 3
faculty of an est;hliahed and ancient university is the object of
an evaluation, ths evaluator bstter should use an approach which does

not question program. gomls, specially if the client d‘o.eg not
Z E'nlmtion of Systen .Effects

demand that informtion,

Evaluation has been oriented w be :.ttentive to & wider range

‘ of ‘progran outcomes and/or to the ef‘rects of those outcomes ip ‘the

’

achool's -cn:o-systen ( Alkin, 1972; H&yesl, 195093 Kaufman, 1972;
i |
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Paulson, 1972; Scriven,1972a). Theoretically, there should be a
feedback to provide the school system with informtion about the . o
gffects of ita cutputs. This 1nfomtio{sﬁd be used to reorient

school system activity towards the achievement of its goals, This

4

‘is what is called negative feedback."

However; accurate infprmation about socia!fl effects of the
school cystem outcomes does not exist yet and, on the other hand,
many educaton results of t.};is sort are used only whex'1 they are
favora.hle‘for the institution (larter, 1973).

In this context, educational decisions appear to be made in an
intuitive, prudential manner. Adoption of nej programs or the
rejection of others are tased on what is called "self-evidence", N
Miles (1967) asserts that no hard data have been cdllected and many |
decisions in e@ucatiqn to terminate or continue with a program are
founded on sand, ’ .

Negative results of ev:.imtion should be v;.lua.ble f"or the
institution if evaluation is seen as a neans to conduct the 'sgtem
towards its goals. Data should bear the next qunlitie‘sﬁ validity
relia.billtty, timeliness, perva;iness and credibility in order to be
useful in evaluation process.

Finally, the only way to provide edu;:a.tioml decisions with
solidity is through a forml ev&lun.tion that is concerned with the | .
overl.ll effectiveness of -educa.tioml PTOgYams, Tha.t is, an evalmtion ) ,
which not only s concerned with results in tem of behavioral -

" changes in people, but also with the proportion of the potdntial ',
| ; .
-clientele that is reached the extent to which the results deal
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with urgent and continual need. ' *

* 3. Decision-maker and Evaluation

‘ Because its political nature, evaluation will inevitably be
carried on by many people-in and around the school. The typical
evaluation will be informal, implicit and covert. On the other hand.
evaluation could be formal, explicit and overt with the altruistic

puf:pose of provide positive direction for school programs, Thus the

eva%ition of a program should not merely tell users whether accept
. or reject the program but also should provide information about how

" to.use the program, when to use it and what parts of it to use

(Erlandson, 1973). . ' -

?y ‘ The decision maker ha; to decide whether to ‘maintain a centfal
role in the school organization, or not. If he chos;s th;e first
alternative, he must mantain a central role in the evaluative process,
There are three questions that decision‘rmgkers should answer before
dii-ecting an evaluation. F‘imvrt:‘° question is what should be evaluated?
This point’ was discussed previ?usly, but it is necessary to add that

it is impossible to evaluate everything because two reasons: the

range of potential objects for evaluation is nearly infinite ”9 e

_because resources are scarce. Thus, choices must be made and priorities

must be asgigned. Another important point, according to Erlandson (1973) .
' 9

is that the decision maker should focus his ‘evaluation on programs, not -
on pecple. This means the avoidance of pressure on’ individuals. in order.
to reduce im}erpersona.l fension.‘ Thus, it increases the likehood that

2

~

the evaluation will produce the intended results.

Secdnd ‘qyestion concerns with the reason to evaluate. This point

i
3
$
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could seem tautological until one considers thst most evaluations in
school prod.uce results that are never used An honeat answer to the
question "why do I want to evaluate?' wil]\_\ead to vastly d.ifferent
types of evaluations. The selection of the best type according to
the purposes of the declsion maker will facilitate the a;l.lmtion
plan and as & cor;sequence will sawe time, resources and energy.

Third question implies a consideration about what ‘to'do with
the results of the evaluation. It is extremely important that
‘ » evaluation lefda to some action or at least to a conscious explicit
N decision not to take any action, If there is no purposive action
as a result of the evaluation, the ,evtlun.\{:'i:on‘ can be regarded as a

waste of resources.

B. Systems Ana.l;sis and Evaluation , ' 'e

A

Finally, there are some considerations about systems analysis
- or operation research tools applied to educational evaluation. They
’fe considered as valuable aids to the evalugtor. Burnhem (1973)
points out that some of these tools are input/output analysis,
\éost—‘bene:fit. and cost-effectiveness, These are analytic
ichem for investigating relationshipe of means and snds, The author
c/rﬁsjem ﬂa‘p{hhe no_gl: useful of the cos‘b-benefit‘ approaches is
linear progrl.ni@ ‘which is ; utheutica.l technique for finding
the "best or opuy{nl solution to a given specific problem. Linear
prograning is considared as an efficiency test, .
There ars other sfficiency testuvaihble as syatens approuches,w

they are Program Evaluation Review Techniques (PERT) and Critical
v .

3
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Path Method (CPM). These provide the decision maker with a nlanning

and evaluation tool, These efficlency tests ars valuable aids to the
evaluator, whgnever the def;ermination of the best outcomes is based
on assumptions of specific objec%ives,l known q@e and effect relations’ .
and quantified variables, However, whewe these conditions are not
obtained, .the efficiency test is of little use,. .
Planning Programming and Budgeting System (27BS), another popular
technique drawn form Operstions Research is used to ‘help relate the
resource requirements of an organization to 1ts goals(Shroeder & Adanms,
1976). Theoretically, PPBES does this by presenting financial,
budgeting, and other resource information by programs that are defined
according to the cutputs of the organization. Nevertheless; Schroeder
and Adams (1976) report that the advantages of FPPES have not realized

" to date in actual practice; they question the tasic utility of a FPPES

approach and emphasizes'the need to explore other management sclence
methods for improving mnagement é.t‘ schools. '.
.Thase shortcomings in the use of operational resegrch technigques
in the educational field are not due preclisely to the technique;
them;elves. Sisson y(1969) asseﬁs that operational analysis has not
made any impact on education yet, because two kinds.of difficulties,
'They bhave pre;arented education from obtaining tihe'benefits from - |

1

Operstiopal research which the military and the industrial fields

" enjoy. Fi.rs.'t.‘ Sissoh (1969) argues, educafioml Tesearch and analysis

have received a very smll fim\.ncial' ms‘upport in conpﬁéon with

other problem areas, e.g. health. Second difficulty is in the’

relationship between operational analysis and theory. The agthor

LI

N
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)

asserts that the more complete the :t.‘lj.eor.-'y, the bettér the system
design resulting from analysis., For Education, there is a.lmost‘ no
theory and there have been few efforts to develop such a theor&.

The lack of theory means thl.}t the systeq desién procéeds with
more uncertainty. large "éafet} factéfs%\must'be built in; and this
means that educational systems ha.ve; £o be éxpensive.

In conclusion, Operational research techniqués &ve recently
been introduced into educational fields They a.re—'i:n' the- phase of
trial-test. Many shortcomings in their a.pplication are dlle more to ’
the lack of acquaintance Which those tachniques than to ‘their
imbility to cope with some qmntitative educational problems.

Both evaluators and decision makers should be aware that

Operational research tools are not a panacea, They,will not e:limimta

shortcomings in planning or developing programs; rather, used wisely,
they will help to identify those fai]itires. The rest of the evaluation
process, that is, decision making for an a.ltamtivg action, is

on the hands of the decision maker. X
‘ { ; \
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V. _An Bducational Evaluation Guide, its Sationale and its Evaluation

. v
c e - , & ‘ . - 4,
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A.. _Rationale of the Bducational Evaluation Guide' .

1. Systems Approach
%

The appllcatiﬁ of the systems approach to educa.tlonal evaluation R

T

is an attempt to fapi],:.tate the understa.nding of the school as a system,
. hence, systems thinking prohdes a great vg.}ue gs an analytic fra.mework.
Some systems notions su;ch ae' feedback -a.nd. eor;'t;:'ol are-apolicable to
the practice pf'eva.lua.ti?nwa‘.s w‘ell‘.’ ';‘héee concepts offer a different
view of evaluation, thus, under éjre{eﬁvs; thir;kieg, ¢ducational '
ea;almtion can bel sesmn as a means to c;ﬁtrol. the school system and as
‘a means to insuxe the school system effectiveness a.nd efficlency. )
“’In short systens approach as a tool perm:t,s an easy and complete
identlficat:.on and Merstandmg. of the school's components and at
;> the same time prov:.des 2 theoseucal fre.mework for the pnctice
. of evaluation. ) | |
The pa.rt I cf’?.his tr‘xesis. essentially ha,e described some school
subsystems considered a.s ha.ving spec&ia.l importa.nce for the eva.lua.tion
in Iatin Amanca.n universities. 'rhe purpose of this description has _" o
been:. b . ‘ ( ;
_ aj tl—xe‘identification of the critical elements of thé school ‘system,
) and ‘the understanding 6f the interrelations of these eléments

i L »
\within the. achool system.
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Hence, the answer.to the question "what is going to be
evaluated?f can be formulated more easily.ig ) '

" This school system description has been also included in the Guide

however, it has been simplified.

On the other hand, the educational evaluation guide is designed
on the assumption that the main purpose of educational evaluation .
is to control the school system activity and thus insuring its
effectiveness and eff}ciency. This conception was setted againts the
common belief in Iatin American universities that evaluation is only

an administrative policy which is developed through the application

of learning tests. The Guide emphasizes the idea ¢hat school

system has several components that need to be evaluated and thus

controlled.

2, The Educational Evaluation Modsls

The edscsfional'evaluation models conforﬁ,the theoretical part .
of evaluation, Therelare hundred of different models eﬁphasizing
different issues in the practiqs of evaluat;qn. The second part of
this thesis presented a review of the most remarkable evaluation

frameworks categorizing them in four sroups and discussing their

~advantages and disadvantages when are applled.

Tbs practice of evaluation is characterized as a complex acﬁévity

Ths evaluator almost always faces different situations and the

application of a precise, speciftc .- verifiable and gpique evaluation
model for all those situations is unfeasible.

‘As it was discussed elsewhere, there is pot a "perfect" category
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of models nor a single "best" model, For instance, it is not possible
to rTecommend the use of Goal-attainment models.whenever the
evaluator tries to evaluate stu.xlent".; lea:rning or assert. that the
Systems approach models should be applied when school progra/.m; are to
be evaluated.

~ The evaluator has to be able to identify a:nd understand the
evaluation problems he faces, and then sc‘ele‘ct the best model(s) to
deal with it.

“ A model is considered as a methodological tool used to guide
and focus inquiry (Borich, 1974); however, generally the evaluation
nodels are focused on a limited set of educational aspeots or are
based on a pa.zitiéula.r conception of evaluation. When the evaluator
tries to apply them to real situations, he“finds that they do not

satisfy his evaluative needs.

-

On the other hand, many models are unknown for the practitioners

and, in a.ddition, it is not easy to revise all the evaluative
litemtﬁg each time some model is needed. ( ’

s The ﬂ‘educa.tional evaluation guide does not recommeds a particular
category of evaluation models, nor a particular model. Rather, it
proposes the selection of evalua.ti:on model(s) according to the:
objectives of the eviiuation. and the elemen‘t(s) of the school g}s‘tem
that is (are) going to be evaluated,

1

3. Evaluation Planning

°

Evaluation in Latin American univers:.ties is commonly perfomed

without any plan, Evaluators usually use some instrument to measure

) . L P SV
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or obeserve whatever co;xld, be the subject or object o£‘ "evaluation”,
and then they give a result (e.g. a mark). Whenothe unit of
evaluation is small (i.e. student's learning) the effects of a.}lack’/
of an evaluation plan are not very significant; but, when the unit . 7~
of evaluation is bigger (i.e. an educational program) then the
whole evaluation could fgil 'beca.use%a. lack of pla.rming. Evaluation
is considered ‘in this th;esis as a systematic activity. As such, it
should be developed following a general procedure v:hich forcelly
must include a planning phase, |

Planning the evaluation is then another important point ‘
'emppasized in the educational svaluation gmxic{e. It involves mainly
the 1@énti].fication of what is going to be evaluated, the purpose for

- e
that evaluation, and the identification of the decision maker.

4. Summary

The educa.tiona.l evaluation g‘uiae was designed based upon the -
concepts ard principles discussed in the previous four parts of the.
thesis., It is addressed to educators in higher edusation in Latin
American countries who have not a.cqua.inf.a.nc‘e with current ‘theore)tic'a‘i
developments in eva.lua.tion. Vi,

’I'he Guide was thought to be a pra.ctiéa.l tool to develop an
evalua.tion. thus many informaticn was redyt}xced or avoided in the Guide.
However, it- contains some cues to foster the search of additional
information from different sources, ,

'r'he Guideha.s as a main purpose to facilitate the develovment of
an evaluation inside the school system. It is not a check-l:.st nor

; step-by-step manual, It was designed having in mind that evaluatiom,

tiand F Y, v Ps NPT B Sy
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as many other -issues in education, has an heuristic nature, That is,

in practice, not all the evaluators face the same issues and not
always the purposes, scope, or susjects of evaluation are the same.
The Guide provides the reader with the explanation®of some aspects
<&

and concepts considered as having a great importance in the practice

of eva.lua.tior;. The introduction deals with this content and 4lso

present\s the purﬁoses of the Guide,

The Guide offers as well a trief description of some elsments of
the school system usifg the system approach. This section has the
purpose of helping evaluators in the identification of what or who has
to be evaludted in the school, and at the sa.me/}ime. to alért them -
about possible effects of that evaluation over the rest of the
school components, -

’F‘ina.lly. the Guide presents a general flow chart pointing oﬁi
the major 'steps in planning and developing an evaluation. The

planning section includes' some gﬁidelines toward the selection om.

_integration of an evaluation framework. This framework can be utilized

as an alternative path to contf®Me with the next pha:s’.e. namely
conducting evaluation. In fact, after selecting an evaluation model,
the Guide's user could manage the rest of the Guide's steps as points

of comparison between his model and the Guide,’ Obviously, the Guide

. A Y
does not intend to compete with the evaluation models; rather it can

enlight some proced{;res or s‘fceps mssed in any evaluation model. Hence

" this last section could be: 1) a guideline to assist in the selection

of a framework, 2) a comparative tool for the frameworks once one model
has been selected, 3) a complementary help in following a model.

i
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B. Plan for the Evaluation of the Guide

Tt‘:e\ev'a.luation of the Guide for Educational Evaluation will
follow five .phases: ::?':' (
O Fuming
b) Ga.thering data
¢) Analyzing data
d) Reporting results >
e) Making decisions

a) Planning the evaluation will comprise the specification of the
operational objectives of the guide and standards. The audience to
whom the. Guide is addressed will "be identified as well«é' the kind of
instruments used to obtain information about the effectiveness of the
Guide, B ‘

From the audience identified it will be determined the number and
position of the participants in the guide testing. A previous cont;ct
and agreement with theBe people will be ﬁecessary. )

Finally, a tentative budgeting for the formal evaluation of the
guide wili Pe made. This budgeting will accompany the plan for the
evalm.tion guide.

" 1) Gathering data. f the plan for the evaluatiof of the guide is
accepted, the second phase will.consist in: 1) designing the
inétrunents for this evaluation. This activity will be carry out by

the personnel of the Educational Technology Department of CLATES.* The
instryuments will have validity and reliability as a requisite for their

usage, In order to gtmntee the achievement of these two qualities, the

#*CLATES Centro Ia.tinoa.merica.no de Tecnologia. Educl.clonal para la
Sa.lud.
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instruments will be tested in several pilot studies using clients of‘

)
the same Center, 2_) The selected oarticipants will be provided with

the Guide and the instruments of evaluation. The collection of

information will be organized as follows: ~
_ Group Subject of Evaluation Report
A ' Student's learning | ' Effectiveness of
; the Guide to

» eva.ltg!.te learning.

B ' Teaching ' Effectiveness of
' ) the Guide to
s ' evaluate teaching

c ‘ Curriculum (design) Effectiveness of
. - the Guide to *
: evaluate curriculum
dQSi.gn.

‘D Instructional design Eﬁ%tiveness of
. ) ‘ the Guide to
evaluate S
- . instructionsl design

E .. Instructional mgterials gffectiveness of
' ‘ %  the Guide to
: evaluate
. instructional
> L materials, .

:'eports will state the degree of which tbe Guide achieved its.

objectives in tho evalultian of each subject or object of eva.lmi.ion.

LY

c) Amalysing dM'A. 'I'he a.nllysis of the provided infomtioq will
shov the major and minor deficiencies of the Guide, through the
colpsrison of the actual outconee of S.t& a.ppliution and its intended

outcones. v

b

P




d) Reporting results. On the basis of the previous afalysis a report
will be. formulated. This will be addressed to the decision-meker in
' CLATES and it will be accompanied with comments and opinions from the
audience who would use the &;uide ( in this case repre]sented by the
" participants who report their experiences in using and testing the
Guide). | il

A4

o) Making-decisions. Based uioon the report of results. the de;cision-
maker will probably determine any of th: next altern&tiv?s; }
- stop the use of the Guide; S ¢
- revise the Guide and correct wg&k points;
- continue. the use of the Guide.a_s is,

In tl;e first possible alternative, ‘the supression of the DGuid:e
would implicate the development of other kind of procedures or dgvices
infrder to provide evaluation guidance to the clients of -CLATES, For

s . )
counseling in evtlu’.:tion. or packages of printed material or otherwise
to pxlovi.cu p: itioners with up-to-date informmtion about educational
‘evaluation, | | ‘ , \
The spct;xd poesible alternative wou.ld.. conltprise.: the orga.nizttion’

of a committee who would lﬁokl_ for different approaches to improve the

. Guide. This conitt.,e;e would be Mpmibie for the second evaluation of

the Guide as well, . . - e

The third possible alternative would mean that the Guide is almost

{ ‘.
100 per cent effactive. However, may be in terms of efficency, it would

require the addition of some devices, for instance an appendix to save

the practitioners’ time in the librwry.

13

example the implementation of other courses, or a program of syptemitic
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Activities and tentative Calendar for the Evaluation
of the Guide ( see figure 13 ).
9 “ - }
1~ Obtaining permission to plan the eveluation -
Planning: . .
Activities Time and human resources
3- Setting opé;itioml 16 hours (2 d;yg). 2 psople.
obJectives ( . :
3= Determining pl.rticipl-nts ’ 16 hours (2 days), 2 people.
L= Gekting contact and . o 40 hours (5 days). 4 peorle.
. «  agresment, ' S : C

'16 hofirs/(2 days). 2 pecple.

(2 days), 2 people,

5= Identif}ine instruments
6= Making tentative budgeting

7- Writting the »plan . * 24 hours (3 days), 2 people.
/-’ + . . I f;‘ﬁ’ /- »
., Gl;bhqlng data; - S
. ? R " . P
. Designing 1nstruments . 84 hours (3 weeks) 4 peop;\g.
S . - * .
. 9- Ora.nizig,s groups . . . 5 hours (1 day) 2 people,
, ! o |
M 10- Instructing groups about . ‘ 3 hours ( 1 day) 2 pegple.
, . the use of the Guide and o o .
its evaluation, v .
[ - . \
~» ' . ot .
N - Analyzing. Al‘h&z .-
C | S
. . 11- Decodifying informtion '96 hours (2 weeks) 3 peonle,
| lyzi.ng da.ta " o 40 hours (1 week ) 2 ’peeple.
L 13 Suarising data ' 24 hours (3-days ) 1 people.
. v .
‘ ‘ Reporting resulta; < ] . )
Y, 14 Sumz'lzing com&ts and |~ '3 hours (Lday )1 pg'pp).ea
™ . ’ [
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’ ns .'
Activities Time and human resources '
¢ : ’
;o 15 Writting the report N 24 hours (3 days) 2 people,
Making-Decisions '
16~ Analyzing report ‘' . 3hours (1 day) 1 pfgg_g;e.
17- Looking for additional* 24 hours (1 week) 2 people.
] ~ information . .
18- Setting possible alternatives ’ 24 hours (1 week) 2 people.
. 19= Making final decision 2 hours (1 day) 1 people. , ‘
C | R
’
‘ -
. g {
| "\
| .
\
| ¢ .
13 / %d
.
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Guide for Educational Evaluation

“

A, Introduction

‘What is evaluation? 1 ‘ -

' Educational Evaluation has been related to several other t'e:ms c
going from measurement to disciplined inquiry, .
The equation of evaluation with measurement goes back to the

. ) (‘ <
Twenties andV[hirties when the measurement movement in social sciences

" had an important development. Th; use of measursment devices resulted

in scores and other, indices that were capable of mathematical and
statistical n&niﬁula;tion. The handling of masses of data ‘and
comparisons were possible. However, as a résult of this approach,
evaluation was given an instrumental focus. Guba (1969) asserts that
at this time evalua.t:.on was vieved as the science of instrument a.nd

interpretation. Another consequence drawn from this orienta-tion was

the .neglect of value judgments as an important element in .evaluation,
' Finally, evaluation, considered as. measuzeu_nent'ha.d & narrovw meaning

because it was limited to those varia.bies,for which the sciepce of

measurement had successfully evolved instruments, Other variables
known as "intangibles" “could not ge measured and hence they were '
considered as useleas a.nd’, ultim.tely without importancé.

Evaluation ‘has sbeen equa.i:ed #ith the‘ term assessment. as well.
Andérson et a.i. (1975) explain that asaqssment has a narrover meaning
than evaluation but a broader meaning than ﬁeasurement. They >oint

out that assess means to "'aslsis.t the judge" and sugges&ﬁut'

assessment may be Iimitdd> to the process of gathering the data and
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‘fashioning them, into an interpretable forms judgments can then be
made on the basis of this assessment. Assessment, according to this
definition, precedes the final decision-making stev in evaluation.

On the other hand, Worthen and Sanders (1973) assert that
eva.luatit;n is an inquiry activity because it ‘;xses systematic inquiry
techniques in order to judge worth or social util?‘l?y. Even research
and evaluation have a great deal in common (both are inquiry disciplines)
éhere are salient differences between thenm. ?opham (1975) offers the
next table in which the differences between educational evaluation

and educational research are set out.

e

Inquiry . Educational ‘ Educational
characteristics Evaluation #ese&rch
Focus: Decisions Co'nclﬁéions
. Generalizability: Low ‘ High -
Value emphasis: Worth Truth

Evaluation being an "inquiry" activity cannot be equated wj.th

research. It is possihle to assert that the difference between these
: VoA

two disciplines is besed mainly in their purposes.’

In this context, Evaluation is defined as the determination of . .-

the worth of a thing. It includes obtaining information for use in
Judging the worth of a program, product, or objective, or the potential

-

utility of alternative approaches designed to attain specific objectives,

4

Never'thel_ess, Educational evaluation have many other definitionms,
Rose and Nyre (1977) propose that all those definitions conform

few  orientations and that these categories of definitions of

1
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evaluation are the bases for the building of evaluation models.
Q fact there are three categories of evaiua.tion: ~
a) evaluation defined as an assessment of outcomes, intended or L
otherwise; \
b) evaluation defined as the determination of the worth of a thing;
c) evaluation defined as the proceés of obtaining and providing:
information for decision making. ' “

The first category of educational evaluation definition focuses on
the determination of the degree to which an instructional program's
goa.ls‘ were a.qhieved.

The sei:ond category focuses on the evaluator's description and
' © Judgment about the subject of evaluation. The role of the evaluators
is to judge a.ndﬁrecommend some action as a result of the evaluation.
The third category focuses on decision-making. Thus evaluators’
role is to provide decision makers with information needed to make.

a decision. Y

- These categories overlap in practicey for instance, decision=- ‘ ‘ ‘
making uses objectives attainment as a major criterion to proc}uce a.‘ -~
Juige and meke a decision. '

. 'I‘l';e ‘concépta of the Systems approach have been applied to the
evaluation field. The systems approach uses:several techniques drawn

from managemnt, operational research, problem solving, etc. This

F—

orientation leans heavily on the goal attainment approach, but its.

i
1
i
1
{
4

scope 1s holistic in so far as it .considers more elements and

L

processes being important in evaluation., In Mdition, this
. v

,
orientation stresses efficlency and productivity as criteria for
! : avaluation,
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' Using the contributions to evaluation provided by these four \.‘
orientations, evaluation can be defined as the process of obtaining
relevant information for judging and making decisions. Evaluation thus,
is more than to measure or assess, information gathered by evaluative
instruments is analyzed and compared against standards drawn from goals
and objectives, in order to make a judgment; and on the basis of this

<
Judge, make a decision. The decision shuold be made considering .

-

efficiency and productivity criteria..'\Ea.ch one of the evaluations

performed must seek the improvement of the school systenm, ‘

Brief Histol‘r_y of Evaluation

Educa‘tiona.l evaluation has been a subject of several changes both
in its philosophical bases and in its instrumentation.

Taylor and Cowley (1972) jdentify three parts of development;

I1sts Era. Prior to 1930's evaluation wa.s; equated almost exclusively
with the administra.ti,on of standardized tests. Evaluation did not possess.
the same meaning that nowadays bas, rather it bore a-limited concept:
measurement, S . ) | .

2nd. Ere, COmfrises from about 1935 to 1957. This period was

important for the establishment of a basic patitern of eva.lus.tion

activities. This era. wa.sﬁ'based in pa.rt on an mcreased concern for the

LS

high order cognitive and affective objectives and the consequent
inappropriateness of comparative ew;almtion using'either another - group
or norms as a companson.

The major contribution of this-era was the idea that the doma.in of
evaluation must be extended beyond the mere measurement of outc_omes to

L

improveient of courses. During this time, there was an stress on stating

o N
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objectives behaviorally but, at the same time a lack of stress on -

valuing the objectives then;selves.
] W 53 4

' \ 3er, Era.- MS present era can be characterized by aniexpa.nsion
of the evaluation domain brought about in part by the funding agencies
.’for proof of results, in part by educationists who saw ; need for more
information and knfawledge about the educational process. Hence this
period is marked by the neeJd to go beyond goals a.ss‘essmént. Programs
not only should be effective, but efficient; learning is not only a
mtter of eva.lua.tion, but also teaching, school a.dministra.tz.on.
instructlona.l progra,ms and all those elements whi.ch lca.n be impoz:ta.nt
varia.bles in lea.ljning attainment and in its efficency. Ma.y be thi= is
the reason by which hundred of methodologies, mstruments. procedures -

have been aeveloéed in this field.

Iaaues in Evalmtiox; e

\
Acconiing to the last section, there are several ma.:)or concepte

of evalua.tion. mainly coined during the third era of evaluation.

.Some of tﬁéﬁ"will be discussed here.

- Formative and Summative evaluation. Scriven (1967) distinguished

between evaluation in its formative and summative roles.
- Formative eﬁlmtion essentially is concerned with helping the
y developer of progrems cr'ﬂroducts '(instructio‘nal design and development.
curriculum design, instructional mterials production etc.) through the
i/ : use of empirical research methodology.
Formative evaluation must occur in close collaboration ith program-

or groduct development, In short, formative evaluation refers to judgments

Pid
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as to the worth of educational programs or products that are capatle of :
’ J . /.
being changed. ) : . :
j Summative evalw.tio? has as a purpose to assess the overall

effectiveness of a program. Sﬁmmtive—evalua.tion reports are directed
toward those who ;a.ke decisions. Hence, summative evaluation is the
\ assessment of an a.lrea.dy.' developed progran. .
Formative evaluation proirides- information on how educa.;.ional
‘nroe;rams or vroducts overate in pra."tice and how their operations are
deficient, with a view to improving them; whereas summative evaluation
is more a weighing up process, an estimation of the worth of the final

product ( Unwin % McAleese, 1978).

v e s Ao g

Goal Free Evaluation, This approach proposed by Scriven (1972 a)

was designed to ensure that evaluators take into account the actual
effects and not just the intended effects of education, : §
e . Accord.ing to the author, some programs achieve their goa.ls but :
’ a); terminated because of particularly adyerse side effects, while other |
| programs make little or no progress at all toward intended outcomes but : f
' are implemented because of important unintended gains, !
Scriven (1972a)concluded from these facts that the consid;;:a.tion ‘

and evaluation of ébals is an unnecessary . and }msaibiy
contaminating step. -In contrdst to goal-tased evaluation (in which the

evaluator is attentive to not only the quality of an educational

ol 3

progran's goals but also the de}ee to which ‘those goals a.re/achieved*).
Scriven iaroposes gpal=-free evaluation which is focused on the -outcomes
of a program, intended as well ~as unanticiped. . |

L An important point is that Scriven (19?23) does not reco'mmend

L] * -
.
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goal-free evaluation as a replacement for goal-based evaluation but as
a complement to more goal-oriented “rameworks, )

Formal and Informal evaluation. According to Stake (1967)
educational evaluation has i:is formal and informal sides.

Informal evallh;tion is rl\:ognized by its dependence on casual
observations, implicit goals, ihtuitive norms and subjective judgment.

Formal evalm.tlon od educa.tion make use of more valid and reliable
procedures and instruments. In many instances is more objective than
the ‘infgml evaluation type and usually is conducted becauss of an

special request from aut}y)rities.

However, and educator vwho wishes to conduct a penetra.tlng and

“insightful evaluation on his program should opt i‘or a €6rmal

evaluntion in order to have a real success in controlling the

development of his program, f

]

Types of Decisions, As long as the major end of an evaluation is

change, the type of decisions which can be formulated were proposed
by Stufflebeam et al. (1971). The next table resumes those decisions.

-~

m\’m’é& . Actual

Ends Planning Decisions ‘ Recycling Decisions
to determine objectives to judge and react to f
attainments 1

- i
‘Structuring Decisions Implementing Decisions ‘:

Means | i, design procedures to utilize, control and ;
refine procedures i

Taken from Stufflebeam et al. (1971) (p. 80)

€ , -
Plaming decisions specify ma jor changes that are needed in a ~™

—-..
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program, The need for planning decisions arises from what the progran
is intended to be and what it a.ctmll; is or 2) awareness of a lack
of agreement between what the program could become and what it is ‘
likely to become. _ |
Structuri:ng decisf'-ionls sp'ecify thé means to achieve the ends
estg.blisﬁed as a result of pla.nning degisions. They consider sugh"
vafiahleé as method, content, organization, personnel, schedule,
facilities and tudget. The sources for strﬁcturing an action jlan to
achieve the desired objectives are: 1) planning decisions which specify
what the program is to achieve, 2) the existence of alternative means
' *available to achieve the specified outcomes and 3) the relative strengths
. and weaknesses of the available &ltemtivés. Sometimes objectives are
: modified in structuring decisions because of realistic limitations ,o}u - / :

* available means to ensure their achievement.

! Inslementing decisioné are those involved in carrying through the
action plan, These arise from two sources 1) knwlledge of the
T procedural specifications and 2) continuing knowledge of the
relationship between procédural specifications and the actual pr\é’cedureg.
Implementing decisiqns’ involve msny cholces regarding changes of

orocedures in process, It comprises much of the day-to-day

o

e s b

" responsabilities of operating any program.
’ ‘ ‘ DS .
T Recycling decisions are decisions used on determining the relation-
] / ' ship of attainments to objectives and whether to continue, terminate
evolvg or modify the activity. Basically recycling decisions involve
product control choices, They occur through an activity as quality or

product control devices. Recycling decisions are concerned with

-
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attainments at any point in the program, ‘

Evaluation as a political activity. Ev;luation has a political
nature as long as is related to resources allocation, Resourcéds are
scarce and they must ba' allocated between many competing elements.
Evaluation can provide evidence to help in making decisions about
where resources shc'zuﬁ\be allocated, However, the decision made is not
always based upon evaft:a.tive information. Decision mlfqrs themselves
have their own political ideals, vg.lues and biases. »

~ Evaluation study pfavideé evidence to support the continuing’ of
some progranm or‘ to change it and usually is part of the evidence used
to reach a decision. As such it is part of & political process (Unwin
& McAleese, 1978). ,.,4

Some authors have developed interesting approaches to study the

' political nature of evaluation, i.e. House (1972) ; Hamilton (1976);

McDonald (1976). These kind of studies offer a more real view of how

evaluation results are used, Evaluators have to be aware that
'S

-

evaluative information does not always lead to an expected decision or

change, There are many interests-and policie; that may deflect in some .

manner the evaluation process, .

Purposes. . W
'This Guide has as a ‘major purpose to orient practitioners in

planning and conducting an evaluation. As ‘there are mzlimiied‘

aspects of aduca’tiox-x that can be evalinted, as fhere are 4 many

purposes behind each evaluation plan, ,it is impossible :to m1d a

step=ty-step guide to perform all sorts of evaluations,

Rather, this Guide would be useful in identifying the subject or
"‘u s R Sakey
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object of evaluation, selecting the more appropriate evaluation
‘fra.mewcrzrk. identifying thg instruments to be used in the ev&luation
and foressing the kind of decisions that could' be rea;ched.
The next part of this Guide atiempts to offer a view of how the
school system is composed, in order to identify critical elements, .
processes, interrelatic;ns and goé.ls of school system and its
subsystems; There are of course, bmany’ other elements that can be
= ~treated as an educational subsystems., However, the subsystems identified
are consider by the author as having a major i.mﬂpor'tznce in the academic
field, However.’ the practitioner can consider otper educational
elemez;e‘s as gystem, accoxding to his neéds, when .planning his evgluatio%:i
Fimally last part is a deSf:riptiOn of .how to perform a program -
evaluation. It should be emphasized that program evaluation has been
cons’idered as. the unit of lnaiysis of educational evaluation, Thus
insfe‘ad of ¢onducting a piecemeal evaluation (i.e. one student 's
. learning), evaluators are urged to perform holistic evaluations in
order to take ix}to account more rélewfant data about more va.ria.ble“s.‘
This, hopefp]ly would.f}a;ci;iute a better control of the eduoa.;.ional

ays“hem as a whole,

-~
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B. School System Description

L3

One of the most important activities when pla.nning an evaluation
is the identification of what is going to be eva.lua.ted This assertion
could be trivial until you find yourself in a position in which it is B N

, necessary to "evn!{mte all the educational program” or carry on a
“diagnosis of an institution" and so on. In fact when dealing with
complex systems such as the school, one need an effective method to
analyze the school elements, processes, and interrelations. In other
words, it is necessary to have a méthod which permits 311 approximation i

to the parts, without lossing the view of the whole.

- S ]

R

Systems approach offers these advantages. Its key concept is

msystem” which can be defined as an assembly of parts, connected -
, e~ ° .
. %ogether in an organizéd way, g{m in continuihg interaction. The

-

assembly's activity leads. to a prédetermined goal or goals (Beishor} & ] -' ~
- ‘ Peters, 1976). i
It is poesible’to analize the school as a system. ;& school P .
‘ systea is compriﬁed"o’f many elements ami proce;ses which are in -~ .
continuous interrelationships inside the ;chool system and with the
system's environment, that is, i;dth other systems outside schcol ) ;
systaa sych as social, politica.l economical. hea.lth etc. These systems

¢ ’ affect in some way the school uctivity, but at the sa.ne time they

. 4 = are &ffeeted by the school activity.
A system is considersd to operate in the next fashion. Some e
' elolonts ¢hter the system and they are in genenl ca.lled "1nputs" The

systal processes or transforms these inputs into "outputs" Hence ‘the’

i ~ . .
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school system receives as its major input students vin a state "X" i

IR A AL T

.

. # )
(graduates from Preparatory school); the school transforms these _

. studente in some speciallity of Hea.lth (outputs). There are, however

other impor\‘}fﬁ outputs of the school system -many of them do not
previously pla.ximed- such as drdp-out students.

Figure 1 depicts some elements inside the 8c§ool system which
are the components Q: t "processes students”". These elements are human,
material, and financial resources such as teachers, equipment, libraries,
etc. Operations are considered to be formal and informal. Formal
operations are:courses of study, clinical practices administratlve

procedures etc. wherea.s infoml operations are casml interactions

PR SN ST

J

among atudents and faculty nembers.
The function of these resources and formal operations is defined .

thi-ough several progfans such as cullicula, management prog:r."ams, ' i
rese'a.rch programs, etc. All these con:ponents are supposedly evaluated }
to insure quality control. Evaluation m-.y operate in a formal or ‘ 3
informal fashion. That is, student's aqchievem,nt, evululj:ion is a

formal evaluation, whereas the evaluation of teachers use to be informal,
(only uhen some depa.rtnent;s chief receiw're‘ continuous conphina fron
studonts about some tea \7her's performance is when hé decides to do

x‘ Evaluation rarely opera.tea outaide school; that is, the systen
does not receive contimjous and accurate informstion about its
grl.dmtas perform.nce in the profeasiom.l field. For this, ﬁ‘igure
presents & dotted line goine from the outputs to the inputs

Finally, the school systcn possesses a set of politicll and

N . .
A : - ‘ .’
B ) .
- ! - . -
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" which are taken as true interpretations of the reality and also they

?’

L}

.obey to some political demands which ‘come' from the school environment.

-

\ e | ' B S )

philosophical values which function as a framework for the school

system activity. For example programs are based in .certain assumptions

—
2

. Hen’ce, even if sometimes these va.lues are not explicitly stated, they

a.re present in the way the school system sees the world and in the way
. /

it operates. ) ' / / .
Fikm:e 1 only offers a simple stx’"ucture of the school wsystem. , . . g
Other elements of this system are: Lo
_I_r_l"p_u_g_. Social, psychological and academical needs, goals,
objectives, purposes and expectations, curricula, educative methods. ’
philosoPhical a.nd political values, human resources, material resourc;es, %
R

fina.ncfial reaom:ces, policies, extra school regulations, student

demands, time, organizational and management methods and techni'ques,d }

iter-institutional cont:;a.cts for health assistance. |
C_Jlx_gz_:__ut_é. Tea;:hir;g abilities developed, social, psychological and

~ academical needs response to, new goals and expectations, curricula

. educational and adliniatra.tive Pprograms, businesa wm.gamant process,

deyeloﬁed, instructional material produced, adopted or adapted, decision

transmlssion, information transmission, enforcenénts of ministerial or .

B "7 IPU R P

extra=school policies and rules, and costs,
General goal, Formation of professional (in health sciences)
Conversion process, lening isplementing and evaluating .

internal and external negotiations. social needs assessment., communica=-

tion processes, orga;nizational procedures.
¢ .
Environnent Educational system, socia.l system, economic systén,




S

- general secretary and general administrator chief.

| ‘ 144
politiéa.l system, sc}entific and technological systems, national and
international health systems, governmént system,

Attributes, Measure of effectiveness; Schooi goal's attainment.
o m. Research program, educational programs (curricula),
administrative programs, community services progra.ms,‘ human resources
development proéram. v

R ¢
Decision maker. Director of the school; subdirector of the school,

P

¥
School system is comprised of other "subsystems" Which operate;'
and ‘ha.ve' ‘the same properties of a system, According to an academical ’
interest, 1_'.he author has identified as being of special importanéer
Learning and Teaching systsm; |

Curriculum system; ‘ ' L

. M !
Instructional system and, : ¥ .
Instructional materials systém. : .

These subsystems are interrelated specially by their outputs which

successively serve as inputs to the next subsfrstem. Figure 2 represents

S

these series of loops., Curriculum system receives information about °
“graduates'a.nci dro'rp-m;t students, Such as number, years to complete the
curriculum, genera.l} difficulties in the attiaimment of goals, etc, This
information, added to .other inputs, is usefl to develop a cum;:ulun
design ( an ofganized body of goals and general objectives). This

-
_curriculum design enters the Instructional system. Here the system

processes that and other inputs and prodﬁces instridctional designs

which are sets of daﬁiled activities designed to attain curricular
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goais. These ins‘tructional designs are pa.rt of the learning a.mi
teaching system's inputs. The instructional sys'tem determines which
instructional materials will be necessary to support instructional |
practices, Thus thié is an important input to the instructional materials
system. This system satisfies these requirements and its outputs:
instﬁctiond materials are inputs as well for the learning and
teaching system, ‘The outputa of this latter system are inputs for the
instructional system. That s, if the student is transformed in the
wa.); it was plza‘nned it was a success for ﬁboth instmctiona}, and
teaching and learning sxstém; but it might happen that the student has
an unexpected tr‘ansfomtion. this information fed back the imstructional
system to improve instructional designs, )

‘These sc;hool aystem loops are an abstraction of how the school
should operate. It is neoesaarjr. hqwever, to look at ea.\ch subsystem )
" more closely to have a.‘ better idea about their components and

-

activities,
=N

Teaching and Learning System

L

This is one of the most important subsystems of the school. It is
obviously composed md.nly by students and teachers. The main gpal of

thia systam is to change student's behavior.

- -

Figure 3 dep:.cts the teaching and learning system components. 9
The central operation is the commication processes ‘ihich consist of
series /of interactions in which alternatively or simultaneously the
teacher and learner can play the role of tra.nsmi(}gr or receptor,

The teaching phases go from providing student with ini‘oma.tion and

R SIS e &
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direction; make him to practice that information and provide him with

feedback about the quality of his performance. In these interactions
both the students and teacher suffer some kind of transformation, The

students might learn a subject matter and the teacher might learn to
. - /

4

' ‘teach even better.
The boxes which are located at the top of the communication
processes inF igure 3 are'tangible tools or devicés (ina‘tructional
materials, teaching methods, instructional d;zsigns) or information \ 4
(curriculum plan, memory unit whi;\h contains essentially academical’
‘knowledge), Unde¥the communication processés’' block there are some
elements which make t.;n: cqmmux{ica.tion process feasible such as rooms,
financial resources and so on. As a paz"a.llel activity there is a |
d;velopment of teaching skills . | .
Formal evaluation is focused only on the student's lea.rhing, the
rest of the components are rarely evaluated.
Other elements not represented in rigure 3 are: ’
Inputs. Information (Wbout students, staff, teadhers, methods.
techniques, etc.) mterial resources (instructional materials),
installations (yooms, laboratories, clinical fields); financial
resou:;ces; goals, objectives, pufposes and’ expectations; institutional
‘policies and rsgulations; curriculum and instructional d.esigns,.’human
. resources (new faculty n;embers. managerial staff etc,); time.
: Qutputs, Records, policies enforcements, rules enforcement, decision

transaission, information transmisslion, costs,

General gaal. Change student'’s behavior (educate students).

conversion process. Student's behavior modification by instructional

s i s e e ot . ¢ s et mm——————— b b — ——
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" processqs; .a) information, 3) practice, c) feedback. .
Envirqnnent. Curriculum system, administrative system, philosophical
- —— and value system, students' association and extracurricular activitief
‘ systen, | | -
Purpose and function. Purpose: student's behavior modification

regarding curriculum goals. Function: provide students with adequate
conditions (information, practice and feedback) in order to achleve
student 's learning. ‘

Attributes. Measure of effectiveness: Curriculum's go student
- \
achievement, ~

/ﬁogm. Instructional program.
Decision maker, Teacher and/or- faculty membef._ ‘

Curriculum System ,

Curriculun was defined by Johnson (1977) s a set of intended
learning cutcomes, that is an organized body of goals a.nd general
obje'ctiv'es aimed to form a professional.

A Curriculum ;ystem transforms inputs. (data) into . curficulum
design. Figure 4 presents the structure of this system. The main
activity is the development (or creation) of the curriculum design and
in this process human resources, organized into a curricular
committee; mLthod.a; other data such as curricula past trials and
experieﬁces arganized into a. memory unit; and decisions are the
‘ma jor elemnté required in the curriculum development process.‘ Other
elements (depicted under: the cwrriculum development 's block) are

important too.” For exa.nplé, in designing a curriculum the committae
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'philosophical and value system; business management sfétem; social

. * ' S |
should have information about what clinical fields are available for
students practices and it is important as well to consider internal and
external rules and procedures becamse they couid be possible constraints
or facilitators in‘ the future academical practices,

This system operates under a set of poli\tica.l and philosophical
values, Maybe these values becope more evident when a decision about -
curriculum setting 4is made. ‘ -

Finally, evaluation is performed based mainly in an a.greemept
between the design and the values lof the sghool system and regarding -
as well the consistency and coherence among all the goals and

v

objectives.
*

>
* et A e 4

The cﬁrriculug system elements missed in Figure 4 are:

Inputs. Philosophical and value framework ad.d.:"i.tions; human
resources (curriculum cémmittee. faculty, curriculum design spes:ialists)
financial resources, goals, ;;urposes and expeéta.tions. time.

Outputs. Curriculum social effeéts, educational philosophy and
values enforgement; decision transmission, information tra.nsmissior;;
curriculum planning costs; ‘policies enforcement; rules enforceu.:en\t.

General goal, Develop a curriculum which can meet the social ,
psychological and academical needs. .

Conversion processes, Curriculum design methodol_ow. ‘need a.nnﬁ.ysia.

currienlum implementation methodology, curriculum improvement methodo-
logy, administrative procedures, feedback processes,
N . N
Environment, Learning and teaching system; administrative system,
’

and health system,
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. J . 152
At‘tributeé. Measure of effectiveness: social, ‘psychological and
academic expectations satisfaction. '
Programs, Cux'riiculum design and curriculum implementation designs.

Decision maker. CurFiculum committee, i:a.cuity director, health

ministery representant, (

Instructional system

Instruction-is the operative part of the Ct,lrriculgm. its imple~
mentation, Curficulun design establishes what -has to be attalned by
the student, while the instructional design describes in detail how
the student will attain those curriculum goals and objectives. Finally,
this instructional design serves as a guide in the teaching and h
learhing system. '

Flgure 5 dépicts what elements enter the inétmciional sys:t.em
and what are the system's outputs. The main process here is the
- instruétiona.l design process. Continuously the system receives
information about students, school facilities, ;Am;nistntivé constraints
such as time schedule, etc. This information goes to the memory unit to
be organized and' used in the instructional design process. Physically,
iemory unit could be depart:;ent 's files, bocks, records, or l
information and eﬁcperience‘in the minds of the people working in the
instructional design. There are several models of instructional design,
‘Joyce and Weil (1972) identify three: training psychology; cybernetic
psychology and systems analysis, The system also should manage .
instructional desién rethods <;r proceduresfd.rawn from the instructional

design models, Through them, the instructional design is created.
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The instructional deaign process’canm))t be carried out without
other slements such as financial resources, or management support.
At the same time the instructional design should be in accordance to i

the instructional rules and policies, Evaluation is focused here

.“to deternine the consistency of the plammed instructional activities

ar

(which c;mstitute the instructional design) with the curriculum éosils

' ' . NG
achievemsnt, the feasibility of the design, coherence, time scheduie.

LR

etCO ‘ K . l"; ‘-
j . 4

Next are elements which complete those presented in figure 5. v
Input;s.mznfan resources such as new teachers or faculty. members;

instructional technologlists, financial resources. B .

&

L}

Oﬁtputs. D%isioni transmission, information transmission.
{ B
; Gensral goal, Develop instructional designs which can lead toward

curriculun's goal a.chievenent.

T e e s s e b A0 P O
.
-

Conversion procesaes. Instructiona.l design process; administrative

procedures; feadbuck processes; renedial lea.mins a.ctivities Jplans
Environment, Curriculum system; addinistrative system; inatructioml

’ ( ?

materials systanm, .. e o ' 3
@ - > - . H
Attributes, Measure of effectiveness: Curricular and course's go&ls\ P
achievement, ) A ‘

£
/

‘ Program, Instructional design de/velopnant. 3":
Mi,g;gp__ggr_, Teacher, faculty committee, department's chief, ®,

Ly -

Instructional Hl.tartals §gsten

'-Inz'hamctiom.l ntaria.ls are devices which when used within an

inatmctioml pla.n, serve to facilitate stxdent 's lu.ming

3

L8 ‘ 4

1



-+

» | » . 152/
-The instructional materials system is focused on the design and

production of instructional materials through a major process called
instructional materials de;rello‘pmnt. Figure 6 d;picts the main inputs
entsring the system. Actua.lly, this system does not produce all the
instructional nteria.ls required for instructiona.l practic;yhny

instructiona.l materials are produced outside the school but beforebeing

applied they have to be evaluated to assess their capability to

fulﬁll the instructiona.l mteriﬁs hrequiraments. This evaluation is
carried out inside this system., If the instructional materigls are not
. quite sa.tisfa.ctory. they could \hq ada.ptedJ When thers is not
=instrpf:tional material available or found .to satisfy an instructional
requirement, -then the material is designed and produced. Thus, the
main outputs of this system are those' presented in f'igu;‘e 6 o

The search,- evaluation, adaptation, design and production .of " o
instructional materials are complex activities developed by many .
human resources: teachers, technicia.ns}desimers. subject matter
experts, ‘etc. These actiyitief require of procedutes, equipment,
installations,’ ﬁm.ncial resources and adfministrati;ve support,

Evaluation is not only focused on final $roducts (instrucﬁom

uteril.ls tlreldy produced ) but also it shculd be present ul(ng all

 the mtructioul n'teriﬂ.a developlents )

™
Some other elements of this system are;

3

Inputs. Instructionn.l design npthods amd techniquos; instructioml ¥

ntarin.la ovalution procedursa; information about material, human and’

financial resources; student's characteristics (such as number, age,

. [ ‘
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- sex, general background); human resources (teachers, AV de:igners. 1
technicians, subject matter experts, etc.);academic content; ‘ ‘ "
‘ fini'nci:&l resources; time schedule, \,.
‘ Qutputs, Decision transmissior;.. informati P transmission; pélicies‘\
and rules enforcement; costs. '
Q;a_l. Provide the:- ir;stmctioml materials reqfiir;io support
teaching and learning systenm. m ‘ / .
anversion Rz;c;ceaa. Instructional materials need analysis;

L]

instructional materials design; instructional materials adaptation;
,inst;qbtionql mtégiaia p:éduct}ton; instructional materials evaluation;
instmctlghal nater;.&’ls classification; administrative procedures.

’ m;orﬁpenf. Instructional design system; teachipg and learning
systenm, Ad{ﬂismtiye,sysgem" l [ |
’Atti"ibtrhes. ‘Measures ‘of effectiveness: Instructional requiremegta
¢  satisfaction, learning irmp?rov'ement. learning goals attainment. .

& . . .
.Programs. Instructional materials development program. .

Decision maker. Audiovisual and printing deﬁutment's chief,

content &xperts, ;téa.chera. R
. ) ‘ | a

4

Mon et prrmian pm o e

B Conclusions &

From these descriptions it is poas\ib.}e to simplify a iittle what

' could be evaluated and-assert that in fact the probable subjeft{s) of
. » . , ~ }

evaluations arer - o

- student’'s learning ‘
- teaching skills ' MR, |
. = educational plan ( i.e. curriculum design, cmicu;u: implémentation

1
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-
- plan; instructional desigm, instructional materials design, etc.)

- educational processes (i.e. ‘school programs in the developmental
phase, curriculum development; tea.ching-lea.rning' comunic;.tion -proc'esses;
instructional design process; ?.nstructional materials developmer;t
process, etc.)
- educa'tiona.l products ( i‘.e. school graduates ‘o‘r drop-out students;..
instructioxla.l materials produced; students transformed by the teaching
and learning system, etc.) '
~ educational effects ( i.e. school gr’aclp.af.es performance in the
pi‘ofessiona.l fielci; health eérvices given in a comunit;y; the impact
of fxejw nethods and devices i,nsic;e ﬁchool, etc,)

This "reduction" can help you 4o determine the_ nature of what is
going to be evalqa;l:.ed and facilitate the selection of the instruments
required to‘imke observations ;:r measures.. ‘

f‘inally whatever it might be the subject or object of evaluation,
it is important to have in mind that these elements form part of

certain structure, they are related with other elements and their ™

ava.luatilm might affect the rest of their gysfem and the sehool systal&
as ;:ell. These}f_ac'ta have to be presented when planning an evaluation.
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C. Steps to Develop Educational Evaluation

]

\
-’

D)

This section is focused on the problem of how to develop an
educational evaluation. This part will not make the geé.der, an .evaluator
-no document or book could do that. Only experience plus considerable
tfraining can teach the skills necessary to make one a competent ’
evaluator. On'the other hanﬁ, there are specialists in those skills;

thus in principle, an evaluator does not need to have all such skills,

However, he needs to know how and when to initiate an evaluation; he

also needs to know whre a particular evaluation is likely to lead him,
for there are many kinds of evaldltion, all like)ly to produce wildly . .
different results. In sum, the evaluator needs to know what evaluation

s s B e it et et

technology par do for him. He should be "up~to-date" with respect to
evaluation models or frameworks., This could help him to take advantage

of several strategies developed into the evaluation field and use them ~

in his own evaluation plan. ) . ‘ i
Finally, as long as the;e é.re thousands of potential subjects of 5

evaluation inside educational system and because each evaluation

situa.ti‘on has f‘Lts own peculiarities, it is impossible to provide the

evaluator with a "cock-receipe” handbook of evaluation. What, is going

to be presented in this section are some general guidelires for ’

i:la-nning, designing and conducting evaluation, ‘4 N 2,

Figure 7 is a\flow chart representing the activities and decisions |

‘which take place in the planning, designing and conducting an evaluation.

U
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©

This sequence of steps can be divided into the ‘{u':ee phases @f

the evaluation process:
4

PLANNING ” 1) Identify what is going to be
: - evaluated

2) Define purpose of evaluation and
the use of the evaluation results.

o g ‘ | ) . 3) Identify decision maker.
4) Is change possible? «

LN . .
I

DESIGNING S 5) Sela¢t or compose an eva.luation
~ . - " fra.mework.

6) Identify or specify intended
~ goals and objectives. '

7) Is it possible and necessary to
evaluate goals?

8) Evaluate goals and objectives

" +9) Set and evaluate new goals and
objectives.

' 10) Describe intended inputs, proceases
and outputs (standards)

‘ ' : 11) Design and/or identify evaluation
_ . . . instruments. .

12) Are the instruments effective?

CONDUCTING 13) Collect ‘data, observe and measure
) ) the actual inputs, processes and
> - outputs,
. 14) Are data collected accurate?

. 15) Organizé and comﬁa.re information
' kg ‘ against standards,

e
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- 16) Report results and recommendations

17) Is the report useful to mak
decisions? ‘

18) corrective action

Planning the Evaluafion-

1) Identify what .is going to be evaluated

Erlandson (1973) asserts that many decisions in education are poor
not because of inZ)ccura.te data but chlefly because of a failure to
consider a sufficient range of data. It is true tha.t“it isgmpossible
to evaluate everything-in a school; it is necessary then, to seiect
those points to be evaluated and assign priorities, |

Usyuﬂly one start an evaluation because “something is not woz:kiﬁg:'
as expectel. If the unit of evaluation is not too bi\g", then the
‘ selection and prioritizatio}x of elements is not a difficult task.
'H:Jwever, when dea.l\lng with la.rée units of gvaluation‘such as school.
programs, etc., then it is n:cessary to perform a preliminary seaz"ch

»

t‘u identify the elements which could be subject of a nfxore formal
eva.lua.‘tion.‘ For this purpose the "Institutional Dia,gnos;tic" deve}oped
and tested by CLATES could be useful, The instrument was designed to
help‘in the identification of "deff ic.iency areas" inside school; that
is, the identification of the s;:hool elements which are not functioning
as expected. The ixistrument provides the user with a general c}ia.gnostic .
of what could wrong in the insti_tutiqn. but, it is necessary to carry
on a formal evaluation to make decisions. In other words. this instrument
can be used to identify. what is goiz;g to be evaluated. §

-« ' : o ’
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.2) Define purpose of Evaluation and the Use of

Evaluation Results, ' .

Evaluation can have many purposes: improvement, control,
budgeting, etc. Different purposes in evé.lua.tion lead to different
types of évaluation, with a consequent use of diverse instruments and
the obtaining of distinct information. If the practitioner determines
the “purpose of his evaluation, he can save money, time and effort. ‘

Evaluation always méléad to some kind of action. In other words,
if the results; of an evaluation do not promp;. any action, we can say

that the evaluation was useless,

3) Identify Decisien-Maker -

Evaluation is an activity that épemtes at any level of the
educational system. The structure of the latter shows that decision=
making ﬁrocess varies, accopling to the different levels of the systém.
For example the decision maker at the teaching and learning system is
quite different from the decision maker at‘the‘ instructional materials
system or curriculum system. : ‘

© Tannér (1971) defines decision-makers as authorities who process
information and recommend a course of action. - ,

Regarding small units of evaluation, the decision-maker could be
the teacher (in an instructional situation tea.cher-stude/nt) or the
student himself ( in a self-instructional situation student-
instructionai material)., In these instances the process of decision

maker is usually an easy task. However, when the unit of evaluation is
f ‘
more complex, the decision making process functions in a more

-
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sophisticﬁ.ted‘ fashion. The decision maker usually is an entity who
recelves information relevant to a decision about some act peﬁ‘ormed by
another entity called and "effector" (from a cybernetic point of view).
Whether the decision making process is fluid depends on the degree of
organiza.tion\, effectiveness and efficiency of this control unit., In |
a.ny case, the evaluator has to know who is the decision maker, how the

decis:.ons are male in a particular con:text in order to facilitate the
» .

overall process of evalua.tion.

“

4) Decision point: Is chapnge possible?

This point is closely‘rela.teti to that of the second S't‘.ep.~ Evaluation
is thought to lead to lsome kind of change (action); if this change is
unfeasible then the. evaluation can be suspended. Ther; would‘not be
any reason to waste resources.. This decision requires the participation
of the decision maker; changes always require consume of energy, money,
time and other type of resources. The implications that a change may
have should be considered before naking a dec{:i"sion whether to donduclz’o

an evaluation. . , . ,

Designing the Evaluation

5) Select or compose an Evaluation Framework

)

Alkin (1972) asserts that a model helps; the modelers 1in
structuring the universg or that segmentu of the universe being
Eonsidered. Models must be functions of the frames of reference of
their builders, There are many models of ;f‘ra.meworks developed for
specific or general evaluation purposes. Each evaluation situation is

different from others and requires the setting of its own framevork.

Y NGty i

—
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The selection or composition of an evaluation framework depeﬁs both
upon the evalua.tion.ﬁurpoae(s) and the subject or object of eva.luatioﬁ.
Decision Tables i, II, III, IV, V were designed to help you in this ’
step. The ;ubsystem description section _cou;Ld'be useful also to
clg.z:ify the natur}e of what is éoing to be evaluated.

Decision Table I is a general aid to help you in deciding the
‘t.ype’¢ of freamework ;ccording to the purpose of your eva.;.uation.' Tables
II, III, IV, V (all ‘these Tables are located at the end of the Guide)
offer several evaluation approa.ches.perta.ining to the four main
categories of evaluation frameworks (i.e. Goal-Attainment Models,

Judgmental Models, Decisior-Facilitation Models and Systems Approach

-

Models) presented in Table I, It must be clear that these Tables do not

present the totally of modeis that can be included in these categories;
nor do the Tables exhaust all the characteristics of the models
presented, '

Tt is recommended to take into consideration more than one model
no matter if they do not pertain to the same category, study them and
drawn a particular framework useful for the evaluation pur;oses and
scope, r ‘

The evaluator should be aware’of the faét that not all the
evaluation modélg available offer a feasible and complete way to
develop an evaluation. Hence, once selected or composed the evaluation
frameworl:, you have the option to forget the rest of these Guide's
steps and follow the methodology proposed in your framework, However,
You can compare the procedures contalned in your ‘Framework against the

rest of these steps and select the more feasible procedure or a

N

r

.
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combination of procedures. This decision should be based upon your

particular needs when evaluating,

6% Identify or specify Intended Goals and Objectives

) Goals are usua.ily general statements a.b\out‘ desired outcomes‘
whereas objectives explicitly describe what it is hoped learners
\ could do after instruction. b
Most of the fimes evaluators work with objectives, that is, 'given
a set of goals evaluators cérive operationa;l (belmvioral performance or
meg.surable) objectives in order to conduct an evaluation., Other times,
eyaluators are given the objectives already dérived from goals, For
~ evaluators, objectives expressed in behaiviorai or overational terms
_are highly de§irable. since. they represent a fir'st step in the
construction oy;‘ selection of measurement instruments.

" part of evaluation is the whole process of setting ob%ecti.ves and
measuring how well those objec‘tives have been reached; in fact,
‘objectived are es;ential, whatever the evaluation model followed. f‘or
instance, the goﬂ—attainment nodels focus almost enterely on
. inatructional objectives and the degree to which they are achi;sved.
Jtﬂgmenul models also make much use of. objectives as do the decision~
facilitation models and the systems~-approach models,

The degxree of which abjectives are attalined represents a criterion
\ of effectiveness; decision—fa.cilitation nodels and system-approach
' | models propose not only effectiveness as a critérion for judging a
program, but also efficiency; that is, how many attainments ca.n be .

]
reached with le®s resources.
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‘ 7) Decision Point: Is it possible and necessary to evaluate goals?

In general goal-attainment, decision-facilitation and systems-
approach categories of models start from the assumption that goals and
objectives do not need to be evaluated because they are worthwhile.
However, evaluator must always question the value of goals and

objectives, if evaluation is intended to be complete and naturally if

" the situation allows such activity.

8) Evaluate Goals and Objectives

-

e

Theoretically, goals are stated after the Ne;l Assessment process,
This texrm has been defined a; the process by which needs are ide‘ntif‘ied
and prioritized zAnderson ot al., 1975).

‘ Need is a condition in w!;ich there is a.\(iiscrepancy between an
acceptable state of affairs and an observed state of affairs. The
process. of needs assessment may be applied to individuals, \groups or
institutions.

As long as educational programs (i.a. curricuia.) are designed to
satisfy some idantifi;ad’a.mi analyzed needs (‘i.e. social, psychological:

" mcademical or scholar needs), goals are stated in terms of general

outcomes able to fulfill those needs. Objectives de;ived from goals

. taken togéther are thought to contribute to the envisoned final goals.

Goals may be evaluated in terms of how well they help to satisfy
(even as a part of a pl!.an) the i‘denﬂcified needs, Objectives may be
evaluated ‘considering their correspondence to the goals-attainment,’
Caldwell (1968) offers a serie of criteria to evaluate plans; s(.mm of -
these criterfa can be used to evaluate goals and objectives (see Table

V1), !
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Another more subjective way to evaluate objectives is using the -
“Field Analyeis of Bducatiohal Objectives”, a procedure presented in

several courses of inatructional design in CLATIB Mexico. ' < '

*The e‘duca.tiona.l objectives are’ analyzed in t'erms of their -
"transferences” or their capability to eupport the achievement of
other objectives at-the same level of complexity a.nd at upper levels of
complexity. As well, objectives are analyzed in terms of their "effects";
that 'is. how often the future gredua.ﬁe is going. to use the éki]f; or
knowletige cont:ained in.the objective in his professi’o;ml practice?;
how long the ability stated in an objective will be up- e in the
profesaiona.l field?, Ie the knowle&e‘or abllity proposed in the
“object_ive useful in a large or restrict geogrephical area? . \ ‘
This kind of evaluation s focused mainly on the potential C
"content" of the objectives and is specially useful in the phase of |

-

instrgctiona.l planning, l . "o

9) Set and Eva.lua.te nevw Goals and Objectives

Van Gigch and Hill (1971) assert that goals must integrate the |
demands of the general philosophy a.nd the expressed values a.nd ‘ €
.)expecta.ncies of -all the groups in the systemg teachers, administra.tors,
board, govemment. etc. In other words, goals have to obtain a geﬁera.l .
agreément; this process is influenced continuously by the constraints
" upon the systen which in turn,” are influenced by -the cultml
environment within which_ thoy operate, '

Goals are concemed witﬁlﬁte outconea e:xl are usually
" phrabed in general or globa.l terms. Objectives are narrower and *
usually short~range, They are behaviofal or operational statements

Ko
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which lead to the a.tta\inmnt of the fina.l goa.ls (Andlsrsbn et al,,1975)
Van Gigch and Hill (1971) propose to brel.kd.own goals into sube

v

’/_ _ goals, and the sub-goa.ls into‘épecific ‘objpctives. To be useful an

P objoctiva should have next chaxacte:is‘ticsz )\ 2
‘ gg) gm.ntifiable or " observable \~
Y ) definite S / - o
, AW e) nusmble* . ) - )
- / a) $vtafnable < -, ' -
. N f ‘, i . ‘ \‘\-
e) in conformance with orga.niza.tion s goals. ) . ]
oo /
SR ) 10) Describe . munded Input Processes, and Qutputs . (Sta.pdu.ds) - o

»
3 ¢ {

oo 3
g t‘ o, ‘rhis step concers with the description of the intended resources
&

f ) to met goala (i.nput); the proce{ 8 by which those resources are

@tansforned into outputs (prooess) and the intended reaults. ‘
Intenied' i.nput dnscription specifies required assistance and./or

- resources to neet objgsctives, the stra'ﬁesy to state objectives ] \\
: '

- 4

o opentio , in some|cases the a.]location of resources ang the pla.n

e ’ 1;.0 inplenent the gene vstra.tegy‘to met objegtiv?s. - S . .

]

' Intended processes descriptidn eﬂhm' the development of the -
wit

s ‘

VA :
{ . : pla.n to meet objectives, It. concerns people responsible or -
Y involved in the plan implenentation and procedures, communication o '

o e o Bk i es i e vnn on g -
»

'/ ’ ’ ) ( . cha.nnels, logistics, adequacy of resources, physica.l fa.cilities time ’

. . ¥
. T ;chedule , etc, / - : ' , ' s
o ° L . -

S Intended outputs are the results expectsd and also those which -

: . ‘ &
. may result as a ?ﬂllel or side effects. :
' The rea.son for performing an accurate d\eecription of these three

SR '\ - na.:}or eleqenta s to determine the critaria. reqyired to compare a.ctua.l

.
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input‘proces}cs ard outputs against the intended ones. .

R

. Stufflebean et al. (1971) asserts that these criteria should be
drawn from the values that exist in the spéciﬁc decigion-,making :
' ‘situa.t‘io?,g The authors, in fact, suggest the formul;ition of a value
" model. In the creation of the '/va.lné model the "decision-maker tries to
' | explicate a particular view of the wyrld\\a.t a;!give.n‘tirme within a
- 1limited va.lue system that rela.tes to the needs and problems under
e considergtion, His goa.l is to limit a rela.tn.onsh:.p between 1) his view
of the orld, 2) the purpose tha.t arises out Rof it, and 3) his choice ‘ ‘
a.mong the alternatives that present themsel&. This rela.tionshlp is '

a part of the limited value system he considers and that value system

~

B e T PR T

is in turn a. pa.rtj of a Lu'gpr value system that precedes and extends

' beyond the, particular decision situation." (p. 108). .

- . - . Co
£ 11) Design and/or Identify Evaluation Instruments .

<" This is a technical step. The evaluator can choose from'a Yarge .
¢ ,list of mwm, techniques and proéedures designed to gé.t'her data.

| Table r'relates‘some of the most known of these devices with the

, possible subjects or objects of eyaluatio;i identifie:i in‘section B of !

this Guide. The evaluator, héwever, should pay attention to the

-
- R S e e

) "~ .evaluation framework selected, a.ni the kind of measures required to
obtain useful inf%rmtion for evaluatlon. There is a large llterature

: \ ‘s Which deals with this technical step, Table VIIoffers some( sources of . (. - '

’
’

informatipn, (Tablg VII appears at the end of this Guide) L ‘ y

B 12) Decision points Are the instru;nents: effective? , T

/

p " Criteria for assessing the adequacy of the evaluation instruments o




‘/\ ’
include mainly: validity, reliability, and objectivity,
/Validity. An evaluation instiument has validity if provides the ‘ “
‘required information to make a ddcision regarding the objectives.
Reliability, Theo instrument provides‘ consistent measure of the
‘subject or object being Tmeasured to demonstrate achievement (or not) ‘ )
of an o:jective. In oti'ter words, provides rdeproduciblé information, v
Objectivitz. The ins\tx;ument has objectivity if two or more
observers can independently a.éree whether or not the performance of the
subject or object being measured meets the criteria stated in an -

objective.

| o
Stufflebeam~(J968) adds other criteria such as timeliness and # -
- 'y

credibility. Timelliness refers to the quality of the evaluation .

instrument to provide mformation exactly when th dec:.sion/ma.ker needs -
it. Credibility refev to the provn.s:.on of informatixn whlch can be T y
trusted by the decision ma.'ker and those he must serve. Thls quality ) )

»

x (_ ‘
is related to that of objectivity. ) ‘ .

Conducting the Evaluation

. 13) Collect  data: Observe é.nd Measure the Actual Inputs, Processes,

' Y Vv /;*L\Y
' : . » B>
s )

'\

and OQutputs,

Th:Ls step is.part of thel/implemnta;cion of the eva.lpa.tz.on plan. ‘I‘he ,
N

evaluator applles his evaluation. design in otrder to obtain information

about, the real input, processes and outputs of what is evaluatedr. ——

‘Alkin and Fitz (1975) assert that J.n a "pre-formative evaluation"
‘(mput eva.luation) the evaluator has to measure current status,of the SN

- program to be evaluated, goal seléction, pilotrstudies and so forth, ..

1-




under consideration. \ ‘ -

‘ and “the evaluation framework selected should indicate evaluator Wha.b\ !

-

The evaluatoryalSo should collect data about the processes which.
transform inputs.'nto outputs. The classical concept of formative ' §
evaluation plays an impo t role here, It is considered the process
of assessing tﬁe effectiven s of a program or product during.
develcpment. . - |

Finally, evaluator. has f%o assess the effectiveness of a program ¢
or product a.fter it has been developed Here summative evaluation is , o
used According to Borich (1974) the real dlst:.nct‘lon between |
formativé and summative evaluation is upon the kind of information that - J A
can be obta.ir;ed using particular technighes, Thus formative evaluation ‘

looks for program's improvement, whereas summative evaluatioh seeks for

evidence to make decision} about to continue or suspend the program
& * ’

~ -
et

@ V Ll
The purpose of evaluation, the subject or object being evaluated {

points need more emphasis and where and "th observe and/or measure. !
. / -

14) Decision point: Are data collected accurate?

-

‘Data collected must ha;ve validity, in o\‘kk\er words the measures

taken should adequately rgflect "@d; represent the domain of interest

and they do not be'measures of something else. - e
‘ ] '
15) Organize and Compare Information against Standards,
* 4 [ -
- Information is organized and analyzed' by compa.rmg actual and

intenged inputs, processes and outputs. This step also comprises the
a.nalysis of possi'ble causes cf discrepa.nc:.es between actua.lit:.es and

intentions and interpretin}\the outputs in terms of recorded input and

o -

»
S
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" e
by the evaluator,

1 /
s . .
{ ' V4 *
. ! V4 ‘ , 1714'
process information. Here the standards stated in step 10, are the ..
oints of co ; . | oo
P mparisons ’yw J ' \ -
16) Reporting results N “ _ '.53

E¢;luation resu%ts muat lead to sbmedk;;é‘of decision and action
'(e.g. chénge of strategles, change of activities, implementing

progranm desggn, producing instructional materlal, continuate, términate

or refocus a program, and 8o forth). Stake (1967) asserts that the

/evaluator should desc¢ribe and judge the results of an evaluation. This

r]

fact gives the evaluator certain kind of p%rticipation in tHe decision~
making process. Hqﬁgver, depending on the unit o%g} \luation (e.8. - -
student, instruct&ongi\?gtérials, a program, etc.), the evaluation plan.
and the purpose of the evaluation, th? qvaluator in some instances may
be Eoth evaluator and decision-maker (for example when evaluating
student achievemenf). More compléx units of evaluation require a -
division of roles in the process of evaluation, That isL one entity
should be focused on the technical aspects of evalyation such as th;
design of instruments, collection of data, analysis, and‘so forth,
whereas another entity called decision-maker should take the

adequate d;cision\at the right moment using the information provided

.

v

17) Decision point: Is the repert useful to make decisions?

Bvalustion reports suirize infornation obtained and analyzed -
in previous steps which éupposeﬁly shouﬁg be gseful to ma&e decisions,
Hortﬂen (1977) identifies eleven characteristics of good evaluatlons:
1. conceptual clarity. Refers %9 whether or not the evaliiafor.exhibits

A N C

T &
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"the sources of that information,

Y

a clear understanding of.the particular evaluati;n'being proposec;.\
Characterization of the object of the evaluation. Evaluation must
includes a through detailed description of the program or phenome;lon
being evaluated,

Recognition and representation of legitimate audiences. The
evaluation is adequate only i;‘ it includes input from and reporting
to all legitimate audiences for the evaluation.

Sensitivity to political problems&in evaluation, Evaluations must
have an early agreement from who qontrol(é) data. The a.g-reemer"nt .
should éqncern about issues such as access to data and daga sources
;.nd sa.fegua.rds against misuse of evaluation data,

Specification of information needs and sources. The evaluation

should be planned in order to identify the information required and

C‘.omprehensiveness/Inclusivengss. Evaluator shauld collect data ’cn
enough‘importa.n’h variables to be certa.ix: one\ 'has included in the
e.va.lua.tion all the mj§r considerations which are relevant; includ’:s
all of the main effects but also includes provisions for reminihé‘
alert to una.ntigiped side effects,

Techn¥cal Adequacy. Good evaluations depend on construction o‘r
selsction of adequate sampling plaps and the correct choice and
applications of techniques for data reduction and analysis. -
Consideration ef costs, Evaluator should id;ntify all the fina.ncia:l,
human or time costs associated’wiéh programs they operate.

Explicit standards/criteria. An evaluation should include statement
of” sta.ndu"ds and criteria in order to determine whether the program

~ . 8 ) -

. N s /
. .

@
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was a guccess or a failure.

X ) 10, Judgments and/or recommendations. | Standards and criteria are the
basé for judgments and recommendations making., Evaluation should
reach a judgment of whether the program is effective or ineffective
valuable or worthless,

11. Repc;rts taiiored to audiences. Evaluator will 'hnve tailor reports
for different groups (school board, principais,, teachers, etc.) so
¢ that they depend on non-technical language and avoid over~use of

statistical symbols or tabufla.r presentation of data analyses,

Stufflebeam et al. (1980) have prepared a book called "Standards
for Evaluation of Educational Programs, ‘Projects, and ‘Materials" wl;j.qh
offers 30 standards that are divided into four categories: Utility
standards, Feasibility standards, Property standa;.rd; and Accuracy
standards, These standards are-useful throughout the prdcess of

) evaluation. v ‘

18) corrective Action ' N

. In the first part of this Guide the Types of Decisions and
¥ 4

Evaluation developed'byust\ﬁflebéa.m et al. (1971) was presented to
\\\ enlight the kind of_'actions or decisions that evalﬁation at different

levels of program evaluation can conduct. "

evaluators’ hands. Decisions usually reflett ideological positions of
"

¢

£

E » the decison-maker or the instltution or bo't.h.
. \

Ackoff (1974) 1da;2tl.f\¥es four genera.l types of a.ttltudes toward

L
They ape: inactive, reactive, preactive, and interactive,
{

b N v
o

However, in many insta.ncgg making-decisions activity is not in the

N ‘change or action that can be maintained by individua'lg or institutions,*

fe cmiry IR
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177 .

Their descripti’on may bé useful to foreseen and sredict in soge
way the possibilites to perform corrective actions as a product of
evaluation, / ‘ ‘

Inactivisp '

This attitude is characterized by a genersl satisfaction with the
wa.:,; thinés are and the way they are going., The general thought is that .
any interyantion in the course of events }s unlikely.to’im@ them
and is very likely to make them worse. The individuals or organizations

. . 7
in this group seek stability and survival,

- Reactlvism .
Reactivistsbelieve more in the past "state of 'affairs" than in the *

present one, bec\a.use for them things are goi.ng from ted tc worse, This ‘
"‘:mattitude is oppo's}d to change and try to unmake previo.us changes and

return to wﬁe%e/fhe things once were. As long as reactivism is
"reactionary (pfopensity er return to the past) its orientation is
'remedia.l, not, ‘a.spir‘ational. Experience is thé key to deal with the
'preséht. as a consequence reactivists see very ldiitle new in anything
proposed and still less that is worthwile in what they accept as new,

Prea.cﬂ:ivism N\
_ This attitude is characterized by a great falth in the future.
For this, preactivists pradict and prepare thinking in terms of growth
and optinization. Pieactivistskry to identify and deal with sroblems °
befére they arise.” For thj.s reason they are very concerned ‘v-'itt: any
. way of obtaining glimpses of the future. For them future is inconirouhblé

v [ 4
but it 1s possible to accelerate its coming and control its effects on
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them. They plan, therefore for the future; they do not plan the future

Preactivists seek change within the system but not change of the
‘system or its environment. As long as they do not try to influence N
‘other systems in the environment; they Yend to consider environment a.sr

constraining rather than as enabling, Thus, they are competitive rather  *__
A
than cooperative when other systems are involved.

o~

L3

| Interactivism e
Interactivists want to design a desirable future .and invent JaYS _/
I - ‘ of bringing it about. This attitude lesins upon the assumption that it
J 1s possible tcz‘ control a significant pa.rt of the future as well as its
ef%ec,ts. Man's activity conforms tr;e fu‘t;urg. :
Interactivists seek self-development, sélf-rgild.zation and self-

)
"\control. They are idealizers they pursue ideals that they know can

\\ / never be attaired but that can be continuously ‘approached. The design

-~ of idealized futures are not just exercises in utopianism but necessary

k-]
B steps in setting long-range directions for

\ 7

These
to find a pure inactivism attitude or a complete preactivist person.

ﬁmtinuous development.
i N

attituies‘apj:ear combined infi\;ﬁe real world; is very rare .

'f.’ha.te;t r the a.ttl‘lwtl.de, the evaluator should be aware of the
institutional position (or attitude) towards a change. This cautio
w111 help him in the gvaluation planning a\nd in the corrective actil
steps, In other words, the evaluation pla.n‘ should ha.v‘e the same value
N - system of the imﬁitution. For instige. if ‘the school has a reactive

*a.t‘t.itui‘e and “%the evaluation plan proposes an interactive change, the

/
- ¥

w

;tsem. “ { . .

—
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evaluator can be pretty sure that his Wwork will be useless or the -

results will be used to perform & "reaéti\;e action",

Some institutions, however, are more flexible in their attitudes
tow?.xd change ( they can be classified as "preactivistsor int;racti
"interactivists"); In these’ cases, the evaluator h;.s the possibility
to inf.roducehimprovements at different levels in the system as results
o;“ﬂsvaluationg, overall wh?n the evaluator and the decision maker are

. v
one person or both share the same purposes. -

Conclusions

o

. This Guide was designed to help educators in higher education to

I;érfom better evaluations. This work was intended to remark several

polin’ys that can be summarized as follows: :

- The need to perform SYSte;natic evaluations throughout the school
system to insure the effe'ctive‘ness a.nd efficiency of the system's ‘
ac?ivity. ’ ’

~ The use of theoretical eva:luation\ frameworks in pra.ctical-problens.

- The importance of planning an evaluation in order to insure its- |
usefu]ness‘.‘ The planning must include points as: identification of

\

what is going to be svaldeted, P ses, and feasibility of change

as a result of the evaluation.

- To consider é%lua.tiop as a procéss in which planning, desighiqg. and

actions or school system‘improvemen .

The Guide, on 'i:be other hand, w

PEE Sadenriom
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Anstrument, as such, it is a limited device. The evaluator should q

have to combine information coming from his bibliographical
searchings with practical experience and Some advisery to perform

- , L T
good evaluations. This Guide is the start point and all the merit of a

good evaluation is on your own hands,

Fipally, it is necessary to lock at the controversial issue.
of evalmtion costs. Usua.lly mny evalmtions in higher education are
informally developed; that is, these evaluations are asystematically
performed, or they are improvisations, op are hasg on ix_xaccurate ”

measures or obsarvu.tibns. These evaluations are rarely considered in

e meamb

b

educational program's planning. They become a part of the burocratic

scholar procedures and they never contribute to the lei“fgctiveness of

. -

the edixcatioml pi-ograms. However, they have a cost for the whole

L4 .

systen,. . .
This situation in sox;e way, prevents people invelved in education

S ¢ e e v

about the worth of evaluation. Thusa\Soml e;fa.lua.ti.ons proposed to .be .
plamned along tl:e sducational programs themsélvesiué usyally o
rejected because they are considered as added-on cost activities, - za\
which do not contribute at all % the effectivenessﬂ the programs. . ;
In.‘short. evaluation is referred to as being/very costly and non
productive, and th@gs_\prm‘rides a bad image to the forml evalustion
activity. 4

As it uas enphl.sized in this work, evaluatlion should be seen as
a msans to insure the effectiveness of the school system's a.ctivity.

The . benefits provided by a good evaluation, surely are higher tha.n

its costs, . v
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Formal and effective evaluations may cost more th&n the
traditional informal and no much useful evaluations. However, the fo
¢
defficiencies or worth of the. \

{

former provide Ignowledge abou
program. This kind of information/allows timely corrections in the
progran's plan or program's devhlopment, and in this way insures the g
effectivenesj of the subsystems' activity.

Since a practical point of view, formal and good evaluations are-
t'x'ot only a worthwhile investment but also a means to recognize

"

whether tt%e program's investment is good or not. /".‘\ o -

. Any educa.tiom.l evaluation é}wuld be effective and efficient.

. That is, if an evaluation costa money it should be worth that cost.
This mea.ns that the total evalyation effort needs to be eva.luated
Roth (19?8) offers some proceduxes to evalulte evaluation considering:
decision-mking, datas collection, pu'.fposea and objectives of the
“evaluation and cost,-effective’n/ess of the evaluation,

As it was diag\/xs\sed in this Guide, there can be many types of
eviluation a.ccordiné to the object(s) or subject(s) of evaluation and
the purposes and objectives for that evaluation., Thus the costs for
these types of evaluation will vary, The evgluntions performed inside
the "Teaching and m:r:ni\ng” (fubsystam. for instance, are us%lly
focused on student's lea.rning; and as teachers play commonly the role

14

of evaluators in this setting, then, evaluations can be little
) expensive./ln addition, if teachers plan their instructional
activities considering in paraflel their evalua.tion. probably the o
tot&l cost for the evaluation would be no sisni.fica.nt

In other subtsystems ‘such as the "Instructional Materials” |
. a [ ‘ }

- : ' \ &
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