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-— _ ABSTRACT .

 { ' -
T, ‘ The wnter,«swhrle emplaqyed ( etther a classroom teacher or as coordlnator,

»

was made aware of the confusion exlst?mg in the area of evaluation. In her

/ mind, many questmns needed answermg, including those concerned with how K

- teachers evaluate their students and why they choose the strategies they do.

= -’I‘he purpose of thrs study was to examine questions such as these but also

vy to pgogress one: s ep further. by proposmg a ‘plan to help alleviate problems in
T K thc arcao , ° '.. 5 ‘ [P ' . o i

‘.‘,' . j' . ! ’ / 1 . . -'l‘\l K
G . In order to, assess - practice at a classwom level, - the survey prescnted

T A 1 Chapter Il was carried out. Data on grade four language arts teachers:

“ .
7 b ko

e

o . and the strategies they used for student evaluatlog were collected The . #

- : 3

‘chapter 1nc_ludes a descnptton and analysts of thts_ data.

PN - In " Chapter II the.writer reviewed the literatpre pertaiming to the. area
. o’ - . " . .

of ¢valuation. The chapter follows the logical pattern which el‘nerged during

SO : the research of the material. _ : e S .

{'_ The first section,examines the roots of 'evaluation hile expoundmg on

,‘ - -

. the test and” measurement movement’s influence on its developmept ¥
The second section .examines research co(ncermng program evaluatlon

A The writet suggests much information_ can "be utllrzed from thls research and

-appligg,to student evaluation in the clESsroom.

LY

s

The third' section_ examines_student evaluation. A link is:. established

between, Eyesterday s theory, and today $ practlce. '

“This chapter attempts to, provnde a prcture of what research is Suggestmg
Lo ' should be occurring n stuﬁ( evaluatton at the classroom level

. -;; g . . : . \
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Chapter II presents "what should l@méurring in practice, while Chu‘ptcr;
IIT provides a description of "what is_". The final two fchapiers attempt to

provide the means by which the "what is" can be converted into the "what

. . . LS ) - - ' ’ - .
E should be", * ‘ '
_ Chapter IV presents a rationale for the use of inservice to cffect this
. ‘suggested- change. The complexity of the change process is described ip
° ., detail. The necessity of gwmg this procch scrious onsndcratlon \(ﬁlcn -
J developmg /mserv:ce i3 emphasnzed Also, the chapter‘ includes a dISCUSSIon N
) ', \ s .‘ -
: of what ‘constitutes  effective mservnce and the importance of agreed ” upon
,../ LT tlme-lmcs for ‘achieving goals. ‘ o R SR
‘ Chapter V' is an ‘inservice- plan for.. -grade . four . languagc arts tcachcrs, !
‘ v prmcnpals and profé‘sslonal school "board personnel The plan is considered
<+
, an initial step in attemptmg to effect change in, tcachers’ methods of evaluatmg o
) students. I . T S v :
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‘ \INTRODUCTTON . , - o

Evaluation can be- a powerful force; jt is essenual
_— to improvement in schooéls. It can also be dangerous .
< \ if misused; so glib acceptance of any’ activity as -
L evaluative (wrth the thought” of at worst it will-be -
e . - »harirglf):ss) must be avorded (Hayman and Napret', 1975, < ’
. ‘ P

i
.

. 2 .

~ Statemen 'ggt;hg?’rgplgm SR .

-
I3

-——

Tea\chers pre,sently working: in the school' system are assngned the -

(X

- responsrbfhty of"ﬁgﬁtmg their students. However httle opportunrty seems

-

'Natlable fOr/these tteachers to gam the knowledge ‘and skllls necessary to '
/_ , 2oL v'. . .

;o ' accomplrsh this- task ; / ‘. AT

2 - ) T :"A. "y

*  Teacher” trammg lncks sufftcrcnt emphaSls in the area of studcntt evaluation,

and cxperrence m thc field |s /llmrted in 1tsa valuc to teachers in their attempts

- e [

to become profrcrent evaluator/s. oo U : ' -é ) v

';

” ~ The concept of eval,riatton is dlscussed, in great detarl, in the Irterature.

. Programs being offered /as part ‘of the school currrculum refer to evaluatlon.

9

. especially -in connecttdn wnth-course--'objectr.ves. However, httle qf what the — —,

hterature has to cyer as advrceft/ the educator has apparently been converted

o

into classroom practice. RSN C
- "« Despite a half century of .research and the. devclopment'
f several sophiSticated theories, the- ‘teacher’s .

‘classroom activities have been~ relatively “unaffccted -
oL / by what_the learmng theorrst has™ to. .say (Jackson,' co
._ / 1968 p. 148). )

'?(is statement can;be extended to include the thoughts of any theorist,

¢ -~

Pr? ce in evaluatlon is grounded in ‘test and ‘measurement, theory. . which

advances the 1mportance of testmg as thie means of evaluatmg studems. *1

/ CoL
a /Jackson (1968) suggests, that "Tests are .as indigenous to’ the school cnvironment’ o
; - u," ‘ . . ‘ | . . \:” ot "

; - . . . * .
‘ . N + , 0 - 2
. . L ,

5 . Al . . R , N i

e - — R . \.‘ x

Sy . + X K . L.
Mo . . 3 Ao - . . Y
"S\‘.L 3 B : ' ' P . . . .. . . . ' . ' ! B N
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;-' .as are textbooks or pidces of- chalk" (p. f9). Q many instances’- evaluation - ,,
, 4 i . . . o . § . - L 5 -
. . and testing are believed to be synonymous. " -
;J - EERIN R ! . ’ '
S There needs to be a . greater understanding of evaluation developed -
S among those' who are mvolved dally in the process. .
k_\ o . As Hayman and Napier (1975) state. - o . _ b
e ' S 'E.valuatron is _carried out by people doing their jobs’ T
o o T - by- teachers s'é'ekmg to improve learning in their a 0T -
VY IR classrooms; by administrators seeking g make more. - ’
: : : - effrcrent dgcisions, - and by Frogram developers ’
St ‘ .. seeking t ‘be _more, certain of. the. valge of “their - .
A products” All need a basic knowledge -of how (dnd - S
B o . . why) evaluatron is planned and conducted ... (p-13). L
et 00 7 For thf)se teachers already m the workforce, garmng-‘thls ,."knowledge" !
;',.: ° toel . ' o ah : ..:Lr
s S referred to by Hayman and Naprer becomes. a* matter of concern dor drstnct T
. school boards. Inservice -presehts itself as the most viable option’ “for teachers
N who wish to develop a greater) understanding of evaluation. and its role in
_ the classroom. .o ’ B -
Lt , In the past,” many have viewed msemce as an madequate tool for’
affe"ctmg change. Days alloted ~for mservrce are 'limited by ‘the . Departmeht
SR L of Education, and finances for inservice use are at an all- tlme., low. As well S
v e ' - -_ “‘.
. school board persOnnel _oftenr lack adequatg trammg in_ dehvery of effectwe i
SRR ~ mfervrcefzn‘dj are wuhout ‘an understanding of the #gomplexity of the chang_e
'. Wi L Lo KRR
pl:ocess. \ - . B . ‘ =L ., . .
€, , - ) ‘
S The problem stated srmply is that teachers are bemg asked to pert‘orm
L. :
A a task . which they may well be ill-prepared to accomplish, and little is bemg .
S " " doneto alleviate the situation. R L - T
. ' ) ’ . . ) , '. TN '
. - o o . . . } L] . v ..» L
- Oftentimes educators tend to bemoan the problems in teachingyand- to R
Ay . ' N o s X Tl . S
% vt o ' bt '
¥ ' g ' " s |
e ‘L"‘:‘ b ' ‘:. L }:, 2 in ){:‘ o i : LAt \‘A""-‘«




. "what is" and then offermg a possnble remedy.

, evaluatlon, for grade four language arts teachers.

Pl . ,’ LI ‘ . ’ N . 3.
.

. offer numerous suggestiens as solutions to these problerhs. . As Fﬁllan‘-"(1982)

-

remarks: . ' o -

There is no shortage of recommendations, about how"
.the ills of education should be rectxfied. .But the

| remedies remgin pie.in the sky as long as competm . .o

* “shoulds" fi it out without an understanding o
/

Thls wnter attempts to gain - a plece of thls L"ple" by first examining "the

‘ -

-
.t

Tie purpose of the - study is- twofold: ﬁr‘st, it is to, find® out, hd\v; grade

four language Jarts teachers. are. evaluatmg their students' and second it s

“to propose,_.\yhere necessary, a means by whrch school board person? can’ .

attempt to effect change in practlce ata classroom level

Chapter I, the revrew of the literature, “prov1des mformatlon necessary'_

to understand the concept of evaluation.” It presents an hi¥forical perspective’

~of the development of evaluation Three aspects are examined .gosely: * the

-

" test and mepsurement movement, prograﬁ*l evaluation; and student-evaluation.
_ Chaptér ITII cpresents the “what is". It is a descnptxon S survey

cogducted concemmg the evaluatlon strategies ‘of grade four language arts

teachers. Descnptlon of the survey and analysis of the data are supplied.

. a \,Chapter IV provndes a ratlonale for the creatlon ‘of an mservrce plan -to '

promote the development of teacﬂers as proficlent evaluators. A dlscussmn

of the dlfficulty of bﬁectmg change in teachers”practlces is ~lncluded .
Chapter V is a presentatlon of a plan for‘ mservrce, .in the area of

- - - - . i ‘
- ;

-

B ] . W
A , R v

One hmrta\on of the study’is its. narrow focus on grade four languagc

arts teachers. There is a need for résearch” with a much broadcr scope in.

what is (p-.3%) L

4




. ‘. # — > ‘ - . ﬂ 4

wf‘ : order to promote an understanding of the evaluation strategies of teachers

t‘ p A% at all levels. . o " 3
T . JJhe data on -grade four language arts teachers and their evaluation

" strategies 'havc beeh collected through the use of a, questiohnaire.__Rehde}s L.
may consider this a limitation in light of the poss:bnhty of respondents
o : . falsnfymg any 1nformatlon glven. . HOWever, the, wnter feels .that with the
lack of possnble incentives for prowdmg mlsleadmg mformatmn, and with ‘an

"f' 80 percent. retum. the ex]kctatlon -of recenvmg a. mzqomy of valid mformatlon
oy ‘j' 3 isa reasonable one.. - ) -

)
N W . ST 4

Teachers returned theu- quest:onnalres through the coordmators, and —
- ) _\ thts may be viewed as -a Timitation, Some pressure may have been felt
knowmg mformatlon was available for perusal by district office : personnel

IS T Therc was an attempt to alleviate lhlS p0551ble pressure by emphasnzmg the
use to bé made of thldata collected. =~ ° . 7 < F N P L e
There are limitations to the dnsetvice plan developed. Thrée days may .

b¢ viewed as an. extravagant ‘use of inservice days for just ome area of
. ‘ ‘concern. However, coordinetors must impress upon thoséinvolved the connection —
-y Co e ! . ) PY a ) .

oo which evaluation haS'to‘otBer areas of concem, such as teaching methodology.-

¥ -

. They must empha51ze the possible effects inservice'in one area, such “as - -
evdluation, ‘may have” on other freas of concern. Inservice in evaluation B

'must be seen ds a prlpnty - —

[ -

R

Another limitation of a plan is how it may be pcrcelved as unmallcable.

o s For this plan to be successful, as an mmal step in effectmg change in o
: .~ . teacher practlces, i'f must be adapted to mdnwdual school board situations. CT o,
; S - : "
.‘ ) ' \ » S ’ - . I




- Ing¢roduction

. o light through educational evaluatron research

_of Binet. : . "

{t
#

CHAPTER 11
'REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ‘

In order to attempt a well-organized and comprehensive discussion of

the historical’ development of evaluation, this chapter is divided into threc

. main sections. X . , /

The early beginnings section deals with the influence of the test and

r. I's
measurement movement on the initial development of evaluation ‘\

Thc sedofd_ section includes an exammatrouf the appearance. over a

:short span of time, of numerous program evaluation models. Thrs section

also presents a discussion of the development of changmg theories brought

1]

The final section attempts to examine student cvaluation. | Surfacing

throughout the. literature i_s_.'the obvious contradiction between swhat

researchers/educators are suggesting evaluation' should be" comprised of -and
‘ . ' : - ) N ' Q’

what teachers are in practice doing jn the name of evgluation. This writer;

attempts to provide a reaSon for this discrepancy. - ‘
¢ , ; SN

of evaluation can be traced far back in “history to the times

when testmg\ was becommg popu[ar{ Chines¢ " officials were conducting civil

service exammatrons as early as 2000 B.C. (Dubois, 1970, p 3) The cxaminations

approprlaté for service. Intelligence testmg became popular wrth the mtroductton

. Fl

The -first mention of Binet’s work to the Natlonal' /
' Education Association ‘was-made at'the 1909 convention.
-+ Just two years later its Committee on Resolutions
- gave whole-heartcd approval to school admission and

©

. provided a smglmg -out vehicle. to allow ot‘flcrals to dccudc ‘on individuals -



~uU

leaving standards based on intelligencetesting. A
veritable deluge of tests was produced thereafter
(Jonrich, 1962, p. 5). S \

\

\ -

' Educators were becoming convinced of the usefulness of standardized tests

‘ R %,
to ‘“evaluate" students. - The early part eof the twentieth century saw much

attention given to psychological testing.

In the earll\; 1900’s Robert Thorndike, called the
‘father of the educational testing movement, was
instrumental in convincing educators of the value of
measuring human change . (Worthen and Sanders,
19733 p- 2%. . e ' N

= 3 *

Evaluation was this narrowly focused "measuring of -human change" whose

prime purpose was to. differentiate between ";éooél'i and “poor” (referring to
ability) students, ., . « < ) '

S

‘In the early 1900s psycﬁological testing was being used in other areas

besides education. However, educators as well as others were drawing

" inferences from - what they witnessed and were applying these inferences to

the school situation. Tyler and Wolf (1974) state:
B

During World War 1-the psychological testing used”
to select those who courd quickly learn to be
officers and technical personnel from the two
: million. men enlisted in the military service - impressed -
. .not only the psychologists but also leaders in
education, business and ecivic affairs.  Schools,
, colleges, and large. industrial organizations were
. . seen as the proper—civilian settings for the initiation
« . and development of testing, ahd educational institutions
and the personnel departments of industrial organizations
- were engaged to select and sort pérsons. Since .
tests had proved useful in selecting and sortin -

military personnel, it seemed that -Similar tests coul D

" be developed for civilian conditioms, and for children :
and youth as well as young adults (p. 4). .. - <. ot '
/ . .

Educational 'testing thus . gained important status id thé’ school environment.

Testing and measurement evolved as a discipline unto itself. Madaus et al.

. {1983) refer to the time period 1900-1930 - as _ the '"'Age of Efﬁcieriéy and
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Testing”. The use of test data was expanded from being an assorting vehicle :

. . s
to its” being proof of school, program, or teachér effectiveness. Madaus et

- al. (1983) state:

In the United States the earliest formal attempt . to-
to evaluate the performance of schools took place .

in Boston 1845. This event is important in the I
history of evaluation because it began a long tradition
of using pupil test scores as a principal source of “data -
to evaluate the effectiveness of a school or instructional -~ oo

L4

program (p;i 5). , ‘ ’
o | In((i':mati\on gathered from tests and measurement was now seen in a different,
0

. mox¢ threatening light because of its move of emphasis from - individual
. -  students to 'progfams, schools aMd administrators.  Stufflebeam and .Wc‘bstcr
~. T~ . K : T : ' '
- "~{1983) explain that: . :
N . i

— o - . Since the 1930’s, American education has been
. - - inundated with standardized-testin% programs.
L : Probably every school district in the United States
has some type of standardized-testing program, .and,
_formerly, many educators have tended to equate the
. E results of a standardized-testing program with the
- information needed to evaluate the qudlity of a -
school district, a school, a program, and, in some
cases, egen a teacher (p. 2Q),. _

- e [
~ ST , . ’ s
. The public became involved in educational evaluation' as its cry for accountability

1]
was heard.

- The cy for accauntability in education continued to ©
' increase untifseveral state departments of education oo
began to design state assessment systems and stale
legislatures began to require reports from all schools \
on student achievement in subjects such as rcading
and mathematics (Worthen and Sanders, 1973, p. 7).

l_aré’e scale ‘testing programs were put in - place in ‘response-'to pressure,
A ’ .. '

——excrted by the public.  Also, Worthen and Sanders (1973) suggest that this
" was the time for massive development of school grading systemé - with their

N dependency on the results of teacher;madc tests. Co.

. M X . . TS
A EICHN . RN : . SR . .
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ul .. 1s hidden in the’ unquestioned assumption of the

o N . )
s The established test and measurement movement flourished during a

time when educational research was based on a "scientific paradigm”. Patton
E (1978) provides the following definition for the term “paradigm": '

A paradigm .is ‘a world view, a general perspective, (
a way of breaking down the complexity of the -real '
© . world As such, paradigms are déeply embedded in
the socialization of adherents and practioners:
paradigms tell them what is important, legitimate,
‘and reasonable. © Paradigms are also normative,
: " telling -the practitioner what to do without the ..
o _necessity _of Alonﬁ, existential or epistemological .
U conmsideration. . Bt it is this. aspect of paradigms
: . hat .constitutes -both \l{yeir- strength and ° their
g ... Weakness .- their strengthhin that it makes action
C ossitle, their weakness in that very reason for action

.. paradigm (p.-203).

- The world view “of educational research was dominated by scientific

—

“ thought, The - test and measurement movement, could work quite well within

suich a context. Quantitative data were the meat of \ the movement and
- - experiméntal design.a trustworthy framework.

Evaluation research.is dominated by the ‘largely

unguestio_ncd natural scietice TEar-adigmr of hypothcnse—\
deductive methodolggy. is dominant paradigm
assumes quantitative. measurement, experimental design,
and multi-variaté, parametric -statistical analysis to

, be the epitome of *good” scten‘ce'(Patton,- 1978, p. 203).

3 3 v .. '
Educational evaluation research was desirous Qf  being considered "good"
: 4 . . ’-\ -

. science and therefore reinforced the use of scient}ﬁc methods espbuscg by those -

- (1969)- describes the éffect of this on evaluation: h -

First evaluation was given an instrumental focus; -
the science of evaluation was viewed as the science
« of instrument development and interpretation. .
: Second, ‘the approach tended to obscure the fact R
that value. judgements are necessarily involved. Third,
evaluation " tended to be limited tp ‘those variables

£ ) . for which the science of measurement had successfully’
G- . evolved instruments; other variables became known
;Ef‘, . - ] N '\
L o -
Fod .
‘I‘).'.ﬂ - II.) . . .
i e o b y .
:\{;‘:' 8 -, o i . . . . . . -/’.‘

involved in the test and measurement movement. In the following quote, Guba L



© " Efforts in evaluation ‘shifted from the test and measuremen

as "intangibles”, a charécterization equivalent tg
saying they couldn’'t be measured; hence had n

ooy

¢ utlity, and ultimately, no importance (p. 31). 7, |

It became apparent to many in the field of educational rescarch” (Guba,
1981; Stake, 1967; Patton, 1980; and others) that the quar‘l\titative& data and the
scientific methods used to collect this data were not always yiclding pertinent
information. "Those !intangibles" referred to by Guba- needed 1o be cxamincd::-
more closely. It was time that.‘ evaiuatic:,n was to be seen apart from the

O

test and measurement movement. . o

v- Tyler, who is often referred to as the "father of egucational éaluation®, --

. provided riew direction for evaluation. Guba and Lincoln (1981) suggest tha:

Until this time [Tyler’s time] ecvaluation has existed
“largely for the putpbse of making judgements about *
individual) students in relation to test norms and of
labelting students as overachievers, underachievers,
or "normal" achievers. Tyler forged a new dynamic
* for evaluation, making it the mechanism for continuous
circular and instructional' improvement. ‘The scope
of influence for evaluation was thereby greatly
enlarged (p. 5).

. Tyler aided in enlarging the scope of influence of evaluation by bringing' .-

about the differentiation between the concepts of measurement and evaluation. "
- ' LY T . ,

Tyler made it clear that they were separaie proccsses
with measurement being simply one of severa
possible - tactics to be enlisted in support of evaluatio
(Guba and Lincoln 1981, p. 5).

emphasis on
individual students and evaluation to a focus upon curriculum /and cvall‘xgtion.
Madaus et al, (1983) state that: . ”

ler began by conceptualizing a broadened innovative
view of both curricilum and evaluation. This /view - .
- saw curriculum as a set of broadly planned. s¢hool- ‘
experiences designed and implemented to/ help. .
. students achieve behavioral outcomes (pp. 8-9). co -
,Evaluation was conceptualized b{ Tyler as a comparison "
7of infended outcomes with actual outcomes (p. 9)., L I

A

o
!
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Tyler influenced thought on é&ﬁcatipnal objectives and their place in

programs. Madaus 'ct al. (1983) refer to the tin}c period 1930-1945 as the

"Tylerian Age" and they give a great deal of cfedit to Tyler for initiating

new thinking in educational evaluation rcséarch; Both definftion and. purpose

needed “to be- reexamined, so that Stake's (1967) observation that "to the
early -cvaluators. and to many others, the'countenance of egaluation has been . -

nothing more than the adminktration and normative interpretation of achievement
a8 .° v e A N -

j\; test.é" (pp- 525-526) would no longer ring true. The' re¢xarnination of the '
field of evaluation research occurred paticularly - in. the area of program N
) evaluatiom: . - - e
" Program Evaluation

From the late 1950’s on an emphasis was given to examining ;Srogr'am
evaluation. Tyler, wnth his _discussions concemmg " objectives, provnded a
train of thought for researchers to examine .and the Amencan govemment -

-provided the necessary funds for the task. _
With the launchlng of the Russian Sputmk I, in 1957, came the pourmg

of federal money mtc: _educatlongl programs. chcral aid was made available *

through the Title 11 program (Stufflebeam, 1967, p. 126). 'Howeivcr,- in 1958
" came the NaﬁBﬁ'il"PEfense Act which demanded that fede;ally funded, programs -
47 be evaluated (Madaus et al., 1983, p. 12) : - :
S With the call for evaluation came the realization that evaluators were |
ill-prepared to take on such a task. Stufflebeam (1967) expressed his annéyance
and disillusionment with the practicc of educational evaluanon espec‘lly in -
terms of what little had gone on, and he suggested that'

— '
: : An ‘'unwilling Title Il evaluator’ is faced with a = ° .
1y . . specnfic set of guidelines which prowdes no specific “




1.

. ’ 11

guidance for _plagning and' conducting the needed a .
evaluations (p._FTI;{. .

~ Evaluators did not, know how to conduct themselves in their work and did:
Aot have the means of finding out: The field of educationsf rescagch seemed .
to have very little to offer in the way of constructive ”ad.vice. Madaus et al.

' (1983) state: : | ‘ I I

As a result of growing disquict with evaluation
- efforts and with the consistent negative findings,

Y -the professional honora;y fraternity, Phi Delta -
y Comniittee on Evaluation’ '

Kagaa set up a National Stu .

(P.DK. 1917). -* After surveying the scene, this -
committee concluded  that educational evaluation was ’ :

— "seized with a great illness”,-and called for the . '

; * development .of new theories”and methods of evaluation -~ ce-
allfi) well as new-training programs for evaluators (p. .

‘e
P

Madaus et al. (1983) refer to 1958-1972 “as the "Age of: Expansion". .
During this tifne resgarchers in educational -evaluation attempted to, provi‘dc
some, "new theories and methods of evaluation”. Numerous evaluation models

. S B
were developed during this period. As new models were appearing,in the ...

literature, it was becoming evident that the'-influence: of the scientific -

paradigm on the theories of educational researchers was ‘beginning to wane.

e e ° e ]

Questions were being asked about why ‘educational : evaluation should ‘be. -
. , P' d" - - . 4

developed exclusively within that framework. Data from evaluation-projects

were not being utilized and the  exclusive use of ‘scientific ;methods was one “i;

elenient being blamed for this lack of use. ’ S * RS

Q

-l

" . Some researchers examined other possible methods of evaluation. .Many .

espoused the benefits of using a naturalistic-responsive.; typel,"-"pf;-"”'évaluation in
‘the area of education. ¢ L N T
It. appears that the descriptive methods of the ’
historian or anthropologist. and the case study e
method of the psychiatrist are mjore appropfiate to .. "+ -
the task of ‘educational program evajudtion than the



X _ \ L T . "
‘experimental nvethods of the psychologist or biologist

(Provus,’ 1971, p. ii).

There appeared §o be Lhe beginnings of a major shift .of thought operating

Lo Fea L0
R

more dut of .a naturalist paradigm rather than tne dominant scientificc one!

Patton (1680): " _ ' oo ' .

Qualitative data consist of detailed - descriptions of
situations, events,  people, interactions* and observed
behaviors; direct:, quotations from people -about their

_ experiences, attitudes, beliefs, and thoughts, and .
“ - . . excerpts or entire passages from documents,

i SO . correspondence, records, and case histories.« ~ The
S © detailed descriptions, direct quotations, and case -
o .. _. ~documentation of qualitalivc measurement are, raw
e , Yata fromi the empirical world (p. 22). '

-

This —“raw data” needed to. be collected by working from within the natural
. . j’ . ,
‘ . environment: ¢ ’ ' : ot

.-

. N ' ‘Educational evaldiation does not nceé_tli,c‘ antiseptic =~
T world of the laboratory but the septic world of the
: _— classroom and the school in order to provide wseful

- data (Gtiba, 1969, p. 34).

. ) With the new models came the broadening of the definition of evaluation.

Each 'researcher provided thoughts on what components were necessary to

- conduyct an evaluation:<

essential in evaliiation activities {p. 525). He stated:
__:..'..~ ‘ .3 . gt . .4 -
s ) . .0 Itis’a great misfortune that the best trained evaluators
g, ) o have -been looking at education with a%nicroscope
' S rather than a panoramic viewfinder (p. 536). -

", He attempted to, broaden the scope of evaluation with.the suggested emphasis
- s . . . X . . i ) . . - ', -
J . on descriptionr and judgement but still kept ¢losely aligned to scientific

N met‘hods' with: . his SBgégéted countenagce model. In the following quote he

‘/ i« speaks of the essentials nécessary for a “formal" evaluation:

’ - "

' ‘ . N . .
a0 o= v . . -

v, “"‘].'(“ T e r.. . E ‘¥ 4 b
L S A T O R IRV AL B R

: 7t Robert Stake (1967) suggested that both descriptior'l and judgement were

This shift encouraged the wuse of QUaIitqiivg data such as was described by f

'y

e
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Formal evaluation of edycation is. recognized by its
dependence on chieck-lists, structured visitations by
peers, controlled comparisons, and standardized
.testing of students. Some of these techniques have -

> -long histories of successful use.  Unfortunately,
when planifng ap evaluation few éducators consider
even these four (p. 523).

He suggested what- should be included in an evaluation with emphasis on

{ t

. ¢ “standaidized" testing" ;aId' “controlled comparisons”. The influence
. ,. : _ ’
test and measurement-movement is quite ’

-

He [Stake] continued withi an emphasis on formal ‘. e
evaluation, and - this "emphasis tied evaluation even : C
.amore closely to the scieptific paradigm and .itsg -, .
\ attendant measurement processes (p. 14). - ’
\ J : The counté'najlce model was closély;linked to scientific ‘métho'd's; however,
~ witR" the passage of time Stake appeared to become less adamant aboit

mhintain_ing these close ties. .. He coined the - term "responsive evaluation"

which dictated the use of qualitative data collected in the natural environ‘rheni.

He stated that:.
The responsive evaluator lets the action of the .
program stimulate evaluative responses. These he
R collects. and works into some form of illuminative
" . ngt@:_iﬁon of case study, which audiences can interpret

. ~ fér themselves. So the responsive’ evaluator is f\
vided largely by the particular situation (p. 34).

Observation and feedback are imp‘ortgnt “throughout the- evaluation, these
making possible alteratibns in design and methods in response to the audience’s
needs. There is a ﬁ1ajor’ shift of emphasis from Stake’s scientifically oriented
- ' . | - . s .
countenance _model to his suggested "responsive" naturalistic paradigm and
the methods this paradigm dictates.

Other modelé’ appearing in the research have stressed the importance of '

evaluation in providing decision-n?ke‘rs with relevant informatior.” Stufflebearim -

Je )
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(1973) defined evaluation as “the process of delineatiné, obtaining and providing

useful “information ‘for judging decision ‘alterné‘tives" (p. 128). He continued

on (o suggest- keeping fhe " following points ih mind when one considers

evaluation: b

——--=1. Evaluation is performed ‘in the service of

decnsnon-makmg, hence, . it should provide '
information whlch*ﬁ" seful for decision-makers. . /
2. Evaluation lS “a eyclic; contmulzng process, :

‘and, therefore, must’ be' implemented through

a systematic program.

3. The evaludtion process includes the three
main steps of delineating, obtammg, and
roviding. These steps provide the basns .
ora methodology of evaluation. ‘

-4. The delineating and prowdmg steps in thc -
evaluation .process are interface activities .
requiring collaboration between evaluator
and. decision-maker, while the obtammg

N step is largely a technical activity which is
executed ma y by the evaluator (p. 129).

Stufficbeam’s Context-lnput-Process-Product modcl broadens the _scope of

evaluation. - He emphasizes the importance  of evaluators - workmg hand in

"collaboration” is essential. This collaboration

P [y

L——/ ) o i ' .
aids in the collection of data, both qualitative anid quantitative,” which is

then used by the decision-maker. Evaluation is described aé a cyclical proccss

LI b

that undergoes ehange when necessary THIS™ is quite a vanance from "Iyler s

re of ¢valuation,

Provus. In the late 1960%%%Provus introduced his elaborate ‘Discrepancy

‘Model for Program Evaluation.

r

Cost and "at each of these stages a

Design, Installation, Prqcess, Product,

el

Similatities can be seen in the models-offered by Stufflebeam and .

more lm r model where measurement of the attamment—-ef objecuves is at /.

"The five stages delineated in the model were |

s e
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comparison is made 'between~ reality and some standard or ‘standards.” The

comparison often shows differences between standard -and reality, the difference

is called discrepancy”. (Provus, 1971, p. 46).
n?l
ﬂexrbrlrty in evaluptton models. Cont;nuous feedback and essential changes

{‘ =
bemg made to the“éﬁluatron framework were to be both possible and welcomed.

Provus emphasized the nced for

One of the strengths of this model is thatﬂ? provides
for midcourse correction, so that when we educational: -
navigators find. that we are a degree or two off = - -
coursg we can " correct ourselves -and be more likely,

4 to arrive at our destmatron (CarroH, 1971 p- 6).

E‘.valuatlon was thus conSrdered a proccss,- but a process ’ -

necess§°w for g_gm_rse_rmmoy_e_g_m as well as assessment oft programs .;1

.. 'Both: admmrstrators and researchers must see evaluatron ]

.. as _a continuous information " mnanagement process- «
» . "serving program improvement .as well as program ¢
assessment purposes( rovus, 1971, P 207). '

.
’

Another dimension was being add,é& to the- evaluation process, that of program :

improvement o

- The Drscrepancy Model was npplauded for havmg the essentials' nccess\"sary

) fora good workmg model: Stufflebearn (1971) states . | _ ’

-Generally, | thrnk ‘that . evaluation _designs should
encompass the delineation of the infformation to be ©
: collected, the means.for. collecting - that mformatlom
: . and the means- for helping decision makers “touse -
' _that information. - I think that model ha$ done an
' excellen} job of coverrng these Steps (p 104).

There was a lot of posrtrve redction 1o the mtroductron of the Drscrcpancy

‘Modet - which portrayed the evaluatOr as both a scrcntrfrc and naturalrstrc
mqurrer Provus was very outspoken about hrs rescrvattons conccrmng “the -

~use of an cxpenmental design at thc outset of ‘an cvaluatron and his bclrcf

in the resultmg'detrr ent to/the program due-to this use. Provus (l??l—):statcsz .
",.’ . * h A LR ‘.*-" e

.
. . . . .- - - -
- ’ N ‘.\ . . ‘r .
' . . . a 1 . .
N -~ . . . . B S - L . .
1 . . s . - : = [
. , _ ;
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Sy An evaludtion that begins with ans\xpe'rimental
L 'design  denies to_program staff what it ‘needs most:
B . information that can be used- to ‘'make judgements
o ) -about the ‘program’ while'it is in its dynamic stages
D= of. growth.  Furthermore, the imposition of an

S ) " experimental "design in the formulative stage of a
_ . program inhibits the staffs natural desire to improve ‘
B . , " a ‘program on the basis of experience. Evaluation . '
T " must provide administrators and program staff with
PO ) . the ‘information they need. and the eedom to act .
ca on the mformatron (p- 11). (\ .o .
Provus ”'fresses not usmg an expenmental desrgn durmg the mmai stapes of
an evaluatlon, but e does see’ a place for ns use in the latter stages (Stagé

3 and 4).~_ Stufﬂebeam (1971) suggcsls that thrs is a strength of~Provus’

-.__,l'

- model: T l oo

..

- : .. Traditional rescarch desrgn has’ been placed in its
.7 .7 - proper -perspective.  Many of us have criticized the

. .. use of experimental’ Yesign . for a Iong time, . mainly

= - because Wwe thoug it inappropriate to employ
S : experimental desng in the. early: stages of the
program. . . .'I am glad to see. the notion of

experimental desi coming in. later after a -program

\ - ‘ hias been stabrhze (p- 104).- * .- - T

‘ | l The mﬂuence of the naturahstrc paradigm on Provus model is especially ’
c - nouceablc durmg the mrtnal stages *of the evaluatron~' Durmg the DesTgn i :
l . | - stage, qualttatrve methods .are used 0. collect pertinent data and all levels of- - |
i the program Staff members set. the design and the’ desrgn crnntena (Provus. o :

L

.1971 p 46) However, fault was found with thxs aspect ‘of the model because -
> ' - of’ rts dependence on members’ mvolved bcmg able to reach( - c0nsensus -

- \

, l':DonaId Carroll (1971) presented this as a concem,«- e ST

¥ T . v
. ! ""

Cele o . e I am, hOWever, concemed about the prqgram desrgn N
Eowve. 0 o - stage. of the model  and this idea’ of achieving a )
Mt e .- . conserisug in .a. dcsr,gn “People ¢an. -hold- very sttong - . .

e, . .© feclings. about cumculum and 'I .think this _is; one" - .
I - place where -we are | at-times . guided. by gut'level - -
S " feelings..; I' wonder- if- we cah - achieye comsensus ¢ o 7 -
L, T calle&for in the carly stage of a desrgn (p 126) LT =

- a®

. .. ) N . . ' e
. . - . . - . -~ . , . .
DA - . B
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This is a point which ngeds to be .examined; -however, its examination

should be done within' the context of individual evaluation projects:  Provys
: > :

. : . B
has provided the practitioner with a viable model for possible use.

- . 3,

Along with Provus, Michael Scriven was also involved in this cxpansionist
period of program ~evaluation. He closery examined the place of goals in an
évaluauon and came to the understanding that, bemg goal-oncnted was

detrimental to the evaluanon ativity, s - U N
»
Itseemed to me [Scnvcn], in short, that consnderatlon
and- evaluation of goals-was an'unnécessary ' but also
contaminating step. I began to wqrkK “on an " alternativ
_ approach - snmgly, the evaluation of actual ‘effects

against (typically) a profle of demonstrated nee : a,
this region . of education. . . . I call this gbal- . -
evaluation (Scnven, 1974 p. 35) ' . Bt

Scriven vnewed the stressing ofs goals as ]ust another obstacle in the way ot‘ '

prowdmg a panoramic View. Workmg wuh .goals narrowed the possnble scope —

{
of the ‘evaluation. Scriven was snmnl.ar to Provus in his beller of*the necessity ‘

. R <. = F 3 . s
of the possibility for change in a mddel. The -evaluator must be responsive

" to. thé' dudiences/clients and make use of qualitative methods m the gathering

——
This goal-free model. was seen #s a mnajor break from "lradltlonal" .

of data. g.

{d methods. .

~_- Eisner (1983) in his prescnfauon and discussion of educauo%l

1

connonsseurshlp and cntncxsm. provides a unique view of the role of cducauonal T

evaluatnon.~~- He, like other writers of this time pgnod, felt that evaluatyon

p'raclicé“ was far -too “sntrenched in the ideology of the earlier testing and

’ e'
measurement résearch and théory; He suggested that what was of more
importarice' was the artistry of the teacher and the place of theory in its- ’

deve[opment Eisner (1983) states: . .
: .

Therefore, what I. believe we need to do with

respect to. educatnonal evaluation - is not lo seck .

i N N 2 ’ ‘i

v . i : ' Y .' . J:}
: ' . - G
» s U

-
‘;-‘{4. .. »
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. revipes to control and measure prattice, but rather - '
to enhance whatever artistry the teacher. can achieve.

ke A .+ Theory, Flays a-role in the cultivation of artistry )
f L =y ‘i:’ but jts role is not prescriptive; it is diagnostic (p. 339). - )
o The cnhancement of teacher artistry is a new addition to thé~ purposes of
\ cvaluation’ already recorded in the literature.  Eisner (1983) stresses the
. importance of artistry in the +educational prdccss "and ‘the importance of the
. i . . . . ] g
- tcacher becoming a connoisseur. " He states: . . r
e f'ao not believe that education as a -process is
: .- " .« likely to-be controlled by a et of laws.that can be; .
.. : - tranfformed: into a- prescription or recipe for teaching.” - . A
o , _ I. do not. believe that we will ever have a "Betty - - . -~
L : - Crocker" theory of education. ~ Teaching is ‘an . - S
v "+ . »7  actiyity “that. requires artistry; :schooling itself is a T T
’ .. : . cultural amfact;. and education s - 3’/ process .whose, . R I
;. featores may differ from.-individual “to - individual, . S -
: o e .context to context-(p. 339). © . - oL e Ct
_ ~"The teacher as a connoisseur will develop an appreciation for thé experiences’
A ' of classroom life: - C PR -
| . A K .
. The major. contribution: of evaluation is té be a - : .
B heightened awareness of the ggaalitics of that'life so o e :
.. .+ +  that teachers and students can become more igtelligent R
o . o within it (Eisner, 1983,-p. BQ). = - '
o _ -, Eister's educational connsisseurship has . parter: "educational criticism". . *
— ..// » ~ It appears that Eisrfer, like ‘many others_¢oncerned with.educational evaluation

‘iri the 1960, se€s the.importance of description, interPretatidli and judgement ¢
. L R . . e o~ L
‘in the world of education. ' Eisner speaks- in teims - of the educational critic,

B " ., doing thes¢ jobs “while " others, such as “Seriven ('197{1), "Stufflcl‘i:nll (1971),

: ' - R o Lo . ‘.
.. Provus (1971) have suggested the above -three activities as the job of the program
» » . . v . i . ] by . . ‘ » .: '. .
aF . - ., cvaludtor. Eisner (1983) suggests that: - . . . e, N
‘ L, . : . el e .o TR L e
. ' - The task of the .critic'is not simplysone of being a- - ¢« 1,
. N : ‘ ‘natural observer (an impossible position in any -
- & A ST : - case), nor is it one’ of disinterested interpretation. - : ,
. \ ‘ ' The critic -uses. what he or. she: sees ‘and interprets Y ST
\ L ‘ it in order to arrive at some conclusions - about the . * -
i, el . ey s ) . - O Y 4 . ‘
v ' . -
e o
.. ! ) ’ ¢ : , v ' 0 . ’ .
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character of educafional p_racttce and its tmproVement co o
tp. 344) i _ \

. o The job of educatronal criticism is to desertbe, mterpret and éudge and
/ N .
. by SO, domg it provrdes necessary information_to decisi nmakcrs (Etsner ‘.

RSSO

1983). 'l‘hrs provrdmg of rnformatron to decrsron-maker‘f{ts an aspect of CUT

g - ‘ Eisner’s theory that coincides with" vocalized thoughtﬁ on educatlonal evaluauon §
| jh for that time.- Howeveréherally, Etsners ithoughts on edueafional connotsscur-j _ ..":

o \ . shtp and‘ criticism take the reader further away from the protectton provrded £ s ’

_ by tunnel v:sron -Or as- Stake €1967) suggests a "mrcroscoprc view" of cvaluatton‘,. |

. ‘into the vast lands provrded by a panoramtc view Ersner belrcvcs that'

»

educatrbnal connorsseurshrp and crrttcrsm have tremendous potenttal for
...ardtng not only the development of educattonal evaluatton but also the -
- :mproVement of the, proeess of education.- His views are not emergmg from

a SCtentlt" ¢ tradttton but from an artistic one (Ersner. 1983, p. 341) His

‘concepts of co nonsseurshrp and criticism have p?bvrded the readér of educational

¢

evaluatton resecarch with new ways of lookmg at evaluatton . -

] "From the late 19705 on there was an end to the influx of numcrous

- - » 0 - —

descrtpttons ‘of evaluatton models-appeartng in tlre ltterature Thcre appeared' .
' *to be a settlmg down of “the ripples. caused by the tnjecttou of govcrnmcnt ‘

fundsﬁmto the area of program evaluation and pressur&:s exerted- by thp/ A

J

L "' publlCS cry for aceountabthty Wrrtmgs in the arca of educattonal cvaluatrorr '

o contmued however, the emphasrs was mare - on ekamtmng the make-up and

“

purposes of evaluatron. 'I’EE’ utthty of educational research _was being questtoncd‘

.as well as the lack of commumc‘atzon between the researcher and the cvaluator".

!

. in the field. ;- T '
e Guba and" Lincoln (1981) in the 1980’ empha5|ze the "responsrve" evaluator,
as did Stake o'rtgmally in the .1960f 5. They, espouse the importarice of using :
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. . J ‘
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a natu'rzﬁjstic design and:-of collecting qualitatjve data. - Their definition of

evaluation included its use for =providing pertinent information to decision- -
makers, but also included was ity purpose in.makiné possible the judging of

N\ whatever was being evaluated. "We defing evaluation as a process for de;cribing
“an evalu;nd and judging its ‘merit and worth" (Guba and, Lincoln,'.l981. p.35).
The organizer for t!{e re_s)pons'ive evaluatiqn as, seen by Guba énd“ Lincolnc'
~ (1981) was '-'thcl- co_nééms and issues of Stz;keholding audieﬁcés" (p-23). _‘II_n-

order to serve these audiences, evaluation must be a continuous and interactive

process‘ put -to work within. the context of a naturalistic. paradigin. -A responsive
evaluation is stifled when’it is set in‘a scientific design: AL
_ Preordinate’ designs are ‘com‘fle'tegi at the beginning = .
. ‘ " of .an evaluatior; and, -indeed, it 'is a major -setback g
_ . . "if they have to, be changed in midstream. In con_trasg

¢ SUR - - responsive -designs are' continuously evelving” an
: - mever compléte; here it is a major setback if the-
- v ‘evaluator does got actively work at continpous
' design change as a result  of his ever-growing
%cgsawledgc and insights (Guba and Lincoln, 1981, p. . .

" This ever-growing knowledge and insight is. gained by 4he’ evaluator’s
becdgﬁ}ng submerged in the natural setting. Withi_n‘ this natural' setting- the

-evaluator uses "methods that are subjective and qualitative rather (than

E—— 2

1 quantitative; for example, observations- and interviews" (Gliba and Lincoln,
1981, p. 31).

, T " Communication between evaluator and audience(s) is an important aspect

R of. Guba .and Lincoln’s reéponsivc evaluation. The validity of an evaluation is
] dependent upon it. - : . .

X RS ‘ For the. responsive evaluator, communication _with ,
- ) his audiences is of the essence, for the mbst meaningful
Y ' . test of the validity” of an evaluation is that it .
improves ‘the audience’s understanding’of the evaluand -
i " —- -7 (Guba and Lincoln, 1981, p. 32). , - - -
W o v e v L

. P
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The need for scientific "hard" data to complete a successful evaluation is no
longer the unqﬁésﬁbr;e“d truth. )
Other writers in the, ‘197‘0;5 and 1980°s complemented Guba’s and Lincoln's
work.  Patton (1981) cqijned  the term "“creative evaluation® which placed
‘great emphasis on what_he called “srtuauonal responsweness" Each cvznuaqu
is a upique - sntuauon and |t is 1mportant to cons1dmt as such. Patton

(1981) stated that:

|

Creative evaluation mvolvcs situational rcsponswencss.

methodological flexibility, conscious matching --of
, , evaluation apKroaches to. the nccds and interests of-

those with whom we are workmg and sensitivity to -
the unique constraints and possnblhtlcs of partlcular -
cnrcumstanccs {(p- 28). . L .
\. Patton (1981)° puts forth an. argumvét for a paradigm. of choices. -
Within these. choices the cvaluator.bls provided  with the -possibility of
methodological flexibility. 'Patton presents an argument for not siding for
émy' pdrticular method but rather to make use of whichever mecthods. are
appropriate for the individual evaluation situations. The gssibility of choige
s J . . . .
of methods is essential \to Patton’s “creative” evaluator\ Both quantitative .
and quahtauve data have a place if lhc sxtuanon calls for them -

In creative evaluation a paradngm of choices,. ‘which '
recognizes a broad range of viable research methods

and ‘approaches, replaces unquestioning adherence to o
-a - prescribed_set ' o d ciplinary procedures that have - -
. the status .and effect of being a- community paradigm 7

of aceeptable methods and ideas (Patton, 1981, p. 28)
Not only is choice oF method |mporlant‘to creative gvalualion, but also
v lmportant is the’ personallty of lhc cvaluator " Patton has sonmie concerns
about the "humanness of the cvaluator. ~ Bglow he dcscrf*s ‘what may

happcn to individuals who become involved in ncw situ_ations: .

. — —



Basically, what appears to happen is that upon

entering a new situation, we make sense out.of.that

situation (that is categorize and label) by focusing

-on those aspects of the situation that are most

familiar to us and_those elements of the situation

that are most similar to our previous experiences.

; " We thus force the new problem or situation to be

: "representative” of things we already know, selectively

ignoring information and gvidence that is unfamiliara

- or does not fit our stereotypes developed through
past experiences (Patton, 1981, p. 33). -

~ The probability of selectively ignoring.'information and evidence that is

unfamiliar or does not fit a stereotype can be detrimental to any evaluation.

"Patton '(1981) believes there is a way of dealing-‘with",thié' very "human"
problem. The main dcfcr‘lsc.cvalﬁators have is to become aware of their
L} i ’ '

c . - ‘ ' .‘ - L) I3 -
"heuristics"; a term referring to "all noncomprehensive decision strategies,

such ‘as rule of thumb,’ standard operating procedures, tricks of the trade,

and in. some respects evem scientific* paradigms” (p. 31). Evaluators need to .
. . 4

’ 4
be more aware of why they see the world as they do. .-

Man looks at his world through /transparent patterns -

or templets which. he creates and then attempts to

-fit over the realities of which the world -is composéd. .
Let us give the name conpstricts to these .-

Fattcms. that are tentatively tried on for size °

Kelly, 1955, pp. 8-9).

Evaluators need to be aware of the influence of their "personal constructs”

on the way they behave. Being aware of what affects ways of thinking can-

open up other avenues of thought for evaluators. This awareness must be

present from the earlj' béginnings of the evaluation-activity. -

Throughout the consultative process; creative evaluators
work to maintain an awareness of how their own routine
\ heuristics, academic training, and preconceived notions
may be limiting their vision and narrowing possibilities
; ~ prematurely.  Thus, creative evaluators are Kkeen
observers of their -own actions- ‘and influences as ~ -
part of the ongoing process of observing and studying
the entire evaluation endeavor (Patton, 1981, p. 67).
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In their writings, Patton (1981) and Gub® and Lincoln (1981) have

moved away from presenting "a model” as the answer (o problemsl in the

world of evaluation. Instead, they have examined closely .evaluation practices

and the person executing them, the evaluator. ’ They suggest that in- order

D

for an evaluation: to be of use the evaluator must be both respansive and

creative. An evaluation must not be a set plan- where change is tonsidered ’ »
negatlve, nor should the "stakeholders" b,e excluded from the mutnal plannmg
of -the evaluation activity. It IS essehual that commumcatlon lmes betwccn

all parties. be kept open. Evaluation is an "actlve-reactwe-adaptlve proccss,

with each evaluation bemg treated as umque s s .ol e T

4 A
Toh

- The futurl of program cvaluatlon remains questlonable 'Howci,'er. .at

this .point in time it is clear that there has been a pronounced shift of-

emphasis from a‘ dominant scientific paradlgi‘n of thought with nts call for
quantitative data to what Patton (1981) refers to as a paradigm of cho1cc, in ,4
which both quahtanve and quantltanvc data and naturalistic and: scienuflc
.methods have a p!ace. The role of the evaluator has changed from a drctator,

" "to a responsive énduirer. The groundwork has been laid. for frultfulncss in future

decades. - - ) ' . ' L

LY ¥
" . . . )
Student Evaluation a . . . :
. i . i F 2

Gathering information on the siudénts they teach has always' been a

-

4

part of ‘teachers’ routines. = The gathermg ‘of this data was, and still is
S s o

referred .0 as: "evaluation" However, as with program evaluat:on, definitions

and theories of student evaluation have changed over nme ’ .
The development of the concept of student evaluatlon was vcry much
affected by the’ phrlosophy and practices of the test and measurcmcnt»—mgyemjc’nl'.'.

. Comparing students and providing. reports on their progress tlrrough the use

‘. - 2
« — . . ' . B3
'
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: . of quantitative data such as teacher-made tests was a sign of a graded

system which emphasized the value of end products over the actual processes

experienced in creating those pfoducts. Hayman and Napier (1975) suggest that: -
A traditional evaluation mentality views education.
. as. a series of beginnings and endings in which maj
outcomes of school are somehow quantifiable and
packaged in the form of grades, reports, or: other ’ L\

product measures (p. 7). e

e

The purpose of evaluation was seen as the gathefing .of information to

[;,rbduce these "grades, reports, or other, product measures”, and this fostered

* avery narrow view of evaluation. ‘ ' .

Many classroom teachers have a restricted view of
* evaluation because it has so often been associated with -
. . tl%% 5g,u‘/)l.ngl_z)z.nd receiving of grades (Hjayman and Iflapner,
The puElic cl:'fy'fbr accountability brought with it an excessive
' yuse of standa;:dized' al:ld teacher-made ‘tests to authenticate teachers’ numerical

judgements of students’ work.  Essentially, evaluation developed into a

: \ o procedure for testing: / . _ ) .
’ o ‘Whiie acknowledging.__the Yontributions of our s

predecessors, we must also recognize the limitations
of past evaluative practices, many of which- were
- pased on the idea that learning consists primarily in

’ .. the acquisition of facts.- Evaluation was' therefore.
: limited . to 8a§>er and” pencil tests (Department  of .
¢ Education, 1985, p. 1). .

o * The liniited techniques ‘_uéed in evaluation Were reflective of the prevalent

narrow definition’ of evaluation as a reporting and grading system for students’

5 "acquisitions of facts". ——— ' - —~
B - L Py X ” o
:. . . 3

'Writings ‘on evaluation, appearing_in the literature “over the past forty

years describe many changes in definitions and theories in the field .of

‘ ~ R X . .
evaluation. ; Similar 'to the separation made between testing and evaluation .

. - . . P . .
appareht .in; the literature beginning with the "Tylerian Age", the literature

] S —
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* now separates grading/reporting and evaluation.  Evaluation is no lbhgcr

portrayed‘ as solely a ‘testing and reportirig proéedure ‘but rather as a very

compllcated process takmg time and orgamzatron . "The educa;tional athority o

of Newfoundland (1985) states that evaluatlon is: . ‘ ‘ .
the accumulatlon of comprehensive evidence concerning
. the ablhtles, strengths, and problems of children.
- Evaluation is more inclusive than measurement (p. 1).
The puarposes of evaluation have been ‘extended to encompass: dmgnos:s ~and '

remediation for mdwndual students Stufﬂebeam at the begmmng of the

book _d_ueat_o_rta_ﬁ_a_UAtm_and_mﬂmn_Mam (1971) prowdcs readers

with thlS thought: . “The Purpose of Evaluatlon as Not to Prove But - to
X &

Improve".’ Evaluation is concemed wnh the ongouiassess)ment of students Ao

with the aim 3  of 1mprovmg both student achlevement and teachers teachmg

methods. The Newfoundland Department ot’ Educatlon (1985) Ilsts the followmg
purposes for evaluation in the language-arts area ' < :

Evaluation, then, has three purposes: (1) 10 dete.rmme 1
what needs to be taught to the class as a‘whole
and to individuals within the class (on a one-to-one

. or group basis); (2) to provide both a personal focus
for the individualized discussion of student work v
and the opportunity to encourage and’ promote ' )
progress through such conferences; as well as to -
provide the opEortumty to make both critical analysis
of student work and suggestions for improvement; (3)

¥ to record and report progress to parents and to the

administration on a regular basls (p. 5)

Reporting/grading is now consndered Qn_e of "the purposes of evaluatnon, .
but not the only one ,or the most 1mportant one. To conduct evaluation as

suggested by the educational authorities of the province, the evaluator would

need to be very similax to the individual described by Patton (1981) as the -

"active-reactive-adaptive" and "creative” evaluator. L -

. . 4
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Much has ‘been wmten in the Ilterature concemmg the purposes of -

evaluatton and»/the appmprtate methods to be used durtng evaluatlon activities.

In the Ilterature, evaluatnon has progresscd and become dtsentangled from
the- corffusrqn_ caused byA_ its tdentlﬂcatton with the test and measurement
rri'dvemént However, (in practice, this does nbt. appear to betrue. ‘This '

writer agrces with the conclusron reached by John GOOdlad and Klein (1974)

ina study of 67 Amertcan schools

- ’One conclusnbn stands out clearly many changes we

- have bélieved to be taking place in' schooling have
' ... not""been gettmg into classrooms; changes widely .
recommended for’.the schiools:over the past 15‘years -
were. blunted on school and' classroom :«door (p 97) C-

N
1_\_ e

)7

This Wl’lt"l’ would change their. modest estlmate of 15 years to a more reasonable

flgure of 50 years. -".: S I v |8

l

In the world_ of evaluatton why dont theory and practtce gel? Goodlad
and Klems t‘ollowmg comment could/ be: consndered somewhat of an answer to

the above questlon L L
Perhaps the most tellmg observatlon about our
..educational ;system is that ther€" is not, below the
level of intensecriticism and endless recommendations - -
for’ tmprovement, ‘any effective structure by means of
.-+ which countervailing ideas’ and'models may be pumiped
lII(l)O ;md developed to" becommg real alternatives (p.
(1 [

‘ : Y

1.,

¥

'I'lns laclc of "effecuve structure"‘ deschbed by Goodlaél and Klein is one’ ™

answer for lack of change in teacher practlces in student evaluatton However,

t '

‘this. wrlter beheves there is another, more powerful force, responsrble for

the ,ftfty-year lag’ between theory "and practtce' thls being what Crocker

(1984) labels 53 teachers "'(unctlonal paradlgms" "A teachers t“unkttonal'

'paradtgm is’ described by Croeker as "a parttcular generahzed way ot' thmkmg"

out of Whlch teachers operste., . . L
N "1‘ . d t‘ . . Y i}
[ ) y .
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In regard to student evaluation, teachers’ “particular generalized ways
of thinking” have k!eveloi)cd without the assistance of a strong theoretical
backgrouﬁd. _ Teacher education does not provide._ for the“necessary’- tllaining.
It is quite possible to complete a degree in education \y\ithout taking any
course whose main ‘content deals with evaluation as descriﬁcd in the literature
‘of recent years., Teachers are working from a base of past personal expericncé
as students in the school system or from experience gamed through‘ihelr.
own _,‘teachmg activities. They are operating under the, mﬂucnce of their
- - "hétfristics"' described by Patton (1981) as "rules of thum "tricks of the .'
irade" or “"scientific paradngms Generally, .'teachers may well be, unéwz;ré of .
thé heunstms»whlch influence their bcha.vior " Testing and’ gradmg{rcpomng .
\ ' have been the *dmonal concept of evaluation and’ thercfore are still often\
| accepted as such. One ot' the “main conclusions of:( Goodlad and Klein's

e
(1974) study involving 67 Umted States schools was thc followmg

The schools and classrooms‘of our sample, with~very
few exceptions, were committed in actual functionin
if not in intent, to graded -expectations, graded
standards, graded norms and ‘the characteristics of
. curriculum, materials#~and instruction that normally
. accompany the well- cstabhshed tradmonal graded
L school (p. 86)

- It appears that educatlonal " research has donc httlc “to affect actual” practlcc
in evaluation. Guba (1967) suggests that in educatlon
The: assumptlon was bhthely madc that educational
‘ . research, once published, would "by some mysterious
~ process be tumned into 2 tical teaching metjod
or new curriculum (p. 61) i A
T ~ +.Goodlad "and Klems "effective Structure” for’g;ttmg theory into pracucc has . .
‘ not been developed, but the tremendous rieed for it is apparent if there ase -

. to be changes made in how teachers evaluate their students.

L RN



i ' Conclusion o -

-

With the realization that there were problems in the approaches taken
to program evaluation, it was apparent that research in the area was lacking
and that this void needed to be filled. The response was an attempt by

researchers to fill the void.

L TR

Much of what has been suggcstcd under the name of program evaluation
*can quite - easjly be translated t6 fill the needs of_r;eachers involved in
student evaluation. However, before use can be made of theories and strategies
suggested, such as Gubas "rcsponswc evaluatron" or Pattons "active- reactlve-
adaptlvc" process o-f ‘evaluation, thcrc needs to be a major shift in teachers
. "functional - paradigms". Teachers must quesuon themselves on why they act
as they do and examine the "heuristics" which affect the way in which they
act. A shift in practlce is essential. Teachers as evaluators need to move
from assessing siudents with the exclusive use of quantitative methods,‘ in

order to produce marks, to evaluatin ents through an ongoing process

which respects the use of qualitative Methods for .the purpose of assessing

needs and improving education-for individual students.
This writer agrees with Jackson (1968) in his statement: o o
We* [teachersr] must be prepared and willing to give '

ulp many -of our comfortable beliefs about what
assroom llfc is all about" (p. 176).

The time for educators to partake in Lmeta-evaluation" is overdue.

bt a5 ' . . - .
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CHAPTER 1II

SURVEY OF GRADE FOUR LANGUAGE ARTS
~ TEACHERS’ EVALUATION PRACTICES

. / B .
The literature is inundatid/wioh theories, models, and strategics in the

area of evaluation. The Newfoundland Department of Education and school

- district- personnel have developed policy, and suggested avenues opcn to—

classroom teachers in their evaluatrons of students However in order to

examine more closely what may actually be occurrmg at the classroom levek

a survey was conducted Wwith grade four teachers in the provmce Lo '

[P

The writer, chose to use a urvey method in‘order to include a Iarge'

-

number of - teaéhers in the 'sample and to gather as much quahtatrve data-as -

poss:ble This chapter includés an explanatlon of how the survey was completed

Both the instrument and sampling procedure are described in ‘some détail. A
e . ] .

-n-' - - e . . » . . ~ "
data analysis section is provided. Discussion of results and a ‘summary are

presented.in the concluding section.

Instrument

The currictlum area of interest in the study has been that of lartguage'

’ ~
arts. An instrument was developed for use with a 'sample of grade four

‘ language arts teachers. The questionuaire (see' Appendix A).was comprised

of a list of activities which could be used in a classroom situation to measure

student .growth in the language arts. € The ‘list- was compiled by gathering
mformatlon from the Department of Educattons booklet Evaluating Language

Ans__B_erthnange_m_ths_ElzmmtanLSchQL from suggcsttons presented in’
Nelsons ]"_Qaghgr_s_-_Bemnm_Bng_A whrch accompames the prov:nces grade

four lapguage arts Jprogram, a and from informal conversations with teachers
VoL i

- —

about Strategics presently in o6se in their classrooms. The activities were

: randomly listed ‘and teachers were requested to corrklder: (1) the frequency .

- . . "

:::::
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'of use of the ac'ti\"ities" listed for evaluation, (2)-the importance placed on

6 the actrvrty for ongoing evaluation,” and (3) the importance of the achvity m

\‘. \

the assrgmng of final grades. \

-

. ’ v . -
Description of Sample and Sampling Procedure
" The questlonnaire was administered to a-sample of the province’s grade

four teachers. In the selectron of teachers the writer used the, Department

4

of - Educations 1985-86 statement of enrollment of students by dlstrtct

_ school and grade Teachers of multl-graded classes were not includtd in

the study. All school boards m the provmce were contacted except those

with fewer than 50 grade four students . ‘ -
‘The total enrollment of grade’ four students in each dlstrrcth was examined

and the number o*{grade four classes was - calculated by using a formula of

twenty-frve students per class toreflect .m? potentlal number of grade four

classes. ‘'Each of the schiool districts received questionnaires for at least half

»
-

of the possible grade. four}eachers.
. The schools to be involved in the study were selected. The onlya

crlterta used was that they have at least twenty grade four students. Thns

¢ . was to ensure that multr-graded classes were not mcluded . The writer used

the alphabetical llstmg .of schools per wdistrict complled by the Department or
Education " to assrgn questtonnalres to grade four teachers in the schools

She attempted where -possible, to chaose one teacher per’ school. However,

thxs proved’ dtt'ﬁcult in small dlstncts where the majorlty .of elementary eud/m .
four

v
attended the same" school In cases where there were- more grad

teachets than questtonnau'es deslgnated for the school, the tea:;mer whose

surname came first alphabetrcally was grven the questronnarre.{

e bl - .,".D_" s . Lo -
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To he\p"ensere an adequate retum of questioenagr,es, the researchler‘ -
enlisted the aid of district pereonnei. An initial telephone call was m-:lde to
each district’s :language arts coordinator and each was given a description -of
the study and asked for assistance in the admmtstermg of the quesnonnalres

Coordinators agreed to give the questionnaires to the appropriate teachers,in

the schools designated by the researcher. In a case where a multi-graded

_classroom was designategi, coordinators were requesibd to choose the next suitable
school listed.
P ) .
After the writer 'was assured of cooperation, the questionnaires were
] , . _ .

sent to t'he coordinators previouely confacted” at each school board. They
recewed the necessary number of quesuonnalres, a covering letter dés:gnaung_ ‘
schools, a time lme for the return of the questlonnalres, and a postage-paid
return envelope' A second telephone call was made to those coordmators‘

whose questiorinaires had not been returned by the time of thc deadlme assigned. .

-

A towl of one hundred ninety-six questionnaires were sent to the

province’s school districts (approximately\half the number of grade :four

'teache}s in the province), and one hundred sixty-three (83' percent) were returned.

Qm_Analj‘L‘sls R °

. - ) - ' - g

This sectxon provides a descnptlon of results’ ot' the survey. Tables are

14

mcluded to" illustrate findings. 'I'he reader will note that perCentages recorded

ont the tables may not always suda rto\a pI'CCIse 100%. The investigator *
o acknowledges thls  sonsequence which is a result of the proee§§ of rounding
J/ off decimal places for subset,s - . “ v
| Demographlc mformatlon, such as gender, Qcademlc qualifications, and

1 . . 1 A

s thachmg experience, is reported in the first section.

»
. N o
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The¢ second scction deals with the subjects" ‘responses to the. item .

concerning the ﬁ'cquency q use of the activities listed. for student. evaluation. M

e

The lcvel of importance. placed. upon these activities in regard to ongoinp

cvaluation or te- the assigning of fi nal grades, by subject‘ is reported in this

section: Somc of the tables prov:ded (see Tables VI and VII) have combined -

;. Trends and responses are noted ﬁnd dlscussed ;in the final secuons.h - N
" The first page of the quéstionnaire” was designed to elicit demographic - '
. . k ot A 4. . . .

‘information on the 'sdbjects.. Tables I and 1i indicate, 't‘llatl‘theii majority of

_response categones in the hope of presentmg a cl arer p:cture of- results. . , .

vy L4 . .-
. .

PO

p—_ » -
& Nt R - . ~ .

_respondents (78 percent) were female. Seventy-six percént of* the resporidents- e

had completed elemcmary methods courses. ° o .
'-vr . ) ’ . .
‘ .: i - ‘ -
. _' ' - 4 * .
v - ’\' - ' P . .- .
TABLEI . . LY
GENDER e T
. Percentages _ Subjects - ? o = =
- s . '). ° .
. 3 - , . ’
T ‘ o 20% . Male - - .
oo 78% *_ Female ' ’
2% ' No response ' o
' v o
. ' \ v . ,
) e - —
- ST,
i
N ! o &
Yl . i . ’ ’
[ ‘ ’ ’ - !
co . e T
: Meulale o N \
:‘. 5 . Y - ' ‘." LS + ! .
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‘ ‘ ) TABLE II ‘
PROGRAM OF STUDIES .
) "l’ércentaées Co . Program ’ ' '
- 14% anary ' ’ .
- 76% , Elementary : \
¢ - 1% ‘High School
2% . Primary and elementary . ' o
. 1%. - No response . e . BN
. ) "/P ’ . / ‘ . ,

‘o

) 3 A'\' ‘ . , ? .. N .
Many of the subjects had been highly trained academically.” " Ninety-thrce '

percent of teachers had -obtained at least their fourth grade teaching certificate. .
Twenty-seven percent had thelr sixth grade or above Nmety one percent
had had at least four years of umversnty training (%ee 'I‘able IIT: below) a

. TABLE HI )
- ACADEMIC QUALIFICA’I‘.IONS
Y&ars of Percentage. Teachmg . Percentage -
UniverSity Training : - of Subjects . Certnf:cate " of Subjects
~\"\ S \ S ' . .
T 2% ' L .
7 \,’ 4% - 7 : - 6% .
6 - 22%- ~ ~-. 6 - 21% "
5 : 45% - 5 4% ' . .
4 - Y 18% 4 19% -
3 N . 3% 3 3%
2 : 5%- 2 4%
/r‘ * ‘ »
. ! ‘
To complement thenr training; many of ihe subjects. had had ‘numcrous
years of teachmg expertence» T AN . L |
; ‘ .
. .- Fl_ ‘ ¥ i . [ ] 5 b‘ ‘7_/" A . “;._.',“.
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Table iV indicét.es tfrat 87 percent of the subjects whHo returned the
) ﬁquez'stionnai.re -had had more than ten yea;;’teaching ex[;gience and that 96
; ‘percent’ of the teachéfg had had at least eight years. No respondent had

had less than four years of experience. All of the subjects had had prewous

. B T expasur,e_ to grade four students.’ Forty-one percent had taught grade four
’ - *stﬁdents for more .than elght years ‘and 90 ‘percent had had at least two ’
years of teaching at that level. - .
. | LT . TABLEIV e S
‘ SUBJECTS’ TEACHING EXPERIENCE
Total Number of Percentage Total Number of Percemage
Years Teaching of Subjects Years Teaching . of Subjects
. Experience ____ Grade Four -
o 100 T 87%
- T 10 \ 4% :
. 9 2% 8* 41%
8 4% 8 6%
7 7 3% T
; 6 .6 7%
5 2% 5 10%
3 1% - 4 10%
3 . 3 - 8% -
2 2 5% -
1 1- 10%
A ) In contrast to the teachers’ wealth of expcrie_nce was their lawk .6f

» training in the area of evaluation. Table V below indicates responses to the
N ! - '
. N . M ' . /
item concerning how many courses the teachers had completed in the area of

-

testing and evaluation, . - :



& %

TABLEV
EVALUATION AND TESTING COURSES COMPLETED

- Evaluation and Testing Percentage °
Courses Completed -of Subjects
-3 . 7%
3 > ’ 11% )
2 - ' 25% v
1 : - 25%
0 18%

No-response - - 14%

L3
s

Very few of the subjccts. had completed three or more courses.
One-half of the_ subjects who responded had- had only onc; course or no
course completed. _Fo‘urfteen percent did . not- :cSpqnd..; One p(.;ssiblc rcason
_ for the high no-response return co;xld be confusion as to' -what cdonstitutes a

course in-evaluation.

¥  @n pages two and four of the questionnaire (see Appendix B), suﬂjccts '
" provided inf;rmation conceming the frequeﬁcy of use of activities for evaluation.
| ;Table VI lists those activities used almost alway}s or "frcquenily by at least

-+ 50 percent of the respondents.

-

‘It would seem that some of the suggestions of the Dcpa;tmcnt of '

. Education and'thé Nelson program are being used by a majority of tcaéhpf‘s.‘
The ' high percentage of use of the writing folder and t_ﬁe student profile %is
indicative of this. Howev;r;"\iliq\tendency to rely on the use of pen and
paper téfskg is quite pvi'dent. The majoﬁty almost al\yayé or f'rcqucntly use

sbell?ng‘tcsts, end of term tests, and teacher-made quizzes. Even commercial
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’ workbooks are used almost always or frequently by more than one-half of
-~ the teachers: ‘ | -
- { ' i TABLE VI |
" AGTIVITIES FREQUENTLY OR ALMOST ALWAYS USED
[
- Activity - Percentage of Subjects |
, : _ Frequently/Almost Always N
o \ : . : . ‘ Use Activity
: Tpellsng test . . '70%,_ , ,
acher-madé cloze test . 51% ; ‘-
- Test (end of term) - & C ,65% o -
Writing folder - 90%
. Commercial workbooks - ' 57%,
. . Quiz (teacher-made test on a block 61%
of content) .
. ... .. Student profile ’ 84%
- . . " Teacher questioning (oral or 18%
written :
) Teacher observation durmg directed 15% \
rcadmg activities .. : .
. il .. t '
Table " VII lists the activities which at least 50 _percent. of subjects
’ repdrt_ as having been used hardly ‘ever or only occasionally. -
| The activities least used appear (o be those that -are more oriented
toward® the &hwdual ‘student rather than ‘toward the class as a whole.
. Sixty-one percent hardly ever or occaswnally use the oral presentation as an
) actmty for evaluatlon Furthgr, the activities that depend upon a student's
_ initiative are also in this category. -The majority of subjecl;s hardly cver use
W | the reading contract with the student and 86 percent hardly ever or occasnonally
é usc a student self-assessment checklist for their evaluation.
i LA i:’...i“;i’hu‘ull\" b ! et ‘. R ' ' "f,/ :
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TABLE.VII '

'ACTIVITIES HARDLY EVER OR OCCASIONALLY USED

Activity o Percenta% e of Subjects
Hardly Ever or Occa-
sionally Use Activity

‘ Oral presentation by student - 61% )
Teacher-made observation checklist 62% . s
- Reading. contract made with student - 82% -
Llstemng activity using audio-tapes . 58%.
- Miscue 1nventories - oral readmg A 78%
tests ... o ' :
Studént self-assessment checklist " 86%
Writing conference ¢ 53%
Teacher-made worksheets T 66% -
Group project - - 61% )
Anccdotal records; 60% -
Audio-tapes used to record readmg . 91%
h experiences .
Standardized reading tests 87%
Dramatizations of readings , 71% d
Activities that depend on teachers; writing or recording of events appear +

' -to be used infrequcntl'y.' "Tedchers hardly ever or occasionally use anccdotal
records and many infrequently, if at all, use-teacher-made observation checklists.
As well as bemg asked to state \the frequency of use of the activities __—~

hsted on the questxonnalre, subjects were asked to rate the importance of

. the activity m ongomg evaluation and in the . assigning of f' nal grades (see
Appendlx B). A scale of three categones - Not Important,. lmporladt, Very /

- Important - was prowded for the respondents. * ~

-~

/

The majonty of acuvmes were consndered by the subjecis;™ to be
important in both ongoing evaluation and in the ass:gmng of grades. However, -
- when one examines- the frequency of use of these activities, it is apparent

. . . s Ner
LI - T

Liand . ' ) i ’ : . ' 0{

L
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mfrequen}ly, if at all. : '
I . .

-

/’

{

o

that cven though they are placed in categones of important to very nmportant,'

they are rarely used. Table VIII lists the activities which fall into this category.
Only, 37 percent of respondents use students’ oral presentauons to the
class for evaluatlon, even though 77 percent believe them to be lmportant in

pngoing evaluation and in the assngmng of ﬁnal grades. Llstemng actwmes

w:th audto-tapes. are used as evaluation activities by only 39 perccnt of the

respondents even though 67 percent of subjects believe ‘them to be lmportant

for use in- ongomg ‘evaluation’ and 61 p?tjﬁ subjccts believe them to be

important in ﬁnal grading. The same inconsistency is apparent - in many of

the activities listed: 20 percent of subjects use .miscue inventories frequently -

A

JOr - almost always, “even though 59 percent think them important. in. ongoing

. evaluation and 50 percent believe them to be  important ‘in final grading It

appears ‘that even though the .respondents acknowledge the importance of the

"use of these activities in evaluation and grading, they are using them

-

_ There were. only four activities on the questionnaire which were consndered

1

"~ by .more than 50 percent of the respondentq as mot important for ongoing

evaluation or grading (see Table IX). -

. “ 8




.
Bt

O . | B TABLE%HI S T :
.. COMPARISON OF FREQUENCY OF USE OF ACTIVITY '

WITH THE DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE PLACED ON-
ACI']VlTY FOR EVALUAT[ON PURPOSES .

-

Activity - Percentage of Subjects Importance of Actmty mportance of Activity T
) Using Activity in Ongoing Evaluation in the Assigning of .
Y Frequently/Almost ~ - Final Grades :
» ’ Always Percema ¢ of Subjects _ Percentage of Subjects -
- L ) . esponding Very - Responding Important/ ‘
' " Important/Important ery Important :
- . " = . P \
Oral presentation ) 3% . 11% 62% a
Teacher-made observation ) - 33% 60% 7 60% . .
© checklist e co o ' : ;
Group project ; 34% s +71% _ 68%
Teacher-made cloze test - 51% : «78%. 78%
Listening activities using 399% . 67% ) 61%
o audio-tapes - : ,
Miscue-inventories - oral : . 20% 59% - 50%
- * reading tests . :
Activitics suggested in 46% - - 91% 9%
- the Networks program - ) ) . ,
Wriling conference - , 45%. : 74% 56%
Teacher-made fest or - 46% 72% 71%
writing convention .
Teacher-made worksheets -33% 62% 52%
Anecdotal records ) 34% , 56% ' 0%
Quiz ' : A 61% : 80% - 80%
Audlo-tapes uSed to. record X 1% . - 43% . 34%
reading cxpericnces of S . ) .
r individual students ) , e
_Standardized reading tests 9% . - 41% e 34% @
Dramanzatlons of readings 29% 59% . ' 42% :
<

A T
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TABLE IX B
ACTIVITIES CONSIDERED NOT IMPORTANT FOR EVALUATION
AND GRADING .
' Activity ¢  Percentage of ‘Percentage of *
' Subjects Not Subjects Not .
Important for ‘Important for
- Ongoing Evaluation Asmgmng Final Grades
Readmg contract T 5% . Y 66% \ \
Student self-assessment 55% : 9%
checklist B
Audio-tapes used to record. ' 48% . 55%
. Teading experiences - ' . .
Stpndardlzed reading tests . - 48% ‘ . 44%

-

These activities are also listed on Table VII as ones hardly ever or occasionally
used by at least 80 percent of subjects. Teachers are not using them, and
they apparently feel the activities are not important for evaluation.

»

- =
The responses given to the two categories, importance placed on ran

activity in ongoing evaluation and the- mportance -placed on an actlwty for

the purpose of prov:dmg final grades, were very similar.  There wa$ never

more than a 20 percent difference between the number of subjects who felt
that ‘an activity ' is important for ongoing evaluation and the number of
subjects who felt an activity is .important for the assngmng of final grades.

In most cases there was less than a 10 percent difference. -

—

In the majority of cases, i‘_gguvmes were considered 1mp0rtant in.

Ongomg evajuation they were considered important in the assigning of final-

grades. . In some instances identical numbers of subjects responded to . the

two questions in the same way. E:ighty percent of sinb'jects' believe a quiz is
‘ [ e .

important in ongoing evaluation, and 'the same numbers of subjectSbetieve a -

S e

\
A
A
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N quiz to be important in the assigning of grades. Ninety-two percent feel the
student profile is important for both the assigning of grades and for ongoing
evaluation. Amnecdotal records are considered important for- ongoing evaluation
by 56 percent of the subjects, and 50 percent believe ther:n to be- important
X in the _ éssignin‘g of final grades. There appears to.be little differentiation
made ‘betwe‘er‘n activities used for ongq‘ﬁxjg evaluation and those used for nthcr

| assigning of grades.-

iscussion
The purpose of the study was to provide a picture of what is happening

at a classroom level in the evaluation of L_;imde four students in the language

”

arts area.

' Clearly, the- province’s schools have a iarge nuhber of educated and
experienced: grade four teachers. However, some qﬁ‘estions need to be raised
~ concerning the appropriateness of the subjects’ training and expericn in
iight - of the evaluation tasks required of teachers in their - daily- routines.
Teachers are constantly expected to evaluate a student’s performance, but
few have had formal training to preparc them to do so. Only L18 pcrccnt' of

the subjecis had completed three courses in testing and evaluation, and 43 -
percent had completed only c;ne course or none at all. Fourteen percent of
the subjects provided no response  to this- particular item on the duestionnaire_.‘
This pércentage of "no response” could be viewed as indicative of the confusion
= surfounding what’ constitites a course in evaluation. When one scans the
» Calendar of - Studies for Memo;ial University of Newfouﬁdland. which\most of

the sﬁb_jects have attended as undergraduates, it is clear that there is a

~ limited offering . of what even the most broadminded cducator mighp
T , consider a practical methods course in the _evaluation of studcnts:__ A minimal” "
w_—:" = . \ - o
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their having a sound base in the area.
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number of education -courses have an evaluation component; for example,
courses such as Reading in the Elementary Grades or Educational Drama and
Curriculum. . Otherwise, whep- they responded to. this paiticqlar ittm on the
que'stionn'aire. _subjects were genéraily referring to -courses directéed “more
towards a test and measurement stance, which might include courses such as
Tests and Measurement, Psychology Test’ and Measurement, 6: E\dusatidnal
Assessment. There are no -courses offered whose main t:oncém-is the evalluation
of students either generally or in s;;t:cific curriculum areas. Apparently our
well-trained teaching force has spent little time studying how -to evaluate

their students, even though _many of tﬁeu tasks as teachers depcii upon

4 - el

-

The activities listed on the qucsuonnatre for use in the evaluation of
atudents in the language arts area were those recommended by the writers of‘
the grade four program Networks and by_the province’s authotity, the Department
af Education. The activities are meant to encompass all four major components
of the language arts - reading, wntmg, llstemng, and speaking. = .

However, aﬁ can be seen'by scanmng Tables VI and VII, the most- frequently
used evaluation activities listed are those dealing with traditional tasks of a
i)en and paper nature used eSpacially for end of term reports. A pgood
example of 'this would be the number of tests, described by different nantes
such as qu'izzes', cloze-tests, end of .term tests. being used almost always 6r
frequently by 50 percent or more of the respondertts.

These various timé-consuming tests ‘are ‘administered to measure a
studé’ttls-abilitg in the feading and writing areas. The importance of testing

students is not put to question by'tr.le ‘researcher; however, the validily of

the type and amount of testing occurring in the name of “evaluation iM the

(2]

clementary classroom is. R v

r
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Through their responses “on the questionnaire, teachers hake cxpressed their
belief that the activities involving the other components of thc Janguage arts
curriculum, listening and speaking, activities such as usmg audlo—tapcs for.
dramatizations of rcadmgs ar oral presentations by students, are lmporlanl'
nevcrtheless, they do not often make use of them in the evaluation process. ~ s
When one compares the frequency of use of activities wnth‘the importance
placed up’bn- these activities in light ‘o‘f evaluation by the s_ubji:f:ts, inconsistén;{ies
\ . appear (see.Table VIII). Both the Departrﬁent of Education z'md‘the grade )
' * four {mogram Witers récqmmend the use of .these activities and teachers
acknowledge their -own belief in the importance of their use, but this does
~ not appear to affeq! practice at a classroom level. "

]

This writer believes that the low 'Ievel of expertise of the majority of

v

teachers in the area of evaluaa\ has had ‘a detnmental effect on tcachcrs
3 '\
evaluatxon practnces What knowledge has been‘acquued :onccmmg evaluation

.- , ....has often been linited to a teacher’s own experiences as  a studem in the
: schqol system, togcther wnth_ bits of mformguon co _}cted through courseg,
inservice sessior‘ and teachi—‘ng expé’riences, much of which has been groundx)
in test and mea_éurement theory and practice.  Evaluation for the purpose of .——
- diagnosing and ;erflediating and enriching has been left to thc.réalm of the
Special Education téacher or left to remedial teachers who have ah.;vays seen
this a.;s part of their jobs. Testing. and the assigning of -grades ha“s been the
main thrust of evaluation for the average classtoom teacher. .
| Compounding the problems d;evc?}(;ping’ because of the lack of expertise in
"the area of evaluation is ‘the time constraint ever-present in the teaching
ﬁcld.> “The five-hour day is sliccci 1ir‘t,to strip;. of time supposcdly sufficient to

- cover what needs to be completed in the numerous curriculum "areas. With. time
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being parcelled out, sparmgly, the least tnme-consummg activity may well be

. the most practlcal. Many of the activities mcluded on the questlonnalre are

time éonsuming. The merq mention of usmg teacher-made checklists for R

individual students appears over-whelming to many teachers, as does the time

allotment necessary to allow students the opportunity 1o partake in different

forms of oral language actl)(ltnes. o7 t /
Matched with time constraints is the administrative \pressureT or producing
' ’ X4

grades. With the aim of producing grades, in many\‘ schools students  are

-grpected to complcte end of term and end of year testq even though in the
la}guage arts ‘area this is. not seen as a parncularly efficient means to -

measure student growth. In the area of wntmg, the Dcpartment of Education’s

guide for teachers, Languagg_G_mmﬁ,"recommends that students be provided

with the opportunity of experiencing a = complete process of pre-writing,

writing, revising, and editing in the dévelopmg of an end prodUct bcfore it -

should be graded. “The pohtlcs of gradmg appears to have siperseded

comprehensive evaluation practices.

. / ‘ ,
The results of the survey have reinforced the writer’s . belief that evaluation
at a classroom level is still entrenched in outdated and often poorly understood

test and measurement theory The writer has presented popsnble reasons for
' !

\ . Do

In the past, attempts to affect change in this drea hﬁve becn minimal.

this state of affairs.

Methads of evaluatlon havé been suggested by authontfcé in the provmce
and by program Wntcrs. Qut this has accompllshed very little. The surface-
down app(oach is msﬁfﬁaent when what is needed for educators out in the

field is an examination of the roots of their thinking concemning evaluatlon

~ . - . . .
5 . . - oo

PR

Bl
" ‘ "

S




n of their "paradigms of thought" or "personal constructs” is cssential if change C

Individuals need to consider why they evaluate as theg do. An examination

is to occuis
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CHAPTER IV
A RATIONALE FOR INSERVICE

Ingfoduction ‘
~The survey descrlbed in Chapter III indicates that there is a problem with
teachers methods of evaluating grade four students in the language arts

area. The information gathered by using the questionnaire suggests that the

.teaching/')vdrkforce consists of a highly uained and.;_experienced' group of'

professionals. ~However, upon closgPexamination of the results of this. survey

the reader* becomes atttmed to. the,. fact that these people are lacking the -

necessary equipment to complete the task of evaluatmg thelr students.

. Previous teachmg expertence and academic trammg -of teachers )resently in’

the classrooms is madequat‘e in prqudmgr the means for teachers to accomphsh

» >

this essential task. Sawm (1969) states that Lo
’ \ Evaluation is "a’ many-srded process It is .not
~ merely a mattgr of giving and-ggpring tests.. Evaluation
" encompasses évery usable technique or devicé available .
. for obtammg the mforrggtron about students -needed
2%3 planning and conducting’ effective instruction (p.

[

Teachers in their’ classrooms are having dtfﬁculty dealmg with \ﬁus ;nanyi

snded process" Admlmstermg and scor;ng pen and paper tasks , appears; to
. consume the majority of ttme alloted for eValuatron This is understandable,

consndenng the background of those 'teachers involved. Thé content of their

—

acddemnic . training " apparently consmts of httle relevant to the real _world of

l

evaluation. - Teaching degtees are awarded without education’ programs having

placed emphasis on training individuals ‘to’ evaluate their students. As well,

teachers have, had mtmmal-'rf any exposure to others, in the teach;ng world .

-who' would be consrdered .appropriate models of student evaluators. The

——- et

dealings they have' had with teachers before entermg the teachmg professton

’
L
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"5 evaluation, Provus (1971) states that:

a thelr closed doors.

o : 47

e

and during their student lives in many cases is of little help to them as .

> I . b - : s
evaluators. In light of their training and experience, the previous Aucators:

of present day teachers would likely have been even more entrenched in a

N )
test and measurement mind-set.

After entermg the profesc.lo{‘ teachers work in a very "|solated"

il

environment. ' Rarely are they observmg other teachers workmg in classroom

LI

situations and therefore seldom, if ever, ‘are they exposed to the evaluation

strategres of others. Irrqlwrdqals have _their students, -therr classrooms, and

a

~ —

It is evident thdt teachers already .in the workforce need to. develop a

better “understanding of the’ concept of evaluation and ‘of how to accomplish -

the task of adequately evifuating their students. -

.Appliggtigns‘gf Program Evalution ) .
Research in the/ér'e‘aa.of student evaluation has been somewhat limited.

Howeéver, the writer believes that much- of what has been reported in the
{7 s ) )
literature concerning- program - evaluation can be extracted and applied to

student evaluation to' help teachers acquire a better’ ﬁnderstanding of the

concept and the process. There .are similarities between the phllOSOphy of.

evaluatron presented by those concemed with classroom practlces and ‘by -

those mvolved in the burst .of educatronal research in program evaluatlon'
'c'onducted over the past forty years. -In the minds of those descnbed above,.
evaluation’ has ‘broadened out to ‘encompass more than mere tcstmg and

reportmg purposes It is considered_a- contmuous process that is basrc o -

the 1mprovement of life for what Guba ang . Lincoln (1981)_ ret‘er to as thc :

.{."eyaluand": the subject of the eva_luatlon. ' WHen: _referring to program

J
12

v’
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. :
Both adrmmstrators and researchers must see evaluatron
as ‘a . continuous . information mahagement process
serving program improvement as well .as program

assessment purposes.

Perrone (1977), in the followmg quote, also cmphasnzes the lmpgortance of

contlnuous evaluation and its contrr_butlon to the: growth of programs, teachers

and children.

.o
=
) .
v

>

i

Mo!t ‘defi mtely, 1'd6 not o ose evaluatron' I consider '~ .

" it - basic . to ‘the growth *-programis, teachers, and .

. +.children. "-Bit eviluation needs to be embedded in

Perrone is

whereas Provus;

. the classrooms. It 'meeds to be- consonant With
urpose. ~ Assessing children’s growth, for example, .
Js an intense actrvrty, dand it should occur. 'daily, ,
contmuously It -is mtegral to everythmg that goes ,

on in a classrodm (p 10). _ N

/ ~
e.

Wl’ Itln

~a classroom perspective of' teaclfer as evaluatof

perspectlve enicompasses | the larger domain of major program

‘ évaluations oftenttmcs condugted by ‘hired,. tramed ‘personnel.” However, both

’-
1

stress the lmportance of cvaluatlon as being a "continuous process with a

much broadér scope than the testing and reporting of results.

:. evaluatron

'
!
ki
il
i

~ and’ Lincoln (1981), 'Patton (1978)~and Eisner (1983) question the validity of

The research m program evaluation has aided in broadenmg the scope of

L ]

It has accompllshed this by examining the basic reasomng behind

the theoncs and practices in evaluation. By so doing, research has produced

‘ much food for thought for those educators now in classrooms who are>attempting

10 evaluate their students. g

Ih- the\research questions have been rarsed concermng the adherence of

many in the field of evaluation to a scientific paradlgm of thought. Guba

adhermg solcly % a mmd-set that seeiv,t]uantnatrve research ‘as the only

relrable methodology

.
¢

At best some. social scientists are willing to recogmzc
that qualitative -methodology may be .useful :at an
exploratory stage of researc prefatory te quantitative -

‘



research What they deny is that quahtatrvc methodology
can be a legitimate source §f either dita collection,

systematic evaluation, or theory constructron (Patton,
1978, p. 215).

A naturalistic paradrgm of thought is offered as an alternative to the
scientific. This framework accepts the validity and essentiality of qualitative
data in any evaluatlon 'Sltuatron Guba and meoln (1981) state that:

It is our i|udgement that in the ﬁeld of behavioral

science, which . evaluation is surely a part. the
\ naturalistic paradigm should be the paradrgm ~of
. choice (p. 77).

v

Patton (19§19xtends this concept (pf choice from decisions made concerning
two options to decisions made in ght. of multrple _possibilities.  Below he
describes the, term hée comed "creatrve evaluatron"'

ereatrve cvaluatron means' working within a framework;
or paradigm, of multrKle possibilities where new.
situations are approached without preconceptions
about which particular -methods or, approaches ought
to be applied. Creative’ evaluation mgans .being
situationally responsive, methodologically flexible,
s . consciously committed to matching evaluation a%proaches fhe
to' the needs and interests of those with whom one
is. working, and genuinely sensitive to the unique
constraints and 'possibilities of partlcular people and
circumstances (p. 67).

Eeeh evaluation srtuatron is umque- therefore, decisions concerning methodology
are made in light of this umqueness ‘ '

The writer- feels' confident in drawing a parallel between what " has occUrred
m the development of program evaluatron phactices, “as .reported in the

lrterature, and what has - occurred in the develgpment of evaluation ‘practices

at the classroom level. | L

-

A scientific paradigm of thought has rergncd in the cIa*.sroom Tcachcrs, ,

administrators and the pubhc, have Heen concerned with numbers and grades

to the 'detriment of proper evaluation, with numbers being perceived as the

’
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content of science and the signal of validity. Educators who view evaluation

as only a test and number activity are oi)erating, for the most part, out of a

\

scientific paradrgm of thought.

The alternative paradigm of thought, the naturalistic, appears to be more _

s

compatible with the world of education, where classroom teachers work with
students of various capabilities and personalities. The data indicative of . this

paradigm of “thought are qualitative, which include information collected

throu‘gh interviews, proje_cts, speeches, observation checklists and other

activities ‘Teachers ’are able to collect data_about their "eval_uands'" due to
thelr prime position.in the natural settmg, the classroom.

Even though this altematrve paradigm' appg’ars to gel" with classroom life,
this writer is in agreement with Patton (1981) and his suggestion of a third
paradiém:_ one of choice. Both the scientific and naturalistic paradigms of
thouwght have sometlfing to offer for evaluators. Use must be made of
whatever is necessajy for the success of the evaluation. Appropriate

!

‘choices are essential. -

Educational- research in program evaluation describes the people, the -

e

evaluators, who make these choices.' The characteristics of: good evaluators

described in the literature can be applled to “both the program evaluator or .

&
the teacher in the -classroom. Patton (1981) refers to creative evaluatlon

and the evaluator as a person who is “active-reactive- adaptlve" (p. 67) -

Evaluators must observe happemngs and react to them in an’ appropnate
manner. Where neceSSary, evaluators need to adapt m response to observatlons

and results of reactions.” The same is true of teachers m the classrooms. .

-

- No elementary teacher cqn be: as effectlve a,s she ;
might otherwise be unless- she 'possesses Considerable - ,
' ',slql in assessmg how well her children are dOmg,\

. N A . .
I . . . ' . . ~‘/

V -

-

\



‘Brown (198S) suggésts:

rd

st

the difficulties they are. éncountering - and why '
(Hedges, 1969, p. iv).

After the "why" is answered, the queétion of how to adapt.needs to be proposed.
. Researchers have provided labels for evaluators. Guba and Lincolr (1981)
refer to the "responsive evaluator"-as did Stake as early as 1967. Eisner

(1983) addresses the importa_ridc- of the evaluator being both a critic and

connoisseur, Although labels vary, the literature offers a picture of .evaluators

as individuals who ‘are able to" recognize..and utilize all options at thejr

“ disposal. This makes possible the' collection of comprehensive data "ﬁeqcssary

T P . Y .
for the evaluation process which includes action, reaction, and adaptation.

. o - .t .

- RS
“ . “s

The Process of Educational Change - . .

The review of the literature provided information on "what should be"—,-‘_ .

. while Chbfpter III informed'i;s of “what is". " However, to ‘éet_ from what is to

, \ ‘ . e ' ’ . . )
what should bé involves a process of change. Teachers in their classrooms

must change th&ir evaluation practices. On the surface "this may appear 10

be a simple solution, but in reality’ it is a tremendous task. Fullan (1982)

-provides this insight into educationat-change:-.
» - <

. The difficulty is that educational change is n.ot‘ a .

single entity. It is to a certain extent multi .

There are at least three components or dimensions

. at’ stdke in implementing any new program or

A policy: (1) the possible use of new revised materials
- ¢ (direct instructional resources such as . curriculum
materials or technologies), (2). the possibly use of

new . (i.e., new teaching strategies
“.or ‘activities), and (3) the possiblé alterations of
__ " beliefs- (e.g., pedagogical assumptions and theories
" underlying particular new policies or programs) (p. 30).
Those individuals, atiempting to affect change need to be aware of this

"multi-dimensionality”. ~ Most. times it is ignored, and possibly ‘that s why.

7

— °
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Our schools do not reflect what we know about
what edycation should be. -In most schools time has
p"actlcally stood still.- Education does mnot' encompass
the innovations which have been so wxdely publicized .

(p. 231) 4 L

L]

A new Ianguage arts program has been placed at the doors of our
- . = schoals. Evaluatlon philosophy and strategres have been presented in conjunctlon
= : with this, but whether m;plementatlon is succéssful or. not must rely most heavily

the classroom teachier’s ability to "act-react-and adapt"._ There is much *

ore involved than an acceptance. of new tests. The way individuals ‘teach
: and think, -‘cOmés into‘-?question and rnajor changes must ensue. Fullan (1982)
: d e refers to this in the followmg quote ' ) T - ' .

T i Change nn teaching approach or style in using new

) . materials presents. greater difficulty if néw skills .

must be acquired and new ways of conductin )

instructional activities acquired. . Change in . belie - o

-ar¢ yet more difficult: they challenge the core values’ .
L - - held by. individuals regardmg the purposes of education; .

TR . moreover beliefs are -often not explicit, discussed, .
: or’ understood, but' rather ‘are buried at thetlevel of - . e
unstated assumptrohs (pp 34-35). . .

‘.

Grade feur teachers need to consider "new ways' of conductmg ;nstructronal ‘

_—-—LacthllIES" and possrbly a "change in thelr behefs ; the latter bemg 'the most .
drfficult As Brown (1985) suggests: " IR el

¢ ©7 - The most difficult to—nmplement is; a change that
requires a change in beliefs. . The effects on the »
individual when coré values are challenged can be
traumatic. = Often .teachers’ beliefs are ‘mot explicit
but rather they exist as unstated assumptions. ~As
the studies have shown,.individuals have to change
- their- beliefs in'-order for real™-change and _personal
growth to occur (p. 158).

It is apparent that- change in practrce at £ classroom level cannot occur

‘
four classrobm teachers who, on the surface, need to change 'their methods

IS T \.\overmght. In this speclﬁc case there would appear to be a number of grade

. ~of valuatmg students, whlle underneath they need to consnder thelr._behet's‘

= e . . v . . . B t
- ' . . " . N ., [

U B
'3 W oY o . PR N
3 Tae Fa AR % e o ate R P . . N .
had e [T B R EX TN LA St N . ' '
T R N N T RSN N P S



statement that: . _ T 3

' suggests that:  —-

]

. ' . . 53 :
about evaluation. For those considering entering the profession, the writer
recommends a change at the university level; teacher training programs must
include extensive work in the area—of student evaluation. However, this is
of little use to those teachers alreody in the "workforce who have no intention
of returning to .the opiversity milieu. Inservice at the school board level is

the only realistic pption.

4 +
~

\,‘ )

Chapter V presents the reader with a plan for coordmators to use\% ,

iﬁsemcmg grade four language ahrtsjteachers and the appropriate administrators.

Itis a platn which might be aoaptEd and used oy, various, school boards .in

. e | P PRe
e, M - 5

Jewwnter is aWare of. llmltatlons of so-called,-one-shot inservice and

“the provmce - - AR

recommends that this plan be viewed as a steppmg stone for initiating

change at the classroom Tevel. . '_I'he writer agrees with _Fullan (1982) in his

-

-

Mast forms of inservice® trammg are ot dem%ned to
provide the.-ongoing, interactive, cumulative learnin

Y necessary’ to’ develop new conceptions, skills, an
behavior. Fatlure to realize - that there |s ‘a
need for in-service -work during implementation is.a
common problem No matter. how much advance staff
developmient ™~ occurs, it is when Eeople actually try .

- . to implement new. approaches that they have the . a :
‘most specific conéerns ‘and doubts. It is thus - v ¥
extremely important that people ‘obtain some .support " — "
at)the carly “stages : of attempted 1mplementat|on (p- ' C
66 ;

oo S -
i
-

o ' After the three—day inservice, coordmators need ta Spend time in: classrooms. )

!

to work with teﬂchers durmg their attempts to examme personal evaluat:on, o

strategies.  Contact is essential for the promotlon of change. House (1974)'

! PR S

Schools and teachers are fragmented and decentrahzed ' e

.and exist within the same societal structures. .The
flow of_ direct personal contact wnthm and ‘between

‘ ¥
e . L
e . &)
. ' s

S
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educational structures has much fo do with the
: - diffusion of educational innovation (p. 15).

Pl

As well ‘as time speni by the coordinator in classrooms, communication
between teachers is essential. Teéchers within schools or districts need to
meet periodically to discuss tlleir experiences in classrooms. ‘ ' |
" Besides being aware that change is -unlikely fo occur if this is considered
C . just a three-day plan which includes nc personal contact during teachers’
| attempts at change "in str'atégiés, those involved in the quest to change

o _educators’ ideas and strategies. in the area of evaluation must have some
! . . . - / . * .
perspective of a time-line. . . ¢ ~

Any concci)tion of . the change rocess in regards to
: schools, explicitly or . implicitly, involves a ' time
° - pérspective (Sarason, 1971, p. 219). .

-

Sometimes in .cducafion this time ‘perspective is ill-considered.  Often, goals
may be ﬁnr,calistic when there is minimal understanding of the. change process.
“The greatest diSparity may arise between the expectations 6f. coordinators
AN who play tl;ne :role of change agents and ‘the classroom teachers.  Sarason
presents these ideas on the topic: ‘

—_ Let us assume that the agents Of change (coordinators)

;o . ' * have worked out in a systematic fashion the relationship

’ between their conceptions of the setting and a time

perspective by .which ‘the intended change should be

- _ . Judged.. A second aspect of the time perspective

= e problem then arises: comparing the time perspective

of the agents of change with that of those who are

the targets, and that of those who will, in one way

.o , or another, participate in the process. This comparison

AT , o is crucial .because if, as is usually the case, the

: ' differences in. time perspective are great, the -seeds

.?f ¢2:c1>_:91§1ict. and disillusionment are already in the soil’
p- . :

- Avoidance of this sowing of "seeds of conflict and disillusionment” is =~

.., possible if realistic and common goals are sought by all‘ih&q}fleq i'n the process.
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After emphasizing the use of the plan as an initiator of change in cla;sroo‘m
practice and discussing the tremendous corﬁplex}ty of the change process
itself, the writer leaves the plan to stand on its own. _

Pains were taken to propose & plan which would incorporate the nccessary
ingredients for success in inservice delivery.

.The coordinator’s role in the iilsgrvice goes beyond disseminating information
to provjding a workable model for teachers. Strategies us.ct‘i within the  plan
were chosen for their simplicity and .adaptabiliiy to classrooiné life.  The
evaluation component is emphasized throughout the three-day session to

" -:promote its serious consideration. In light of the research available on the
difficulty of changing beliefs, - the writer incorporates seciions in the plan
through which be'l'iet's are brought to the forefront and questioned: reflection

is a major component.

Summary ’ )

. . ‘Y ' . _-.'. . . N ' " W a0 "t
The writer is suggesting that it is possible to move from_ “"what is" to "what
should be". However, this is nota task to be taken lightly.
In order for teachers to become more proficient evaluators of their students,

school boards in the province will have to declare inservice in evaluation a

priority. . ' 1

- The fhree-d'ay inservige plan 'c.lescribed in Chapter V is available for use
as a stepping stone for a'ffeéting change in teachers’ eValua;tion strategies.
However, this must be §upplemehted with personal contact between those -
involved - in the process. Coordinators must work with teachers in- their

classrooms and time must be provided for teachers, periodically, to meet

together.
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The complciily of the change process must be understood 5y those

involved. A rca!istic.time.-liﬁe ‘for the achievement of goals must be agreed
upon. .

13 t
P
«
® . - v
. f
' /
A
- .
-
"
. .
"
.
\‘
o
N -
s
o
.
- -
'
" o
RE
N o
. . N
Y »
o .
L B . :
H [
i N N




[4 3

L

-descriptions and directions for implementation.

CHAPTER V
AN INSERVICE PLAN

Introduction

In this chapter the writer has attempted to provide a framework for
inservicing grade , four language arts teachers in the evaluarion of students.
It is hoped that this will\'be the initial step m the beginning of a much

needed- exammatxon J of why and how students are evaluated in rhe school

system The' plan ns developed for use by la\1guage arts coordinators employcd'

in the various dnstrxcts -However, considering the uniqueness of each dlstrlct

it is. essentlal that the framework be adapted to mdnvrdual situations.. A"

very conservatnve time-line is suggested for delwery of thls inservice - in the
.hopé that nmplementatron will be vnewcd as both possible and practlcal -

The writer intends that the inservice plan be viewed as a ﬂexlble tool
which is to be continuously exposed to the par_tncnpants, scrutiny.  This
scrutiny is the backbone of the evaluation process which is continuous
throughout all stages of the inservice. Modifications are to be made to the
plan when. deemed ‘necessary by those involved. The writer believesdﬁre
flexibility inherent in the inservice is one of the plan’s positive characteristics.

Anotller stren_gth of ~the- plan may .-be the consideration given to the
role of coordinator as a model for teachers. While dcveloplng the inservice
program;- the writer attempted to utilize strategies and materials easily
accessible for either 'inservice situations or classroom instruction. The

method of dehvery was arranged to provide oppottunity for parumpants to

—_— . -

glean an array of activities for possible-use in their own classrooms.
In an attempt to present the inservice framework in a clear format, thc

writer mcludes information maps and sample time-tables to accompany wrlttcn

.

TouTa o T L L
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The inservice plan s divided into five sections. The first séction pPovides

an inservice design map and discussion of the overall plan. The following
., .

four sections provide session maps and discussion of plans for possible

delivery of each of the sessions. .

X A R .
had [T AN LY Mg S NI » N o
S . . ! " . . A ST A Py
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Inservice Plan for Grade Four Language Arts Teachers
- . ‘ -
, —=
BARIIQIEAN:I:S;’ grade four - lan%ua ge arts teachers, prmcnpals,
P professional scho board personnel ]
&y L . A"
TOPIC: evaluation of grade four students in the language '
arts ar€a @
. . . . N . .
Session One: reflection and discussipn @f personal philosaphies.
. of evaluation f ~.
Session Two: examination of evaluation strategies now in” use
* by participants
Session Threer . dissemination of information on the history
of evaluation
Session Fogrj;,,-’ -~ discussion and presentation of appropnate strategles
for use in studeént evaluation
. -

-

£ - . '
Q_QA.LS_QE_’]ﬁEJNSEBMIQE; to provide participants with the o portunity

to interaet with other profess:on als in _the
area -

to prgvide an opportunity for participants
. to reflect upon and examine personal
g philosophies of evaluation

to provide a forum whichi enables participants
to present and to discuss their personal

philosophies
‘ glrovnde partlclgants with information dealing
with the histori background of evaluation

i o '. . . R
KX .\. at »
‘Jnh'v w,"u‘ ek S v.‘ e g‘
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(Cont’d)

to prothote a better understanding of
evaluation and its connection with testing
and grading "

to encourage participants to examine evaluation
strategies they now use . ‘

to provide participants with information
dealing with appropriate evaluation strategies
as suggested by the Department of Education
and the grade’four program writers

R DURE:

Day I
~C B

Day II

Day III

" three days of inservice are granted to

the participants

a suitable meeting place is 'arran'ged for the
sessions : :
Session One . e T
. 2:00 - 12:00 (15 minute break)

:00 - 3:00 '

Session Two - - - -

9:00 - 10:45
Sessidn Three

1{00 - 12:00
1:00 - 3:00

Session Four

9:00 -.12:00 : -
1:00 - 3:00.

Lecturing
Brainstorming
Grouping

Discussing

L., gt .
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’ EMALUA]IQN_. (continuous’ throughout the inservice) }
, Tecords and checklists kept by coordinator
recommendations or suggestions of participants
: ¢ ST L
. ‘ * evaluation discussion at the closeof each session -
' ’ fimal” written evaluation report ¢tompleted by’
' participants T :
. . . . . ) ' ) "
MATERIALS: 'mformanon sheets \ .
- . agendas . .
; x5, - .
RE ’ . " folders for partncnpants
_ . o= listof goals N
. - Foooe . T
y . - ‘ startcrs for brainstorming
‘ ; ) outlmes for essential overheads \1__/'
” - student evaluation strategles forms -
. IR ™~ .
' partxcxpant proﬁle sheets co b .
. list of statements-describing’ beliefs held concerning
. evaluation : e
. g true-false forms
. flcqtlonaLcase study of a téachcr
: . case study dlscussmn starters
3 4 .‘ .
;: ] - -~ "
. evaluation forms . . .
¥ ' . .
fl'.{ ’ e o - ‘ ‘
v . anecdotal record sheets ‘ .
‘.;‘ - . R . -
‘ ’ ) * observation checklist forms '
. . . ‘ 4 . * : ——
d ) The inservice demgn map provides a framework for the dcllvcry of the
o ... inservice descnbed Thc map. is to be used by coordmators in the planning
:.;\ - (‘? . ’ . >
;;' . ,’/ / ! ' '
; K . . ‘e “ I." . v . .h
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stages of the inservice. General information is provided on “the inservice {
map, whereas _more specific details are outlined on the individual session

4

maps. Sample agendas are mcludcd for all sessions.

The suggested participants for the inservice are grade four language
arts teachers, prmcrpals and school board personnel. The " latter, two are "

included to ensure-the mvolvement of ]all those with input into the evaluation

process. The opportunity for development of a support-system for teachers
is created when admin’ist'-rators_ are incfuded in inservice dealing with curriculum

[}

. matters : . - ) .

“ . e
[

. Goals of _the inservice are hsted on “the map. HoweVer. these may be o ’
" modified after -discussions ‘with partrclpants. These _goals are—general statements” : E .
: of expected outcomes from delrvery of the inservice. _ -
‘ o The way the map’ js to be uscd is a decision for mdmdual coordmators.
The three- day procedure suggested in thw% was dccrded upon wnth a

particular :school board in -mind. = Alterations to ‘the plan may be necessary in

e

order to accommodate sché':)l boards in varymg drstrlcts. o ’ ' -~ :

The mservu:e plan suggests the order and contept of four scssnons.
The Wrrter or,gamzed the sessions to follow a "bottom up" approach Tn thc
. past, many suggestnons on student evaluatxcm have been passed down from . .

. the Department of Educatron or school ‘board pcrsonnel to

———
LIENN b

practrtroner However, rarely has thls "top down" approach eenfmo'rc,than'

a fruitless cndcavor. C L ' - G el ,

The plan suggests: the flrst -session evolve around con&tderauon of ' >
tcachcrs persdnal phllosophxes of evaluatmn - the roots of thelr eva]uatron
,practlces Pamclpants are required to examme their ways ot' thmkmg about _
._~evaluanon, therr "paradigms. of thought", and to questlon why they thmk as

-t
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they'do._ The second session is more specific with its examination of
actual evaluation activities bemg used by pammpants in their classrooms, '
‘ Session three provides information concerning the history of evaluatlon.

A distinction is made bet\veen-testing and evaluation. Recent research in -
: . ’
- ‘the arga of evaluation is presented. ' X

4
L]

Session four requires that teachers examine their methods of evaluationy,
- . inlight of the information provided in the previous- session and in light of

A , the resule the,perlod of reﬂectton offéred in the first sessnon The

- - .

e N Department of Educattons recommendatlons for student evaluation in the C Y

i; ‘%. ) ) '\ -
T T language arts area are preseated. . : .o r~

o _ , The wnter attempted to develop an inservice plan which coordinators

kR | could use wrth the least amount of dtfﬁc\tlty Therefore, where possible,

-~ materials’ suggested for use dm the activities descrxbed are provided in the -

.
4 * -~ '

Jinservice appendtces.

1. o
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SESSION [ - DESIGN MAP ‘ -
N .
. ) .
PARTICIPANTS: ‘grade four language arts teachers, principals, -
) professional sgool board personnel ; :
— - .
TOPIC: personal philosophies of ewvaluation - reflection
. and discussion
GOAILS.OF THE SESSION: to provide a time for participants to reflett
_ on beliefs held in the area of evaluation . '
. - . _ to _provide an environment to promote .
‘ reflection on phitcsophies held
~ . . . . . . ) ’ R
'to encourage - participgnts to examine how L v
- S - and ‘why they think jabout evaluation as ' -
SRR : ) > . they do : '
to ‘provide. a forum for discussion -of
” beliefs held ‘ . ..
to create an jwargness, on- the part of
the participapff, of the possible limitations
and strenghts of the personal philosophies )
described and discussed : >
PROCEDURE: . give out materials needed for the session
- .agéign participants to their small groups
read 1hrotgg’i1 the agenda with the large
» group (* discussing plans for the day) -
!+ as the day pmﬁresses keep an anecdotal ,
- record of unusual - interesting occurrences
" use” a’checklist to periodically record areas
where change is needed in order to improve
1 : _ the inservice ' . o
l‘ ¢ .
’ =
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use small and largc‘ grgup work sessions
as suggested by the agenda - . :

1

~ - )

. large group discussions

small group discussions
brainstorming -

writing exercises

e

" participant input at all stages of the

lnservice .

anecdotal records and checklist compiled N
by coordinator. .

It of goals_ ' Py ca
agenda |

list of eval;liltioq statements

A

hY

case study ,
case study discussion starters

teacher profile formis K .
anecdotal record sheet )
evaluation checklist

partic—ipa.nts’ folders

e
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- 900 - 9:30 _ Introduction - !
?:}0 - 10:00| +~ Discussion of Goals of the Inservice '
10:00 - 19:45 . Small Group Work Using-List of Evaluation-Statements :
10:45 - 11:00 Coflice S | o
11:00 - 1200 -~ Development of an Acceptable List of Evaluation Statements .
' M ) (Small and Large Group Work) o
12:00 - 1:00 . Lunch ' .
1:00 - 1:45 ‘ Reading and Discussion of a Case Study Concerned - P
. With the Déscription of a Grade Four Language Arts i
Teacher - ' -
1:45 - 2:30 Writing Time - Participants’ Development of a Personal
E : ~ Teacher Profile ‘ .
2:30 - -3:00 Concluding Scction

(Total - 4 hours, 45 mi—nutes)
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Housekccpmg matters. are deait wnth ai the begmmng of the first
E}

session. . Participants teceive folders for “he collcctlon of -materials used

throughout the. inservice, and they are assigned to small grqups_ for the

. duration of .th;: ":inservicc. They - will wdrk*“'in these groups ot‘ four - to six

mdmduals occasxonally during the three-day period. N , ‘ g
The first session includes an mtroducnon to the whole mservxce. The

" overall goals of the plan are presented and dtscussed“ The coordmator may

modify or further delmeate these goals in response-to partncxpan't mput

Also, an explanation of the evaluation process is given by the coordmator

who stresses. the lmportance of continuous dnagnostnc evaluatnon occul"rmg ‘

throughout ‘the three-day period. Emphasis is gnven to the role of the -

participant in the evaluation p_roces's.' Also, pamclpants~ are made aware of |

the attempt of t!te cobrdinator to va‘ty teaél;ing strategicsv -during the: iriserviée. ,

. The importariéc of participants’ being active learners and the use of g@éuping

T

to accomplish this is stressed.

After ‘the, introduction, the first session begin¢ with an examination of’
goals stated specifically for- this session. A connection’ is made, by the

cbordinator,‘ between evaluation.and achievement of goals. - -

- ) - ‘ -2, 2
/ ' "~ - 'Group work is initiated during the first session. After examining the
goals of the session, participants break? into their previously arranged small

————BFOUPS and begin"the task of “considering a list of statements describing

. evaluation (se¢ Appendix for Sessionl). ¥

,\ : They are requested to’ consider the list, to indicate agreement or
';.'_ o . . .

b dlsagreement with the statements ‘and to compile a gr\éup list of what they
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consider to be acceptable descriptions of evaluation. This list is created

from provided statements and those proposed by groyp members. |

After the completlon of this activity, parucnpants return to a large

" group setting. . The coordinator, wnth\he aid of an overhead projector and

the use of a dlscussmn format ‘records on chart paper a’ whole group list,
Later, coples of the' list are filed in the pamcnpants folders for futurc
reference. Thns activity wnll prowde! time for reﬂectlon and discussion of
dnffenng views held concemmg evaluatlon.

‘The afternoon sessnon begms with silent reading of a case study descnbmg

a grade four Ianguage arts ‘teacher. Details in the study include: (1) the.

teachers phllosophy of evaluatlon, (2) the evaluanon st[ategles used by the.

teacher; - and “(3) a descnptlon “of the teacher’s “training and ' experiénce in

evaluation. ,_ . )

After the initial reading, the small groups gather and dlSCUSS the study
presented keeping in mind the list of evaluation staterrients developed earlier
in the“ session. A list of 'questions (see Appendnx for Session I) is provided
by the coordinator to, help puide the discussion through an examination of

beliefs and practices of the teacher déscribed.

The session moves from an examination of a fictitious character to an

" examination of ‘self. Participants are asked to reflect upon their own belicfs

.a‘na methods of evaluation by \a}riiing brief profiles of themselves. * These

personal pieces of writing are filed in the participants’ folders.
The last half hour of the afternoon is used for concluding remarks and
discussion. '

Participants review the goals listed fot the session and discuss whether
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these goals have been achieved. Discussion centers around po§jlblc changes
for improvement of this session or the sessions to follow.

A brief summary of the following day’s activities is provided. '

. \
A N
. -
< '
-
T
’
-4 »
. .c‘
. -
’
1]
. .
o
JE
.
-
“r
’
, .
‘
-
-
L
:
- [
a .-
-
[}
»
'
*
. .
-
’
’
* "
.
o \-\
.

- . hd X y
. . 4
« == -

- s * 1]
’ A DU | 1 s L




o S e
VI

69

SESSION II - DESIGN MAP

o -

grade four language arts teachers, principals,

professional school board personngl

TOPIC: .

evaluation practices of grade four language
arts teachers

GOALS OF THE SESSION:

12

t

to develop a list of evaluation activities
actually -used by the participants in a
classrcom situation

to promote an awareness of the rcasoning
behind individual’s evaluation practices$

to. expose participants to the ideas and -
practices of other members of the profession

PROCEDURE:

: ‘ — - .
pass out. materials needed for the session

instruct participants on how to use the

strategies list

divide into small grou s"(same groups as .

previous session) for brainstorming session

use the overhead projector to dévelop a
final list of evaluation strategies

keep an anccdotal record of unusual or
interesting occurrences plus a checklist to

_record areas where changes .in inservice

strategies may need to be considered

RV LAl
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) EVALUATION; anecdotal records and checklxst compiled by
P coordinator
B ’ participant input & B
o 'MATERIALS: . agenda -
— _ strategy sheet for individual participant
strategy sheet for small groups
‘ _ Y overhead projector and overheads
ST AR ' list of goals o L : \
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. P - AGENDA . ,
9:00- 9:15 : Discussion of Goals for the Session SR
. ] - . ’ .
9:15- 9:30 " Individual Participant Consideration. of Evaluaton '/
: , . Strategy List B '
~ ‘ -9:30 - 10:15 : Small Group Brainstorming Session .
10:15 - 10:45 g Large Group -Activity . i
10:45 - 11:00 Coffee Break
(Total - 2 hours)
’
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The coordinator "begins the ‘session by ‘initiating a discussion of the
goals listed on the session map. It -is essential that. thls list be available  for
mspeetron by partrcrpants, with the possibility of some changé occumng in
reacuon to participant input.  Where necessary, the coordinator notes
rccommendatrons made. ’ -,

The bulk of this sessron is a poinfed exanination of evaluation strategres

presently in use in the classrooms Pamcrpants review their persona.l evaluatron

practices and list 4hem_on._the_stxateg5L form provnded (see Appendrx for

'éession'll) . The form is deVeloped s0- that it provokes mofe than a rote’
hstmg q’t‘ strategles. Partrcrpants rnust -consider the reasonmg behmdu their

, ‘chorces and list both posmve and negatrve aspects of each strategy

"The partrcrpants move from a personal examination of strategres used to

a mall- group - brainstorming session on the same topnc. A strategy form.

- "M ntical to' that grven to mdwuduals is provided for the small groups. Onic

. member of each group records the mput of pamcrpants. By usmg a small

group format, mdrvrduals are exposed’ to the ideas of others m a sntuatronr

where discussion is encouraged One of the goals of the msenflce is to provrde

partrcrpants with eXposure to other professronals in the workforce. _This

activity provrdes for not only - exposure but also drscussron and questromng

. The rernamder of the session. is fo- be used for a large group bramstormmg

actrVrty whtch assrsts in pooImg the thougl'lt& of all partrcnpants ~Fhe—coordinator- '

cacts as a recorder, using overheads to present to parucrpants lrsts deveIOped
by the small groups ’Ihe overheads {sec Appendix far Sessron II) are purposely

‘structured to mdleate patterns emergmg in evaluauon strategies used by

’

Y
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The coerdinator concludes thé session with connecling comments. .
These are comments or thought provokers (see Appendix for Session 1) '
aimed at tying the first and -second session together. Participants are
encouraged to consider their beliefs and atlitudes towards evaluation and .
- L 3
- how these are reflected in their evaluation of s{udents.
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v T . PpA grade four language arts teachers; prmclpals,

LT o e ) . professional schoo board personne] . ,
BN L - ) ° . . . . " . | . §

S T TOPIG o the history of evaluation -

. ) : . i R S T

- et - QQAJ.SQE_'IHE_S.ES.SIQ& %rovnde participants with lmformatlon on_

1story of evaluation

Lo ‘ ' to encouragc teachers.to reflect on knowledge
: ¢ they have acquired cencerning the history |
of evaluation, previous to this inservice

T PROCEDURE: pass out materials needed for the §cssion

set up chart paper to be used in large group

L : L T ot bramstormmg session v
| . I L tcarrange seating for aftemoon lecture format
e T . set up ggcrhead projector for use in
. A ’ : delivery mformatlon on the ‘history of
. : CL ) . ' ‘ evaluation y
‘ ‘ - e g - — e, - - -, L
j ® . - TEACHING STRATEGIES: writing activity
.- 1 ‘- -‘. : . E ) .- R . "Jra. tornﬁn © .- ’
.Y ,\\'. J . " . * P m&c g
( - o ‘ © .« . . charting
! - ¢ s ’ -
A . : ) lecturing
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C ; : 2
. . ¢  EYALUATION: Anecdotal records and checklist complled
o e o - ‘e by coordinator - .
b L | partlclpant mput

o
X
;

£S5 L
'

&) .
A ’ ‘ -
- ., 0 ! . i .
. 5 .
~ ~ " - s 1) . \
. ' ¢ . .
_" 1 4 L
RN ,
L v : .0 J
o : . K ,n ]
" . !
e Y & \ v -
D T L S < ' .
¥ ¢ ' ' . . . L
R ., co Temmmy et ] ‘
n . : v ' B
T 2 ,! W, oL = | , \ i, o a— N ,
o el e e _ L= ‘
RARME N Lt CV R T ' S R ™ R ERCE AV Y L

v

3 -



LI T e f N . .o
: B , , . ‘; ] .- . .\ . E:
< h N . \ ““.n‘
. . - ) A
g.,. ¥ : - . @ ! L.
MATERIALS: : ., . lstofgoals | PR
° ; Co .- o tuefalse form .. 7 S ,
Nl . LT . ’ “ -’ L -“ 1 .o’ e ' -t
. oo LT e e <. . overhead projector an”d-overhcads L e e e
' ’ ’ - ) . ) ) ' N c !a,r‘.t: paper — - 1 . e o . ‘ * ! :‘-.
oo ~ " evaluation «checklist - . e
) , X Lo . ) R . :
- - * ‘anecdotal re¢ord'form , -, . -
3 ! . . . . L
, .. f * L
- ™ ¢ -
.,
> = o ‘
- Al
4
- | o
r—' y [ !
.o . R _‘ . o
¢ | -y
v O
©
/o
\ . L
&
' ) -_— t"':\- v B g ".
. ¢ . - 3

.t - . N
. * o . B
: .
s * » .
W [ . e
' . Lo
t_'. ' ] . \ . ! ! z(!f_
| . ' ' ¥ T e RS &
. .- g ' ' o
R R . ' B 1 e b
LS ' AR . . Vs ¢ KA N . 40
Ay ! A P T . . T . N ) b e gt



o

i
4
il
3
¥

- - 4
. -
~
-
&
1 ~
i - - )
»
i
. ~
', N -
o ’e
\
. - . .
. o
=’
- -
0 Dl
Dl
(. .
1
’ ’ - e
LI - 4
-
.
) -
b} . -
- '
PN .
:
. -~
- “
!
. €
\

11:00 - 11:15

1815 - 12:00

12:00 --'1:00
1:00 - (

. 145

230 -
3:00 -

o - e =

—

1:45
2:30
3:00 )
3:15

v

a ~ L <
, -
Ay
76 .
.
B
.
f
.
N
- .
s
e’ -
!
L
'
I‘ N
.
IS . B -
’ |
PN
L
v 14