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Bri1tish evaluative studies in education have teken diffe:;ent' .
approaches from those in Kmerica. Although there has been some

¢ interchange of ideas, the social context in the two countries

is different, reguiring different mechanises for the initiation,
implementation and follow-up of educational ewaluation.

-~
There are still lessons to be learned in thi's relatively new
field from comparing work in the two countries, using examples
fron recent studies. % .

. ’ This per examipes arnd compares British and American approaches,
under’ four headings: 1) their political genesis 2) agencies
invoived 1n -commissioning ard executing evaluative studies 3) use ’
cade of results 4) possible. evolution of these approaches.
L] .
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Eritish and smericaa approsches 10
s evalustive stodies in ednzation . .

David G. Hawkridge

1he 2Zritish Open Umiversity

Introduction

Nobody could be blemed for thamking that the title of this paper was
specificaliy desigrned to be eve-catctung 1o Bicemtenmeal Tear. The news
that the suthor was rotl a candadate 1n the elections for a nev British
Prame Miraster and that he does oot intend to eater the Presidential rzce
vill do 3i1ttle 1o reassnre those who feel the Brcentemary 18 being mede the

excuse for e‘reg’thin:.

Indeed, 1solatxomst,s v11l point out that America is independent now, and,’
there 15 o need for a Bratisher to come hot-foot o San Francisco to t'ry
to sell muskets and vhiskey to the colonials. Muskets, they will say,/ve
have endbugh of, home-made, amd vhiskey we buy from the Scatch, vho az
scarcely British anyway.

<

¥hy, tken, 8 AERA accept this paper? In general terms, it is /&ct that
after 200 yORr5 there are differences between Britain =nd )-.menta, not

ieast 1n their respectxve educational systems. More specificzily, approaches
to, evaluative studies 1n educaticp in the two countries have evolved quite
differentlvy. Thls paper seeks to identify mamy of these differences, which
have ‘come about beczuse the social context in the two coumtries is different,
requiring differing mechanisms for the initiation, xm-ple;nentatmn and follow-
up of educational evaluation. It 1s true that there mt$ been some interchange
of 1deas between ecducationsl evaluators on each side of the Atlantic, but the
differences seem worth repsrting and discussing.

No doubt readers of this paper will see it from mSre than one angle. Some
. may gain newv insights inwo their own local situation. Some m2y be stimulated
to attexpt to appl;. techniques used elsevhere. Others may feel that what is
right for Britain is wrong for America, and vice versa. On the other hand,
it is possible that approaches used ohe side of the Atlantic may have
sufficient intrinsic merit to be 1nc1uded in evalustive studies the other

side.
///

The British and American approaches vit1 be compared under four headings:
. ~

1) ftheir political genesis: The British low-key approach to educational
evaluation is largely divorted ffém political influence, while American
legis]atures insist on evaluatioh in public education. This has been s0 for
the past decade. The paper wiYl discuss the differences, ideqtifying then
within their social and economic contexts.’

el

David Hawkridge directed a series of national evaluation stpdiés of compensatory
education vhile at the American Institutes for Research 1967-70. Since then he
has been Director of the Institute for Educational Technology 4t" the Open

University, with a major role in the ewaluation of that University's activities.
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Although both Zritain wnd Amerace Theve 'r.z:.'.c &Jucltiton Sysiems at d amenlaAr Y.,
vecomdary 2nd tertiam leveTs, the two coumtries hawe very diffepent agenties
for the commissionied of evzluativte studies at the behest of politacal
sources, and for mxecuting the studies. Conseguently, dafferent patterns of
forces 2ri%et up btetlween evaluators, the evaluated and the clients.
Accountebility 15 & ooncept vhich d:ffesrs 1o powver and conootatlcn in the tws
coritries. The n2ture of evaluative stodles 18 strongly influenced, needless

' , “1o s2), by the commissiorung and executlng agencies. Thers are major

- differences 1o evaluarive 'styles’. some of vhich can be traced back to
/ diﬁ’ere.m philosophical zngd ethical standpoints.

4
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Thie egxis.avs 3avolved 1o comzss;eﬂm b executing evaluatite studies: 5
;

- 3) The use made of results: . Just 2t there are differences in the ways

l?'&'aluatzve studies oraginate ard proceed 1in 2ritain and America there are

alss f{erences 1n the expecied and actual use made of results. In both 2

countriess the results of evalustive studres are freguently dismissed by -~

those to wponr they are unfevourable. That 15 simply human nature. There are

di: ferences, however. 1 the expectations of agencies and of the evaluated,
these can be explained a2t least partially by an am2lysis of the coptext

of the studies.

4) Possitle mlunon of these approaches: Powerfnl political and economic
forces are likely w bring about changes in the approaches employed in 1

. educational evalustion in both countmes. In Britain, persistent ecSnomic
crisis seems likely to reduce funds for, evaluvation, in spite of caills for 4
greater cost-effectiveness. In America, political problems arising from
trenchant minority groups, coupled with some disiliusionment with scientism
among mddle-class people, may lead t}‘greater use of 1lluminative approaches
tp evaluation. iIf there 15 a decline in belief in capitalism and consumerism,
there may also come a change 1n stress, frog summative to formative evaluation.
All of this, of course, is i1n the realm of speculation, and is not based on
systewatic 'futures' research.

what conclusions and recomwrendations are there with which to end the paper?
None, since it 15 essentially contexrplative. No experimental results are
being reported, rno hypotheses are being tested, and-there will be no
recommendations for further research. Instead, the guestions raised by the
comparison may stimulate some worthwhile discussion. |

Definitions and examples

Few people will quar?‘el «ith Popham's (1975) statement that the generaily

accepted cefinition of evaluation is "a determination of value". Evaluation
25 clearly the busimess of judging value, by whatever means at ocur disposal.
Pretentiously, ‘the word can be applied vhen judgements are being made about
eléctric razors or tennis balls, although significantly in these cases it is
comooner to speak of quality comtrol. More generaily, evaluation is a term
used vhen judgements are being made about policies and people. J

As Pophan 'pomts out, educational evaluation as a process is not new, if we
include tndpr that term all the determinations of value that have taken place
within education for centuries. What interests him is gystezatic evaluation
.in education, a formal (institutionalised?) kind, which he calls genuine.
Indeed, the title of this paper may come close to satisfying Pppham. ° .
‘Evaluative studies in education’' attezpt to determine the value of something
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- Third, and slmlarly. we can restrict our discussion to the evaluation of
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educational by studying 1t, usually systematically, 1f not scientifically.

Such terms as eZuncational evaluoation 2ad evaluative stodies in education are
really too all-imclusive, hovever, even with the Pophag provisos regarding
formalaty and svstem Judgements of value are being mide every day in
countless educational establishments, often 1z 2 formal and systematic
fashion, without aoyone calling that 2ctivity educagse ev=lnatizn.
Educaticnal research arnd development 1s full of determinztions of valwe., yet
maxy of the professionals engaged 1n this Mield wopld nbt think of themselves
as educational evaluators. VWhat, then, are we talking about? How can we
justifiably narrow down the definitidn to accepiable limts, at least for the

parposes of thas paper?

first, like P?m. wve can throv ocut determinations of the efucaticnal stanmding —
of 1ndaviduals,/ vhich he lebels e-z‘ucag,eml measurement or status determinatlon. \
Secord. 1f ve like we can also elimizate 211 sxadies that are pravate. The
oumber 15 not greal. we can 53y we are 1nterssted 1n educatiomal evaluaticn
that 1s public. Laymen ard me:m.-ers ol the generel body politic should bave
access tof such studies.

public c-ducano.n, whether at the national, rejiomal or local level In both
Britain and America, well mér 90% of education depends upon the p.zbhc purse.

ve . @ay not throwv out “studies which do not explicitly set out to efraluate, but
do s0. There are educators and researchers who claim that they ake doing no
more than present the facts, lesving the interpretation, determination and
judgement to others. These people ignore the judgements they make in
selecting the ways they go abocut collecting, analyszng and summarising dat.a.
<
Nor may we throw out studies which are pot addressed to the “true’ clientele,
the students. The improvement of education is the general goal, sei for the
benefit of society at large and thé students of a generation in particular.
we must i1nclude evaluatite studies that contribute to the reaching of that
goal, even vhen they are addressed to State ofﬁcza.ls, or the Queen on behalf
of her govesmment. - .

Within our range must be studies that differ radical'ly in their methods. We
may go.as far as including the evidence-collecting of a Senate Comuittee as .
well ds the detailed quantitative analysxs probably required in evaluative
study of a new computer-assisted way of lea.rm.ng celestial navigation in the
Air Force. Scriven (1967) and others s:.xwe have indicated the diversity of
methods “that may be employed.

In the erd, tve shall probably discover that most of, the st:ud‘i@s we have in
mind share one characteristic: they'ennch the dg¥ate or matters of
educational policy. -Evaluators i':.ay interd that their studies should actwally
sway the debate fizmly in one direction or another.  For .exarple, ¥cDaniels

§) 975) writing about-Follow Through evaluation, says ‘And, at last, ve may
soon be able to demonstrate that corpensatory education works' Time and

time again, however, evaluators observe that politicians and officials.
educators ard students use their reports in unexpected ways to suit particular
parposes. ,The sole g government and the people in bringing about chapge
cannot be ‘ignored Iy educational evalvators or anyone else.

’ q— [ od ’b ;
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘Educazianal evaliction 1& z fuzzy set.  The boundarés of -1he set &sre 1ol
sdeguatel v def2red T the adjectaves that ars arToched 1o the term: formzl
1mSti1tutisnalised. evStemstic, mot-specyrfic-to-individuals, &nd s of. it
%S very tewsting 1o sesk further clamficelion by probang the phalossphical
pasition of particular educsticnal evalualors. Are they raticnmal ob ectrvists.
for exzmple” That 1s to sav, do they taKe the view that educaticon can be N
1rprovesd through Man s retaonal bebaviour, through objeciave study of what 1is
going on”  Or are thex Crgallve humensts, walomng for the artistic leap
apparently unrelated to values held or knowledge gained? Are they reformers
51 heart, always hoping that somethang betler car come from thelr evaluative
zetivities” Or 1s thers z battle umong educational evaluators lard their -
‘;:lign:s» betweern t,'n.e forces of scientism znd those of i1ntuition {HBaxwkridge,
I707

.

in fact, educaticnal svzluztors, comsciously or otherwise, take up maoy
philosophacal positions anc 29opt mamy roles 'Hevkridge., 197352

2 TSal, later we
erall rote tome nstional aifferences, but thas 15 mot the occasicn 1o explore
the wide range of pusitions ard roles see 2lso Hamltorn €1 2l., 1o pressi.

¥
-~

There 15 one further way open 10 LS in attempling to define the ser: bF
giving examples. 1Io be precise, we would have to provide examples that Just
ceme within the setr and oppose them wvith others that just feel outside the
set. That too 15 2 more extensive exercise than can be tackled in this
particular paper, therefore Table 1 simply provides 2 few British and American
examples, belonging to the last ten Years; mamy will be famiiiar to AZRPA
meabers. ’ -

" -

Table 1 Some examples of British and imerican evaluative studies .
1n education. °

Britash ) .

The Halsey Report on the education of wlturally-dzsa.dvantage-d__children
The Pussell Report on adult education
The Bullock Report on children's reading
The Jazmes Report on teacher education
Evaluative.studies of .Schools Council curriculum projects (see Table &%)
Evaluative studies of Nuffield Foundation curriculum projects
UNCAL: Evaluation of the Kationzl Development Programmwe in Computer-
. Assisted Learning ‘ )
The Open University's program of self-evaluation

-

American re
L AL
- -~

v

o o, . - i
El prd Seco.dary Education Act Title 1 Evaluation
Bead St#f€ Evaluation o . - . -
Follow Through Evaluation -
.The Coleman Report on educational opportunity
indian &ducation Act Evaluation
Upward Bound Evaluation .z <
Teacher Corps Evaluation T
Experizental Schools Project Evaluation
~ b4

- ) 6 .
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Besides attempting to define educational evaluation, ve need some definitiens
of ihe American &nd British education s¥ystems. Amenican educationgvhile
certainly mot homogensous, goes at least have 2 relatively simple t.h;-r«-e-le'rpl
structure of goverrment !Federal., State and iccal). Ertein {that 15 to say,
the United Kingdom of Great Eritsin and Rorthern Ireland) has 2 hybrd
governuental structure for its educatione Northern Ireland we cammoot speak
of knowing that vhat we say vill still be rue tomorrow, because changes there
have followed swiftly upon one anstifer 1n recem \&am, but at present its
educational systen {5 controlled from londsn. Scotland has 1ts own Scotlish

4

-

Q
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Tducation Depariment, under the Secretary of State for Scotland, 2 Cabinet
Miraster at westminster with responsibility for other portfolios as well as
e~ducation. But this pe."s-;:m 15 mo1 responsible. for the Scottish uyhiversities,
vhich are uander nxr- Department of :tducation and Scirence m,bonion. alongy vaith
primary. secondary amd tertiary education 1in both England zrd wales. Makang
gs-'m-rahs,an ons about British e2ucatlion 1s therefore even more dangerous than
doirg sc zbcut American education

vher, American education switched recently frop using the term 'School
Districts’ to the term ‘local Zducation Agencies', this introduced a further
~potential source of confusion, because in Britain there are lLocal EZducation
Authorities, abbreviated to LEis, just like the Amenca.n agencies. There are
tvo important differences, however, and these should be noted. First, the

. average British LEZA 15 2 larger unit than its American counterpart. For

exarrple, there are only 145 LZAs in Zngland. Second, the British LZA is tied
closely to the so-called local (County Council ) government, vhich is closer
to being regiomal in American terms. County Councils are controlled by one
political party or amother, and they can be compared with State legislatures.
Table 2 atiempts w clarify the posxtxon.

~

TJable 2 Levels of goverrment and administration in British and
¢ American education. !

Level British American
Rational Parlizment* . Congress*
partment of Education & Department of Health,
‘!Science (England, Wales & Education & Vel fare -
N. Ireland) .
Scottish Education Depart-
rent : :
Regional County coupncils®. State legislatures?®
”
Local Education State education departments .
Authorities 4
. >
Local School govermors*® . Boards~“of Education*
Individual schools Local Educalion Agencies
: (LEas)

kS
w i

b Y

* Elected, or at [east politically influenced.
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The political genesis of Bratish znd American evzlustive sitndies

-

< Politicians, 1o say oothing of cival servaaks, f211 1nto two groups: those
vhio consciously consider educational evaluation and those who do mot.

i ¥embers of both groups will be found in washington as well as london, but
certainly there are more of the latter in london. Similarly, poliizcianms
fall intogiwo camps over the value of evaluation in e2ucatiofi. There.are
those who sas ve carmot z2fford 1t: the decisions will be taken anvway and
in the light of many factors outside the scope of educational evaruation.

. Opposing them are those vho say we cannot afford oot to have educational
evaluation ¢s without 1t wrong and costly decisioms will be teken, affecti
the lives of thsusands of stundents.

>

in Britein at the national level, the politicians are largely ignorarmt

formal educztional evaluation. 1n spite of the fact that education 18 a,higﬁ'l}'

political arena. . They would not find this a startling allegation: they have
their prionitaes. and educational evaluation as such 185 ot among these.
fducaticnal evzluation does mot feature as such 1n any prece of current

British legislation, so far as this author has been zble to distoyer. It does

ot merit a separate line 1n the national educational budget authorised by

Parliament, mor 1s 1t built into educational policy. It has not been the

topic of an educational debate i1n either the House of Commons or the House of

Lords during zhe past si1x Yyears. '

The major reason for this apparent lack of interest possibly lies in the fact
that 1n the short-term (3-5 years akead, let us say) nearlx all educational
expenditure 1s predetermined in Britain, and the margin for change of any kind
is very small indeed {Fowler, 1974). In other words, policy change is
drasticaily limited by shortage of cash over. and above what is reguired to .
- keep the system going.
Reviews of policy do occur, however, and changes in Bri't,ish education over the
past twenty years have been quite remarkable considering how small this fiscal E
margin is said to be (see Kogan and Packwood, 1974). The reviews take place
mainly withain the Department of Education and Science .and the Scottish
Department of fducation. In these departments there is greater awareness and
knowledge of educational évaluation than in Parliament, but in the broad sense
of making judgements of value, without studies being undertaken of existing
programs. A recent policy review, leading to the 1972 white Paper entitled
Education? a framework for expansion, was ndt based upon extensne educational
evaluation of the American kind, but it 1ed to the establishment of new
priorities by Parliament. THe implementation of these new priorities began
shortly afterwards, but again it was not accompanied by massive, formal
educational evaluation. Instead, Fowler {1974) tells us that the progress in
achieving the implementation of the new priorities was to be 'constantly
monitored'. (Fowler should know: he was a Labour Cabinet Minister up to 1970,
and becepe one again in 1974 when Labour returmed to pover. He is at present
,Hinister‘ of State for Education and Science.) 4

it vcmld be wmng to thipk that this constant monitoring cons{sts sglely of
y -bureaucratic temperature-tiking in the political waters. Vhile it"is true
that. the two Departments have a good 1nforz:atxga.network (the Department of
Educatmn ‘and Science has S00 inspectors spread throughout the temtory it

) covers, for example), thete are other ways of oonitoring progress, among
which is sowme'educational evaluation. W¥hat is clear, however, is that core
* ’ - * . .
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often than Mot the chain of Lnfluence is tenuougﬁgetueen the political

masters and the educational evaluators. The latter are few in number and

only indirectly fesponsive to political pressures from Vestmirster.

By contrast, Congress takes « more intimate interest 1in educational evaluation.
HR €9, passed by the LS House of Representat1ves on March 28, 193& directed
the Rational Instituie of Education to carry out a thorough evaluatlon of
cowpensatory education programs. This was by no means the first ptece of
legaslation to caré) such & message. Robert Kennedy's amendment to the 1965
£l erent ; and Secondarv Education Act called for similar action, and made
evaldéfizz a condition for the money being granted. The fact that for some
° years loerhaps to this days a large number of programs were implemented without
. vell-designed evaluation 15 neither here nor there: the political will to
evaluate education rograms was expressed years ago in America. Every major
. . change in Federal. cat1on policy in the past decade has been accompanied by
legislation which 1ncloded clauses requiring evaluztion apd making financial
provision for the work tc be done (see Mclauyghlin, 1975, for a history of

Txtie 1t. . . L

Wh} dad this happen in Amerlca, yet not in Britain? Economic conditions
favoured a particular course of action. Clark (1976) claims that the Federal
investment in educational research and development {including educational-
evaluation) 1s NOw approachinb %200 millions. This sum is over and above the
ﬂunds provided bw state and local sources for the regular prov151on of )
educat:on, plus the massive funds offered by the Federal Government to su rt
special _services. The allocation of such ‘large sums was possible during 3‘2
times of boom 1n the late s&xt1es, Rot only could Congress afford to set up
new interventionist programs, 1t cauld also afford to have them evaluated.
Some Congressmen wanted to have them{évaluated because of a basic belief in
the i1neffectiveness of such educatienal expenditure; others felt that the
*best defence against the former group would be found in evaluation data.
These political forces are still to be seen in Congress tgpday. i

The regional level }eyeals’a similar pattern of comparison. State legislqtures‘
have enacted laws requiring evaluation to be byilt into educational programs.”
In Britain, the County Courcils have not shown interest in educational
evaluation as such, although there have been many fierce political battles in
them over educational policy, such as the move frog the tripartite system
(grammar, modern and technical) of secoridary schooling to the new comprehensives.
In these battles few councillors.if any have prop?sed that there should be

° formal evaluation of the new schools and their curricula. .

.
s

At the local level many American schoolk'district?® live with accountability. .

As Stake (19,3) says, accountability means keeping good records and making .
actions open-to-view, strictly speaking. Control. of the schools by local
commun1t1es has worked well in America, he thinks, ‘and the new Stdte
accountab111ty and evaluation legislation may have adverse affects at local
level (see also Murphy and Cohen, 1974). Yet loca; potitical forces in
Aoerica tend to support rather than work against accountability. School boards
are elected, and school superinterdents are appointed on‘short -term contract

in many cases. Discontent among parents can rapidly lead to recall electivns.
Evaluation becomes desirable under these circumstances, from the poMt of view
of the elected, who wish to defend their policy choires, and from the point of
view of the electors, who seek evidence that their money is being well spent.

¥ I

T

- ‘ / .
x * Por example, California Senate Bill °8 kthp Unruh Bill) set up a special
g - fund to support reading programs for the disadvantaged, and rnqu1rod the

eval‘uation of these programs.
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* power between Officer and. Council varies, but the Officer is responsible for

" are implemented through thé two Departments of Education already mentioned,

-8-

I Britain formal evaluation simply does not exist at the local level. Local
witonomy rests very much in the hands of the principal of each school. He is’
1« ~ponsible to the County Kducation Officer, and has tenure, like the Officer.
Theslatter, with has staff, work under the politicdl control of the County
Council, vhich usually has an Education Committee. The pFactical balance of

31ving executive effect to law and regulations as well as carrying out county ,
policy (Fowler, 1974b). The Council is not his sole political master.
Butt (1972) has this to say aboue evaluation at ¢the local level in Britain:

‘It is a tradition of the British education system to leave headmasters,

teachers and parents as much freedom as possible to determine the type

and methods of instructibn in schools. This makes any. attempt by a

local education authority to lay down objectives and to assess

performance against them & potentially misleading exercise.'
In summary, the political genesis of evaluative studies in education is easily
discovered in America: i} is in the law-making bodies, which have taken it
upon themselves to demand educational evaluation. This genesis 1s much harder
to locate in Britain, partly because formal educational evaluation does not
seem to be part of the political scene. If politician§ in Britain are wanting
to see evaluative studies carried out, they are not saying so in Parliament,
or in the County Couricils, .the two main political fora for education. Yet
British studies exist. Their génesis is not obviously a political one.

~_ -

The agencies commissioning and executing evaluative studies .

The political decisions taken by the British Parliament regarding education

and through the County Councils. At both these levels the political bodies

are served by powerful administrations or bureaucracies. At the national .
level, the officials carry out educational policy reviews, after which major
changes in policy must be put to Parliagéht by the Minister. Lesser changes

can he ordained by regulation. Sometimes these reviews take into account or
actyally call for evaluative studies. It is difficult to decide whether many

of these studies are commissioned with the knowledge or consent or indeed at

the behest of politicians, as we have in\jcated, but the Departments do have'
funds for such purposes. The studies arq usually commissioned from academics. ,
Thus Halsey (1972) undertook an important s-\gz of problems and policies >
relating to culturally disadvantaged children in\ﬁritain. More recently, the
Department of Education and Science fund n evalbative study of a group”of
18-20 year old students admitted Adt~the niversity under a pilot scheme.
The political genesis for such studi . lie with the Minister, advised by’
his civil servants. It is very unlikely “hat the Minister's Party,; the

Cabinet or a coterie of members for Parliament would be directly involved.

Occa;ionally the Department of Education gnd Science provides funds to another
body and asks that body to commission evaluation. As is being reported by
D-wid Jenkins ifh this session, the evaludiion study called UNCAL is '
commissioned by the Natiohal Development ogramme in Computer-Assisted
Learning, which is funded b$® the Deyartm%nt tﬁrough Britain's Ceuncil for
Educational Technology (see MacDonald etjal., 1975). .
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™ © apparent lack of interest in the Department of Education ang Sc1ence

.1n large-scale formal educational evaluation may be retated to the fact that

the Department controle’dlrectly only 3% of the non-university level
‘expendi ture on educat1on in England, Wales and Northern Ireland (Fowler,
1974c). Much of the revenue for education is raised through local taxes
{(rates), but this is subsidised by central government through the Rate
“Support Grants. To complicate matters, these grants are made for all local
services and are passed through the Department of the Environment, not the
Department of Education and Science! This diffusion of power may actually
prevent the build-up of interest in and demand for educational evaluation.

The Central Advisory Councils for Education for both England and Wales have .
commissioned evaluative.studies to strengthen the advice they offer to
successive central governments. For example, the Central Advisory Council
for Education (England) has published influential reports’of vital
significance. Known by the name of the current chairman of the Council, three
of these were the Crowther Report on educat1on for 15 to 18 year olds, the -
Newsom Report on non-academic secondary school students, and the Plowden
Report on primary and pre-school education. These were evaluative studies
drawing upon a wide pool of knowledge and experience, particularly from the .
universities, and using govgrnment money for the purpose. Yet it must be said
that there .was no formal educational evaluation in the Popham sense. The
reports were far closer to the American report To Improve Learning than to
—Qﬁe Coleman Report on eﬁucational opportunity.

>

I
There are certainly other British 1nst1tut10ns which operate at the national

(or near-national, Scotland sometimes being excepted from their aegis) level
through which educational evaluation studies can be commissioned. For example,
for the past ten years there has been the Schools Council, an organisation
particularly 1nterested in curriculum reform, teaching and school examinations,
in England and Wales. It is funded jointly by the Department of Education and
Science and the LEAs and has taken over much of the work done early in the
1960s under grants for curriculum development from the Nuffield Foundation.
The Schools Council is led by profess1onals (its present Director is a
university professor) and has a good record of commissioning.evaluation of
its projects. These evaluative studies have been the logical concomitant of
the curriculum progects (see, for exampl e, Nuttall, 1971; Badcockj,1972;
Schools Counc11, 1973a, 1973b Nuttall, Backhouse and Willmott, 1974).

-~
o -

" There remain "to be mentioned among the commissioning agenc1es a fe trusts .
and charitable foundations. In educational evaluation, the most Promlnent

AN

. of these has been the Nuffield Foundation, the smaller British equivalent of

the Ford Eoundat1on in America. Many of the projects supported by the
Foundatlon have been subjected to evaluation, commissioned by. the Foundatlon
1tse1f. . ] YR
What are the agencies in Britain that execute evaluative studies in education
commissioned by the bodies already mentioned? Undoubtedly, the universities
take most of the work. There are virtually no non-profit organisations in
the,field,—and~nof‘aLstngie commercial companys - In the past, there have been
some commercial and non-profitﬂventures, but there is nobody willing now to
pay the full cost of extensive educational evaluation. Table.3 shows the
chief agencies that have begn respons;ble for commissioning evaluative studles
in education in Britain.__It alsq shows the executing agencies.

, ' .11
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Table 3 British agencies cpmmissioning and executing evaluative - - ;
LALLS S A . - : . g it £ |
. studies in education. ? . ’ ° o
. - ‘ . R
. . }
. . ) . 2 R . : . 1
Commissioning agercies - * Executing agencies Y i
] . ‘

I

Department of Education and Science ° Mainly universities . . L.
* Scottish Educatlon Department g *Mainly universities _
: Z .

Universities

*

Uq}vers1t1es, polytechn1cs,

Central Advisory Cauncils for Education

Social Science Research Council

' - LEAs and. NFER 4

Nuffield and other foundations Mi‘plyﬂunxversxtxes ‘
. . N
Schools Council ] Universities, NFER . 3]
[N - ' . s . Py

- : y
iable 4 shows the responsible agency for a short list of Schools Council ° }
evaluation studies. The 1ist may not be entirely represeﬁtative, but the 4

dominance of universities is striking. They are the bases for many of the
‘projects, ‘and their staff do the evaluation as well. L

. A ST

-~

Table 4 £xecuting agencies for somé¢ British Sdhools Councfi
evaluative studies. /f
Project o Executing agency

.

Science 5-13 University of Bristol

School Classics.
+Sixth FormrMathemgtics
" Integrated Studies
Humanities Curriculum.
Mathematics for the ﬂajorit;" .
English bor Immigrants
Préject Tecﬂhology'

Secondary Science

; « . !
4

Bilingual Education in Wales

Cambridge University
Reading University .

Keele University

University of East Anglia

A )

University of Exeter ;

Leeds University

. Keele Uni;rerw

«Chelsea College of Science
and Technology (Un1vers1ty
of London)

University College, Aber&stwyth ’

1

2

- -
. .

. o "o Lt .

. .

- In addition to the un1vers1t1es"there is the Ngzipnal Foundation for
Educatiomal Research (in England‘and Walesﬂ and the Scott1sh Council for
Educational Research. Neither of these is a trust like the Ford Foundatlon.
Their fundingf%omes partly from-the sale of tests and partly from the -’ _
vaernment direct, but they also receive, grants through t bzdd1ng to the*" -
ducational : LT
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Soczal Science Research Council, chiefly to that Coupntcil®
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*esearch Board. This Board operates almost entirely in reactive mode,
recompending to the Council the fumding of technically sound proposals. ‘A.s
the ti1tles of the two Foundations and the Board indicate, their mQ:t concerna
15 gemeral educaticonal research, not specifically educationgl® evaluation.

They are far ehcughs remoyed from politics for most of the evaluztive studies
lanked wvath their names to have been funded for edscators' reasons ‘rather

than politicians’. 4 - .

The picture of oomzssiomng agencyes. ’n Anerica i1s fer more con:plez than the’
Bratish one. As we have seen, the furding of Aferican educational evaluation
15 by zuthorisation at the Congressicmal or State legislatyre levels; the .
poiitical autbont} exercises det.ale-d control éver cepartmeatal budgets.

Once the fupds are zuthorised, tho comm ssioning ageoa are the burpaucracies
at Federal amd State levels. AIRA pembers do ot need be remipded that the,
prancipal Eederal commssioning agency for evaluative stuldies in American N
education 15 the US Office of Education, folloxgd by the Kational Instzt.ﬂ;e

of Iducatisn., *1thin thes former are various , and under the lattér are
the Regional Educational Laboratories and the Research and Developwent Centres.
The 50 State Cffices of Education are gommissioning an increasing pumbér of
evaluations, using funds from Federal and State sources. At the local level,
Boards of Zducation now commssion evaluative studxes, althobgh thev uepally
colldoorate wvith Federal amd State e"alua,zzons. -

In 2ddition to the large number of different agencies’ directly ?m'olved in
education and commissioning evaluative studies, we have to bear in mind other
Federal and State departments with an interest in evaluating educational
programs. The Office of Ecomomic Opportunity, for exexple, has taken 2 keen
interest 1in educational evalyation, particmlar in programs such as the Job.

. Corps. Similarly, the Depertment of Labour has directed its attehtitn towvards
aindustrial training and 1ts evaluation. Sometimes the White House itsel¥ has ,
~directed that evaluative studies should be cbmumissicned. Specialist bodies
such as the National Council for the Education of Disadvantaged children also
have had limited funds at their disposal for evaluation. The number of .
evaluative studies conterplated by Federal comuissioning agenmee is high,
as i1nspection of almost any issue 9f the Commerce Business Daily.will show:
add to this number of those af Statle and Local levels and the picture is one
of considerable activity. .

Octside the public sector there are private foundations, such as .the ?ord'
Foundation, which have taken a more active role in educational evaluation
than any in Britain (except perhaps the Nuffield Foundaiion). Voreover,
there are professional assoc1atzom, such as AERA, which foster the

. -development of educat:ional evaluation, if not by comissioning studies then

- by trainimg staff and undertaking reviews of the state of the art.

So much for sthe comxsszom.ng agencies. The picture of the executing agencies
in America 1s even more complex. In thé past, tHe universities dominated,. as
in Britain. Today, evaluative studies are carried out by universities, non-
- profit research organisations, for-profit companies, lLEAs, State Offices of
Education, and so on. These ajencies are in many cas competing against -
each other in bidding for contracts for evaluations. est is quite possible
that a research coopany in Califormia will obtain a contract from USOE in
ington for an evaluatzop of Federally-funded proaects in a score of
states spread across the nation. Yoreover, there is no assurance that the
same projects will be evaluated by the saze oorzpany, funded by USOE, the
I‘ollowing year. Kor is there any assurance that the same project will not
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_be the subject of two evaluative studias, commissioned by different agencies
‘at. roughly the same tide. . .

o , This brnef amd not very detailed descriplion of the commissiomngy aad
; aecunng agencres 1n the two countries 1s sufficient for us to start zm ’ t
- examyextion of the patterns of forces that are built up, 1m 2ritain and 3
+  America, between the commissionic agencies (»hom we may “eail the clienmis -
whether or mot they are“the ultimate clientsi, the evaluasors and the
evaluated. The topic 1s vast, but 11 is worth making 2 few observations on
foe-differences between the two countreés. ’

f educational evaluation (as defined 1n this
s ng ‘profession’ of educational evaluation.
“or is zhere & bureasucracy at Yentral or regionzl levels devpting 2tself to
comzissioning evaluation to be Zarried nut by such professicnals. hor 1s
. there a great exp:ctation on the part of those 1n the schools &nd other parts
of the edutational sysiem that formal evaluaiedn »ill tdxe plece. There have
been & few pttempts to form2lise evaluation as a pargpcular branch of
‘educational erdeavour. EZor example, the Social Sclence Research Council gnd
the Schools Courncil have sponsored small-scale semimars {see glacDonald and
walker, 1974). But there is no Centre fdr the Study’'of Evaluation, as there
1s in los Angeles, complete wvith its own jourmal., Evaluation Comment. It
P 1s gagnificant that most of the entries in a book to be published ir Zngland
and America {Hamilton et al., 1n press) on alternative curriculum evaloation
are 1n fact American in origin. in earlier book op curriculun evaluation
published by the Kational Foundation for Zducaticnal Research {Wiseman -and
Pidgeon, 1970), _drew heavily on Agerican work, endorsing the Tyler approach. *

-« In Brrtain, sincose the amor
paper} is rather low, there

Ipdeed, evaluation studies in Britain have been of an almost intimate nature
{for example, Simons, 1971). As we have seen, many of them have been carried
out by staff attached to the project being evaluated, therefore.evaluators
and evaluated have had to live together. Even the commissioning agencies

’ have not been far away: their officials have in many cases taken a closé and
personal- interest in both the project and its evaluation. ’

This intimacy is exerplified most clearly in the Open University. The Open

University contains the commissioning agency, the evalvated and the

evaluators, -bound together inextricabiy. 1If the Un1ver;s1t', decjdes it

wishes to have 1t,s caurs% evaluated, the deczsion is teken by a2 committee

made up of staff. who have made the courses ;x_r_zg_ staff wvho will carry ocut the ’ i

.evalpation. Sometimes the same individuals occupy a double role. In this

context, the notion “3Y accountabllity cuts both ways: the evaluated wish to

be seen to be accountable.in terms ¢f the quality of the courses they have

] produced and their willingness to make sensible modifications, while the

L evaluators wish to be seen to be accounteble in terms .of the quality,

.° /’ ' validity and mtility of the evaluative studies they undertaXe. The course - £

makers may depend upon a favourable judgement of merit of their course in
order to procure funding for further courses pr a modified version of the
original course. The evaluators depend upon the course mzkers' votes to
sustain their activities and maintain the credibility of their .image in the
University. In such a symbiotic relationship, there may be sowe internal
politicking (as indeed there is at the Open University) but the general ainm
held in view is the “good of the instiiution ard its students. Subsidiary

. goals of the evaluated and the evaluators are discussed gquite openly.’

l

%)

x In stark .contrast, the vertices of the American *triangle® of agencies and
l:lk‘lc the evaluated are such further apart. The commissioning agem;ies operate
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" order to make money. -

a moiel founded upon weslLrn sclentism, wWith techaologicdl and commercial
overtones. There are mauy underlying assumpticns, of vhach cnly one or

1ws can be mentiomed herse. For example, afsurptions are made abo*&ﬂbe
possibility of predicting cutcomes in educeticn: if only the objectives of
programmes can be specified eccurately encugh, the treatment replicated
precisely, with a simlar student population one should be a2ble to obtain
simler results. .;s'aluat"rk studies are freguently zamed at confarmng this
model, as i1n the ro’lov Through case guoted 1er. A product ideology
supports these assurptions. Zducation 18 n/as an i1ndustsy, and
evaluaticn as guality comtrol of products or At 2=ast of processes.
28 15 compensatory education, the processes Appear to be turmang out
inadeguate products, a2ttenticn 1s focussed on arming the processes. OF
course, this approach has 1ts critics {(such as House, 3 Asner. 1975),
an? mazny variaticons (see Borich, 1%74: Anderssca et al. 19757, enerel,

Vhere,

towever. the commrl Ss1cning agencies are under strong political pressures, —.

2S5 wé have seen., te.gsbn that money being spent oo efucational programs is

mt being wastéd, Beca.zsn the pressure 15 political, they attexpt to
depoliticise the evaluatiorn process by putting 1t on a cormercial and
apparently objective basis., Coniracts for evaluative studies are pot awarded
on a polatical basis but on criteria related 1o cost and technical excellance
of ”‘ﬁ proposals received. 1he market economy pervades ithe biddingy procednres,
as_the ‘boiler-plate’ of any USCE work Statement (specifying ithe work to be
done) shows. Pophan (1975) has noted the mushroom growth of private ~
educational evaluation compa.m.es wvilling to conform to these procedutes in

-

-

In thgse circumstances, the bidding 2gencies, that is, the evaluators are o
expected to behave like bidders {gr engineering comtracts. They are notl .
encouraged o develop tight links with the commissioning agencies (zlthoucgh
somg doJ, for fear of corrupt practices. 1In turn, the evaluated see the
commzsszonzng agencies as sitting in judgewent upon them, through the issuing
of comtracts to the evaluators. Evaluators mus:t te received with respect,
but 1t seems adns;able not to tell them teo much.

With the vertices so‘far apart, it is not really surprising that the .
commissioning agencies find 1t difficult to use zhe evaluation reports, the
evaluated corplain that the reports miss the point all too often, and the ‘
evaluators feel they cannot win. Fortunately for the latter/ the political
pressures contimue, leading .the commissioning agencies to .issue more
reqguests for proposal, and the cycle is repeated. VWhat is far from obvious.
is that the repitition of the cycles leads to real improvewent in the
programs being evaluated.

-

This description !Bf evaluation in America wmay be overdrawn, or the British
scene may have been underdrewn, for that matter. It is significant,
however, that in Britain there has been a rapid growth of an evaluative .
'style’ called illuminatlive evaluation, which 95 suited to the intimate
working relationships that.prevail there, although its use was first
described in a study undertaken by Parlett at MIT (see Parlett and
Hamilton, 1972). In America, there has been a proliferation of large-scale
studies at the Federal ievel, even though there has 21s0 been an increase’
in State-sponsored evaluation. Bell (1975), US Commissioner of. tducation,
claizmed that consumer activisz finds a natural focal point in education and
urged educatjonal researchers (including evaluators) to establish a ‘more
productive relaudnshxp with the consuzmers, through the eo::nss:lonzng

)

agencies, of course. It appears i‘hat the consuzers want r ts, preferably
quantitative ones. Iliuminative evaluation would not be enough, 21though

T s
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there 15 some sympathy amibng Amercan evaluators for such no:’z-q:zmuu:ive
approaches &s aathropological field methods 'lutz and Ramsey, 1974/, case
stodies 'Smith and Keith,!1971), znd transaczionzl evaluatica (Rappey, 1973),
the latter being concerned with uncoveriny the satisfactions and
apprehensions of persons i1gvolved in instituticnal change., The consumers’
demands are conveved to the evaluators by the commssiomng agencies, wao
prepare very much mSre detailed Work Statements than used to be the case a
few'years ago, thereb¥ constraining ihe evaluators®' approaches. What is
interesting to note, however, 5 that the consumers in Aperica are oot
necessarily the evaluated. Cften they are outside thyzgic trizngle we
have been examining, exerting masslve pressure of The-sertex octcupled by the
commesioning agencies. NNo vwonier the triangle gets bent! ke wonder so
many papers at AERA ere devoted to responding to this pressure!l P
That sournds lake an attack upon America. It 15 not meant to be cae. The
bumbling, under-financed approach to educational evaluaticen in Bmitain 18
equally open 1o attack for those who wish to fight back. What this paper
185 trying to illustrate, more or less objectively, are the considerzbie
differences between educational evaluation in the tws countries. Some of
these can be treced back to different philosophical and ethical standpoints.
/ o

The use made of results of evaluative studies -
P -

Bow are the results of evaluatives studies used in Britain and America? iIn

both countries, of course, they are fregquently dismissed by those to vhonm .
they are unfatourable. That is singply human nature. It is simple enoush

to+find faults in the studies and to declare them invalid. There is 2 long
histoxy of such declarations in America:. the saxples were not properly drawn,
there were no control groups, the t@sts were biased, the treatment was not
replicated accurately, the funds wefre inadequate, and so on. Some of these
d:sparaging noises are made about luative studies in Britain too,

regardless vhether illuminative evalbation has Jbeen practised or not. . .
The real differences are to be observ4d in following up what happens as a

result of the evaluators' reports. In Britain, the reports are fed into

policy reviews, whether 2t national or regiomal level, and earich the debate
among officials, seldom among politicians. Parliament may have a short ,
debate upon, say, the Bullock Report on reading, but the changes in policy

to give effect to its recommendations are more often than not implemented

through the bureaulracies. In Amegica, as we have already noted, politicians L.
actually take rote of the reports &r summaries of them where the number is

too large, and use them as poiitié_'al emmmition at all levels to influence

-

legislation and funding. Edu ional practice in the classrooms may actually
be changed over a short time-s as a consequence. Ilhere is an inherenmt
instability in the system, hence an opermess to change. In Britain, the 5

comeissioning agencies ponder op thg studies produced by the evaluators,
consult the evaluated, ard, over aﬁuch longer tipe-scale, move towards new

policies. s

In Azerica, there is an expectation among the commissioning agencies that

evaluation reports will 'be tied directly to policy-making and change. Why

have evaluation if it is not to influence decision-meking? The evailuated

tolerate the studies because they have to, and hope to coze well out of them, .
perhaps .even with additional furding. In Britain, the evaluated have little

. ' w6 .
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confidence that the pesults will swey opinicn &nd they think thatl other
factors will prove more wmportznt an the final zoblveis. They are not
obliged to accent evaluatlon L0 mMSt CE5€5, t.;erpfor* thelr attitudes

towards the evalustors me) e marredls less svmpampt t than those of their
American Counterparts.

. .- .

These a1 fferences can te 111uasirated by comparind the .mvprsxt\ of Mad-
Americz with the Open Umaversity. Both institutions are funded at

national level. Ewvaluation 15 part of their philosophies. AT the versity
of Mid-America, bowever, there is the atmosphere of an experiment. |Indeed,
1n 1974 President VY-roer said of the State University of Nébraska 'the fore~
runner and associate ipstitution of the University of Mid-America) that 1if
the results showed that 1t was rot succeeding it should te closed down. Be
set a time-scale of & very few years in vhich to show sdcoess. Funding

{ron washingtor was grenoted on such a basis. 2y contrast, the Open University
was established under z national political imitiative and a Royal Charter
which agsured 1t ¢f 2 less experimental eand precaricus existence during 1S
infancy. It was ot free Trom peliticzal attack, as press reports show
iKewkridge., 1975t , but 1t was set up a5 an institution rather than as an
experiment. The Unavers:ity of Mid-America is'presuma.bly still experimental,
wath evRluataon reports flowving steadily to ¥ashingion and providing a basis
for judgemesis—sboul-3335 future, The Open University carvies out self-
evaluation to 1mprove 1ts funstiocning, but receives its funding on the basis
of overrll assessments of the needs of British higher education and the
Governmemnt's spending priorities. It 18 not reguired to provide evaluation
reports; instead, it ‘submits bids for fumds based on plans’ for the future
rather than retrospéction. Its continuation is practically guaranteed,
although there may be debate e.'bqube level of support and certain aspects
of the University's developument. : s : .

.

. i ) -
Simlar examples can be dravn from curriculum developwent apnd diffusion

projects 1n the tvo countries, as _Teported recently by Harding, Kelly and*
hocodemus '197€:, although these a.ut.bors point out that generalzsatxons are
difficult to formulate in the 3ritish case. :

1 )
Possible evolutiodn of British &nd American approaches to evalua‘tion

.

i
We nowx anter the realm of pure spe::ulatxpn, althaugh our speculations may be
informed by -m@t we have observed. AERA members feel that po&erful political
and ecombmic forces are lz.kel.)"%o bring about changes ip the approaches
exployed, :n educafional evaluation in America,”if-the program for the 1976
Anmmal Mpeting. is anything to go by. Among the political forces, trenchant
di sadvatirtaged mz;.ont} groups are combining with middle-cizss people

.disill oned with Scientism 1n‘~ca111ng for 1ess use of achievement tests

and more attention to affective issues. Will they win the day? If so, will
there be jan increase in approaches similar to British ’fllmnative
evaluatioh; Or will these approaches be geen as too distant from public
policy degisions to be worthwh¥Te? .

Alternatitely, it 13 just possible that in America values will change so much
that educdtion will decline in importance. The AERA session on '07
eduycation’ e be taken as an early warning. If capitalism and the Aurge to.
increase p?ductzon fall into disrepute, then consuzerism gay also become
less, favoured. The current esphasis ip America upon successful development
(amd teiti 9) of educational products - befng packages or processes or

17 .
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programs., but not pesple - may change as 2 more humanisStic approach g2ins
hold. %131 the dzy come vhen Amenicans are w1lling to transfer to needy
comminities large sums of money without reguirnng accountebality” If so.
shmall we see then a sving fror summative to formative evaluation? A
change fror exphasising z.he guality of the prodact to exphasising the ftrozd
social goals to be achieved and ways to kelp people to get there?

Perhaps wve are Bescerding now tomards mere rhetoric. After all, the work
done by Awerican educationzl policy research centres does oot yet give us

a strong baszs on wl;x.cb to project future trends. On the other hend, thas
ATPA meeting featureé’sessxons guch 25 the cnes emtitled ‘An erxd of
affluence: educational evaluatioB inp taght money times’, and onfidentialaty
of data versus the right to krow. new problems for educational researchers'.
These indicate the times are a-changing.

¥hat about in Britain” ¥hat changes a.ro'—:_'l_g.kely there? The m3s5t obvicus one
appears to be tovards less educational evaluation. 1 15 true that sowme
bodies are beating the drum of cost-effectiveness, s2ving that in zimes of
econom1C crisis there should be more evaluatidn in order to weed out what :is
not effective and to enhance whatever works. But hardly anvbody 1s listening.
The shortage of funds in education is likely to become so damaging that all
energies will be devoted to keeping the system viable. Declining birth rates .
are already leading to closure of schools amd reductions 1o the-number of

teachers being trained. It seems unlikely that thas trend will be reversed. ,
Under such circumstances, educational evaluation of the kind we have been
discussing looks like a quite luxurious frill to be added to prestige

projects. Even a2t an institution like the Open imiversity, tough gquestions

are probably going to be asked, like *Should we evaluate the existing courses,

or use the money to add to our relatively slender stock of courses? Yhen

one considers that in Bntzsh education the vast majority 6f staff at all

levels have tenure, either by virtue of their conditions of service or through .. _
recent legislation passed by Parliament, the room for manoguver in hard times
is down drastically.

Thié pessimistic account of the future for educational evalpation in Britain

° should not be taken to mean that there will not be gualitative changes too.
Illuminative evaluation, although upon many people's lips, 1s°still something
of an untried approach. A great many hard-line educational, sociological
and psychological researchers who may be associated with efubational — .

learnable~or even useful. They stand by their older methodsd {Likewise,
ethnomethodology is a2 word vhich appears in certain journais

. standard dictionaries.) Will illuminative evaluators be
time? Probably, but not in great nucbers in Britain, it se clear. W¥ill
other methods be employed? Yes, but again the opportunities seem likely to
be rather limited. \

One thing. seems absolutely certain for British educational evaluators: they
will continue to gaze across the Atlantic¢ and to be filled with & mixture

of admiration, amazement and incredulity at what they see happening in
America. Maybe their American counterparts will sometimes feel the same way,
if for quite different reasons. '
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