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CHAPTER 11
FOUNDATIONS OF APPRAISAL
2.1. "Appraisal” as a Concept

The quality and effectiveness of education in a country
depends upon the quality and effectiveness of each school,
rather than national educational policy. The quality and
effectiveness of each school would depend upon its own in-
built scheme of evaluation and appraisal. Evaluation is the
key to better education - that would help all concerned to
judge the rightness of the concerned “purpose’ of education,
the ‘whole range of activlties’ and the ‘tools and,

equipment’ used in imparting it.

UNESCO notes on Emergent Needa (1970) runs thus:
"Educational sasystems throughout the world have expanded
phenominally over the past ten to fifteen years in response
to an explosive increase in educational demand, but they
have failed to make the necessary changes in themsel&es,
required to adapt education to the rapidly chanéing needs
and conditions of ité atudents, society and economy. Asg a
c?naequence, educational aystems now find themselvesa in a
serious crisis. To escape from this eéucatioqal crisis,

nations must abandon linear expansion and adopt a strategy
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of educational change and innovationa, calculated to make
more efflciént use of educational resourcesa, and to'adapt
educational structures, content and methodas to the
dynamically changing needa and circumastances of the world
around them. This new strategy must give major emphasis to
the modernisation of educational management; the development
and application of more adeguate instruments for diagnos}ng,
planning and evaluating performance of educational systems

and sub-gystems”.

How might educational systems or institutions be
atimulated, to make a striving for making improvement a way
of life? By what means can schools acquire the capability’
of c¢ritical self acrutiny followed by reorganisation to
overcome the shortcomings thereby identified? What
processes of educational planning, management and evaluation

have been most successful in creating a favourable climate

for improvement within sachools? What information flows
and mechanisgms of self analysis and self-evaluation
procedures wused, are needed to strengthen the urge for

renewal and re-organisation of school sgystems? How can
teachers and other s8chool ataff be oriented towards a
continuing process of evaluation, and change? What role can
in-service training and refresher courses play in

astimulating evaluation practices and in motivating change?
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To seek answers to these and similar other questions is
the main objective of sachool Appralsal or evaluation.
Appraisal is both for accountability and improvement. The
demand for accountability in Indian education has been on
the increase. The report of the Group II (Institutional
Planning and Management) of the National Seminar on
Education Policy: Planning and Management Issues (1985)
stateg, "feasible mechanisms for accountability in respect
of national goals, societal needs and proper use of

7

resources will have to be developed”.

The new National Policy on Educatlon (1986) points out
"establighing the principle of accountability in relation to’
given objectivea and norms”, as one of the means to lmprove
the education system. Appraisal and evaluation are used

synonimously.

2.2 Evaluation

Evaluation refers to either programme evaluation or
institutional evaluation. The <classical definition of
educational evaluation in the words of Tyler (1949) is "The
process of evaluation is essentially the process of
determining to what extent the educational objectives are

realised by curriculum and instruction”. This referg : to
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evaluation as outcome-oriented. Popham (1975) defined
educational evaluation as, "a formal effort to affix the
worth of things in education such as programmes, products or
goals.” Similarly Tuckman (1979) reflected his views on
.programme evaluation as, “the purpose of programme
evaluation is to provide the means of determining whether
the programme is meeting its goals; that ls whether the
measured outcomes for a given set of instructional inputs
match the intended or pre-specified outcomes”. Borg and
Gall (1983) hold similar views. To them educational
evaluation means, "the process of making judgements about
the merit, value or worth of education programmes, projects,
materiala and techniques”. Extending the ideas of outcome

oriented evaluation, the economists 1like Alkin (1970)
defined educational evaluation as an, "attempt to find the
value of alternative courges of action not only in terms of
outcome dimensions or outputs of the treatment but also in
terms of financial cost that are associated with each

alternative”.

There are other economists 1like Hallak (1981) who
perceived the value of decision facilitation and emphasised
the major purpose of educationai evaluation as, "improving
management and the co-operation of an ongoing programme, by

introducing iInteractions In the use of resources and by
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benefit from the experience gained, with due respect to its
objective”. To Mac Donald (19733, ”"Evaluation 1is the
process of conceiving, obtaining and communicating
information, for the guidance of educational deciasion making

with regard to a specified programme”.

The idea of process - oriented evaluation has been
further clarified by Patton (1978) who defined programme
evaluation as, "the systematic collection of information
about the activities and outcomes of actual programme, in
order, for interested person to make judgements, about
apecific agspects of what the programme is doing and
affecting.” ' A sgimilar stand ls'taken by Stufflebeam and
Webater (1930). to whom evaluation study, "is designed and
conducted to assist some audience, to judge and improve the

worth of the educational object”.

Institution appraisal consists of the appraisal of the
purpose, procedure and product thereof. It means the
appraigsal of all its programmes and activities in the light

of its purpose judging through the outcome of its process.
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2.2.1. A Historlical Perspective of the Concept "Evaluation”

"Evaluation is the systematic assessment of the worth
or merit of some objective” ; Evaluation has evolved with

history.

The historical analysis 1s based on the seminal work of
Ralph W. Tyler, who 1is often spoken of as '"the father of
educational evaluation’. Using his initial contributions as
the main reﬁ%ence point, the historical growth of evaluation
can be identified into five major periods (Stufflebeam and
Shinkfield, 1%86).

by The pre~Tyler period which includes &evelopment

upto 1930. :

2) The Tylerian age (1930-1945).

3) The age of Innocence (1946-1957).

1) The age of Realism (1958-1972).

5) The age of Professionalism (1973-the present).

i) The Pre-Tylerian Period:

Systematic evaluation was not unknown before 1930; and
neither was it a recognisable movement. In 1845, in the
United States, Herace Mann led an evalaution based on

performance testing, to asseass whether the Boston Schools
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were succeeding 1In educating their students. Also in the
late 1800°s, the movement to accredlit edcucational
institutions and programmes in. United Stateas was begun.
Since then the accredit;tion process has become one major

means of evaluating educational gservices.
ii) The Tylerian Age: (19%930-1945)

In the wearly 1%930's Ralph Tyler coined the term
education evaluation and published a broad and innovative
view of both curriculum and evaluation. Over a period of
about 15 years he developed his views until they constituted
an approach that provided a clearcut altgrnatlve to other
views. His approach focuassed on clearly stated objectives.
In fact, he defined evaluation as determining whether
objectives have been achieved. Tyler was drawn into the
Progregsive Education Movement when he was commissioned to
direct the research component of the now famous Eight Year
Study (Smith & Tyler, 19425. This study was degigned to
examine the effectiveness of certain innovative curricular
and teaching strategies being employed in 30 schools located
throughout America. The study helped Tyler to expand, test

and demonstrate hia conception of .educational evaluation.

33



i11) The Age of Innocence (1946-1957)

There was expansion of educational offerings, personnel
and facilities. New kinds of institutionsa such as Community
Colleges emerged. Uhile there was great expanaion of
education, socliety had no particular interest in holding
education accountable, in identifying and addresaing the
needs of the under privilezged, or in identifying and

golving problems in the educational system.

During this period, however there was considerable
expansion of tools and strategiea for applying the various
approaches to evaluation and testing, the most popular of
which being "Comparative experimentation” and "Congruence
between outcomes and objectives”. Educational evaluations
were as they had been previously, primarily a purview of
local school districta. Schools could do evaluation or not,

depending on local interest and expertise.
iv) The Age of Realiam (1958-72) .
The National Defence Education Act of 1958 provided for

new educational programmes in Mathematics, sgcience and

foreign languages, and expanded counselling and guidance
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servicea and testing programmes in achool districts; and

funda were allocated to evaluate these programmes.

Four approaches to evaluation were represented in the
evaluation done during this period. First the Tyler
approach wvas used to define objectives for the new
curriculum and to assess the degree to which the objectives
were realised. Second, new nationally standardized Tests
were developed to reflect better the objectives and content
of the new curricula. Third, the professional judgement
approach wvas used to rate proposals and to check
periodically on the efforts of contractorg. Fourth, many

evaluatoras undertook to evaluate curriculum development

efforts through the use of field experiments.

In' the early 1960s, gome leaders in educational
evaluation realised that their work and their results were
not practically helpful to curriculum developers. This
negative assessment was best reflected in a 1land mark
article by Cronbach (1963). As a result of growing disquiet
with evaluation efforts and consistently negative findings,
the Phi Delta Kappa set up a National Study Committee on
Evaluation (Stufflebeam et al., 1971). After surveying the
scene, this committee concluded that educational evaluation

was "seizéd with a great 1llnesa”, and called for the
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"development of new theories ana methods of evaluation as
well as for new training programmes for evaluators. At the
same time many new conceptualizations of evaluation begaﬂ to
emerge. Provus (1971), Hammond (1967), Eisner (1967),
Matfeassel and Michael (1967) proposed reformation of the
Tyler model. Glaser (1963), Tyler (19673 and Popham (1971)
pointed to criterion referenced testing as an alternative to
norm referenced tésting. Cook (1966) called for the system-
analysis approach to evaluate programmes. Scriven (1967),
Stufflebeam (1967, 1971) and Stake (1967) introduced new
models for evaluation that departed radically from prior
approachesa. These conceptualizations recognized the need to
evaluate goﬁla, look at inputs, examine implementation and
delivery of aerviceas, as well as measure Iintended and
unintended outcomes of the programme. They also emphasised
the need to make juagements about the merit or worth of the
object being evaluated. The late 1960a and 1970s were
vibrant with descriptions, discussions and debates

concerning how evaluations should be conceived.
v) The Age of Professionalism (1973-the Present)

Beginning in about 1973, the field of evaluation began
to crystallize and emerge ag a digstinct profession related

to, but quite distinct from its forebears of research and
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testing. The field of evaluation has advanced conasiderably
as a profession. A number of journals including Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, studies in Evaluation, CEDR
Quarterly, E;aluat;on Review, New Directions for programme
evaluation, Evaluation and Programmes planning, and
Evaluation News, were begun, which proved to be'gxcellent
vehicles for recording and disseminating information about

the various facets of educational evaluation.

Many Universities have begun to offer atleast one
course in evaluation methodology. Increasingly, the field
has looked to evaluation (Scriven, 19%75), Stufflebeam
(1978), as a means of assuring and checking the quality of
education. A Committee appointed by profesgsional
organizations issued a comprehensive set of standards for
evaluating educational programmes, projects and materials,
established a mechanism. - Joint Committee on Educational
Standards (1981) to review and revige the ‘standards’ and

aggist the field workers in their use.

Thus Evaluation was considered to be a necessary step
for accountability of the institutions and for
accreditations based on specific, predetermined standards.

Theae were done by professional men who offered their
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gervices wherever requlred and requested., The appraisal of

gchools is closely connected with aschool surveys.
2.2.1.1 Historical Development of Appralsal Movement-Abroad.

Appraisal of Institutions, mostly - Abroad schools was
commonly done by school surveys. The evaluationa and school
survey practice are known more in U.S.A. ”"As developed so
far, a school survey is a research procedure applied to a
school, or school gystem or to a group either in whole or in
part, the purpose of which is to evaluate the service and
its purpose and explain alterations or extensiogs by which
the service may be improved. At the outset, the emphasis'
wag on evaluation; this wae promptly chanéed however, and
the survey has been developed as an instrument for improving

the schoolg” (Monroe, 1950).

In the U.S.A., the beginning of school sgsurvey movement
dated back to approximately 1910. From 1910 -~ 1915 visiting
experts were invited to make recommendations concerning such
problems as buildings, teachers, curriculum, organizations,
educational standards and achievement, financial manageﬁent
and community attitude towards the school (North Central
Association of Colleges and Seéondary Schools Committee,

1936). In 1918, Bliss published his “methods and standard
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for local school surveys', and Sears his test: “The school

survey for the Progreasive Improvement of achoola’ in 1925.

A plan for self survey of a astate school aystem by the
Research Diviaion of the National Education Associdtion
added details to the 1literature on survey planning. The
Uu.s. Office of Education also conducted research and
surveys. From 1925 onwards, Research and Survey Division of
certain State Universities mgde a large number of school
surveys. Notable reports of this type of work are those by
the North Central Association and by Corporate work of
Regional Aassociations of college and secondary achools.
These studies had direct value to the achools they covered,’
as well as a brogd effect by way of clarified and reviaed
educational standards for the country as a whole. A study
by UW.E. MNc Vey (1942) pointed out that the North Central
Asgociation of Schools Eénd"Collegea had been a powerful
influence in the establishment of standard for secondary

schools at the various stages.

The esarly surveys were limited in view point and values
recognised, as well as in the methods and techniques

(Monroe, 1956). There was little in the way ©f such

instruments to work with, but they contributed much.
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The comprehensive survey conducted in the U.S.A.
(Cooper, 1970) covered the following aspects:
- Aimg, outcomea, pupil’s achievement, curriculum,
method and instructional aids

- Administrative problems and procedures of the
schools

- Financial policies and procedures

- Operation and maintenance of the physical plant
- Pupil transportations

- Staff afnd personnel

- School plant and related factors.

Another pioneer of school survey movement was The
Indiana University (Church, 1953). It offered inatructions'
on the survey as early as 1915. Based .on the 55 aurveys it
conducted from 1949-1958, it made the following

recommendations for making school surveys.

1. that school aurvey staff plan a perliodic follow
up 8study of all school surveys within three years
following the aurvey. .

2. that, in school surveys, greater emphasis and time
be given to the gstudy of the curriculum and
improvement of learning.

3. that a school survey be conducted wherever the
local school authorities have insufficient or
unreliable data upon which to project their future
plan. :

4. that a gsurvey be made of the administrative staff,

its duties and respongibilities following a period
of reorganisation or unusual growth.
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5. that funds be reserved for research in education
which can be periodically used for some form of
achool aurvey.

'pm"
The most comprehensive attempt to draw up a guide}the

evaluation of achoola was an outcome of the cooperative
study of secondary school standardeg, which waa first
organised in 1933 by the representatives of six and major

regional accrediting associations (Bells, 1939).

The study provided a series of schedules for évaluating

secondary schools in the different areas.

In recent times with school surveys accepted ag part of .

the educational set up, evaluation studies of educational

programmes have come into usage. The American model of
evaluation hag precisely defined behavioural objectives,
measurable outcomes, standardized teats and elaborate

statistical analysis. More recently published evaluations have
included case gtudies, transcripts, specimens of pupils work
while 1leaving out stat;stics. There 1is a trend not to
adhere to pre-fabricated models and designs of study, but to

make the methodology fit the problem (Weiss, 1972)
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2.2.1.2 School Appralisal movement in India

The movement of evaluating the system of secondary
school began in the 1950s. Prof. H.B. Wood, member of the
U.S5.A. Team of Educationiats, under the auspices of the U.S.

Educational - Foundation in India made a commendable attempt

towards evaluation. He directed four workshops at Patna,
Jabalpur, Baroda and Mysore. The evaluative critena
prepared in 1940, were revised in 1950. -

The Evaluative Criteria for Indian Secondary Schools
run to over 100 pages. These criteria have been revised by
Mukher jee in 1959, He adapted the nomenclature to Indian
schoo}s and Introduced terminology current in the Indian set
up,;. ~He also condensed the c¢riteria to a considerable

extent (Mukher jee, 1959).

Desai (1966) tried out these criteria in the form of an
open and close-ended questionnaire evaluation scale. Desai
constructed the basic scale in India in a scientific basis
in 1960 and supplemented them by some fact-finding questions
to gauge the qualitafive and quantitative progress of
schools in Gujarat. Thué, he conditioned Evaluative Criteria
for a fairly complete picture of the secondary schools of

any area chosen for investigation. He had selected to
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appraise the achools on an evaluation tool covering five
aspects : Phyaical facilities in the achool, teaching -
learning programmes, co-curricular programﬁea,

organizational design and evaluation programmes.

Ag far as8 aurveys are concerned, in India, the NCERT
set up the Educational Survey Unit in 1965. The first All
India Survey was already conducted in 1957-59 by the
Directorate of Extension Programmes in Secondary Educat%on.
The second was in 1964-1969. These fact-finding comparative
evaluative and bench mark gurveys were conducted by
National, State and Local level authoritiea. The third All
India Survey, 1973-78, 1ls& a comprehensive one - lncluding‘
all levels of the educational system } achool, higher
education, special and profeasional. 17‘ different
educational surveys have been conducted, at National level.
At sastate level too, surveys have been conducted. These
include a questionnaire with items on thé areas of
information of the agpects giving a total picture of
education. The state of Maharashtra, by 1964 had conducted 5

gurveys of Secondary and Higher Education in the State.

Rodriguea (1982) basing on Desai’'s study prepared an
Appraisal tool to evaluate the Jesus and Mary schools

covering 13 aspects; Awareneas of the purpose, Institutional
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Planning, Leaderehip, Organization, Curricular programmes,
Co-curricular activitieas, Pupil welfare servicea, School
Community Relations, Religious and Moral Education, system

Maintenance, System Renewal, Investment and Innovations.

Keeping in mind the specific philosophy, aims and
objectives of the sachools, she covered all the aspects of
school, aim, planning, process and product. Case studies
alsec were conducted of selected schools. The study had
special reference to Innovations and Investment to decide
the efficiency of the schools gurveyed. Thus a
comprehensive evaluative survey  is wused to make critical

atudy or appraisal of schools.

2.3 Approaches to Institutional Appraisal

Ingtitutional evaluation or appraisal in education has
tended to be on the basis of one or other or both of the
following pogsible motives: concern for Iingtitutional
performance in order that the quality of this performance
may be improved; a concern for accountability, the need for
reporting to those outside the organisation who control the
resources and are in a position to require the institution
to account for the way in which these resources are being

expended.
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O0f the various approaches to institutional appraisal,

the following are in vogue according to Uatson,(1981).
(i) The "Market-Forces” Strategy

Fundamental to this strategy is the assumption that the
market itself differentiates demand for educational services
on the basis of an evaluation conducted by those who need
it. By this, the strongest institutions flourish and the
weakest or least effective give away: “the good drivesa out
the bad!’ This assumes a free market where reasonable
expectation can be met, and that people have sufficient
information about Iinstitutions to be able to make rationaf

declaions. -
(ii) The Direct - Governance Strategy

This involves laymen directly involved in the
governance of the institution gso that those who evaluate the
achool are able to do so from a position of the knowledge of
the situation. Here much executive power lies in the
governing body and the principal has only a restricted role.
It also conflicts with the need for profesasional development
of the ataff of the educational institution, restricts

delegation and the exercise of discretion and judgement
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{(Watson, 1980a). The setting up of governbrs does not fit

into the modern education aystem.

(iii) The Inspection Strategy

This is a common strategy for school evaluation. Most
gchool aystems make considerable use of external evaluation
by inspectors employed by the school systems concerned, and
this is certainly so in India (Nair, 1981). The assumptions
are, that the system is governed in the light of fairly
general rules, the inapector uses a c¢lear criteria for
inspection (Watson, 1980a), and that there is a hierarchy of
reasponaibility 80 that the external inspection can'
legitimately require the school to conflrm to the rules or
policies; that; the expert Iinsgpectora can infact evaluate
validly and reliably from the outside with minimal day-to-

day contact with the schools concerned.

Despite its popularity this strategywhas gignificant
disadvantages. It is not easy for the inspectors to know

what exactly is happening in a school. The school may

pregent a suitable appearance to the outsider. Because of
pressure of time, there ia a danger that overgimplistic
evaluative c¢riteria may be used. Inapectors from outside

with minimal involvement of teachers of the school can
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reinforce the rule orientation of teachers (Watson, 1980a)
and can allenate them. The on-asite inapection was often
found to be superficial and the final written report to be
vague, inaccurate and of little use ag a document upon which

to base decisions to improve achool programmes (Angney,

1982).
(iv) The Advisory Strategy

This strateg& centres around a supply of officials able
to identify problems and advise the staff of institutions as
to how those" might be clarified and solved - a
congultancy/support role. This has limitations in the senee'
that 1f the advisor has little formal authority within the
administrative st;ucture of the school system, his help may
not be very practical, nor he be able to represent the
interests of the institutionas to the administrative
hierarchy. If he belongs to administrative hierarchy, this

creates role conflicts, problems of creating trust, of

confidentiality etc.
(v) The Self-Evaluation Strategy

Because of the difficultiea inherent in external

evaluation of schoola, there has been an argument that it is
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the responslibility of the staff of the institution itself,
who are professionally responsible for the evaluation of
their effectiveness, and that it is through eelf—evaiuation
procedures, can the energy and commitment of the staff be
generated and harnessed for improvement. B& aelf
evaluation, the disadvantages of external evaluation such
ag, lack of commitment arising from non-involvement of staff
in evaluation, distrust of outsiders, and the application of
blanket diagnosis and solutions, that do not fit particular
circumstances - can be overcome. School gself evaluation
has always taken place to the extent, that teachers and
principalas have evaluated their work in order to improve
their performance. In the USA, Australia, Canada and the
United Kingdom, however, these informal movements have been
moving towards much more formal expectations that school
will, infact work systematically to review their performance

on a regular basis (Smith 1980, Ryan 1979).

This strategy also is not perfect in itself.
Colleagues may not be honest with each other. If there is a
problem with the principal, it is rather difficult for the
staff to Treveal it. Unaided self evaluation of the poor
school might 1lead to the reinforcement of mediocrity. For
én evaluation which ls to be made public, it is difficult to

be completely honest. Hence without confidentiality there
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ja little scope for honesty. Follow up of the sgelf

evaldation alaso is not guaranteed.

(vi) The Supplemented Self Evaluation Strategy

This model involves - taking as the unit of evaluation
an appropriate level of the ingstitution, like the whole
ataff or some subgyatem within it., the formal
respongibility being on the institution for its own self
evaluation, including the development of the criteria for
that evaluation. There should be some system of reporting
at regular intervals to the appropriate authorities and the
follow up of the evaluation is also placed on the
institution. The involvement of persong from outside the
school, to define his role and manage his use effectively is

also very important.

The advantage of this strategy is that it provides

opportunity for all, to be involved in the development of
the criteria, and other aspects of the evaluation, it
provides a basis for structural changes and training

programmes, provides some reconciliation of the tension
between evaluation for improvement of quality, and for
accountabllity. The limitations s8uch as the meaning of

evaluation not being clear to the participants, obtaining
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relevant services from outslde experts, conasiderable
training for evaluation, obtaining commitment and support of

the staff, and the time etc. are still there.

Of the six categories, the one most guitable is the one
which -suits the circumstances and is effective in achieving
the aims of institutional evaluation. There might well be a
fairly direct relationship between the pace of development
of an education system and the methods wused for Fhe
evaluation of it and its personnel. Also the quality of the
management of educational institutions is central to the

effectiveness of the institution and so should be central to

its evaluation.

2.4 School Effectiveness

Schools can and do make a difference is an accepted
fact. Teachers and schools have very much control over the
pupils’ ocutcomes. They have the ability to change their
present direction and become really efficient and effective
agents of pupils’ learning and development or do just the

opposite.

Effectiveness means capable of producing desired

regults. School Effectiveness can be described in various
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ways. *To be effectlive meana the beat posaibli}

made of what ls avallable to achieve the

Therefore effective schools must capitalise on
resources and the pupils’ abilities to achieve the required
outcomes. It ia the efficlent organisation of curricular
and staff resources to give a meaningful education which is
balanced, has breadth and fite the children for life. Hence
the s8chool, wutilising all 1its resources to the full, to
develop the pupils’ potential is an effective school. The
abilitiy of the school to be successful in achieving its
aims and objectives and in preparing pupile, to reach their
potential for the next stage of life makes it an effective
gchool. School effectiveness means providing a system o{
gchooling that meets the value of judgements of those
directly engaged within the service as well as those whose
value judgements are held to be of importance in the wider
community. This includes meeting national needs, moral and
economic requirements ag well as the needs of a rapidly

changing technological age. (Reid, 1987).

2.5. Frameworks of School Effectiveness

Frame Works of School effectivenesas research has arisen
in part as a reaction and challenge to the allegations that

schools are not important determinants of pupil
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characterliatics. (Bernstein 1970, Cooper 1966) . But this
view haa changed to a great extent and the fact that achoola
have effects has been confirmed by much recent American
regsearchea (Rutter, 1983, Reynolds, 1982), and the British
work of Gray et al. (1983) and Galloway et al. (1983). They
show substantial achool effecta even after controlling for

the effects of intake variables.

The orientations of research on the effects of schools

can be classified under the following frame works:

i) The input-output frame work.
ii) The Organizational frame work.
iil) The institutional frame work.

iv) The exemplary schools frame work.

Cuttance (1984) outlines the frameworks which the
existing body of research has utilgsed. Early work utilized
an input/output model whereby attention was focusgssed upon
the resource inputs available to the school attended by
pupils together with the social background of the pupils, as
determinants of ‘outcome’. The organizational model which
became of later popularity gaw the social actions of
individuals as being constrained by the organizational

astructure of the aschool, which was increasingly seen as a
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set of neated administrative 1levels. The inatitutional
model, by contrast, looks at variables which cut acrosa
individual sachools such as s8streaming syetems, curriculum
placements, age differentiation or denominational
differentiation for exaﬁple. The exemplary schoolas model
is used to identify unusually effective schools. It is a
combination of the Input-output model together with case
study or other exploratory methods to study selected schools
in greater détail. An important aspect of these studies is
their focus on comparisons between schools, in particular,
schools were described as ‘effective’ if their pupils
perform at a higher averag; level than the average achool,
and ‘ineffective’ 1f their pupils perform at a lower average‘
level than the average achool. The ‘average’ achool 'is a
usually taken to refer to gchools in the system which
perform at about the mean average level, in a statistical

asensge, for all schools in the achool sgystem under

congideration.
2.5.1 The Input - Output Frame Work

The early focus in school effects was on differential
effects between schools. The studies typically attempted to
account for differences is between school outcomes using

economic and policy oriented reaource variables, such as
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average level of teacher tralning, average expendlture on
text books etc:. Economic resources which were found to have
little influence on pupil outcoméé,lncluded those associated
with teacher -~ pupil ratios,. feacher education, teacher
experlence, teacher salaries, average expenditure per pupil,
quality of facilities agd' quality of administrators -~

(Hanushek, 1981).

The 1large differences in schooling outcomes between
individual pupils were attributed casually to prior home
background influences, with a maximum of one quarter of the
variation being attributable to differences between schools
(Coleman, 1976). Later this view was given up due to two
glgnificant developments iIn research on school effects:
firat, sachooling was not a uniform experience for all, and
secondly, there was the emergence of new frame works which
viewed schools not ag production units, but as organizations

or ingtitutions which are 1linked c¢losely into the wider

educational system and other soclal inatitutions.

Over the last decade; the main thrust behind school
effects research, has shifted away from economic and direct
policy related variables, to social processes and
educational practices which take place in the procesa of

schooling, glving a shift from input-output frame work. The
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new frame ~works count inatitutional variablea and social
paychological inputs such as pupil motivation, attitudes and
behaviours, among resource inputs to schooling and’more
emphasis is placed on +the eocial, organizational and
hiastorical context of schools (Rutter et al, 1979), Gray, Mc

Pherson & Raffe, 1983, Mortimore et al. 1985).

These frame works view schools not as autonomously
managed production unit, but as a unit which is constrained
by the organizational and instructional structure in which

it is @set, and by ita own internal social organisation and

structure.

2.5.2. The Organizational Frame Work

Schools consist of a set of administrative levels of
organization (Barr and Dreeben, 1983; Dreeben, 1983 Bidwell
and Kasarda, 1975, 1980, Bidwell 1983). The description of
this model given by Bidwell and Kasarda (1975) also includes
level of organization which are beyond that of the school.
For Bidwell and Kasarda the main features of the
organization of schools are those relating to the production
procesgsea of sgchooling, such as: materials and technology
and their configuration, decision making structures and

administrative processea of production management. School
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effects are thus attributable to the effect of the form, and
operation of the organizational satructure of achools on

individual outcomes.

Each achool 1is seen as having an organizational
structure of its own. Hence such structures may vary acrosgs
schools. Ig we are to compare schoolsa, the main features of
organization of achools which are effective within
particular schools are to be spotted. In the organizational
model of schooling, resource gstocks comprise:

i) the instructional and managerial resources of

teachers and school administrators,

ii) materials and

iii) time.

Resource distrlbution decisions are made at all levels
of the organizations of schoola and the school system. But
at school level, decisions about the allocation of regsources
are made with reaspect to such inpute as teaching skills to
be allotted to different c¢lasses or subject areas,
curriculum resources in relation to the time allocated to
each subject, material resources in the forﬁ of teaching
aids and curriculum materiale, and the assignment of pupils

to classes and curriculum tracks. Even in the class room

also the learning which takes place is dependent on the
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interaction of teacher and pupil inputs within an emergent
frame work conditioned by the social context (climate,

ethos) and organization of the achool and classroom.

An analytical model needs to include variables which
measure the organizational properties of schools, which
influence pupils' access - to or use of resources, both
directly gnd. through the gotructure of interpersonal
interactionf within instructional wunits. Propertiea of
agganlzations which may affect the proceas of achooling are
those relating to policies and administrative actions with
respect to the distribution of resources (Reynolés, 1985).
Researches by  Rutter et al., (1979) and Reynolds, (1985i
have taken aseriously the idea, that organizational and

managerial processes within the schools are significant

determinants of pupil outcomes and thus effectiveness,.
2.5.3. The Institutional Frame Work

The institutional model of schooling takes the saciai
‘institutions which cut across schools to be the principal
units between which the effectas of schooling are to be
found, for example, each grade level of schooling, different
stages in _schooling, dlffgrent curriculum tracks. The

development - of thia model of achooling has been prlncipélly
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asgocliated with Meyer (1970, 1977, 198Q)Hoyer and Rowan
(1977, 1978). Meyer argues that schooling is essentially
the institutional  process by which individuals from
particular institutional, social categories are aponsored to
take up particular adult insitutional positions. The
Elementary system and Secondary systems are institutional

-categories.

Ingtitutional model constraints pupils’ actions by
organizing learning and bartlcipation in a sequenced set of
institutional categories and by making asuccess in each of
these categoriea vital to future prospects. It recognises
the qualitative nature of differences within the school
ayatem, although quantitative dlfferences within the school
syatem, are also important in determining tﬁe varigtion in
pupil responses. Qualitative differences are to be found in
the different institutions across schools but quantitative
variation may occur in pupils’ responses within each

institution.
2.5.4. The Exemplary Schools Framework

This frame work is used to identify effective schools.
These sa8tudies have employed the analytical model of the

input-output approach. to locate exceptional schools.
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Schooles which have high or 1low adjusted outcomes are
deacribed as belng particularly effective or Ineffective
schools, respectively. A measure of the (in) effectiveness
of achools is usually calculated as the difference between
the actual and the predicted outcome of pupils in a
school.This framework is found to be Iinappropriate
methodologically. The pupil outcome ig2 not the only
criteria, and also not a reliable criteria to measure school

¢

effectiveness./ Studies which have employed case sgstudy
methods to explore the characteristics of schools which had
high effectivenessz gcores (on the bagis of the above
methodology), have asuggested that an effective aschool is one
which has strong Iinstructional leadership, high degree of
control or discipline, and high staff expectations for pupil

performance.

Recent research by Rutter et al. (1979) Madaus et al.
(1979), Steedman (1983), and Gray, MNcPherson and Raffe
(1983) has explored the relationship between the
effectiveness of schools and agpects of school organizatlop
of schools Cuttance (1985). Rutter et al. focussed on
social organizations of schools and investigated the way in
which school ethos was related to schooling outcomes. Gray,
McPherson and Raffe investigated the influence of schools

organizational historiea on pupil outcomes. These studies
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show to some extent the features of the organizational and
inastitutional frame work In thelr diacusaions on the effects

of schools.

The Organizational and institutional models provide a
suitable conceptual frame work for research on the
effectiveness of schools (Cuttance, 1984). They guggest
that school effects may be most evident for particular sub
groups of pupils between different lgyels of organization
within and between aschools and, between different

institutions (Meyer, 1980) which cut across schools in an

education system.
2.6 8chool Effectiveness - School Outcomes

Schools make a differnce for children. This difference
is seen mainly in the outcomes. Outcomes refer to any
effects which schooling may have or be agssumed to have, on
children's development. Outcome measures are not ends in
themselves, but rather one of the means necessary to achﬁeve
a wider and, a better understanding of the influence on
children’s progress at school, and the extent to which
achooling ia achleving its desired aims (Ouston and Maughan,
1985). Among the British researchers, Dougles (19§4)

studied childrens’ « performance Iin the context of family
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attitudes and circumstances, while Hargreaves (1967) and
Ford (1969%) cons%dered the interrelationships between social

claas, achool % organization and pupils attitudea and

attainments.

At a timex wvhen majority of children attend similar
types of school, and for a s8imilar period, there has
inevitably been  a resurgence of interest in the quality of
schooling they experience. Studies sgsuch as those of
Reynoldas et al. (i976) and Rutter et al. (1979) have moved
away from a focug on social class and expenditure, and
turned Iinstead to examine variations In outcome between
individual schoolse. In these studies, measures which ln‘
earlier research might principally have been viewed as
indicatoras of: pupils progress are seen also as reflecting

the effects and effectiveneas of achools.

ﬁducational outcome measures have become a central
feature in the monitoring and evaluation of educatiénal
progress. Outcomes are used in many ways. They can be uséd
as measures of individuals, of groups of single schools, of
several s8chools within and acrbaa a school aystem. In
evaluating individual schools, outcomes are not the only
wvay. It) is important that aschools alaso attempt to evalute

their own practices. It i8 necessary to have a critical
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appraisal of achool process and_ outcomea. Much of what has
been called in achool evaluation may actually be
descriptions of current practice, useful to the saschool as a
way of highlighting areas of strength and weakness. The
ILEA, in ’'Keeping the achool under Review’ (ILEA, 1977),
suggest focussing on areas such as the formal curriculum,
the informal or hidden curriculum which 1is revealed in
styles of intergctlon between teachera, students, parents,
the use of resources and the organization of class room
teaching etc. Shipman (1979) was also concerned with in
school evaluation. HMI, in ‘their degscriptions of Ten
Succeasaful Schools (DES, 1977), used a similar, qualitative

approach to delineating good practice.

In order to make a school effective, some experienced
teachers opined that they should have knowlédge of self and
school aggsegament programmes, gsetting ﬁlgh personal
standards at all timeg, being a good team player,
maintaining the @achool’s and a department’'s aims and
objectives. It is also necessary to have school based in-
sépqice and ataff development programmes; appropriate
educational expertise and knowledge. The school should be
able to identify its own needs, weaknesses and strengths and
implement programmes accordingly, (Reid et al. 1987). Hence

the achool haa to be aware of its alms and objectlives, plan
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for its achievement by ite varioua curricular, co-curricular
activitiea, welfare services, ethos and organise the achool
and its personnel in such a way to achieve, maintain and
improve it. For 1it, a periodic and regular appraisal is
necesgsary to know the needs, weaknesses and atrengths and to

plan ahead for developmental and improvement activities.

School effectiveness is not instructional effectiveness
alone. Rowan, Bossert and Dwyer (1983) contend that the
trend in the US has been for research which "has defined
school effectiveness narrowly as ingtructional effectiveness
and hasg meagured this construct wusing standardised
achlievement tests. The approach ignoreg the varletytof
school goals and yields messages of aschool effectivenesa
that are invalid and unreliable”. Cuban (1984) is also of
the same opinion. He reviews the 1literature of the
effective schools which emphasigses goal-asetting, targetting,
academic aims,v establishing and maintaining high
expectations and frequent monitoring etc., and concludesa
that not only is it ’'conceptually simple’ but it leads to
policies which 'promote tighter coupling between
organigational goals and formal structure, while relying on

a traditional top down pattern of implementation’.
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Many of the researchers have encouraged the schools to
become Inatitutiona for learning, 1linking with the local
community and having a cllmgte conducive to growth. Hoyle's
(1975) concept of the creative school also influenced this
thought. The importance 6£ consultation, team work,

participation, power—-sharing and delegation are gstresged.
2.7. School Effectiveness and Change

Schools to be effective should bring about change.
Change 1is a process and not an event, and hence the schools
should improve their wunderstanding of the dynamics of
change. The goal is the effective implementation of'
innovations, it 1s the effecting of change. 'Policy lis
effectively "made” by the people who implement it’ (Pressman
and Wildarsky, 1979). Fullan (1985) makes much the same
point when he maintains that teachera, administrators and
support agents should ’share the considerable burden of

development required by long term improvement’.

Purkey and Smith (1985) have recommended the
introduction of an in-service approach in which: "instead of
a few teachers receiving in-service credit for attending a

class at a local college, the entire school’s staff would be
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offered credit for in-school workshops or for participating

in collaborative improvement efforta."

Purkey and Smith (1985) and Holly (ed. 1986) stress the
importance of evaluation .within, and on behalf of the
development procesa. They are of the opinion that ‘so;e
means of measuring change is necegsary as evidence that
gchools have indeed advanced or to show where further
improvement must take place. A base line must be
established to which schoola can be perlodfcally compared”’.
They recommend that each school’'s progress being reviewgd
agalnst its own baseline. An effective school will consider
“succegaful’, *good’ achooling both as a 'product and a
process. The Schmucks (1974) pointed out the importance of
‘humanised’ process of schooling. The;process is educative
for all learnera, students apd teéchers. Relationships

engender learning. This will have an ‘effect’, impact‘or

make lasting impression in the doing of teaching and

learning. The medium is the message; the effective school
is an affective one, and effectas change (develops)
effectively. It establishes a develépment culture, it is

ready both for change and the release of creative energy.
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2.8. School Effectiveness and School Improvement

Effecitve schools and aschool improvement are
coﬁplementary. Effective achool -literature ias concerned to
develop the criteria that characterise the effective
schoola; to provide a moael for effective achool. The
schools improvement gtddiea are more action and
developmentally oriented. They embody the long-term goal of
moving towards the vision of the ’problem-solving' or
‘relatively auto;omous’( schools - and are more concerned to
promote and evaluate school }mprévement atrategiea. The
international school improvement project igs a good example
of work in this area (Van Velzen et al. 1985; Hopk%na 1987).
The current OECD/CERI International sachool Improvement
Project (ISIP) defines school improvement as:

"the change of teaching-learning process and/or the

internal «conditions in one or more schools with the

ultimate aim to accomplish the eduational goals by the
school(g) more effectively”.

The International School Improvement Project (ISIP)
has identified gsix areags of focus which emphasises on school

improvement. They are:
- School Based Review for school improvement;

- Principals and internal change agents in the
school improvement process;
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- the role of external support in achool
improvement;

- research and evaluation in school improvement.

- School improvement policy.

- Conceptual mapping of achool improvement.

(Hopkins, Holly, Reid, 1987).

They constitute a saset of activitiea such as school
baged in-gervice, school self evéluation, organisation
development, school-based curriculum development,
participatory declslon-making etc. ~ The effective achool
brings about achool improvement. The eight organisation
factors identified as characteristics of effective schools

by the above authors are:

~ Curriculum focusased achool leadership,
- Supportive climate within the achool,

- Emphasis on curriculum and instruction, (eg.
maximising academic learning);

- Clear goals and high expectations for astudents;

- A syatem for monitoring performance and
achievement,

- On-going staff development and inaervice;
- Parental involvement and support;

~ LEA support.

These organisation factors according to Fullan (1985)

do not include any process factors. He 1includes four
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process factors which are fundamental for succeasful
proceasasesa. They are:
1. A feel for the process on the part of
leadership.
2. A guiding value syatem,.
3. Intense interaction and communication.

4. Collaborative planning and implementation.

The 1leadership or the management is to sense the need
for change process and lead the entire organisation towards
it. A guiding value asystem refers to a conasensus on high
expectations, clear and explicit goals, clear rules, a
genuine caring about individuals etc. Intense interaction
and communication refers to simultaneous support and
presgsure at both horizontal and vertical levels within the
gchool. Collaborative planniﬁg and implementation needs to

occur both within and outside the school.

2.9. Research Findings from Industries

Thomas Peters and Robert Waterman (1982) as a result of
their study of America’s best-run companies characterised
excellent companlea by the following. The good schools

t

could algso be characterised similarly:
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1.

Commitment:

Expectations:

" Action:

Leadership:

Focus:

Climate:

Slack:

The achool’'s miassion that 'ia
collectively arrived at, set of
behaviours and outcomes that are
gufficiently specific which would
acculturate new organisational
members and control the behaviour
of veteran membera.

of confident people who expect
others to perform to their peraonal
level of quality. The
administrators, teachers,studentsa
all expecting each to do their
part.

They do things. They have a bias
for action, proclivity for success
and a ‘sense of opportuniam. They
plan, decide, try out, drop bad
trials and play within their
strengths.

Leadera and innovators who create

an environment of . . trial and
tolerance for failure are
esgential.

Student achievement as a result of
teaching learning in classrooms,
staff development programmes
concentrate on classrooms oriented
skille and understandings.

Good aschools work for all people in
the building, and they are good
placea to 1live in and work for
every body creating an orderly and
safe environment for gstudents and
teachers.

Good schools have a reasonable
level of human resources and slack
time. Time for teachers to
participate in staff development
activity and to incorporate new
practices is necessary. Tolerance
for failure, encouragement for
experimentations and the capacity
to invent and adapt innovations are
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not achievable 1In organisational

settings when effectiveneas |Is
regularly traded off for
efficiency.

The achool ethos or school climate which are generated

by schools (Sarason, 1982) reflects the internal capacity of

the achool to change.
2.10. A Model for School Improvement

How does a school became more effective? Fullan (1985)

illustrates the Iinteraction between the organization

factors and process factors mentioned earlier.
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Organ1zational Faclors

1. Curriculum facussed school leadership
2. Supportive climate within the scheol
3. Emphasis on Curriculum and instruction \
4. (Clear goals and high expeclations for students A

5. System for Monitoring performance and achievements | 1\

&, On-going Staff development and inservice \
7. Parental involvemenl and support \
8, LEA *London Education Authorilyd Bupport \

\ Improvement as defined
\ by

\ Schoaol, based on
Criteria for

! Effectivensss

.

Process Faclors ! .

A feel for the process on the partl of leadership
& quiding value syslem

Intense inter-atlion and communications
Collaboralive planning and 1mplemeniation

4o L) P e
i

-

Fig. 2,1 School Improvement Process (Fullan, 1983)

According to Fullan, (1985) the improvement is the
result of interaction between the organlizations factors and

process factors.
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The proceass factore provide the means for achieving
organizational change. They lubricate the aystem and "fuel
the dynamice of interaction’, resulting in improvement, based
on the c¢riteria for effectiveneas. But there is no simple
combination of variables that will produce an effective.
school (Brookover et al. 1979, Bryan and Digsby (1983)
caution that a balanced appraisal of the effectiveneas of
school and school’'s system is easential. Only when schools
maximise the chance of efficient learning taking place in

every c¢lass room for every pupil,will they be judged

effective.

In order to make and keep a @achool effective the’
following factora play an imporant role; School leaderahig,
school management, school ethos, discipline, teachers agd
teaching, curriculum, student 1learning, pupil welfare and
care; and the physical facilities and its maintenance. The
tool one uses to evaluate must be appropriate to the tasks
that confront one. As Carmel Leavey (1%71) insists, "the
whole evaluation procedure needs to match the richness and

complexity of the whole educational situation”.
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2.11. Conclusion

School effectiveness can be measured by measuring the
achool outcomes. It will include achievement of the purpose
of the institution or the process or means of achieving it

and the product or outcome of the means.

The achievement of the aim or purpose necessitates the
avareness there of by the school, that 1is, the
administrators, teachers, students, parents and community on
the whole. The aim can be achieved through purposeful and
efficient planning. This is done through a proper and
participatory institutional plan, where in the activities
are planned for the achievement of the long term and short
term goals involving all the concerned persons. This can be,
initiated and oriented when there is proper and efficient
leaderaship for any institution, because the succeas of the
activities depends upon practical and timely plans which are
executed by the right persons in the right time depending
gporni the human and material resources. The Organisation of
the entire school system according to its aim and plans for
different activities is the practical measure for its
guccess. Most of the time and energy in the school by
teachers and students are gpent in curricular activities and

there is a tendency to measure the effectiveness4the school
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based merely on ite academic achievement. An appraisal of
these makes it very necessary fo evaluate the school. Co-
curricular activities are very necegsary to bring about the
allround development of the students and the achool
effectiveneass Is not only instructional effectiveness. The
school is second home for the astudents and a good achool isa
concerned about the welfare of its pupils. Hence the Pupil-
Welfare Services are an index of the effectiveness of any
gchool. The education of the youth is the joint
respongiblility of the. school and society. Hence there
should be <cordial relationship between the school and the
community and it promotea saschool effectiveneas. The
aplritual and moral 1life of the studenta is nurtured and
developed through the regular and well planned religious  and
moral educational <classes which is also one of the special
aspects of a gbod school. The school plant is to be
maintained well and 1its wupkeep should be regular for the
maximisation of its benefit to all concerned. The teachers,
students, parents and the community should keep reneQing
themsevles, changing with the need of the society and making
growth and maximum development possible for all. Thefe
should be enougﬁ of financial resources and these should be
invested In the right way, for the ?lght cause and at the
right time. Growth is possible when there is possgibility of

experimentation, trial and error and risk taking to try new
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projecta and techniques and Iinstitutionalise Innovations

based on its practical values.

Hence the effectiveneas of the school in general can be

measured through a comprehensive study of these different

aspects: Awareness of the aim, Inatitutional planning,
Leadersghip, Organisation, Curricular programmes, Co-
curricular activities, pupil welfare services, school-

community relationships, /religious and moral education,
system maintenance, system renewal, investment and
innovations -~ which make up the entire life and activitiea
of any achool and very sapeclally a J.M.J. school. Therefore
the investigator intends to make a study of these aspects in'

every JMJ aschool for 1lts appralsal.
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