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. ‘ .4
) INTRODUCTION-

A4

The’pr1mary responsibility for state-level educational evaluation

o act1v1t1es 1n California resides 1n a centra11zed eva]uat1on unit w1th1n

? ‘ v

tne State Department of tducat1on The annua] budget of tn1s un1t is’

over S3 milion of'Wh1ch $2 million was spent$1n 1974-75 evaiut1ng educd-

/

t1ona1 programs adm1n1stered by the state. The tota] cost of tnese progranp

>

was over 5300 m;}]1on \' .

-~ .

. In v1ew of the magnitude of the state's expenditures for educational

f ey

.

prograns, it is 1mportant to ask whether these eva]uat1on act1v1t1es are
effect1ve As a resutt, we have conductedeth1s study of prbcedura] and
management 155ues in the eva]uat1on of state educat1ona1 prograns ‘It

. ol exam1nes the adequacy of procedures being undertaken within’ ex1st1ng

¢ [ 4

resources rather than analyzing the.consequence§ of reducing or augmenting

. b}
these resources.

- fl " The evaluation unit within the Department.of édncation is responsfb]e
for (@ conducting edngetional p}egram eVa]uat1Jns, (M tonducting the
\ statewide testing érogram'and (3j operating thé depaftment#s management
ﬁfﬂ4 ~ information center.. This study fecuses on educatihna] program evaluations .

- Other‘evp1hation”activiths arefhot examined in the study except as they
relate directly. to educational Pprogram evaluation.

" * The principal objeétives of the study are t%:

A - .
1. Describe the major components of the curyent program evaluation

. .
”

system; » »~ .
* 2. Ekxamine the planning-of state program evaluations;
3. Analyze the scope, qua]%ty and utility of state program evaluations;

. 4 i
. . Ky
. . . . -
. &
’ -
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4. txamine tne coordination of state évaluation activities;-

. . . 5.. Anaiyze the methods by'which evaluation results are disSeminated;
and |
“6. Recommend improvements wnere neces§ary.' ' ' .

In eonductwng the study, we 1nterv1ewed ‘a total of.60 individuals -

', during the mohths of July, August and September. These included staff in

the Departmentg of Education and Finanee, staff to several legislative

committees, membérs of the State Board of Education, personnel in local

education agencies, representatiyes of such groups.as the California School

»

N - . Wt
.- Boards Association, the California Association ,of §ch001 Administrators,
» and the.CaJifania Teachers Association, and jntgviduels witb/gxpertise

. ~y

in evaluation from universities and private organizations in the state.
. o . N - N

individuals wWere asked a standard set of interview‘questions\(see

dix Ay. The findings reborted in the study were taken (1) frem these o

interviews-and (2) ?rom a comprehensive- review of the department's .evalua-

»

t1on reports and re]ated documents. - Coe .
’

A1l of the maJor evaluation reports prepared‘by the department dur1ng'
1974-75 and a sample of reports prepared during the four preceding years
“were reviewed by our staff.("(See‘Appendix B.) Findings .reported in th{s ’
study are‘teken from those cases in which tWo indeBéndent reviewers were
in agreement in their assessment of the evaluation report. Such agreement
_between reviewers was the genera] pattern found in the study. Finally,
‘ . descriptions of evaluations current]y being carried 0ut by the department

and relevant.documents from numerous other sources were examined in the

course of the study.
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SUMMARY UF FINDINGS | o rs

.

1. *Througn a process of reorgan¥zation wnich_began five years ago,

P ‘ -
. the evaluation function witnin tne State Department.of Education has for '
3 P . {

the most part Bgen centrql1zed witnin the Gffice of Program Evaluation and ° f .

r . . . i . » . '
Research. This centralization appears to provide an organizational basis

for dealing with many of tne problems which exist;in current procedures for
T » /e ] v}

;€

evaluating state educét1ona149rogran5. (pp. 9 A1) y

. 2. Tne Educational Management and Evaluation Commissiod to the
! N 3 rd

* State Board of Education i a second key entity in the state's educatjonal

program €valuation apparatus.. One of its statutory functions is the review
O - .. N " .. : R LIPS . 1
The commission has not performed

bl

of the department’s program evaluations.

i . 3 . .
this function.on a comprehensive basis. As a result, systematic review

of state educational program evaluations presentiy do?s Hot occur. (pp. 11 - 15)

3 There are currently insufficient procedures in the Department of = - J

“Education for plannimg the overall strateqy of educational program evalua-

tion. In addition, insufficient procedures presently exist for advance

«

b]anning of indjvidual evaluation studies thducted by the department. 3 .2

4 .

Rather, planning procedures vary, with some studies fully ‘planned in advance =

o ’ T ‘n-
of program operation and others not planned until program-completion. (pp. 17 - '18)
7 v

4. "Lack of adyance planning for evaluations places unnecessa%y demands

on local education agencies. This is because inadequate planning leads o

freduent changes in the RQepartment of Education's evaluation procedures.

These changes require school districts to expend resources each year becoming

familiar with new evaluation procedures. 'No adequate mechanisms exist within

.

the department for e]iminafiqg the unnecessary demands on school districts

createqﬁthr0ugh poor;ﬁ]anning of evaluation activities. (pp. 18 - 19)
’ w -"\’ . .

-~
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5, Tne tutorj requirements mandatin g\state educat1unal program

.

' evaluatTons vary cons1derabfy in spec1f1cat1on “Sone déscr1be reqy1red

~evaluation information in defail wnile otnérs, are quite generaf\ fven the

more detailed requirements do not guarantee poﬁ1qy relevant reports because

evaluations do not always conform toﬁthe requirements mandating them.

- f

(pp. za - 24) )

tva]uat1ons prepared by tne Department of Education frequentiy

.are inadeguate 1n standard e]ements necessary to make tnem useful in pol1c1

decisions. For example, many of tne department's evaluations lack adequate

. - information concerning program participants, objectives, components,

effectiveness and cost. (pp. 20 - 22)’

e g—

- . i
7. The Depdrtment of Education presently does not use uniform proce-

dures for etther conduct1ngﬁeva1uat1ons or reporting eva]uat10n results.

, Evaluations currently d1ffer in both method and content. Consistent proce-

dures cpuld be used in many of the _studies in which procedures currently

.

.
\ )

differ. (pp. 25 27) ) v

8. The majority of-evaluations conducted by the Department of tducas

tion contain serious methodo]ojica] weaknesses which include poor.sampling

procedures, inadeqhate-comparison{groups and inadequate statistical techniques.

:

These and other weaknesses make conclusions -drawn on the.-basis of the

exa]uations of questionab]e value for'policy formulation.> (pp. 28 - 30)

L . \Y
9. The utility of evaluations conducted by the Department of Education

is impaired by the absence of uniform information in the evaluation reports

and by nethodo]ogjcal s\6rtcomTﬁQ§ in the studies. The utility is_further

,1imited by the lack of a format for _integrating the findings .frum different

studies. (pp. 31 - 32)




10. The utility of evaluations conducted by the.Department of.Educa-

tion usually is limited by the absence of information aﬁd&i what fagtors

are associated:with successfl educational programs. This type 6f'inf0rma—

tion is one of the most useful potentia] outcomes of program evaluations .
. N N [4 )

(pp. 31 - 32)
11. Many of the problems wh1ch Timit the utility of program eva]ua—
\. ‘. 5 ‘v .

tions prebably could be addressed by the department within ex1st1ng resources

This is because they result from shortcomhngs in the design and réporting’ A

of evaluations which could be solved by using current resources more efficiently.
~ ' | . ’
(pp 32 - 33) ' ‘

1

12. Many of the d;partnent s, _evaluation act1v1t1es have not been

we]l-codrd1nated internally. Both the departnent and the Educational Manage-

ment and Eva]uat1on Comm1ss1on have taken steps recently %o correct thlS

~

-

prob]em. The commlss1on 15 engaged in 1nvest1gat1ons a1ned at coord1nat1ng

and stream11n1ng the department's ‘data collection act1v1t1es. The'departnent
- ) ' 4 ”

is initﬁatlng a procedure forw;onso1idated reporting in several of its

&

evaluations. However, at.the‘present time, no mechahisms exist for coordinating

evaluation activities on’a comprehensive basis. (pp. 34 - 35)‘

13. Procedures used by the Department of Education to disseminate

evaluation results to the Leg1s]ature and local school districts are

inadequate. Similarly, procedures for;pronnt1ng the utilization of evalua-

tion results in legislative and school district decision making are currently

-

" inadequate. (pp. 36 - 38) ' -
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e SUMMARY OF RECOMMI‘-;N[J'ATIONS; C |
c ' Lo > . . L
A 1. We recommend that the Department of Educat1on ahnua]]y‘prepare .
a comprehensavei deta1]ed plan for educat1ona1 evaluations which 1nc1udes‘
the following minimum components © . \ . ' - i;
(a) a statement of the nepartment s principal evaluation 0bJ€Ct1V€S, L
- ’ (b).a diScussion of the.erartment S prlncrgal evaluation accomgj1§h—
ments in the preceding jear; \ - ) > ﬁ 4

(c) a description of evaluation resources for the timé 'period covered

hy theﬂplan; and

(d) a plan fqr each evaluation study to be conducted by the depart-

ment which includes certain standard elements and an estimate

of requ1red resources . ‘ .-

f
2. He reconnend that the dep&@tment subm1t this. annua];p]an of

educat1ona1 eva]uat1ons to the Joint Legislative Budqet Comm1ttee and the T

Department of Finance for review as part of the annual budget process 5 .

3. We recommend that the department include in each major eva]qation . .

e

report (a) a brief statement of the purposes 6f the study, (b) a discussion

, \
of the evaluation methodology including.study design, sampling strategy,

* measurement instruments and data analysis procedures; (c) a presentation

. of findings concerning program participants, object%Ves, components and
)

effectivenéss and (d) a_ summary thch describes the principal findings

and cone]usions of the study.

-

4. We recommend that the Department of Education annually prepare -

: and submit to the Legislature by January 1 an "Annual Summary of Evaluation

y %
N
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Reports". This document should summarize the results ofbafl“proqram

evaluations conducted by the department during thelpreviodstyear. It

should include cdmparaﬁle‘information on the effectiveness of different

o~

educational programs wherever'possible.
= [ 24

5. *We recommend that the Educational Management and Evaluation

Commission to the'State Board of Education (a) analyze the adequacy of

existing statutory requirements for educational program evaluations, and

b) reconnend amendments as necessary to ensure that the Education Code
Id

‘v//spec1f1es in detail the information to be contained in eva]uat1on reports

¥

6. we recommend that the Educational Management and Evajuation

Commission review on a systemat1c basis a]l of ‘the program evaluatiQa

activities of the Department of Lducatmqn. We further recommend that the

6ommission annua]]y;prepare and.submit to the State Board of Education-and

the Legislature a report of its findings which 1nc1udes (1) an identifi-

cation of program evaluation pr1or1t1es not being addressed by the. depart-

ment; (2) an identification of program ‘evaluation requiraments which should

l .. - .
be eliminated; (3) a review of tfie quality of program evalution reports

and.activities; and (4) a report on the dissemination of program evaluation

‘findings. -
L= Y -

7. we reconwend that, on a cént1nu1ng basis, the budget of the

Educat1ona1 Management and -Evaluation Conm1851on be set out as.a separate line
/
jtem in the budget of the Department of .Education.

8. We recommend that the Educational Management and Evaluation

Al

Commission submit to the Legislature by March 1, 1976, the report of its

current study on data collection activities of the Department of Education.

We further recommend that the commission submit % the Legislature, px_/’/

!




£

Noyember 1,.1976173 fo]ﬁow-ugireport on the imp]énentation of jis

‘recommendations for coordinating the department's data collection activities.

9. We recommend that the Department of Education investigate -

-,
-

the feasibility and tﬁe cost imp]ibations of coordinating the statewide

testing program and the depértment's program evaluation activities.

10. We recommend that the Department of Education prepare and

2 -

kY R -
submit to the Legislature by March 1, 1976, a systematic plan for the -

dissemination of evaluation results to the Legislature and to local 3

education. agencies. {

———
.

o




I. STRUCTURE OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

.

'3 ‘ w
Evaluation of state educational programs is the responsibility of ™

two principal state gntitiesf the Department of Education's Office of - A

Program Evaluation and- Research (OPER) and the Educational Management
\ N '

: !
and Evaluation Commission td the State Board of Education. In examining ’ -
. ’ » : .

the program evaluation activitied of these .two entities, it is important

A}

) to understand that the Legislature has been consistently mandating formal

-

evaluations of educational programs for less than a decade. Prior to that
time, program evaluations carried out by the department usually were
informal studies conducted by operating units within the department as

program management tools.
v . ‘

A. The Evaluation Unit in the Department of Education

-

The primary responsibility for qpnductjng program.evalugtions in the
Départﬁent of Educatian reéides in the Ofﬁice of Program Eva]uation'and
Research (OPER). This office began in 1971 with the atteﬁpt to create an
independent eva]uatioq unit withjq the department. The unit's effectiveness
was limited initially by the frag%entationlof the eva]ﬁation funct}on-within

. the department.. Separate evaluation staffs continued to exist for most of

. the educational programs administered by the department, including Special

Education, ESEA"Title‘I, II and III, etc. Thus, in our 1972-73 Budget

. Analysis we recommended that iﬁ order to deve]bp and adminjstér a comprehen-
sive educational evaluation syséem, the\to%a] evaluation responsibility
should be ass{gned to one eva]uatiqn unit.

The centralization of evaluation witRin OPER has been for the most
. | ’

part completed at the pré§en; time. This is an important accomplishment

A%




- - M \
S N becadse 1t (1 g1ve5* the eva]uat1on umt relative mdependence €rom pm-
‘ " gram operatmg amts and (2) appears to pmv1 de an ﬁorgamzatlona’] bars
¢ Ve $ . ’
. ‘ for a]]ev.)atmg many . of the pr*ob]ems which present]y hm1t the effect1 veness
4 . A
/ . v of the eva']uation function'. <0 3 N
R v
. OPER repor‘ts to the Supermtendent of Pubhc Instruct1on thr0ugh the
; . Ch1ef Deputy Super]ntendent (Chart I). Th1s reportmg channed was intended -
. ' to creyte 1ndependence for- the eva] uat1on office fmm the pmgrampperatmg
. umits within the department.’
. ¥, .
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- .

The budget of OPER fer the past three years is presented in Tab]e.I.l
Tne table shows that, the budget for the office, 1nc1ud1ng the statewide

testing program, is current]y over S3,m1111on. The 0£f1ce has a staff
\’ . -

. < . .

of over 35 professionals. T . :

~

L " Table 'l
The Budget of the Office of Program Eva]uat1on and Research /1

~
.

-
LY . . -

Budget Components 1973-74 '1974~75 : 1975-76 . -,
Eraluation services $ 954,309 - %2,040+,566 $2,008,757
Statewide testing . 694,445 . " 1,008,838 . 1,065,274 )
Management Information - .
Center . . s 32,576 /2 4,000 . 3,500
. (154497) (128,005) © (149,700)
(\ .

TOJAL BUDGET ‘ $1,696,827 ° $3,181,409 $3,227,231

Pd . o .
. . In spite of the centralization of evalugtion activities within OPER,

3‘severa1,of the problems which the office was created to overcome have not

.
’

been satisfactorily corrected. These include the absemce of uniform

-

. evaluation procedures and insufficient coordination among evaluation activ-

itﬁ%s. Each of these problems fs\dASEyssed later in this report.

B. The Educat1ona] ‘Management and Eva]uatlon Commission to the State
Board of Educat1on

%
The secaqnd ent1ty in the state's system for eva]uat1ng educat1ona1

’ +

programs i the Educational Management and "Evaluation Commission to ,the

State Board of Education. The ¢ mmission began operating in June 1972

-
- L4 -~ L) A

2 A ;

7 -

i
Y -

/1 Source: The 1975-76 Governor's Budget dated January 10 19?5 and the
. Final Chdnge Book to the budget reflect1ng changes |included in
Chapter 186, Statutes of 1975 _ ; . ",

/2 Figures in parentheses represent funding obta1ned thr0ugh chagges to
other units-in the Department of Education.
- |

/ .- 14
) Y : , * "-‘.
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with its_function defined by the LegisTature in AB 2800 (Chapter 1188,

Statutes of 1971) as follows:
"The commission shall .assist and adyise the State Board of
tducation in the evaluation of the program ach1evemenﬁ of

i _ educational programs, in the determination of ‘the relative
cost effectiveness of educational programs, and shall
make recommendations concerning the’expanded use, modi fica-
tion, or replacement of educational programs so as to pro-
duce a higher degree of program achievement and cost effective-
ness. The commission shall also serve as an advisory body ’
to the State Board of Education on program budgeting ahd
accounting sf%tehs for schodl d1str1cts " . .

- { » ) /
(The 1eg1s]aﬁ1on is quoted in full in Append1x ). ~
[ ; /

Tne comm1551on was established to serve as -an «dvisory body to the

State Board on all éb]icy matters relating to eddcational management and '

evaluation. The charge to the commission as set forth by the State Board
> \ [}

is to inform ahd advise the board on: o ‘ o

"1. The practices of modern management wh1ch can improve the

’
/

quality of adm1n1strat10n of, pub11c schoo] districts.

r
)

2. Program budgeting and accounting systems for school districts.
4 i . “ L .

[O% g

Methods of program evaluation - : ‘ ,

.

4. The assessment of cost effectiveness of educational prograns.
4 / R N

:

5. The expansion of educational programs which produce a high -

degree of program ach1evememi an? cost effectiveness.

'

6. The dissemination of information on management practices for
publji choo] districts.

7. State 1aws, reigulations and procedures re1at1ng to the management,

of=public school di§tricté and the evaluation of educationa]

\ - .
programs . \ .
;: «o !-. . / - ' . . . * . . . N " 2
. 8. Ackivities of the commission by means of an_annuaLﬁreport.
' . ) \" s
-‘l, : 3 , o, N Ve ’

s X s |
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The organizational location of the commission is presented in
Chart 2. As‘can be seen, the commission reports directly to the State

Board df Education. The commission recejves staff support from depart-

-

ment persofinel but has the authority to employ independent consultants

as necessary.

* Chart 2 ) f . .
The Organizational Location of the ’
Educational.Management and Evaluation Commission

t

State Board

of . . -

Education

- . . Educational Management
’ ‘. . . and
Evaluation Commission

" Superintepdent .-
of . el

Public

Instruction N

Department
of
Education

A}
.

W

« Reporting relationships

__________ Staff re]ationigips

by the State .Board of Education, o

the Assembly and two By enate Rules anmittee. (See Appendix C for a (
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The budget of the commission since its‘creation 1nl1972<73 is
presented in Table 2. Since its estab]isﬁment the'connﬁssién nhas spent

¢ between 45 perceﬁ; and 65 percent of its annual operating budget ,

each -year.
: Table 2 )
Budget of Educational Management and
Evaluation Commission ' ,
1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76)
" fotal Budget $26,800  $31,839  $32,149 s35,o41§.J
Total Expenditﬂ?es 11,975 16,955 20,775. - ) {Tﬁ\,
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" The commission has performed a number of monitor and review activities

in areas related to evaluation. For exémplg, %yring 1974-75, it~ )
’ ] .
(1) reviewed.the progress of the department. in implementing aspects of

. “ L
the educational goals collection pgocess designed by the Joint Commi ttee

) H——n Educational Goals and Evaluation, (2) reviewed the departmeﬁtfs

development of eﬁ@ht’fgdérally funded (ESEA, Title V-C) eva]uatiqd improve-

4

ment centers to train 1ocai education agency personnel in planning and
evaluation technidues and (3) réviewed the progress of one of the depart-

ment's evaluation studies (i.e., the School Effectiveness Study)}
. L.
The commission Has recently initiated an investigation which will’

further involve it in the review of program evaluation activities. This
is a study of the magnitude of the department's data collection activities

and 'the résultant demands on local education agencieéi The stydy is a first

A

- steép toward streamlining the department's data collection ﬁroc dures. It .«

'ié'on]y one egample of additional activity in the area of edugdational

]

“‘evaluation which is consistent with the commission's statutory function. .
. . . i
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Many individuals interviewed in the gourse Qf this study indicated

‘| . . .

tnat the commission has not yet begun to imp]emeot fully the evaluation

respUns1b111t1es assigned to it by law. Our review of‘tbe\conm1ss1on N
Annual Reports and minutes of its meet1ng§ torroborated this observat1on
The maéority of the activities conducted by the commission thus far have
focused on management issues. As the budget tnformation presented in.
Table 2 inqﬁcates,.the cdmmission appears to have adequate financial
resources for extending its evaluation activities.

Moreover, it currently has three members paving expertisé 1n educa-
tiona].eva]uéfion. One vacancy on the cémmission still exists, ~it Seing

the Governor's appointee. Appointment of an individual with.evaluation™

. expertise to this pasition would additionally enhance the strength of «

the commission in the evaluation area.

C. Review of Program Evaluation Activities .
2

As mentioned abové, the Educational Management and Evaluation

Commission reviews program-evaluation activities. Two other state

[
)

agencies alsb review program evaluation actiyities on a selected basis as-

'part of their budget, respons?b111t1es These are the Department of Finance

.and our office, However, it is not a primary function of e1ther to .perform
T a cbmprehénsive, systematic review of program eva]uat1on activities../
* OQutside rev1ewers also occasionally examine department eva]uat1ons
For examp]e,,the department's 1973 74 Early Childhood Education eva]uat1on
was critiqued by 0utside evaluators. Because critiques of th1s nature are

undertaken on an exceptional rather’ thaf systematic basis, they cannot be

relied on as a mechanism for systematic review .of the' department'’s: program
hd , A

evalyations.
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J As this report will illustrate, however, there is a need for*

: 4 . .
a continuing systematic review of the department's program evaluations.
We belteve that the Educational Management and Evaluation Commission
should perform-this role in as much as it is consistent with its functions

-

as defined by both the Legislature and the State Board of Education.
/
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I1. THE PLANNING OF EDUCATIONAL-PROGRAM EVALUATIONS *

This section of the report reviews existing procedures for planning
program evaluations in the "Department of Education< Both the overall
system for determining evaluation priorities and the procedures for

planning individual evaluations are examined. .o . . B

A. Procedures for Planning the Overall Evaluation Strategy =

Evaluations to be conducted by the department are ordinarily
detérm1ned either (1) by state or federal statutory requ1remeni or
(2) by.identification of issues which are of special p011cy concern to'
‘thg department or the State Board of Education. Most evaluation studies

‘are initiated through the first mechanism. No systematic planning pro- \ _t
' ' (4 -

cedures exist within thé department for developing an overall evaluation

strategy based on examination of all pﬁogréms administered by the department.

N

The vast majority of evaluation resources are expended #nh the

s

evaluation of a limited number of categorically funded programs (e.g, ESEA,

Titlg I, Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Program, Educationally Disadtantaged

<

Youth, Early Childhood Education). Some additional resources go into
the evaluation of specific research—or1ented programs (e.qg., the Demonstra-
tion Programs in Reading and Mathematics, Year-round Schools) .

In contrast, almost-no evatuations of program effgctivenesé affe
conducted for many education programs funded or administered by the state.
Current examples of cases in which little or no evaluation of program
éffectiveness is Beiné conducted by the departmeht include adult education

ﬂ(ﬁgrans, summer schopl programs, and the ﬁenta]]y gifted minors program,

- 20
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Bécause,of the absencé of evq]uations, the Legistature, the departmegt
and local school districts do not have basic information XVailable to

them as an input into policy decisions.

B. Procedures for Planning Individual Evaluations

“The .interviews conducted in the course of this study indicated

r

‘that planning procedures have varied widely, with some studies planned in
advance of program operafﬁon and others not. The,latter has been the case

even when legislation requiring evaluations has been enacted well in

advance of program operaﬁion (e.g., required evaluattons of the Operation

SHARE program)

.
)
' A

The absence of systematic advance planning of individual evaluations

. has meant that no procedures exist: (1).for ensuring certain common
elements and uniform procedures in evaluatibn studies; (2) for ensuring

.codrdjnation of evaluation activities; or (3) for ensuring comparability

R »

of evaluation results. These issues are discussed more fully in-later

a

'sections of this report.

.C. Demands on Local Education Agencies ReSultjgé from Inadequate Planning

Inadequéte advance planning of evaluation studies places unnecéssary
daéanﬁs on local education agencies. 'School district personnel comb]ain
that the &epartment's evaluation procedures are "never the same for two
consecutive years". They point 0ut‘that forms -and procedures appear to be

in a constant state of flux which necessitates the expenditure of district

resources each year to interpret and become fgﬂiligr with new evaluation

procedures. ¢

-
-

.
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We examined processes for planning evaluation activities -to
L]

identify some reasons for this. We found that pilot testing of evaluation

formsvand procedures conducted by the department is generally insufficient.

The result is that many forms and proce&dres are found to be faulty in
b b .

thgir initia] year of use and must be modified in a second year. The

L]

cyc]efcontinues and evaluation procedures change frequently. .
o/ : .
‘ Although the department has a forms cledrance process within the-

Office of Electronic Data Processing Information Systems, this process

-

does not improve the situation. There is no requirement that’ forms be

»

tried on a pilot basis before being approved. The forms approval process

checks primarily for duplication among forms and is not an effective .

B

mechanism for ensuring that evaluation forms and procedures are adequately

,

field tested before bein§ used on a large-scale basis.

H
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,standard elements necessary for addressing basic pd]fcy questtons and \

’

III. THE CONTENTS OF CVALUATION REPORTS

This section of the report analyzes the adequacy of tpe_contents

-
»

of department-evaluations. Pt,examines whether the studies‘coq;aih
whetﬁer they fulfill statutory requirements. .

" There are two criteria which can be used in determiping whether ’ Y
the contents-of an evaluation are adequate to'provide useful policy infor-
mation: One®is the extent to which the ewaluqtion contains the information
required by the statutes mandating the study. This criterion alone cannot
be used for jﬁdgtng the adequacy of an evaluation, howe;er, because (1)
frequent]y, the Legislature simply spec1f1es that an eva]uat1on shall be,

conducted and (2) spec1f1ed parameters are often very general w1th the

detailed design of the study left to the department Thus, it is important

to use other criteria in getérmining whether the evaluations designed by

-

the department contain the necessary elements for useful policy information.

——

Standard elements in the field of evaluation provide the second ®

L2

" criterion for judging the usefulness of'repqqt contents.

- % N

A." Evaluations as Too]é for Policy Decisions: Standard Elements

The standard elements which should be included in a policy-relevant

-

evaluation report are:
(1) a brief statement of the purposes of the study;
(2)1a discussion of the evaluation methodology including study

design, samp]ing strategy, measurement instruments, and data

analysis procédures;

T 0- 23 : , -
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y (3) a preseniation of findinés concerning program participants,

ijectives, &omﬁonents, effectiveness and cost (where available);
L ]

.

- . Y and . ‘ . X

- (4) 5 surmary which describes the principal findings and conclusions -
of the stud}. -7

As pé?f of‘our study, we reviewed g]] major evaluations prepared by
the department during 1974-75 and a sample of evaluations prepared during
the preceding four years to determine whether they contained these standa?d~
elements.

We found that they varied considerably in cdnformity to these standards.
The majority contained little or no description ©f the evaluation methodology.
Examples of evaluation reports in which impértant information concerning
methodology is absent are the 1973-74 evaluations of the state Bilingual
Education program, the Indian Early Childhood Educatio; program and the

Innovative Schools Project_and the 1970 through 1974 evaluation of the

Program for Pupils Who are Multihandicapped.

The absence- of adequate descriptions of eva]uatioa methodology makes
it difficult to'interpret the meaning of findings. For example, the 1973-74
‘evaluation of the the 'state Bilingual Education program includes the

following summary information on the attainment of instructional objectives

-

in the program:

"Project evaluation reports indicated that 74 percent of all >
- instructional objectives reported by the state bilingual projects
were achieved, 7 percent were partially achieved, and 10 percent
were not achieved. There were ne results reported for 3 percent
of the instructional objectives." (p. 5)
,The report gfves little precise information about how the objectives v

were developed or attainment was measured. In the absence of such fundamental
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information it is difficult to interpret the meaning of the results pre- °

Sented in the report. - . . N R

'Wiih respect to:the substantive findings in evaluation reports, our
review also identified numerous inadequacies. In general, we found the .
evaluation reports varied considerabfy ih content, with most of them inad-
equate in at least one important area that shqy]d be inc]udéd in a policy-

L3
relevant evaluation. Some reports presented little information on program

participants (e.g., the 1972-73 evaluation of Egperﬁmenta] Education'Prqz

-

'gréms in Special Education) and others presented little infO(mafion on ‘ .
program objectives (e.d., the 1971 through 1974 evaluation of tHe Year-

round School program). Others contained ]ift]é information on program

components (e.g., the 1973-74 eva]uétion of the Innovative Schools

Project) or on program effectiveness (e.g., the 1973-74 Child Déve]op-

ment Program evaluation). Still others contained no infgrmation on

program costs, even when the information was specifically reqhireg in the
Tegislation mandatiig the study (e.g., the 1973-74 evaluation of thé

Indian tarly Chi]dhooq_Eduéation program). As a result of such inadequacies

no comprehensive picture of the programs' attributes and impact can |

L4

be drawn.

-
1

' In summary, our review indicated that ﬁany eva]uations‘prepared by
the department tack information necessary to maké them useful..for éolfcy
decisions. Bgcause no systematic,procedures Curr;ntly exist for reviewing
éva]uationsxﬁiepared,by the’ﬂépa;tment, there is no mechanism for correcting

» . . &
these weaknesses in educational program evaluations.

B. Conformity of Evaluations to Statutory Requirements

R3

Some of the department's prébram evaluations QO not conform to sta-
tutory requirements for information. They do not provide answers to the
‘basic policy quest%ons set forth in the legislation mandating the study.

- . | 25
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An example of thii deficiency is found jq the 1973-74 eva]uatidn.
of the ‘Indian Early Childhood Education program. The legislétio; specified
that the evaluation study iné]dde "costs of each progcam détai]ed in
terms{of deéign, implementation, and continuing opera&ing7expense."
(Chapter 1052, Statutes of 1972.; -Desp$§e the statutor;;requ%rement, the
éva]uation did rot include the sp%Fified assessméntg of program costs.

Other evaluations réquired by statute simply have not been conducted.
ExﬁﬁﬁTﬁs are ghé ;972-73 required evaluations of the Operation SHARE program

and the state Bilingyal Education prdgram.

/!

C. Nature of Statutory Requirement for Evaluation

We have described the degree of conformity of evaluations 'to statutdry

requirements. As part of this study, we also edamined the nature of these

requirements themselves. We found that requirements foh‘evaluations vary

considerably in specification. While some are quite clear and detailed,

others are ambiguous or quite general.

An exanmple of a statutory requirement which is both clear arid detailed

is the mandate for the evaluation of the Demonstration Proggams in Reading

and Mathematics:

"...the Superintendent of Public Instruction ... shall submit a
report to the Legislature on the implementation and evaluation

of demonstration programs under this article, including the achieve-
ment of pupils, an analysis of , the costs of each project detailed
in terms of the costs of design, implementation and continuing
operational expenses, inc]yding the degree of cost effectivene§s

of each project. The report shall also include recommendations
concerning improvement, retention, ®xtension or other aspects

of the program." (Chapter 1050, Statutes of 1970.)

—~

 This requirement indicates exactly what information is to be contained in

' the evaluation report, although it does not }imit the report Egle]y to this

information. . — ’ N




) 7 Another detei]ed'requirement 1s for the evaluation of the Program for
e . . * . - e
™ pupils Who are Multihandicapped: - . '

[y -

» ‘e » e
. . . the Superintendent ,of Public Instruction shall report annually,
'to the Legislature-the progress being made in -the -education of .
multihandicapped minors including but not limited’to, the number
of authorized classes, .the numbers of minor enrolled, the nature
. of handicappipg§ .conditions of minors éhrolled in classes, a
Lt description of the instruction being provided, objectives of
- the program, achievement outcomes, and recommendations for fyrther
program deve]opment "" (Chapter 1373, Statutes of 1972.) :

The descrlpt1on aga1n déta1ls prec1se1y the, 1nformat1on which is.to be gon-

ta1ned in the eva]uat1on of the program. ‘l o ' .

.

Ll

In contrast to the above many examp]es can be found of statutory

qrequirements wh1gh are qu1te general and do not provide basic direction for
P - " ; ) - R
the eva]uation!report. One illustration is the reguirement fqr an evalua-

¥.tioﬁ of the Educationally.Disadvantaged Youth Program. The reouirement is

~ ~ . . '

as follows .
-~ L]

'The Super1ntendent df Public Instruct1on shall submit annually
to the Governor apd to each house of ‘the Legislature a report

" evaluating the programs established pursuant to this chapter, _

. together with his recommendat1ons concern1ng whetder the same~ -
) should be continued in operat1on (Chapter 1406, Statutes
) ) of 1972:) | . ‘ .
0ur rev1ew pointed to other, cases where the statutory requ1rement
for an eva]uat1on was. of a genera] nature. Ohe of the most notable cases
\ -
of’vague eva]uatJon requrrements is found in 1eg1s]at1on Enacted dur1ng\)
the past year (e. g R the eva]uat1on requirement . for the A]ternat1ve ~
_ Schoo]s Program - Chapter 448J/§ta§u£es of.1375). : - oo

z - nT
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' . IV.* THE'COMPARABILITY OF EVKLUATION.REPORTS

PAN

From the vantage poift of policy makers, one of the most useful
4
functions of program evaluation is to make possibl€ analyses of educa-

%

. ¢
» tional programs on a comparative basis. Because policy decisions involve

.

trade-offs among programs, it is important to be able (1) to compare

them on a cost-effectiveness basis and (2) to.assess their relative strengths

, e ] s ‘ - .
from both an educational and, a cost standpoint. Eva

ations can contribute

to this process by providing comparable iﬁ?brmation

jthg‘efféctiveness of‘
programéladminigtered by the department. Progrqp ew
yplayed this role.’ They frequently do.not present similar kifids o€ infor-
'mation aqros%zgpograms.. Rather, evaluations are ofteﬁ independent studieé
having little compaéabilit; to one another. The.evé}uations,differ both

in content and method. r . C

With respect tp content, some eJZ]uations are cofprehensive in_the.
nature of information presented.\ For'examblﬁ, the 1973;74 é;aluations of
the Egrllehildhodg Education progrém ané the.Educétiéna]]y'Disadvantage¢
Youth prpgrahs bofh presenied.information concering program participants,
objectives, compohents and ‘effectiveness. THey are among the more com-
prehensive eva]ua;fons'conducted by the'department.

In contrast, hany”evaiua;ions present 1i£t1e or ho iﬁformation on
program participants or objectives (e.di, the'19Z3f;Q evaluation of Experi-
\ mental Education programs in\Special Ed;tation) and other; preséqt little

or nQ;infonmation\gpncerning program components (e.g., the }972 thépugﬁ 1974

- » v J
evalyation of the :Pilot Program for Eahcqtion of Severly Menta]]y‘Retanded

- »

;e

" .
f . , RER N
s b s . 4
R .
f » .
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Pupils Between the'Ages of.3 and 5 Years). Others.present almost no
information on program effect1veness (e.g.., the 1970 through. 1974 evalua-

t1og of the Program for Pup11s Who are Mu1t1handrcapped) The re5u1t is
‘ A
’ that program eyatuat1ons frequent]y present decision-makers with 11tt1e

-~

comparable 1nformat1on which can be used in analyzing the relative effec-
tiveness of educational programs.

‘Eva1uations also differ in methodology. A first important aspect

»

in whichvevaluation methods differ'is iﬁusampling,procedures. Some
program evaluations 1nc1ude effectiveness data on almost the total popula-
t1on of program part1c1pants {e.gl, the 1973-74 evaluation of the Miller-
Unruh Basic Read1ng program) while’ others 1nc1ude effect1veness data from_
varioEe non-répresentative, samples of program participants (e.g., the:

1973-74 evaluations of the Ear]y Childhood Education program and the Child

Development program). It is difficult to.determine precisely the effect

<

. of these differences. It is clear, however, that meaningfu] comparisons

cannot be mpade readily betweeq either (1) an évaluation based on a.non-
- ; reren .
representative sample of participating schools and-another in»yhich all

participating schools were included or (2) two evalyations based on different

non-representative sampling-procedures.
o °
e A second methodofogica] aspect in which. evaluations often differ is

’

in the mea5urement instruments used in the studies. Some program eva]ua—

-

tions present on]y se]f reported data oh attainment of 1nstruct1ona1

i

objectives as measures of program effectiveness (e.g., the/1973-74 ét?@e
Bilingual Education program eva]uat1on) Others report sthdent achievement
data as measured by statewide test1ng 1nstruments (e.g., -the Mlller—Unruh

Basic Reading Program evaluat1on). Still others report data from a 1arge

29 ‘-26- ‘
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number of standardized instruments (e.g., the 1973-74 evaluations of the

;Educationally Disadvantgged Youth and Indian Early Childhood Education
programs). Because-of these different measurement instruments, it is
difficult to make meaningful comparisons about the relative. effectiveness

¢ ~

of the different program. N
The lack of comparable evaluation methods préduces ;valuatibn reports
* which are difficult to interpret and which may even be contradihtory. In
its 1§73J%4 Mi]]eE-UnruH Bas{c Reading Program evaluation ‘issued in
i \\§eptémber 1975, for example, the department gives findings concerning the
L, e*fectiveness of the Miller-Unruh program and the Early Childhood Education
program which are contrédjctory to findings in the department's own 1973-74
Early Childhood Education evaluation report. The Mii]er—Unruh eva]uatioﬁ
a Mi]]qr;Unruh only funding source was associated with the

L

highest reading achievement of any pattern of categorical funding examined.

reported tha

-The Early Childhood Education evaluation reported the Eontradictory findingJr
that a Miller-Unruh/ECE funding source resulted in the greatest reading
achievément. As pointed out Qy the department, the contradiction resulted
from the use of different methods in the two evaluations.

We believe that the use of uniform eva]uation'procedures and repdrting
formats would enhance the utility of evaluations to decision makers. It
appear§ that it wouTH be feasible to achieve such uniformity without addi-
tional cost. Standard procedures exist wﬁich coﬁ]d be used to.increase the

uniformity of many of the department's evaluatigns.

<

4
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L _ V. THE QUALITY OF EVALUATION REPORTS

This section of the report describes our findings concerning the

4

quality of the department's program evaluations.

In order to assess the quality of department's evaluations, we

)

>

éystematicaLJy revieQed all major evaluation reports prepared during
1974-75 and a sample of reports prepared during the preceding four years.
We found the majority'of reports to be lacking in one or more important
aspech. Our review pointed to problems which were %iﬁi]ar to those of

8

recent outside reviews of department evaluatiops (e.g., two independent

reviews of the department's 1973-74 Early Childhood Education evaluatio 4).

The problems we found were also similar to serious deficiencies in program

evaluations identified in our 1974-75 and 1975-76 Budget Analyses and in
our earlier "Fiscal Review'and Analysis of Selected Categorical Aid Educa-
tion Programs in California" (May 17, 1971).

The~ following discussion highlights major deficiencies whjch (1?‘
impair the quality of the department's evaluations and (2) makes them un-
reliable as policy instruments.

- One deficiency in the deﬁartment‘s eva]uations'is.the use of non-
representative rather than representative samples. A representative samples
js a sub-set of all program participants which can be uéed to gene}ate an,
accurate picture of all program partikipants while a non-represehtative
sample is not. The result of suing a non-reﬁreggﬁzativé sample is that
- conclusions vased on the sub-set of students ihc]uded in the study Eannot

?

be relied on as valid for all program participants. Examples of department

gt
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eva]uafions.using non-representative saﬁp]es are. the 1973-74 evaluations
of the Early Chiﬁdhogd Education and Child Development prbgrams.
A second: def1c1ency is the failure of the departﬁﬁﬁt to verify data

- reported by schoo] districts. Because the data used in ;@e.gepartment S - ..

evaluations are usually collected by local scﬁoa] dist({%t personnel, it’ ’

is important that the department check the quality of botﬁ (1)‘1dca1 dis-

trict data collection proceduFes and (2) the data submitted by districts.’

Vérification js.an accepted procedure in the field of eya]uation and one

which can be done on a sample basts at felatively little expenditure of

" time or money. Ngvertﬁe]ess, it is a procedure'which the department

N

R rarel . . l
y uses ‘ °
Another serious shortcoming found in department evaluations is the
absence of adequate comparison groups. A comparison group is one which -
: ~is similar to progrgm participants in most characteristics'except program

participation. It is important to have an adequate<comparison §>0up in

order to determine whether student gains result from the p}ogram under revigw

or from other factors (e.g., the initiation of some outside program 1ike
Y 4

Sesame Street or The Electric mepa&y, "Hawthorne effects"” created by the

" excitement of an initial year of program operation in an innoyative program,
etc.). FExamples of the absence of an adequate-comparison group are found
in many evaluations conducted by the department during 1973-74, including

" those of the Early Childhood Education program, the Indian Early Childhood

vﬁ/ﬂ__,/,~_,»—~;£¢ucation program and -the Experimental Programs for Deaf or Severely Hard

L

of Hearing Chjldren Who Are at Leaét Six Months of Age. The result of

having 1nadequate comparison groups js that conclusions concerning program

impact may not be}va]1d - The 1nf1uence of other factors on part1c1pants s ;




can be "eliminated" from estimates of program impact through a number of

statistical techniques, but the department's evaluations usually have not

used these correction procedures to compensate for inadequate comparison ha
gr0u§s. b

Other problems are found in the statistical procedures used in most
department evaluations, including: (1) use of inad;auate statistical .

measures (i.e., median te§t scores without accompanying information con-
cerning spread of scores) and {2) an absence of information concerning the
statistical significance of differences ip pupil performance attributed’to
program participation. On the whole, the net result of theslack of adequate
statistical procedures appears to be the over-estimation of program impact.5

/
These are only some of the major problems, which hinder the quality of

educational evaluations. They%are in no sense academic problems.: Rather,

they are crucial flaws in evaluation methods which make conclusions drawn

on the basis af the studies unreliable as inputs into policy formulation.

.,




VI. THE UTILITY OF PROGRAM EVALUATIONS

14

%

In examining the uti]ity.qg program evaluations, it is important to
begin by defining thenéudienceé fJ} whom the evaluations are designed. In
the case of evaluations conducted by the départmept, the primary users are

- the Legislature, the Governor, the department3 and cha] education agencies.
Although the informational rgguirements of these audiences aiffer, there
are certain basic commonalities in their informatioqa] needs.

Evaluations will be useful to the;e audiences if they meet these

common informational needs. They are: (1) the need for uniform information

’
which can be used to compare the relative effectiveness of different

-

educational programs; (2) a need for information about factors which are

associated with successful educational programs; (3) a need for timely infor-

mation which is received in advance of program decisions; (4) a need for

info;mation which is based on methodologically ‘sound evaluation techniques;'

and (5) a need for inform{tion which is presented in a reif‘:fel-ﬂl-y.,L.Jse‘bleQ,f’ormai,_’."&t
Previous sections of this report have discussed shortcomings in the .

quality and uniformity of the department's evaluations reports and in the

compliance of the reports with statutBry requirements. -The problems

identified in those sections limit thé utility of the evaluations for decision-"’

makers. A major shortcoming is the pre?ioug]y dicussed lack of consistéﬁcy

in evaiuatﬁon reports and thé resu]t?nt absence of uniform information for

compariné educational programs on a cost-effectiveness basis.

Another shortcoming which Timits the utility of evaluations is ﬁ?@ _

usual absence of information about the factors which are qssociated with

‘e
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p
. successful educational programs. This type of information is one of the
' most useful potentifﬁ/éutcomes of program evalyqtions. The evaluations
conducted by- the department generally do not iﬁé]ude comprehensive analyses
of pgbgram attributes which correlate with program success. An exception '
is the'department's current "School Effectiveness, Study" which seeks to
identify the characteristics of unusually h{gh and Tow achieving schools.
Information of this nature could also be obtained fPom regular program
_evaluations by';ollecting necessary program inﬁprmétion 4nd conducting com-
prehensive statistical analyses. Usually, However, the departmeht's evalua-

A

tions contain simple analyses of pupil progress as measured by standardized

-, tests and do not include more comprehensive analyses which provide useful

guidelines concerning correlates of program success.

With respect to timeliness of evaluations, the record of the department
is considerably better. There are cases each year of evaluation require-
ments which are not fU]fi]leg\Eiiil,ijEEr the reporting date specified in
Tegislation (e.g., a principal section of the 1973-74 Eér]y Childhood Educa-

t?bn evaluationy. On the whole, however, the department does attempt to.

~

meet deadlines for evaluation reports.
The utility of the department's evaluation findings is also limited

¢
because they are given in many different reports issued at different. times.

As a result, it is difficult to synthesize and compare the many disparate
evaluation reports. A unified reporting format could be Heve]oped tg Yeal "
with ‘this problem.

Many of the problems which hinder the utility of program evallations

probably could.be addressed by the department within existing resources.

~N
L

’ .
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For example, tha use of consistent procedures for a number of studies would
in marly cases be no more costly than the use of different procedures for
individual studies (e.g., some of the data anlysis procedures in the 1973-74

+Early Childhood Education and Miller-Unruh Basic Reading program evaluations).

Similarly, a synthesis of evaluations in a uniform and readily accessible

s
v

format probably could be produced at minor additonal cost beyond that asso-

ciated'with the present practice of reporting evaluations in numerous

-

seperate reports and different formats with no summary documents.

—~—_
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* VII. THE COORDINATION OF EVALUATION ACTIVITIES =

This section of the report presents our findings concerning the
coordination of the department's evaluation activities. -

In genegal, we found that many of the activities of OPER have
not been well cobrdinated internally. Program evaluations have been under-
taken with little joint planning and little coordination of procedures
(e.g., the 1973-74 Early Childhood Education and state Bilingual Education
program evaluations). There has been only limited coordination between
program evaluations and the statewide testing program. Recently, the
.department~and the Educational Management and Evaluation Cgmmission have
taken steps to correct tﬁese:$rob1ems. N

For example, the department has initiated consolidated proceQures
for collecting evaluation information from local school districts on many
categorically funded programs (i.e., the Conso]iddféQ&?Va]uation Report
for Multi- funded Educational Programs). In addition, it has p]anned a joint
1974-75 evaluation report for three of the major categorically funded pro- .
grams. These are the Eéfly Childhood Education, Educationally Disadvantaged
Youth, and ESEA, Title I programs. The 3oint reéort planned by the depart-
ment should allow for pfogram‘gomparisons which ha%e not bFen possible 1in
separate reports prepared in past years. However, the department does not
have plans at this time for eifénding its.coprdination of evaluation studies
on a comprehensive basis to include evaluations of other programs . ]

The Educational Management and Evaluation Commission has been moving

in other areas to promote coordination among evaluation activities. In" June

it initiated a study of the department's data collection activities and
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the resultant demands on local education agencies. This study is a first ‘
step toward stream]injng and coordinating the department's data collection
procedures, thereby reducing demands on local educational dgencies. The
study is due to be completed by March 1, 1976.

Improved coordination is also necessary between the department's
statewide testiﬁg activities and its program evaluation activities. Cur-
rently, only the evaluation of the Mi]]er-Unruh Basic Reading program
uses statewide testing data as its principal measure of program effective-
ness. Other program evaluations use statewide testing data on a limited
basis (e.g., the 1973-74 evaluation of the Early Childhood Education pro:-
gram). There is no systematic procedure for integrating the statewide
testing program with the department's program evaluation activities on a
comprehensive basis. Further integration of the two activities could bé

a_cost-effective approach to streamlining evaluation activities.
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QIII. THE DISSEMINATION OF EVALUATION REPORTS

The information dissemination process is essgntial to an effective
evaluation system'because it is the link between program eva}uation and
decisTon making. Two separate issues d}% iﬁvo]ved in creaiing‘an effective
dissemination system. (These issues are discussed in our Statement to
the Senate Select Committee on innovatioﬁ in the Structure and Administra-

i

tion of Public Education (June 7, 1974).) )

The first jssue is the dissemination of evaluation information

to the Legislature. In order to ensure that this occurs, legislation man-

, dating evaluafions usually requires the Department of Education to report

program results to the Legislature. Although the department generally

fulfills this requirement, it frequently prepares evaluation rebbrts
* a8

- and disseminates them in a form which is of limited use to the Legislature.

Among the principal weaknesses have been:~ (1) the lack of coordination
and uniformity in the department's evaluation reports and (2) the absence
of a summary document which synthesizes the results of the department's

“

numerous evaluations. . ,

These problems are compounded by the fact that there is no provision
for regular legislative hearings to follow-up on the'départment's.eva]uation
reports. If budget issues are involved, our office reviews the reports
and brings them to,the attention of legislative fiscal commiffees through
the annual Budget Anajys%s. However, this is not a systeﬁatic prpcedure
for disseminating evaluation results to the gggis]ature or for promoting

feedback of evaluatign results into decision makiné.

% 39
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The 'second issue regarding information dissemination concerns the =

distribution of information about successful programs statewide among

school districts.

3}

The traditional appr&ach to information dissemination among school

districts by the department has been the publication and distribution of

«

various documents such as evaluation reports and curriculum guidelines.

The two offices within the department primari]y“responsib]e for these func-
tions are OﬁER and the Office of Education Info}métion[Dissemination.

The principal dissemination actjvity of OPER involves sending completed
evaluation reports to institutions and individuals on a department distri-
bution 1i§t. .The principal activity of the Office of‘Education Informa-
tion/Disseminatioh in the eva]ugkion’area is the occasional preparatidh

for the media of summaries of evaluation reports- and of statewide testing

¢ .

results. , -

+

Qur interviews indicated that these activities alone do not constitute
“ ) )
an effective dissemination and feedback process. There are at least

two steps the department could take within existing resources to improve

(1) the dissemination of evaluation findings to local school districts

and (2) the feedback of evaluations into local decision making.

LN

First, the department could improve dissemination through inclusion

* 3

of state.education program evaluations in the federal educational informa-

K]

.

tion and retrieval system, the Educational Resources Informat%on Center
(ERIC). Such inclusion would make the studies more accessible to']ocai

school districté and the benera] public than they currently are anp would
entail no cost. Stud;gé on file in the ERIC system are readily available

through reproduction systems at most libraries associated with principal .

educational institutions in the state and throughout the nation. For this

-37-
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i reasons it is the ﬁustomar}’practice among educationai researchers and

evaiuators to have their studies pfaced in the ERIC system.” Eva]uations .

-

of .some federa]]y Tunded programs administered by the state are included

in the ERIC system becQUse of federa] program requ1renents ew eva]uag..”

.tions of state funded prograns current]y are included in the ERIC :
oA" :

system (an exception is the eva]uation.of the,ﬂennnstration Prograns in

-
.

" Reading. Ad Mathematics) L ‘ & .

///Second the department could improve dissemination of eva]uation

AN

resuhqsrto local school districts through its own existing mechanisms.

'

For example, the Elementary and SecondarycField Service Teams, a"component

s

of the educational program delivery system, could be used to disseminate’
. T . v o .
Jinformation to local school districts ' Through“thé conferences and work-

shops held by these teams, personnel from schoo]s operating successfu]
-

educational proI}ans.pou]d present information to staffs ‘of other, schoo]

o

districts .The same mechanism could be used to collect data on the repli-
cation of successfu] educational programs Systematic use of this - Q‘.
mechanismtappears particularly pr0mising in view of studieg conducted
_ through the department s Demonstration Programs /2 Reidln;,and Mathematics .
_These studies have indicated that conference presentations featuring work-
" shops where personqe] from exemp]ary projects present informdtion to staff
from school districts considering project impiementation are among the
most effective means of disseminating program information;

‘,/_\,Q’
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. RE COMME NDATIONS
. P

‘

“41. We reconnend that the Department of Educat1on annually prepare

a cq;prehens1ve detailed p]an for educat1ona1 evaluations which includes
LY

the following minimum components: .

~ "

. (1) a statement .oF the departmerit's principat evaluation objectives;

(2) a discussfon of the department'seprfncipal evaluation accomplish-

ments in the preceding year; ¢

~

(3) a descrintion of evaluation resources for the time period

covéred by the plan; and

(4) a plan for each evaluation study to be conducted by the depart-

ment which includes certain standard elements to be contained

in all major evaluations and includes an estimate of the resoupces

required for each evaluationt

A

2. We recommend that the department submit this annual.plan of

educational evaluations to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee and ‘

v

the Department of Finance for review as part of the annual budget;process

3. We recommend that the department include 1n each maJor eva]uat1on

report:” (a) a brief statement of the purposes of the study; (b) a d1scuss1on

of the evaluation methodology including study degign, sampling strategy,

measurement instruments and data analysis procedures; (c) a presentation of

findings concerning program participants, objectives, components and effective-

ness and (d) a summary which describes the principal findings and conETusions
of'the study. '
We base these first three récommenddtions on our finding that mechan1sm&

for plann1ng evaluations within the department are curggntly 1nadequate

S
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.

The implementation of a comprehensive planning and review system should

.

help to carrect this problem. In addition; it should facilitate the

-

. development of uniform procedures and comparable results in program v

evaluations. )

\‘\\/glj We recommend that the Department of Education annua]ly;grepafe

and submit to the Legislature by January 1 ah "Annual Summary of Eva]uaiﬁon

Reports". This document should summarize the results of all program

gya]uations conducted by the department during the previous year. It

should include-comparable information on the effectiveness of qifferent

\‘

educational programs wherever possible. T ' .

' We base this recommendation on our finding that the uFi]ity of the
department's evaluations is seriously limited by current reporting proce-
dures in wh%ch no”format exists for systematically integrating’thg find{ngs
from different studies. We believe that the establishment ofué unified
‘and consistent reporting mechanism, to supplement the reporting of indivi-

dual evaluation studies, would help to rectify this'prob1em.

5. We recommend that the Educational Management and Evaluation

_ Commission to the State Board of Education (a) analyze the adequacy of

5

existing statutory requirembnts for educational program evaluations, and

(b) recommend amendments as necessary to ensure that the Education Code
/ A4

specifies in detail the information to be contained-in eva]uation'reports.\kfa'

We base this recommendation on our find{ng that there i§ considerable
va;iability in the specificity of statutory requirements for gva]uations
‘and in the quality and utility of the resultant reports ‘We believe that .
evaluation reports could be improved in quality and utility thr0ugh,E]¢§r

statutory specification of the policy questions to be addressed in the ‘i’
. ) ; . -
studies. - . ,f
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6. We recommend that the Educational Management and Evaluation*

[}

Commission review on a systematic basis all of the program evaluation

i4

activities of the Department of Education. We further recommend that the

commission annually prepare and submit to the State Board of Education and

the Legislature, a report of its findings whith.inéludes: (1) an identifi-

cation of program evaluation prio?i%ies not beiﬁg addressed by the depart-

ment} (2) an identification of program evaldétion requirements which should

4

be eliminated; (3) a review of the dvality of program evaluation reports

and act%vities; and (4) a report oh the dissemination of prodram evaluation

findings.

This recommendation is based on our finding that there is a need

for a comprehensive, independent review of the department's evaluation

— *

systematic basis. The commission presently performs

activities on a
L 1
this function only on a limited basis, although a cohprghensive review

function 1f clearly within its legislatively defined responsibilitiet. HWe

have also recommended a review of the depart;ent's evaluatjon plans by

the Joint Legislative Budget.Conmitteg and the Department of Finance. That
review would focus on‘limited aspects of the department's e;aluation activities.

We believe that the performance of a broader review function by the commission

could improve the effectiveness of the department's evaluation activities.

7. We recommend that, on a continuing basis, the budget of thg

Educational Mdnagement and Evaluation Commission be set out as a separate

line item in the budget of the Department of Education.
Because of the significance of the “commission's funations, we believe

it appropriate that a separate review of its activitiés and budget be con--

-

ductéd annually. ,
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8. "We recommend that the Educational Management and Eva]uation:j‘ .

Commission submit to the Legislature by March 1, 19, tHe report of its

current study on data collection activities of the Department of Education.

We further recoﬁnend that the commission submit to the Legislature, by

Novemoer 1, 1976, a fodlow-up EEport on the implementation of its recommen-

dations Yor coordinating the department's data collection activities.

The report of the commission will review the department's data collection

procedures and will make recommendations for streamlining demands on . -

, -
local education agencies. We recommend submission to the Legislature of

both the initial report and a follow-up report on inp]ementatibn to

ensure legislative action as appropriate.

9. We recommend that the Department of Education investigate the

feasibility and the cost implicatiogs of coordinating the state assessment

program and the department's program evdluation activities.

We base this recommendation on our finding that few program evaluations

draw _on the extensive data co]]ected:aé part of the state assessment program.

We believe that substantial efficiencies to both the department and 1o§a1

4

education agencies might be achieved through the coordination of program
: )

- t . .
evaluation activities and tg; state assessment program. \ w

10. W recommend that the Department of Education prepare and sub-

mit to the Legislature by March 1, 1976, a systematic plan for the di semina-

-

tion of evaluation results to the Legjs]ature and to local education agencies.

‘This recommendation stems from dhr‘?inding that current~5rocedures
for disseminating eva]ugtion results do not copstitute an effective dissemjna-
tion system. We believe that in order to.address current weaknesses, the
department should prepa?e a plan which specifies the procedugqs to be used

in disseminating information to these two principal users of evaluation results.

L4
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APPENDIX A

Evaluation Study Interview Questions

In this interview we will be primarily concerned with program
" evaluations (e.g., evaluations of the Early Childhood Educat1on program,
the M11]er Unruh Basic Reeé;né program, Title I, etc.).

1. From your vantage point, what are the major strengths and
weaknesses in educational evaluations as currently conducted by the

State Department of Education? , ,
2. What, if any,“?econnendations would you make to enhance the
quality of evaluations currently conducted?

3. Who is served primarily by the.debartment's evaluation? Who do

you think should be-served by the eva]uat1ons7 -
4. MWhat balance between evaluation of program impact and eva]uat1on

0% program implementation do you th1nk would be most usefu] in educational

evaluations? E//J 7
t

5. Has the evaluation information collected by the department been
useful to you? Has it related to decisions that you must make? Has

evaluation information been timeiy?

" 6. What additional kinds of info}mation would be useful to you?
What information do you need that i§»not provided by the evaluations? ﬁﬁ;t

decisions do you make which could be faciliteted by additional information

-~

from evaluations? . A
7. Are there any major educational programs not currently being

evaluated by the department which you believe should be evaluated? If so,
v
which programs are these?

. .




8. 'Are there any evaluations currently being conducted by the
department which y6u think are unnecessary? If so, which are these?
9. What do you perceive to be the impact of the department's
evaluation activities on local education agencies? »
~10. Are there functions related to educational evé]uation which
you consider it appropr{ate for the Educational Management and Evaluation

Commission to perform which it is not currently performing? What "are

these?

11. In what-ways, if any, would you like to see the state assess-

ment program modified?
12. What additional comments do you have concerning educational

evaluations - in particular, concerning their quality and utility?




APPENDIX B o

List of Evaluations and Reports Reviewed /1,2‘ .

Evaluation reports are completed severa]'nnnths-after the end of
the school year. As a result, the 1973—74 program evaluations are the most
recent reports available. No 1974-75 reports have been Completed §¢ this
time. -

1973-74 Program Evaluations Reports

Bilingual Education Act of 1972 Evaluation Repoft: 1973-74

California Process Model Follow Through Evaluation Report 1973-74;
Supplementary Report, 1973-74 Evaluation of California Process
Model Follow Through P ~

{

Child Deve]opment Program Evaluation Report for the 1973-74 Program Year
Early Chilahood Education First Annual Eva]qgtion Report, 1973-74
Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Programs Evaluation Report: 1973-74

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Title III, Annual Report,
1973-74 ~ . -

Evaluation of ESEA, Title I, Projects in California Schools, 1973-74
- Annual Report ? ‘

Experimental Programs for Deaf or Severely Hard-of:Hearing“Chi]dren

Who Are at Least Six Months of Age, Progress ‘Report to the

California Legislature
The Guarépteed Learning Achievement Act of 1971 Evaluation Report, 1973-74
Indian Early Childhood Education .Evaluation Report: -1973-74
Innovative Schools Project, A Report to the Ca]ifornié‘Legis]ature
Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Program, 1973-74 Annual Eva]uafion Report

Operation SHARE Evaluation Report for 1973-74

/1 Both reports and evaluations were reviewed because the distinction
between the two is unclear in many cases.
/2  The evaluations and reports are ]isteq}a]phabeticéﬂ1y by .title.
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P1]ot Career Guidance Ce\ter, Eva]uat1on Report

Reading and Mathematics Instruction for Low-Ach1ev1ng Students, A
Report on Demonstration Programs in Intensive Instruction in
Reading and Mathematics, 1973-74 , ™

Reg1ona1 Occupational Centers and Programs, 1973-74 Status\Report to
the California State Legislature

Research, Program Development, and Evaluation in Ca]1fbrn1a Spec1a]
‘ Educat]on, 1973-74

Study of Physital Education in California Senior and Four-Year
High Schools .

1972-73 Program Evaluations and Reports

Annual Report, 1972-73 Evaluation of California Process Mode] Fo]]ow
Through

Elementary and Secondary Educdtion Act of 1965, Title III, Annual
Report 1972-73

Evaluation of ESEA, Title I, Projects of California Schools, Annual
Report,, 1972-73 - : -

Evaluation of Performance Contracting in 1972-73 Under the Guaranteed
‘Learning Achievement Act of.1971

Experimental Education Programs in Special Educat]on, 1972-73, A Report
to the California Leg1s]ature . .

Miller- Unruh Reading Test1ng Program Resujts for Educationally Handi-
capped Pupils, Spring 1973 "A Report to the California Legislature

Regional Occupational Centers and Prograns, 1972 73 Status Report

Research, Program Development, and Evaluation in Special Education, .
1972-73 Fiscal Year ] ‘

The State Preschoo] Program 1972-73, A Report to the California Legislaturg
Status Report of Indian Early Childhood Education Projects, 1972-73

Summary of the Professional_Development Program (Professibna] Develop-
ment Centers), Legislative Progress Report, 1972-73

PR




1971-72 .Program Evaluations and Reports )

Elementary and Secondary Educat1on Act of 1965, T1t]e III, In California,
1971-72, A Report

’ Evaluation of ESEA, Title I, Projects of California Schools, Annual
- Report, 1971-72 _

1Y

Mathematics Improvement Programs, Final Report of Specialized Teacher
Project, 1971-72

The Program for Minors Who Are Multihandicapped, A Report to the
California Legislature

RegionaI'OCCupational Centers and Programs, 1971-72 Status Report to
the California Legislature

e

<

1970-71 Program Evaluations and Reports / )

Regional- Occupational Centers and Programs, Status Report for 1970-71

Summer Vocational Educational Programs, A Report to the Joint
LegisJative Budget Committee
?

2

1969-70 Program Evaluations and Reports

Annual Report, 1969-70, Evaluation of ESEA Title I, Projects of
California Schools ,

M Regional Occupational Centers and Programs, Status Report for 1969-70

_Multi-Year Program Evaluations and Reports

o Drop-out Prevention Programs in the Schoo]s of California, A Report
! to the California Leg1s]ature 1974

Drop- out Prevention Programs 1#‘?he Schools of California, A Report
. to the California Legislature, 1975

Environmental Education, A Progress Report

. Individualized Instruction with Integrated Vocational Education,
A Report to the California Legislature

Methemat1cs Improvement Programst Summary Report, 196%-71 ¢
v . ¢
N N ‘
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Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Program, 1971-72 and 1972- 73 Annual Evaluation
Report
Technical Supplement to the Miller-Unruh Bas1c Read1ng Program 197172
and 1972-73, Annual Evaluation Report

Pilot Program for Education of Severely Menta]]y Retarded Pupils Between
the Ages of 3 and 5 Years, An Evaluation Report to the Leg1s]ature

Pilot Program for Mentally D1sordered Minors , A Report to the Ca]1forn1a

Legislature
3

The Program for Pupils Who are Mu]t1hand1capped A Report to the California
Legislature .

Regional Programs for the Physica]]y Handicapped, A Progress Report to
the California Legislature )

1
A Summary of Evaluations of Year-Round School Programs in California,
June 1971, through June 1974




APPENDIX C ‘

-

Legislation Establishing Educational Management and Evaluation
Commission to the State Board of tducation

h 1971) Education Code, Sections 584. - 584.6 (Chapter 1188, Statutes of
o 1).

e

Educational Management and Evaluation ’
Commission

584. There is in the Department of Education the Educa-
tional Management and Evaluation Commission consisting of
a Member of the Assembly appomted by the Speaker of the
A<wmbly. a Member of the Senate appointed by the Senate
Committee on Rules, one pubhc member appointed by the
Speaker of the Assemblv. one public member appointed by the
Qenate Committee on Rules, one public- member appomnted
by the Governor. and nine public members appOinted by the
State Board of Education upon the recommendation of the
Superintendent of Public Instruction or the membérs of the
State Roard of Education

With respect to the nine public members appointed by the
State Board of Education, three members shall reprecent the
field of economes, three members shall represent the learning
serenees, and three miembers shall re present the managerial sei-
Clees

Each public member shall serve at the pleasure of the ap-
. peinting power.

) 5841. The Members of the Legislature appointed to the -
commission pursnant to Section 584 shall have the powers and
duties of a joint legislative committee on the subject of edu-
cational management and evaluation and shall meet with. and
participate in. the work of the commicsion to the extent that
such partieipation is not incompatible with their positions as
Menihers of the Legilature
The Members of the Legiclature appointed to the commission
shall serve at the pleasure of the appointing power.
5842  The members of the commission shall serve without
compens.tion. except that they shall receive their actual and .
neeessry exprenses incurred mothe performance of their duties
and responalhines, inelnding travel expenses
554 8. The Supenntendent of Tublic Instruction or his
representative shall serve a< caecutive secretary to the com-
mission. ‘
5844, The commission shall «cleet one of its memhers to
be chimrman of the commission,
) 584 5. The commission shall ascist and advice the State
. Board of Education in the evaluation of the program achicve.
ment of educational programs. in the determination of the
relative cost effectiveness of educational programs, and <hall
make recommendations concerning the expanded uce, modifica-
tion. or replacement of educationil programs so as to produce - .
a lneher deuree of program”achievement and cost effectiveness.
The (ommisaion shall also serve as an adwisory body to the
State Doard of Edueation on program budgeting and account-
yadtsastes for school distriets

46 As used n this nrti?e, “eommisson” means the

Educational Management and Evaluation Compicvion

Article 4

ERIC a5- 52 :
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APPENDIX D

Menbership of Educational Management and Evaluation Commission

z., N ¥
. - Number of ’ Voting

Appointed by Appointments Representing Term Privilege /4

Speaker of the Assembly 2 Assembly varies /1~ no

‘ « Public . ~ ‘varies /1 yes

] Senate Committee on Rules , 2 Senate varies /1 . no

. Public varies /1 yes

Governor ' 1 Public varies /1, /3 yes

State Board of Education 9 Public 3 year

staggered /2  yes
(3 in field of
economics) ) :
(3 in Tearning sciences)
(3 in managerial sciences)

Chairman to the Commission: selected by m&nbersb

Executive Secretary to the Commission: Superintendent of Public Instruction or
his reépresentative

p -

Term of office: at the pleasure of the appointing body. -

Term of office: set by the State Board of Education

Vacant

ERERRE

Twelve voting members .
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