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Abstract

Botﬂ smaller (under 40, OOO students) and larger school districts’ .
5 ‘gylogate .3% of total budgets for evaluatlon, or $4.00 per pup11 ($2.00 locally
"funded) Of this $4.00, $3.00 is spent on outcome or process cvaluatlén, .
$ 60 on prog;am plannlng/needs -assessment, and $.40 on dissemination/utili-
zation}:\Fiudlngs are fnom4aq}bvaluatlon-budget—procedure& survey Qf*SS local-
_éducgtiéétaéénﬁy (LEA);and 14V§tatb-education-ageﬁby (SEA) evaluation directors. -
A majorit;*y§CGﬁmended,a 478%,"slidingqsca1e, program-cost-allocation for
'gvgluation.'éAﬁfbrasent program-cost-ailocations for evaluation are 1-5%
A(.S-S%'for soﬁe;lapg? pfbgfaﬁs). LEA respondéﬁts judged efaluation more
importanf.to subsequent ﬁrogram~operatio;'than to program~funding;
Misunderstanding,'ﬂigp costg;‘political considefations,.poor~qﬁality.
evaiuﬁtions~ia11 15wé¥ ihb,ppiogity educational ieaders hold for evaluation.

. .“q ° 3 N . .
Evaluators should allocate more effort to communicating, and encouraging

"use of, evaluation findings.

4
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The averegevfamily probably;gpends about as“huch per year to assess the

'merit of its children's educatiofial programs as it does to buy 'schagl lunches
. . ’ e ) l . .
for the same children for one week. This conclusion is based on two recent

surveys of evqluation»activitigz’iq U.S. public education.

L, LI . 1
Lyon, Doscher, McGraﬁahan,ﬁand’Williams (Note lJ discovered that as.of

1978 about half (320) of the 730 u.S. pub11c school districts enrolllng

-

10, 000 or more students had departments, offlces, or unlts respon51b13 for

-0

.+ evaluation of cducatlonal'programs. (1he prqportlon of smaller dlstrlcts
- having evaluation units was even less.) ,
Among the 230 dlstrlcts partlc%patlng 1n the Lyort et al. survey, the . ‘-

medlan 1977 78 per pupil expen&iture for program eValuatlon, testing, and

: >
N other resedrch ac¢1v1t1es of the evaluatlon unit was between $3 and $4

(with a range from $.10 to $90j

Average -per pupil expendituros for'evaluetipn in the largest school
: s '
, dlstricts may be somewhat hlgher than the average for all school districts.

The 35 respondents to a 1978 survey by Webster and Stufflebeam (Note 2) of
tho 60 largost U.S. school,distrtitsTihdacatod an average 1977-78 per pup11
expenditure for ova}uataon, tesg&ng, and othoer research act1vitles of the

evaluation unit of about $6 00 (SD about $4.00), w1th a medlan per pupil .

expondituro of about $5.00." A]hegc averages may be slight underestimatos e
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- since in a small.minqgrity of these districts the pupil testing function was

~-

curried on outside the evaluation unit.)

.

1}
s

.Both the Lyon et al. and Webster-Sfufflebeam surveys suggest that during
1977-78 U.S. sthool distric&i'with cvaluation units spent about one-third
of one percent of total district expenditures-on the program evaluation,

testing, and other rescarch activities of those units. -

- : « . “ | :
} ‘Concern about inadequate funding for evaluation of public-education

v
L

programs--as well as concern about other aspects of educational evaluation--

prompted* the American Lducational Research Association's division on School

-

Evaluation and Program Devclopment (Division H) .to organize in 1978 five

task forces or committeés. Each task force was. asked to prepére by 3980

4

a position paper on a‘pérticular issue in evaiuation.

The present paper represents part of the w;rk-prprequisite to the
position paper o£~:Pe AERA Divisi;n H task fo?ce on ‘resource allocétiqn and
-budgeting for publié.schoql evaluation. This péber reports.results of a
1979 sufvey of heads of ;valuatign units in pﬁblic séhoolldistr{cts (here:
after peferred té as local education agencies, or LEAs) aﬁd state'depart~
" ments of ehucatiép (state education agencies, or SEAs). )

This ;ufvey primarily concerned current vs. ideal procedures for
dotormining.prograﬁ evaluation budgets in_LEAs; aﬁd to a lesser extent, in
SEAs. An additional purpose of this SUrvey-was to assess perceived reasons-.
for _the generally hcknowledged,loﬁ fiscal priérity federal, state, ahd
-Joca}'educutional leadg;s hoid for, LEA evaluation actifities. |

The ,low priority accorded allocation of resources for LEA evaluation .

, belies the public commitment of many educational administrators dnd school

»
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poar@i'toﬁpwogram accountability; .that is, to assessing the types and degrees

\

student development,

of impact of educational programs and expenditures on

°

The meager .funding of evaluation activitjes--and the fact that only half of

¢

major U.S..school districts have évaluaiion‘unité~~suggests,that the verbal

emphasis-on LEA accountability pays only lip service to suﬁport of LEA i

.

~evaluation. v N

.

.

H

Again, one purpose of the present survey is to obtain evaluator's n
opinions concerning reasons for ‘the poor financing of LEA evaluation and’

The low priority of LEA evaluation financing may be inherent in,thg

research.

» .
r

fact that evaluation ig' a new (but increasingly prevalént) dctivity, closely

.

¢ correlated with the increase in federal funding for public education.’ Apout

-

85% of the 320 LBA b?aluat10n~units in districts of 10,006 or more studehfs
were established during or after 1965 (Lyon ef'al.),_the year Cong;ess_ -
““signaled 'a massive incréa§é in federal invoivement in puﬁlic educationlbynl.

passing the Elémentaryland Secondary

. .

these evaluation units were organized after 1971,

Education Act (ESEA); aboup half of

For many LEAs, the need to provide evaluative data concerning student

[

participants'in federally furided LEA programs--as a condition of éontinued L

{

funding--may have been theé main impetus for organizing dgn evaluation-unit.

Local -commitment- to use of these or other -evaluative data has not

"been necessary to est&hlishing aﬁ LEA é’aluation unitl | - ;
* Metropolitan school districts have the greatest eligibility'!or fedoral

assistance. These districts also tend to be the ones with evaluation units.

Y »
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~ have inadequate experience or training in using evaluation results as a basis-

~ for funding or improving’ programs.
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Féderai.fuﬁding fbr phblic education largely emphasizes programs targeted at ®
children of the urban poor (e.g.,.coﬁpensatory éducation, dgsegregation
efforts,.bilingual educétion, etc.j., LEAs can, and must, use partAof their
federal funds for these programs to gather evaluation data. Hence, Lyon et

al. erorted that as of 1978 89% of metropolitan LE s‘(enro{ling dver 45,000
students), 59% of '"large' LECAs (25}d00;44,999), but.only‘SS% of "medium"-

sized LEAs (10,000-24,999) had evaluation units:' |

Perhaps local school‘adminiétrators see such,evéluation data as a

.

federal bureaucratic requirement--a requirement to be met as efficiently
. . . ‘ . -
and as inexpensively as possibde. Perhaps federal, SEA, and LEA administrators

have littlc incentive to apply such evaluation results.at the local level to

L3

improve these federally funded programs. Perhaps, educational administrators -
. . \
X

Finally, LEA-brodﬁced”evaluation'efforts may have deficiencies in
sc0pe; design, or execution'that limit Eheir usefulnéss in educational
planning. LEA evéluation units--like other LEA qnits and programs-—mpst_
deﬁonstrate their value and aﬁcdhntability. Any increased share of
educational resources for evalugtion,must be based £oth 6n a rationale for
such increased bﬁdget allocations and also-on a'reasonablé expectation.that
such increases will lead to-improved data for ptogram ﬁlénnihg. ’

'Obsa(vers of LE.A evaluation, both from h{ithin and outside the ranks of ’

¢ Y
LEA evaluators (e.g., AERA Division H task forces vs. the National-Institute-

of—Bducatisp~fundod udy by Lyon et al.) are now completing the first “
“/‘ | ' . 4 - »’ 4
' B '

——
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"report cards'" for LEA evaluation unit activities. . {

This paper séeks to supplement these critical assessments of LEA

. L] >

. evaluatlon by prov1d1ng 5chool evaluators' reports of curremt procedures for
? . :

determining evaluation budgets; their oplnlons:poncernlng 1deal budget -

procedures; and their perceived reasons why allocation of resources for LEAf“

- program evaluation does not have a higher priority. : /( -
B Method

A duestionnaire was mailed to 204 school evaluators in-early 1979.
- . > .
Subjects ' ’

LEA evaluators. A survey mailing list of 157 heads of LEA evaluatlon

: f
units was compiled prlmarlly from. the following two seurces (av01d1ng
duplications): (a)’éﬂé héads of evaluatlon units in dlstrlcts enroll1ng t
10,000 or more students, representing about gne-third of the list compiled

. ‘ .
for the Lyon et al. study; and (b) 32 respondents to the Webster-Stuffle-

. .

i beam survey of heads of evaluation units ih the 60 largest U.S. school

-

.districts. “ , S o
The 55 LEA evaluators responding to the questionnaire represent £ 35%
) _ ) ' o S

return rate.  Respondents were categorized as representing smaller LEAs

(average daily memhership of less than 40, 000 students in 1977—78 30

. respondents) or larger LEAs (40,000 or more students

- . =

. _ 3
SEA evaluators. A list of 47 evaluation office%s representing theo

= 25 respondents).

evaluation'function in the educationallagencies of most states and several
¢

U.S. territories was obtalned from the Committee @M EValuatlon and Informatlon

Systems, formed by the Council of Chief State o School Officers, «

11;53
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The 14 SEA respondefits represented a”25% return rate.

7 .

The geographic répresentation of LEA and SEA respondents is ikown'in

.~
(3

Téble i. ' '

- Insert Table 1 about here

b [}

Questionnaire™ - . ’

.

~The survey questionnaire was prepared by one of the autho%s, with

‘assistance from members of the AERA Divisibn H Task Force on Resource

“organization for evaluation; enrolfiment; total agency budget, and budgets

for operation and evaluation of specific Frograms; gnd.then—cuffent

- Tequeste

- resourses for program evaluation does not have a higher priority among

-

Allocation for Program Evaluation.

<
-~

“Respondents were asked to answer factual items concerning LEA (or SEA)

.

A ~ a

procedurés (including any percentagerof~program—co&ts.gﬁidglines) for

determining¥Mdgets for program evaluation. Respondent# were also éskéd”fo

estimate the ;elatiVe co;ts.of eachfihgse of a "typical" program evaluation.
Additional items asked for descriptions of factors that would make a

program éValuation (_:o:t‘e than, or léss than, the normal rangé of

percentages of program costs. AsseSsmgn;s of the influence of LEA (or

SEA) evaluation reports 6n.éu533quent prqg am'oberation or funding were also

— :
d. Respondents were asked to suggest reasons why allocation of

0 v

L
e

federal, ‘state, and local educational leaders.

ToTwTT ’

"

Finally, respondents were asked td selgct one of several suggested

\

procedurés for detérmining the ‘total budget of a partiéular pfbgram

evaluation. o N

. . ' ¢
¢ > .

#
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. ; Results

- The first results presented describe the level of support for LEA

<.

evaluation, in'relation to LEA enrollment and budget. Succeeding Results
; . S -
sections describe types of. evaluation-unit organization, methods used to

determine. overall budgets for program evaluations, lévels of funding for

: N 'ﬁ"! ' ) °

evaluation of federally funded LEA programs, percentages of evaluation
. ‘ * K . -

*®

funds spent on each phase of a typical evaluation, reasons for extra-
ordinarily high or low percentages of program costs being allocated for

evaltuation, respondents' judgments concerning the influence of their units'

>

evaluation reports, and reasons why .program evaluation does not have a

. Jl -

higher priority among educational leaders. Presented last are respondents".

recomnendations concern&ng"ideal procedures, and, ideal overall funding

‘levels, for program evaluation.

Enrollments, Budgets, and Overall Level of Support for LEA Evaluation

'
g

. “Insert Table 2 about here "
. A |

Table 2 shows the range of enrollments among'the LEAs-represenfed in

this survey was 1,000 to 600,000. The LEA sample included eight districts

with ehrollmengs over 100,000.. The median enrollment for smaller LEAs was

_

- about 18,000; for iarger LEAs, about 75,000. Taken together, these LEAs

enrolled a tota} of 3,617,000, students, or nearly 7% of the 1977-78 U.S. .

school-age population.

The range of total Qsd evaluation budgets for the surveyed districts
. . o
‘'was @lso large--from less than $100,000 to two—thirdslof $1 billion for

tofal LEA budgets; and from the equivalent of 1 salaried tgacher ($1§,000)

.

'« - Evaluation Budget Procedures

/
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T 9

to over $3 million for LEA evaluation budgets. : )

Indices of avérage support for evaluation in smaller vs. larger LEAs

o LY

: * were calculated using median evalluation budget figures sho&n in Table 2. The

discrepancies between the mean muifwdian for the two evaluation budget

statistics--total 1978-79 LEA evaluation budget, and local funds allocéteﬁ in
1978-79 to evaluation--reflect the facf that a minority of both tﬁe.sﬁaflér -
and larger LEAs give the evaluation unit functions‘in a@difion to program

o ' .

, evaluation. Tablé 3 suggests these extra functions can iqclgde dis%riﬁg- _
wide pupil testing, mhpagement information systemg,:br'planning and gran£s~ .
manship for néw cducational programs. Bécause these extra functions may
require s;bstantial funds befond-the basit budget for ﬁrograg‘evaluation:

the median evaluation budget figures were judged more representative fhaq the .

‘mean to show average amounts allocated for evaluation in -smaller vs. larger
-

,‘(iiffol districts. _ ) ' p ﬂ;

‘» . [
r

Y .

_ Inseft Table 3 gbout here —
Both.smaller'and larger LEAs al}ocated, then, on the:aVerage, the same.
.3% of their total budget for evaluation;.or slightly ovef $4.00 of a méan
per éhpil expenditure of $1,500 for the smailer LEAs and $l,;8b for the. - . .
“larger LEAs. | . B | o | ;
3 For both smaller ahd larger LEAS; about half of the total evaluatioq
.budget came From locai funds, on the'average; | |
In sh%rt,'in both smaller and larger LﬁAs, about $2.00 per pupil waé

allocated for evaluation from local funds, and another $2.00 per pupil was

so allocated frofi other sources (prgsumably mostly federal, ‘but dlso some

L4 . . - ’ ¢
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state, funds).
Organization of the Evaluation Unit o
- : O
-
Insert Tables 4 and 5 about here P l,' T -

associate; or deputy superintenderi. Aboqt one third to one fourth of - the

- evaluation is a unit headed by a irector 'of Evaluation, who reports to an ‘

¢ . : "

»

'ﬂables 4 and 5 suggest thdt the most common pattern of organlzatlon for
evaluatlon in both smaller and larger LEAs is an evaluatlon un1t headed by
a '"Director of Evaluatlon" (or hlghly 51m11ar tltle),who in turn reports to '

a supervisor just below the level of superintendent;oe.g., an assistant ' * .

heads ofoeValuatlon units report directly to thé {EA superlntendent Tables

i

4 and 5, how;v01, ‘show that a variety of other organlzatlonal forme are used.

e
~" -

* Armong SEAs rep\bsented in the survey, the modal form'of_organizatron for
S . '

Lo ‘ ' 2
SEA Deputy Commissioner, * 3 A - = .

Methods Used to ﬁetermine Program‘EVaiuation Budgets

descrlbed in the program proposal the range of percentages of program costs .

In about half or more of each surveyed group--smaller LEAs, larger LEAs ,

?

and SEAs--the total amount budgeted for evaluatlon of a program is determlned
\

by the scope ‘of evaluatlon work wrlttenilnto the pr%gram (see Table 1). N
S . , . ~

-Insert Table 61about hereu

< . +— o

-”"
When evaluatlon budget amount is tied té the scope of evaluation work

represented by the evaluatlon budget is bounded by a medlan low of 1.5% to

a medlan high of about 5.5%, , ' : ' . #' ~ T
~ Four uhqut one-fifth to one-fourth of the LEAs, 8 roughly: fixed percemnt- v
A ' ' S o :
ago (usually, about. 5%) of program costs is allocated for program evaluation. *
' : : ) . Vo . \ . .
. .g D \,‘1* . . T ot Lo -
Sa, ot o ‘~.1-3 : e
.. < . o i . n ‘d I ¢ . o . . . !
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. /%K‘ﬁﬂ -,):. In oao fourth of the smaller LEAS, but 1n apparently very ‘few larger

. o ;,' LLAs, the cmaluatlon unlt éeeks ‘as* much money as. pbsclbru for e valuatlon of .
. ‘@ l e .. . . 0 ’

-
a program, 51noeiihe unit scfdom,rece1ve$ suff1cxent’fund1qg tQ “conduct
I v 1% ‘o °* 3 . . .

. ovaluatlons JpIn this® 51taat10h of 1uadeqdd;o fundlng,,the usual percentages o ' ¢
. e s A 4

. - of program costs allocdted f@r evalqu;on rﬁhg&.from q'med1an Iow of'about
- LI ' . .
ST 1» to a‘medlan hlgk of about Sf. "ﬁf““':“'z‘: TR o P

f" L, ‘q v e . A P co _":-,._"'_ ', .

......

R L Apparontly;about ‘one-third of the LEA URits - ‘use- &.comblnatlon of methods : :.u‘”.'h
e ] ,. . v os ' ‘.__ v'__.

(c gk,lchec ed mbre thqn one method O¥ Wrote "all three" doScrlbed here,,,'ﬁu | ;;%
«.', "O .
"o fixed rule,W‘etc ), or use otner methods (e.g consider salary leVe s T
F'_ 'i. ’ . . ‘. [Ty . '
o, 0& staff available to hork on the ovaluatlou). 1n'ﬁeterm1n1ng a budget for ‘a° e
0("\ 1: o o - a o ¢° . ) ..

s . , . ' ' . . -

7’ o ‘ pdrt1cu1a1 evaluatlon ;' R . T . e l gu. Q,

|\ . L. -
~Lvaluatlon Budgets for Fedelally Fandew LLA Programs Lo .
v . =

Allocatlons fronm fedq;ally funded LEA programs prOV1de staple and

LY I

relatlvely stable, bread and buttor sustenance for many LEA evaluatlon .unit's' |

“

Py - 3 particulprly 1n urban LEAs, which are often elrgmble for considerable federal

EREE K ‘_...‘., RO .. . .

: : . Vol
i . ,- T ‘: a . e IA Llll 1 4

! - P ' 1. 'r\ " e ’ IBS"@ﬁ Table i ahﬁut l{el‘é ¢. -
A Lo " e

“' Table 7 suggests that the most 1mportant'fbdorally funded LBA program~-

_l.».—

in terms of the number of LEAs hau;ng Such a progtam, and in-terms of medlan

w. “ t‘

PR annual budgct«-ls BSEA Title 1, providing compensatory educatlon for - ..

.

\?"3- _ educatlonally dtspdvantaged chlldren in low-inoome areas.' Three~fourths of _
’ "'l\' RN CEal

’ B Lhn S LLAs hdﬂ such @ program. lhﬁ modlgn annual budget of $2 400 000




o _ T \n‘ v = . !

Evaluatioh Budget Procedures

12.,

~

"

LEAs). 1In districts having Title I progrnmsléthe-median nnnuél evaluation - '
- ; budget for-this progrlm was §33,000.

'For 'fundef :'I‘it1°e I progranms, _the. median percentage of; p\rogral‘n costs
Allocated to the evaluntion.unit for.Title I evaluation was about 1.5%. (For

-

. each LEA with‘a funded Title I program, the Title I evaluation funds made

N available to thc evaluatlon unit were d1v1ded by the total Title:- 1 program .

P

budget- “The mbdlan of these Ll Stat15t1CSg rounded to the nearest half

~ e ~o-

percent, is the mcdlan perccntage of program costs allocated to the evaluat1on
unit. )
One: LEA with a Titlc I program'provided no federal funds for Title I

-~ TN

. evaluatlon to the evaluatton unit. Slmllarly, Table 7 'shows, that for each

- : feeral progrdn, at leas$ one LLA had the program but allocated no fa

‘funflst to tbe evaluatron unit to evaluate the program. In such cases

. [N re \

\kh ‘ ovaluatlon activ1t1es may have been cénducted outside the evaluat1o

L C ' Other comngn;federal}y funded programs-ﬁfound in about half‘of bo

!

smaller and 1arger LEAs--were ESEA,&TitleEQV- C, innovative-ourriculum

’devclopment perocts, and P.L. 94-142 Spéclal education programs.

R Tltle IV C programs were generally the least expen51ve federal programs,

. "{. )
with medlan annual budgetﬁ for funded programs of .$50, 000 for smaller LEAs

_ and $250 000 for larger LEAs. - | - . - .
. - ' L FEIRS
. = , -, ‘

- . Ironicallx, these least expensive federal programs were associated with

. the highest med1 percentage of programucosts.ailocatod-to the evaluatlon

o~ b

) unit for ovaluation, 5%; The most expensive program, 1itle I tompensatory

.educutlon, providcd one of thou&owest medianfporcentaéb allocatrons for \\\\ .

A ©

" ovaluation, 1 5%, The only lower levol: of offort for support of LEA federal
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program evaluation was that provided by special education prdgrams; namely, .+ «
o . ¢ . . :
- .‘ 5%- . ‘ . .

1
-

Percentages of Evaluation PUnds Spent Durlngpbach Phase of a Typ1ca1 Bvaluatlon

'

.. Respondents were asked to estlmate, for a typical program evaluation, the .

percentages of allocated evaluation monles spent oXf each of the following_four

phases: (a) program plannlng and needs sassessment ; (b) the gathering of process
': evaluatlon or. 1mplementat10n é@aluatlon data; (c) the gathering of produét

or outcome data and (d) the 1s§em1nat10n and use of-the data.

\ .
.
R 4 ’ A\ %
-

)
Insert Table 8 about here

]

of every *$10 allocated for evaluatlon of a,typical’ program, sllghtly
1;?.,
over $4 were spent on product or outcome evaluation actrvltles, $& on process
L]

e or 1mp1ementat10n data gathering; nearly $2,0n program planning and needs

assessmcnt,land $1, on dissempihation and utilization (see Table 8)

. -

These average proportlons of funds spent durlng each evaluatlon phase

>

were similar for both larger and smaller LEAs.

. Represented SEAs apparently spent proportlonately 1ess evaluation money,
~on the average," than LbAs during the product/outcome evaluation phase, and -
sllghtly more during the program plannlng/needs assgssment phase.

The var1ab111ty among LEAs in the proport1ons of evaluation fiinds spent
on euch phase was high, purtlcularly for the product/outcome evaluation and ' o

: ’
s procoss/lmplomentatlon evaluation phases. About half the LEAs reported

- AN )

5pend1ng 30-50% of -evaluation funds durrng the product/putcomc evaluacion Q;"{L

o

phaso, and about half spent 20+ 40% during process/rmplomentation evaluation.lfi f ”;}"-

Only 6% ‘of ° the LhAq reported spending more than 20% of evaluatiOn nds in




dlssemindtion and use of ddta. o . '

}actors Leadlngfto a Hrghcr or Lowcr Than Average Proportlon of Proﬁram

~

Resources Being Allocatcd for Lvaluat1on .

-~

81
'

The 69 LEA and SEA~eva1uation-diroctors.were asked for written responses
. “ _.'\ * .. ’
to two questions: "What are some of thc factors which would make a program

-

evaluation g¢ost more than the nogmal range?“ and “What are some of the

factors Whlch would make [ﬁn] evalpatlon cost "les s...?'

-,. [

Con;ent analysls of\ these open-ended responses resulted in five

categories of such characteristics; or factors occurring during the conduct
! -~ ’ ’

of an evaluation: measurement and instrumentation fagtors; other evaluation

‘ .
factors or requircments; personnel factors; other evaluation budget factors;

o
- 3

and a mlqccllancous category of all other\factors and comments.

Associated with each factor was the porcentagc of 69 respondents

.

nomlnatlng thlS factor as lcadlng\éb cither a higher than average, or lowcr

-

“than average, pr‘ortion of. program resources being alloc?.ted for evalua.tzlon.2

-

Presentation of theso content- analysis results will be limited to_

\

| factors nominated by at .least 5% of respondents as_leading to higwyL than

\

< average "evaluation costs; or nomrnated by at least 5% as lepdlng to lower -

than avora;e costs. ' - N _
. ( \ I
f

Pactors leading to a hlgher than average proportion of[program resources

allocated for evaluation. MeaSUrement and instrumentation factors leading

3

to higher than averagc costs werc fiold collection of'inter'iew and obser-

[ .

vational data,,in 8ddit10n to collection of paper-and~penci data (22%

X .

“ -

of raspondants) dovelopmg new or ori;,inal tests of qucstib%mres (20%); »

‘ purchnslng commerciully avaiynble tests or qucstionnairos (9%), and a large

hd
L3N
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nunber of different instruments and measures required by the evaluation

>

design (7%).
Other cvaluation features or.requiremenfs leading to.highﬁr than average
costs were 1arge program size or complex1ty (14%),,comp1ex evaluation

design--e. g R control groups, evaluation - audit, étc --(10%); and\heavy data

‘analysis and reporting requlrements_(loﬁ).

" a factor leading to higher than average evaluation costs.

Personnel fgctors 1eading to higher costs were avaiiabiiity of well

“qualified staff, commanding higher salaries (12%); or private consultants or

“outside research firm conduct® the eraluhsipn (10%).

>

“"Under miscellaneous factors, data processing costs--e.g., custom ., ‘-

. . . ;\ . . . )
programming, time, services, etc.--were nominated by 17% of respondents as

7 ..

Factors leadinggto Y lower than average proportlon of program resources’

-

allocated for evaluation. Measurement and 1nstrumentation factors: leadlng

1

to more economical evaluation included using already available data{ and/or

already pun:khsed or developed tests and questionngireé (16%); evaluators

and progranm Staff share the work or ¢ost of data collection-'including use
[ '

. of diagnostic tests usablerfbr both program operation and evaluation (7%),

and a small number of dlfferent 1nstruments and measures required (6’6)

1light data analysis and reporting requlrements (10%); small program size or

Other evaluation features or requlreméfrs leading to lower costs were

T

.

‘complex1ty (6%); and a d651gn that 1is: elegantly simple, or evaluatlon

‘.

.about cost factors. -t

proceduros that lrhafamilxar or well standardlzed (6%).

A total of 13% of regpondents did not writo a response to either item

¥
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R03pond¢nts Judgments Concernlngfthe Influence: of Their Units' Evaluation

. [ . . .
geports . . : - '
“ 'I"-. ’ / ! : . > . k

LhA evaluatlon'Teports are appdrently more 1mportant in determinlng the

L

Lay programg are operated in subsequent years than 'in determlnlng overall

’

program fJndlng in subsequent.years{ <

P

/ T 'Insen.-'rablegabout'"h'ér.e '

/ : ’ ° ;’; [

P About three fourths (78 ) of ‘the 55 LEA cvaluatlon dlrectors judged
thelr unit%' evaluation reports to be an important factor 1n‘subsequent

o. T o

prpgram.operatlon. About half (45ﬁ) judged these reports 1mportant in sub-

|

séquent_dctérpinations concerning overall program funding (see Table 9).

" Only about a third of the SEA evaluation directors judged their-units'

6 * y V Ld . Ld
evaluation reports as important to either funding or program operation

decisions.
4

Reasons Why Allocating,Resohrceé for Program Evaluation Does Not Have Higher Y
S ™ 21 - ) - -

PriofiiyJAmoqgrEducational Leaders
The LEX and SEA evalpatof dircctoré were asked, in three questions, to

wr1te "their perceived reasons why educational leaders do not aasign a higher
¢ ¢
priority to evaluatlon. The first questlon asked respondents to 'state the

.-

\ two most 1nportant reasons why you belleve resources for program evaluation
.\

might hot haVe a h1gher prlorlty with federal fund1ng‘£ienc1es." The highly

31milar second and third. questlons asked for réasons why such resources might
\ (‘
Qat hdvc a higher prlority with "SEA leadersh1p," or "LEA 1eadersh1p,¥

P ¢

|7;¢{ﬁu . . - i ‘

Contont analysis of these written rcsponses led to four majox: categories

'AcspectLVely

,-e S o : . “ .
’ RRAAT ; : . ’ AR
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" ignorance; and quality control and staffing-'problems.3 E

: offectivonbss (6%) | o - { (

' . ' Evaluation Budget E?ocedures’
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. ‘ A , 17 4 '-'
) ' .
of 1mportawt reasons why evaluation does not have a hlgher priority, hlgh

cost ‘budget problems, or competing prlorltles, usefulness and relevance .

’
-

of evaluatlon; mlsunderstanding of eyaluationimethods or purposes-~fear.or
. ‘ ’ ) . . * ‘

. A . 4 , .
Presentation of this content. analysis will be limited to thosg'r%a!ons '

r

nominated By at least 5% of respondents as accodﬁting foF evaluation nqt having

a higher priority amohg one or more of the following groLps; LEA leaders,

e
iV i

" SEA leaders, or federal funﬁing'agencies. ¢ A

B ' 7 ) I ! L
High cost; budget problems, or competing prioritiest The too costly

nature of program evaluation (e.g., '"tight budgets," "limited réﬁenue,ﬁ
) ‘ ) e . .

‘etc.) was offered by- 28% of the 69 LEA and Sﬁﬂ.evéluation di®ectors as.an

N . . i
important reason for evaluation not having a higher priority among LLA

" leadership; . 17% of respondents nominated this as a reason for evaluation *
° . * . ¢ 4 : ¥ . .

not having a highem priority ariong SEA leadership; and 19%, as a reason

. d s : oo T _
_ for evaluation not having a higher priority among federal funding agencies.
Other cost reasons for evaluation not haying a higher priority were

-

less frequently nominated; The fact that direct service to students has a
higher priority than evaluatlon wds judged an important con51deration for
LEA leaders (13% of respondents) and federal fundlng agenc1es (7%) Lack of <

v legislative action supporting evaluation was judged an important consideratioﬁ
for SEA_léaders (9%). Also relevant for SEA leaders was SEA emphasis‘on‘ y

monitoring programs"complihnce with regulations rather than evaluating program -
Y L . \ * v

Other {mpprtant Teasons suggostod wore that LLA leaders do not Tiave

onough time ‘to ‘study and use evaluation Trosults (6%), and that federal agencies

3
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. e

v
.

. . ’ ) . . ' 4 . 3 . R - ..~ i
have.other services and pressures with higher priorities than evaluation (6%). .

.

| . o
Lack -of understanding or misunderstanding of evaluation methods o

purposes;’ and ‘defensiveness.  Educational leaders often don't understand the

-methods or purposes of evaluation, or aren't accustomed to using evaluation

results for decision-making. Such ch_statements were offered by about 20—30%

’

of respondents as important reasons preventlng ‘a hlgher prlorlty for evaluatlon

at each 1evel—~Lé%P\SLA and federal. 'Ind1v1dual respondcnts suggeste it

~educational leaders Udon t know how to use results when they‘get them,"

Y

have "unrcallstlc expectatlons " are "not trained or qualified to -use or
q
[ 4

interpret results," or ”don t perceive the value of evaluation ;n overall

program development," 5 .

"Educational leaders see evaluation 4s a threat to thelr JObS or

.
. J

authority, partlcularl) at the LEA dnd SEA levels (accordlng to 12% and 7%

-
A

of respondents,- respectlvely) a ' o .
Federal funding agencies may underestimate the actual use made of

evaluation results at the LEA- level (7% of .respondents). \ <

14

Usefulness and relevance of evaluation. Proportions of 13-20% of

» ’ . R ' %y

respondent§'suggested that evaluation results are frequently not 8een as

"useful, or arefnot.usnd, for improving or funding .programs ét.thé.LEA,;SEA,

and fcdoral_levels{ This- lack of usefulness, or use, limits the priority
given to evaluation. o

°

Reasons for this'lack.of use,'or usefulness 'offered by 7-14%”of

roqund'hts, include the 1nconc1u51vcness of results sent to federal agencies,

the federal and LEA plunning and funding of programs for primarily polltical
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reasons; and the carrying out of SEA and LEA cvaluations independently from\
v ' . . . . ! " - :N \'_

progran planning and development, .

-~ Quality control and staffing problems. The poor quality of some
x : ' ' /

cvaluation research ma} be important in-evaluatiop's lower .priority-~amermp
SEA lcaders (according'to 10% of respondents).
Problems in finding qualified, competent ‘evaluators may prevent‘a higher

pr10r1ty for evaluatlon aw the LEA level (accordlng to 14 of reSponﬂents) \J
|

Evaluatlon Dlrectors' Polrﬁy Recommendatlons Concernlng Allocatlon of Program'

o

-
.

Resources to Evaluation e

- .

Insert Table 10 about here . - -

~

A majority of each respondent grong~—era1uation directors in smaller
. LEAs, larger LEAs, and SEAs--endorse a sliding scale approach for thé .
' . : a ‘
allocation of program resources ‘to evaluation (see Table 10).

Respondénts’were asked to chooée among thtee alternntive policies.
\

that bhe Task Force on Resource Allocation mlght support Propor ’ons of

52- 596 of each group recommended adoption of "a sliding scale with lower

percentages®as program costs exceed certain levels."

\

>

’ The other two policies--"a fixed percentage of progrém costs for

program- evaluatlon" and "a m1n1mum percentage of program costs for program
. evaluatlon"--were each endOrsed by ‘nearly 20% of the total LEA respondents.

-

The fixed percentage pollcy had more support among rho smaller LEAs~."
(28%) than among the larger-LEAs (9%). C e
. " The mininum~percentaga approach had nearly equa{‘eupbort‘amdng smal{ii;///] ‘.

‘and larger LEAs, (17% and 18%, respectively); 15% of the SEA evnluation

I : - . . K $. ’ : -




. specified- yet another alternative position.

range was abou} 5% the mean upper bound about 9% K

418% of the larger LEA  directors, "and 31% of the SEA directors--did not

L .7 o
} ;
) ’n“. . )
L4 . \1 . ...' . . . . . .
. ) S Evaluatjon Budget Procedures
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M ¢

directors also siupported the minimum-percentage approach.
»n

~—

A number\bf respondents—-lo% of the, smaller LEA evaluation dir&ctors,

-

: / N
recommend. Task Force support for one of the three positions here described.

. ) . \ . ) R
Instead, they recommended” some combination among these positions, or ‘else

* .

LI

Evaluatfon Dlrectors' Recommended Percentages of Program Costs To Be

Budbeted for Evaluatlon . L

.1ng idcal evaluation budget amounts and budget allocation prdeedures; and

- e . 2 ... B
- . i - [ ) ’ ‘ .
¢ Insert Table 11*about here ' .

s ' A

L]

Bvaluatlon d1rectors were asked to answer fhe questlon, "What percentage

of program costs should be budgeted for program evaluation?" by provrﬂing a

pcrcentage range fhe obtained. range extended “from 0% to 20%. ForfLEA

evaluation directors, the average value given for the lower bound of the

range was about 4% (SD = 3%); the average valie for the upper bound of the

rahge,\abo_ut. 8% (SD = 5%). | R ' )
_Eyaluation direoﬁors'representing smaller.LEAS'provided SIightly'Higher

mean percentagbs for this range than did evaluation directors representing

larger LEAs (4.5% to 8.1% vs. 3. 0% to 7.3%, respeetlvely)

For SEA evaluatlon d1rectors, the mean lower bound of the recommended .
, .

v

*
+

Dlscussion ' - c,

+ The purpose of thf? paper has been to survey school evalua{/rs concerning

¥

current proccdures for determining evaiuation budgets; their opinions concern<™

y

. : : .‘ L ~ - P Cow . K
s - ‘ : o . g ‘)‘) . o e .

W)

"~y
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their perceived, réasons why allocation of resources for LEA program
e L Y .
evaluation (as well as SEA and federal cducational evaluation) does not have

. a higher priority. ,
. K

»The statement that LEA program evaluation does not have a high enough-

priority does, of couraé, beg the question of what is the appropriate.
'\ .
- i- . © g N

prlorlty for z;fh evaluation acg1v1t1es. Cev 5--¢~%'

[P . ol
e '._y\\o

This survey suggests that LEAs with cvaluatlon unlts néy: budget about’ . S
4 ! N
$4.00 per pupil per year ($2 00 of this from local funds) for those unlts'

'act1v1t1es——such as program cvaluatron, pup11 testlnb, and other research

These requigg are consistent with average LEA per pupll eyaluatlon expendi- .

turcs of $3-4 annually found by Lyon et al and $5-6 found by Hebsteroand
>Stuffleboam The present survey also dupllcates thesc 1nvest1gators' .
flndlng that LEAs alldcate about 3% of thelr totcl district budgets for
evaluation. | " | A

For educational programs with an evaluation‘component, the;nresent '

survey suggests that 1-5% of the total bvdgets of these programs are
ord1nar11y allocated for evaluation. For some.of the largest- gederally

v

funded pro rams (e.g,, Title I and specialfeducation) these evaluation ; Doe
allocations averaga‘AS-S%. For federally funded (e g., Title IV-C) and oo

‘ nonfederal progrnms emphasizlng 1nnovat1ve approaches to educat10n-~where _
. (a’ - < ‘ “
do"mentatlon of program acccptance and effectlveness may be more’ strongly

~

.emphas1zcd-—the percentages of program costs allocated for evaluatlon seem

to average 4-5%. : - . S

" -

Returning to the questlon of what is an approprmte priprity for .

éd“““"““ Pr(ﬁfam eValuuti.on~—it seoms _un__likely that the percentage of .
N .". - . , ,
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printer's ink allocated in the educational pre$§(to educational'ieaders'
concern for accountability and program effectiveness is consistent with an .
average LEA allocation for evaluation of .3% of the total LEA budget.

The results of the present survey, of course, do not resolve the

; - question of what fiscal priority evaluation activities should occupy. Further

» ‘s

research specifiﬁally targeted at this question is. needed. \fnch studies .

.
should address the current and potential quality, usefulness and bencfits

vs. cast of evaluation ' ’

Evaluation unit activitieés could come to have -a. higher priority among
’ . - : ~

all LEA activities if LEAs nore frcqucntly adopt an ompirical ‘research~ j
based approach to all aspects of school administration--beyond the use of
evaluation results for ‘management of individual, experimental instructional_
. programs. _ j _ | |
S - .

3
For-exampif» the evaluation unit might become ,a USeful Tesource for
-

LEAs wishing to develop more rational bases for personnel selection and

promotion, for cOmparing the cost- effectiveness of alternative methods and

Y
materials for instruction; or even for planning school closxngs, school

1] N

energy-conservation efforts, or changes in the school-1lunch prog}am. ’ ' .

The primary concern of the present survey, however, is with the pr10r1ty¢

v

of evaluation within particular educqtional programs, more than w1th the

A ¥ ’

priority of evaluati/g within LEAs generally.
The present survey shows that a nationw1de Samﬂue of heads of LEA
A
evuluatunitluts recommends a range of percentages of program costs for

)

ovaluation~-from 4-8%, on thc average--that exceeds: the currently avkilable

x » L}

P .  V .avorage percantage-of~program-cOSts allocations for evaluation.

o<

.;) ' ) ‘ ' .-‘c
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' evaluation wheén such sliding scales are used is only about 1.5-5.5%.
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A.majority of these LEA evaluation directors (ae well as a majority Qf :

the SEA evaluation directors represented) récommends 'a sliding scale approach

to determining allocations of program costs for evaluation, with lower +
peroentagcs as program costs exceed certain levels. A majority of the
evaluation units represented currently use such a sliding scale approach,

wixh the evaluation budget .determined by the scope of evaluation work

required "The current average range of percentages of prpgram costs’ for

The surveyed- evaluation,directors gavc;mixeg reviews of the influence

Ld . J g Ld ‘ ’ L3 '
their own units® program evaluation reports had o program operation and
R |

progran funding in subsequent years. Apparentlx, LEA evaluation reports are

-

more influential than SEA reports; and LEA reports are uiore important in
. . 1] 2 i N N .

determining the way programs are operated in subsequent years than in-
determining overall program funding in subsequent years.

Whether or not LEA evaluation reports were perceived as important

\(

influenccs on program funding or operation was not highly correlated,w1th

district size (LEA enrollment). (See Table 9. Also, appropriate:p01nt- N

biserial c01relations between these variables were near Zzero.)

However, there wore modest point-biserial correlatlons between pef%entage 4

[l

© gf total LEA budget allocated for evaluation and_(a) influence of evaluation.

_ reports on subsoquent funding (r = 21 p=. .07, 1-tai1ed) and (b) : :

influence of evaluntion reports on subsequcnt program operation (r = .24,
B.’ ".04, '1-tailed). Thus there is some Teason to believe that LEA level
- L]
of effort for evaluation is related to- the usefulness of evaluation activities
. . . F o« . ! .y
o S , CL i . e
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in decisians concernlng program fundlng and program revision. ] ,
e s - ’ $
R Overall, about three-fourths of the LhA evaluation dlrectors Judged '

thelr units' evaluatlon reports to be an 1nmortant factor in subsequent

program operation; and about hdlf Judged these reports 1mportant to. subse—_ o

t Ki . '

.quent dec1s1ons concernlng.program fundlng Lo - T

S «’
<

Comments 'of these evaluators sUggest possible reasons why evaluatlQn

1 »

. : AR
does not have a hlgher 1mp01tance in progrdm fundlng and operatlon, or, '

. s

more generally, why ovaluation does not have a hlgher prlorlty among LhA

“ SLA and tedexal educat1onal leadersh1p Accordln0 to these respondents,

- R

' _program evaluatlon is often seen as too costly; educatlonal leaders haVe

' llttle tralnlng ‘or | experlence in u51nL evaluatlon,results polltlcal ' ZIj:n' B

v

factors often 1ntrude 1nto proglam fundlng and operatadh dec151ons, and

.~ Fal

;} some LEAs may not have enough qualified staff to conduct high quality .
. evaluatlon., R : - -

Program evaluatlon is certa1n1y a costly enterprlse—~part1cularly when

it 1nvolves d1rect obServatlon of progrgm participants; purchase or construct—

x oL *
ion of spec1a1 tests or questionnalres, and employment of- tralned, experlenced

evaluators. = - _ .

»
. -3 3 ) o iy ’
. Until evaluation leaders have more con51stent eXperlence, 1ncent1ves,

. or training to use evaluatlon results for management deC151ons, there will
~ probably continue to- be hlgh var1ab111ty in the budget levels, and budgetlng o
procedure used, for program evaluatlon ' If current condit1ons perszst

perchntages of prqgram costs allocated for evaluation wlll often be 1ower

— N . o
than thc .allocations evaluators veed to do adequate evaluation. ) R St

LR
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‘! ‘.:' '.' .
aalopatlng 1ncrcascd effort- tﬁ_cdmmuhlcatlng evaluatlon rcsults and

. . \

”

. : 7» [
:;X encouraglng educatidnal leaders to ‘use these'results. The prescnt §urvey

.

suggests that of‘every $10 allocatcd for evaluatlon of a typ1ca1 program,_

about 87 are spent on collectlon and ana1y51s of data,~but only abvht $1

:,_on dlrpct effort: to dxqscmlnate rescarch results and encourage thelr use.'

, In short evaluators may need to assume more leadeqshxp in conV1nc1ng
.n'-' ’

’ ]
othor educators of the usefulness of cvaluatlon rcsults.. Improved -

»

.; 'o .t vrl ’ ' * ‘ #
commL 1cat10ns skllls -ariong: evaluators may be necessary to 1mproved

. L)

) . of évaluatlon un1t actTQrtles)w1§h1n the LEA. . R

(10():

]
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Assoc1at10n; Toronto, Ontario, March 1978. ' . !
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4 e T " Footnotes

This paper was originelly prepared: for diﬁeussion and use by the
) s - ’ .
_American Educational Res¢arch®Association Division H (School Evaluation and
'PrograuxUevelopmeht)'Tash Force on Resource Allocation for Program :

Evaluation. This Task Force'will.complete a final recport and ﬁosition paper

’during 1980. The three authors each assumed an equal portion of the work
q P ,

.
"

requrred for the present paper hence, the listed order of,authoré is
arbitrary The authors wish to thank Freda llolley, Chair, and other menbers

‘of the Task Porcc fOT useful commente and support durlng conduct of this

¢

-

Tesearch. Requests for reprints.should be¢mallcd to Paul ngglns, Unlver51ty

of Minnesota, Area Health Education‘center, 2929 University Avenue S.E.,
. . ’ -~ ¢
Suite 344, Minneapolis, Minnesotq.55414.

T T M

1AValluble from. Paul ngglns at the address gLVen for reprint requests‘
2A table show1ng the complatq;gonteht ana1y51s is available as per “
:. _ s 1 - . *
Pootnotg 1‘ L ' m...”;;;:;i"~h- . - -

-. - ° - v
' . . - - -, " h o), .

’ 3Complete content ahaiYS1§-available as per Footnote 1.
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Table 1 ;.;-\' o * 28

Geographic Distribution of Survey Respdhdcnts

Al -

g ——
o " LEA d;afﬁﬁffaﬁ directors . - o "SEA' cvaluation directors,
. . representing-- ‘ B representing educational
30 Smaller LLAs (lcb 25 Larger LEAS (40 000 agencies in 13 states gnd
than 40,000 students') or more studeptsl) 1 U.S. territory
T v : AR :
Phoenix, Arizona : " Fresno, Califernia -  .Alaska
Corona, Caliﬁornia\\\~_’,_\~__,//Los Angeles, Califormia = Delaware
- Folsum, Culifornjia - Lakewood, Colorado Kentucky
Irvine, California Wilmingfon, Delaware Maryland .
Venturd, California - " Jacksonyille, Florida Mississippi h
Hartford, -Connecticut . Atlanta,\Georgia - " New Jersey
Wheaton,  Illinois - 3 Honolulu, Haweii . New York
. Cedar Rapids, Iowa L Chicago, Illinois New Hampshire
) Chalmette, Louisigna S Wichita, Kansas ~North Caroljna
Frederich, Maryland S Loq1sv1lle, Kentugky South Dakota
Brockton, qusachuscttb New Orleans, Louisiana ‘Texas -
Ann_ Arbor, Mlchfgan , . Annapolis, Maryland Virginia ‘
- Benton Harbor, Michigan . " Boston,:Massaehusetts Wisconsin
-~ Niles, Michigan - _ ‘Kansas City, Missouri Puorto Rico
Waterford, Michigan ,Albuquerque, New Mexico ‘
Ferguson, Missouri ~ ) * Akron, Ohio
« St. Louis, Missouri . ‘Columbus, Ohio L, ~d ;
Linab*n Nebraska %~ Oklahoma City (Dlstrlct 89), .
Wood Ridge, New Jersey Ok lahoma
Dayton, sOhio - ~ Philadelphia, Pennsylvania -
Oklahoma City (Putnam City), Memphis, Tennessec .
Oktahoma - . Nashville, Tennessee ‘ )
Beaverton, Oregon Austln Texas T -
Eugene, Oregon Dallas:, Texas -, ' ’
‘ . Troutdale, Oregon : El Paso, Texas . '
sProv1dencc, Rhode. Island " Fort Worth; Texas ,
Corpus Christi, Texas ' ' ¢
¥ . Pasadena, Texas ' .
- - . Ogden,. Utah

: Yak ma, WashingtOn :
1 additional district of ,
1000 students, locatlon
unspecified - . e

A

Note. The terms LEA arid SEA ropresent local education aponcy (i.e., publlc school

district) and state. education agoncy (i.c:s dopartment of cducaylon or public
_ instruction), rcspoctivcly.. e e

S Some place hames (e.g.y Phoenix, St Louis) ropresont smaller LEAs serving

* - oily one part of the named major city. Other-pdace names (e.g., Lakewood, Colorado;

~ Homolulu) indicate; thc center of a largcr (regional) LEA oxtending bcyond the named

'muniilpnlity. Ty ' é -

Based zh rcspondonts' solf—reportod cstimate of 1977 78 averago daily

: memborshlp £ LLA ': . . C

' . :3" - ) B 'T:”””
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N L
¢
‘ L]
N . N 3 ° L R g '-. \ u.
7 " Tablo 2 ¢ _ R
; o : ' oo Solocted Charactoristics of LEAs : _ AN
« ’ S ' . N . ! - ) . ;
. : . et
) . ’\_\ . ’
“ ' . ' Smallor LEAs - /_ LargePheas ',  Total LEAs : o
- (n~30) {n=25) W (a=s5) s
~o "4
) Mdn " S Min ®ow Mdn
Approximate 1977-78 average daily pupil - 18.3 ' - 122,7 65,8 ] 0
neebership, in thousands - - * ° . 4t 9.1 '134.6 - . L0 10402 e -
18.2 : 4.8 . 36.0
. . ' + ' , \«
Number of years (including 1978-79) program 5.9 vrs,, . . 10,0 yrs, Ut . 7.7 yrs,
L . © wvaluation effort has been organizod in }.BA ~ 3.6'yrs, 7.8 yrs. 6.2 yrs, ‘
’ . - . . . 5.7 yrs., " . 9.3 yrs. ' 6.3 yrs. : \
- o - - ) * * . : . ) . ' ' ) f
Total 1978-79 budgot of LEA (including s29,500" $163,025 . $91,3652 2 e
"local, state, Tederal funds), in i : $23,487 ' $127,561 : . -$140,318 .
thousands . i . $27,9961 $124,167 ) $45,309 ,
. ' - . ° ) }) ) A " . V- . . :
s Total 1978-79 LEA evaluation budget- 1281 TR R ‘ $685 “$3802 2 L
: (including locai, spate, federal funds), .0 $189° e $887 : L $674¢ 2
thousands $76 .4 ' LE $312 ] $126
Local funds allocsted in 1978-79 to . sed? — $358" S $196? L
_ ) ovulugtl:n, in thousands . - $61 1 ) $431 - . $359 -
. . o o t | . . 342’ $151 -y . . $
[3] . N v P .
fots. M e mean, SD = stundard deviation, Mdn = median, _ .
N\ 1.'1 - 29, : ‘- R o ' -_ . ST ' . . i
) ‘ z_l_\_ < 84, - " : o : : .
' . ) N :
- .
Ll . * + *
- ]'
| 31 i} ) . »
[ L '
|.’ .}
. ) . ) I ’ * L4 - l - b
Q K : . ] g )
B EMC . I . ,\ 1 v . n ’ ' . ‘ 1- ‘ -; .
- o BN : , , . . ‘ _

A
. . o . , s
S ] - o ) ) ) . o S, 3
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_Table 3
L] - . R ’ 5 . )
Title GiVen‘tQ Evaluation Unit
.. . Within LEA or SEA o
s 4". ll
. : e
Fungtional words « Smaller Larger | SEAs
included in title LEAs LEAs (n=14)
. o . (n=30) (n=25) - . '
. L . A
4 M b ° )
Research and/or evaluation only ' i 13 14 4
Research and/or evaluation, plus .
tosting and/or assessment ° 3 2 - ¢ 2~
ﬁesenrph and/or evaluafion,'plus
planning » 1 s . 5 ‘4
Y
Research .and/or evaluation, plus .
‘information systems or sexvices &0 2 0 -
0
Other words or combinations] 6 1 |
. . . . ‘
P - - -
No‘rcsponsé ‘ 7 1 )

- L2 A2

lIncludes such titles as Research and Special Projects, Management Information

Services, -Progranm AssessmentzﬂfanchJ Resegrch and DevelOpment.

[

Mg




“

1Imludes such titles as Assistant Director, Manager, Bureau Ch1ef Speciallst,

B Adm1n1st1ator, Adminlstratlve Assistant.

] B A h o]

w

. . . ' | s *
, * Table 4 | '
: S *
Title Given to Head of Evaluation Unit C oy
Titl Lo Smaller Larger SEAs
1tle B ' 'LEAs .. . LEAs (n=14)
(n=30) - ' (n=25)
. . . . . ) c\\ * .
" Director - . ’ L9 e .12 . 6
*Coordinator ' : . ;.3 . B X 2
Supervisor : | o - 4 1 0
~ : - : e )
Assistant Superintendent ! - 0 : - 4 0
Other! “ Y S 4 2
M . “ N . ’ i
No.response 9 : 3 4
7 —— ;
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.. Table 5
' s . P . " , . . . ' I8
Person S_upervising Head of Evaluation Unit ? 5
. g . . ’ '

: £ Smaller Larger SEAs
eiserof L e e @i
wen e (n=30) ! - (n=25)

Superintendeht of‘ Schools 4 | . . 10 ' 6 . ' | 0
) IS ’/ I - . ' "
Assistant Qupermtondcnt . 8 5 2
Associate Superintendent : . 1 S 3 ¢ 1
Deputy Superint'enﬁlcnt . 2 ‘ 4 . -0
" A director . 4 4 0
» Deputy' Commissioner S 1) 0 , 6
. ( “- .
Other! . A ~ 0 T2 | 2
No response | ' ) o 5 1 S 3
. ) . [N ! a )
1Includes such titles as }Ioad of Research and Planmng, Senior Mana;,oment Offl(.er, "
« o “and Assistant Socrctary for Planning. )
. . . o P S -
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Table 6

TncTuded "all thres of the above,”

" "no fixed rule,” need to consider

saléry lovclls of available staff,

v

. € .
Methods Used to Determine Program Evaluation Budget in Each Type of Agency
¢ ’ ST o . v
: $mallog Larger . : Total,
i LEAs LEAs . Total, LEAs only SEAs . LEAs and SEAs
Method ) (n = 28) (n=2) 7. (n = 52) (p=11) . (o = 63)
' « ] L2 W 3 Actual %, or Actual §, or i} o Acual V, @
e —— using using using range of %3, using range of s, using range of %s
. . method method method used + _method uscd mothod uscd ’
‘ MOSD Min Value HoSD min
. A roughly fixed percontage of program costs 2% 2 23 &8 - 9 2 ‘21 4.8
is used (givo estimate--__ %) ' 2.8 y ' T 2.8
4.9 > 4.8
N ) ‘Lo Hi Lo Hi Lo, #Hi
An amount is determined by tho scope of Mdn  Mdn Mdn  Mdn Mdn  Mdn
evaluation work fgivo estimate of rauge S84 = $8 " 56 1.5 _ 46 7.0 54 1.5 4
of percontages Af program costs-- . . 3.4L 5.0 . 5.3
to V) . . . :
. p \_ o
. ) Lo mi Lo Hi Lo Hi
As much as possible, since sufficient Min ' Mdn ' Mdn Mdn Mdn  Mdh
anount iy seidom rocelved (pive ‘ s 4 15 Y 36 1.3 19 T0 .
estimate of range of porcentapes-« 3.2 3.0 . 3.1
St __%) . '
. . l) .
Othor method (specify). Exanples 21 21 : 21 © 27 22

Note. Some respondents indicated using more than onoc method. The number Jf people indicating they used a particular gethod was
than the numbor who wont on to report the sctual %, or range of %s, used. - - '

' v
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usually slightly lakgor
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PAruntext providea oy enic [l

a)

-
. ; N { <
— : ’ "
) < s . Vi ' ¢. *
> , Toble 7 : ° :
- .\
) Amounts LEAs Budgotod for Lvaluation of Federslly Funded Prograws, ' .
. as Proportions of Total LEA Budgets For These Programs, 1078-79 S
~ -
- Py . : .
v e - LN
Smaller LEAs. : Larger LEASS ’ * Total LEAs! - )
n =30) (n = 25) " (n = 55)
Federally n Program , Evaluation  § program{ n " Program Evaluation & program! n Program Evaluation % progran
funded having budget budget budgetod |having budget _budget budgeted | having budget budget budgeted .
progran . program (thous, $) (thous, $) for eval. |program (thous. §) . (thous, $) for eval.| program (thous,\S) (thous, §) for eval.
Lo’ Min Hi Lo Min Hi Mdn 4 Lo Mdn Hi Lo Mdn Hi Mdn | Lo Mdn' Hi Lo Mdn Hi .  Mn
s - ’ ) ) ‘ -
Ol B A $ — 7 — 3 ———
ESEA, Title I, for : 104 - 0o - } e 1,078 17 ' 104 0
diladvantaged 21 700 . 13 ’ 1.5% 21 4,770 - 100 il 42 2,400 33 1.5
students 3,234 92 52,000 935. A ~7 52,000 935 ,
- ’ / ) . '
ESEA, Title I, for 46 0 TR 3. 46 o
migrant students 6 - 150 3 . 1 4 290 7 “ 4.5% 10 - 200 4 . 3%
: 423 6 - 798 41 . 798 Y41
ESEA, nt\y' w-c, 10 0 s 0 A 0 :
Annovatlv 13 50 . 10 ’ 7% 16 250 17 - 4% © 29 87 11 ' “sy .
curriculs 315 . 100 . 2,112 . 66 2,112 100 ° .
ESEA, Title VII,- © 85 . 0 . : 107 0 . : 8s 0 : §
bilingual progkans 6. 230 s - 1.8% 13 ., 390 18 n 19 380 + 16 . N )
. | 440 i 26 . 1,312 150 . LTy, 150 e
. . . . . l P o
¢ . ' - - o+ .
) LSAA, Emergency 140 s 350 . 0 140 0. ';, bde
School Ald Act progkams 4 s20 - 8 1.8 15 1,410 37 19 1,30 o8, e 8
for desegreguting LE 4,384 - 3 S .9,400 231 o . ' 9,400 1 AN *
’ 7 : . ’ . - . . W . e x°. 5]
~ : 3 C LGB
P.L. 9“_142' 50 ) 0 . _ llo‘ . . 0 . B R . so. S T -1_ ‘-; _,_.':._ "g og‘
, 3pecial education 110 3 n 12 510 - S SR P L I 7 | S T s 0.
_programs ) 600 43 e 10,254 . 299 . ot o T10,254 7 - 299 .o
° ~ . R . + R M R - - . . ) .U ’
v 3%}31.:'1'0 g:;ddm (llosiun t th: lowest und.hi%lwlt values, respoctlvely, roported for oach budgot item by caah LEA catogory. For cach LEA having a . 3
A ular. fedvral prope the porcentage.of program bLudget ullocated for ovalusijon was computed. Ent ~in t ) .
percentagos budgetel for oxaluation, P . \ i 7 ntered __in his tuble are the medians of those - ‘ Vn
- - Y R e (": ‘;,,“| A
. ’ ' d ' . ;e "h o %,
‘ p & * ¢ i . _Ul :
A
»
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” Table 3 .
: Perccntages of Evaluatlon Funds Spent on Each Evaluatlon Phase S
, : " for "Typlcal" Lvaluat10n$ _
. . -~ ] ) .‘ * . L
, i ‘ ' 3 .
: e A > e N
: - w ! - ’ kN ‘ " -
v IS TR A e
=T = < o — =

Question: L IR : e = _ w R
'.Esﬁimatc the % of total ' T . PR
program evaluation monies - Smaller - Larger Total, SEAs - Total,.
. spent on each phase of - . -~ LEAs™ ° | LEAs ~ LEAs only -t LBAs
program evaluation for a-, - o : , T g LS -and ‘SEAs.

. M'typical" program - (n, = 26) (n = 23) . (n = 49)° (n = 8) . (m=57)y"
evaluation: - : M SD: Mdn **M°SD Mdn I SD Mdn M SD Mdn M SD Mdn

. A ‘ .« . . ~ ) . \ ) . . ' .‘0
" Program p}ann1ng/necds - 18 v 15 .16 . 24 ~q8

85505hmcnt ' S 14 . 9 12 - 13 - - 12
‘o o 16 BTN A S ¢ 15

_,Proccés/implemgptation 27 « . .32 . 30 ST gL . LT

o | | 20 - 31 21 . 230 Y
R ) : ' . : . . . . ‘

Product/outome data a3 T 43 43 ' o33 41
| - 190 - - 22 | 21 22

d ;36.- C 45 : 40 L 28 - - . ;5'40 '

- . [4

-

lesemlnation/use of 12 . o 10 . 11 . U | ¥ 124,

“data 3 . 10 5 R 8 13 e
- S 1 10 - 10 . L10 . 10
: ’ '.I- ' ) . - .
| * ¢ S
R i = . " . . , i.. T ',
< . /,5 .
A \.




‘Quest#on:
o.:you judge your

_ roports are.an
b .1m¥ortant factpr~— .
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. unlt's cvaluatlon I
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e ® & “, . Table-9 .
. . . ' .
’ o ﬂtvaluatlon D1rcctors Judgments Concernlng‘
~ 4 N . the Impog{gnce of Evaluatlon Reports ..
4 ' * ‘. ‘ : )
\ .
e .‘ -h-'. \ .'\ .
. . 1] ‘ l‘ . )

41;Smdlhbr o '“Larger, - Total, oS
LEAs « ~ _.i'LEAs- . LEAs only

(n = 30) . ‘(n = 25) (n = 55) (n

4 Ty R T '

.- .

" Yes® .No . Yes “ Lo . -Yes ~ No . Yes

/\( : ) - ST
: N Y

EAs

~

n =g4)
96 .

1No

e

‘Total

LEAs and SEAs
(n = 69)

. %

Yes - No

erated in subse-

}’Sypnt years?

S~ . 4.

29

gy, ¥ " ‘ . RS SN . L .
I etormlnlng level RPN _ |
1_xﬂ£9v@¢alf program- ”43';/' ' ]§8«;-‘_ <1458 L 21_ o A3
- fundiglg in subsequont L5807 e " 44 47 5Z-n- 49
-, .YOMG? . ‘ . . : .;.‘ s N . L -.' 1. o ) -
' . ‘ . . SRR
S . . = . )
S S
; In tho way the prograp X .

15

. «question between IOO%;
. answgrlﬁg e

. Noteu* The responsc -pptions were "Xes"- and "No.

o

The difference for each group and each

and thé sum of the Yes and No reSponse %s, represents. the % not
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Table 10 :
¢ ¥ 4 »
. P ]
Ivaluatlon Dlrectors' Pollcy‘Recommend tlons A
- Concern:ng Allogcation of Program Resources‘ 0. Lvaluathg - o
. N ‘._i o .
. - N : ) o
~ Question: ‘Smaller - :, Larget™ "| Total, : SEAS. . ';‘ T Total
What position do . "LEAs .. LEAs;  -LEAs only N ' LEAs and SLAs
yousrecommend this (n = 29} (n = 22y " (n-= 51) (n = 13): (n . 64)
Tash Forcé support? SU%Y % % - . ’
. ' . - ‘ 4
Support a fixed % of : ' : '
program costs for . . . .
prograp evaluation 27.6 e 9.1 39.6 0
~e . . * ) \ . " , ‘. _.
.Support a minimun’ % | . . ; . ) e
of program costs . ‘ . T , )
‘for program evaluation. 17,2 Jd8.2 17.6 15.4 17.2
) Lo E , y
dopt- a sliding scale -:. : T Y .
with lower percentages * - ¢
~8S program costs . T . - ‘ - . ,
'cxceed Qertaln lévels 51.7 §9.1 54,9 . 53.8 54.7
‘ Other (Specify) v 10.3 18,2 13.7 30.8 17,2 \
. Note. Some respondents made more than one recommendation, A
My ' ¢ «
l ) . -t . . ’
T 2 RN . ) : ¢ . - .
v T N ) - : :‘
1 . v '
‘ -
-;): - ’ g ‘: i . »
- .-, Yy ! .
"' . “ . . _.
' ‘S . : "‘ .. (; ag \ ' ' 2 ) _, (\ . '
‘. \ l . ‘ ‘ T ’ \
v (. .
L. * v e v . ) . : ..
: ‘, L) ' ‘.. I N \ ._A . .I A : t ._. ‘ N
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Table 11
. ‘ . :
" Evaluation Directdrs' Recommended Percgntiges
. of Program Costs To Be Budgeted For Evaluation
A
iﬁﬁf5gtfdue§fioh2',“' :
. What % of progranm S Total, Total,
7 costs should: be Smaller Larger LEAs SEAs _LEAs and
~.-. budgeted for program LEAs LEAs only ' SEAs
eyaluation?--.% " & L e s
s30T % Ne ' .(n=25)  (n=21)- (n = 46) oo(no= 11), (n = 57) .
‘ LT
.. Lower" end of % range ‘ ’
'Q}Tbbwéstﬂ%\yaluo . .0 ) L0 3 s 0
E et ; R + . .
" Mean low'%. value 4.5 3.0 3.8 4.9 4.0
Median low % value =~ 4.3 2.3 3.1 4.9 3.8
" " standard dcviazion . < ‘ .
of low % values 3.9 r.9 3.2 1.9 3.0 .
‘Higher end of % ringe
Highest % value " 20 15 20 L 12 .20
_— .- - . - ‘ \ . )
Mean high % value 8.1 7.3 - 7.7 soe 9027 8.0
‘Median high $"value = 7.3 8.0 7.5 9.7 9.6
. ’ ° ’ I’ )
Standard deviation o S . ,
- of high % values 5.4 3.6 4.6 2.0 4.3
— - K s . -
I' ..'. ')
' o ® -‘
. . .- ¢ :. * R ¢ -
- e C 43
’)' ' . -‘I,",\
[ ,‘_ . . « \ . }“‘ . ‘I
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