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Abstract

Evaluatiqn Budget Procedures

Both smaller (under 40,000 students) and larger school districts
,

laplocate.0:396 o total budgets for evaluation, or $4.00 per pupil.($2.00 locally

ftutded). Of this .$400, $3.00 is spent on outcome or process evaluatidn,

$.60 on prbgram-planning/needs-assessment, and $.40,en dissemination/utili-

zation: Findings are from.a4valuation-budget-procedures. survey of'55 local-
.

educaticif-agellEy (LEA) and 14 statb-education-agency (SEA) evaluation directors.

A majority*r,ecoMmended a 4-8%: sliding-scale, program-cost-allocation-for

eyaluatton. *At present program-cost-allocations for evaluation are 1-5%

(.5-396.for some large programs). LEA respondents judged evaluation more

important ,to subsequent prograr-operation than to program-funding.

Misunderstanding,.high costs, political considerations, poor-quality

evaluationsall lower the priolqty educational leaders hold for evaluation.

Evaluators should allocate more effort to communicating, and encouraging

use of, evaluation findings.
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.1 Evaluation Budget Prod'edures

Current'vs.,' Ideal Procedures

for etermining Educatioital Program-Evaluation Budgets:

A Survey 4 School Evaluators /
1

, .2
4

.0

The averainamily probablyispends about as'imIch per year 0 assess the

merit of its children's educatiofial programs as it does to buy school lunches !:

for the same children for one week. This conclusion is based

t.

n.:two recent

surveys of evO.uation activitiO'in U.S. public education.

1
1

Lyon, Doscher, McGranahan,and Williams (Note 1) discovered that as.of

1978 about half (320) of the:75.6 U.S. public school districts enrolling

10,00d or more students had departments, offices, or units responsible.for

evaluation of educational programs. (The proportion of smaller districts

. having evaluation units was evel4 less.)

Among the 230 districts partici ating in the,Lyort et al. survey, the
1

median 1977-78 per pupil expe4iture for program evaluation, testing, and

other research activities of tire evaluation unit was betWeen $3 and

(with a range from $,10 to $90).

Average,per pupil expenditures for evaluation in the largest school
%

districts may be somewhat higfier than the average for all school districts.

Tho 35 respondents to a 1978,survey by Webster and Stufflebeam (Note 2) of

tho 60 largest.U.S. school ihacated an average 1977-78 per pupil

expenditure for evaluation, testing, and other research activities of'the
7

evaluation unit of about $6.00 (SD about $4.00), with a median per pupil

expenditure of about $5.00. fThee averages may be slight underestimates

./1

4,
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, 3

.since in a small,mingrity of these districts the pupil testing function was

/ carried on outside the evaluation unit.)

Both the Lyon et al. and Webster-Stufflebeam surveys'suggest that during

1977-78 U.S. sthool distrie s1\ with evaluation units ppent about one-third

of one percent of total district expenditures.on the program evalu'ation,

testing, and other research activities of those units.

Concern about inadequate funding for evaluation of public-education,

programs--as well as Concern about other aspects.of educational evaluation--

promptedthe American Educational Research ASsociation's division on School
410.

Evaluation and Program Development (Division H) to organize in 1978' five

task fores or committees. Each task force was,asked to prepL-e by 1.980

' a pasition paper on a'particular issue in evaluation.

The present paper represents part of the work prprequisite to the

position paper of the AERA Division H task force on resource allocation and

.budgeting for public tchool evaluation. This paper reports results of a

1979 survey of heads of evaluation units in public school districts (here-

after referred to as local education agencies, or LEAs) and state depart-

ments of education (state education agencies, or SEAs).

This survey primarily concerned current vs. Ideal procedures for

determining program evaluation budgets in LEAs; and to a lesser extent, in

SEAs. An additional purpose of this survey-was te assess perceived reasons

for_the generally acknowledged,low fiscal priority federal, state, and

,1oc4 educational leaders hold for LEA evaluation actilities.

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

,,belies the public commitment of many educational administrators and school

I
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board- to4Tegram accountability; °that is, to assessing the types and degrees

Evaluation Budget rocedures

4

of impact of educational programs and expenditures on student development.

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

major U.S. school districts have evaluation units--suggests.that the verbal

emphasis-on LEA accountability pays only lip service to support of LEA ;

evaluation.

Again, one purpose of the present'survey is to obtain evaluator's

opinions concerning reaSons for the poor financing of LEA evaluation and'

research.

The loW priority of LEA evaluation financing may be inherent in.the:.

fact that evaluation is. a new (but increasingly prevalent) activity, cIOsely

I correlated with the increase in federal funding for public education.' About

85% of the 320 LEA bvaluation units in districts of 10,000 or more students

weye established during or after 1965 (Lyon et al.), the year Congress

signaled a massive increase in federal involvement in public education by

passing the Elementary-and Secondary Education Act (ESEA); about half of

thtse evaluation units were organized after 1971.

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

participants'in federally funded LEA programs--as a condition of continued

funding--may have been the main impetus for organizing dh evaluation.unit.

Local .commitment.to use of these'or other,evaluative data has not ways

been nedessary to establishing ari LEA Otaluation unit.

Metropolitan school districts have the greatest eligibility tor federal

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

6 -;"
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Federal funding for public education largoly emphasizes programs targeted at

children of the urban poor ( .g., .compensatory education, desegregation

efforts, bilingual education, etc.)., LEAs can, and must, use part of their

federal fUnds for these progrilis to gather evaluation data. Hence, Lyon et

al. reported that as of 1978 89% of metropolitarkM^.(enrol,ling ever 45,000

students), 59% of "large" LEAs (25;000-44,999), but only 33% of "medium"-

sized LEks (10;000-24,999) had evaluation units.

Perhaps local schoolsadministrators see such evaluation data as a

federal bureaucratic requirement--a requirement to be met as efficiently

and as inexpensively as,possib4e. Perhaps federal, SEA, and LEA administrators

ha-ve little incentive to apply such evaluation results at the local level to

improve these federally funded programs. Perhaps, educational administrators

have inadequate experience or training in using evaluation results as a basis

for funding or improving'programs.

Finally, LEA-prodUced'evaluation efforts may have deficiencies in

scope, design, or execution that limit 'their usefulness in educational

planning. LEA evaluation units--like other LEA units and programs--must

demonstrate tIleir vallie and iffountability. Any increased share of

educational resources for evaluation must be based both on a rationale for

sUch increased budget allocations and also-on a reasonable expectation-that

such increases will lead td improved data for *gram planning.

Obse(vers of LEA evaluation, both fromwithin and outside the ranks of

41).

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

of-Educatlp-funded Sludy by Lyon et al.) are now completing the first 4

e,,
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,

"report cards" for LEA evaluation unit activities.

This paper seeks to supplement these critical asse.ssments'iif LEA

evaluation by providing tchool'evaluators' reports of curreArt procedures for

determining evaluation budgets; their opinions.,concerning ideal budget

procedures*; and their perceived reasOns why allocation of resources for LEA.

program evaluation does Aot.have a higher priority.

Method

A questionnaire wAs mailed to 204 school evaluators inearly 19/9.

Subjects

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

units was compiled primarily from.the following two sources (avoiding

dupl4cations): (a)AN heads of evaluation units in districts.enrolling

10,000 or more students; representing about 2ne-third of the list compiled

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

beam survey ot heads of evaluation units.in the 60 laitgest U.S. school

,districts.

,

"--. 2-,

. .

The 55 LEA evaluators responding to the questionnaire represent
)

40
o

return rate. Respondents were categorized as representing smaller LgAs

(average daily membership of less than 40,000 students in 1977-78; 30

respondents) or larger LEAs (40,000 or more students;, n = 25 respondents).

SEA .evaluators. A list of 47 evaLuation officers representing the
.

evaluation function in the educationaltagencies most states and,several

U.S. territories was obtilined, from the Committee OA Evpluation and jnformation

.Systems, formed by the Cbuncil of Chief State School Officers.

A
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The 14 SEA respondents represented a.25% return rate.

The geographic representation of LEA and SLA respondents is lkown in

Table 1.

Questionnaire
1

The survey questionnaire was prepared by one of the authoics, with

4.

Insert Table 1 about here

assistance from members of the AERA Division H Task Force on Resource

Allocation for Program Evaluation.

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

organization for evaluation; enrollment; total agency budget, and budgets

for operation and evaluation of-specific rrograms; and then-current

procedures (including any percentagerof-program-coSts guidelines) for

determiningdiets for program evaluation. Respondentis were also asked to

estimate the relative costs of each phase of a "typical" program evaluation.

Additkonal items asked for descriptions of factors that would make a

program eValuation CoSt e than, or less than, the normal range of

percentages of program costs. Assessmsnts of the infruence of LEA (or

SEA) evaluation reports on Subsequent proglm-operation or funding were also

requested. Respondents were as,ked to

resources for program evaluation does
4

federal,'state, and local educational

Finally, respondents were asked

P procedures for det6rmining the'totil

evaluation.

suggest reasons why allocation of

not have a higher priority among

leaders.

tb select one of several suggested

budget.of a particular program
,
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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

sections describe types of evaluation-unit organization, methods used to

determine.overall budgets for program evaluations, 16vels of funding for

evaluation cot federally funded LEA programs, percentages of evaluation
(

)1.

funds spent on each uhase of a typical evaluation, reasons for extra-

' .

ordinarily high or low percentages of program costs being allocated for

evaluation, respondents' judgments concerning the influence of their unifs'

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

/ . .4

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

C
recommendations concerning ideal procedures, ana ideal overall.. funding

.

'levels, for program evaluation.

_ .

Enroliments, BudgetS, and Overall Level of'Support for LEA Evaluation

Insert Table.2 about here tpu

Table 2 shows the range of enrollments among the LEAs.represented in

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

with ehrollme* over 100,000. The median enrollment for smallk LEAs was

4.

A

about 18,060; for larger LEAs, about 75,000. Taken together, these LEAs

enrolled a total of 3,617,000,students, or nearly. 7% of the 1977-78 q.s.

school-age poRulation.

The range of total Tild evaluation budgets for the surveyed,districts

r

was also large--from less than $100,000 to two-thirdsfiof $1 billion for

total LEA.budgets; and from the equivalent of 1 salaried teacher ($16,000)
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to over $3 miklion for LEA evaluation budgets.
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Indices of average support for evaluation in smaller vs. larger LEAs

- were calculated using median evaluation budget figures shown in Table 2. The

discrepancies between the mean andlredian for the two evaluation budget

statistics--total 1978-79 LEA evaluation budget, and local funds allocated in

1a78-79 to evaluation--reflect the fact that a minority of both the smaller

and larger LEAs give the evaluation unit functions'in additlion to program
*

evaluation. Table 3 suggests these extra funciiqns can inolude
a_.

wide pupil testing, management information systems, or planning and grants-

manship for new educational programs. Because these extra functions may

require substantial funds beyond the basib budget for progr4evaluation,

the median evaluation budget figures were judged more representative ihan the

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

1
school districts.

Insert Table 3 about here
1

Both smaller and larger LEAs allocated, then, on the average, the same.

.3% of their total budget for evaluation;.or slightly over $4.00 of a mean

per pupil expenditure of $1,500 for the smaller LEAs and $1,70b for the

larger LEAs.
. 1

For both smaller and larger LEAs, abOut half of the total evaluatiol

.budget came from local funds, on the'average.

In shvt,'in both smaller and larger LEAs, about $2.00 pet pupil wai

allocated for evaluation from local.iunds, and another $2.00 per pupil)was

so allocated froft other sources (prpsumably mostly federal,'but glso some

I.

'
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state; funds).

Organiza.Lon of the Evaluation Unit

A'.

Evaluation BudgeiTrocedures.
4

10

Insert Tables 4 and 5 about here
.

.

'Fables 4 and 5 suggest.that the most common patteth of organizatiort for

,

'

evaluatiori in both smaller and larger LEAs is an evaluation unit headed_br

a "Director of Evaluation" (or highly similar title), who in tian reports to 44

a supervisor just below the 1ev0 of superintendent;.e.g., an 'assistant,

associate, or deputy superintendek. Aboto.one-third to on&fourth of the
A

heads of. evaluation units report directly to th4 LEA superintendent, Tables

4 and 5, however, show that a variety of other organizational forms are used.

' Among SEAs reptsented in the survey, the modal form of organizatibn for

evaluation is a unit headed-by a Okrector øf Evaluation,-who reports to an

SEA Deputy Commis"sioner.

Methods Used to 6etermine Proilram. Evaluation Budgets

In abOut halt or More

and SEAs--the total aMount

of.each surveyed groupsmaller LEAs, larger LEAsy

budgeted for evaluation,ofa program is deiermined

by the seope'of evaluation work writteniinto the prggram (see Tablet1).

c.

Insert Table 61Labout heroh.;4 4 tgr

When evaluation budget amount is tied tó the scope of evaluation work
.

described in the'program proposal, the range of percentages of program costs

represented.by the evaluation budget is bounded by a median low of 1.5% to

a media high of about 5.5%.
.

Four about one-fifth to one-fourth of the LEAs,

ago (usually'about 5%) of program costs is allocated

1

4 roughly,fixed percent-

for program evaluation.

0

a
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r- In oi4r fourth' of the sMaller LEAs,, but in apparently -very few larger

I.

. -4 :.
LEAs, the ev,aluation unit .geeks as*much moneys as pbssib ll? for evalvation of ,

fa. * .*4 . - ,
a prograc, seneethe unit s*fdernirecciv.el sufficietyr.fundiAg IV conduct

7 i ". .. P a. Aevaluations . AIn this sitmatioh. of inadequa/p funding the ulual, percentages
, . - ,e-' I e "ON g , ,

of 'Pro-gram "tost alloCated fOr -evalu4,ton r from a median low or about .

"ii . s .. A

'to. a `Median high of. about 3V''. ' .s." -. ''' :..... ..., .. : ..

t, .
S. :...,, , - : : . .: -... .. : .

,..E ''. . .
-. Apparently,- about 'onethii'd of -. the*.LEA units use k Combination of metho4s

. . ..
, .. . ..., ... . . .

(eg chec -ed mbre than "one metho'd ;4 Mr' wrote "ill: three"- Chiscribed here;
'1/4!

..,
ti. ' ,,, , i '

"no fixed .ruleetc.)., or use other. methogs .(e.g.', -consider. salary; levAs -:-
A r'"19 r .' . .i , i

.
.

." c :. A
.

%

* .-ott staff available to work on the evaluation); in aetermining a budget. for .a
.. . . -,..,

o 4. 0i I
: e .. : ,Oparticular evaluation. t

, 0,
.

:,::, ... .

,.... .
Aiialuation Budgets for Federally Finidell 'LEA Programs .- 4- -.

, ,. .... .." F.% -...
.. . r . .. .

.i. -,,1,. ? - . ...c, .
AN. ..0. :, . itllpation& frclm fedvally funded -LIA program'S provide siaple and..

4::4&44A ..,.' s. S.

41,e-1(''; '' 't- . . . .

-.: ...} relatively stable, bread-and-butter sustenance,.;:for many .1,EA evalUaiion pniti;
5

4-,-, '..' ,

: .47,11:.t."'- , , . . , - . .; j I.

i
4 .,S ! "..

-* pattcukarlyOn urban LEAs, which are often eligible for considerable. federal
,

, .

,r.

funding.

**4

, 14.eWlable: ere,.
" .TEtb 1 e 7. suggests that the *MoSt importar4.pOderall)% `funde4 LEA program--

:,..:.::.
:..*, in term's :Of, the number of LEAs haiting Such a prbgfam, and in terms of median

,:-.. : .. ,-.. A

".e. .:,

'annual. budget...-is ESEA, Title I., providing compensatory.education for
). . .:

..- ... .
. -.edOdationally diu4wantage. children J.n loy-inoome areas. Three-fourths of........,, .. t. 17 :!.. . s , .

;, : " .-...,v, , . .

.,.i. .... :..,, -I.. . .

, pi. Vim SS*-LE,As,:":4"04- stiCti 6 prog.ram. "iThe *ifiedi4n annua.k.:budget of, $2A 60;60
..,

- ...A. , :
,

...:.
.,

....!..F.I.I.-ort-..furide04/1-14ilci- I rirogramswas nearly twice that< for- handed. Emergency

. .
A.q.

Aots,A

! ,..' ". , -A
".. ,

3S4.09,1 A 4gi: (48AA) etogregatio progreams (found' in only onetthird of the
' '

!; ;:44., ,
." (
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LEAs). In districts having Title I prograMs,the median annual evaluation

budget for-this program was .$3,000.

For fundeeTitle I programs, the median percentage of prograM costs

allocated to the evaluation unit for Title I evaluation was about 1.5%. (For

. each LUA with'a funded Title I program,.6e Title I evaluation funds made

available to the evaluation unit were divided by the total Title,1 program

"

budget. *The median of these,LEA statistic*, rounded to ihe nearest half

percent, Is tfte median percentaa of progTam costs allocated to he evaluation

unit.) :

One,LEA with i Title I program'provided no federal funds for Title I

evalUation to the evaluation unit. Similarly, Table 7'shows that for each

f ral prograp, at-least-one LEA had the program but allocated no f eral
. .

i

*fun sito qe evaluation unit to evaluate the program. In such cases ever,
. ,.

evaluation activities may have been cOnducted outs14e the evaluatio
,

Other common federaljy funded programfound in about half 'of bo-:::; ..

smallerand laiter LEAs--were ESEA):.Title4V-C, innovative-curriculum

:development prbjects; and P.L. 94-142 special education programs.
.

.

Title31)14;-programs were generally the least expensive federal,programs.,,it; . .:'. ..
with HiediWinnual.budgets for funded programs of.$50,000 for smaller LEAs

and $250,000 for-larger LEAs.

.-ft

Ironically 'these least expetpive federal programs were associated with

the highest indi4 percentage of program costs.allbcated to the evaluation

unit for evaluation, 5%. The most expensive program, Title 1 compensatory

seducation, provided one of theliowest median-percenta6 allocitions for

evOtiation, 145%. The only lower level or effort for support of IXA federal
,1.
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program eyaluation was that previded by special education programs; namely,

Percentages of Evaluation Hinds Spent Durinsjach Phase of a Typical Evaluation

Respondents were asked to estiMate, fora typical program evaluation, the .

percentages of allocated evalUation monies spent A each of the-following four

phases: (a) program planning and needsi)assessment; (b) the gathering of process

evaluation or implpmenption "valuation data; (c) the gathering of prOduei

or outcome data; and;i(d).tHe issemination and use of the data.

Insert Table 8 about here

#

Of everyllU allocated for evaluation of a,typicalgprogram, slightly

over $4 were spent'on product or outcome evaluation actaities; $3, on process

or implementation data gathering; nearly $2,on program planning and needs

assessment;,and $1,on dissemihation and utilization (see Table 8),.

These average proportions of funds spent during each evaluation phase

were similar for both larger and smaller LEAs.

Represented SEAs apparently spent proportionately less evaluation money,

.on the avetage,-than,LEAs during the prOduct/outcome evaluation phase, and .

slightly more during the program planning/needs.assossment phase.

The variability among LEAs in the proportions of evaluation fUnds spent
1

on each phase was high, particularly for the product/outcome evaluation,and
4

process/implementation evaluation phases. About half the LEAs reported'

spending 30-50% of evaluation funds during the product/putcome evaluation

phase; and about half spent 20-40% during processplementation evaluatien.

Only Wofthe LEAs reported spending more-than 20% of evaluation nds in
k 4

v

1,
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dissemination and use of data.

Factors Leading to a Higher or ',Lower Than Averap Proportion of Pr+am

Resources Being. Allocated for Lvaluation

The 69 LEA and SEA.evaluatiOn airectors were asked for written reiponses

14
to two questions: "What are some pf fhe factors which would make a program

4
v

evaluation cost more than the no941 range?" and "What are some of the i
'

factors which would, make fir13 .ovaluation costlsess...?"

Content analysis of\these open-ended responses resulted in five
.

categories of such characteristic, or factors occurring 'during the conduct

of an evaluation: measur em ent and instrumentation factors; other evaluation

10,4
factors r requirements; personnel factors; other evaluation budget factors;

and a miscellaneous category of all other\factors and comments.
,

#
Associated with each factor was the petcentage of 69 respondents

.. AL
nominating this factor as leading To either a higher than avera4e, oi,lower.

_

than average, pr.ortion of.program resources being allocated for evaluation.
2

,
\

Presentation of these content-analysis'results will be limited to,

factors nominated by at.least 5% of respondents as leading to high?)r than

, average'evaluation costs; or nomknated by at least 5% as leading to lower

than average costs.

Factors leading to a h_gLaepropcmEEtionofiiherthalorar-nresources

allocaLednfor evaluation. Measurement and instrumentation actors loading

to higher than average costs were field collection of.inter iew and obser-

vational data, sin addition to Collection of pafmr-and-penci data (22%

of respondents); developing new or original tests or qlutAtiO4laires (20%);
*

purchasing commercially availiable tests or questionnaires (9%); ancl a large

"
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,

number of different instruments and measures required by the evaluation
.

design (7%).

Other evaluaiion features or requireTents leading to,highir than average

costs were large program size or complexity.(44%);,complex evaluation

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

'analysis and reporting requifements (10%).

Personnel factors leading to higher costs were availability of well

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

outside research firm conduetthe evaluation (10%).
;-

,

.-.Under miscellaneous factors, data.processing costsL-e.g., custom

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

a factor leadiag to highei than,average evaluation costs.

alloCated for evaluation. -. Measurement and inStrumentation factorsqeading

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

already pursed or developed tests and questionnaires (16%); evaluators

and.program Staff share the work or Cost of data collectionincluding, use

of diagnostic tests usablelor both program operation and evaluation (7%);

and'a small number of different instruments anctmeasures.required (6%). ,

Other evaluation features or srequirednts leading to lower costs were
I

light data analysis and reporting requirements (10%); small program size or'

'complexity (6%); and a design that is.i.'elegantly simple, or evaluation

procadures that aihofamiliar Or well standardized (6%).

4
A totak of 13% of respondents did not write a response to either item

Ail:out cost factoys.
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Respondknts':Judgments Concerning the Influence-of Their Units Evaluation
,(

e oits .

:. / .

.

. . `

EA eva1uation,7reports are apparently more important in determining the
.

1

.

'h

0

way programs.are operated in subsequent years than in determining overall

.

,t program fandiag in subscquent.years, .

t

i .
,.,

- Insert.Table 9 about here

I
. °

,
Aboadt three-fourths (78%) of.the 55 LEA:evaluation directors judged

,

,

their un:Vt.s' ,evaluation reportS to be an.important factor in subsequent

D

progra4 operation. About half (45%) judged these reports important in sub-

sequent deterpinations concerning overall program funding (see Table 9).

Only about a third of the SEA evaluation directors judged theirunits'

evalvation reports as important to either funding or program operation

decisions.

Reasor4 Why Allocating Resource's for Piogram Evaluation Does Not Have Higher

!

Priority, Amon& Hducational 'Leaders

The LEA and SEA evalgator directors were asked, in three questions, to

write'their perceived reasons why educational leaders do not assfgn a higher

priority to evalgation. The first question asked respondents to'"iptate the

.

, tw9 'most important reasons why ydu bolipve resources for program evaluation

mightliot haVe a higher.yriority with federal funding a cncies." The highly

similar second and third.questions asked ger reasons why such resources Might

. v

eot havc,a higher priority with "SEA leadership," or "LEA leaderihipor
. t

, . .

t
,

Content analysis of these written responses led to four major'categories

1
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of importalt rehsops why evaluation does not ilave a higher priority; high

cost, -budget problems, or competing priorities; usefulness' and 'relevance

of evaluation; misunderstanding of eyaluation.methods or purposes--fear.or.

ignorance; and quality control and staffing problems.3

Presentation of this cbntent analysis will be limited to those0 rbalons

, nominated by at least 5oirespondents as accounting for evaluation nqt having

a higher priority among one or more of the following groLps: LEA leaders,

1SEA leaders, or federal funtling agencies.
(1116

High cost; budget problems, or comPeting prioritiesl. The too costly

nature of program evaluation (e.g., "tight budgets," "limited reNlenue,"

etc.) was offered by-28% of the 69 LEA and SH,A.evhuation dil4tctors as an

important reason for evaluation not having a higher priority among LEA

'leadership; 17% of respondents nominated this as a reason for evaluation '

not having a highes'priority among SEA leadership; and 1996', as a reason

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 evaluation wds judged an important consideration,for

A

LEA leaders (13% of respondents).and federal funding agencies (7%). Lack of

Ilegislative action supporting evaluation was judged an Important consideration

. ok

for SEA leaders (9%). Also relevant for SEA leaders was .SEA emphasis'on.

monitoring programs' 'compliance with regulations rather than evaluating progrmn

effectiveness (6%)..

Other izportant reasons suggested ware that LEAleaders do not lAve

enough time-to'study and use evaluation result,s (6%); and that federal, agencies

4

9
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,

.-.s .

have,othee serv-ices
.

and pressures with higher priorities than evaluation (6%). ,

i

Lack-of understanding or misunderstandifij of °Valuation methdds o
f

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 statements Were offered by about 20-30%

of respondents as important reasons preventing a higher priority.for evaluation

at each level--ASEA; and federal. Individual respondents suggeste

educational leaaers "don't know how to use results when they'get them,"

have "unrealistic expectations.," are "not trained or qualified to use or
4.

interpret.results," or "don't perceive the value of evaluation in overall

program development."

EdUcational leaders see evaluation as 4 threat to their job$ or
A

authority, particularly at the LEA and SEA levels (according to .12%.and 7%

of respondents, respectively).

Federal funding agencies may underestimate.the actual u$e made of

evaluation results at the LEA level (7% of.respondent$).

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

respondepts suggested that evaluation results are frequently not seen a$
, -

useful, or are' not usod, for improving or funding.programs at the LEA, SEA,

and federallevels. This.lack of usefulnesS, or use, limits the priority,

given to evaluation.

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

resp9ndirts, include the inconclusiveness,of results sent to.federal agencies;

the,federal and LEA planning and funding of programs for primarily political
1

.01

V.
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rpasons; and the carrying out of SEA and LEA evaluations independently from,

prograh planning and development.

. Quality control and staffing problems'. The poor quality of some

evaluation research ma) be important in-evaluation's lower.prioritr.amerig

SEA leaders (according to 10% of respondents).

Problems in finding qualified, competent evaluators may prevent a higher

priority for evaluation atwthe LEA level (according to 14% Of respontents).

Evaluation Directors' POlicy Recommendations Conternink Allocation of Program

Resources to Evaluation

alt
Insert Table 10 about here

A majority of each respondent grouk--evaluation directors in smaller

. LEAs, larger LEAs, and SEAs--endorse a sliding scale approach for the.

1

alibcation of program resourcesto evaluation (see ;Fable 10).

Respondentswere asked to choose among thkee alternative policies

that the Task Force on Resource Allocation might support. Propor ons of

52-59% of eaCh group,recommended adoption of "a sliding scale with lower

percentageslhs program Cosfs exceed certain levels."

The other two policles--"a fixed percentage of program costs for

program-evaluation" and "a minimum.percentage of program costs for prograM

evaluation:!--were each endorsed by nearly 20% of the total LEA respondents.

The fixed percentage policy had more support'among the smaller LEAs--":

(28%) than among tho larger'LEAs (9%).

The minimum-percentage approach had nearly equal'supi)ort awing smaller

and larger LEAs, (17%.and 18%, respettively); 15% of the SEA evalilation

JP.
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directors also supported the minimum-percentage approach.

1
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A number)bf respendents--10% of theesmaller LEA eValuation dir(ctors,

18% of the laiger LEA directors, and 31% of the SEA directors--did not

recommend Task Force support for onp of the three positions here described.

mt.

Instead, they recommended'some combination among these positions, or çlse

, specified-yet another alternative position.

Evaluatlon Directors' Recommended Percentaps of Program Costs To Be

Budgeted for Evaluation .

i '>

% r
.

4
* Insert Table 11,aboUt here.\0 a/

Evaluation directors were asked to answer the question, "What percentage
%

of program Costs should be budgeted for program evaluation?" by provtding a

percentage range. The obtained range extended from 0% to 20%. For:LEA.

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

range was about 4% (SD 3%)i the average valde for the upper bound of the

range, about,8% (SD 5%).

Evaluation directors representing smaller LEAs provided slightly' higher

mean percentagfes,for this range than did,evaluation directors representing

larger LEAs (4.5% to 8.4% vs. 3.0% to 7.3%, respectively).

For SEA evalUation directors, the mean lower bound of the recommended ,

range was abo9t 5%; the mean upper bound, about '94.

Discussion

. The purpose of thii/ paper has been to survey .school evalua ors concerning
a

k

current proceduies for determining evaluation budgets; theifr opinions concern-
,

ing ideal evaluation budget amounts and budget alloqation pr cedures; and

t

A

9 1.)
41 1.4
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their perceived.reasOns, why allocation of resources for VA program

V

evaluation (as well as SRN and federal educational evaluation) does not have

a higher priority.
Af'

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

priority does, of course, beg the question of what is the appropriate

priority.for su
7
h evaluation act4ivifies.

... u.,-

This surZy suggests that LeAs with evaluation units nóWbudget about
. .

4

$4,00 per pupil per year' ($2.00 of this from local funds) for those units'

i.

activities--such as program evaluation, pupil tesng, and ether research.

These resuiv are consisfent with average LK per pupil evaluation expendi-
.

tures of $3-4 annually foundby Lyon et al. and $5-6 found by Webstervand
C.

Stuffleboam. The present survey also duplicate§ these investigators'
, ,

finding that LEAs allecate about ,,396 of their tot,1 district budgetsofor

evaltation.

For educational progr

survy, suggests that 1-5%

ams with an evaluation coMponent, the-present

of the total begets of these programs are

ordinarily allocated for evaluation. For some.of the largest- ederally
an

funded pro rams (e.g Title I and special *education) these evaluation

allocations average .5-3%. For federally funded (e.g., Title IV-C) and

nontederal programs emphasizing innovative approacheS to education--where

.e44,

doirmeaation of program acceptance and effectiVeness may be more strongly

emphasizedthe peycentages of program costs allocated for evaluation Seem

:
.

.

r:

to average 4-5%.

,
Returning to the qupstion of what is an appropriate priority for

educational prdlicam evaluationit seems unlikely that the percentage of

*

l
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ptinter's ink allocated in the educational preslte educational leaders' .

concern far accountability and program effectiveness is consistent with an

average.LEA allocation for evaluation of .3% of the total LEA budget.

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

to

question of what fiscal priority evaluation activities should occupy. Further

research specifitally targeted

should address the current and

)vs. Cast of evaluation.

at this question is needed. uch studies

potential quality, usefulness, and benefits

Evaluation unit activities could come to have a higher priority among

all LEA activities if LEAs more frequently adopt an, empirical,research-

based approach to all aspects of school administration--beyond the Useof'

evaluation.results for.management of indiyidual, experimental instructional

programs.

For examplitt,, the evaluation unit might become,a useful resource for

LEAs wishing to develop more rational bases for personnel selection and

promotion; for comparing the cost-effectiveness of alternative methods apd

materials for instruction; or even for' planning school closings, school

energyTconservation efforts, or changes in the school-lunch progiam.

The primary concern of the present survey, however, is with 'the priority4

of evaluation within paiticular educational programs, more than with the

priority of evaluatir within LEAs generally.

The present survey shows that a nationwide Samele.of heads of LEA

evaluation units recommends a range of percentages of program costs for

ovaluation--from 4-8%, on the average--that exceeds

average percentage-of-program-costs allocations for

the currently aChilable

evaluation.

a
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&majority of these LEkevaluation directors (as well as a majority 43.f

the SEA evaluation directors represented) recommends'a sliding scale apprpach

to determining allocations of program costs for evaluation, with lowjr

percentages as program costs exceed certain levels. A majority of the

evaluation units represented currently use such a sliding scale approach,

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

required.-. The current average range of perCentages of prpgram costs'for

evaluation when such sliding scales are used is only about 1.5-5.5%.

The surveyecievaluation.directors gave mixed reviews of the influence

their own unitstprogram evaluation reports had owprogram operation and.

4 program funding in subsequent years. Apparentily, LEA evaluation reports are

bore influential than SEA reports; and LEA repoists are More important in

determining the way programs are operated in subsequent yeais than in,

determining overall program funding in subsequent years.

Whether or not LEA evaluation reports were perceived as important

influences on program fundineor operation was not highly correlate4 with

district size, (LEA enrollment). (See Table 9. Also, appropriate point.-

biserial correlations between these variables were near zero.)

N

However, there were modest point-biserial correlations between percentage

df total LEA budget allocated for evaluation and (a) influence of evaluation

reports on subsoquent funding (r . .21, p. = .07, 1-tailed) arld (b)

influence of evaluation, reports on subsequent program operation (r = .24;

1.'.04,1-tailed). Thus there is'some reason to believe that LEA level

,

of effort for evaluation is related to pe usefulness of evaluation activities
Tv
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in decisims concerning program funding and prograM revision.

Overall, bout three-fourths of the LEA evaluation threctors judged .

their units' evaluation reports to be an important factor in subsequent

program operationi and about half.judged;these reports important to subse-

quent decisions concerning program funding.

Comment of these evaluators suggest pcisible reasons why evaluation.
.

, ? , ,.

does not have a higher importance in 'program fundingand operation; or,
A

.
c

more generally, why evaluation does Rot have a.higher priority.among LEA,

SEA, and fedeill educational leadership. According to these respondents,

ppogram.evaluation is often seen as too costly; educational leaders hai:re

1

little training or experience in using tvaluatioriresult; political

factors 'often intrude into i)rogram-funding and operatidh decisions; and
-

P

., some LEAs may not have enough qualified staff to conduct high quality.

°Na
evaluation, -

.

Program evaluation is certainly. a costly enterpriseparticularly when

it involves direct observation 6f progr4m participants; purchase or construct-

ion of special tests or questionnaires; and employment of trainedi experienced

evaluators.* .

4
*00.0 .

1

Until evaluation leaderg have mote consistent experience, incentives,
.

. .

or training to use evaluation results for management decisions, there. will"

probably continue to-be high variability in the budget.levels; and budgeting '

procedure used, for progrfim evaluation. If airrynt conditions persist,

perctntage's of prqgram costs allocated for evaluation wil1 ogten be lower'
* a

than the.allocations evaluators ueed to do adequate evaluation.

A
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- ,Educational vvaluators may wish to conAder.the desirability of
.

.*. ....

--apeCatil4 increased effort-:WcomMUhicating.evaitlation results,:and' .

*

encouraging educatidnal.leaders to use these'results. The presenOurvey
.

,sullgests that ()revery $10 allocated'for evaluation of a typical program,

about $7 hre spent on collection.and'analysig of data,,,,but only &Mit $1 ...

p---
.

1
,

owdirect efforS,todiSseminate research-results and encourage their use.
,

In short, evaluatOrs may neud to assume more Jeader,stiip in convincing
;

'other educators'of the uSetulness Of evaluation results.. Improved"

commt ications

'all cation of"
Aillsa.Mong evaluatqrs may be'neqessary to.improve(L

program resources far evaluationand to an improved prierity
. .

,.

ofevaluation'unit act rtiesNithin the LEA.

0.'

0-

r)t4. .40

9

s. :qrs.

._

. .......

-

--A
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'Footnotes

This paper waS- originally prepared for discussion and use by the

.American Educational Research'Association Division H (School Evaluation and

Program Development) Task Force on Resource Allocation for Program

Eialuation. This Task Force will complete a final report and position paper

'during 1980. The three authors each assumed an (equal portion of the work ,

required for the present paper; hence, the listed order of.authors is

arbitrary. The authors wish to thank Freda golIey, Chair, and other members

'of the Task Force for useful comments And support during conduct of this

research. Requests for reprints.should be4mailed to Paul Higgins, University

of Minnesota, Area Health Education tenter, 2929 University Avenue S.E.,

Suite 344, MinneapoliAr, Minnesota.S,5414.

14

lAvailablekrOm.Paul Higgins at the address iven for reprint requests%

2
A table showing tho'comP4etArmitept analysis is available as per

"

Footnots 1.4. #
'rok

. ,

3Complete conteili iivailikble- 8.s Per Footnote 1.

..",.zt`
.,1 . .

1

011

4

4

4
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.
. .

Ceographic Distribution'of Survey 1espondent(8

LEA evaluation directors
:representing--

30 Smaller LEAs.(les 25 Larger'LEAs (40,000
than 40,000 students') or more students)

Phoenix, Arizona Fresno, California
Corona, California\Los Adgeles, Califordia
Folsum, California Lakewood, Coloiado
Irvine, CalifornIa Wilming on, Delaware
Ventura, California ' Jackson ille,.Florida
Hartford,.Connecticut

. Atlanta, eorgia
Wheaton,'Illinois -

Cedar Rapids, Iowa
Chalaette, Louisiea .

Frederick, Maryland
Brockton, Massachusetts
Ann. Arbor, Michfgan
Benton Harbor, Michigan
Niles, Michigan.
Waterford, Michigan
Ferguson, Missouri'
St. Louis, Missouri,
Linbyl,.NebraSka
Wbod idge, New Jersey
Dayton,10hio
Oklahoma City (Putnam-City),

Oklahoma
Beaverton, Oregon
Eugene, OregV
_Troutdale, Oregon
9,rovidence,,Rhode. Island
COrpus Christi, Texas
Paiadena, Texas
Ogdcjj. Utah d

Yak ma, Washngton
1 kUtional district of

1 00 students, loOation
unspecified

I1ãii
Chicago, Illinois
Wichita, posas
LogisVille, KentUFky
New Orleans, Louisiana
Annapolis, Maryland
Boston.,.:Massitehusetts

Kansas City, Missouri'

Albuquerque, New Mexico
Akron; Ohio
'Columbus, Ohie ,

Oklahoma City (District 89), _

Oklahoma
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Memphis, Tennessee
Nashville, Tennessee
Austino Texas
Dallas., Texas',
El Paso, Texas
Fort Worth; Texas

(1

119

"SEA" evaluation directors,
represeqing educational
agencies in J3 states and
1 U.S. territory.

Alaska
Delaware
Kentucky
Maryland
Mississippi
New Jersek
New York
New Hampshire
North Carolpa
South Dakota ,

-Texas

Virginia
Wisconsin
Puerto Rico

I

Note. The terms LEA add SEA represent local education agency (i.e., public school
district) and state education agency (.e., department of pdpcqion or public
,instructionY, respectively,. . .6 . .

Some plade tameS (e4;:i.PhOenix, St4. Louis) represent smaller LEAs serving
only one part of the named major city. ,Otheroplace names (e.g.., Lakewood, Co1orado;.
Honolulu) indicate;the center of a larger (regional) LEA extending beyond thu named

: municipality. / . i
J.:lialled'ph.reapondents) self-reported estimate of 1977-78 average dial

. memb'ership bf LEA1' ,'
. .

.

e,

1/4
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Table 2'

' Selected Characteristics of LP-As

Characteristic

Smaller LEAs LargettEAs
(I1*30) (225)

. SD Mt In 14 SD

Total LEAs

(V55)

SD Mdn

Approximate 1977-18 average daily pupil
membership, in thousands ' 9.1

18.3
. 122.7 65.8

MP I134.6 104.2
18.2 74.8

.
.

.Number of years (including 1978-79) program , 5.9 :irt., 1040 yrs.
evaluation effort has been organlzed in piA 3.6 yrs.

.
5.7 yrs.

:Total 1978-71 budget of'LEA (including
'local, state, federal funds), in
thousands

Total 1978-79 LEA evaluation budget'

(including local, state, federal funds), tur,
thousands

L6cal funds allocated in 19787.79 to
evaluation, in theutendS

J,12.1i. mean, SD.* standard deviation, mOdian,

In 29.

2n 54.

7.8 yri.

9'.3 yrs.

7.7 yrs.

6.2 yrs.

36.0

6.3 yrf.

$29,$90,1

.$1281

$661

,04

$23,487

$611

$163025

$27,9961

$685

$ 6,

. $421

$127,561

$887

$481

$124,167

V.10

$312

$151

$91,3652

0%2

$196;

A

-$140,318
2

$6742

$3592

*,

$45,309'

$1262

$532

, tsa

rP

. cr

to:
0

1r

.T)
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Table 3

Title Given to Evaluation Unit

30

. Within LEA or SEA

%

.t

Funtional words
included in title

Smaller
LEAs

Larger
LEAs
(a=25)

SEAs

(11714)
. A

Research and/or evaluation only

Research and/or evaluation, Plus
testing and/or assessmefit

fieseerch and/or evaluation, plus
planning

Research:and/or evaluation, plus
'information systems or sexvices

(IV

Other wordsibr combinations1

No,response

13

3

1

0a.

7

4

14

5

2

1

1

4

4

v2.

4

0

1

.

1
,

Includes such titles as Research and Special Projects, Management Information .. .,

Services,-Program AsSessmentetranchj Reseurch and DeveliOpment.

33

4.
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.Table 4

Title Given to Head of Evaluation Unit A

Title

Director

.Coordinator

Supervisor
!

Assistant Superintendent

Other
1

No,response

Smaller
LEAs ..

Larger

LEAs

SEAs

(af14)
(n=30) (y25)

9 to 12

.

, 6

6.
2

0

0 4 0

5 4

9 4

hncludes sUCh titles as Assistant Director, Manager, Bureau Chief, Specialist,
Administrator, Administrative Assistant.

11

*0

34

t
t'
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Pergon Supervising Head of Evaluation Unit

C. ,

$
Supervisor of
Evaluation Head

Smaller
LEAs

(n=30) I

Larger
LEAs
(n=25)

SEAs

Superintendent of,Schools , 10 6 0

.4/
V.

Assistant Superintendent 8 2

Associate Superintendent 1 t 3 1
4

Deputy Superinfendent 2 0
A

.01

A director o, v 4 .4 0

"

Deputy'Commissioner 0 6

Other 1
. 0 2 2

No response 1 3.

6

Includes such titles as Ilead of Research and Planning, Senior Management Officer,
and Assistant Secretary for Planning.
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Table 6
4

Methods Used to Determine Program Evaluation Budget in Each Type of Agency

Method

:-.""mww.,,,,

§rnallet. Larger
LEAs LEAs

(n .28) (n 24)
1 % t, 1
using using using
method method method

Total, LEAs only

(.. 52)
Actual %, or
range of fey,

used

A roughly fixed percentage of program oosts
is used (give estimate-- .%)

An amount is determined by the lope, of
evaluation xork, give estimate o rmage
UriietEirniages f program costs-- %
to %)

As much as ossible, since sufficient
amount is sel om received (give
estimate of range of porcentakes..

% to %)

Other method (specify). Examples
iititUdod "all three of the above,"

"no fixed rule," need to consider
salary levels of available staff. %.

Ns.

2k

54

25

21

.21

58

4

21

M SD Mdn

23 4.8

2.8

56
Nw.

IS

21

4.9
.Lo Hi

Mdn Mdn
1.5

5.4[

1,.

Lo 111 L
Mdn Mdn

3.2

1
using

. method

SEAs

(a. 11) .

Actual %, or

range of 1s,
used

9

46

36

27

Value

2

Lo Hi
Mdn Mdn
176

5.0

Lo Hi

Mdn Mdn
17/

1.

2

Total,

1.4As and SEAs

(ii . 63)

% Acival %, cr
using range of t4
method, used

M SD Mdn

21 .4.5
2.8

4.8

Lo. Hi
Mdn Hdn

$4 1.5 4
.5.3

.19

22

Lo Hi

Mdn Mdn
176

3.1

Note. Some respondents indicated using more than ono method. The number of people indicating they used a particular 'Shod was usually slightly laigorMI; the number who wont on to report the actual %, or rang, of %s, used.

1;4
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Amounts LEAs Budgeted for Evaluation of Federally Funded Programs,

as Proportions .Of Total LEA Budgets For These Programs, 1978-79

Federally
funded
program

. .

Smaller LEAs-
(in 30)

Evaluation % prograrn .

budget budgetod
(thous. $) for eval.

Lo Mdn Hi Mdn

Program
having budget

program (thous. $)
Lo' Mdn Hi

ESEA, Title I, for
disadvantaged
students

104 -

21 700

3,234

ESEA, Title I. for 46
migrant students 6 .150

ESEA, Title IY-C,
_innovative, 13 50
curricula

10

ESEA, Title V I.
bilkngual pros AMS

ESAA, Emergency 140
School Aid Act pros MU 4 520
for desegregating LE 4334

0

423

13

92

'Program

having budget

program (thous. $)
Lo Mdn Hi

Larger LEAst
( 1 N 25)

Evaluation % program

.budgqt budgeted

(thous. $) for oval.
Lo Mdn Hi Mdn

3

6

10

31S 100
II

85 0

6 230

440

P.L. 94-142,
speciar education

'programs
13,

SO

110

600,

1,078

1.5% 21 4,770

52,000

48

1%

)
290

798

17

100

935.

3

0

7% 16 750
.2,112

1

107 o
s , 1.5% 13 , ,t 390

26 . 7,372
II

350
1.5% 15 1,410

31 .9,400

A
43

2%

4

7 4.5%
41

17 4%

1$

66

150

3%

37 3%

231

11-0. 0

2% 12 siO - 2, .5%

10,254 299

Total LEAs

(!1 SS)

Program

haVing budget

program (thous,$)
Lo Mdñ Hi

Evaluation
budget

(thous. $)
Lo Mdn

%

budgeted
for

Hi .

program

oval.

Mdn

42

10

29

19

19

.25

104

46

85

140

SO

^

2,400

200

87

380

1,300

52,000

. 798

2,112

70372

9300

0

0

o

-

33

4

11

16

31

.

935

41

100

150

231

799

1.S%

, 3%

'.. 3%

Po
r+

2 °A^ °0,* 1..
.

W
t p.wr

. fA
41. tra

M
.

Nutt. -Lo &yid HI &ratan
Frticuior.fedural progr
percentages budgeted for

tw,thu loweit and,highest values, respoctively, roported for each budgot item by eaah LEA category. For each LEA having a
tho porcentsge.of program budget allocated for ovaluagien was computed. Entered-in this table are the medians of these

aluation.

`.!

,
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Table 8

Percentagestof Evaluation Funds Spent on Each Evaluation Pihase':
for "Typical" Evaluatiorl

.,Question:

Estimate the % of total
program evalua.tion monies
spent on each phase,of
prograM evaluation for a-,
.1,tpical" program

evaluation:, M

Smaller

.
LEAs-

(n. = 26)

Mdn ''M

,

.- Larger'

LEAs

(n = 23)

-§b Mdu

,0

LEAs

. .(n

M

Total,
only

1:

= 49):

.gb Mdn M

Kt.

Program Nanning/needs
assessment

18

i4
15

9

16

12

24

16 10, 10

:

Process/implementation 27 - 32 30 -2$

data : 23 17' .-

20 '' 31 27

A

Product/out&me data 43 ' 43 43 33
4 25 19. 22

;3
_
.

.

45. 40

Dissemination/use of 12 10. . 11 IS

data 10

10 10' , 10

.

. ,

SEAs ,Total,
y . LpAs f

,

and SEAs
8) (n = 57)

-gb Mdn M SD Mdn

13 12

21

21. IS ;

.

29

23 . 27

41

22

28 40

1Q
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2 valuatipm.Directoas'..ludgments Concerning
the Impoipnce .a_Evaivation Reports....H

a
..

'Question: , Smaller -larger Total, ., SEAs .Total
,Liosyou j4ge your L,EAs LEAs . LEAs only .. LEAs an& SEAs

. 1:unit's evaluation (n -= '30) ''.(n = 25) (n = 55) (n 1014) (n = 69)
. reports are, an .. -1. , ' ;

r--0
i

.

-% . %-
, important factpr:- Yes . No Ye:s No -Yes No Yes Ne Yes No
.,

., 7:----r.

,4
.

4.

i14:ormining
6904,1T;1 f program- 43 4E1.

5001(g in subsequent

: In tho way the prograw
it oge;ted in .subse- '87

yeali? '-'16
(18 36

et

2q
47

,

70
1 29 15

49

. .
.

. ,

Note , The responft .9ptions were "Yes" and "No." The 'difference Tor each group and each
,cluestien bdtwea I00, and thla sum of the Yes and No response %s, represents the% not

,

.............".

.e? . . . .
answ4ri g. .,

-
r

a

40. . :1.1

.

a,.

S.

o'f

S.
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Table 10

Evaluation 8udgetTruce44fe,s

Evaluation DirectOr's* Rolidy Recommend tion4S
Concerning Alluation of Program Resources o Evaluatio

4.

gdestion: 'Smaller Laige : 'Total, : To61.
.

What.pdsition do °LEAs LEAs: AEAs only and-SLAs.
.

yourrecOmend this (n.= 29) (0 = 22) . ' (E..= 51) ** (n = 13)' (n 64)
Task Fora. SupOort?, ' -% % . %

Support a fi,xed % of
program costs for a

*

pTOgr4g1 evaluation 27.6 , 9.1 10.6

-Support a minimunt_96

of program, costs
for program tvaluation 17.2

.

.18.2 17.6

(tdopta sliding scale ..
t

with lower,percentages
,as program cdsts
'exceed certain levels 51.7 59.1 54.9

' Other (Speeify) 10.3 . 18.2 ° 13.7

. Note. Some respondents made more than one recommendation,:

4 14,4

0

15.4 17.2

-

. 53.8 54.7

3a. 8 17.2

-;

.tv
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Table 11.

Evaluation Budget Procedures

Evaluation Directeirs' Recommended Perciptdges
of Program Costs To Be Budgeted For Evaluation

,

:-.4t.', Question;

What % of program
.

Total,
cbsts Should be Smaller Larger LEA6
budgeted for prograla. LEAs LEAs only,
eya/uation?-- . .% ,. ..

% N60 (n = 25) (n = 21) = 46)

.4owevend of % range

't-syalue

Mean' Iow %_ value

Median,loW % Value

;

Standard deviation
of low % values

Aher end of % range

Highest % value

4

mean. hier% value

Mediun high %-value

Standard deviation
, of high % values

.
.

SEAs

4

Total,

LEAs and
SEAs

57)

4

..ettrf

4.5

4.3

3.9,

'

V

3.0

2.3

1..9

.4

34!

3.1

3.2 .

3

4.9

4.7

1.9

4.0'

3.8

3.0 -

A

..

'' 20

8.1

7.3

15

7.3

8.0

3,6

20

7.7

7.5

.,

4.6

I

.
,

12

9.2"

9.7

2.0

4.

s.

20

8.0

9.6

4.3

0

t

pi
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