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/7  ABSTRACT
- The bibliography 'includes a glossary of key terms and summarizes
major works on the use of program evaluation information. 8§ rized

works include books, papers presented at professional'meétings, and

doctoral dissertations, The summaries are organized around a framework .

of themes,
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Glossary of Key Terms

. Y . .

Evaluability assessment- A process,for détermining in advance the like- .
lihood of an evaluation's success. It consists of two stages: firsc,
an examination of program characteristics and second, an evaluation
,feasibility dnalysis. See.the entry for Rutman, L., Planning useful
evaluations. ‘ : .

-

Evaluation-  The "process that 1nvolves (a) posing questions about the |
pose, implementation and conseQUences of . . . programs, and (b) stema=
tically collecting and analyzing data conherning those questiens,/where
both of these pctivities are intended to ¥acilitate judgment about the
worth of such programs" (Weiner, Rubin, and Sachse, p.l1). An &yaluation

report, often referred to as an evaluation' is the product of
evaluation. - % ’ '

. \

Modes of use- Using various labels,. theorists have distinguished, three modes

of use for evaluation results: instrumental, conceptual, and symbolic
{See Caplan et al., 1975; Knorr, '1977; Rich, 1977; Weiner, Rubin, &

Sachse, 1977; Weiss, 19?7' and Pelz, l9?8).
Instrumental ot allocative use refers to a case wherg an action is
] taken in direct-response to the results.of an evaluation/ Implicit in
the term is an input-output model of organizational behavioy; either the
results suggest a needed change and the decision-maker makes it, or they
provide support for the status quo arld no change is negded.
In contrast, oncegtna or appreciative use refeys to cases where
evaluatipn results influenice decision-makers' curreny thinking dza
(and potentially their future action regarding) an issue or prog
Rich {1977) labels this "knowledge for understafiding!’
. ingtrumental "knowledge for action.'
A third type of use has little to do with .th Yactual content of
the evaluation results.' Symbolic or legitimative/use refers to cases
where evaluation results are used ind%rectly for/a variety of purposes,
for example, to garner political support, to substitute for a decision,
or to discredit a disliked policy. Khowing thefir desired action, decision-
makers may seize on the results and manipulate them to a desired end.
Clearly, any given evaluation’can be used in 41l of these ways, especial-
1y in ac }vqﬁfettings where there are numero decision-makers and infor-
i mation<?£ers. '

Personal factor- The presence of at least one p'réon in an evaluation st&ﬁy
*ho cares about the process and using its yYesults. See the entry fq \
Patton, M.Q. et al., In search of impact./ - - :

Utilization- An instance of utilization occurs when evaluation information
is considered by someone as ad influence in "making decisions, substanti-
ating previous decisions or actions, or establishing or altering attitudes"
about any of a variety of items (adapted from Alkin, Daillak & White,
Y p.232). Two vieys of utilization exist currently:’a maingtream view

as opposed to the. ~.

-

that looks for the specific impact of an evaluation on subsequent decisions;

and an alternative view that examines the numerous direct and indirect
- ' ! I ¢
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Utilization-focused evaluation-

effects an evaluation can have on an organization (See "Modes of use” .
above), Weiss (1979) suggests that the term utilization be dropped in
Eavor of the simpler and equally apt term use.

An evaluation designed to insure that its-

P

results will be put to use. A4s discussed by M.Q. Patton, there are-two
essential requirements: first, identifying and involving relevant decisjon-
"makers and information users; and second’, being "active, reactive and
adaptive"‘in working with these users, See, the entry for Patton, M.Q.,
® Utilization-focused evaluation. . '
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An important early plece. o ) ‘ .
' - i Y L ._ .'- - .
Weiss, 'C. H. Urilifarion of evaluation: Toward comparative study. In'

C. H. Weiss (Ed.), Evaluating action programs: ~ Readings in social action and .}

education. Boston: Allyn and Bacow, Inc., 1972, 318-326. ‘

1

D evaluation results are not used to make.ﬁrogram decisions, Weiss writes,
L] rd |

then evaluation Has "failed in its major purpose."” Two types of {imitations
lead to the non-utilization of results: first, the numerous and complex organ-
v . . ,
. 9 L] 4 -

izational factors that tend to work against the implementation,of results; and

+

second, the then current state of evaluatioh practice.

-

This seminal paper, originally presented in 1966, proposes empirical study
y . ) - * ' B
of evaluation to enhance the utilization of results. 1o Weiss, research on

) 1 ) - -~
eyaluatign should examine three major fypes of use: use within ongoing programs

-

{(what we would now call formative evaluation); use at the completion of

programming cycles (summative evaluation); and use'%n cutside agencies. Weiss
suggests potential and testable ways for conducting evaluations to enhance their

utilization: first by explicating the theoretical framework of programs; second,

by cteating a "process model” of programs; and third, by analyzing the effective- .~

-

ness of specific progrRm components, rather thah(programs as a whole.. Other dreas

Ll
T

N 1 - * - 3 "
she labels for study include the targeting of evaluation results on, potential
users, the involvement of administrators and,other program participants in‘the'

. 4 ; . : LI
evaluation, the timely completion and releasg of evaluatibn results, end effective

n?thods of communicating and disseginating qg§ulié.'
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Studles of evaluation utilization. : )

.
]

Alkin, M. C., Daillak, R., & White, P. Using evaluations: Does evaluation
make a differemce? 'Beverly Hillg: Sage Publications, 1979.

- : Alkin, Daillak, and White distinguish two views of evaluation utilization:
s ) e .

. 4 mainstream view thar looks for the specific impact of an evaluation on sub=

sequgnt decisions; and a broader, alternative view that examines the numerous

direct and indirect effects an evaluation can have on.an organizacion. The

eonsensus ‘that evaluation results are not being used may_be due to the bias of
the malnst:eamlperspectlve in reality,kevaluatlon results may already be in-
fluencipg programs, but in more subtle ways than the search for S;atic factors

affecting utilizaclon would .Suggest.

-
*

The case sipdies presented here examine the/ interaction of people and

situations in the evaluation proces " (p. 26, ztalics in original). Using a

AN y .
naturalistic research strategy, Alkin and his colleagues pieced together case

. L]

studies of five completed Fvaluations. Participants in the evaluations were

interviewed, in some cases several times, apd they then read and corrgcted the
N finishe deaeriptions. Also included were the parafcipants' final reactions
= . .

and regponses to the experience. B Although in only one case was the utilization *
‘ . r

consgnant with the mainstream definition, evaluation utilization did in fact

r in each case, lending support to the alternmative view of utilization.

in their final chapter, Alﬂin, Daillak, and White summarize support for

this broader, alternative definition of utilization haviné demonstrated chat the

3
essential components of utilization--1) eyaluation*information ndst be cpmmqnicated; .

2) an "appropiiate user

TSe of the mainstream approach inherently limits the reSlﬂzg. They name four

. .
" must be evident; 3)  the information must, be labeled
. . L Tt !

a single input or one of several; and 4) the iaformation must be used in s@me

way--and define an “instaacé of the utilization of local school program evalultion"
- . .
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Evaluation information considered by a al client,
{;2cuioned local users, or external users’' as a dominant
1 %uence, one of multiple influences, or one of
multiple, cumulative influences in making deciéions,
substantiating previcus decisions or actions, or .
establishing or altering attitudes related to &stablish-
. ment, external funding, local district funding,

r - continuance of a component, ‘curriculum/instructional
methods, administrative/personnel operations, on
community acceptance of the local school program (p.- 232),

Clearly certain characteristics of evaluation sitdations are associated
- with the Jtilization of results, and based on their case sbudy results, Alkrm
. .
et al. develop an analytic frameﬁgrk consisting of Fhe following eight-ﬁg;tors:
preexisting evaluationIEoundé;{ori;ntéiion of Ehe ;sers; eyaluato}'s apﬁroach;
evaluator's credibility; orgéniza%;onal factorsT extradrganizational factors;
- information content and reﬁort ; and administrator §tyle. They point to the

need for further focused sgudies in the development of a theory of evaluation

wtliization.
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Lyons C. D., Doscher, L,, McGranahan, P., and Williams, R. Ewaluatibn
and school districts. Los Angeles: Center for the Study of Evaluation, 1978,

The Evaluation anh Schobl Districts Projeg¢t at UCLA'g Center for the Study

of Evaluation was designed ca'"idengify and:analyze educationa’l, evaluation at

the local educational agency (LEA) level (p. 1). This report presents the
results of a 1978 5urvéy of ;valuation characteristics and ﬁr?ctices in over

200 districts‘tgatﬂenroll 10,060 or more students and that have an organizational.
unit forpélly respénsible for program evaluation. alsé reported aye,tﬂe results
of related fieldwork. '

Many of the results have impliﬁacions for the utilization of evaluations in
public‘s;hoéls. .Evaluacion in these iarge districts is an in-house aCtivitY-‘
School district persomnnel, rather than external consul;aﬁcs, do the major share -
of evaluation offi;e work, and contrary to populdr belief, these units are primarily
supported by local funds, not federal or state monies. Alihough liccle agree-

- ¥ 4 3
ment ?xiscs on what constitutes basic evaluation practice or on what evaluation:

»

activities deserve priority, evaluation in these‘unfts'frequently means achievement
testing: roughly 75% say that "student achievement s the dominant toplc of

data collection” (p. 76); and an equal percentage say that "testing is their

-

major method of data collection" (p. 79).

[
»
The relation of such evaluation to improved inst;yction 1s tenuous, especially:
given tre organizational position of many units. Rather than reporting directly .
to che‘5uperintenden£, evaluation units are more likely to be in one of the

w

typical lines of authority (e.g. Instruction or(Adﬁinistrétion); however, 62% of
. [ J
the offices are not located in.the Instructional line. Development activities
‘ L]
in these offices generally center on tests and evaluaglon instruments: rather than

on instructional programs and products. This is partly explained by looking at

the clientele of the average unit: roughly 607 of the time is gpent with

¢ A w0 3 S
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administrators compared to only 40% with instructional clients. Reflecting

Pl

these reéuits,‘one of the propositions fo be jnvestigated in further ?f%ject N,

. -

research is that 'evaluation offices are not gweatly involved in managing

educatioﬁal activities" (p. 32). ' . f

-

*

Two thirds of thé evaluation héads respond{ng feel that their personnel!
¢

5

resources are inadéquate, and, asked what. would improve their units' effective-
,ness, -they generally identify “additional staff," "increased 4ccess to computer :
i * B

. . ] - . . : .
time and programs," and "information about effective school district evaluation

-

practices," rather than, for example, érganizational changes or increased

- +

-—t ¢
:

communications (p. 112,-114). Interestingly, most respondents report lqw-
ambiguous, low-conflict experiences in their work (p. 113) despite their presumed

involvement in highly political contexts. : = )

N )
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, Meltsnes® A. J. Policy Analysts jin the Bureaucracy. Berkeley: University

& of faliforMa Press, 1976, o

L |
. Based on interviews with

\

a typology pf;evaluators- He .argued thaﬁ evaluators hay be aiiferentiated

primarily by how much political and abhalytical skill they have.

L3

Y

» [}

116 %ederal policy analysts, Meltsner'conceptuéiizps.

' 5

wr N

Polftical skill refers to the ability to exercise influence over varidus

forms ofﬁdecision-making. "Entrepfenéurs" are exceptionally able on bogh’skill

_» dimensions. "Techpicians" have good analytical sgill but %ess political skill, °

. 4 { - - .t ‘ -
"Politicians" have good political strive but their techmical skills are below

% .

average. . "Pretenders'" are weak on both skill dimensions.

2

—

L}

-

This typology may correspond to stereotypes‘wﬁich both administtators and

evaluators employ in predicring or understanding behavior; Thuss if several

£ ) .
theorists are correct in®arguing that th

e ﬁersonal factor is a primary determinant

|

§ 1. s . .
OE use, this typology may partlﬁ explain important dynamics of evaluator-adpinistrator-

i . . . .
interaction. Mqlpsher also offers a typology of clients, His work also includgs-

Rt
recommendations for optiMizingrevaluation use; for example, he tecommendﬁ that

!

"evaluators-target evaluations toward(speéific administnators., This work is similag

‘to Patton's {1978) in flavor,‘aﬁd complements related wogks which have examined

~

agencies,

1

, use in related evaluation areas such as health programs or local educational '
. r - 4

-

. [

~
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Even though readere read iientical reports

to agree with reporte wbich they thought were written by female evaluatore whén .

3

'systeuaticallikexamined the relatiénship among the characteristics of.ani

'importent points concerning the utilization of evaluation results.

more useful regardless of whether the readers were drofessionafe in the field .

Communication theory and
In Braskamp, L. A/ & Brewn, R, D. (Eds.}, ~

Newman, D. L., Brown, R. D3 &vBrkoamp, E, A,

the utilization of évaluation.
Utilizafion of evaluation information.

San Francisco: Joesey-BaeB, 1980..

.This reVview articre summarizes a "five-year series of studies which has

L]

s ' a
evaluator, an evaluation report, evaluation audience characteristics, ‘and

audience responses’ (p. 30). Braskaméﬂ Brown, Newman, and other associates have
) " . .

£,

asked Subjecte, nearly 1200 in all, reQrééenting a variety of evaluation

auidence$, to read and respond to simulated eveiuation Leports. Although the Lo

3 - . . . .
» " 3

generaﬁizabi%ity of such studiesxcan'be questioned, the resu&tg‘suggest Several, °
i + v ' N

-

First both the title and sex of the eveluator can affect audience reactions.'
they rated those they thought written
"researchér" as significantly more objective than‘those wvritten by an

. -

"evaluat:::r't or a "content (art) epecialist." Report readexs were less 1ike1y

by a

>

the Field differed from their own; in their own field, they.were less critical

of ‘the female's results, although they were still more likely to'agree with the

" N . .
male evaluator's recomendations. .. : . -

~—

‘ ' e
Second, the use of jargon and data can affecteaudience'ratings 0f .technicality

»

and difficulty.

“
The report rated most dif;icult by readers included jargon, but

-

"Generally, reporte conta{ning both jargon and data were ratgd

" i

no data support,
¢

or were lay persons from another field" (p. 33).
. , .. * .

lacking both jargon and data use, suggesfing an interact™on of the use or non-
i v '

) M ' .
Rated next highest were reports,

The -type of information inéluded

use of Jargonfand data in the reactions of readers.
- i . . '

4

in reports also affected decision—-makers.




: - . \ )

Third, audience characteristics can make a differencé in reader reactions.
. i - - \

.

T Ratings of Qhe usefulness of the results of ar external evaluation differed
Z- depending on the organizational position of the audience, Other important variables
. .. wére the level of profeasioﬁa} experience and the field of the reader. Also
-, involved is, the "aqﬁfence's pgrceived need for evaluative information in a
. . ’ * v 4 ‘
) * . particular area! (p, 33). -
. ) . . t .
. The authors suggest the nedd for continued research in the area of communicgat ion
- ) ' .
and attribution theory, including the effect of informal evaluation reports on o
- { . . * )
decision-makers and the degree of gudience understanding of the material being
. assessed. ‘They point further to the need for similar observations in more ° .'
- " " . .
: gatural settings. )
. ’ . , ' @
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Patcon,(M. Q., Grimes, P. S., Guthrie, k.’
and Blyth, D, A, In search of impact:
health evaluation, research. 1iIn T. D. CooKgand
studies review annual, Volume 3.

L 4

This chapter summarizes the follow-tﬁtud
conducted of 20 federdl ‘hea]th program evalyati

‘ e
-the evaluator wi

key ﬁigures.were interviewed:
i

evaluation; and the person selected by the proj

_maker. Open-ended questions allowed the respon

utilizatiorr in "personally meaningful terms."

Fl

on the importancé of ll,factors which the liter
utilization (methedological quality, methodolog
lateness of report, positive/negative findings,

peripheral program objectives evaluateﬁ, presen

»

political factors, governmenc/evaluatibm intera
s

for the study). " , : P

Beverly’Hills{

L

M7, Brennan, N, J., Grench,,B. D,

.An analy$is of the utilization of fedéral

Associates (Eds.), Evaluatjon
Sage Phblic)atidns, 19?8;.5.?-,
o s
y Patton and his&’séoﬁlates
cr, b

ons. For each evaluacfﬁn4k;mo
th major responsibrlicy for the
ect officer as thenkey de§#§iq@

dents no define'gkﬂ/discuss

They were then asked to comment

ature sﬁggested should affect”

-

ical apprOpriaceness, &imelinesa, w

. ey

surprise of findi ngcentral/

cefabsence of relate

ctions, and resources available

P

- -

)

In contrast to the popular feeling that evaluation results arte underut:ilized

Patton et ﬁ found-that results were in fact being used, but. not_in the ‘general , )

sense of having an "immediate and concrete effe

program éciivitiesﬁ (p.-143). Instead, evaluat

makers one additional piece of informacioﬁ, 'th

ct on specific decisions and .

t i
ion resﬁlts provided the decision-
()"i\" i/

ereby permitting some reduction

in the uncertainty within yhich any federal dec

{p. 145, italics in original). i

Evaluators and decision-makers identified as 1mpbrtaﬁc to the uciiization. -
‘process only one factor from the list of 11 suggestéd by the literature: a .

political considerations factor, as might be expected.

were not mentioned consistently by the respondents, and the importance of these

-

isionmaker ineﬁitably operates"

.

+

[}

The ten remaining factors

taen

. N

-
N

e

studies, F

.
v b
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yariables for ug&iiiaaion was thus ceLled into question. The only ether factor
. . % ‘, ' ) I 4 T, . . -
. identified by these practitioners as important was a factor not on the original 3

L]

1ist, ane which ?atton and his® associates 1abe1ed‘the personal facto;j] The
P * : »

personal factor eme?hed from the interviews as the freqhently repeated comment

- ! - ¥ - »

fﬁ that id cases where evaluation,utiiizetion occurred, it was largely due to the
. PR - - . . \
/ presence of a person who cared about the evaluatiop and its results; without .
-~ !
.. the.Personal faccor, underutiliza%ion could be expected ,

The inplications_of these results for evaluators are striking; to see that
- i .‘t‘n . .‘l et . "
results are used, evaluators need to consider both the political context of the

P (?

evaluations they condugt and the need for the one persoﬂ who will make things

happen, both during and after thg evaluation Esually striking are the implications

for eveluation researéhers, who first need to reconsider the narrow definltion of

utilization which’ ignores political realities éf real-world decision-making and

* - who also need to'stﬂay the newly identified personal fagtor with care.

ot -
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Severai regent doctoral dissertations have addressed the question of evalua- ‘

-tion utilization. ! L T . Vi
s . " e . * . . K
1, Carlson, P, .The relatignéhip of three, organizational variables on ?

the, ut&lization of evaluation (Doctoral dissertation, Ohio State University,
.1973). . Dissertation Abstracts "Internationall- 1974, B4 70974 (University

M - 1

IMicrofilms No, -74-10, 924).

-

) Carlson studied the relationship of utilization as meaSured by a.- .
» o ' . - ‘ . -
self-developed inﬂex, and three variables: the clarity of organizational goals

-

and bbiecQ}Ves; the number of ipdivianis necessary for approval of a recom-
mendation; and the status of the evaluator. Positive relationships existed

between utilizatdon and clbrity ‘and bgtween utilization and the internal

-

status, of the evaluator. WNo such relationship was found between utilization

o+

and the number of individuals needed fgr approval. A factor analysis of the

.utilization index suggested the existence of three factors: reliance,on ¢ .
- M -+

traditional forms of evaluation {product evaluation);.reliance on previdﬁé
experience, intuition, or familiar materials; and negativism toward evaluation.

* Ll
v

2. Granville, 4.C. Where do school decisions reallY come from?

{Doctoral dissertation, University of California at Log Angeles, 1977). Dis- .
sertation’ Abstraets International 1977, 38, 743A {(University Microfilms
No. 77-16, 166). ' ‘ ) ,

i
N 3

In- an empiricdl study, Granville asked 157 elemehtary and secondary

principals Yo read evaluation reports differing on threeuyariableg} the informa-

tion source, the suggested iﬁplications for adoption, and tﬁe type of program.
. . ) } P
He thén measured their indlinfation to adopt the program described and collected

naturalistic data on 14 other principals. The folldwing conclusions were reached:

- a

ﬂ ! -"
! (1) In addition to objective evidence, social and political factors
. " - o
influence organizational decisions; , , . * .
N (2) ObjéCtiée.factors are more influential under unusual conditions; ,

. R ,
. (3) Decision-makers in orga%}zations of different sizes are differential-

ly zesponsive to inflﬁence;

(4): The social influence of people ig in ﬁart'determined by the degree

]
'

-
-
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. 115). L . ‘

¥

>

» - : - s . ' ] T o '_g'
' , (5) Individuals’ political influence is determined in part by the ) o
extent to which they control resource allocation.’ . o -y ;-

. . , . , (

"f - ' ’ P ) Y

" to which decisions will affect them; and

3. Andrews, J.V. Reactions to program evaluation A qualitagive analysis ,41

(Doctoral dissertation) Cormell University, 1979). .Digsertationm Abstracts\
International, 1979, ggﬁ 67174 (University Microfilms No. 79- 10 ?31) :

intexrviews.

_1979).
“Microfilms No. 80-5, 767).

E ! 5 L

. . ) ;
. Andrews' six case studies of recent evaluations included 27 participant . |

. -

Nine themes for future research were extracted from these interj

-t :

views,' including the question of the sizable }mpact of prior knowledge and i

beliefs on evaluation, of the importance program personnel attach to being ‘/]

partfcipants, and of one’s role in the organization. - T

B 4 ' . Z N
} 4. Dickey, B.. Utilization of evaluations of small scalejeducational .
projects (Doctoral dissertation, University of Minnesota, 1979). Dissertatitn

(Uniye&sity Microfilms No. 79-26,

Abstracts International, 11979, ﬁg 32454

¥

To determine factors affecting the utilization of é?f%anmleted Title IVC ™
evaluations, Dickey interviewed project directo;s&,read final evaluation reports

andtcollected archival data. She cancluded that the likely explanation of

underutilization lies in factors related to the natural resistance to change

and to the dissimilarity of the academic and real worlds, rather than to a

technically impoverished state of evaluationvart. (See also Dickey, B., Utili-

zation of evaluations of smalligcale inmpvative educational projects Educational

k3

1980,_65-??).

" . ¥
' . f
The development and-testing.of a collaborative approach
{Doctoral dissertation, University of., Oregon,
1980, 40, 49664 (University

Evaluation and Policy Analysis

-

5. Gray, Q’.J.
to education program evaluation
Dissertation Abstracts Intermational,

L} - A ¥ N
In his dissertation Gray developed a colldborative approach to program

evaluation.involving the evaluator with evaluation audiences. The approach

L




.

was reviewed by a graduate clas¢$ and practicum, by public school personnel,

and by evdluation.specialists.

6. Weeks, E.C. Factors Affecting the utilization of evaluation findings
in administrative decision-mgking (Doctoral dissertation, University of =
California, Irvine, 1979). issertation Abstracts International, 1979, 40,

4574 (University Microfilmg No. 79-15, 920).

This study"sought.to identify which of three variables correlated most

highly with utilization. ﬁhe variables studied were the orgaﬁizational location

- |

of the evaluator; the dectsion-making context; and the mithodological practices

A2 ’
. employed. The negative correlation between research de

\ —

suggests that decision-makers have a slight preference for more ‘qualitative
’ . ] L

sign and utilization

- forms of data'analysis. _ & . s

-

»

|
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Practicél‘dibcugéiqﬁs of évaluation utilization. _ ) 16
. " . "Ha¢hn, J.+P. Remsons why evaluations and tescing don't inform. A'paper

. Presented at‘;Hﬁyannual meeting of the Amerfsz Educational Research Association,
Boston,,*1980, ., - v

< .";Béq;ewéng'the literatire, Haenn discusses three'sets of factors which inhibit
‘inﬁormatioﬁ use,, The first are organization characteristics; the structure,
. climate, and bplifics of organizations may limit the effective utilization of

Iinfq;macion: A second typé inhibiting factors are the personal characteristics

bg'hsers, whose information needs, interests, and abilities may affect the use

v &f information. The third set of factors encompasses methodological characteristics
",. of evaluaﬁions and reporting, including both the role of the évaluacioﬁ aitd the
characteristics OE its reporting. Haenn summafizes his reviéw of the {itérgtu;e
by noting t hat ?the literature is filled with reasons why information may not

be effectively utilized" (p. 9). (/’
Oy

Following discussion of these factors, Haenn pPresents a similar model of local

school district influences on the use of evaluation and tefting information,

- L1

Organizational characteristics are divifed into those ch;c are relatively static
(e¢.g. the size and complexity of the organization) anq those that are more

. .
easily modif ied (e.g. intérpefsogal characteristics and evaluation credibility).
Personal charact@ristics subject fo modification include users' attitudes toward . .

' 5

evaluation, their problem solving capability, and their commitment to use. The

methodological characteristics of_evaluaci6n and especially of evaluation feporting

N .

are also part of the influence model. ’ - S

. : A

Having presented potential reasons why evaluation and testing do not inform,

Haenn then gives three strategies for facilitating their use. First,.creating

-
-

deman&-«fproexample, through "establishing a climate reflecting the value of

evaluation dnd tepting.infbrmation" {p, 12} or thrbﬁgh employee tEaining ‘techniques—-

- helps insure that users will welcome evaluation information, Second, increased

. cooperation between the .producers and users of evaluations can. have a gimilar

* - i

-+
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effect. T?is cooperat ion can be encouraged,‘fér_égampie, by providing technical
e ‘.I‘. & '

assistance or by increasing interpetsonal comggﬁgcétion. .Third, improving

' ' : 1 T
reporting procedurés can also facilitate the use &f evaluation results,
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'Eduéational Research Association, San Francisco, 1979.

" researchers and evaluators must accept résponsibility for promoting the utilization

. characteristics of the orgamization: characteristics of the evaluator; characteristics
: ;

can help imprqﬁe the use of eyaluatio? ihfqrmation. w

k]
Three papers by F. M. Holley and her associates:

1. Lee, A, M, & Holley, F. M, Cbmmanicating_evaluation information:: Some
practical tips”that work. A paper presented at the annual meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, Toronto, 1978.-

1

) Ié this‘highly readable paper, Ann Moore Lee and Freda Holley give advice
on how to 'digseminate evaluation results., Their pratticéi éommunication principles “

cover_six topics: evaluation audiences; the evaluation message; the writteh

¢

medium; verbal presentations; difficult audiences; and borking with the pres§.-

E] -
-

Included among the-tips are such things.asﬂ relaring the evaluation information

to action which must be taken, starting reports with the most important iﬁformation,

and training the press to properly interpret evaluatiot data.

2, Holley, F. M. Carch a falling star: Promoting the utilization of research
and evaluation findings. A paper presented at the annual meeting of the American

- .

5
Wri‘Fen-on a more theoretical levél,.this paper has as its premise that

[

%

of their results. Holley presents the followihg framework of utilization factors:

. . . r
charaékeristics of the thing evaluated; characteristics of the evalpaﬁion user; °
. ¥ N . " * .

-

of the evaluation findings; and dissemination resources available to'the evaluator.

*
]

Then, using an imaginary case study, she describes how these factors affect the

Y -

behavior of an aluator conducting an evaluation, ending happily in the results’

“being used, By taking concrete actiog toward utilization, she writes, evaluatgrs -

o

. i ¥ .

3, Holley, F. M. Evaluation utilization: Is it easier o move a mountain
than a molehill? A paper presented at the annual meeting of the American
Educat{onal Regearch Association, Boston, 1980.

I + . ' Tk
The’major claim im this paper is that the potential utilizacion of any




-

evaluatibnlis heavil§ influenced by the political context in which it is '

conducted, and that, knowing that, evaluators should uge .potential utilization as

¥

evaluators should tackle district mountaigqawhich have é;high probability of
being mqved' and iénore more interesting molehills, unless and until they too.
grow'into peaks. To support this claim, Holley discusses an example of the

' *

. 1 ¥ S
utilization of a staff development program in the Austin Independent School District,

e

a key criéeriqn in the allocationof evaluation dollarq. In other words,

noting the tremendous amouynt of

¢

-

\

-

19

+

-
-

effort required to get evaluation results used.

-
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Pateon, M. Q. Utilization-focused evalugtion. Beverly Hills: Sage
Publicatioﬁs,\19?§.( ) O -

L]
. P

» - - . - . '

1

. Patton's book is a reaction to the widely accepted conclusion that evaluation

results are un~ or at .least under-utilized. The 'implicit definition in earlier -

work on utilization required an "immediate, concrete, and observable effect on

specific decisions and .program activities" (p. 24). This definition is
- . - ' . ? ,
inappropriate, writes Patton, since evaluation research is merely one piece of

. -

information affectiné the development of programs in actual settings. Summarizimg

an earlier empirical study in whichahe participated {Pa ton eE al., 1973), he

notes that in that stuwdy, 78% of .the decision-make interviewed and 907 of the

" evaluators .fele that evaluatlon had had some effect on the examined progrems

Evaluations are utilized, but not necessa ‘ly in waysg evident to resaarchers

[

seeking obvious and direct effects
a . Recognizing that evaluations are inherently politlcal utilization-focused

1 - ; - 1

** . evaluation has as its central con¢ern what an evgluator can do to:lnsure that

. ~ evaluation results will be ueedf There are two essential,requifementez firse,

-

the relevant dec¢ision-makers and 1nformation'nggss mu%%;be identifie@ and take
i - - e - 4 ' .
an active part 1n the evaluation; and segond, the evaluators must be "act'ive,

-

reactive, and adaptive’ in working with these users, The "persomnal factor"

P . - s

, identified in Patton's earlier work pointed.to a Pasic principle‘of evaluation

Gtilization: where at least one person with au rfty cat®s about the evaluation,

-

. the results are more likely to be used. For this reason, utilization-focused
evaluation uses an integactiﬁe process involving this person (oi persons) and the

- * “ .
evaluator, - Focusing the evalqation question, establishing goals, and selecting
desigﬂ and’ data collection methods—-all involve the evaluator working collaboratively

L

with the decision—maker/information user.‘, )

1
- 5

The utilization-focused evaluator helps to establish and then test the causal

L]

I




LY

model upon which the program is based, using an "inductive, pragmatic,)and‘ i

LIS .

highly concrete' approach, Data that H;ve high face validity for the users
- ' . .
" are collected, and the results should fiot be gurﬁrising because of thé

collaborative nature of the entire evaluation process. The value of the

. “  results of a utilization-focused evaluation lies in their usefulness, i.e.
« the extent to which-they tell the decision-maker what to do next. Civen this,
. . . ]
the results will have their. desired impact.’
3 .
. -
. / .
# . *
1
+ . . L B
J- ‘ (




. assessment focuses first on -program characteristics and then on the feasibility

. and effects are clearly speclfied

~

of conducting an %valuation studp as planned.;

and effects

™ N *
. . - hd . . . . - <\
- i . - ‘
. . . ' . - .

. ) . . . 22
+ . B “ ‘
" Rutman, L, Planning useful evaluatiqns. "Beverly Hills:- Sage Publications;.
1980. . ' , ‘
The topic of Rutman's book is. evaluability assessqpent, a Pprocess for
" ' ™
determiniﬂg’in advance the likelihood of an evaluation $ .quccess . Developed .

initially;by Joseph Wholey and associates at the Urban Institute, evaluability.

N L

. . . e . ~

L} . t
P

An evaludb;lity assessment .begiygs by examjng characteristics of program
componen‘s to;determine how close théy come to the 1deal, aéaing if they are _°

well-defined andﬁtapable of being implemented in a prescribed mannery-if goals

and 1f plausible causal cqnnections link goals -
.t o4

'In this stage, the evaluator develops three models of the program:

LY

first, a ""program documents Juodel,” which shows the casual links described in

program materials, second, a program manager s model,' whlch modlfies the first

L

model accord1ng to ianEmatlon from key decision makers; and, finally/ an - *

™

evaluable program model " which presents the evaluator s v1ews of wha&-components

-
- 1

can appropriately be evaluated. _ o . ) ) .
) ‘t “ .
Because the purpose of the evaluation determines its nethodological require-

ments,
. - L}

begins .by deternining the purpose(s) of the given evaluationf then looks at the

(LY

-

constraints on the evaluation to see to what extent the research requirements

Considered in the feasibility analysis are program design and

l.

can+be met.

iqk}em@ntation, information requirements, and research‘design~ Its product is

.

.a list, based on the evaluable.progran model, of the program components and the

L]

godls and effects to be studied in the ultimate evaluation, The program evaluation,

when it is finally cond'ucted, benefits from the limits set during l;hle*'wtages

1

L . . : - 5
of the evaluability assessment; only what can and should be evaluated will be
L ) P %

-~

' . foud . .
the second stage of the evaluability assessment, the feasibility analysis,

L
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evaluated. '."‘

.

Programs themselves cap also benefit from evaluabilif} assessment. Before

.

* + ’ R

the program evaluation begins and as
. :

‘u by-pr;ﬁuct ngghe evaluability assessment

process, program managers may make’ changes in the program to enhance ith
‘.\ - . . . 1 -.. -
e?éluabiliEy. Strdtegies may include analyzing problems; specffying outcomes ;

Ll
~

:assessing program design and implementation; and facilitating progrém development

»
»

(what Rutman cdlls "“formative research").

* The benefits of conducting evaluability assessments, then, fall into two

3

categories., First, evaduability assessments facilitate evaluation.planning by
. . - ¥

establishing priorities, by providing "front-end control" over‘cﬁ; evaluation
process, and by allowihg a wiée‘%llocation of evalyation dollars. Second, they

facilicate planning by providing information on appropriate.divections for ,

L

program managers. . .

X
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.




.and critique of different techniques,

'gnd'Bucuvalas (1977 and forthcoming);.Knorr (1977); Patton et al. (1975);

* (1972). He proposes a four part evaluation model consisting of goals, inputs,

. . )
‘retrospective) proces§,of evaluation utilization are need

b -
J -

4

¢ - .
Theoretical suggestions. - o \

\

Conner, R.F. Measuring the utilization of evaluation fiaﬁings:. Description .
Unprgnted wimeo, University of Cali-

a ©

fornia, Irvine, 1980. ’

In this revision of a 1979 Evaluation Research Society paper, Conner

discusses the research methodology used in six utilizatgon studies: Welss

Alkin, Daillak, and White (1979); Heiss (1974); and Burt, Fisk, and Hatry t
#

- a

processes, énd.outcomes, then makeg comparisons using the categories of baéis

of judgpents, time orientation of judgmehtst'subjects,'meaéurement method,

definition of use, and foci of study. . ' ' .
Conner concludeg that more studies of the ongoing (as opposed 56 the

ed, ”along with

studies iHVO{Ving higher level decision~makers. He furthgl.susgests both

more systehatic quantitative study of utilization and contihuéd'Qualitative

work., Finally, he feels that utilization goals and inputs deserve more care-

fu{¥attention'than they have yet received.

a o N

*
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H

'Néiner, S.S., Rubin, D., & Sachse, T. .Pathology in insticutional structures
for evaluation and:a possible cure. Stanford, CA: Stanford Evaluation

Consoptium,'f?i}.' ,
; . ..

Weiner, in, and Sachse write that two reasons are generally given

to éxplain y evaluation results are underﬁged. The first explanation.is

. . : »
. that the results are of low quality, suggesting a need for an improved tech-

v « ~ nical o gclentific evaluation craft. In recent years, the wiédom'of this
- _'h - . '

claim, with its reliance on an assumed organizational rationality, has been
4 : . ‘4 . ’ N

called into question. . The second explanation, sometimes called the Two Com-

munities Theory, is that policy makers and evaluators live in worlds so dif-

1

ferent that the results of social science style evaluations can have little
impacf in the real world of decision-making. DiscuSsiné governmental contraccéd .

evaluations, this paper supports the second notion, but gives a related and,

. ] : B 3
in a sense, more basic reason for the failure of evaluation.' .
“a

Rather than trying to suggest "a change in the behavior of selected !
. & _

policy makers and evaluators, Weiner, Rubin, and Sachse suggest that the

structure and relations of the institutions involved need te be changed. Fol-
lowing two unusual examples of useful evaluations, they discuss three sets of

Y4
constraints--organizational constraints, political consg!aints, and the "pre-

-

vailing views of professionally legitimace actigiiy"--in addition to assumed
. i
constraints ''imposed by the limitations of available methodology.” They note

that

Attempts to increase evaluative influence which focus
on a few.of these facfors in isolation and which do not
recognize the highly complex and interactive system of
forces constraining evaluator actiuvity-areSlikely to
fail to-alter the overall effects of the system {(p.23).

Their proposed solution would alter the inscitutional system for governmentally

-

L

funded external evaluacions,




: - . . 26

“v" - ] : ¥

v  Under the new~fystem, "operational feedback provided by locally sponsored
formative evaluations would create "direct and short-range improvements in

»

5pétific programs." More diffuse, long~range feedback, focusing on the con-
- -~

‘ ceptual use of evaluation results (what they call the "appreciative" uge),

v

would be provided By “issue atea-evaluators” hired dfrectly by funding agencies.

r

The benefits of the proposed system would derive first frgm the involvement of
s P {

the formative e?aluation contractofs in the poli%ical miljeu of the programs

i - .
they evaluate, while af the same time reliev%hg them of agency-imposed norms.
Panels of issue area evaluators, reﬁresenting both policymakers and evaluators,

would, on the oﬁper Irand, be freed of political and funding coﬂstraints,

focusing instead on road public policy issues over 2 period of time.
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" Weiss, C.
and #valuation,

hH.

C ‘2'?

Conteptual issues in measuring the utilization of researtch
A paper presented at the annual meeting of the Evaluatlon

Research Society, Minneapolis, 1979.

. \
a,9
- Although research utilization sounds like a "straightforward and obvious

“ L]

event,” in practice the interaction between evaluation results and the acts of

-~

program managers can be varied and complex. Weiss presents five general Eéses
. .
. , where this complexity may create problems: 1) evaluation studies that do not
- !
l pro@uce clearcut answers; 2) studies that provide conflicting results; 3) studies

whose results caﬁnot be implemented for whatever reason, 4) studies where evaluation
resul;s are only ope type gf information available to the decision-maker; and 5)
. ]

studies where managers have survival rather than effectiveness on their minds.

L]

The conventional approach to studying utilization is limited both because

' “ . ;

it has typicélly focused on instrumential uses, i.e.

-»

on the explicit use of
certain e?aluation tesultss and because it has implicitly assumed that ﬁse is

Lood and non-use bad. This perspective is inappropriate given~the complexities of

organf#ational life. Taking a broader view of use, however, what evaluation

R ,
researgﬁ can do is to elaborate the context in which evaluation decféions are

made and to.provide, once numerous studies are available, genefalizations ahout
the theg?y underlying a program. Researchers have demonstrated empirically
. . i ]

that the conceptual use of evaluatidn is

more prevalent than the ¥nstrutental use described above. Weiss feels that a

* » )
use contlnuum exists, with conceptual and instrumental the extremes, and most

N F
evaluation uses of interest lying somewhere in the middie.

centkal issye for the study of '

“The defiéinion of a "use'" 1s clearly a

Specifi¢ally, researchers

evaluation uses.

directly the study itself is used, who uses.

"immediately it is used, and how much effect
, A . ’
accepted and standard definitiow will be of

31

‘must determine what_is used, how
it, how many people use it, how
is required to count as a uyse. An

use in developing a cumulative




- ‘ »
understanding of evaluation use in the organizatiqnal context..

b .
Given an agreed-upon definition of use, researchers alsoc need to examine

the approaches to their subject to determine which approach makes the most

- sense for a giveén qu9stion. Weiss d%scusses four possibilities: 1) following
. - / ) .
the effects of selected studies on subsequent decisions; 2) talking with

_ R P .
prospective users of studies; 31 examining the ways an issue has been treated;

and.4) studying.the effects of research-and évaluation on selected organizations.

»

Appropriate questions and methods of étudy differ for each of these approaches,

Fl -

} as do the associated limitations.

Tt
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Wise, R. L. Wha:_yf'know about the decislon-maker and decision settings.
Paper presented at the Ahnual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Assoclation, Toronto, 1978.

"i‘
In this paper Wise places the blame for the underutilization of evaluation
results on the evaluation community's normative view of how decisions ought to

be made, i.e. the ilmproper assumption that decision-makers in the réal world

{should act accordling to a’;es:rictive definition of rationality. eviewing,

N [ B
five different models of the strategles declsion-makers use, Wise yrites that .

the disjointed incrementalism modeitdescribeq by Braybrook and Ligdbloom is our

"best current amswer to the question of what we- know aﬁout decisibn-makers and

decision making” (p. 21). 1n this model, decision-makers are saJn as focusing
- g.
¢©n a never-ending series of immediate problems, making continual but relatively

’

small changes in the status quo.

Wise presents three lmplications of this model for evaluators. First,

-

evaluators need to address all actors involved in programs, 1.e. stakeholders,
influencers, and adbptors. Second, to influence declslon-making, evaluators

must involve themselves in immediate .programs and préposals for dealing with

|l

such problems. Third, they must use information and arguﬂents that reflect an

. i 1
understanding of both the problem and the alternativé proposals., He concludes,

"The direction of these alternmative premises is away from an 1deology based on the

notion of a client with a need for informa:ioﬁito aake a decision at a particular

time," suggesting that 1f an evaluation utilization problem 'exists, it may well

exist In the prescriptive view of evaluators unaple to "gsee thelr information

e

being ysed in the ing;emenéalis of real-world aking' (pp. 23-24).
Wise's view provides additional theoretical s rt for'the alternative view of
utilization given in Alkin, Daillak, and White (1979). ) '

. '
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