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Within the past several years, many largo school skstems have established

offices of research and evaluation in responsp to public demands for account=

abiiity. However, the internal organization of R & E offices, their placement

within the overall administrativestructure of the system, and the services
. .

they provide vary considerably from district to district:- Some factors which

may have contributed to this variability among the offices include (a) varied

perceptions of their roles and responsibilities, (b) lack of well-defined goals

and purposes, (c) political struggles for the control of information, (d) limited

1
awareness of existing effective public school evaluation units, and (e) the,re-

,

active development of R & E offices.in response to federal and local demands.

The objective of this study was to examine, via distribution of a question-
,

naire, the currentstatlis of R & E offices in medium and large city public school

systems and to describe the organizational models used to provide evaluation':

services. Kean (1980) highlights the importance of this'type of investigative

study in resolving conflicting demands made upon internal offices of research

and evaluation. The present research-activity was motivated-by a task assigned

to administrators in Charleston County, of reorganizing the administrative

levels of the school district. It was intended that a major outcome of the

study would be information to-assist them in making decisions about (a) the

appropriate placement of R & E within the system, (b) the relationship of R & E

to other segments of the system (e.g., curriculum, data processing, pupil ac-

counting, etc.), (c) the internal organization of R & E, (d) the relationship

of job assignment to, funding source, (e) the types of activities R & E should

engage in, and (f) budget allocations. Other areas which are troublesome and

of particular concern to R & E staff,were also studied. These included: the

extent to which:districts contract for external evaluations; clerical and

other support services available within the R & E office and those provided by

other district officeS;_reportiiig techniques and dissemination policies and



the control over various aspects of'reptating; and the types of "research"

activities in whichA-& E staff engage.

Method.

The Questionnaire .

1 ,

The "Public"Publc Schools and Evaluation Organizational Survey" is

an eight-page questionnaire with items covering the following five categories:

budget; organization; staff resources; activities; and reporting techniques and

policies. A final question conterned the future of R & E operations. Of the
.

approximately 30 items, nearly all were open-ended and required the respondent,

to enter specific information or describe situations or perceptions. Although

__the oien-anded format was not /conducive t6deasy analysis, the nature of the

information sought could not be obtained in any_other manner. The questionnaire

also asked respondents, to forward copies of organizational charts.

Survey Procedures aIp Sample

The questionnaire As distributed to 200 directors of R & E units in

November,, 1981. Names of directors were obtained from one of two lists:

Directors of Research and Evaluation from Selected Large City School Districts

in the United States and Canada and the mailing list of the National Association

of Test Directors. After a second mailing to non-respondents, a tbtal of 58

questionnaires were returned. Conidering the length and format of the survey, l

a low response rate (29%) was expectel.

The first -page of the questionnaire was a cover sheet on which respondents

were requested to enter their name, job title, and school district. This

page was removed before analyiis of responses in order to maintain anonytity of

the school districts and the confidentiality of responses whim& were attitudinal

or evaluatiVi in nature.

District size. Forty -six respondents reported student enrollment for their

districts. School district size ranged from 17,000 to 210,000 with a median

1
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between. 401,000, and 50,000.- 1

Data Analvsiss.'

For each item on the survey, percentages ff respondentt selecting-each

. il

response alternative or entering'specific pieces of information were calculated.

...
I

_

The analyses of closed-format items included the.percentage of non-respondents.

Responses to
.

open-,ended items
y
were

,

clusteredaccording to similarity of response,

and pSrventages were calculated in terms of persons responding-to that item.
.

Results

R & E Budgets

Thirty-seven or 80% of the respondents indicated that they received leis

than one per cent of the total'sdhool district FY82budget for their offices'

activities. 'Four respondents received 1 - 1.9 _,per cent of the local budget

and two received 2 - 2.9 per cent: Three respondents reported that their bud-

et doefi not include any funds froM the local schod district. Table 1 shows

the relationsip 6etween school district size and per cent of local budgets

allocated to R & ,E..

Most R & E units supplement their budget with monies received from exter-

nal sources.-SeVenty per cent df the respondents receive some federal grant

moUiey as part of their R.A E udget, 41% receive some state funds, and 20% re-

ceive money from sother sources (e.g., sale of services, contracts, grants). A

few R & E units (20%) rely hpavily on outside funding, reporting that 50% or

more of their budget comes from non-local funds; one-third of these units re-

ported that all their non-local funds were received from the federal government.

Management of federal and stateAfunds. .There appears to be some variation

in the_manner in which monies from federal or state g ;ants used for evaluation

efforts are handled, but a clear.picture emerges for two-thirds of the respon-
,

dents. For most R & E,units, a set percentage of the total grant is

rarely earmarked automaticallyofor evaluation purposes. Money allocated for

the emaluation_a_e_flinded program is transferred to the R & E budget with

5
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dollars ariarked for specific expenditures (e.g., personnel, materials, computer

costs). Table 2 contains the results of responses to questionnaire items ad-

dressing this issue.
i

When asked to identify areas of dissatisfaction with the organization (4

.11 & E, ne respondent stated that evaluatiOn of federally fUnded programs could

be carried out more efficiently if R & E were allowed to assign skills to the

task. Currently, in this-particular office a person is assigned to carry out

the 'entire evaluation and can work only on tasks related to the federally funded

program.

Summary. The majority of the participating R & E offices receive the

greater part of their budgets from the local school district,, confirming data

gathered four years earlier by Lyon et al. (1978). However, in almostW.1 cases,

regardless of school district size, the financial oommittment to evaluation and

research efforts is low on the part of school boards, as reflected in the per

cent of local funds allocated to R & E offices. At the time of the Lyon study,

Webster and Stufflebeam (1978) found that the R & E departments of 35 large

urban school districts received .15% of their districts'' total educational bud- .

- get. .While 491% of our sample had FY82 budgets greater than .15% of their Ois-

trict's budget (implying a tendency toward greatek committment), the purposes

for which additional monies were allocated are unknown. For example, the "com-

mittment" might be toward mandated testing programs. In any case, R & E offices

depend upon outside funding to supplement their budgets. When federal or state

. 0

monies are received by the district, t is most common for the portion of the

1

grant allocated to evaluation costs to be transferred to the R & E budget with

the expenditure cif funds specified. Thus, it appears that two-thirds of

the evaluation units retain financial independence from programs evaluated

within the boundaries predeterniined areas of expenditure.'
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Orcanilation.

The surVeyls designed to ascertain the_ organizational placement of R & E

offices within school districts, the relationship between R & E offices and
of

other branches of school' districts, add the degree of satisfaction R & E directors

felt with theiriplace in the system. Fifty-seven respondents pikovided usable

data for this section.

'-Organizational charts. An analysis of Organizational charts and responses
4r.

to survey items reveals that 86% of the responding offices are separated or-

ganizationallyfrom the branches responsible for curriculum (i.e., content

area coordinators, program managers), and 91% are totally separate from in-
,

stxuction (i.e.,larea superintendents, principals, teachets). In only one case

is R & E subsumed by a branch responsible for curricula and, in that case, the

branch is titled "Instructional Development." Compared to the figure of 62%

found by Lyon et al. (1978) for-the percentage of R & E units not located in the

instructional line, there appears to be a trend toward greater independence from

instructional staff. Survey results also indicated that R & E and Curriculum/

_ __ _ _. ,
______

Instruction are at the same level organizationally in 64% of the cases pro-

viding usable data.

To whom does the R & E director report? Eighteen (32%) report directly

to the supeiintendent,.31 (54 %) rbport to someone one level below the superin-

tendent, and eight (14%) report to someone two levels below the superintendent.

Lyon and her colleagues also found that most R & E units report tb the superin-

tendent through indirect channels.

Director satisfaction and dissatisfaction were elicited by an open-ended

item: "In what ways are you satisfied and/or dissatisfied with the internal

organization of your office and its'placement within the district administration? "

Two issues mentioned frevently in respon;e to this item were (a) separation

from the branches of the district responsible for implementing programs and

(b) proximity to thp superintendent within the organizational structure. Ten
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respondents reported they were.satisfied.because of their separation from

program personnel, and one expressed dissatisfaction with an organization that

p3.aced R'S E in the same branch of the.district with programs evaluated. Four

leopoldents specifically indicated they Were satisfied becausi they report

directly to the superintendent, and four expressed dissatisfaction because

they do not. In additiOn; eight respondents who expressed satisfaction with

their organizational placement without specifying their'reaeons report directly

to the"superintendent or, a deputy superintendent and are separate from divisions

of curriculum and instruction. Seven respondents stated that their relationships

with other branches of the district were goodfjaut one said that due to separation

from program personnel, it was necessary to "earn our way" with them.

Perceptions of R & E. Respondents were asked "How do you believe most dis-

trit personnel the role of your office and evaluation activities?" Nine-
,

teen (33%) reported that their offices are viewed as a helpful,.suppottive re-

source, seven (12%) stated they were viewed positively by some district per-
t

sonnel and apprehensively or as a nuisance by others, eight (4%) felt that they

;,

are seen as credible providers of factual information, seven (12%) belieVed-that-

they are perceived primarily as involved with testing 4nd test interpreition,

three (5%) believe they are seen as threatening, thiee felt,ictivities are not

generally understoo d, and three felt they are seen as a necessary evil of burden.
-4

Office titles. The "official" titles of R & E units provide clues to the

I

districts' perceptions of the purposes of these'offices which only in some cases

coincide with actual work performed. (See Activities section..) Overall, six

different descriptors are used in the majority of office titles. These des-

criptors and the percentages of R & E units having that descriptor in its title.

are as follows: Evaluation/Program Evaluation/Program Assessment (67 %); Research

(51%); ?fanning (174; Testing (16%)i Development (6 %); Counseling/Guidance/

Psychological SetVices (5%); and Accountab iity (3i). Descriptors included in-

8
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. ale title are: Accreditatici0 Statistics; Data Processing; Elementary

.7

/

Curriculum; Student Information Services; Pupil Assessment; and Public Re-

lations/Negotiations..

Services rendered or purchased. Seventy-nine percent (45) of the re-
.

spondents receive ccaputer_and_data processing services from within the

school district. Although data processing capabilities are critical to evalw

. .

...,
ik

ation'and research efforts (playing a-vital role in test scoring, data analysiS,

if
etc.7, only nine respondents (16%) reported that they are located in -the same

branch of the school district and-have-the sameTiUDY-tvisor as the office of

data processing. In most cases, computer facilities are located in the bus-

1
.

_

-iness-or information management branch of the district, and-two respondents

expressed dissatisfaction with the business orientation of data processing

personnel in their districts. There was also dissatisfaction expressed by t

one respohdent who nqted that a variety of offices in different branches of

the district collect overlapping data (e.g., attendance, maintenance, dis-

_
ciplinary action, etc.) and-that the collection and analysis of these data

were not coordinated.

Some;services_are_purchased from outsider the district. Thirty 'per cent

responded that they "frevently" purchase test scoring services from external

vendort, and 32% "sometimes" purchase-such services, confirming the highiper-

centage of testing units with inside scoring support found by Wilkens (1981).

Other services with R & E offices purchase outside the district include con-
.

suiting (9 %- frequently; 28 %- sometimes); printing 1%-frequently; 5%-sometimes);

keypunching (9%-frequently; 7%-scaetimes); test construction (4%-frequently;

2%-sometimes); and test reports (7%-frequently).
4.

Evaluation services. In 28 cases (52%), district offices purchase evalua-

tion servcies from agencies outside the school district. In 16 of these dis-

tricts, outside services are purchased by grant recipients who need an impartial,
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thir&party evaluation. -One respondent said that R &,E advises district offices

to seek an external evaluation for one -time evaluation services, and another

reports that R & E requests an outside evaluation when a particularly sensitive

issue is being studied. Other. evaluations which had been contracted out in-
,

'

cluded evaluations of magnet and middle schools,;,,organization and office

management; inservices and a community opinion:survey.

In most of the districts responding (71%), the office which answered'

the survey was the only district office providing evaluation or research ser-

i

vices.' n the remaining 17, districts, separate evaluation or research studies

were conducted by offices of_federal or stet, programa (8), special education

(2), research (2), vocational education (1), Indian education (1), gifted

e-

program (1), student plarsonnel (11, monitoring (1), placement and special

projects (1), systems management (1), and special services (1) .

Summary. The most satisfactory placement of R & E within a school dis-

trict's organizational structure appears to be characterized by (a) separate

branches responsible for implementation of programs and evaluation of pro-

grams and (b) direct communication between R & E and the superintendent Or

deputy superintendent. Regarding services received or purchased by R & E,

R & E relies heavily.on computer facilities owned and operated by the dis-

--trict!s data_processing unit (usually located in a different administrative

branch). In addition, R & E purchases some test scoring services from outside

vendors, and some units purchase a variety of minor services, such as key-

ai
punching and printing. Although most large scale evaluations are internal

evaluations, approximately half of the R & E offices occasionally purchase ex-

ternal evaluation services. In 29% of the districts, offices of federal or

state programs conduct separate evaluation studies of special prbjects.

Most directOrs of R & E units believe their offices are viewed positively

by users and providers of evaluation data. Yet,' 16% commented on negative

perceptions held of their office, while .12% stated that they were viewed

10



positively by some and negatively.by others.

Rieources

s.
.. 41

Professional staff. Respondents were asked to provide data on R & E
e

staff. Data included the number of staff memberi, the highest academic degree

*

held by each, the degree field; and the'funding source foi thgir salaries.

?
.

N.

The. usber of staff members ranged from 1 to 52, witha:median of 5 and

moan of 8. thuf, the distribution sf professional sthff is skewed such that

most R & B units have smaller size staffs, while a few districtshave very

els

Dirge staffs. Id fact, four districti had staff sizes ranging. from 20 to 33,

-
,

r` Wile two ukits a tOtar-of-52tprofessional staff metbers. .
--- :,'

1
.

_- .

Degrees of 435 professionals described in the returned questionn

ranged from Ph. to high school diploma, with professional ' grees in a variety

of areas. The.following_dttawfwgathered an5e-percentage of professionals

having different type ,degrees: 'Ph. D. (28%); Ed. D. (14%); Masters (93);

Bachelors (14%); and high school diploma,(3%). Degree fields were provided for

219 professionals and are reported below as percentages:

Percentages Degree Field I

...

24.5 Education

11.6 Educational research; evaluation; tests and measurement.

,.. 10.0 Educational administration

8.4 Mathematics . ;0
4

:7.2 Educational psychology; school psychology

6.8 / Psychology

6.0 Educational specialties (e.g., chemistry, music)

5.6 Counseling guidance

5.2 Reading; English; language arts

k

4.4 Other fields (e.g., social work; economics philosophy, theater)

.

.

3.2 Elementary education

I
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-,

Percentages_ Degree 7ield
.

-----

2.8 / Curriculum'and instruction '

0

1 7' .

2.4 Special education

1.6 Statistics

1.6 Business

'0.8- Child development

0.8 ConiMunicaticns

The)educaticsal background of R fiE professional staff varies considerably,

.

. cutting,across all fields of educatibn and spilling over into psychology and non-
. . . / ,.'

related areas. Some staff members are evaluating piograin areas directly re-

,
, \,

latad to their degree field. Yei, only'a small percentagef professional staff

1 -'s

matriculated in graduate prograMs of educational research, evaluation, tests'
.

.

and measurement, or statistics.

Funding source. As of this fiscal year, 30% of all professionalstaff re-

delved salaries from non-local sources (i.e., federal or state). Below is a

,

table showing the distributict'of R & E units with varying percentages of staff
,

II

funded with federal Or statemonies:
i

.

Th=

I

!

- % of R fi-E,Staff Support4:1
. . 1 Cumulative 1

writhlion-Local Funds Percentage'of R & E Units Percentage of R &IE Units

91 - 100

81 -10

71 180

61 - 76

51

. V 41 - 50

31- 40

21 - 30

11 - 30
t

1 - 10

o

to' 4 i4

.4 8

1'
4 12

4 16

16 ; 1

20 36

a 44

4

10-

0'

6.

4. 7

64

101
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Although743%'ofthe R & E units have no or,up to 10% of their staffs

----salaried-with outside_funds, a significant percentage (36%) have more than 40%

-

of 'their staff supported by federal or state funds.

StIpffresicaLrtstaur The questionnaire requested a description of the

support staff resources available to the professional R & E staff. Of the 48

& E units responding to this question, 60% had clerical (i.e., secretarial)

I

help only. Many of these units, however, also had moneyeidgeted for temporary

help and/or had technical support availabe to them from other departments (e.g.,

keypunching from data processing). The remaining 40% employee technical staff

(,(1., programmers, data technicians, research assistants, testing aides) in

addition to clerical staff.

The ratio of support staff to professional staff ranged from .26 to 2.00

for the 39yR & -E Units giving the exact number of employees in their unit. Ap-

proximately 23% had proportionally more support staff than professional staff;

44% had a ratio ranging from .75 to 1.00, while'33% had less than a .75 ratio

(less than three resource staff to every four professionals).

One area of dissatisfaction expressediby auestionnaire respondent's was the

quantity and quality of R & E staff members. Six respondents indicated that they

-were either understaffed, or that some of their staff members were not appropriately

trained. One respondents specifically mentioned.a hiring freer:: which had resulted

in a loss of personnel in*the R & E office, and one mentioned a need for a larger

support staff.

Computer facilities. Nearly all (93%) of the R & E offices have access to

° computer facilities. Of the 51,offices using computers, 79 %use the district's

. ,
mainframe, and 35% have telecommunications terminal: which "hook.up" with the

district's mainframe: Only 16% purchase CPU time from lOcaligniversities as

the only source of computersor to,supp3.ement their use of the district's computer.

Additionally, 10% either own or lease a minicomputer or a larger computer, while

10% use a government-owned computer (e.g., county or state government). 'Other



equipment owned by 25%_of the R

card readers, optical scanners,

Summary. The majority of

posled to members having,Various

12 '

& E units includes word processors, mark sense

and high speed printers.

R & E offices have a relatively smell staff com-

educational backgrounds and degrees. Fortyrtwo

percent have doctorate degrees; 41% have *stars degrees. Non-local monies

provide salaries for cne-third of these professionals. Two-thirds of the R & E

units have a relatively high-ratio of support to resource staff. While 60% have

clerical help only, 40% employ other support,staff, such as programmers and re-

search assistants. A majoritylof R & E units also have access to computer

facilities, in most cases owned by the school district; a few also rely on com-

"puters owned by local universities.

Activities

The survey listed 18 descriptors of activities performed by R & E units,

with space provided for additional activities. The percentage of R & E units

involved in each of the 18 activities is listed in Table 3.

R & E units provide a median of 14 different types of services to their

fullool districts, with more than half of the units involved in 16 of the 18

'activities listed on the questionnaire. Most common to R & E units is adminis-

te

tratian of norm-referenced tests and preparation of test reports. Implementation

of criterion-referenced testing programs is the responsibility of over 80% of the

R & E units. Responses to an item concerning minimal competency testing programs

indicate that the, R & F role in testing has expanded to include MCT programs, witp

84% of the R & E units involved in various components of these prograis, from test

development to scoring and reporting.

R E E is also heavily involved in a variety of program evaluation activities.

Nearly all R & E units evaluating educational programs are at the front end of

program development via needs assessment wind proposal writing. Process and outcotele

..-

evalual on are common activities.
AR 1_

14
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Due to R & E involvement in massive data collection efforts (e.g., test

scores, evaluation data), it is not surprising that 82% of the units spend time

managing the storage, retrieval, an4 update of-data. Ten of the 55 districts

added two activities to our list: (a) maintaining data files which are not

directly related to testing, research or program evaluation activities (e.g.,

student demographic data, although surely this type of data could be used for

such purposes) and-..(b) preparing various administrative reports summarizing

district data (e.g., Office of Civil Rights reports).

Other activities in whichlover half the R & units are involved are pro-

vision of training/insvevices (82%) and selection of students for special pro-

grams (55%). Lesser activities were meta evaluation (27%) and personnel evalua-

tion (24%). Other' R & E offices (11%) added that they are dIrectly involved

in the utilization of their evaluation findings through active participation

in administrative planning and development of system goals and objectives.

The survey also requested that the respondent enter the percentage of time

allocated to each of the activities listed. The activities with the highest

allocated time, in order, were outcome evaluation, evaluationVesign/plahning,

norm - referenced' test administration, and research.

Research., Although most R &-E units checked "research" as an activity con-

ducted by their staff, answers to a question about research activities gave a

different picture of the nature of their research activities, as distinct from

evaluation, and the extent to which research was actually a priority function of

R & E. All but three respondents perceived a fairly clear distinction between

research and evaluation activities. Unfortunately, just over 50% of the units

stated that they presently do not conduct "real" or "basic" research investi-

gations which "go beyond the scope of program evaluation." Molst of these units

facilitate the research efforts of outsiders, however. The remaining districts

emphasize one or-both of two types of research activities: (a) research which

15"

O
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relatet closely to program evaluation (e.g., comparison of secondary reading

.programs; 'sustained effects of Title I programs; Title I pull-out vs. in-class

schedilling) and (b) iiiiirch designed tOhi4 shed light on administrative

dilemmas. Examples of this latter type of research include: the four-day educa-JI

tional work week; effects of multi-grade or combination classes; classroom

grouping practices; staff absenteeism; factors of effectiire schooling; student

absenteeism; the sociometric impact of desegregation; longitudinal studies of
IV

student achievement; the predictive validity of locally developed screening in-
,

strumenta,, student, parent, and teacher attitude research= class size:

f.

Services to outsiders. A final question in this section inquired'about

services provided to outsiders for a fee (such as test scoring or consulting).

Of the 51 units responding negatively to this item, three are currently con-
4

sidering this type of activity. Four R &_E units offering their_services_for

fee are doing the following: analyzing proficiency datafnr their state depart-
.

ment of education; selling a license to use their tests and scoring test results;

providing data to external researchers; and receiving reimbursement for evalw,

ators' time and services.

Summary. Overall, R & E activities center mostly around testing and out-

come evaluation. This should not come as a surprise, as Lyon et al. (1978) had

uncovered ...he dominance of student achievement data in the data collection effdits

of evaluation units. With R & E units responsible for all state -.and district-
.

mandated NR2)and CRT programs (see Wilkens, 1981), this time-consuming activity

limits the amount of time spent on other data collection efforts, such as process

evaluation and research activities.

4" Five respondents expressed dissatisfaction with their districts' emphases

for R & E activities. Specifically mentioned was a need for greater emphasis

on planning,ilocal research and evaluation, evaluation'of organizational

16
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f.effectiveness, and more research and evaluation (as opposed to evaluation and

testing).

Many offices are involved in othLr activities, such as training;some

engage in research designed to.answeradministrative questions and participate

in administratiiVe decision-mak1.ng. The data collection burden placed upon R & E

Units has demanded that R & E staff create and maintain "computerized" student

data files. One outcome of data management is the education of R & E staff in

computer usage and file organization, and their subsequent movement intoothe

ream of data processing. As a result, nearly one out of five units returning

the survey. added that maintenance olf information files and preparation of

statistical reports were significant activities of their staff.

Evaluation Models, Techniques and Reports

Models. Thirty -seven respondents (68%) reported that they use a model

variety of models which are generally recognized evaluation models (CIPP: ll;

Tylerian: 1; Discrepancy: 3; Sex:Vice Delivery Assessment: 1; Center for the

Study of Evaluation Model: 1; Hammond-EPIC: 1; locally developed models based

on known models: 4;. Fifteen (27%),responded that they do not use any particular

model, and seven (13%) use an eclectic approach to evaluation design. Ten (18%)

responded with a statistical analysis technique. or research design rather than

an evaluation model. Such resfonses included Title I models A B and C (i.e.,

norm-referenced, experimental, and regression analysis).

Evaluation techniques. A wide variety of techniques are employed in R & E

offices, the most widely used being tests (90%), interviews (64%), survey and/or

questionnaires (95%), classroom obserliation (39%), checklists (41%), and 'district

records (9%). Outcome measures (other than test scores) which are frequently

used include attendance rates (30%), dropout rates (13%), discipline referrals.
4

(18%), attitude scales (25%), self-concept measures (18%), suspension rates (9%),

17
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time-on-task.(4%), behavior rating scales (2%), Mobility'rates (9%), teacher

absenteeism (4%), instructional expenditures(4%), classroom grades (4%).

vandalism rates (4%), school climate measures (2%); accident rates (2%),and

library circulation records (2%). Eighty-seVen per cent of the respondents

I

reported using three or more different evaluation techniques.

Reporting. The most frequently used report formats were oral presentations

(66%) and written reports-173%). Eight respondents said that their written

reports generally include modified summary reports or executive summaries. Other

report formats include,slide and video presentations-, press releases, computer

\

printouts., workshops and inservice training, and test result iamphlets for parents

A study was also made of the extent to which persons from other district

offices influence and/or control various aspects of the reporting process. Re-

f 1

spondents-were asked to indicate-who is involved and who has ultima\ to authority

over four facets of reporting evaluation and research results: report contents,

. I I

format, dissemination schedule and recipient. Thirty repotted that only members

of the R & E staff are involved in determining report contents, while 26 re-
,

sponded that both R & E staff members and persons from other offices were involved,

including program personnel or cliebts (16)r and administrators (9). 'Ultimate

authority over report contents is held by R & E staff members alone-In36 cases

(64%), but in 15 cases 27%) a superior administrator has final authority over

report contents. In 38 districts, the same people who are involved in and

have ultimate authorii over report contents also control format and dissemination:

Among the eighteen districts where different report activities involve different

people, the client is moreoinvolved in deciiions involving the dissemination of

the report, both the schedule'for dissemination (5) and the recipients (7). In

three cases the client has ultimate authority regarding the dissemination schedule,

and in One case, also controls the specification of recipients. However, in-six



17

cases, high-level district` administrators assume sole authority over dissemination

schedules and specification of_recipiens.

Use of R & E results. Forty-five (80%) of the respondents reported that

evaluation and research results were used by district personnel to make decisions.

-,,DecisionS cited as examples of use of R & E resultS included curriculum revision \\
\\\

(9), program modification, initiation, or continuation (21), provision of inser-

vices (6), district goals and priorities (11), budget allocations(6), student
.

placement and scheduling (8)., instructional strategy modifications (6), personnel

a

policies, Illacerlent, or employment (6), improved support and administrative

t, services (4), and building utilization or school consolidati-op (3).

Summary. R &_E units approach evaluation design from a variety of perspec-

tives, using recognized evaluation models, statistical techniques, and selected

designs (their own or others) best fitting a particular' program. Tests and

questionnaires appear to be the most common data collection technique employed,
o

supplemented by.other collection methods.

In, ust over half the R & E units, R & E staff are the sole determiners of

report contents, and in two-thirds, they have ultimate authority over report

contents, format and/or dissemination. In the 18 districts where clients are

more influential in some aspects of reporting over other's, report dissemination

(scheduling and recipients) is the area in which they are most involved.

Survey respondents gave several_e-xamples-n-which-evaion results were

used to make programmatic or administrative changes. Although 80% of the re-
,

spondents confiz4d the use of evaluation results by decision-makers, it was

not clear wEether use wasimmediate and instrumental or gradual and conceptual.

(See King et a., 1981, for an excellent discussion of this distinction.) The

important point, however, is that results. were perceived as used for decision-

-,

making.

19



A Final Question

The last item on the questionnaire inquired about major problems and

challenges

summa4ized,

18

which R & E offices will have to face in the future. (Results are

in Table 4.) With demands for educational accountability placed upon
1 -

states and local school districts across the country, coupled with the current

state_of financial affairs, R & E departments face a similar, yet very uncertain

and challenging, future. On one hand, R & E units will be losing much financial

Support along with other district departments. Nearly half the respondents

O

expressed concern overithe financial future of R & E. Federal funds which provide

revenue for program evaluationactivities in 70% of the R & E units are drying

up at the same time that local school boards are nationw
f<,,

of reducing government spending. On the other hand, R & E isthe mist critical

unit foi ensuring accountability at the local level and for providing objective

data on which to base administrative decisions. With involvement in large-scale

testing programs and provision of data for administrative decision-making (e.g.,

in which areas whould the budget be reduced?), the demands for R & E services are_

increasing. Yet, fifteen respondents commented on the heavy work loads and in-
.

suffidient resources (e.g., staff,, computer facilities) needed to maintain

existing operations. -

An additional dilemma which school districts face is the characteristic

nature of R & E operations. While only a few respondents,(3) mentioned a con-

, tinuing need to "sell" R & E services and the utility of its.data for decision-

.

making, four other respondents observed that R & E provides "indirect" services

and, therefore, is.viewed as more expendable than other central office depart-

ments which are relatively linked more directly to daily classroom instruction.

Most respondents observed that the future will necessitate greater opera-
'

ticnal efficiency to meet current and future demands` in light of financial trauma,

20
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and to ensure that evaluation data will be used for decision-making. Most often

cited was a need for management information systems, that is, computerized

data-bases to store and maintain the wealth of student data such that data are

easily retrieved and updated. Also needed to meet a future of "doing more with

less according to five respondents, is a review of current R & E operations,

with the objective of delineating priorities, policies, and procedures for R & E

activities so that R & E units can develop better data collection "techniques and

collect usable evaluation data respoOsive to system needs.

1

Disussion.

The_rather_naive attempt of- tl

1

is-investigation into the-world-of school dis-

t tzict Research,and Evaluation offices was to find nationwide "evidence" to answer

"should" questions, such as: where should R & E be placed in the administrative

structure?; what should be the relationship of R & E to other district 'ffices ?;

what percentage of a school'. district's budget should be allocated to R & E services?

Questionnaire responses could then be used as ammunition for peisonal feeling;

-
concerning answers to these questiOns. Instead of finding support, data analysis

clarified a fe*.dilem0a4Whi* R,& E offices must soon confront:

One dilemma concerns the placement of Research and Evaluation offices in

the school district's organizational chart. The Joint Committeels Standards

(19811, as 'WS11 as professionals in the fit (e.g., Rossi, Freeman, & Wright,

1979), agree that evaluators should be as independent as possiblefrom progilms'

they are e luating, and that they should be directly responsible to agency heads.

r
Thistarrangemen was the one advocated by our questionnaire respondents. .Thus,

,

1

the most appropriate placement for R & E appears to be location in.a branch dif-

ferenr.im curriculum an instruction, with a direCt line relationship to the

superintendent or hi /1mit depu

There are several advantages ad dissadvantages to this arrangement. One

advantage is.that he 'aistance keeps evs uatOrs fair and unbiased by limiting

1
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the influence other agency staff might have on :tem. Tbs probabWty of con-

flictinglinterests is thereby reduced; misuse 41: ITforMation for political

purposes is minimized; and accurate findings are d'ILFaminated to all fight-to-
o

Icilow-eudiences. Such heighened credibility, along with technically sound

methodology andeffectiVe communication and reporting skills, should encourage

ese,of evaluation data for modifying program components. Yet, the organizational

didtance of R & E from instruction may also increase the potential for non-use,

as Pointed out by Xing, Thompson, & Pechman (1981). Their review of research

on e valuationluse suggests that collaboration and periodic_ verbal communication

between evaluator and decision - maker,, if practical, are likely to. improve the

application of evaluation data by bringing trust and a personal touch to the

evaluation effort. 4. forced separation Of evaluation from instruction could be

a disadliantage in that it discourages collaboration, nutures-negative perceptions

and misperceptions of the evaluation service and Staff (so that evaluators have

to "earn their_waylLwith-clients), and creates a tendency 'for evaluators to be

less involved in program improvement discussion and action. It is often the

case that evaluators, highly trained in evaluation design and statistical appli-

cations, arelerceiYed as not having the knowledge or background necessary for
A

suggesting specific courses of improvement. Such perceptions can be altered

as a result of periodic interaction between evaluator and client:, standard B7

states that "evaluators musenot assume that improvementslwill occur automatically

once the evaluation report is completed," and that "evaluators . . . should play

the role of-change agent." Thus the dilemma:. how can R & E staff play this

.role and stimulate arid guide program improvement while maintaining their organi-

zational distance from the instructional branch?

1

The. inevitable financial situation contributes to this'clilempa while

. creating others. The majority of R &

be affected to some degree by federal

4

E'offices, like other district offices, will

cutbacks and similar local action, and

22



approximately one of every five will be Affected severely. Many questionnaire

respondents stated that they will be expected to meet existing demands with
0

21

,next. year's limited resources. An obvious consequence is that financial limita-

,
.

tions will increase the probability that evaluation information will not be used.
-a

Fewer staff and resources could-result in less timely and usable information

(a current concern of R & E personnel), and, in general, could reduce the amount

of time and effort put into actions whickserve to maximize use.

Another issue aftetfticc;;raiced budget allocations concerns the types of

activities in which R & E professionals engage.. There is indeed a need to deter-
.

mine priorities for R & E and to restate the purposes of R & E operations in

light of the recent financial situation; and it may come to pass that whatever

strides we have made in the direction of describing instructional processes and

relating nem to program outcome (using, evaluation models such as CIPP) will be

jeopardized. For example, the testing trend has been to supplement norm-
_

-
referenced testing programs with minimal competency or basic skills testing

programs, thereby doubling the work load of R & E units with regard to group

s , ,

achievement testing. Of course, mandated policies must be first priority, With

fewer resources available, additional mandated testing programs to administer,

and greater data processing responsibilities, it is likely that evaluation will

be reduced to simplified levels of evaluation design (i.e., outcome studies using

norm-referenced or criterion-referenced student achievement data) and will yield

little information for identifying why or how such outcomes were produced. If

R & E doesn't win the battle of "proving" the value
0

of their services for high-
.. . \ ,

level decision-making, it is possible that R & E.will be gridually transposed

into an educational data center, divorced from instruction and curriculum

evaluation.

Another dilemma which R & E offices presently faces and will continue to

face puts them in a Catch-22 situation. With budget trimming, 11\&''E can provide

23. a.

00.



22

-

an essential service 121 determining pOlicy changes which are relatedto,the

financial crunch. Unfortunately, many R & E units report that due to a heavy
1

4.work load, the type of research their school district needs is low priority.

In addition, working against R & E are three. disabilities. One is the occasional

inability of R & E offices to respond to immediate and unanticipated demands.
0,

cifte, "ad hoc" data which effectively respond tO a particular concern cannot be

generated. A second disability alreidyMentioned is budget reduction. _Awl third

is the apparent indirect connection between R & E and clansroom instruction.

For these reasons, R & E is often perceived as expendable by local school btards.

Thus, many R & E offices-have not been given the opportuniti-to display their

potential, and with fewer resources, this possibility is reduced even further.

In contrast, other offices have been involved in data collection efforts designed

to shed light on important controversial issues. Given resources and cooperation,

all R & E offices can'provide the type of data upon which administrative policy

can be based.- But, such efforts, to be worthwhile, require money and long-range
.

planning.

Alternative Orgeuilgational Arrangements

The situation looks grim Ifor the many R & E offices hit hard by financial

cutbacks-, especially those still trying to convince decision-makers of the value

and potential of their services. ,We'can't offer tips for changing attitudes, but

recommendations can be- made for factors evaluators can:control. King et al.

I

(1981), for-example, offer several suggestions for increasing evaluation use, such

as improving the quality of the evaluation study and report. Additionally, or-

ganizationalchannels can be improved to address some of the dilemmas described

earlier.

A team approach. In most R & k offices, a program to be evaluated is as-

signed toa single evaluator located in an administrative branch other thalri

pstructidn, who then becomes responsible for developing the evaluation design,

24i
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collecting and
analyzirigiiii;iii-d-prepariI the evaluation report. Problems can

be created:by_this_practpeFor-example-v- organizationally
independent evaluators

collecting outcome data may not be perceivedlas "on the side" of the program and

progr.aa manager., This increases resiitince o the colloAtion of process data

1

and active evaluator participation in program improvement efforts. In the minds

of nrogram staff, collection of process data becomes associated with the collection

of outcome data and with summatire decisions on the continuation of programs.

These perceptions may result in resistance to the collection and use of procesi

data. Another problem which tends to limit the use of formative evaluations

the extent to which program managers feel that evaluators, not well-versed in

the "content area," cannot recommend specific changes for improving educational

programs. Ate= approach whereby a group is assigned to evaluate a program and

R & E staff members are assigned to different evaluation tasks according to
-

skillsOnterest, or personality could alleviate biases against evaluators.

Survey results revealed that R & E staff members come from a variety of educational

backgrounds, The staff Member with background or experience in the particular

1

area addressed by a program can be assigned the collection of process data, while

a staff member more familiar with outcome measures can be assigned outcome

eva luation responsibilities. Such teams-mnuld havetwoadvantages. First, the

collection of'process data by a person who is not associated with collecting

product data could improve
relationships between the process evalUator and his/ger

client and create perceptions of a supportive evaluator. The process evaluatOr

could be assigned'the task of interpreting outcome data in terms of process infor-

mation without posing a threat, while maintaining the objectivity of an outsider.

Second, process evaluator's program releVant knowledge and background would enhance

the credibility of his or her suggestions for program improvement:

Planning., Only 23% of the R & E offices had "Planning" or "Development" in

their office titles, while 11% reported involvement in administrative and

25
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,long /tinge planning activities. Perhaps planning (i.e., using evaluation data) 1

---,

, 4. . A i

should be formally stated as a ceitical.R & Elunc4on. Long-range planRing

activ#ies would alsOheip keeplit & E at the front end of administrative research,
. tr ..."

i r

taaki. School boards need to be aware of the need for long-range instructio4al
4....----- ,,

. i

'planning so that districts can anticipate financlal loss and prepare for the

future.

Educational-dati_centerwThe- ting burden of R & E has grown faster than

the number of staff members needs- to do; the Job. Little time is left to col-

lect other relevant evaluation data, while More time is spent on data processing

tasks. If testing, scOring; and reporting were delegated to another department,

such as an educational data center located in the game branch as R & Esand 'data

procesting, R & E staff would be freed to gather critical input. and process

evaluation data and to conduct research to answer administratiVe questions.
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Table, 1

Number of R & E Units Categcrized by

Schaal District Size and Per Cent of Local Budget

Allocated to R & E (N=58)

School District
Size , 1

_
Per Cent of Local Budget
Allocated to R & E Office

,

No
Response 0%

le ss th an

1% 1-1.9% 2-2.9%

No
Response

0

.,-

,

4 ,

1 2'

6

.

.

1

.

1
__

Under
20,000

.

20,100 -
mopo

.
,

3 1 1 A ,1 1

30,100 -
40,000

.

.

' 8

_

1

--

4,100 -

50,000 .

-

. 1 .8
,

50,100,-
60,060

'

.
2

60,100_=
16,000 .

-

.

.

2 - 1

.

70,100'_-

80,000

.

. . .

'4
.

8,100 -
109,000 ,

1

,

.

4
.

100,100 -
200,000 1 1 2

.

Greatei than
200,000

44'
.

1
,

II

Total . 9 5, 38 4 , 2
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Table 2

Management of Federal and State Funds:

"When funds for evaluation are received as part ,./t

a federal or state grant . . ."

Item

Number and Percentage of Respondents (N-50)

Almost
Always Usually

Sofra-,

times

Almost'

Never

.

Response

A set percentage_of th'e
total grant is auto-
matifally earmarked
for ivaluation costs. .

4

(8%)

10

(20%)

16

(32%)

I

15

(10%)

-

--...

. 5-

(10%)

Program managers
negotiate' with R & E CI

staff to purchase
evaluation services.

6
(12%)

.

11
(22%) .

--

13
(26%)

16

(32%)

4

(8%)

Evaluation dollars are
kept within the
program budget and
are not transferred
to the R.& E offiCe.

10

(20%)

6

(12%)

11
(22%)

17

(34%)

6

(2%)

Mice funds are transferred ,:
to. the R & E budget, they
may be spent as R & E
sees fit.

9

iiiiii

7 .

(14%)

7

(14%)
1

21
(42%)

,

6

(12%)

Evaluation bv.Zigets have

funds earmaxked for specific
expenditures (e.g., person-
nel, materials, computer
charges, etc.) .

.

24

(48%)

..,....

10
(20%)

4

(8%)

11

(22%)

,

1
(2%)

*

29
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'Table
.

Pei Cent of R & E Units In4olved in

Various Activities (N -55)

28

Per Cent of
,

R & E Units
1 _

Activity
---------..

.

100 .

98

93

91

91

87,N

85'j -

84"

84

82

82

80

71

65

56 _

55

27

24

18

1.1'

9

5

4

Preparation of nom-referended-test reports _

Norm - referenced test administrition

Outcome evaluatiod

,

.

.

,
Development of tests and other instruments

Needs assessment
, .

Research

Evaluation design/planning .

Process evaluatik

Preparation of criterion-referenced test reports

Provision of training/inservices _1

Data management (i.e., maintedance of student data files)

'Criterionreferenced test administration

'Norm - referenced test scoring
-

proposal writing

Criterion-referenced teet-scioring

Selection of students fdr, special programs ' -

Meta evaluation
-

-
.

Personnel evaluation
.

.

.

Other: .

Maintenance of information files (e.g., attendance, student demo-

graphic data); preparation of statistical reports (e.g., annual

reports, OCR reports, personnel reports, projection reports)

Administrative planning; financial/ planning; development of

system goali and objectives J _

I-; -Services-toTectdical assistance; delivery of consultant schools

Supervision of institutional (external) research

Management (i.e., Title ',comparability; ,district's MBO system)

CUrridulum development
1

4r i2
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Table 4

Number of Respondents Citing

MajorProblems or Challenges for the Future

'29

Number of Comments Comments

'..

.

-=xa,.........

24 11

..-.

7

6

es

,

5

3

2

1
.

1 ,

8

3

4

2

.

.

,,)

I

Financial Problems: --

Shrinking budget and funding; difficulty surviving

budget cuts

Cause:

Loss of federal funds; need for local support and

funding

Declining enrollment

Related Comment:

R'& E provides "indirect" services and is more ex-

pendable,than other departments; lacks priority

Unable to expand services'to meet district needs

R & E Operations:
1

1

Need for data-base management, longitudinal files,

data storage and update ---___._________ ,
.

Need for better instruments, data Collection tech-

piques, testing program

Need to collect more and better evaluation data for

decision-making; need to make results usable, to be

responsive to system needs

Need goals and priorities, framework and structure

for services, policies and procedures
. ..

Failure to provide timely reports, feedback; __

improved turn-around 'time on test data

Need to reduce costs by-scoring tests locally

ed for greater operational efficiency ,

ed to develop item pools to test lobal objectives

1

7

5
.

3
.

R & E produces too much results

..-,

Work Load and Resources:

Heavy demands; insufficient funds

Need to improve computer facilities
, j

Need for more staff; office is-understaffed

31
g
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Table 4 (continued) -

I.
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Number of Comments Comment

3

2

1

1

Staff:

Need for staff training in data processing

-Salaries cannot compete with industry

Need for qualified minorities

Staff is expanding - need better physical facilities

32


