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ABSTRACT s

. The Task Force on Resource Allocation for Program.
Evaluation was established by Division H of the American Educational
Research Association at the 1978 Annual Meeting in Toronto. This
paperl.presents-the recommendations of the, Task Force concerning the
allocation.of resources for program evaluation. Program evaluation is
needed-to provide information for making program as well a's
policy-making decisions..The results of.e-natioial survey, which
.examingd current vs. perceived-ideal procedures for determining
ppo4ra4 evaluation budgets, implied that educational evaluators need,
to increase their %ports to communicate evaluation results and
encourage edUthEtional leaderi to use these resulti. TheTask Force
recommends theThdoption of a common defiAition;of program evaluation;
that rApests for evaluations be accompanied by a statement of the
use to which the evaluations will be put; ,and, that appropriate.
funding levels for conducting evaluationsibe set using a sliding
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RESOURCE ALLOCATION FOR PROGRAM EVALUATION.: A POSITION

BACKGROUND

The Task Force on Resource Allocation for Program Evaluation was established
by Division H of the.American EducatfOrral Research Association at the 1978
Annual Meeting in Toronto. This task force is one,of.nine such Division

H committees ;looking into a variety of evaluation questions. Mt=

This paper presents the recommendations of the Task Force concerning the
question of resource allocation -for ilfhgram evaluation. The 'first section
of the paper attempt to establish a rationale or need for the condtrct and

use of program evalua\tions.-, The second section dilcusSes the results of a
i national isuriky Afch...exaniined current, Ys. perCeived-ideal prcicedures for .

..,_ 'd4Xerntining program"rani" evaluation budgets. The --thi`-ii-d arKi final s:ection '
' of the err, o'ffer' three conefete'retOmmendons for future action. The

..6e'Vis; 61 die' in 'ttii s article are the--,3-esult-of an. eitens.i've three ye.
- i - .- .. 4 effott 'the part of the task sifor!:te* hiemIrtShi-p: 1

. .

. .... . , -
, . .

. .-

-73-- ... ' 111*-EVA.LUArft?- '.. , .

'.. ..-1J- - . NeePfor Commitment to Program Evaluation . .

, -

In an thar.actarize.d by- increas,ing-demands for accountabilitY.and
dy4nd-1-1n9 resources'i: prOgram' evaluation has emerged as central to the
provision.of.quality educational programs, and' requisite for compliance with
State and federal Mandates°. .

-p

In light of mounting public pre.sSure'and recent legislative action, LEAs

are being forced tt -Scrutinize, even more. cleely the use..of shrinking'
education dollars. Apart from the issue of'compliance., many districts
are, beginning to realize that program evaluation .is essential° to 'the t,

effective use of system resources. It;is becoming increasingly important
for educator's to detei-mine,whetworks and what does not in order-to 'expend
finite public resources, in.the most effectNe and efficient manne::
However, few school districts' have adequate research and evaluation components.
The majority of LEAs throughout .the country function, for the most part,
withojt the benefit.of these services or-are fOrced to contract with outsi.d
'd'onsTiltanth as oonsiderable expense. Thus, the questiOn of resource
allocation for program evaluation a pervasive one whichmuSt be addressed
at the state and federal level, as well fis, at the local level.. .
rogram evaluation results serve two purposes. First, they provide program

staff with information necessary for making program. decisions'. Second,
they, provide policy- makers (administrators) with inforMation necessary
for making policy ons. The execution of effective programs, like the
formation of .effective policy, dependS.upop one's ability to assess' system
needs and. resources and to interpret both in light of information concerning .

,,program worth. ,The information requirements for administrators parallel
those of program staff, that is they both must address the following ,questions.

.
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1. What are the needs?
.

2. How are programs being implemented?

3. How effective are the programs?

"° Program evaluation,. as defined by the Task Force, 'embraces each of the

above questions. First, need identification (i.e., prograiii planning) is.

addressed through coptext and/or. input evaluktion. Second., monitoring

. . program operations (i.e. ,, program implementation) is throughaddressed throug

proce§% evaluation. And third,'asses,sing program'butcomes (i.e.,' program

impact) is. aadressed through product evaluation: Each of these three

phases' of..-the -evaluation have j' profound effect 'upon .both-lrogr, il. and,
.

. plicrdecisions. : , . 4 V *
I

.0 . .. V.0 ... . . ... . .

thi' .fThe ''ommitritnt to:use,evaluation findings can'. ere. ore be'S.pen at two

levels:, 1) the program- level ;- and 2) tile polfcMevel. "Retonimetidations

concerning resourte, al,loca.tion for .program evaluatiO6 must address these

specific conterns,., as y211 as.the`geneal*question of producing usable
,

evaluation findifigs.' . - ,,
There, is perhaps 410 better expression of a commitMent to' use of evaluation

findings' than the adoption of a formalt policy statement by local governing

boards affirming' the same. A 'straightforward poi-icy statement of commit-

ment to use of evaluation findings would be hard for 1 logal governihg .

board to turn down. People want. to know what their tax dollars (Or other .

funds) are buying. There is`general:agreepient that the 'purpose of educationa/

institutions is td provide _learning opportunities.for students, not to . _

- perpetuate programs or practices that do not produce results.

HOW, MUCH EVALUATION f'S ENOUGH?

Current vs. Perceived-Ideal Procedures for Determining Evaluation Budgets

V

The average family spends abbut as much per year to assess the Merit ofits
children's educational programs .as it does to buy school lunthes for the

same children for pne week. This conclusidn is based on a 1979' Division H

questionnaire survey of 55 local-education-ageng (LEAs) ,and ,,14. state-
education-agency (SEAS) evaluation directdrs ANote 1). This conclusion

accords. with results of two-other recent national surveys of evaluation

activities in U.S. education: one'by Lyon,- Doschef., McGranaban, and

Williams (Note 2);'the.other by Webster and Stufflebeam (Note

All three surveys suggest that curing the late 1970 's, U.S. school districts

with evaluation units allocated. only .3% of their total budgets fdr 4.

evaluation, Other major findings of the Division H,survey are listed below.'"

1. Both smaller (uilder 40,000 students) and, larger school districts 'spend

about $4.00 per pupil for evaluatiom ($2:00 locally fundeabut of a
mean per pupil expenditure of $1,500 for the smaller LEAs and $1,70P

for the larger.LEAs. (4 this $4. 0, .$3.00 is spent on' outcome or '

process evaluation, $.6p J511 prog planning/needs-assessment, and-

$.40' on di ssemi nati on/uti 1 izatjon.

-2-
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2. When educational programs have,arreyaluation component, about,1z5%
of the total prograM budget is ordinarily allocated for evaluation. ,

-- For some of the largest federally funded programs" le.g.,'Title
and special educattidin) these evaluatiofi allocations averaw
For federally funded (e.g., Title IV-C) and nonfederal programs
emphasizing innovative approaches to education--where documentation
of program acceptance and effectiveness may be more strongly emphasized
--the .oercentages of: program costs allocated for evaluation °seem to

average 4.5%.

3. This survey Shows that a nationwide sample%o heads Hof LEA evaluation

units recommend a range of percent-ages of prograccosti-fin-

evaluation--from 4-8%, on the average--that exceeds the currently
available average percentage-of-program-costs allocations for evaluation.

4.' A majority! of these LEA evaluation directors (as well as a majority

of the SEA-Val,uation directors represented) recommend a sliding scale

approach -for determinjng allocations of program costs for evaluation,

mith%loWer percentages as program costs exceed cerpin-levels. A

-majorlty of the evaluation units repreented curreb'tly use such a
spding scale approach, with' the evaluation budget determined by the

. scope of evaluation work required.. The current average range of
percentages of pH-gram costs for evaluation when such sliding scales

are used is only about 1.5 -5.5 %.
A

5. Overall, about threelfourths of the LEA evaluation directors judged
their.units' evaluation rObrts to be-an important factor in sub7-.
sequent pr6gram operation; and about half'judged these reports important

to subsequent decisions concerning program-funding. There were Modest

point-bisertal correlations between percentale of totallEA budget.

allocated for evaluation and (a) influence of evaluation reports on
subsequent:funding (r = ;21, p.= .07, 1-tailed) and (b) influence of .

evaluation repbrts.on subsequent program operation (r P =

1-tailed) Thus there is some-reason to believe that LEA level of

effort for evaluation is related to the usefulnessyof evaluation 4.w

activities in -decisions concerning program funding and program reVisOn.

1,

6. Comments of these LEA and SEA evaluators suggest possible reasons why

f

evaluation does not have-alhigher importance in program funding and
operation; or, more generally, why evaluation does not have a-hi/ghero'

priority among LEA; SEA, and federal educational leadership.), ACtording
to.thesexespondents, pydgram evaluation is often seen asiPtdo costly;- .

y educational-leaders have littlestraining.or experience in using.

----- .
evaluation results;,some evaluations,lack usefulness bedause they are

, jnconausive or carried out independently from program development;

and some LEAs apparently do' not have enough staff qualified.,to conduct A'

high quality evaluattom-S.
- Jr-

.

. --,. ',...
. *

Since the respondents. to the Division H survey questiohnipire,represehia

35% return.ratejOr LEA-evaluators and a 25%,wetio rate fdrgEA evattlatorS,1

..caution must be used in ener'alizingthese survey resat§ to the ,entire,

intended.saMpleLor toall U.S. LEAs and SEAs. The.respondentgroup dOes,.: . --

'however, remsent a broad geographic distribution, and: a" large range of_
....

LEA and state'ttudent-population sizes. Also, the J.Vs represented in-this
survey,. taken together, accounted for.neilly 7% of the )9777-78 U.S. school-

%age population.
'";,,..
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,One implication of the Division H survey appears clear, educational

evaluators need to increase their efforts to communicating evaluatiOn

results ansiencouraging educational leaders to use these results.

-Apparently, of every $10.alloeated for analysis of data, only ,about

-$1'is spent on efforts to disseminate research results and encourage

their use.

Raizen and Roisj (Note 4) *paint,a simular pictereat the Federal level.

According'to their study, evaluation receives only 5% of approximately

i14 billion in federal aid. to education. ;They point out that a report

by the.National Research.Couneil suggeSted that Congress must be more

specifib about what it wants from evaluations of educatidnal programs.

And finally, hey coneludd that result's of evaluation studies conducted

for the Educa tion Department generally do ,not get out to the field,

andproceed to suggest that at a minimum evaluation findings must be

_communicated.to the primary'audience.#
. WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

-

Three Recommendations

The Division H Task Force on Resource Allocation has devitloped three

recommendations concerning the funding af'program evaluation:pcttvities.

The first two recommendations.Address important preconditions which should

be present prior to estAblishiiig an evaluation budget, while the third

recommendation foCuses on setting appropriate faiding levels for conducting

evaluations using a sliding scale.
.

NUMBER 'Federal, State and Local Education Agencies should adopt a common

1 definition of program evaluation which is consistent with the

Standards for. Evaluations of Educational Programs, Projects, and

Materials promulgated by The Joint Committee an Standards for.

Educational Evaluation. McGraW-Hill Book Compaay, New York,

1981. This definition whould embrace the full range of evaluation

activity from program planr4ng (.need- assessment) to process. or

implementation evAluatibn through product pr outcome evaluation

to disseMination.
,

.
-

All too often those who commission evaluation studies define program
,,U'

evaluation in very narrow terms. In most cases evaluation is used .

synonymously with testing of Assessment programs. This tendency riot only serves,

as a barrier to effective coMmUnication between thd'evaluator and.the sponsor,

but alsd tends 'to distort Um amount of-support (tuna) needed to condudt
.

..,

. program evaluation activities.
. . .

.- .

,?,.:*. '
. . -

.

AssegsWent and testing programs do have, a role to play' in' Assisting educators

. With"the eValUatton.of program "outcomes, namely, by providingt ready data

. base1 However
''
to .neglect other evaluation considerations such, as prograffi..

10k
. ;development, mbnitoring:and dissemination .of results seribUsly Undermines'.

.. ', :the resoureeallocation.Oracess: !--

.

0.



Thereforeo the TaSk Force recommends the adoption pf a common definition

of'prosaram evaluation;' which embraces the full range of evaluation
,

1= concerns from plianning,to dissemination of results:

4 \

AMBER Phdividuals or groups who commisOonrevalUatjon studies Must

2 "clearly delineate the uses to.which evaluation findings will

. be put,.as well as to anticipated level of dissemination,.
These two pieces of -information are essential When calculating
the leveT of support required for any one program evaluation
effort.' Knowledge of the purpose(s) of'the evaluation and

.
its-potential audience not only influencesfunding and resource
levels, but alsolimp4cts onmethodological queWont.-

,

Therefore, the-Task Force recommends that repests'for e*aluations be
accompaniedy a statement of the use tovhich the evaluatipn 'data will

.'be put, as.well as the projected seope"of dissemination efforts,

NUMBER Based'updn Task Force survey data (Note 1), it appears thathe
3 most reasonable approach to setting evaluation budgets involves;

. the use of a sliding scale. For the typicalprogram evaluation -

(i.e-; one which.encompasses program plenni* process evaluation;
- product ev &luation; and dissemination) the optional level of

.

O

.support appears to:range from 4 to 8 perCent of the total program

budget.
.

0 r survey revealed thattdf every $10 allocated for evaluation, slightly
ov r $4 was spent on product or outcome evaluation activities; $3, on
proc.ess'or implementation'data gathering; nearly $2, on program'planning
and needs assessment; and$1, on dissemination and utilization.. Jhese
average proportions of fudds spent during each evaluatipn phase were .

similar for both large and small LEAs.

However, variability among LEAs ih the proportion of evaluation-funds Spent
on each phase was 9uite high, particularly for the product/outcoMb and

process/implementation phases. These results are not surprising given that

'program evaluations differ greatly in purpose and inerft About,half of

fife LEAs reported spending 30-50% of evaluation funds'during the product/
outcome evaluation phase; and about half pent,20-40% during process/
implementation evaluation. Only 6% of the LEAs reported spend.* more
than 20% of evaluation fUnds in dissemination and use of data.

The variable' nature of,evaluStion studies make Itaifficult to approach
resource allocation as an exact science. Several factors` interact With

the overallTurpose,and intent -of an evaluation to make...budgeting a tricky

business. 'Once again the Task Force su)-veY provides Valuable insight
intothe question of what factors lead.,,to a, higher or lower than average

level .of support for evaluation activities, Sixtyrnine LEA' and SEA evaluation

directors were asked for written responSes to two questions: "What are some,

of the factors which would 'make a Program evaluation cost more'thantthe
normal range ?" and "What are some of th0 factors . ich would make 1n

evaluation cost less . ?" *
z

1

4

0

t. .
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t. Measurement and inStrumentation:factors 'leading to higher than average

costs mere: (1) field.Coll'ection of interview and observational data,

.
in addition to collection of paper- and - pencil data (22% of respondents);

(2) developing mew or original tests or questionnaires 420%); (3) purchasing

commercially available tests or questionnaires (9%); and (4) a large number

of different instruments and measures required by-the evaluation design (7%).

Other evaluation features or requirements leading,to higher than average

costs were large program .size or complexity.(14%); complex evaluatiop

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

analysis and reporting requirements (10%).

Measurement and instrumentation factors leading to more economical evaluation

included: .(1) using already available data, and /or already purchased or

developed tests and questionnaires (16%); (2) evaluators'and 'program staff

share the work or Cost of data collection -- including use 'of diagnostic

,tests usable for both program operation and evaluation (7%); and (3) a

small number of different instruments and measures requi'red (6%).

Other 'evaluation features or requirements leading to lower costs were

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

or complexity (6/0 and a design that is elegantly simple, or evaluation

procedures that are familiar orwell standardized,(6%).
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