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\ Thu article concerns rec ommemlaumn ma?le ina'report to C ong:eu anid the Deparlmenl
\u/ Educalion on evaluation of federally :uppurred education programs. Thew ork qovers
local, state, and federal efforts to address questions about why and how-well evaluaiions

are done, aml dbowt how results'are used. The recommendanonx are dlrecled toward

[P — ‘improving the quality ofmaluauon: an(fcnham‘mg lhmr u:efulnen W
(> o 2N : . . ;- : h - ® o
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e ..The Holtzman Project
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‘ GEORGINE M. PION and LAURA C. LEViTON
. L. Northwestern bmvemn . -
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. . .
! \qn June 1980, a grdup at NorthWestern Umversnty produced a
report for Congress on the evaluation of federally supported
education programs at the natjonal, state, and local levels. This article
addresses, only one: aspect of the reportarecommendatlons and the -
‘rationale for them.! * >

& GUVd

AN " The report was undertaken i respon\se to the Educatnon Amend- .
. ments of 1978 (Public Law 95-561). {he relevant section of the lawwas

introduced as a bill by Congresswomjan Elizabeth Holtzman of New

' * York,”and it requires that the Secretary of Edﬂcatlon‘ conduct a
comprelxenswe study, of evaluatlon practices and procedures. The

& . : . . .
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- qm.suons covered in the research are those |mplle&\ by lhe Iaw and the

confef}ncc reports precedmg it: Why and how are evaluauons'carrlcd
- out? What are the capa}nlmes of those who carry dut evaluations? How
are the esults of evaluation used? What recommendauons can be made
lo 1mprove procedure or practice? ' -* g
These questions were discussed with congressmnal slatf And federal

- agency Qersonnel to clarify them.  The more detailed questians are

elaboratcd'm the body of the *eport. The Holtzman Project was
prbspccuve .in its oricntation, desngned to provide evidence -and
argument bearing on these quesnons and to provide recomméndatnons
‘ithat will amehorate the’ problems"fvc identified. The project staff relied -
on two-broad sources of information: contemporary mvestlgdnons by
other. researchers and agencies, and direct field work. The ldtter
mc1ud&d site. visits,to eight state education agéncies (SEAs}and fourteen
local educatioff agenciés (LEAs), and telephone surveys of approxi-
m‘au.ly 200 LEAs The sife visits and the larger-survey were based ona .
"stratified random. sample. Roiind-table discussions at Northwestern
were undertaken’to capltahﬂ: on expertsinspecial topics, such as school
board us¢ of evaluation rep“orts Interviews with some.sta§f members of .
all major federal agencies with an interest in educatiofial evaluation
1U S. General Accounting, Office—GAO, Congressional Budget Office
-.-~CBO, Congressional Research .Service—CRS, and the execu-
tive operating units) were carried out. The literature review covered
.both unpublisied and published documents, including reports mair-

tained by ERIC andthe LEX system. An earlier article, published in »

Review of ®ducational, Research served as a guide to reports issued
before 1979.2- oo o«

_Recoramendations to Congress are discussed first, and recommendas @

tions to the Departsnent of Education (héreafter called “the Depart-.
ment”) next. The rdn@nale. qualifications, and limits to the recommen-

dations follow. ) ) ; . .

T
[

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS

PLANNI!\G AND EXECUTING EVALUATIONS h .

. . )
W;_ recomménd that Congress direct the rekevant staff of congres-

snonal commlttecs the GAO, and the CBO to. meet regularl) with |

S .
© .

.\\/ T ) . i ~
Y - . Y
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evaluation staff of the Dcparlmcnl to (a) reach agreement about when
particular evalualrons are warranted, and the senses in which each
evaluatidn: requrred by law is possible; (b) clarify congressronal
information needs, quality of evidence required, ‘and planning cycle for
each major evaluation required by law; (¢) identify specific committees
and groups as audicnces for evaluation fesults; {d) identify the changes
in program or understanding that could result from alternative findings.

.

STATUTORY PROVI?I?NS FOR EVALUATION R

. . &
3 . . N . . 3 o .
We recommend that Congress, in constructing stat tory ‘provisions

for evaluation, (a) specify exactly which questions ough tto be addressed
and the audiences to whom results should be addressed, when specifica-
tion is feasible; (b) provide for formal assessment of the evaluability of
the relevant program when specification is not possible; (c) provnde for
‘statistically valid field testing of proposed evaluation, rcqurremcms‘ :

when specification is not possible and in-house assessment is insuffi-

cient. : . NS .
* 9

-~

EVALUATOR CAPABILITIES

" We recommend that (a) cdpabiiities be assesged before new stalulor)’
evaluation requirements are directed to LEAs and SEAs to determine _
where resources are adequate-to meet the demand: (b) training or
technical assistance be expanded when the demands are notable and *
capabilities are low; (c) the feasibility and desirability of direct contract
programs be explored to capntaKZe on LEA and SEA capabilities.

A A LY

USE OF AND AUTHORITY' FOR =~ .~ @
BETTER EVALUATION DESIGNS ,

( -
! . ™ '

We recommend that Congress (a) routinels' consider‘pilot testing
every major new program, Major variations on existing programs, and
major program components- befcre they are adopted at the national
level; using high quality evaluation designs; (b) authorize the Secretary -
of Education explicitly in each evaluation statute to use high quality
designs {especially randomized field expenments) for planmng and

' evalualmg new. program componenls. program varra(lons. and new

:
.
[es
.
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Co . . o S .
programs, when estimates of program effect are desiraple. We recogriize
that such eslimalest'}re not alway,s appropriateor feasible‘

CRITIQUE AND REANALYSIS OF EVALUATION RESULTS P
[N ’

We recommend that Congresa in statutory. requnrements for evalua- =

~ tion of major pPograms, (a) also require independept, balanced, and

competent critique of evaluation results that are material to policy: -
decnsmns (b) require cnlﬁ]ue of samples of e,valuatmns submmed by
‘LEAs and SEAs in respons’e to legal requirements; (c) requnre that.
statistical data preduced by ngtional evaluations be made available

routinely for reanalysis” , | . S0

- h
. .

USE OF EVALUATION RESULTS

P [ ’ . %

' \

We recommend that Congress (a) direct staff. ofrelevant committees,
the Department, and the, GAO to routinely outline whnch ifistitutions
cah reasonably b;expecpd to-use result’s of each major evaluaion arid
how such results nlight be used, during the design stage of every'majox :
pfogram evaluation; (b) specify exactly which ‘evaluations Kave been
used, and why they were used, and whnch have not been used and why..
'they were not used, in authorizations and appropriations fommittee -
repgrts; (c) require specific information about changes resulting from
.evaluation, whenever the law requires SEAs to describe uses of
evaluauon, (d) explore the feasibility of direct competitive grants and
contracts programs focused on lmprovmg the use of resulls at the LEA

- and SEA levels. - T e

B ] P

N

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES S - "

Recently developed standards and guidelines for evaluatign arg fot ..

. appropriate "for ‘incorporation into-law. They are sufficiently’ well
developed' to recommend that Congress (a) use such Bmdclmea to
understand v?hat can reasonably be expected of evaluntnona, (b) direct
that state and federal agencies use them as a guide where appropriateto :
déveloping criteria for judging evaluation plans submitted by LEAs'nnd
SEAs; (c) elicit assistance in the interpretation of gmdelmcc from’

~ congressional support agencies-—such 3s GAO—that ovcrscc thc execu-
vtion-of pohcy, law and-tegulations. :

. " i

i
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N  RECOMMENDATIONS‘TO THE St
N DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION R
> S Vo o

Aumomn FOR TLgHNICAL mscumpm . h oy X
. \ . )
T We recommend t}\at the’ Departfﬁent authonze tecfmncal Staff of:
evaluation umtsm yinitiate 1sgussnon of evaluauon plans with pertinent

congressnonal stqff at their discretion, and refrain from directives that o
. 1mpede dlrect dnscussnom Ce ;;V . ) i

- .! . = - oL
- . - R a," . " “*\ ) [

. : v ; o Lo .
PLANNING AND EXEGUTING EV‘ALUATIONS a7

S

4

L4

« [
We recommend that the Departmént direct prmcnpal evaluauon uni
staff-to’meet regu.la'rly with relevantstaff of fommittees tq§(a) .negotiae
.-asreem nt-about, when pagticular evaldations are warranted and the
v' sense&m Which-each. evaluation re\]ulred by law is pqssnble, (b) clanfy
co'hgl‘&sslonal mfdrmatlon needs, qualcnrty\‘of eVidence’ required, and
‘plannmg cycle for eggh major evaluation » undertaken’ by. the Depart-
mem:‘(c) identify speciftc audiences or gr’bups for evaluation results; (dr
'. 1dent|fy the ¢hanges in programﬁr understandmg tha rould oc\ur on

°the basns of evaluatnon;results '_ T -
-,_‘~.~ N ’. o :'\‘ L '~, )
» . B 8¢ N L e . -

TSTS OF_NEW PROGRAM COMPONENTS, ~ ... - . L

PnocRAM‘VAmnlws AND NEW PRO(;RAMS""s T e N

. e
\Ve rceommcnd that the De ngtmcnt authonze exphcnly the use of

- hlgh quahty evajuation dcsngns (cspccmly randomnzc& experiments ,
* when the interests li¢in esuﬁﬁnmgprogmm cffccw)’m order to evaluate - , -
new prigram. componehts prograndvariations;-ard new programs The -

authonzauon shuld be mcorpomted into all regulatnons thal reqmre ..

-
[]

mummmg the effec!s ohnnovatlve changcs % - o .
' -cnmbun AND SECONDARY ANA‘LYSIS U A
OF EVALUATION RESULTS 2"~ e N
.. - - - ’ S "’,;c' i J . L ,
. We rccommcnd that the Dcpartmcnt (a).provndc for the mdepcndem R

balanccd and competent critique of cverymnjorcvuluatnon funded by
.the Department in procugefnent of evnluatlons and evaluation pohcy,
~-(b) incorporate into procurement procedurés and pdlicy the require-
_ thent that all statistical data produced in major program evaluations be .~
o : .. s 2 .. ¥

5;.\-' L i - e
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documcnt\.d and slored for secondary analysns (c) create an administra-
‘tive mechamsm for deciding when ‘simultaneous analysis by both the
original evalualor and an mdependenl analyst is desirable and feasible,

and create a m‘cchamsm for executmg snmultaneous independent
analyses :

“
=

Ve

. ACCESS.TO AND SPECIFICATION, OF REPORTS A »
. -t . -

-
»

, We recommend that the Department adopt a policy to (a) adhere to
. aclearance rule which makes evaluation reports available- after -a_
specified pericd of time; {b) specify completely the evaluation doou- -
ments r»fgéd to in the Department’s’ Annual Evaluation Reporl the
. . Federal Register, and policy statements; (c) include in every major evalu-

« ation report a list of core recipiepts of the reporl or compile publicly
available lists of core recipients. . . ~

-
~ B ©a .

o
b

THE USE OF'EVALUATION RESULTS’

We recommend that the Department direct-evaluation unit staff or
evaluauon contractors 10 (2) on a regular basis, provide oral reports, as
“well as writtenreports, on re\sults of major gvaluationsand on theusesto’

* "which. results can be put, to relevant congressmnal staff and support

ageucy staff andto the program staff within the Department;(b) createla: .

system to penodlcall) collett: synthesizé. and report specific uses to '

which evaluations:are put; (c) improve t«he Ajmual Evdluation Report

- by citing’instances of use more specnﬁcally (d) direct evaluation staff to-

* . meet regularly with congressional staff to clarify informadtion needs,
feasibility of evaluatfon, audiences for results. and ways | in whnch results
can bc used to modlff programs. ° . -

';

o “ \ . Ts

IMPLEMENTATION,

We recommend that theuDepa'rtment (a) rbutipely require,formal
measurement’ of the degree to which program plans match actdal ’
operations; (b) adjoin research on methods of ‘measuring implementa-

., tion to the introduction of new programs and program variations; (c)
create an inexpensive central information system on the time and
ofesources reqmrea for full. 1mplemema’t|on of new programs.
L ° kS

o
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These, recommendations are based partly on the @roject’s findings
and on our judgments about what ffeeds to be done to m‘pro»c
evaluation practlce "The latter—like all such judgments—is based on
barely verifiable expericnce. We sought adqive gnd criticism from some
conbrcssmnal and agency staff, members of the National Academy of
Sciences Committee on Program Evaluation? and LEA and SEA staffs.
We have, capltah?cd onthe professronal forums identified earlier. Time,
" however, did not permit systematic crmque We are making as much

' mformauon as possible avarlable for competing analysns

-

PLANNING XNI)\ E\ECUTING E\'Al UATIONS
The lcmslallve decision to c\'aluale is comphcaled by the large
number of polenllal participants; namely. the Cohngress, the Depart-
‘ment of Education’ s Office of Evaluauon the CBO, and the GAO. The
«time available to make the decision’ and to frame specific evaluation
qdeslrons is variable and-often appears. to be insufficient. The advice of
experts is only sometimesavailable. The, process often leaves  ambiguous
. the type of evaluation that is wanted, the audiences for the evaluation,
"the probablc uses of-the evaluation results, and thefeasons an
evaluation is wanted. The ambiguity leads to unneccssary squabbles and
misdirected or Belated efforts. _ a .
O S v
Elemems for a More Orderly Process

- ~

The acuons that appear to bc necessary to |mpr0ve matters include .
(a) r.egular meetings amonhg evaldation staff of the Department and the.

/
pertinent cgngréssional committees; (b) @ planning system that matches ’

+ ~evaluations to authornzatnon cycles; (c) {nformation systems that make/

access to prevmus work simpler and fastér, and (d) identification c}I :

.9 groups that can contribute to techmcal quality of the effort.

;¥ .
’ . *

Renuthorizntionﬁycles B o o

.
. . -

There has béen a recent effort to match the prgd ucuon of evaluations
to the reauthonzauon cycle, and we understand‘from memos and recent

-
e

o - e

' ) y . - . '. . . o .
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~ - A

actwrty of the office of Assrstant Secretary for Management that the
effort will be sustained. It is .imperative to doso if either management ot
Congress expects evaluations to be used in reauthorization decisions. "

Meetings A '-" . . ' : ’ .

There is no system of regular meeungs among evaluation staff of the
agency and the perunent congressional committees in order to examine.
.the senses in which a program can bé evaluated. We beheve that such
meetings-are essential to assuring:that formal legislative demands for
évaluation are as well informed as possible, and that the Department’s”™

“evaluation unit is equipped to handle them. ldeall). such meetmgs

~“should be held before the law requiring evaluation is enacted. lfthatl
not possrble, formal evaluability assessments should be un dertaken as
soon as possible -after enactment. : {. \

, Those meetings should focus on the information needs of Congress
and the,, Departme"l—motably on the questrons that should be ad-
dressed in the evaluation. They shouldalso be a vehlcle for clarifyingthe
reasons for asking the questions and 1dcnt|fy1ng the audi®nces to whom
answers ought to be addressed. ., - .

Apart from this, meetmgs mrght address chromc problems. Because
different types of evaluation demand dlfferent jfesources, some agree-

*ment on salient issues needs to be made cxphcnt. at least occasionally. The . .
factors that influenge the feasibility of* evaluauons——new versus old
programs for example—oughteto be presented emphatlcahy ecause,'
every major evaluation must be tailored, the flexibility availablé, what is
known and what is not knownaboutthe program and soon ;}Lght’lo bc -
made reasonaBly clear. .y

. Wedo not mean to 1mply thﬂtﬁ loekstep series oﬁdnscuss:ons among

" all relevant staff is warranted or possible. The point is thafthe absence of

" régular meetings on congress‘onal needs vnrtually Buarantees that some
needs wnll not be met. That i inturn invites buck-passnng and ev anuatnons .
of IOWer utility. S .

Relevnnt‘(}roups : ; " \ fe .
.. The groups that should be involved in the process mélude evaluation
=~ $taff from the Department of Educatnc\ n’s Office of Planning and Evalus.

anon Scrvnccs and from the pem(rent eongressnonal commnttccs lt ns .

RS- : ’{

J .
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‘senslble to caprtalrzc rouunely on support agencies,: such as the GAO‘&;:

™ Institute for Program Evaluauon and relevant drvrsrons ofthe CBOand
.t’heCRs D U

] . K e )
Y X .
.
»

Interest Groups and their Role ‘ o h e

, ) < - K

- . Interest groups that draft bills-whicli'create or modify programsshould‘ :
‘ke urged to alsp provide.plans for evaluationof the program . the event

! that their’ ,suggestions. are enacted as law. These plans should ;be
~ routinely revrewed by thé Department’s evalutiorunit, at least; at best, -
~ the review* should include congresslonal staff\\grogram staff, and

independent critics.” X » .

R - .
PR . . . c -

.-lmpedin?'(;nrs o . : . N

- Thtre are rmpedrments toany meetmg= of the sort proposed Some
agency staff members, ,for instance, haVé maintained that they have not .
bren.fre¢ to initiaie conversations that would clarify the intent of a
dem'an%*ib evaluate, due to e&ecuuve policy that resmcts discussign.
'lihe restrictions are said tohavea \anety of legitithgte origins, including
preVenung agency . staff-ftym lobbying directly qnd independently for *
pet programs, and, to assure that there is-at lefist some orderliness in-
(dealing with the Congress For evaluation by units with aurhongy 10

evaluate, however e believe that such restrictions aré inappropriate.
No evaiuator can cotjscientiously address a question posed by Congress'
“if the question cannot be discussed directly: We believe that agency
policy mussy wecogn 1€ the relnuve .independénce and drs tion of
$ evaluauon units. |t * -
" Jmpediments on/ the congressronal-staff srde appear 6 rnclude
h‘mrtté’e e staffers who,wrll participate.in no discussion’ unless, directed
~N hy a commitfee thairmair to do so. These‘appearto-bmn the- mmonty
The-more general problem’ is,"we were told, Jlime and the drfﬁculty of’
coordinntrng meetings so as to be reasonably convenrent to both ngency
stnff and congreSsi‘onal staff. ~ - : S

«
A l( .
, La L N o

. srnurom Pnowsmns mn rvuunmm Ce T

-

: ’l‘hough some statutes are specific about progrnm rep’orung. refer-
encesto eva.luauon in many stamtes are very gcneral 'l’ﬂc srmple rcqurre-

v -~ s -
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ment to evaluate the prograr or, to evaluate the effectiveness of the
program\m meeting the objectives of the statute occurs frequently

There is, however, great variety in the way individuals at the local
state, and federal levels of. govc'rnment interpret the word “evaluate” i
law or/elsewhere It concerns the array of questions that might be
add/ressed in an evaluation, in the approaches one might ehoose to
nswer them, and in the level of detail with whrch they might be

/nswered
More specific statement of the quest’rons that need to be addressed
- can help to reduce confusion and ambiguity'in what is intended by law,

and it_can facilitate understanding of the scope and orobable costs and
benefits of the lnformatlon :

o N . .

¢

Speciﬂcation o o L \
e . ’ s . ® .
If Congress neeﬂl to know how many are served and how many arein
need, what are seryjces and their costs, what are, the effects of programs
on their primary or secondary clients, and what are the costs and
- benefits of aliernatives, then Congress should request that lnformatlon o
explicitly. The same dlselplme oughtio be asked of |nterest groups K
advisors, and others whq draft exaluation language for programs Itcan
. be rquested that the qitstions for” gaugrng effective,ngss be specrﬁed
along with other features ;[)l’le program. That it is possible t0 be more
~*  specifis issclear from the/Statute mandating the National institute of -
“Educatron (NlE) Compensatory!Edueauon tudy That such specrf‘ca- .
tion is not always sufficient rs\clear from the sale study: Six months e .
dlscussmn were needed after enactment to cla 'fy\evaluauon goals.. *
° It will not be possible or deslrnble to be ex IC,lt i every case. To
‘ assure that general demands for evaluation are not mrsnnterpr..ted..the :
‘ law'should provide for a fo,rmal assessment of thrl; senses in'whichghe
,program can be evaluated within one year after the enactment of th%' :
ra legls‘lauon ’ : SR 1 ' 3

\ A . . AN
5

"1\" i .Need for.Dlllogur S } /* S ‘\

. \\ o

: i Regardless of how well legal requrrements can \:’ae specified, thnre is &
persrstent need for regular dialogue between nger1cy staff and cony es-
sional staff in-refining qnesuons and developrngngreements on ba

level of qnaﬁty ofevrdence is warrnnted and at what c‘okt The dmlogue

‘e

. j
f
/

s
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¥ |
‘has occasropdlly been anourdged in congressronal commltlee reports, , °
by some congressional staff and by some agenéy staff. But it is irregular

« and more hcavrl) depcndenl on mdrvrdual preferences thdn it should bE~

N S . -

" Audiences” - A . ) ?
. . . ) » i ) o N
‘Because evaluatior%‘)rws may be directed to any number of

audiencegy—Congress, epartmentmahagement mtergsj groups, ad-’

visory commitees, and so on—~thére is a clear need for focus. The more

audrcnces there ‘are, the more dlffrcult evaldations become
. o A~ - " . ’
i ? )

PilotTests of Evaluation Demands ..~ 7 4

When thefg is substantial disagreement abgut which questions should .
“be_addressed and about how the information might be _used, -pilot
«.valuauon should be undertaken. That is, one mounts formal small- -
“scale experrmenls to determmc which of several different evaluauon
'schemes work best. They can bg put into the field (a) to measure the

. paperwork burden on respondents (b) to determ*rne the costs 9f
collectmg the: mformauon,'(c) to determme the quahty and usefulness of

" ‘the information, .and (d) toclarify language that can be used in statute »
anq regulanon . . - /\ :

o, -

\.'a

.

USE AND AUTHORITY FOR BETTER EVAL})J’ATIO‘\ DEbIGM

-

The authurft) to use better. dcsrgns/(cspecrally randOmrzed expen- '
ments) in the iffterests of less cqm/ocnl cvaluatlons of new programs,
 major hew. program variations; and major new program components
must be made egplicit in law and regulnuon This recommend;mon
applies only when there is substantial interest in estimating the effects of

a program on its primary tnrget goup. . : .
K By “randomized experiment,” we mean.assigning chrldren séhools.
or classrooms randomly to one of two or, more program variations, for
instance, ‘and then observing therr performance under each regimen.
The rdndoin assignment gunrnntccs that, in the long run, comparison of
~ -the variations will be fair. This is o\nc of the reasons the design has been

- used in the Negative Incomg Tax E\;\rpcnmcnts in the Manhattan Bail.

Bond experiments, in evaluation of television ps ogrums such as Sesame

o~ B » . - < —*\ . o —: . “"_‘
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-Street, The Elec tru ('ompanv and Free St vle, as wcll asin lhe evaluation
"of the effectiveness of medical treatments. ™ -

The rationale for the first part of the recommendation—pilot testing
new programs—is that higher quality: evaluations are more feasible
’before_the program is adopted at the national level. Better evaluation
deglgns can be employed. conclusions are less likely to be ambiguous;

" and pohtlcal-msmuuonal cénstraints are less likely to be severe. The
' mtroducuon of new programs can be staged so that. earlier stages
_ constitute pilot tests for the later ones. This may seem terribly mundane
to some readers. Bul recognize that in recent political-discussion of the’
. proposed Youth Incentives Prngram——an enterprise whose costs may
exceed $850 million per’ year»—therc had been no formal attention to
pilot testing-or slaged introduction before 1979. Title | compensatory
education programs cvolved in the same way ten years ago, and we still
know palhetlcall\ little about effective vatiations. The simple notion
that massiveé new programs‘ought to bt pilot tested is still warranted.
“The second part of the recommendation, concerning higher quahty
', evaluation designs, is based on the presuntption that we won't learn how
to bring about detectable changes.in.the performance of children or-
schools wnlhout .more conscnenuously desngncd tests. TheJusllflcauon
/the recommc-ndauon lies partly in the poor,quality ofdesngns used in
the field. ll is dlscouragmgly easy to find, for example, .leglslahve
LI temmqny in whlch a Title | proglam is declared to be,a success by ans
individual because “fest scores went up.” We do not advochte attempt-
ing to estimate program effects in all cases The process of estimating
éffects is comphcaled under the best of conditions. We advocate
) attention to high quahty designs, especially randomized experiments.
- At the"local level; there are some-evaluators with the interest and the .
skill to employ the design for the sake of fair ‘tests. An obstagle, we

“believe, is confusion about autl onty for runnmg such tests. So, for

instance, an evaluator offered the oplmon thatthe desn&n is desirable, of *

course, butin the absence of a clear statutory mandate that evaluator

« could not risk employmg it. The failure of federalgprogram managers to,
. encourage randomized experiments at the loca\l level is partly because ~

the mandate to do sp is not explicit.\At thefederal level, some authority

: already exists. lnde\ed evaluations at that level (such as the ofie’

" conduycted for the Emergeqcy School Assistance Act) have employed

state-of-the-art txperimental designs. But we beheve that the authomy
. must be’'made more exphcn <o ¢ . -
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Feusnblhty : : L

The usefulness of randomlzed iests, in prmcnplc, isnot usually atissue
in discussions about estimating effects of new programs. Argument

~ about the uses of the design cofcerfis the idea that randomized
z.xpenments are rarely feasible in field sgttings. Rarity does not establish
lack of feaslbllny, and in any case a notablé number of field tests have
been mounted. (This is imperfect evidedce, in that it doesn't _guaranteé
that an experiment can be moumed successfully in the sntuauon at
hand ) -

Pilot tests of expenments can yleld more direct evldence -on the
feasibility of randomized. -experiments or other high quality desngns
. Consequently, we recommend, mounting a small assessment prior to the

°major field experiments to identify problems in the field and to resolve
them. Randomized experiments fail to be successfully implemented in
education as-in medicine, economics, and other fields, because the
randomization is incomplete, because the programs are not imple-
mented” as advertised, and for other reasons. Pilot tests of the
expe/nment itself can help to avoid unnecessary ﬂaws in nmplementa-
non - : %

Lacking dependable preccdent and the opportumty for adequate
pilot tests of the evaluation desngn. two general criteria for judging
feasibility of randomized: expenments are sensible. The first criterion
Hinges on the, fundamental notion of equity. When there is an
oversupply of eligible recnplenls for a scarce’ resource—program -
servnces—-—then randomlzeq assignment of children to the resource seems
' fair. - So, for instance, VanCouver's Cnsns Intervention Progrnm for

~ ‘youthful status offenders affords equal opportunity to eligible recipi- -
\h ents. Stce:not all could be accommodated, and all are equally eligible;
they are ‘randomly assigned. Some experts argue that randomized -
experiments are most likely to be carried out succcssfully when the
boon-—real or imagined—i$ in short supply, and the demand for' the
. boon is high. This rationale doveta:ls neatly with nofmal managerial
“constraints. That is, new programs cannot be emplaced all at once and
- not all eligible candidates can be served at once. Exptriments can .-
* then be designed to capitalize on staged mtroducuon of programs or
services. ..

A second cntenon concerns scttmgs in whnch it is politically

" unacceptable ‘to assign individuals rland.oml)" to control conditions,

-
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despite the fact that we know nothing about whether a program works
relative to. no program at all. The ethical, moral; and economic
Justifications for experimenting may be quite irrelevant. In such cases, it
is often possible to ameliorate difficulties by comparing program
variations against one another, rather than comparing a nove} program .
to an_ existing one or t6 no program at all. A “no-program” control
conditior may be an-unacceptable political option, whether or not the
.program fails. The most we can reasonably expect then i is to choose the
invented variation component that works best for the investment.

- The idea of testing variations or components, rather than teslmg a
‘program against a ccntroi, is a compromise. But we believe that 1&15
better than gemng no information at all on the effects of th¢ program in
question. In parucular for ongomg programs that have strong public
supporl it scems sensible to think in terms of randomized assignment to.
new program variations or to new program componenls to discover

-~ more: effectwe or cheaper-versions-of the program. - I
THe most direct action that Congress can take to amehordte the
‘problem involves any statute that asks that the effects on children of a
new program vaviation. or new components be estimated. We recommend
that such statutes include anexplicit.provision authorizing statistically
valid randomized experiments. For existing programs, we believe that’
some explicit authority is necessary to foster fair tests. That is, the
Secretary of Education should be empowered to waive compliance with
technical aspects of statutes or regulauons- for experimental projects
that are likely to assistin promollng the statutory objectives. This would
facilitate; for instance, randomized tests of cheaper variations on Title 1 *
" programs, student loan programs, and the like” | _—

—. . —
TTre—

INDEPENDENT CRlTlQUE AND SECONDARY ANALYSIS

We recommend to Congress and the Department that major program
evaluations be subjected routinely to competent. independent critique
“and - secondary analysis. Mechamsms should be created to permit
" routine critique of a sample of evaluations produced at the LEA and -
. SEA’levels. By “critique” we do not mean adverse commentary. We do
mean. balanced examination of the quality of the report and judgments
‘about whethet recommendations can be sustairied by the evidence.

. “Secondary analysis" here refers to analysis of raw statistical data,
undertaken to improve on the quality of carlier analyses

Y .
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The origins of this recommendation lie partly in the idea that we -

should récognize good-yuality evidence as such, and to properly identify
poor evidence. There is also some need to_prévent the ingenuous use of
poor evidence and to avoid relying unnecessanlyﬂn one’s confidence in

the single evaluation. Furthermore, major evaluations are expensive. It

seems sensiblé to allow the community of policy makers or their

_advisors to make the data work repeatedly. at low cost, m secondary

“analysis. Because evaluations may affect a vanely of interest groups,

those groups should be given an opportunity to offer competent -
" criticism. Finally, we: believe that the absence of independent crmcnsm

can reduce the importance of good evaluations.

.

Elements of a Systemt for Critique and - | *\ )

o

Sccondary Analysis: National Level' ’
. Nd - -

The clements of an effective system for critique and secondary
analysis include (a) explicit institutional policy on rapid disclosure of
reports and access to statistical data underlying the reports; (b) a formal
mechanism for independent critique or secondary analysis, when
possible, during an/ei'aluation' (c) a formal administrative mechanism
for independent crmque and secondary analysis when evaluation results

* are submitted; and (dJ formal guidelines on teporting and storage of

statistical information.

Elements of policy on reanalysis have already received . some
attention. For instance, the GAO has, in its guidelines on impact
evaluation, taken the position that access to evaluative data for

reanalysis is generally an important consideration. The Dfepartment of |

Education has.not had a formal policy on disclosure of statistical data.
Mowever, the Department's- Office of Planning and Evaluation
has had an unwritten policy and has released data periodically for
independent review and secondary analysis. Informal critiques of data

sets have been undertaken by the CBO as a part of its é\ff)rts to screen

studies for quality. These activities are undertaken so a\to recognize

individual privacy needs. Making policy formal, creating the adminis- -

“trative’ mechanisms, and testing them are sensible next steps.

Rapld aggess to evaluation reports has been a problem. Clearance of
evﬂludtlon reports by the Secrelary of Education, according to federal

< staff members who were interviewed, was slow at best. (We understand

that the Department has recantly adopted the 10-day clearance rule,
which should improve matters.)

) ’ o8
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Informed Criticism =~ - ‘ I

Opinions about the desirability of garly mdcpcndenl review of major
evaluations and of secondary analysrs are not uniform. At least some
agency staff reckon that a routine procsss will generat® more heat than
tight. Assuring competent criticism in this arena-is likely to be as difficult
as it is in medicine, economics, and other fields. Some ofthat criticismis
bound to be specious, dull witted, and self-interested. High quality inthe
design and execution of evaluations offers some protection against
unwarranted criticism? but it is unlrl\cly to be sufficient. Qutcome

- evaluations are always subject to criticism, especially if the' program
- does not work. We beliéve, however, that openness to criticisms must be '

given prigrity, and that some administrative research on- reducmg
mmdless criticism should be underlakc

- : . s .

A good many local and state cvaldations provide no more than
counts of those served, changes in‘test scores, and similar information.
Regular systemn'uc reanalyses of the raw data underlying all of these is
_not warranted. lt is more clear that samples of reports ought to be -
reviewed and criticized perrodrcally The main phrpose of independent,.

. competent criticism is to assure that the quality of evrdence used to

inform decisions is recognized. We also expect that this sort of critique

will help:to improve quality of the exercise, in the long run. ¢
There are a variety of institutional vehicles available to conduct

revrews States with fairly well-developed evaluation units are a natural

optien.' California and Michigan, formstance have review, validation, . - -

and dissemination systems to try to assure that information about good
programs of all kinds is available to L.LEAs. Such units may not, however,
" be independent of program folces Moreover, some field investigation
is warranted to determine whether ¥ not evlluation capnbnlmes are
sufficient to generate hngh—quahty critique.

The federal Joint Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP) is also a
vehicle for critique QLsnmplcs of evaluations. Its role is now limited to
examining evidence voluntcereﬁv LEAs and other agencies that
believe they are strong enough to sustain frank criticism, and so its
mission would have to be expanded. The number of reviewers available
on JDRP is not sufficient to review even a small addmonal sample, and -
sp it would have to be cnlarged

- . \.' bra . “‘.
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Techmeal stlsmnce Centers (TACs) supporled under Title 1
vconsmute another option. But their role is confmed to providing advice
s-omy when asked about Title programs Itis not clear that TACscanbe
regarded as independent reviewers slmply because thiey may provide
advice on evaluatigns-in the first instance.

The problems of assuring decent review and reanalysis of evaluation
reports is sufficiently important to watrant further examination by
_federal agency management. That examination should address (a)-
alternative plans and admlmstratwe vehicles forcritique and reanalysis,

(b) alternative sample designs and time'frame, and (c) design of pilot
tests for review so as to estimase costs and benefits, of a system before itis -
emplaced to’ rderermme if the effort is ug_eed_JUst}[led_.

St e
3

e ® , ) R
. ACCESS TO REPORTS <y - ‘

a . Lo

~ Effective mechanisms to assure early release of evaluali’bn’vreporls
~"/and ready acegss to reports ought to ‘be-created, The origins of this
recommendation‘lie partly in the idea that evaluation reports offered as

a basis-for policy, major executive decrslons and oversight should be
open to competent critigismi and should be accesslblezoa wide variety of
potential users. The recommendation stems partly trom the dlfflcully
encountered in obtaining reports at the federal level, thoughat this level

. is far _less difficult than it is at.other levels of government.

Rapid acc’esy to reports prior to 1980 was impeded by clearance
processes“thm the education division of the Department. That is,
reports issued by a contractor have been reviewed by the Exccutive
‘Secretariat of the Department before release, and those reviews have

“resulted in delays in release without notable 1mprovement m the
“documents themselves.: . :

The inclusion of a clause in Department contracts—Artlcle 28—
requiring that permission be sought prior to even discussing an
evaluation, ismore invidious. It prevents some universities from bidding
on evaluations, since the clause runs counter to university standards of -
“intellective indépendence. It is possible that this proviso reducés the
quality of reports by impeding 'discussion « * projects in professional
forum< The mechanical di fﬁcultnes of it identifying and obtammg a
report or a cluster of repmts bearmg on a specific evaluatnon are very
tedious.
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The pmbicm ol assuring rapid access has been rkgifie'd at least inthe _-: .
sense that the Office of the Depu Assistant Secret: e for Evaluation
and Managemenl has established a new clearance procLss Reports arc «
. to be released gqutomatically aftu 10 days if the segretary-level review
has no, modlflc}uo,ns The memorandum also pcl‘mlls adJommg criti-
cism to the released document by pfogram managgrs We believe that
_automatic clearance after a specified pcrlod is dLSil‘ablC dnd that the
practxcc ought to be maintained. *
+ . The pracuce of requiring.contractors td.seek pcrmxssnon for discuss-
ing results in public forums has net been changed. as far'as we know.
\ Our recommcndatxon is, that no .such requirement be 1mppsed in
* \ contracts. - :

.

fistribution of lnfoi'mxitiori - N )

. t -

’ We suggest lhc creation of a departmcnt -wide pcnodlcal that
dentifies and abstracts each cvaluation report submllteci to the

bepartmcnl and submitted by the Secretary of Education to Congress

© We expect this to ameliorate access problegs inside a#fd outside the

government. At its best, such a periodical will keep the public, Congi\css.- .

“and staff of the' Department abreast of what has been produced 2yd

perhaps even of why it was produced. Models for this include the GAO'

MOhlhl) Reports, which summarizes reports issued by the agency.

>

Responsibility for Disiributioﬂ et
Thc practice of assngmng sole respongibility to the pro;cct ofﬁccr'for .
nrial seports is not entirely effective. Officers vary in their attention to
circulating reports ‘and submitting them to distribution centers such as
ERIC they shift agencies, resign from- govcrnment service, and -
9thermse disappear. So do reports, at leaspat tirnes. Mechanisms must
be developed to avoid reliance on the single officer. The optionsinclude
/(a) strengthening internal agency capability for storage of reports.(a
“assuring-that the list of core recnpncnt; for reports is included in the re-

/ ports themselves, or that such a list is pubinciy available; (c) requiring -
the contractor and the agency to, maintain d list of repotts (with full
cntntions) generated, together with the location of the agency that dis-
seminates it; (d) requiring that the: recipient of each evaluation cxccuted'
under contract or grant provide repqr(s abstracts of\;cPorts or both

R \15 R
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after 10- -day clear.mcc to ERlC the National Tech[ncal Information
Servnce (NTIS). the pertment edutation centers and laboratories, the
Committee on Evaluation and Information Systemis (CEIS), the Federal
Education Data Acquisition Council (FEDAC), and congressional staff
and support agencies (especlally the CRS and GAQ); and (e) distribut-
ing each report routinely to every federal evaluauon pro_|ect officer and
every evaluauon contractor. ‘

. ‘ _ o Coty,

. TRACKING THE USE OF EV’ALUAT'lo'Ns'

v
. . -

-

Our altenuon to thns topic stenis partly from the arg.xments about
whether evaluations arc used. The answer is easy: Some are and some
are not. The more interesting questions concern how they are used, how"
often théy are used, Row to balance their cost against usc and how to

" encourage use. The last two ‘Questions cannot be answered adequately
‘now. because the hard answers to-the “*how" and “how often” questions
are ‘fragmentary, and the soft answers are. rather too dependent on
ﬂawed memory and competing,interests. . . i
" The problem of verifying use or nonuse hinges partly on turnover of

. staff responsible for initiating, conducting, and. using cvaluations.
Cﬁrroﬁoratmg use of an evaluation through independent sources is

- difficult and somenmesnmpossnble Titfes of reports often imply nothinge
about potent\sl or actual yge,sand reports are misfemembered
forgotten. lncomplete citation is a chronic problem. The- follov\é
“recommendafions are mundane but critical formexpenswe tracking. At
-best, they will eliminate part of the burden placed on respondents
’i’n studies of the use of evaluations. °

'

- Better Specification in Reports and Regulations
» Congressional reports, agency annual reports, regulations, and the
like are often imprudent or at least sloppy in failing to specify which
exaluations they've used. Yet, such reports can bé useful in. tracking use-
_ of evaluations and in improvingthem. References to evaluations should
then include author, title of the report, data‘of issuance, and sponsoring
agency. If congressional or agency staff themselves cannot supply full /
.references then merely hiring an inexpensive, bright graduate student to
" build a specific. refererice list for edch- report of the half-dozen or s
congressional commmees most pern‘nem to\ tducationa! evnluﬂnop

.
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would suffice, so long dS access to the list and dissemination of the list *
were assured. P ‘
The recommendatlon applles to both congressronal committee
reports and to major agency documents such as. the Department's’
Annual Evaluation Report andgpolicy statements. CBO documentSare
somewhat more conscientious, and GAO documents normally carry at

> east part of the infor nation suggested. This recommendation also
% applies.to-proposed andﬁnal regulations issued in the Federal Register,
since evaluationis do. result ‘in regulation . changes but: are. rarely
recognized completely in the prose d¢scribing changes. An lllustrauon
of exemplary practice is the modification of regulatlons'on day carein ..
1980. .

The’ practice of recognizing evalaations explicitly when they have
been useful in deliberations of Congress and at the executwe level, is-
admirable. Identj fying what is useful ‘g"indes the agencies in the long run -
(if not the short rS‘rr)"rewards those who pefform well, and exhibits same
integrity to an occasionally cynical audience. The practice of recogniz-
ing . go«gd evaluations that are used is not uniform, however. The
sponsoring -agencysis not given credit, due to time and resource -
constraints. That problem is strious enough to dnscourage some staff, if -
not to demoralize them. It would be helpful if more conscientious

- attention werefglven to recogmzmggseful evaluations and to recogmz— '
mg useless evaluations in commlttee reports and the like. '

ES L -

lmpro‘ving the Departmént’s Annunl_EvaIuarlon-Reparl g (

o o
The Annual Evaluation Report enumerates uses of evaluations coms
pleted by the Departiment. It is important, and there are some ways to make .
it more uséful. (1) The report on use should provide specrﬁocntntnon of

* each evaluation report, its author, title, date of issue, and |§sumg agency.

- Otherwise, it's impossible for the reader to verify that a report has been .
“issued, uch less that it has been used. (2) The feport on use should
provide specific citation of hearings or congressnonnl repoiisin whichan
evaluation _regort - is mentioned or used, and specific dithtion of
regulations that are said to have been changed on the basis of evaluation -
results. 1t should cite regulations that are proposed or created a’s a result

. of the evaluation. Otherwise, verifying claitns- of use is difficult or*
impossible. (3) The contributors to the section on use of evaluations

- should be acknowledged to permit verification and corroboration. (4) -
The Annual, Evaluation Report’s perspective on us€ ought o ’be

. .. : a
« b .
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reexamined to identify flaws in mdncétors of use, such as citations of
hcarmgs,,and the possnble bjases in them. Ignoring agencies apart from
.Congress malges jt likely that use of evaluation results is understated.:-
Very little.information on management uses, apart from regulations, is
provided. (5) Evaluations for which ft is difficult to find verifiable
evidence of their use should be identififfd. Evaluauons that are virtually
“useless two years after production shuld be identified explicitly. The
“issue that. ought to be addressed in fut re exammallon of uses.is, Would
reportmg other lhan annually make sense? : o’

© . -

ldentifying\the Recipients of Reports

Ma_|or evaluation reports should mclude a list of the individuals,
¢ommittees, and agencies to whom the report was sent. This will
- fatilitate tracking'the use or aonuse of reports and our understandmg of - -
‘misdirected "effort. The practice of appending reader lists to reports is
current at the Officg of Naval Research. The practice. appears to be
feasible for at least ma_|or evaluation repbft; Where enumeration of
members of the audience is hot feasible, then the lists used internallyasa
. basis for distribution of reports ought to<be accessible.

\ . 'Tr,lchxing\ Management Changey - -

Very little systematlc publicly avdilable evndenc:e is avallable on the
manageria! uses of evaluation. Mereover, there is no general mechanism
for .regularly -folloWing up on whethel%rob]ems ldennﬁcd in an

" evalugtion have been or can be rectified. Follow-up ‘does :occur
-episodically; through questions addréssed tor managers at comrhittee
hearings for instange. But we have been unable to identify any speEml
orderly -record- -keeping of the matter. We recommend that asnmple °
examination.of alternative mechanisms be undertakerto determine ifa.

"cheap follow<up system can be developed, and to determine how such

mechanisms can be-field tested. ' T ' T

7.
Locdl and State - . = | *

: We have not mveaugated state” uses of evaluauoﬁs sufﬁcnently to
make recommendauons on tracking mechanisms at that level. However,
“'twg _features of sorge local and state efforts are worth considering by

- o
. .
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both federdl and state’ agencies Some states suchas Massaehusetts dnd~
Mlchlgan require that in local reports to the state the various usages of
evaluations be reported regularly. Those reports are, in principle, a
vehjcle for tracking use and, occasionally, synthesis. It is possible thata -
few states have developed especially efficient ways to accomplnsh this -
task. If so, the procedures ought to be made available to-other state and
federal agencies. The alternativesto regular reporting is a' ‘special survey
undertaken to obtain periodigally a better picture of usesthan one could
- ‘obtain in'reports. At least one state——Callforma—has tried this oﬁtlon
< “and the results were mformatlve N . -

< . '- a " ~ N ) ot
-y . o | IR
STANDARDS AND cuioiungﬁ e LT
. . ) . D e
" Current, guldelmes can e exploited in designing evaluations and in
making crude Judgments about quality. of an evaluation report;
however they are not equal[y re{evant to all types of evaluatron, and”
- theyarenot approprrate for inclusion in law or regulatlon They should
- be recogriz®d in pollcy statements, mternal gundelmea, and ether
flexible di rgctl\'eﬁ |/ . )
" Guidelifies have been (\evéloped by 'he GAO, the Evaluatlon
Résearch Society, and tbe independent Joint Committee on Standards -
for Educational Program Evaluation. Standards are gmbodled in
manuals used by the federal Joint Dissemination Revrew Panel in
assessmg educational worth’of, new programs. T3
"There is substamnal overlap in topical covgrage of all of these. *
Moreover, the topical coverage. Sverlaps with $tandards used in
choosing desngns for major national evaluations and grants for évalua-
. tive work supported by NIE and the Department’ of Educnnon
. The guidelines aré very “general, as any sct o . Ruidelines on
completeness and quality of evidence must be, given the variety of forms '
that evaluation may take. It nssensrble for instance, to expect that an
" evaluation that purports to esumme a program’s effeets ort children
' covers pertinent _topics: evnlumnon design, source and . quality of
" information, competing explanauons and so on. These elements are
- part of most good guidelines, but they are nq,substntute for trammgand
N Judgmem
*The main justification for recommendmg thnt guidelines bc rceog-
nized is that we believe they can be useful in clarifying what is meant by
quahty of evalumron and in* mformmg the public nbout what cnn
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- L4 .. e e P
*s generally be ¢Xpegted ¢ ‘evaluation. Guidelines 50 be of some *

. assistance-an protecting the competent evaluat, om gratuntous
- “criticism, and in identifying inept evaluation.’ They can”be useful in
. reviewing proposals,made by LEAs for programs that requnre SpCClal :

. evaluatnon such as bilingual educatton & ,

. | ' | - ) 0./
- N:tIOnnlLevel S S u

Stnte nnd Locnl Le;el | B

‘We recommend that guidelines be formally recogmzed as such by
‘agency executives<and by congressional committee. staff. Théyshave
already been recognized by evaluation staffers within the education

. ~agencies’ and the. GAOQ; -indeed, agency staffers -Contributed to
theit development. By xé‘cognmon we, mean formally acknowledging
their ¢xistence, assuring that’ pertinent staff fkknow about them, and .

" testing the guidelines in the ﬁeldf.lt would notbe difficult to incorporate
short-reviews of guidélines mto,trammg prograths dnd seminars on
evaluation run by ‘the. CRS the GAO, or the Federal Executwe
lnstntute N ‘

v L L T = . .. ) N L oo
'| . o R oo » . 8. L

« - »
-

1t is reasonnble to ‘assure, thnt &EAS and LEAs know nbout the
guldelmes to make guidelines nvmlnble, and to crco -age tests of
guldelmes at th= local lev =1 Guldelmes can, for .tz e, be cited
in reéquests for proposals (RFPs) and grant material, .1thout demand-
ing that they be followed, They may be made available through specml—
purpose mformntton clearinghouses, such.as ERIC or through com-
mencnl pubhshers‘ - . ’
* 1t is reasonable to encourage their use, but notfto reqwre it, m the
““intecests of fostering better quality evaluationsand protecting compe-
- tence. That engouragement can be giveh through federal and state,
agendy offices that disburse funds for innovative programs. -
Responsnbthty for ndvnsmgthe p\lbllc, administrators, school boards,
and so on currently rests with evaluation staff a4 local and state levels. It. -
is not uaircasonable to urge that they thake gutdelmes available to these -
~ audiences for evaluation results.” The Buidelines are perfient, however, "~
. o the minority of LEAs, nnmely,/the ones thnt do more than sxmple
: mgmtormg ‘

RN
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Field Tests . " oy o

- i . o . e
. We do not recommend incorporating- gurdelmes mto faw, or. rggula-
tlon' Onl){ some aspects of gulde,gncs have been field fested and
gegardless of how reas‘oneble they dppear to be i in prmcrple their.costs
"and benefits need to be better established before .they are generally .

required. It is also sensible to determine their susceptrbrlrty to incompe- *

‘tent inferpretation, mlsmterpretatlonr ang corrupuon Finally, guide-
lines will change a bit as the state of the art'in evaluation develops.
* ‘Formal tests'may help to avoid a pr\ematurely rlgrd posture on‘what

qonstrtutes qualnty : .. .

“Caveats - B e T -
. Contemporary’ guldelmes cannot be snmply applled to evaluation -
reports produced. by LEAs' in reSponse lo federal or state reportmg
requirements. In the first pldce, repdrts differ apprecidbly in cofittnt,

; depending on audience. ’Reports made to Parent Advisory’Committees «.
in Titl¢ 1 programs\ for instance, contain mformatlon that differs in"

' depth and in kind from information provnded to sta\tes Second, federal y
rcqurrements are- minima). Any review ,of what s, produced. to fill
requrrements is likely to be a useful target for guidelines, simply because

reports are more useful at local and régional levels. \

.
. .

A1

°

I\.STIMA(TING. THE hFFhCT OF P%OGRAMS.

. PN

Y » ‘\

* . The genéral expectntnon that all local, State, gnd federal education
» agencies will produce clearevidence on the effects of programs should
_be abandoned. The _émphasis should be placed on finding better -
“vatiations on programs ‘and effective program components in LEAs and
Y SﬁAs that have the resources to plan fair field tests, and on ‘welle.
designed tests run by the federn! government. .
Measuring growth of-children.in intellectual achnevement pcrsonnl
development, and other areas is often warranted. Howéver, the practice
of attributing growth to a program on the basis of thiese data dlgne is not .
warranted, simply because there are so many competing cxplnnatnons
' fc{r growth or any change. Local and state eyaluations rarely recpgnize
- con{pctmg cxplnnatnons

T . R ’ .
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. . \ T
The demapd for information about how much a program- affects
children must recognize that clearly lnterpretable estimates of this

depend on'evaluation designs that accommodate competing explana- .

. tions. Those designs are not always feasible in lpcal setungs Technical
assistance is no substitute for resources, for local interestjn estimating
effects, or for those designs. Moreover estimating effects at the local
‘level dften has lower priority than providing servnces that children and
their parents believe are effective. L. - .
The-demand for estimatey of effect on chlldren induces a’kind of

bemgn..‘*hypocnsy among some staffers, administrators," and local
* contractors g _,esponmble for programs and evaluations. An increase in
test scores is treated as evidence that the program “works,” for instance.

- The ' conscnentlous members of each camp will admit that other

explanntlons——normal -growth; for mstance-—are possible.. They also *
+ admit (and. we agree) t’hat separaung out the'influence of the program

from other influenges is not possnble without a great deal ofmanagenal
legdl, and technical effoft, and it may.be ntqssnble despite those efforts.
‘The'ad mission appears rarely i in evaluation rgports on Title 1 programs :
vocational educauon and blllngual education. ~ *

.Iudglng from our site visits,-some LEAs and SEAs are lnterested in.
testmg cheaper _varieties. of programs, prograin components, ,and
progrnm variations, and some of-these are.capable of doing this well. 1t

¢ is gensible to Capltallze on'that interest, if the evaluations of these are

“well designed. To the extent possible, contracts'for doing so ought to ber
made available. Funds have been avmlnble through Tifle.1V-C and some -

- NIE programs. They’can lead to better understanding of, what works,
“What works inexpengively,.and to the digsemination of the prografms to
interested local agencies. The effor;(n%; have to be augmented wi
Assistance from universities, private contractots, technical assistance
centers, or others. These are' nat-substitutes for in-house staff and for

*

. strong. adnumstratlvc supp.ort of fair tests from admlmstrators and o

" oversighs. groups _ : ' -,
The viational interest in understandnng effects of new programs as

~wellas the quahty of delivery, needsto be recogmzed and reiteratéd. The -

conduct - of -pilot tests of new programs. should be supported ‘when

feasible and appropriate. This recommendauqn stems partly from the_
progress :made ‘over the past ten years in mounting field tests of new -
progrnms, program variations, ‘and program components. There have
been‘mperfecuons and failuresin these tests to besure, The executnon of
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good outcome studu.s is exceedlngly dlfflcult These problerhs should
not be regarded as excuses to avoid the ynr;,ueof understandnng effects.
The public interest in evidence of this kind (in éducation or in other
areas, such as medicine and economics) has’ not been consistent. Planned
tests are alwapmme:ablmummwm account of their

] youth .

*The quesuons about how money i spent and to whom services are

delivered (so-called process evaluatlon or implémentation Studies) are”

" "also important. Judging by recent work, the emphasis on this informa- -
tion has been understated. There must be some stress, however, on

obtaining more than body counts, to supply more than nominal ’
statements of where dollars go and who. receives the services. The
character of services is often poorly undgrstood. Any suchinvestigation
will,not help one understand whether more notable effects are produc)ed
by certain services than by cheap COﬁlpCtllOl’S or by no service at all,

of course.

)

RN
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ENCOURAGING INTEGRITY .
. A

Evaluation often engenders coficetn among those whose program is
evaluated. This, in turn, can provoke msmutnonal pressure tofind nice ’
results if the evaluator is under the super\nsnon ofthe program manngcr
Consequently, manntanmng integrity can be difficult. The following list -
of optnons was’; ‘developed to understand :how one might facilitate’
integrity in theﬁ face of such pressure at federal, state, and local levels.

,/ 1 . - f
K el b “s

'Posture at the Polley. Mlmgement,mnd Oversight
Levels of Govemmem

o

Thcre is some argument for the View that admlmstrators ofsnew and
innovative projects should not be judged- solely on the basis of the
outcomé of the program ‘for which they,are responsible. Many .
educational projects are high-risk ventures, and theit failure is often, if
not always, beyond the control of any individual or institution. It is
important to understand why we fail: Program tnanagers and their
staffs, then, should be judged at least partly on the’quality of evndcnee

- bearing on a program, regardless of whether one finds that the progrnm .
itself is a success. To be effective, that vnew would have to prevail nt k)
: nanonal statc. and local levels Co e - .
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Design of Evalugtions of New Programs ’

. - < . o .
W

It is sometimes possnble to dccommodate fear of evaluation l'hrough
deslgn‘ of evaluations. One of several simple ways of doing so is not to
. e\,alua!e program A by comparing it to'no program at all. “No Qrogrim
at d1"'is often not a politically viable option if A fails. Rather, one ought
to compare’ yariation A of the program to variation B, where each
variatioh has identical objectlvqs”‘bul differences in cost, approach,‘or.
other ¢haracteristics. The dnfflcully with th.,\_s option is that we often lack
the imagination or resoufces to mvent B; and of course, it provides no
information -on the effects of A relauxglo no program at all. -

< - v
H

L)

\ ~
. A

‘Exterrial Review . : "

L o One wa) to assure that indompetent-evaluations:and cdrﬁpelent
_evaluations are praperly labeled -as such is to subject completed
evaluations to external review. . This tactic is consistent with the aims of

. the education agencies, the GAO, and other agencies with an interest in

* quality and standards of evidence. It is consistent with the recent trend
toward secondary analysis of program evaluation data, conducted by
independent academic institutions. The latter option has been used. by,
.among others, the former U.S. Office of Educatidn, the NIE, the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, and other agencies in the
United States. A variant on the tactic has been tried by individual—¢-—
researchers in Pakistan in reviewing ‘evaluations Sponsored by the

_government. This option cannot dssure directly that evaluations done
with integrity will be’ rewarded. Gratuitous criticism is common. It
should make it more likely, however, that poor eyalunhons are
recognized as such and are not rewarded._

Jeint Dissemination and Review’ Approaches .
) Consider a review board that has clearly defined standards for
~ examining the quality of evaluations, and which examines quality upon

request from the program manager. A rain objective of this panel or

board is to officially verify the quality of the evidence and to declare that

the program (if effective) deserves to be disseminated. Further, sucha -

seal of approval can become a device for obtaining more money for

= similar projects from an agency. Both official recognmon and the
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, opporu{mty to apply for. dnssemmatnon funds are appreciated, we
believe, by competent evaluators and program developers.

Such a system has been operating with some success within OE and
“NIE.. The JDRP reviews educational products, basing review on
evidence that conforms to articulated standards. Approval makes them.
eligible for money earmarked for expansnon dissemination, and other
purposes. . : :

Explicit Policy on Independence »f Evaluation

. . p o0
There is no substitute at the national, state, orlocal level for policy on
relative independence of the evaluator. Such policy can assure bureau-
cratic mdependence notably eliminating clearance requirements for
conversation or dnsclosure of reports to any group. It may involve
. administrative independence, ‘notdbly by assuring that the evaluator
report to an individual other than the program manager. It may involve
fiscal mdependence notably by assuring that funds eagmarked for
evaluation are channeled tirough the evaluation unit, by setg‘txg\s::‘nries
s for the unit mdependem >alaries for program operatmg unit dby"
“other méthods. It may involve political independence, for example,
. through the bnparue‘ag.approvgl of director of evaluatlon in the same
) spirit as appointmepts are approved for Inspector General and Comp-
¢ . troller General at the national level of government. .

. .

.
]

EVALUATOR CAPABILITIES

The primary reasons for sugge 'ng that demands for evaluation be -
« preceded by “capabilities assessment,\ articulnrly nuhe stateand local *
. levels, arg.discussed below. © " ° -
First, ndentnfymg who is and who'is hot an evaluator (fot to m.nuon
the appropriate ‘competency level) is often difficult. Depending on the
" program and the assigned tasks, program staff, evaluation unit staff, ~
outside contractors, or graduate students may have kyaluation responsi-.
bility. Second, because the field is less than fifteen years old, few :
institutions offer-formal certification in the arca. There is Considerable
“debate about trammg, nnd graduate curricula vary in emphnsns across
institutions.
More important, the skills and talents required of evnluu ors in
LEAs and SEAs differ, depending on evaluation activity. WH%I eval-

. . -
L4 i . N .
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_‘uation involves sitnply meeting minimal reporting requirements, the

skills demanded do not require advanced graduate training, but some
technical common sense is essential. When evaluation activities go

heyond the minimum reporting requirements, the level and sophistica- -
tion of required skills multiply quickly. These two types of activities and

: : Ty
Meeting Federal Evaluation

their capability demands should réceive separate consnderauon in Jaw,
regulation, and evaluation policy.

By capabilities assessment we mean systematic attempt to describe
the kinds of skills that are required for each kind of task. For national
demands for evaluative information, this may involve intensive field
research—task analyses—of good performers. It need not be elaborate,
however. Observing what people do is better, but more expensive of
course, than merely asking them what they do.

—. ,
—_— .

Reporting Requirements . ‘ B

It cannot be expected that all state and local education agencies have
the capabilities necessary to adequately comply with federal evaluation
reporting requirements. -Often, program staff.in these agencies—
individuals with responsibilities other than evaluation—assutme respon-

‘sibility for reporting agtivities. These persons werg not necessarily hired

for their evaluation expertise. Consequently, technical assistance in
evaluation should be provided so that agencies can adequately fulfill

federdl evaluation reporting requirements. It might be provided in a

variety of ways: (1) Atthe minimum, the sponsoring agency should have
direct access to evaluation unit staff with explicit rcsponsibilit? for
training in evaluation: These individuals can ‘develop appropriate
guidelines for evaluation, arrange evaluation workshops for individuals
who must complete these requirements, and select the proper strategy

for providing technical assistance. Federal program agencies without

these resources should consider creating spccnﬁc job positions in -
evaluation. (2) Adeéquate resources can be chnnnclcd to SEAs that
administer these federal grant programs to pcrmn thenrto provide easily

~ accessible and expert technical assistance in evaluation, (3) Federally
_supported technical assistance centers, such as those existing for Title I

evaluation, can. be established to assist states and locdl education
agencies in meeting federal reporting rcqu\rcmcﬁts. One approach is to
expand services of the Title I TACs to provide evaluahon assistance fo
othcr federal programs. ) \
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Technical assistance involves instruction and guidance in the actual

conduct of evaluation; i.c., selection of program participants, use of
tests, and completion of federal reporting forms. It also involves -
_assistance indeciding who will evaluate. Forexample, districts that have -
capable evaluation units should be encouraged to use the services ofthe

—umitfor-athprogram evaluation needs-Smattdistrictsthat-do-noet-have
the resources to form their own research and evaluation unit may be .
mslructed in other options, e.g., the formation of a consortium to hire
" competent evaluation staff who serve more than one district. Regional

. assistangé centers can be developed or augmented in order to better
provide technical assistance in evaluation. When outside contractors ate
employed, guidelines must be developed so that program staff and
district selection boards can choose the most competent individuals, be )
sensitive to the types of skills required, and be aware of their rights in
contractual arrangements. State guidelines of this kind are rare.

Going Beyond Federal Evaluation
Reporting Requirements _ N

Some districts ‘and states often attempt to go beyond federal
reporting requirements. 1f competently executed, these evaluations can
improve_the quality of information submitted to federal agencies,
Congress, and to such other audiences as Parent Advisory Councilsand -
school boards. We believe that providing more opportunities to those ..

' LEAs and SEAs with interest and capabilities in evaluation is war- .

ranted. At the state level this can be accomplished through existipg

mechanisms, such as the monies targeted for improving state capabili-

- ties and state refinement grants for Title 1-evaluation supported by
Section 183(c). These'funding mechanisms should be supported. Dis-
seminatioffl of demonstrated improvements in evaluation practices
developed by SEAs through contracts should be promoted. _

The 1mprovemem cf local education agency cnpnbnlmes deserves
more attehtion than it has received in terms of discretionary evaluation
activities. While some of this cah be accomplished through an expanded
SEA role, other methods can be more specifically targeted at LEAsand
supported directly frem the federal government. One option is to |
expdnd the program -of direct grants or contracts to LEAs for !’
evaluation-related activities. This should allow LEAs to'apply for and .
receive funds to engage in additional evaluation activities for federal -

programs or in research on ways to improve evaluation methods. A
second option is to make avmlnble grants to LEAs/SEAs to fost,er
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university LEA relationships. This might include funding for training
programs jointly sponsored by academic institutions and LEAs/SEAs.
This would not only provide training for agency personnel but would
also improve the quality of evaluation programs in uniyersities by
allowing students to participate in actual evaluatiots. d% addition, .
university-conducted workshops could be sapported as an avenue of
continuing education foreducatiomragency-petsonnel—Fhere-may-also—-
be an opportunity to award matching moniesfor SEA/LEA investment

\uch arrangements as “an endowed chair,” whereby university faculty -

»4pend a period of time in these agencies conductingevaluations and‘

desngnmg procedures that will remam after their departure.

. . NOTES ‘\

1. The full report has been issued as R. F. Boruch and D.S. Cordray (eds.). An
appraisal of educational program evaluations: Federal. State, and local agencies. Report
1o the Congress. Psychiology Department, Northwestern University, Evanston, Illinois,
1980. 1t is available through the ERIC system, from the Office of Evaluation at the U S,
Department of Education, and the U.S. Government Printing Office (Document Number

*1980 0-721-636/235). This article is a revision of Chapter 7 of the report. Revisions were
based on reactions to preqcnlalions of this material (after the report was submitted) at the
annual meeting of the Evaluation Research Society, the Northern Illinois Association for
Rcsenrch and Evaluation, the State of Illinois Department of Education, the CRS, the
GAO, and elsewhere. The revisions are important, but they'do not represent major devia-
tions from the original text.

2. For brevity's sake, we omit references in lhns paper. See the full reporl for
references. For a literatare review, we refer you to R. F. Boruch and P. M. Wortman. '
Implications of educational evaluation for evaluation policy. Review of Resear:Zx in'

. Education, 1979, 7,7309-363.

Robert F. Boruch is Proféss'or z;f Psychology and Education and Director of the Method.-.
ology Program at Northwestern Univérsity.

‘ David'8. Cordray is Assistant Professor of Psychology and Ak.sacialev Director of the
Methodology Program at Northwestern University.

Georgine M. Pion is Assistant Dean for Research at the University of Hlinois.

Laura C. Lewmn isa MacArlhur Fellow at the University of Pitisburgh.

-«
”

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- (Section 1327122, PSM): Not Apphcuble

Publisher's Note: The following mformuuon is pnnted in accordance with U, S postal regu--
_lations: Statement of Ownership, Management and Circulation (required by 39 U.S.C. 3685).
1. Title of Publication: EVALUATION REVIEW. 1A. Publication No.: 0193-841X. 2. Date of
Filing: October 1. 1982. 3. Fruquency of Isaue: Bimonthly. 3A. No of issues Published Annu-
ally: 6. 38. Annual Subscnptuon Price. institutions, §62. 00 mdmduuls $28.C0. 4. Location of
Known Office of Publication: 275 South Beverly Drive, Beverly Hills (Los Angeles), Califoraia
90212 5. Location of the Headquarters or General Busin®ss QOffices of the Pubiishers: 275
South Buverly Orive, Baverly Hills {Los Angeles). California 90212. 6. Names and Complete
Addrussas of Publisher, Editor. and Managing Editor: Publisher: Sara Mitier McCune. 1102
South Dakhurst Drive. Los Angelas, Califcrnia 90035; Editors: Richard A. Berk, University of .

e men —Califru m1s. Santa_Barbara,_California_$3106;. and Howard E. Freeman, Dopt. ot Sociology.

University of California, Los Angulas, Calitornia 90024, Managing Editor: None. 7. Owner {if
owned by a corporation, its name and address must be stated and also immediately there-
under the names and addresses of stockhclders owning or holding 1% or more of total amount =~
of stock. If not owned by a corporation. the names and addresses of the individual owners
‘must be given. if owned by a partnership or other unincorporated firm, its name and address, -
as well as that of each individual must be given.): Sage Publications, inc., 275 South Beverly *
Drive, Beverly Hills, California 90212: Sara Miller McCune;-1102 South-Qakhurst-Drive-Los—
Angeles. California 90035; George D. McCune, 1102 South Gakhurst Drive, Los Angules,.
Cahtornia 90035; Marvin Sirot. Mohawk Lane, Greenwich, Connecticut 0BB30; Gustave Sirot.
Wingate Road. Guilford, Connecticut 06340; John 8. Hurford, 220 East 63rd Street, New York,
New York 10021; Albert L. Zesiger. 1125 Fifth Avenue. New York, New York 10028; Judith'C. -
2esiger. 1 125  Fitth Avenue, New York, New York 10028: Morris Janowitz. 1357 E. 55th Placo.
Chicago. ulmo:s 60637. 8. Known Bondholders, Mortgagees. and Other Security Molders
Owning or Holding 1% or More of Total Amount of Bonds. Mortgages'dr QOther Securities:
None 9. For Complet:on by Nonprom Organizations Authonled to Mail at Special Rates

Actusl No. *

Av. No. Copies of Copios of

. _ _ Each Issue  'Singlo Issuo

, During Publishod

- Praceding Noarost to

. 12 Months - Filing Dato

10. Extent and Nature of Circulation - )

@ Total no. copies printed (net press tun) ........... . 3267 2625 .
‘8. Puld cuculuuon : . .

Sules through dealers und carriers, street
vondors gand counter sales .

2. Mail subscnpuons

C. Total pmd circulotion . . )

{sum of 10B1 and 1082) ...................... e ; 1.837 ’ 6807

D. Free distribution by mail, carrier.or other ’ '

means: samples, complimontary, 8nd other

Y .
18 - 607

106 98

- free copios
.2 Total distribution (sum of C.& D) . 1943 - 708 .
F. Copios not distributod:
. Ottico use. loft-ovar, unaccounted. :
spoiled after printing 1324 1920
2. Returns from_nows ggonts ...... 0 o
G. Total (sum of E, F1 and 2—should 0quul : R
net Pross run Shown in A) ..ovceveiencrienieennaes 3267 ¢ 2625

11. 1 certify that the stmomonts made by me above are corrpct and complow (Suanod) Rhoda
Blecker. Vice Presidont. .

- /




