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EVALUATING EVALUATION

LITTRODUCTIGN

Evaluators are people who gquestion. They question whethg: some pro-
grams in the schools are worthwhile. They question Whétﬁéf other pf@gramé
might be carried out more effectively. They question because they are the
kind of people who want to know what is going on and believe that such
quaestions are best answered by examiniﬁé data relevant to the issue..

One of the issues which evaluators. imevitably question is svaluation
itself. They question whether they are doing the best job they can with
the resources at hand. They question the agzuraéy éﬂé te:hﬂicél ac;eptability
of their w§rk_ Hafé basically, they quéstiﬂn'thé worth of "evaluation |
efforts. They seek answers to questiané about evaluation as much and as
eagerly as to questions about programs. Thus is born meta-evaluation.
-Evaluati;n is still a relatively new field. Only recently has it
had the time to pause In Its sttempts to get its evaluations aeéemplishgé
to deal in depth with the question of its own evaluation. kThéra are many
signs to show that this concern is now éféﬁiﬂg*QAERA wa:kshaps in meta-
evaluatiaﬁ,'és advance fequests for this paper, incraasiﬁg:diseussidﬁs
amang evaluators gatherinmg together aﬁy time and an? place. This search
for iEPIGVEment'ié a healthy prcﬁess; which should contribute in the long
ruﬁ to a gaﬁéral impfavement'in'the whole fieid of evaiﬁa;ién. VHaﬁé?ér,
it is ﬁgt néééssarily apptapriéﬁe_f@r evaluators tﬁemsglveé to carry out a
metaaevaluaﬁisg!' Just as evaluators iistrgst program persangelrwhﬁ feel
ﬁhéy.gaﬁ ccmpléﬁe an unblased evaluation of their @wﬁ ﬁnrth, the cfedibility
- of an évaluaééé trying to answer questigﬁs on which his job will iéﬁénd is
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ﬁezessa:ily in question.  No one sﬁguléfﬁé asked to decide on his own existence.
Not all evaluations are carried out, however, to decide whether a program
should be continued. It isrléss clear éhether an evaluator can do an effective
job of formative evaluation afrhié own activities. Perbaps for some aspects
of evaluation a meta-evaluation carried out by evaluators themselves would
be most informative. In any case, the question of who shculd evaluace--
evaluators is not one which is going to go away if ignored. Besides the
evaluators thgmsglvesipthe clients of evaluation—-school Egard, program
officers, administrators, the publigsiﬁill inevitably ask summative questions
about evaluation. The task must be done-—-and fgrm311§ or informally it will
be dome. The only real question 1s who will do it.
The a answer to this qgestian must inevitably depend on another: What is

the purpose of the meta-evaluation? It may be to decide whether evaluation
is a wise expenditure of resources, and should therefore be continued. It
may be to provide information to evaluators to improve thelr own functioning.
It may be to validate the quality of the evaluator's work. It may be an
attempt to ensure survival, or placate angry school personnel, or even to
meet some mandated guldeline, In short, the reasons for meta-evaluation cover
asAwide a écape as the reasons for program evaluation. Each of these
‘Teasons carries different information needs and implies different persons
or groups to do the metarévalﬁatiangr

| Althaugﬁ, asrn@téd earlier, the topic of meta-evaluation is begiﬁning ’
_tQAgain ig interest and attentiaﬁ; it can hardly be con sid;rgi a'wellédgvglf

- oped topia, Stufflebeanm! noted in 1974 that meta~evaluation was limited in

lstufflabeam, D. Toward a Technology for Evaluating Evaluatiom. ERIC
Accession Number ED 090 319 . .. :
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scope, with minimal research and little examination of the problems involved
in actual evaluation work. Since that time awarensss of the importance of

the topic has been increasing, but this increase has not been accompanied by

WE_ASKED RESEARCH DIRECTORS...
in Gréer to explore some of these questions, we conducted s survey of 58
ia:gg city research directors in the United States. These directors are
members of a group who meet annually at AERA. Two questionnaires were sent to
each person on the list of this group. Qné questionnalre asked for
research diféétafs' attitudes roward meta—évaluaticn and also elicited their
perceived needs for meta-evaluation éf their own office's activities. The
second questionnaire, to 3e”filled out only by those who had some kind of
evaluation conducted of their office, asked for information coencerning thié |
évaluatiaﬁgﬁwha carried it out, whether it was worth it, etc. The general
questionnaire was returned by 39 of the 58 people to whom it was mailed.
Responses to tﬁis questi@ﬁnaire are shown in Figure 1. |

""WE_SHOULD PRACTICE WHAT WE PREACH."

In géﬁeral the results of this questionnaire support the conclusion
that meta-evaluation 1s a concern; 36 of the fesp@;den;s said zhey'were'in
favor of evaluation of public school activities. The responses included
comments such as "We should practice what we preach", and "Evaluation is
Essegtial to monitoring effective servitesiﬂi One of the two dissenterslr
indicéte& that evaluation criterig would be very difficult to establish;
some persons in favor of meta-evaluation expressed the same concern. In
spite of this overwhelming éuppaft for the idea, however, le; 10 (26%2)
gfrthe:respcnde;;s reﬁgrted having had some kind of f@fmal éﬁ;luatian of

| 5
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1. Have your department’s activities ever been formally evaluated?

10 yes
28 no
1 no response

2. On hew many occasions have your evaluation activities been formally

avaluated?
28 Zero 2 thiree times
3 once 3 four.or more times
2 twice 1 no response -

3.. Are you in favor of "evaluation of public school evaluation activities™?

35 ves
2 no
2 no response

4. Why would you want to have your départmenﬁ's activicies evaluated?

16 general self improvement

10 self improvement in specific areas

establish or clarify our role

establish credibility for us

for "good public relations" and/or to gain staff
set priorities and allocate resources

impravé prcfégsiﬁnal standaris

athe:
no response

THEMNMMNMN SR P;

5. Please rank the following evaluation activities in order of their greatest
"need for evaluation in your department (l=greatest need).
Median Activity No. of people ranking item
Ranking ' 1 2 3 :
1 Communication of results 9 9 2
2.5 Evaluation designs "8 8 3
2.5 External communication with school parsannel 8 7 4
5 . Data-quality L 5 5 6
5 Management gkills of evaluatafs 4 2 8
] 5, Instrument design 2 i 4
! 7.5 Data analyses 2 1 8
7.5 Internal management 4 3 2

Flgure 1: . QHESTIGNNAIRE RESPDNSES.V Respﬂnsea_ta questiannaire ségt ta dirégtnrs,w,.,;
o of large eity research directors in spring, 1977. Based on 39 g e
respgﬂdéﬂts, of 58 mailedl (Page 1 of 3) - ST RS
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6. What kind of information would you want to see collected in such an

The responses to this question were so varied that it seemed likely that
the question communicated different things to different people; we could
not make a meaningful tally of responses. '

7. Do you believe that your department could do an adequate job of evaluating
its own activities? :

17 yes
21 no
1 no response

8. If money were no object, whom would you ask to do an external evaluation
of your department's activities? (You may name a specific person or
describe the qualifications, affiliation, etc., of the "ideal evaluator".

The data were first categorized by types of persons desired:

18 public school evaluator

12 university professor

specifically named individuals or groups
public school administrators

management experts

external firms

other

.don't know

OV N W~

The data were then categorized by whether a team was specifically indicated.

21 team spécified
11 individual .
2 vot clear from response whether team or individual was preferred.

9. How would you locate this person?
L -
send out a RFP ,
select someone from my own personal knowledge or contacts .
Through AERA or the Large City Research Directors

Ask a colleague's advice -

Involve others within the district in the search

Other ’

N

Figure 1 Céntinpeda (Page 2 of 3)




10. 1If your department contracted an external evaluation of its activities
do you predict that it would be worth the money it cost?

18 yes

4 no

15 don't know
2 no response

11. What political paygffs would be created by an evalvation of your department's

activities?
9 I'm not sure 7
' it would have positive effects (prestige, public relations, respect,
support)
4 no aeffect
4 improve our credibility
3 improve our activities/skills
2 client would understand our activities better
1 improve our funding situation
7 other '

12. Do you have any othefconvictions or attitudes about "evaluating public
school evaluation"?

The responsés we réceived to this question indicate that yes, people do

have other convictions and attitudes——voluminously. The essays we received
defied coding and tallying; we have referenced some in the text and integratad
them into our thinking, but we zan't reduce them to numbers.

7 Figufe 1 GGntinuedg,W(E§gev3 of 3)




their gztivities.
The reasons for evaluation given by the respondents are focused heavily
on formative information—26 respondents listed some general or specifie self=
improvement reasons for éanting an evaluation. Other reasons focused on
parsons external to the evaluator-—such as ctadiﬁiligya=farmed a much smaller
category. Of the kinds of éztivitigs seen as needing improvement, commvai-
cation of results clearly stands out In the minds of evaluators. Evaluation
designs and communication with school personnel were also ranked high in
concern., Data analysis and management skills of evaluators were ﬂég rankeé at
tha top of thedir ,nngerns by many rESﬁﬁﬁdEEES, but they were ranked third by
many pegple——the > are evideantly relatively small, but prevalent, concerns..
REEPEﬁSEE to the question about what kind of infofmationrshould bei
| collected in such an évaluatian suppart th ncern Qf those who feel that
eriteria would be difficult to establish. Most answers _were very general .
~—usefulness uf fesulﬁsS quality of data, cost effectiveness. Most respondents -
in fact indicated the area they wauld like to see addressed, fathéf than the '
specific information which would elucidate this area. Indeed, the answers

sound very much like those which pfogram people giva'initially when their

, Surpfisingly (Eﬂ us, at least), nearly half thg evaluators felt that
they could do a good jabraf evaluating théﬁgglves_” These persons felt that
bthéy had cgmpeté ff with a good understanding of the framework in which
they work. The pfimafy concern of thasé who did not feel that Eh§y é§u1d
adequately evaluate ;hémselves wéé Eias or lack Qf,ﬂbja;;iv;tygr |

9
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Eeeidee the evaluator, who is perceived as erdeeireble evaluator?

. The majority of response e.te a2 question about whom the evaluator would
choose to carry out a meta-evaluation fell into two groups~—public school
evaluators and persons associated with a university. They would be located
by RFP‘e;}by pe 270' nal eeeteete, through AERA. Some people had individuals

already in mind* the majority did not. Of the 39 respondents, 21 specifically

indicated that they wanted a team or group of Individuals.

"AND I'M STILL NOT SURE"

Altheegh there is a strong intefeet in eveluetieﬂ and strong belief that it
should be done, there was definitely concern ebeut whether it weuld be worth
while. Nineteen of the respondents felt it would be worthwhile to contract

a meta-evaluation, and enif a few said it definitely would not be‘we:thAthe
cost, but 15 reependeeESvexpfeeeed;deuﬁt_ebéut the value. Reasons for this ‘
doubt ineiuded lack of good criteria, bad eeperieneee frem past co rt cted
evaluations by exceruei firms, and cost of the eveluetiee; iThe genefei' |

Vetete of uncertainty concerning the whole area was graphically illuetreted

by one respondent, who said "We did l;ontreet an eveluetieé] and I'm etill

not sure."

jﬂWGENERAL'

Eveluetefe rgeﬂefel convictions regerding eeteseQeluetion eenfirmed our
kewn feelinge in thie eree—-there ie etreng intefeet in, and etreng perceived
.need for, meteseveluetien_ There 1s elee etreng concern about the criteria te

be used and the beekgfeund ef the mege—evelua;ere, as well as ebeut the eeet.

10
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Concerns such as these are certainly familiar to any evaluator--they are
identical to those expressed by most of the people we evaluate! It was a
‘bit startling to discover that we have the same doubts about and fears of

our evaluators as our "evaluatens'" have of us!

WHO EVALUATES? WHY ARE YOU EVALUATING?

In addition to the general results given above, we-wanted to address the
question of whether the peraeptians of Whn makes the best evaluator differ

VdEPEﬁdiﬁg on the reasons fgr the evaluation and the greatest needs fgrr

evaluation. To study this issue we cafried aut a series of two-way cross-— ‘
tabulations between "who" (as indicated by questions 7 and 8) and "what" (as
indicated by questions 4 and 5). It was immediately clear that, as expected,
different needs tended to be associated with different meta-evaluator
preferences. - Results are summarized iﬁ'Figuré'Z below.
Public . Univer- Adminis- External
School ity trator Firm
Person Person e
Self improvement B 12 7 B T 5
,Crédibility ' ' 0 7 2 _ 0 : ' 2
. Erafeasipnal concerns 1 T 1 1
'Public. relations =~ ' 4 2 2 i'_ 0
Priority and resource 2 2 N 0 1
~allocation . ' :
Role establishment 2 2 -1 1
or clarifieatign .
Other 2 2 0 2

Figure 2: PERSONS CHOSEN FOR VARTOUS EVALUATION PURPOSES. Cross—tabulation of
' - reason given for an evaluation (questign 4) with Péfsnﬂ namad to Eafry_'_;”“:
out an evaluatian (question S) . R L A

1t
,?;-J




There was cﬁnsidér ble Vvariéty,in when the vafious meta-evaluators named
ﬁararghasaﬁi For reasons which are essentially intevnal to an evaluaﬁigﬁ
uni;—%se;fVimprgvgiggt,rféruinstange;—the most frequent choice for evaluator
was angthé: public school evaluator. Evaluators avidéﬂtly have most ﬁrusi iﬂ
one 6£ ﬁheif own kind understgﬁdiﬁg the context and being able to ptbvide
useful feedback. When the pgrpose was eﬁtéfhélly motivated, oﬁ the éth3f‘
handéégtédibility, f;f instance—aa uﬁiversity professer or external firm
begame'mgfe desirable. This probably reflects a belief that another public
séhaolrévéluator %ight be perceived ﬁy the "outside" asrcaa close te the

" evaluator to be unbiased. It may also reflact a feeling'that external

concerns need other viewpﬂintg re fléétéd in tha meta—evalu ion.
Examining the rankirg of speeific activi ag hy ’aed far évaluatiaﬁ and -
comparing this ranking tg the evaluatar reaammended IEfiﬂéE this geaeral

. abgérvatiﬂn ngEWhat.v ThESE resultg are summariged in Figura 3. Publig
school evaluators were in general récammanded more then than any athéf

' zategary of méta—evaluatcr for evaluating iﬂt%fnal maztérs, but perscns wﬁax
‘ranked their need f@r internal managémént evaluation high named university
proféssars to :afry out the evaluat;an 502 of the time and pgblic school
evaluatcrs”anly 287 of the timég Eanversély, ghile public schaal evaluators
were not in EEEE al thermqsﬁrfieégen; choice wheﬁ the téaégnlféf;mété% ;VA

”evaluatian expressed'w&é éxtéfnai%y ariented,vfcf th spacifi: acti rit y

.‘m

"af.éxﬁernalfcaﬁmﬁﬁi&ééionbwith'5chaal perscﬁﬁél. thos 7 :ating it high An-

:,:nead fcr Evaluatian naméd Public sahaal évaluatgrs 412 Ef tha time, and

',univérsity pfafessars nnly lSZ nf the timé. It geems as thaugh there are ?ﬂm2>;;'

'f»;gatégaries, such as maﬂagément whi h 7 at perceived as primafily in the
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R éoﬁmuniéétian'with the schaols, whére in-spite'df the existénce af expéfts
in communicatian the géﬂéfal knawledge Df schnﬂl contéxts which anather -

public schoal evaluatnr would have tends to outweigh other - ﬂansidéfationsgv
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 f1Communi;atian gf S 12
iilnﬁerﬂal Management 4 3 5 9 0 0 1 1 2 0 0

w .
w

: 'V‘External cc’muﬂil:atigns - 8 7 o 9 N 4 1 | 0 2 3 3 o D

 bataquality 6 2 4 4 0 1 0 3 0 0 2

";”figﬁ§é“3;7_PERSDNS CHOSEN FOR EVALUATION FOR DIFFERENT AREAS RANKING HIGH IN
' e ,HEED OF, EVALUATION. CfQSSEtabulation of: péfsan named ta cafry out”

1,in impartance (questian 5) :if~

 'T:Figugéfgiaisé{iliusﬁfatég'éﬁathéf7facéﬁ,af*ﬁhe'eﬁaigé af'évalugtar-—f1

ffféémé'%érsﬁsxinﬂiviiﬁélé. Faf mast gatagaries cf activities, teams and

E ”ﬁf;iﬂdividuals were namgd with appraﬁimafely equal frequency. However fegpgndeﬂts
;Qraﬁking data quallty and :’mmunication of results high in need fa: evaluati i¢;§f

fsﬁééifié@:a teamr752 of theltime, aﬂd persans :ankin:ievaluatian des ‘gﬁé Vigh




valuatiﬂn and respnnse to the quéstian abaut c””y 1g aut an adequate salf—,v 

"evaluation. These results are summarized in Figure 4 belawi_'
No YES - % NO
‘Internal Management 6 - 1. - .86
External. Cammunicationa - 10 5 .67
‘Data Quality 4 5 s
. ‘Evaluation Designs -9 -7 .56 -
_Data Analyses: | 2 1 .67
* Instrument Design 3 0 1.00
. Management Skills 3. 3 - .50
fﬂommgnigatian of ResultS"' 8 a9 ,a47

[N

~ Figure 4: ' SELF-EVALUATION RELATED T ACTIVITIES IN NEED OF EVALUATION. Cross- f?#”'
G - - tabulation: of response to whether evaluator!s- ‘department could S
= SR adequately. evaluate its own. activities (question 7) by agtivities

-+ ranked firgt or secand in nead of evaluatien (questian 5)

lu’c'r anking internal management high in nead for evalu En selda
felt that théy gnuld dg an adequaté job of self evaluation, whe:eas thﬁse
caﬂﬂérﬁéd abaut communicat io, of résults and ﬂata quality Wéfe more: likely

'tn fael that théy cculd dn an adequata jah., Ihis pattern raflegt Ehat :

‘shawn in Figuré 3— P,blig sch ol evaluatﬂrs feal they cnuld dg aﬂ adaquate ; f

i'ﬂijﬂb gf Eelf luét ion in r,;ghly the same areas as they feel mnst stfengly
| 'that a publig szheal évalur ar unuld make a suitable métaeévaluatar. Gategcries;

. where Ehey feel 1gast likely to be able to’ evaluate themselves are élsé }i*'Vﬁ

thgse whéfé they tended tn list university pf f s s ndrexta;nal,fifﬁs _fff '1

—;?rwith g:eater ffaquéncy.'if




A ZEAH GDNSISIING OF"

Ancther intéféstiﬂg insight inta ch@ice af évaluatars is illustratéd in
‘Figure S-ethergelag;agship between kinds of evalua ré named and whether a 
team ﬁaé spggifigaily iﬁﬂiﬁated,_Hgstﬁfrfﬁé ca;egofiea af metaﬁgvalugtgr’ﬁéfe
most likél?rtﬁ'bé méﬁt*cned aé part ﬁf'a:tgam>b'ﬁgwevéf,'é$é tﬁifd éfvgﬁQSE"
mentioning another puhlic school evaluatar did‘naﬁ spécify a team; ﬂnly lBZ

of thcse specifyiﬂg a university prnfessar did né ) sa:as_ga:t of a«teamiibi

r
P

A team was not generall.y specif.i.éd when the choice was a firm; this may be
‘because the firm is perceived as. a team al, ady. These data sgggést that

Vévaluat@rs see thair f,éld as many=facéted, requiring éxpe f rom.

H
4]
<
L
-
o
=

different bagkgrauuds to evaluate their efforts. chever, anot h’”'P;blic,:

s:hnél évaluatar 1s évidéntly mgre likely to be Eansidared capablé af carrying

o Gu;_agréntir2>évaluaticn alané——pfesumably Eecagse hé must alsg have some

- background in 11 tha faeets af Evaluatian.
Team ~ Individual - = % Team
"Public School Evaluator 12 6 .67
Univeraity Professor 9 -2 .89 -
' Management or Cnﬂsultant Firm 0- -2 W00 :
 External Firm. 0 1 .00
.- Administrator of Distri:t -3 0 - - 1.00 -
Specific In dividual N T 6 -1 S.86
-Other. = - 4 -1 S .80 g
S0 0 ",.,?0‘3 S

"Dﬁn!t_KﬂEﬁ‘
Figure 5: CHOICE OF EVALUATOR RELATED TO CHOICE OF TEAM OR INDIVIDUAL. Cross-
.- -tabulation of whit kind of person was named and whether a team’was

,sspe:ifically requested on item-8. i S o




"ALWAYS WORTHWHILE TO BE SHAPED UP"

Agcleézly.wha should carry éut a meta-evaluation depends on the purpose
: fé:,tEa evaluétiéﬁ.aﬁd'the gfeatestz%éedérfar évaluaticﬁijbbgés the eﬁéegtédf
ﬁaftﬁ'éf.thé évalﬁatia’é’l’ dépend on what 1is béing gvaluatéd? .Figuieiﬁ_L
shéds some light on this quegtion.r 7 B

' NOT SURE % YES

Internal Management 1 1 T4 17
External Communications 6 1 7 W43
_.Data Quality 4 1 4 T/
Evaluation Dasigﬂs 7 2 5 - 50
Data Analyses - 1 .0 1 .50
Instrument Design 0 0 1 .00
Management Skills 4 =0 BN .80
Communication of Results 8 2 7 .47

Figure 6: . NEED FDR EVALUATIDN EELAIED TO. WHEIHER EVALUATIDN WDUID BE :
: : WORTHWHILE. Cross-tabulation of areas ranked first or Eeagnd
on need for evaluation. -(question 5) with whéthe: an avaluatian

"~ would bE worth the ~money (quéstian 10)

v 7C1early’§hé?3 aréApérceivé& difféfénées_iﬁjtha Wﬂfth of évéluétiaﬁ: deéém&iﬁg
-Vran tha catagcry to be evaluatéd.r Peéséns éﬂngerned abgut maﬂagémént skillsli
‘;‘af EQaluatars, data analyses and évaluaﬁi@n desi gns were most 1ikely ta
-eréél'thatvan evaluaticn would ba Wﬁrth it. ’?efsﬂns whp :ated ;nﬁétnal

";?ﬁmanagement high in need fﬂf evaluatinn were much iess likei§ ta‘féa1 that 1t

- would bé warth it.

: Ihig survéy cgnfirms twn beliefs with which we started an examina ;éﬂ of : s

- the questian of ﬁhD evaluatés the evaluatar.

7Aq,; The impartange f ' aé valuatinn is increasing;

V'f. The pgrsan wha is PEIEEiVEd ‘as b est to car:y aut a" méta—évaluatian,
dépéﬂds on tha purpase of the evaluation- A : . .
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".. .INFDEHA’I‘IDN FUR DECIL SI0N HM{ING"

‘: Hata—3val uat i ‘ hafes many charangfistizs withrany Dthéf Evaluatign‘  -
rrﬂne way af examining the data just fepartad and hfinging SEmE :esélutian
;,:' Ea the péfsistent questiaﬁ of "whﬂ" iz to examine the evaluatian af EVEIUﬂtinn ”f'v
in a f:améwafk whiéh has pravad fruitful fnr many pragram evaluatians—ﬁthat |
“of praviding infcrmatign for da:isian makiﬂg. Théfé SIE maﬂy decisi@ns uhich
!a'mg;afevaluatiﬂﬁ might EddeEE? | | | |

. -Should tbe evaluation affiae be" expanded cut back féfundéd' ete?

i~_Shauld the Evaluatian BffiEE 5 findings be usgd far making decisi ons e
'ab@ut program cantitaatign, refunding, étc? e *?ft v.vlr_a%iyu¥;';

. -Shauld *he evaluatign affice s fiﬂdiﬁgs be usad fo making decisi@nsr B
- abaut pragram fccus, afganizatién, étc? ’ S

. What shauld the évaluatién affice evaluate7 :

T Shﬂuld fhé évaluatinn affige Be Igarganized? ; .

e Shauld tha evaluatian affice change the kinds af questinns it asks?

;,>Shéu1d4the evaluatian foiggﬂgake_;haggesrin'the Ee;hgi:31 aspect5 }f?”
éf its wark? : KRR SR o S e T

. 'Sh uldrthg evalustian affi:é ghange the way it presentsrits results? .-

',," Ehauld the evaluatinﬁ

aifi T-] make ghanges in tha ﬁay it intéfacts ;‘ﬁ;5;'&
e is D Sl o

,ict?

IIT O UR;EUDGETS FGR THE GDHING YEAR




"the uﬂit prmvida infcrmaﬁign useful in making impa:tant dazisiaﬁs abgut !flﬁ
' prgg:ams? If é?aluaticn findings were acted on by prcgrams, did thg pfagfaﬁs
iméfave? This decisian ﬁill clearly be a poli Ei ally urientsd one, with

' relativély 1ittla ha:é'data to answet it_ This suggests*that the meta—
'avsluataf shnuld ‘be first gf all one familiaf with the politics af ‘a schaol

: d;striat. The level af technical skills féquiféﬂ is feiatively 1aw, but the ‘: ! L;ig

lev el . f credihility rquired is very high,,siﬁge the data are likely to

et

‘ bé “éaﬁt“ From the evaluation foice iewpnint, a metaaevaluatian addresaing
- this paint will prgbably not have much internal benefit; héyever,,thé;:'

exterﬁal PR value of having had an evaluation carried out EEﬁ”bé'éﬁQtﬂéuégA

",The ext thféé deﬁisigns listad abuve are all. rélatéd&ﬁbasically they

deal with the warth and- zredibility of the fiﬂdings of the Evaluatian offiee."r'm

7” 36mé‘§§ tha questians whiah would be addressed hgre are tachnical gnes.“'y

Aré‘tﬁé analyses apprapfiate? Are the ganélusians draén warranteé by tﬁé_
"ﬂafa?: Are’ praper testing and sgnringrprﬁgédufes uged-tn minimige érfcf? B

Wv;Iﬁ'aéﬁitiaﬂ, there are some legs rtechnical questians which will certainly .;

finfluenae the decisinn_k ‘Are the :riteria used fo the avaluatiun aprﬂPfiatE 7;'

in the npinian of the decisioﬁ maker? Haw mueh influence on the findiﬁgs 1

prese Ed did tha Etaff af Ehe pfugram haing evaluated havev"

Ihe désisian mgiar Prabably has fcrmed an gpi,i  g' most- cf tbese

4§questians. Thus,ran Evaluatiﬁn foiEE ‘may want te iﬁitiate an avaluatinn .7,t,;':




neekgrnnnd eeiblyre nnivereity nrnfeeenr. Thi‘ is prnhebly an eree'where
:e pnblie eehonl evelueter 1s'not a gend ehnine for eveluetinnéghie credibility
_ee mereseveluernr mighr not be euffie ent ly high.i On the nther hend

‘most publieb ehn 1s ere'femilier with the univereity reeeereher whn ineiete )

that all studies have to be carried out rnllnwing a etriet experimentel—

control medel* & review by someone with erientetlnn wonld prnbebly rnle',,

6ur'ee" elid QDZ ﬁf Ehe wnrk perfnrmed by ell eveluetien effieee. Iherefnre”>
'»itherpereef ons ible fer thie mete—evelnetinn eheuld ideelly elen heve |
‘an understanding of rhe context in whieh pnblie eehnel eveluetinn rekee pleee.v
' This 1is one area in whieh a’ team eppreeeh ennld be of valne. : :

The evelueter .cannot himeelf effeetively Eﬂflj eut en eveluetinn a&dreseing"gurww
either the queetien of ¢ ont innetien ef his nffiee er the qneetiene releting te |
the use nf his dete to meke nrogrem ehengee; Snme nf the date een'iniee§, ; B
be geehered internally by evelueri on ffi eer b th= need fnr nbjeeririrfzfi'jitfﬁ

,(nr rether, for Eereeived objeetivity) ie tee high rn ellew enreffeerire

:eelf evelnetinn to teke pl ice. Eewever, by initieting the prneees of - -f;r,f”

B

;:eneh e meteseveluetinn, the: eveluetnr eften he ~some ehniee nver the eve1= e

uatnr eh e' 1usin' ehie eheiee wieely can avoid t hr Preblem ef an eveluetien:

- ,being eerried nut withnut an *deretending af enntext, while making sure - e

f‘ that Ehe expertiee te dn a gned jeb is g’es nt;

N "TD ESTABLISH PRIORITIES" ~  '°

:_ What tnpiee/prngreme ehnnij the evelnetien effiee evaluete? This i

\m\

.. a deeieien fer whieh en office can: gether infnrmerinn. :Queetinne’tn be

- eddreeeed mig,’m‘: inelude!' ’Whet prngrem Tec e,ir' =§ lel rge ,,P epnr.i 1 of t ﬁe; ;_ 7

bndg t? Whet areas ere pereeived ee impnrtent by dietriet e&minierrerers?,,fl
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2 “In what areas are majar ‘dec ons gning ta be mada dufing the- caming year?
©. In what areas will infarmatian in fact be used? ‘Ideally the;evaluatian»n ere meetm

vaffice will n@t itself sgt its. avalua tio n"éreas,Abut will wc:kiﬁithvédmiﬁi .

‘“,istrative or palicy=Sétting persannel EBEVE thé office to ablish ‘these*

rrr“areas, 'Théjevaluatiéﬂ foicavcan very ng, idé ' uch o f,th— infarmatian

»Whigh gDES‘intD this dééisiﬁn. This wauld n@t bé the gase ﬂnly if the

.evaluatian foice were péfcéived as having a bias——being aut ta get" :

'pfggram, far instance.‘ ' , ', o -

B (¢) :mPRmn-; EVALUATION DESIGNS TEGENIQUES ANT) STRATEGTES"

The remaining questians deal with déﬁisiﬂ"s which will prabably be
:mada by thé evaluatian affiae itself. 'I"s hg —héiEE af métaiévsluatct'ié ir;
fprabably la:ggly thé avalua 's. The ahjgativity af EhE meta—avaluatnr

éeds tg ba answered anly to the satisfactian cf thé Evaluatﬂr-i Thé best

ch@ice far the évaluatign depends on the stfﬁngest neeas far imprnvement

in the Effiﬂé, as nntéd in the survey ré&pDnSés.‘ Ear intEfﬂal managemgnt

'management skills af avaluatn’s ,d mmunicati@n, Eutside Experts may
’ ﬁell be aware ,f techniques-and i&éas not nafmally in an évaluataf" ~
ii, ba;kgfaund; -For tEEhBiEal areas sugh as data quality aﬂd analysas,

Sﬁféﬁgitééhﬁiﬁélzskills are neededij If he is ta benefit the evaluatian

. éffi&é,zthé ﬁétaaé*éiﬁat" must’ be capablg Qf addresging camplex statistical

issues which have nﬂ abvi@us or simpla EESWEfS This Evaluatﬂf has 1esé
VDEEﬂ fgr an unﬂe:staﬁding of tha zcntéxt af Evaluatinn in the schcnls, since

f”¥;h%7£indiﬂg"’will be filtered thraugh the undafstanding tha tﬁ' ffige has 7ii t-Z1i?i

'7:béfare hé "i glementéd_i In a. depaftment with maﬂy fEEﬂurCEE agi ayé;;;fﬁ;
em

'?,°bers m;y,be able to serve this fungtian e

ﬁ
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~ "TRICKY BUSINESS"

ffer eeeh other- more typieelly in thie eituetion a university person hee

”;eheymeet epptepriete eembiﬂetion of ekille. Thie ie elee 1ike1y to be a ..

time—eeneuming area of dee1eiene to eddreeef einee it involves femiliefity

with an effiee s eetivities eﬁd feedbeek ebeut the effiee whieh eeﬂnet be

’giveﬁ in an hour. Thue, werking Wlth 1eeel unive:sity pereennel over a R

peried ef time mey be a deeireble eptieai

:-eveluetien;» Dther publie eeheel eveluetere mey heve e geed eWEfeneee
'Aef the eontext eﬁd of epeeifie pfebleme, but they will elee heve eeme .

fpreblems with eredibility;'»lﬂ generei the:e tende to be a trede off between -

t*knewledge ef eontext eﬂd credibility. : °; »:71”;: ~}v

_;eoming-—by addressing the ieeee ‘now eveluetere mezimi e th,if'likeliheed;'f’;

Vlef heviﬂg the beﬂefite te them of ‘an evaluetieﬂ eutweigh the eeete.VF”’;_;';

Thr e‘ is ebvieuely no eiegle answer to the queetien ef Whe can beet

1uete the evelueter.u_Exteriel pereene pfevide reletively higher ebjeetivity

eﬁd reletively leee und tending ef he 1eeel eentext eempe ed QV elf

5

' Ihe meet impertent thiﬁg for eveluetere te reeliee at preeent ie not A

,thet eeme pertieul T e gery ef evelueter ie beet bet thet there ere

' 'fboth eoete end benefite fro eny etegery ef eveleetieﬂ.b Heteeeveleetion iei5ff?iﬁﬁ"

I-IANY E‘DSSIBILI’E Esj OR RESEARCH ALONG 'I‘HESE LINES. *ﬁEP w ,iHE"Géé]j’i"ﬁdeiﬁf;?"*:»l"rV—*-'-

": We intend te' We are pertieulerly iﬂtEfEStEd iﬂ reeehiﬁg other pereene




ftébaﬁe,af,us (tﬁEfE"iS a_féfm'attacheéryﬂu can use if you wish). We are
" especially interested in contacting persons who have had their evaluation
activities formally evaluated and who have themselves carried out meta-

evaluations...




YES, T WOULD LIKE TO BE INCLUDED IN A SURVEY.

m E o ~7 . ) V 7‘777777777

postTION
'ADDRESS

"I have been involved in meta-evaluations of my work..

I have carried out meta-evaluations of other people's_
- evaluations S »

o Mail to:- ‘
' Paﬁ,la Eiatuszek or Ann Lee 7 " T

- 6100 Guadalupe, Box 79
. Austin, Tx 78752 . .




