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POLICY IMPLICATICNS ANALYSIS: A METHODOLOGICAL
ADVANCEMENT FOR POLICY RESEARCH AND EVALUATIONL

Doren L. Madey
NTS Research Corporation

A. Jackson Stenner
NTS Research Corporation

Introduction

Enbancing the utility of evaluatiors is a shared goal of policymakers and
evaluators alike (Filstead, 1980; Gideonse, 1980; Pincus, 1980; Bailey, 1979;
Bissell, 1979; Patton, 1978; Weiss, 1977). To alter the destiny of the typical
evaluation report from gathering dust on a bookshelf to guiding administrative
action requires new approaches and methodologies. Although approaches for
increasing use of evaluation results fcr decisionmaking have been documented
(Madey, 1980; Smith, 1980; Bissell, 1979; Hayman et al., 1979; Patton, 1978),
few formal methods exist. The need for sﬁch methods has been exprgssed recently
from several perspectives (Berman and Glennan, 1980; Hill, 1980; Weiler and
Stearns, 1980). Filstead (1980), igrwexamplg, argues that policvmakers should
insist that procedures te employed to gather policy-relevant data from interested
or involved parties. Policy Implications Analysis (Stenner and Madey, 1976)
is one such tool designed to maximize the likelihood that an evaluation report
will have an impact on decisionmaking. PIA was designed to help people plﬁnning
and conducting evaluations tailor their information so that it has optimal
potential for being used and acted upon. This paper describes the development

and application of Policy Implications Analysis (PIA).
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The paper is organizgd in four parts. First, the need for formal methods
to emnable decisionmakers to specify more explicitly thier information re-
quirements is briefly discussed. Second, one such method designed to meet
this need, PIA, is described irn enough detail to permit other investigators
to apply the approach to their ¢wn studies. In the third section, a recéntly
cémpleted evaluation is used to illustrate the method's application. Asso=-
cited advantages and disadvantages of the method are presented in the final

section.

Need

The importance of designing evaluations so as to meet policymakers' informa-
tion requirements is a current and recurring theme. Pincus (1980) describes the

typical situation as follows:
Most policymakers want their programs to succeed; but most "scieutific"
evaluations address effects and indicate that student outcomes as
measured by test scores, dropout rates, and other such measures appear
to be little aifected by new government agencv programs. Such reports
of "no significant effect" are generally unaccompanied by useful recom-
mendations- for program improvement or policy change. Meanwhile, policy-
makers seek to know not only about effects, but also about what is
going on iz the program: how the resources are being used, whether
implementation corresponds to progranm intent, and who is berefiting
from program rescurce use. In effect, what can result is a "dialog of
the deaf."” in which neither party understands the other's premises

(pp.3-4).
Hill (1980) argues that evaluation planning must begin with a careful assessment
of policymakers' information needs, beginning, in the case of a federally-mandated
study, with the Congress. Likewise, Berryman and Glennan (1980) argue that appro-
~ priate evaluation methods for a Federal program cannot be defined without
reference to the policymaking process. Berryman and Glemnan state that the
policymaking process is political in that it involves real value conflicts;

because no one party can impose a solution to the conflicts, policymaking becomes
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a mechanism for resolving differences or a process of compromise. To be most
useful, then, evaluations should address different outcomes and processes,

each responding to some party's interest in the policymaking process.

Berryman and Glennan add that realities often dictate that the interests of

the party funding the evaluation are primary. To establish agreement about the
evaluation's goals and appropriate research designs, Weiler and Stearns (1980)
argue for increased collaboration among evaluators and government agencies.

The goal of evaluators' work must be to provide policymakers with information

which will help their deliberatioms.

PIA was designed to improve communication between the evaluators and policy-
makers by providing an active forum through which information users could express

their information needs. PIA is based on the assumption that a more résponsive

[

and useful evaluation will result by understanding both the policy context
within which the evaluation is commissioned and also the questions being posed
by actors within that context. PIA enables the evalﬁation team to understand
what the policy decisions are likely to be, and to identify the types of infor-

mation that will be needed .to make these decisionms.

Description

PIA is a six—step process designed to explicate the information requirements
of key information users at a variety of levels (e.g., Federal, state, local).
Active participation by both evaluators and policy makers is necessary through-
out the process. The PIA method proceeds as follows:

Step 1. Statements of hypothetical, but theoretically possible, findings
which could result from the evaluation are generated. The findings
range from being very straightforward and in line with previous '
studies to being relatively unexpected (in relation to previous

thoery and practice). Formal or informal involverent of key in-
formation users may be sought during this first stec.
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Step 2.

Step 3.

Step 4.

Step 5.

Step 6.

Using the generated hypothetical findings, a written exercise
is prepared for later use with a carefully selected panel of
respondents. The exercise is comprised of four major sectionms:

e an introduction to the exercise which briefly
describes the PIA method and the program under
scrutiny;

e hypothetical findings or "scenarios" which might
appear in an executive summary of a future evaluation
Teport with guidelines for responding to the hypo-
thetical findings;

® an opportunity for respondents to senerate findings which
might result in a decision to drastically revamp or
eliminate the program; and

e an evaluation of the overall exercise.

A carefully selected panel of respondents, representing a cross-
section of policymzkers and other information users at a variety
of levels (e.g., Federal, state, local), is identified. Both
proponents and opponents of the precgram are included in the
respondent group.

Each member of the respondent panel is asked to complete the
exercise. Respondents read the hypothetical statements and
respond to each finding in terms of the following:

® how likely he/she feels that the finding will actuzlly
result from the study;

e what policy actions he/she considers feasible should
the finding be sustained; and

e what further information would be needed to modify
policy or take action based on the finding (i.e.,
what additional questions would be posed?).

The responses of the individuals are analyzed and synthesized to:

e clarify the expectations of relevant stakeholder groups
regarding the evaluation; and

o delineate the context within which the evaluation is
embedded.

The analiyzed and synthesized responses are used to develop a set

of policy-relevant questions or hypotheses which then guide the
creation of a conceptual framework for the evaluation.
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The PIA method builds upon two futures methodologies, the Delphi Technique
and Scenario Writing. The‘ Delphi Technique is a methodology for eliciting and
refining ideas and gaining consensus from a panel of experts about possible
future states or conditions. Typically, the procedure involves several "probes"
of a panel utilizing a questionnaire, and then aggragating and feeding béck the
findings until group consensus is achieved. It should be noted that one of the
key purposes of Delphi is not a purpose of PIA. Iterative probe. are not used
to reach a unified cons:nsus from the panel of respondents; rather, the purpose
1s to uncover and exélicate diverse expectations and information needs emanating
from different perspectives on . ture policy and decisionmaking. However,
several sequential PTA exercises may be utilized to increase the quantity and
quality of design-relevant information.

Scenario Writing, a technique perfected by Herman Kahn and popularized by

the book, The Year 2000, involves the generation of carefully calculated stories

about the future. Scenarios have two important advantages that are relevan: to
the hypothetical findings generated in the PIA exercise: first, they czll
attention to the larger range of pessibilities that must be considered; and
second, they illustrate forcefully certain principles or questions which would
be ignored if one insisted on taking examples only from the real—present—-
world. In the PIA exercise, the interest is on forecasting "findings" and
generating policy "scenarios" for more than just a given time frame — for
éxample, one year -— in the future. In effect, the intent is to look ahead to
the long-range unfolding of an é-aluaticn process. Thus, in the PIA exercise,
one must be especialily alert to not being overly constrained by the routinely
"plausible" and "conventional” in making hypmthetical projections. Finally,
in engaging in the exercise, all participants must try to experience ''role

moments" in the future.




Application

PIA has been used successfully by NTS Research Corporation in several
longitudinal evaluations of Federal programs (e. g., Midey et al., 1980; MeNeil
et al., 1980). An illustration of the method's appli:ation in the recently completed
evaluation of the State Capacity Building Program for the National Institute
of Education, Department of Education, is presented in this section. Prior to
illustrating how PIA has been used in such an evaluation, it is helpful to de-
scribe the specific program and evaluation to be used in the example. Therefore,
a brief overview of the State Capaciry Building Program ard its evaluation is

. 2
first presenced.

The State Capacity Building Program and Its Evaluation

Through the National Institute of Education (NIE)-sponsored State Capacity
Building Program (established in 1975 and still operating), state education
agencies (SEAs) are awarded one-year, renewable grants of about $ 100,000 each
to support the development, and eventual ins:itﬁtioualization, of statewide
dissemination systems %pr making current educational knowledge and practices
accessible to administrarors and practitiomers. According to the NIE program
announcements, such systems are to be comprised of three zeneric components:

(1) an information resource base which contains the knowledge or knowledge~

based products clients need, (2) linkages to connect the resources with the

people who could benefit from them, and (3) a leadership/management component

to coordinate the various activities needéd so local educators could use the systemx
for school imprcvement. From these generic components, states are expected to
develop specific sy: ::., customized to their owr contexts, which extend or

adapt existing struciuir- s for enhancing dissemination services; and as a

collaborative effort between NIE and the states, timelines are established by

Q
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Under the sponsorship of the Research and Educational Practice unit of
NIE's Program on Dissemination and Improvement of Practice, NTIS Research
Corporation conducted a study of the first four years of operation of the
State Capacity Building Program == 1975-1979. The purpose of this study was
not to evaluate the success of specifis capacity building projects, but rather
to identify factors which facilitate or impede SEA efforts to build and in-
stitutionalize statewide dissemination systems. The NTS study was intended
to develop an understanding of how federal and state policy might promote
capacity building for this program and for future capacity building programs.
The NTS study was also intended to prov&de both federal and state decisionmakers
with useful information for improving the current and future programs.

The evaluation was comprised of four phases: (1) a design phase
(October 1976 - August 1977) devoted to describing the program, clarifying and
tzansl;ting the program's goals into measurable variables, and develoging a
design, avpp-opriate instrumentation, and data collection and analysis procedures
for the study; (2) a preparation period (September 1977 - August 1978) which in-
cluded initial fieldwork in 23 project sites, some descriptive reporting, re-
finements in the study design, and approval of a forms clearance package;

(3) the full-scale evaluation (September 1978 -~ April 1980) which included two
waves of quantitative data collection (Fall 1978, in 33 project states; and
Fall 1979, in all 50 states) and an additional wave of qualitative data collec-
tion (Winter 1980, in five project states); and (4) a dissemination phase

(July 1980 - April 1981) in which the study's findings and implications were
shared with policymakers, researchers, and practitioners. Figure 1 summarizes
the four phases of the NIS study, highlights major data collection periods,

- and indicates how the NTS study fits into the overall time period of the NIE

program.
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FIGIRE 1. Timelines for the State Capactty Bullding Program (SCGP) and the NYS Study
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Given a program so dynamic, NTS felt a need to obtain explicit informa-
tion from the study's major audiences regarding their common and unique
information needs and their expectations for the study. PIA was designed to
help NTS customize the evaluation so that it had optimal potential for being
- used. First used in the study of the State Capacity Building
Program , NIS founa that PIA was eminently suited to an evaluation of this kind,
where program goals were innovative, where program guidelineé were non-
prescriptive to accommodate wide variatior among the participants, where project
development was expected to be evolutionary and incremental, and where study
audiences--and their respective information needs——could differ dramatically.
That is, NIE program staff members, state project staff, legislators, and
concerned personnel of state, regional and local education agencies each made

decisions at different lavels and required different information in different

formats at differenc times (Madey, 1981).

An Jllustration From a Receatly Completed Evaluation

Exactly how the PIA method was used in the evaluation of The State Capacity
Building Progran is ewzlained in this section on a step-by-step basis. Where
appropriate, samples from the respondents’ completed exercises are included.

The intent is to provide sufficient information for other evaluation designers
and implementors interested in customizing the exercise for use in other

program evaluations.

Step 1. Statements of hvpothetical, but theoreticallv possible, findings
which could result from the evaluation were generated. The
findings ranged from being verv straichtforward to being
relativelv unexpected. Informal involvement of kev information

users was soucght.

-
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Findings were gener#ted for each of the three generic component areas
included in the program. A total of 29 finding statements were gen-
erated, 13 for information resources, 8 for linkages; and 8 for
leadership/ﬁanagement. The NTS project team was assisted by severai
state project directors, but federal program personnel were not in-—
volved in generating finding statements. (Subsequent exercises -included
such federal personnel, as well.) Sample findings for each program
component are included in Figures 2-4.°

Step 2. Using the generated hvpotnztical findings, a written exercise
was prepared.

An annotated outlinme of the four-part exercise is presented
in Figure 5.
Step 3. A carefully selected panel of respondents, representing a cross-

section of policvmakers and other information users at a variety
of levels, was identified.

Respondents included federal program managers, federal project
monitors, state project di:ectors and recognized experts in
the field. Respondents were selected and invited to participate
in the PIA exercise.

Step 4. Each mimber of the respondent panel was asked to complete the

exercise. Respondents read the hypotnetical fiadings and
responded to the included guidelines and srobes.

All invited paﬁel members completed the exercise. Sample responses
to the three hypothetical finding statements are also included in
igures 2-4.
Step 5. Thé responses of the individuals were analyzed and svnthesized

to clarify the expectations of relevant stakeholder 2roups and
to delineate the context within which the evaluation was embedded.

A synthesis report was prepared and the results used in finalizing
the evaluation design. Perhaps, most importantly, PIA revealed that
the federal program staff had a greater interest in understanding

program design and management factors than had been originally

thought. PIA also revealed that although evaluaticn irformation
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would be useful at the state level, the primary clients were

personnel at the federal level. Many state projects would be com-

pleted before the final evaluation report was published and disseminated.
Step 6. The analyzed and synthesized responses were used to develop a

set of policy-relevant questions or hvpotheses whic: then guided
the creation of a conceptual framework for the evzluation.

Policy-relevant gquestions were developed fuor the overall program
and major program components. The two initial design questions
were as follows:

® Is capacity being built as a result of this program?

e Is the program having an effect? If so, what is the
nature of the effect?

The PIA exercise provided information which enabled the NIS evaluators
to refine the major study gquestions and final study design. Actual
findings were summarized under three major research questions:
e Is dissemination capacity being built?
e What are the factors affecting the building of capacity?
What factors help or hinder achievement of program
objectives?

e What program management and program design factors
affect the building of capacity?

Selected findings and associated policy irplications from the final
report (Madey et al., 1980) are excerpted in Figures 6-9. .Findings
for the three major program components (i.e., information resources,
linkages, leadership/management) are included. In comparing the hypo-
thetical findings presented in Figures 2-~4 with the actual findings
presented in Figures 6-9, it must be emphasized that zlmost four

years passed between the time cf the initial PIA exercise and genera-

tion of the final report.
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Information Resources
A. Bypothetizal Finding Statemeat

Although all states subscribe to the notion that dissemination involves
two-wvay communication and that the information base should evolve in re-
spouse o user dexmand, it was found chat in twenty of the states the
nacture of the information resource base was largely deterninmed by SEA
scaff wich little formal or informal assessment of user needs. Project
staff said that political and economic exigencies dictated the scope of
the information resource base.

B. Guidelines (Circle your respoase)

1. To what degree is this finding within the purview of the NTS ;

evaluation?
Definitely within Definitely without
@ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ) 10
2. How muchk knowledge do you have of the general area addressed by
this finding?
Much knowledge Little knowledge

1 2 @ & 5 6 7 8 o 10

3. 7o what degree does this finding correspond with your expectations?

Expected Not expected

1 2 3 4 5 @ 7 8 9 10

4. To what degree does this findi~g have {mmediate policy implications?

7o a large extent : _ ' To a limited extent
1 @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

5. Given that this fianding accurately reflects reality, is it stated ina
a :cnci;e fashion, i.2., does it cocmunficase?

Commumicates well Communicates poorly

. 1 2 3 @ s 7 8 9 10

C. For a Finding Seleczted fer Significant Polizy Implications
1. What policy action(s) aight be precipizated by this findinz?
- "Buz1ld needs assessmeat component into project.”

2. What further informarion would vou need %o 20dily policy or take
action based on this finding? (Wnat additional questions would vou

pose?}
"Validity of 'politfcal/ecomomic ccastraints’ pleadings."
“Recommendazions on how to periora useful needs assessmen:.”

"Recormendations cu how SZAs could acquize greater credibilZry .
with teachers ard LEA administrators.”™

D. Tinally, for the Infaormatior Sesources Component:

Write in the spact selow a "finding statex:at” in this cczponeat that
would support a recommexndizion on YOur part to drastically revamp the State
Capacity 3uilding Progranm.

"Documented demnd tu users trhot they cre seeking very diffevert <nor-
metion Srom unat trey're gesiing., For eple, in an SEZA essemtizlly uging
ERIC cs Its rescurce tase, Jzmard Zu teashews (scy ot  level 27 305 or
more o" cil teccrer ircuiries) irzi they get inforxtion om ord cewual
saples o] irstructional mctericls (e.z., 2rnd crede aritimasic series, ?*n
grede gocial studies “or Chicono swulerts).”

Y
FIGURE 2. An Illustration of the PIA Exercise for the Information Resources

Q Program Component

RIC
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Linkages

A. Bypothetical Finding Statement

Only five of the twenty-fcur states employ full--ime lipiing personnel funded
through their own budget (or through budgets of intermediate units or LEAs).

Full-time linking agents appear to provide better services than do those who

perform a linkage function in addition tc other functions. Most states use a
combination of full-and part-time linkers. Part-time linkers serve more as 2
funnel for (pre-packaged) information packages prepared within the rescurces

component; full-time linkers perform transforzations of information acd work

closely with the cliencs.

B. Guidelines (circle your response)

1. To what degree is this finding within the purview of the NTS
evaluation?

Definitely within Definitely without
1 @ 3 4 b1 6 7 8 9 10

2. Bow much kniwledge do You hiave of the general area addressed
by this f£ianding?

Much kmowledge Lictle knowledge

1 2 3 @5 6 7 8 9 10

3. To whac degree does this finding correspond with your expectations?

Expected Not expected

1 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 ) 10

4. To what degree does this finding have irmediate policy irplications?

To a large exzent To a2 limited extent

1 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 1c

5. Given that this £inding accurately reflects reality, is it stared
in a concise and clear fashion, i.e., does iz communicace?

Coumunicates well . Communicates poorly

1 2 3 4 5 @ 7 8 9 10

C. For a Fiading Selected for Significant Poliey Implications
1. What policy action(s) might Se precipitated by zhis £iading?

"The policy implicatior IS cisar-—hire sore full-tize agents—but
- - 1]
it does Dot taxke account of Yresource constraiats.

2. What further informatior would you need to oodily poliev or take
action based on this findiag? (What additional questions would
you pose?)

"Inforaation not specific enough 2o draw cermclusions. Costs?
In what way are the services provided 'becter'? What 'bester'
results are obtained by working more closely with clients? Are
the extra costs worth i¢?”

D. Fimally, for the L_inkase Comporent:

Write in the space below a "finding statement” in this component that
would support z recommendation omn your part to drastically vrevamp the Stare
Capacity 3uilding Progran.

"'gers rreler document-iased Infsrmoiion sysitem at thelr Smmelicte
. pobn’ 7Q.J- ”n

cormcrd and--uhere they rave ii--ird It of grecter uiliiy,

MTRig finding would be g0 cut of zeezing with the izsic rremise o the
Progrem ihat It (the Progoat) wouid hove to Se chanced radicaiiy.”

FIGURE 3. An Illustration of zhe PlA Exercise for the Lirckage Progran Cotponent
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A. Bypothetical Finding

In eleven of the twenty~four states, the State Capacity Building Granc
accounts for less than 10 percent of the total SEA expenditures for dissem—
ination. In these states the i=pact of no State Capacity Butflding Grane
would be largely incomnsequential in teras of either the large number cf
services available in che state or the quality of the delivery mechanisms.
These sane states have key leswers funded outside the grant who are well
encrenched in the power structure and vho appear o be developing scatewide
capacity largely independent of the State Capacity Building Grant.

3. Guidelines (circle your response)
1. To what degree is this finding within the purviewv of the NIS

evaluazion?
Definicely within Definitely without
1 @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
2. Bow zuch knowledge do you have of the general area addressed by
tids finding?
Much knovledge “Lictle novledge

1 2 @ & 5 ] 7 8 9 10

3. To wvhat degree does this finding corrcs‘éond with our expectations?

Expacted Not expected

1 2 3 & 5 6 @ 8 9 10

4. To wvhat degree does this finding have izmediate policy implications?

To a large extent To a lizired extent

@ 2 3 . s 6 7 8 9 10

5. Given zhat this fioding accurately reflects reality, is it scaced i
2 concise and clear fashion, i.e, does it compunicace?

Comenmicates well Coemmunicates poorly

1 @ 3 . s 6 7 8 9 10

C. For a Finding Selected for Significant Policy Implications
1. What policy action(s) =zight be precipitated by this finding?

a. "Give 80 swards to the 'have’ scates. This i3 probably
2T a politizally feasgible option, however.™

b. "The progran should ba differentiated 1nfs two prograzs,
i.e.:

(1). A capacirty building zrant program for states with
weag o low dissexinatisn systems already iz
operztion; and

(2). A supplemeztary dissemination grants program in
states with more zature, established systems o
support demcnstrazist’ {fsr other stazes),
dissem’nazion across states, experimencation,

and evaluation.”

2. Wbat fusther inforzation would you need o D0dify policy or caxe
action based on this fiading? (What addizional questions would
you pose?)

Inforzation chat would allow development of an aceivity
appropriate o these eleven sIates tO Iunrther their dissemination
activicies, since chey don't need capacity building awards.

D. Fipally, for the Leadership/Manage=ment Component:

Write iz the space Selow a "finding stitesmeat” in chis component
that would support a recozmendation on your aprt 2o drastically revasp
the State Capacity 3uilding Progranm.

"Jatz tegt cotivities mon outr of o Imzesmedizte Sexwisze
Azercy (ZZA) o Zgsentralized Informotion ciIze cre move
Succe3siul than shose sentreiized v oxd rm Iy o Stxez
Sduocsion Azency (STRi.”

FIGURE 4. Aa Illustration of the PIA Exercise for the Leadershin/
Mansagezent Program Componeat

. 1 .‘i.‘



I. Introduction

A brief description of the PIA method and the program tc be
evaluated. (See pp.1-9 for an illustration).

II. BHypothetical Finding Statements (See Figures 2-4 for illustration).

A. '"Scenarios" which might appear in the executive summary of a future
evaluation report on the program

B. Guidelines for responding to each hypothetical finding or scenario:
1. To what degree is this finding within Ehe purview of the study?

2. How much knowledge dc you have of the general area addressed
by this finding?

3. To whar degree does this finding correspond with your
expectations?

4. To what degree does this finding have immediate policy implications?
5. Given that this finding accurately reflects reality, is it
stated in a concise and clear fashion, i.e., does it
communicate?
C. Select findings with greatest policy implications, and determine:
1. What policy action(s) might be precipitated by this finding?
2. What further information would you need to modify policy or
take action based on this finding? (What addi;ional questions

would you pose?)

III. Prepare a "Finding Statement” that would support a recommendation om your
part to drastically revamp or eliminate the program. (See Figures 2-4).

IV. Critique the Overzll Exercise: (See Attachment for actual critiques.)
i. What is your overall reaction to this PIA process?

2. Did it afford you a vehicle for persentiag your thoughts
about the evaluation and its potential contributions?

3. What meodifications to Policy Implications Analysis would
you suggest to improve the procedure? '

FIGURE 5. An Annotated Outline of the PIA Exercise
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Is Capacitv Being Buile?

1.

{Information
Resources)

(Linkages)

(Leadershin/
Management)

{Leadersskip/

Management)

(Information
Resources)

(Linkages)

(Leadersaip/

Managezent)

(Lgadefship/
Management)

The primary effect sought from the program—increased cacacity

of SEAs for dissemination—-is being achieved.

States have substantially increased the breadth and variety of
knowledge resource bases that can be accessed through the SZA
disseminacion unit. . ’

States have modified exiscing sctructural arrangemeats to develop
the capacity for the delivery of information to cliencs through
"linkers” who function as information brokers.

Coordination of, and cooperation between, various program and
service units in the SEA and in cthe state has been improved

leading to a oore comprezensive and generalizable Sody of resocurces
available for dissemination to the education s¥stem.

¥ost states 4o the SC32 evideace zoveneat toward insticuciomalizing
their disseminacion capacity, although it is still too soon ia that
process to determine i the dissemination system will indeed be-
come an accepted part of SEA progran services offerings.

The process of increasing cavacizv follows several diZZereat zatlerzs

depending on state historv and context, and reflects che Zlexihilitv

allowed by the progran guidelines.

Resource base development has expanded primarily in the areas of

proaising practices and sther state and local iaformatican f£iles.

It appears chat in —osz states reliance is placed upon wazlidated
programs in the scihivol improvement process; less emphasis is placed
upon information gained from non-vaiidated, promising practices

as a basis for school izprovesent.

For the delivery of services, three liakage patterns—which we
have characzerized as SZA ccnrrolled (tightly couplied), SZTA
coordinated (loosely coupled), and exteraal (umcoupled)-—appear
to reflect szcate philosopny and consequent structures fer schoel
irprovement.

Coordination has been Ixproved prizarily berween the capaci:ty
building projects arnd geceric programs such as DY and Tizle IV;
less coordination has deen achieved derween tie sroiect and ccateat
specific programs, such as vocational education and handicasped
education.

Building SEA disseminarion svsten ca2pacity seens to have ac
identifiable sequence of development, but fadfvidual ssate Zactors,
and changes in those factsrs may override this "developmental" pattera.

FIGURE 6. Summary of rindings for First Major Research Question,

Source:

"1Is Capacity Being 3uilc?”

Madey et 2l., Buildine Capacitv for the Improvement of
Educational Praczice: 4in Evaluation of Niz's State Dissem—
iration Grants Progranm, Joluze I: Final Zwvaiuation Resors.
Report prepared for the Natioral Izstitute of Sducation uader
Contract #400-76-0166. Durham, N.C.: NTS Research Corzora-
tica, 1980, pp.7.10-7.12.




Factors Affecting Program Success .

Success of SEA efforts to implement and institutionalize dissemination
systems appears to be influenced by the following:

State Factors

e Continuity of energetic and entrepreneurial leadership; but once
that leadership is gone the process may become endangered.

e Previous involvement in dissemination activities is a helpful
but not sufficient factor in institutionalization.

® Placement in an administrative unit appears to assist in the
development of coordination and comprehensiveness of the system.
Placement in a service unit appears to assist in the delivery of
services to clients and the institutionalization of the system
in the SEA.

e Initial strategies of targeting clients for service and developing
products for use by particular clientele enhance the development
of coordination and comprehensiveness of the system. But the project
needs to move on to serve the general clientele if institutiomalization

is to be enhanced.

® The active support of SEA administrators (Chief State School Officers
and their associates) is crucial to building capacity and implementing
and institutionalizing the dissemination system.

Other Structural Factors

e The continued fragmentation of the dissemination components of
Federal programs impedes the building of generalized and
comprehensive dissemination systems within the states.

Despite the fragmentation, however, many states have made
progress in coordinating dissemination efforts at the state
level.

FIGURE 7. Sumﬁary cf Findings for Second Major Research Question,
"What are the Factors Affecting the Building of Cavpacity?"

o Source: Madey et zl., Ibid., pp. 7.12-7.13.
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Program Design and Management Factors Affecting Program Success

Success of SEA efforts to implement and institutionalize dissemination
systems appears to be influenced by the following program design and
management factors:

Collaborative planning and flexibility of Program guidelines
permitted states to tailor their dissemination projects to fit
their individual contexts. While these approaches have
enhanced the in-state capacity for independent solutions to
dissemination system development, they may also foster

areas of non-clarity of purpose between NIE and the states.

Opportunities to communicate with personnel from other

states and agencies facilitate project development. Although
the Program provided mechanisms for such communication and

for technical assistance, these provisions appear to be too
limited. In other words, the plan was appropriate; its
implementation was not adequate to meet the needs of the states.

Program objectives regarding the role of the dissemination
system in relation to a state's other schocl improvement
efforts are not adequately specified in program guidelines
and project proposals. The result is that the potential for
facilitating the use of new knowledge and educational
practices for school improvement and equal educational
opportunity is only partialiy seen and realized in many
states participating in the Program.

Program and project goals for increasing equity and for
operationalizing those goals are not well developed. There
is little evidence of program resources being directed ex-
plicitly and in concerted ways for increasing equity in
education.

NIE staff resources assigned to this Program have been
too limited to provide the necessary moniroring and
technical assistance needed and often requested by the
state projects.

FIGURE 8. Summary of Findings for Third Major Research Question,

"What Program Design and Management Factors Affect the
Building of Capacity?"

Source: Madey et al., Ibid., p; 7.12-7.13.
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- Summary of Policv Ioplications

* . The following policy implications are presented within the context of
change and uncertainties at ths Federal and sczate levels. These uncertainties

" are reflected in questions abcut expanded Federal leadership of the growth and

application of dissemination systems for assistiag in attaining educatisaal
improvement aad education equity. At the state level, there are questious of
increasing pressures on budgets for educational activities and of the willing-
ness of states to commit themselves to continue and refine e use of dissemina~
tion systems for sducational improvement and educactional egquity.

1. Collaborativelv Streagthen Program Conceptualization and Desizn

The findings of this study have broad implications for future prograns,
but in the near-term, NIE and the states should work together to
streagthea the Program tarougn:

® A clesrer conceptualization of, and specification of cthe guide-
lines for, ways states can uce dissezination resources to facilicate
significan: izprovements in educational practice and equisy — N
e.g., in comnnection with other SZA programs or through other external
linkages with practitioners.

® A clarification of the rriorities or guidelines for types »f re-
sources that should be further developed - e.3., those that are
Dost used, most useful, most difficult to obtaim through other
means, Or most relevanot to equizy issues in education.

e The provision of aeeded linker trainiag, particularly to enhance
skills of individuals who are already located in positionms to
facilizate school improvenment.

2. Strengthen Progras Management and leadershis

e NIE szaff resources for this Program should be sZ:-eagchened in c-der
to provide zore guidance om critical project issues —— e.2., utiliza=~
tion of disseainarion o enhance equality of ecducazional opperiunity,
and trade-oiis amocg alfermative ways the states are authorized to
use the Program resources.

e Ong=ing and vizble communication decharnisms arorg the states involved
in building dissemination capaciry should te sreated and maiatained.
Trese mechanisms could iaclude the regicnal exzhanges who could
function 2s the vehicle zhrough which comzunication amocg scates
vithin regions is maincained.

e Guidelines should scknowledge the deveiorment or organizacional
capacicies and grovide assistance for s-itical functiloms at each
stage. A "step-wise" or "buildizg block” approach is recommended
that is keyed o three stages — plarning, implementation and
insticutionalizazion.

3. lImprove rederal level Coordination Mechanisms

o Mechanisms for izprovinmg coordination of (or suppor:.for the cooperation
of) Federally-funded programs should be created at the Federal level,

4. Exanine Further the Secoadarv or "Downstrean” E<fects of she Program
In Terms of Its Effects on Zduycazicn

e This study shows that capacity 1is being built, and ideatifies
2 nuxber of factors that are emhancing acd lizicing the capacity
bullding efforz. The Program should be examined further to de-
teraine how the capacity is used and what apsects of dissemination
capacity are mcs: critical in achieving improvements in equity and
practice in educzation.

FIGLRE 9. Suzmary of Policy Izplications for the NTS Study of
The State Capacity 3uildiag Prograx:
Q ,
Ez l(: Source: Madey et al., Ibid., pp. 7.13—7.;245
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Associated Disadvantages and Advantages

Enumerating the pros and cons of any method is a useful exercise. The
potential disadvantages and advantages associated with PIA are summarized
in this section. In addition, respondent critiques of the first overall
exercise are presented in the attachment at the conciusion of this article.
(Modifications recommended by the first respondents were incorporated iﬁto

the procedures described in this article.)

Potential Disadvantages

Perhaps no technique is without potential disadvantages and PIA is no ex-
ception. Some of the difficulties surround the implementation of the techmnigus
and are presumably correctible through refinements in the process. Other
problems stem from the inherently obtrusive character of thg technique itself.

The technique takes time, a commodity that is often rare in the initial
stages of an evaluation. If a single polling of respondents is all that is
desired, then the entire process of scenario design, administration, and
analysis can be accomplished in six weeks. If, however, it is important to
obtain consensus on the iﬁformation priorities, then several iterations may be
desirable, each requiring, at a minimum,}one month.

Selection of the panel can be problematiczl. Diversity of position ;nd
persuasion is essential but either too much diversity, or diversity at the
expense of representativeness, can be self-defeating. The ideal is to ade-
quately represent the major constituencies that will finally use the evalua-
tion information. In some evaluations, there may be only one user group; wherz=ss
in othgrs, such as the evaluations of Head Start and the State Capacity Builéi=g
‘Program, the range might run from local program staff to Congress. It should

be apparent that an inappropriate panel selection will hamper the generalizability,

and thus, utility of panel responses.

El{llC _ 2.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Reliated to the issue of panel selection is the fact that policy contexts
are dynamic and the important actors and/or information users may change with
time. A partial solution to this problem is an annual polling of users
accdmpanied by a reassessment of each user's continuing relevance. Of course,
this solution is less effective in highly dynamic contexts in which the’
significant actcvs, or political climate, frequently change.

Lastly, Policy Implications Analysis is obtrusive and may reawaken dormant
policy issues which are best left alone. The technique may promote frustra-
tion by encouraging participants to explore policy actions and alternmatives
for which adequate information does not exist (at the time) to reach an informed
decision. Depending upon the policy context, the energy generated as a by-

product of the technique may be viewed as desirable or undesirable.

Selected Advantages

Even with such disadvantages, PIA represents a methodological advancement

for policy research and evalaution; inherent in the technique are substaatial

advantages:

e Policymakers' anc other information users' expectations
and preconceStions regarding the evaluation and its
findings are made explicit.

e Policy alternatives are delineated and supporting
information requirements for each alternative are
identified (i.e., evaluation questions are formulated).

e The connections between evaluation informaticn and
alternative policy actions are given additional clarity.

e Areas of consensus and dissensus among information users
are identified. TFor example, information needs of program
staff and higher level policymakers are not always congruent,
and thus, perceptions of the purpose and benefit of the
evaluation may differ.

e Possible unintended outcomes are unmasked by involving
information users who are not totally supportive of the
program. Such outcomes generally go unaddressed when inten-
tions and program design comprise the sole foundation upon
which the evaluation is built. '

24
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® Boundaries for the evaluation, and information priorities
within these boundaries, are made explicit.

® Results of the PIA exercise often result in deflating un-
realistic expectations regarding what can be learned from
an evaluation.
e A large number of respondents may be involved in the process
without restrictions imposed by geography. The process is
relatively low in cost, compared to the benefits derived
from using such a tool.
o If desired, the entire process can be accomplished with
anonymity for the participants, thus avoiding unnecessary
ideological battles and policy confrontations which might
better await the arrival of objective evaluation information.
Most importantly, though, PIA has already been used successfully to enhance the
utility of evaluation results for decisionmakers. This formal methcd £ills a
critical need, and NTS Research Corporation's experiences with PIA suggest that
it may be useful to others as well. The response to the statemernt "evaluations

aren't useful" should no longer be tacit agreement. PIA can be used to help

evaluators design and implement studies which meet policymakers' needs.

23



Attachment. RESPONDENT CRITIQUES OF THE FIRST PIA EXERCISE

(1) WHAT IS YOUR OVERALL REACTION TO THIS PIA PROCESS?

Federal Respondent:

® I found this to be an enlightening task. Thanks. After
going through your mock findings I tried to think of what
might be missing. Ideally, I think findings should be
presented in 3 ways (3 kinds of policy implicatioms):

1. How can states better manage their projects?

2. What new projects should NIE inftiate to alleviate
wezknesses?

3. Did the State Capacity 3uilding Program do any good?

My consistent problem was getting enough specific information from
the mock £indings to judge the policy relevance. Probably a weakness
in this tool we must live with. Eope you continue to use the method.

Federal Respondent:

° Idea is excellent. This particular form of the idea is
. useful but limited. 1In its present form, it seems to have
more to say to SZA's then to the Feds. will Final Report
be "modularized” or will both States and Feds receive

exactly the same repor:c?
Federal Respondeat:

° I can see that it would be useful to NTS in helping dec <<
what data to collect. But the approack concentrates oo micero
rather thar macro questions so that bigger issues dom't get
surfaced.

.

Federal Respondent:

. I thia¥ the finding statements are probably geared well for
state purposes — managing program - making shifts based on
one thing or another. I have a2 problem with Federal implicationms.
We're going to have (with ESEA renewal in 78) to deal with
questions of coordinated Federal policy in dissemimation and
how to accomplish that.... are present efforts fragmented -
too much of a burden for states to try to coordinate? What

-are the future cost options (what about means to continue
activities after Federal funds cease)? We have some other
options too - say if full-time personalized linkage is found
to be overwhelmingly necessary aad useful, we can emphasize
that in programs; or if curriculum materials are 85% of the
user requests, we have to revamp the assumption about infor-
matfon needs; or if users of service are all located within
15 miles of resource centers, we can urge decentralization.

-~ 2b



Federal Respondent:

e Evocative, enjoyable, probably informative to NTS and NIE
but too time-consuming to attain wide-ranging responses.

State Respondent:

e I found it interesting and useful. Too much time, however,
which I had not counted on.

State Respondent:

® The process may be workable, but it needs some modificationms.
Advisory Council Respondent:

® Excellent exercise...I really got into this experience and
thought it useful for me. For what it's worth, I spent five
hours in reading and thoughtfully responding to the PIA.

(2) DID IT AFFORD YOU A VEHICLE FOR PRESENTING YOUR THOUGHTS ABOUT THE
EVALUATION AND ITS POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTIONS?

Federal Respondent:

e Not adequately; however, this is better than nothing,
which is probably what NTS would have got from me without
this exercise.

State Respondent:
e Yes, almost completely.
Advisory Council: -

e Yes, hypothetical (?!) findings showed me really great insight
into (my) issues in the SEA dissemination systen.

(3) WHAT MODIFICATIONS TO_POiICY IMPLICATIONS ANALYSIS WOULD YOU SUGGEST
TO IMPROVE THE PROCEDURE?

Federal Respondent:

® For the most part, the questions address management alterations
in the program. This is like generals fighting the last war -
by the time the results are in, most of the initiating awards
. will have been made. Of most interest to me is how we can
build in continuation after the Federal bucks cease to flow
and what we can learn to apply to other dissemination efforts.

e Talk to NIE staff before developing findings.



Have a brief description of the program in introduction.
Hard for a reader unfamiliar with project to know what's
being discussed.

Use conference techniques for getting at applications;
policy shifts, additional information required.

State Respondent:

I'm afraid I reacted sometimes as the project director in
cne state and sometime in light of the overall impact in all
capacity building states. I'm not suze whether it would be
significant to pull out these differences. I also reacted
poorliy to the final statement in each section about "dras-
tically revamping.” Isn't evaluation info useful if it only
results in modest modifications? Surely everything we're
doing isn't wrong!

Needs to be shortened. The time required to respond is
grudgingly given.

A rating scale with 10 choices violates what I have been
taught about item construction. What will you conclude
from an item with an average rating of 3 or 8? Five
choices would have been more than adequate.

I don't understand the purpose of guidelines #1 and #5.
They should be dichotomous choices in my opinion.

Advisory Council:

Reduce the number of gradations on multiple choice (couldn't
differentiate between 8 and 7, etc.)

Eliminate tie request (at least for advisory Council types)
to bave to suggest a mew finding. I found it very difficult.



NOTES

1. Paper presented at the 4th Annual Meeting of the Evaluation Research
Society, Washington, D.C., November 19-21, 1980. The NTS evaluation of the
State Capacity Building Program is supported with federal funds from the National
Institute of Education, Department of Education; however, the contents of this
article do not necessarily reflect the views or policies of the National Institute
of Education, or the Department of Education. Copies of the paper may be
obtained by writing the authors at the following address: NTS Research Corporation,
2634 Chapel Hill Bculevard, Durham, N.C. 27707.

2. For a more extensive description of the NIE~-sponsored State Capacity
Building Program and its evaluation, readers are referred to the five volumes
prepared by NTS Research Corporation which comprise the final report. The
complete set of volumes, each of which has the same general title, Building
Capacity for the Improvement of Educational Practice, is as follows:

Volume I: An Evaluation of NIE's State Dissemination
Grants Program: Final Evaluation Report
(December 1980)

Volume II: 1979 State Abstracts: State Dissemination Efforts
(October 1980)

Volume III: A Study of Linker Agent Activities and Roles
(October 1980)

Volume IV: A Study of The Development of Scales Measuring
Dissemination Capacity
(December 1980)
[ 4
Volume V: An Evaluation of NIE's State Dissemination
Grants Program: Executive Summary
(December 1980)



REFERENCES

Bailey, S. K. 'Current Educational Policy Analysis: An Insight." Educational.
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, March-April 1979, 1:3, 95-100-—

Baker, R. F., Decad, J. K., Royster, E. C., and Madey, D. L. Building Capacity
for The Improvement of Educational Practice: Volume IV - A Studv of The
Development of Scales Measuring Dissemination Capacity.

Report prepared for the National Institute of Education under Contract
#400~76-0166. Durham, N.C.: NTS Research Corporation, 1980.

Berryman, S. E. and Glennan, T. K. "An Improved Strategy for Evaluating Federal
Programs in Education," in Pincus, J. (Ed.),Educational Evaluation in the
Public Policy Setting. Santa Monica, California: Rand Corporation, 1980,
11-40.

Bissell, J. S. "Use of Educational Evaluation and Policy Studies.'" Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analvsis, March-April 1979, 1:3, 29-37.

Decad, J. K., Madey, D. L., Royster, E. C. and Baker, R. F. Building Capacitv
for The Imrpovement of Educational Practice: Volume III - A Study of
Linker Agent Activities and Roles. Report prepared for the National
Institute of Education under Contract #400-76-0166. Durham, N.C.: NIS

~ Research Corporation, 1980.

Evans, J. "Evaluating Social Action Programs,' Sccial Science Quarterlv.
1969, 50:3. :

Filstead, W. J. '"The Epistemology of Social Policy." Paper presented at the
4th Annual Meeting of the Evalution Research Society, November 1980.

Gideonse, H. D. '"Improving the Federal Administration of Education Programs,"
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, January-February, 1980, 2:1,
61-70. .

Hall, P. T. "Evaluating Education Programs for Federal Policymakers: Lessons
from the NIE Compensatory Education Study,”" in Pincus, J. (Ed.), Educational
Evaluation in the Public Policy Setting. Santa Monica, California: Rand
Corporation, 1980, 48-70.

Hayman, J., Rayder, N. Stenner, A. J., and Madev, D. L. '"On Aggregation,
Generalization, and Utility in Educational Evaluation,' Educational
Evaluation and Policy Anzlvsis. July-August 1979, 1:4, 31-39.

Kahn, H. and wiener, A. J. The Year 200G. A Framework for Speculation on the

" Next Thirtv-three Years. New York: Mcsillan, 1947.

Madey, D. L. Building Capacitv Zor the Improvement oI Educational Practice:
Voiume II - 19792 State Abstracts, State Dissexminzation Efforts. Report
prepared for the National Institute of Education under Contract #400-76-0166.
Durham, N.C.: NTS Researcn Corporation, 1980.

Madey, D. L. '"Some Benefits of Integrating Qualitative and Quantitative Methods
in Program Evaluation, With Illustratioms.'" Educational Evaluation an
Policy Analysis (in press), 1981. .

Madey, D. L., Royster, E. C., Decad, J. K., and Baker, R. F. Building Capacity
for the Improvement of Educational Practice: Volume I - An Evaluation of
NIE's State Dissemination Grants Program (Final Evaluation Report). Report
prepared for the National Institute of Education under Contract #400-76-0166.
Durham, N.C.: NTS Research Corporation, 1980.

Mason, W.S. Problems of Measurement and the NIE Program. Washington, D.C.:
National Institute of Education, 1973.

McNeil, J. T., Posante-Loro, R., Wedell-Monnig, J., Wattersom, K., Szegda, M.

Description and Analvsis of Program Data: Head Start Sample Programs.

(National Evalation ¢f Head Start Educational Services and Basic Educational

Skills Demonstration Programs, Project Report 7.) Durham, N.C.: NTS

Research Corporation, 1980. '

3



Patton, M. W. Utilization-Focused Evaluation. Beverly Hills, California:
Sage Publications, 1978.

Pincus, John (Ed.). Educational Evaluation in the Public Policy Setting.
Santa Monica, California: Rand Corporation, 1980.

Ross, L. and Crombach, L. J. (Ed.) '"Handbook of Evaluation Research."
Educational Researcher (essay review by a Task Force of the Stanford
Evaluation Consortium). November 1976, 5:10, 9-19.

Rossi, P. H. and Wright, S. R. "Evaluation Research: An Assessment of Theory,
Practice, and Politics." Evaluation Quarterly. February 1977, 1:1, 5052.

Royster, E. C., Madey, D. L., and Decad, J. K., Building Capacity for the Improve-
ment of Educational Practice: An Evaluation of NIE's State Dissemination
Grants Program: Volume V - Executive Summary. Report prepared for the
National Institute of Education under Contract #400-76-0166. Durham, N.C.:
NTS Research Corporation, 1980.

Scriven, M. "Evaluation Perspectives and Procedures,' in Popham, W. James
(Ed.), Evaluation in Educatiomn.

Smith, N. L., "Federal Research on Evaluation Methods in Health, Criminal Justice
and the Military." Educational Evaluation and Policv Analvsis. July-August,
1980, 2:4, 53-59.

Stenner, A. J. and Madey, D. L. Policy Implications Analysis, Exercise No. 1,
"Design for the Evaluation of the State Capacity Building Program in
Dissemination." Durham, N.C.: NTS Research Corporation, 1976. -

Stenner, A. J. An Overview of Information Based Evaluation: A Design Procedure,
Information Based Evaluation Series, Book 1. North Carolina: IBEX,
Incorporated, 1974.

Stufflebeam, D. L. "Alternative Approaches to Educational Evaluation: A
Self-Study Guide for Educators," in Popham, W. James (Ed.), Evaluation im
Education. American Educational Reserach Association, 1974, 95-144.

Weiler, D. and Stearns, M. ''The Uses and Limits of Education IZvaluation at the
State Level," in Pincus, J. (Ed.), Educational Evaluation in the Public
Policv Setting. Santa Monica, California: fand Corporatiom, 198G, 77-85.

31



