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Abgract

This paper explores the concept of Evauation Readiness, and recommends a framework of
readiness for use with collaborative program evauation. Evauation Readiness can have an
impact & dl sages of an evduation from the early Sages when the Stes are vying for funding
through to the condusion of the evauation.

The vaue and worth of readiness is explored, a measurement of readinessis suggested, and it
is hypothessed that there will be a positive and meaningful relationship between the readiness
to evauate and program progress. Readiness a so can impact on the eva uation methodol ogy
and the format of information to be collected, can asss fundersin predicting the likely
success of proposads, and it can direct the evauator as to where technicd assgtanceis

necessay.

An andlyss of program progress and readinessin the externd evauation of 17 different school
innovationsis used to illudtrate the power of Evauation Readiness.
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1.0INTRODUCTION

Readiness, or preparedness for learning, as an educationa concept has been hotly debated for
decades. The debate has centred on the notion that children are developmentaly ether ready
to learn or that children are ready as a consequence of the stimulation from society (eg.,
parents and exposure to life). In the 1990s, early childhood educators used readiness to explain
trangtion from kindergarten to school. Katz (1991), for example, explained that children need
to beintdlectudly and socidly reedy for school and that schools need to be reedy with
gopropriate gaff and curriculum. Thus, readiness centres on preparedness to move on — ether
by the student or by the schooal.

Readiness has rardly been used in evduation. Whoally (1987) referred to the concept of
readinessin hiswork of evauation assessment. He suggedts that Evauability Assessment
provides an overdl program view and thet it is preparation for the evauation. Stufflebeam’s
(1999) checkligts for operations and for meta- evduation aso provide excdlent criteriafor
assessing evauetions plans and capedity .

Thefocus of this paper is readiness for program evauation as a developmentd varigble thet is
criticd to assess throughout the evauation process. Further, evaluation readiness provides
vauable information about factorsinvolved in the change process. The sudy suggests that
evauation readinessisamediating varigble in the successful determination of innovationsin
school settings. Evaudtion readinessis defined as preparedness of the program to begin
evauation. This preparedness has two mgor characteridtics the capacity to evauate and the
willingnessto evduae.

Capacity to evaduate refers to the program's resources available for evaluaion —resources such
as materid, time, human resources, organisationd infrastructure, experience, and
underganding of evduation. Willingness refersto an atitude towards evaduaion and aleve of
CO-operation or dedre to beinvolved in the evduation process. Willingness to be part of the
evauation process s often determined by interest and previous experience. Many project Saff
work long hard hours and they firmly believe thet such effort equates with successful

outcomes. Thistime and cogt of involvement is often used as a reason why further time and
effort to beinvolved in the evauation processis of little percaived vdue. As an example of
willingness to be involved in evauaion, Stufflebeam (2001) described the beginning of an
evauation he was involved with, when the deputy superintendent -- aformer army generd --
cdled dl the principas together a 7:00 am. on aMonday. He introduced Dr Stufflebeam, and
told the principas he would fire any one of them who did not fully co-operate with the
evauator’ s requests regarding the evaduation. The principdsdid not like it but they co-
operated fully with the evauation. Willingnessto evaluate often plays amgor role in ensuring
capadity.

Evduation readinessis critical from two perspectives. It isacriticd for accessto

credible dataand in some cases actudly obtaining such data, and it is difficult to conduct

acollaborative gyle evauation in aschool unless the schoal is on-board with the
evaudion and iswilling take part in data collection and interpretetion.

Evduation readinessis a developmentd process and with each step, the Ste participants
need to be prepared to progress the evauation. The implementation of the evaluation



plan follows the program implementation plan, and thus problematic evauation
implementation appears to be a symptom of a problematic innovation. Reediness
provides useful informeation to evauators and funders as to where support and assigance
might be needed.

In conducting the current evaluation of several school innovations and exploring the
notion of reediness, severd issues emerged. In a school where a seemingly sensible
innovation was ddivered by one teacher, who had the roles of deputy principa aswell
asteaching aregular dass, the school personnd confessed that they had no timeto
collect the data as part of the evauation, did not return calls for telephone interviews or
face to face interviews, were rluctant to participate in the evauation, and confessed a
distrugt with evauation. Can the idea behind thisinnovation be farly evauated? How
does this compare to the school with an externdly resourced innovation that has an
extengve internd evauation by an experienced evaluator and an over zedous desire to
provide information to the externd evauator. Which programismorelikely to bere-
funded, to be sugtained, and have the highest likelihood of improvement and impact on
the outcomes?

This paper outlines a prdiminary sudy to determine the nature of evaluation readiness
and its influence on the innovation progress. While conducting the externd evauation,
we monitored the evaluation readiness of 17 school innovations and attempted to
determine the relationship between readiness and progress of the innovation.

1.1 The Innovations Projects

In 1998, the New Zedand Government dlocated 1million dollars of competitive funding
to an Innovation Funding Poal to support a-risk gudents. The am of the funding wasto
provide funding to trid and evauate new ideas to support change in schools. The schoal
were Joread over awide geographical region of New Zedand and served avariety of
agesand ethnicity’s -- severd programs specificaly catered for Maori sudents. While
the providers were to conduct internd evauations and report bi-annudly to the Ministry
of Education, the providers were dso to provide information as required by the Ministry
of Education gppointed externd evauaor.

The evaduation was collaborative in nature with both the Ministry of Education and
providers having an active role in the devel oping the evauation plan and questions. The
sructure of the evauation was provided by the CIPP Modd (Stufflebeam, 2000). Table
1 presents the crossalk that outlines the evauation questions. The schools applied for
the funding in 1998, the programs began implementing their programsin March 1999,
and the externd evauation began in August 1999.



Table 1. Crosswak of the specific evauation questions and the method of data collection

Specific Evaluation Questions

Interviews

Focus Group

Webste

Journds

Standardised

Tedting

Exiging
Documentatio

n

Survey

Context

What 1sthe am of Program

X X

Who isthe targel populaiion

What isthe criteria of the selection of
target population

Describe the demographics of the target
population

X XXX

What is the context of Program and how

will it match with the target population,
include Maori

x

Who are the providers and therr
background information

Describe basdline achievement data of
target population e.g.6yr nets, PAT’s

Describe basdline achievement data of
control population e.g.6yr nets, PAT's

P

What specidly about your Program is
appropriate for Maori students

Data particular to Maori Students

Isthere an Interna Evaluation plan? What
is the process of thisinternd evaluation?

X X X X

[s there funding from other than MOE s
there a salf-funding development plan

I nput

What is the intended Program oufline

Whéat isthe duration or number of sesson’s
etc?

How much of actud Program was
delivered

What input was recelved from Evaluators
and MOE was received

What, If any, Professiond development did
providers receive

What 1sthe nature of internal Evaluation
Plan

Describe funding plans




Specific Evaluation Questions

Interviews

Focus Group

Website

Journals

Standardised

Tedting

Exiging

n

Survey

Describe Outsde funding plan

P

> Documentatio

Process

What isthe mode of Program ddivery e.g.
Classroom based, 1:1

P

Describe the Monitoring Process

Describe Numbers who attend

Describe Outside assstance e.g.
consultants, parents

Outline Extra activities

Outline the internd Evaduation Process

Outline how the outsde development Tunds
plan is implemented

Whet isthe nature of Collaboration with
other schools e.g. sharing information with
other schools?

What 1s the nature of Networking with
smilar Programs

Product

Are the Intended outcomes achieved

Whét s the impact on achievement
outcomes

What isthe impact on Psychosocia
outcomes e.g. salf —esteem,

How do outcomes compare with Nationa?

What is the nature of Stakeholder
satisfaction?

Was the Information disseminated?

Describe Unintended outcomes

Isthere asdf sufficient internal Evaluation
Plan

Is the Program sdlf funding




20METHOD

During the early phase of the evauation, we andysed al program proposdsto
determine the depth and qudity of the evauation plans. We aso examined the feedback
from the Minigtry of Education’s assessment for sdection of the innovations. Further,
we interviewed Minigry of Education g&ff involved with the funding pool and program
providers about collaborative evauation. Workshops were conducted with providersto
further develop the relationship between the internd and externd evauations. Basdine
indices of program progress and reediness to evauate were formulated using this data
Predictions of future progress of innovations and programsin need of evauetion
assgtance were identified. During 2000 and 2001 these indices were developed to reflect
the progress of the projects and evauation readiness. Table 2 describes the criteriafor
each index. Comparisons were made between program progress and readiness indices
over athree year period. Correlations were dso caculated.

Table2:Criteriafor Evaluation Readinessand Program Progress

1999 Criteria
Length of time the program had been operaiiond.
Progress Number of cohort who had completed the project.
Whether the set up was completed.
Has anything happened (yes or no).
Experience and attitude with evaluation (workshops or telephone interview).
Evaluation Management of the evduation (Tnitiafive management interview).
Readiness Qudity of Evduaiion Proposd.
Program Proposal as scored by Minidiry of Education (externd score).
2000
Progress Ministry of Education & Evauation reports based on progress of 6 stages of

implementation and out puts.

Evaluation Readiness

Capacity Qudity and depth of report and requested deta as scored by evaluation team
Willingness | Afiitude to evauation as determined by telephone interview and compliance by
handing in report and evauation data
[ 2001 ( ST approximate as programs are conduding)
Progress Based on four categories Change Susianability Development and integrafion as

well as ther progress reports, which outline 6 levels of outputs and
implementation.

Evaluation Readiness;

Willingness | Atiitude to the find evauaiion in find report and telephone attitude. Find report
is handed in. Impact data handed in.
Capacdity Compldion Of evauaion daa, oudity and depth  Of report, impact, and

interviews as scored b evauation team.

30RESULTS& DISCUSSION
Readiness i.e,, willingness and capacity and progress were monitored over a three-year period.
The scores were converted to an index out of 100 for ease of reporting. The scores were

graphed to illugrate relaionships between readiness and progress. The scores were divided
into four groups. those where readiness decreased over the period, those where readiness




indices remained condant, those who were exemplary and congant in readiness and whose
readiness scores increased.

3.1 Innovations with Declining Readiness.
(Fgure 1 here)

There were five sthools where readiness declined. As indicated by the grgph three school
School B, School C, and School D were on a continud decline for readiness and progress.
Implementation and evduaion did not occur in an effective manner. The other schools had a
different story. School E had a rdatively steedy progress but they were very resstant to the
evduation. The evaduaion did not suit their purpose School A were very willing to be
involved in the evadudion, however they appeared to run out of seam, paticulaly as the
innovation gruggled with daffing changes and asences Thus, the ddivery of the find daa
collection (such as impact surveys, individud Sudent data, attending interviews) was not a
high priority.

A dose look a these schools in terms of their willingness and cgpacity to be collaboratively
involved in evaudion illusraed tha willingness contributed more to the readiness for
evauatiion. During discussons about evadudion we heard comments like ‘I don’t believe in
evaluation,” ‘we will not participate in evaluation until we are being paid’ the evaluation
will affect the other research project we are doing’. Willingness gopears to play alarge rolein
determining the capecity to evduate. Comments relating to capecity were °

‘| justcan't’; * It'snot on computer’; © The data went missing’

3.2 Innovationswith increasing readiness
(Fgure 2 here)

There were three schools where the evauation darted with difficulty -- the qudity and depth
of reporting was poor in 1999 and early in 2000. Comments about evauation from these
schools often related to time and rejection of evaudtion: “I am too busy teaching to fill out all
these forms “*“; the evaluation was unfair’; the evaluation can’t show anything.” Two of
these schools later responded wdl to Ste vidts and technicd assgance. The third school had a
greaet ded of contact in early in 2001 leading to some pogtive developments in their program
and evduation information. The podtive sudent reaction to the innovation program gppeared
to increese the schools willingness and capacity to produce the required information.”
Willingness and cgpacity for these schools contributed equdly to evauation readiness.

Innovation where Readiness remained Constant
There were two groups in this category those with a high levd of readiness and those with an
averagelevd of readiness.

3.3 Innovationswith High and Congtant levels of Readiness

(Figure 3 here)

There are four schools in this category. The basdine indices in 1999 was a good predictor of
both progress and evduation readiness. These schools dl produced good qudity data, were
dways on time, they attended al workshops and were very vocd about the nature and



importance of the evduation. These schools were zedots for evdudion and dl produced
meaningful data It is aso interesing to note that these schools were our greatest critics (dlbeit
condructive) of the evauation and evadudion process. They were dso the mos collaborative
group in the evauaion and this impacted on our role as evauators.

3.4 Innovations with Moder ate but Consstent Readiness L evels
(Figure 4 here)

There were three sthools in this category. The pattern of readiness followed the pettern of
progress over the three year. Only School N appeared to have a problem during the process
and this was due to a change in the naure of the program and a gaffing change. They were
able to recover from the saffing issues and get back on track. These schools had reached ther
highest levd of capadity and willingness in this evduaion and regardiess of the number of gte
vigts and contact with evaluators their readiness did not change.

3.5 Overall rdationships

To illugrae the worth of monitoring readiness we corrdaed the readiness and progress
SCores.

Table 3. Corrdation Coefficients for Readiness and Program Progress.

Readiness | Readiness | Readiness | Progress Progress Progress
1999 2000 2001 1999 2000 2001
Progress .01 .89 .58 1.0 .80 .59
1999
Progress 101 .86 .39 .80 1.0 .62
2000
Progress 15 81 .88 59 .61 1.0
2001
Readiness 1.0 A1 .09 .96 10 14
1999
Readiness A1 1.0 .62 .89 .86 .82
2000
Readiness 01 .62 1.0 58 .39 .89
2001

The schools dl hed to submit an extengve proposd, which was assessed by the Minigtry of
Education for competitive funding. In these proposd the schools had to outline seps to be
taken in developing their program as wel as dear indications about how they would evauate
the program. The schools dso ggned a contract agreeing tha they would co-operate with
Minidry gppointed evauators. The Minigry of Education’'s assessment, the evaudtion team's
assessment of the provider's evauation plan and discussons with the program co-ordinators
dlowed us to make expectations about the capacity of the organisations to evadudion and
uggest aress of concern for program development. As indicated in Table 3 these predictions



from the proposds were unfounded. The corrdations between readiness in 1999 and
subssquent  progress were low and not ddidicaly dgnificat. Relying on suggested plans
from the schools as to ther damed readiness is not enough to predict future success. Early
progress scores were podtivey corrdated with progress for the next year, however only
moderatdly in the find year of the evduation. Thus, therdaionship iscongdent.

The corrddions indicate that the schools readiness in 2000, which were based on observed
actions and titudes (one year after commencement), is a much better prediction of progress
in 2001 than actua progress in 2000. Successful implementation aone does not predict future
progress, the willingness and capacity to evaduate is a better predictor of subsequent progress
then initid progress.

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

This sudy has developed the concept of readiness, outlined the key components of willingness
to be collaborative and capecity to be involved in evadudion, and illudrated the connection
between readiness and program progress.

We have spedificdly invedtigated the readiness to be involved in the evdudion process as a
mgor mediaing factor in determining the progress of innovaions in school settings. There are
sved implications arigng from this Sudy.

As evduaors involved in collaborative evduations is important to understand the cgpacity and
willingness of the provides to evduate throughout various dage of the evduation. The
determination of evauation readiness a the proposd dage is often problematic inesmuch as
the evduaor has to rdy on plans rather than actions of the provides As this sudy hes
indicated, proposds do not give dear indications of capacity and willingness to be involved in
evadudion. They often promise more than they consequently gopear willing and cgpable to
deliver. Funders need to be more critical of proposals in assessng redidicaly a provider's
cgpacity and willingness to be involved with the eval uation process.

It is criticd to monitor the provide’s actions in teking pat in providing evauaion
information throughout the evauation process induding follow-up, as this is an indication of a
successful  program  implementation process. It is paticulaly important when turmning to the
summative phase of the evauation. It is feesble that the readiness index can be factored into
the over dl results S0 asto determine the true measure of worth of theidea

Evdudion technica assgance needs to be provided in the early dages of the evauation and
throughout the evauaion to hdp sudan the implementation of the evadudion. Providing
evaduation support or technicad assidance enhances the amount and qudity of data when
working collaborative evaudions. Readiness heps the evduator understand the evduation
needs of the provider more spedficdly, and may in tun led to grester willingness and
cgpability to be involved in evauation.

Evduaion readiness is a criticd vaiadle in the change process. In some way, it mirrors the
notion of readiness to change in psychologica counsdling. Gell, Cockdl and Drab (2001), for
example, developed an index of cgpacity and motivaion to change. They tedted the index



with dients with eating disorders, and found that the index predicted enralling in a program of
change, a commitment to sudtain change dropping out of change program, and difficulties with
process. This process was more rdiable than an assessment from therapy sessons  These
eements of change are common to evadudion of change in schodl sdtings  The sudanability
of innovations gppears rdaed to the willingness and capacity to be involved in the evauaion
Process.

The ressarch on sthool change is dear innovaions in schools require an  organised
collaborative dimate that reflects on the need for the change, the process of implementation,
the nead for devdopment and adgptation of the innovation. Evdudion is the vehide for this
reflection and evaudtion readinessis the willingness and capacity to reflect.
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