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Abstract

The purposes of this investigation were to examine : the
needs of decision-makers regarding district educational program
evaluation activities, the actual activities of program

evaluators, the congruence between the decision-makers’ needs

and the evaluation practitioners” activities, the causes of

lprablems (incongruency’, and the ranking by-'thé evaluat.ion

practitioners of the severity of the problems.

The study consisted of two stages. First, a population
of the 33 decision-makers were asked about their feeds using the
Delphi Technique, and the 84 program evaluation practitioners in
nine programs were given a questionnaire about their activities
(béﬁh groups ‘were asked.about the same content areas). Kendall ’s
tau was used Lo -measure the congruence between the decision-
makefs’ needs and practitioners’ aﬂtivitiés.' Second, a sample of

38 subjects in ten districts was selectéd using stratified random

sampling. A group interview was used to determine the causes
of problems (incongruence between needs and activities).

Findings of this study were :-




1. At Jeast 81.82% of the decision-makers identified
items in the category “focus of the evaluation” as a need. - At
least. B87.35% of the evaluation practitioners did those
activities. And there was high congruence( T = 0.67-1.0) for
eight out of the twelve activities included in  this study. The
activities that their congruence were lower than the criteria
{ T =0.61) were communication of the policy, method of developing
evaluation standards, frequency of holding workshops, and evalua-
tion budget.For determining the individual program the category
of "eriteria for Jjudging program”, all the decision-makers
needed all items which also were done by all the evaluation
practitioners. And there was high congruence ( T=0.73-1.0} for
six oult of nine programs.

2. From considering eaph of nine prograns, all of the
decision-makers identified the items in the category "designing
the evaluation” as a need, while all of the evaluation practi-
tioners performed those items. Specially, it showed  Thigh
congruence( T =0.73~1.0) for six out of nine programs in “program

evaluation model"”. Besides, "program evaluation planning designer”,

needs of all the decision-makers were performed by all of

evaluation_- practitioners, - but,_ congruence_-was - lower _than .the .

criteria. In addition, "program evaluation planning cooperation"

which used rating scale was found that the decision-makers’ needs
vere as high as the evaluation practitioners’ actual performance.
The congruence was also found. )

3. Bvery item of "collecting evaluation information” was
a need of all the decision-makers, and ail of this need was done
by all of the evaluation practitioners. The high congruence
{ T =0.73-1.0) was found for some programs, but the category of
"program evaluation respondsibility model” was found lower
congruence than that of the criteria in every progranm.

4. Analyzing and interpreting information, especially,

"dat.a analysis performer” and "data interpreter” which was studied

by each of the nine programs found that the needs of all the
decision-makers were done by all of evaluation practitioners.




)if

There was high congruence ¢ T =0.73-1.0) for 2 out of 9 programs
in "data analysis performer” and all the nine programs in "data
interpreter”. All the decision-makers’ need on "data examining
data befor analysis" were done by at least 96.39% of the evalua-
tion practitioners. There was high ‘congruence ( T = 1.0). By

rat.ing scale, "using statistical analysis", the decision-makers”

needs were as high level as the evaluation practitioners’
actual performance. Congruence was found for +this item.

5. At least 81.82% of the decision-makers identified items .

in "reporting information" <(program evaluation reporting form,
content of program evaluation, dissemination of the program
evaluation results, and source of program evaluation reporting)
as a need, while these items were done by at least 20.48%
of the evaluation practitioners. The congrurence for every item
was lower than the criteria. From considering each of the nine
programs, the category of "examining the draft of the program
evaluation report”; was a need of all the decision-makers and
this need was done by all of the evaluation practitioners.
There was high congruence ¢T =0.73-1.0) for every program. From
rating scale, under the category of "usefulness of the program
evaluation report”, decisicon-makers’ needs were as high level as
the evaluation practitioners’ actual performance. Congruence was
. found for them.

The major problems or incongruence between the
decision-makers and the evaluation practitioners were : unclear
program-evaluation policy, unsystematic planning, and unreadiness
of resources (especially personnel). Unsystematic plamming was
ranked as the most important problenm.

Recommendations for this study are : organizations should
plan evaluations annually and systematically, c¢learly define the
program evaluation policy, and also organize different types of
activities such as workshops to train persommel in the area of
program evaluation.




