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What i1s meta-evaluation? | invented the

term forty years
- ago ...and l use
the hyphen Y

Michael Scriven: “The evaluation of evaluations”

“Peer review for evaluators” 1969
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** AEA (2011). Guiding Principles for Evaluators

** GAO (2007). Government Auditing Standards

+¢* Joint Committee on Standards for Educational
Evaluation (2011). The Program Evaluation
Standards




Joint Committee on

Standards for Educational Evaluation @

* Created in 1975, the Joint Committee is a coalition of
major professional associations concerned with the

guality of evaluation.

» The Joint Committee i1s housed at the Center for

Evaluation and Assessment, University of lowa, lowa

City, IA.



http://wiki.eval.wmich.edu/wiki/Evaluation
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Daniel Stufflebeam: Program evaluations metaevaluation checklist 1999 ,
Wwwwmlch edu/evalctr/checkllsts




Joint Committee on

Standards for Educational Evaluation — @
Ub.bﬂwl.o.w‘

Feasibility o981 hoe <

Propriety el <

Accuracy oo <




S0 gw (512 yIwaliw!

J)'AJLH&‘

(S0 g
o ledbl sy ilo sl jyl a5 ! 5l lawb! jeliso utility
0o (Lo
OoS ° rg.bbﬁ b @Lwa))‘ )| glfw oo Luiw! Feasibility
)
Propriety
.

accuracy




(S0 gw gslbé)‘ﬁl?w‘ @

Syl liw!
bt iU

(SH00 g
oblei; )l bael - U2 utility

‘sab..w)ﬂ Sl gb‘:ﬁ‘ 0g2 g O)J.M.\f— U3 Fo%e-;’:
easibility

byl 5o weldd sl sl b3, (Lt - U4 i
Propriety

Syl g o135 og Slas— US

o

Syl wigy 3o b 135 cawbio g &850 4 jLiciil g &, - U accuracy
byl 51-U7




S0 gw (SO Wbl (g 9 Cond S Aigod o

TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS FOR UTILITY, PROGRAM EVALUATIONS SHOULD:

U1 Stakeholder Identification

Clearly identify the evaluation client

Engage leadership figures to identify pther stakeholders

Consult stakeholders to identify their information needs

Ask stakeholders to identify other stakeholders

Arrange to involve stakeholders throughout the evaluation, consistent with the formal evaluation agreement
Keep the evaluation open to serve newly identified stakeholders

OO0oon

L1 6 Excellent 15 Very Good [l 4 Good [12-3 Fair L1 0-1 Poor

U2 Evaluator Credibility

Engage competent evaluators
Engage evaluators whom the stakeholders frust
Engage evaluators who can address stakeholders’ concerns

Engage evaluators who are appropriately responsive to issues of gender, socioeconomic status, race, and
language and cultural differences

Help stakeholders understand and assess the evaluation plan and process
Attend appropriately to stakeholders’ criticisms and suggestions

I I Y I I

[16 Excellent 5 Very Good []4 Good []2-3 Fair [10-1 Poor

é)‘é)LHM‘

(S0 g
utility
00 hos
Feasibility

Propriety

o

daccuracy




Scoring the Evaluation for UTILITY
Add the following:

Number of Excellent ratings (0-7) x4

Number of Very Good (0-7) X3

Number of Good (0-7) X2

Number of Fair (0-/) X
Total score:

é)‘ddLH&‘

Strength of the evaluation’s provisions for
UTILITY:

(S0 g
[126(93%)t028:  Excellent utility
. 009 hos
119(68%)t025:  Very Good i
114(50%)t018:  Good sl
L1 7(25%) to 13: Fair Propriety
10 (0%)to6: Poor -
daCcuracy

___(Totalscore)+28=___ x100=
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TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS FOR FEASIBILITY, PROGRAM EVALUATIONS SHOULD:
F1 Practical Procedures .>)|dub.w|
[0 Minimize disruption and data burden
[0 Appoint competent staff and train them as needed X
[0 Choose procedures in light of known resource and staff qualifications constraints ) S0 [ aaad
[0 Make a realistic schedule Utlllty
[0 As feasible and appropriate, engage locals to help conduct the evaluation
[0 As appropriate, make evaluation procedures a part of routine events
DPGD EP : P P _ & S o Loc
xcellent 5 Very Good 14 Good ] 2-3 Fair 1 0-1 Poor .
F2 Political Viability Feasibility
] Anticipate different positions of different interest groups ol
] Be vigilant and appropriately counteractive concerning pressures and actions designed to impede or : .
destroy the evaluation Propriety
[l Foster cooperation
[l Report divergent views Lt
[0 As possible, make constructive use of diverse political forces to achieve the evaluation’s purposes
L1 Terminate any corrupted evaluation 2Ll
Y P

06 Excellent 05 Very Good [14 Good [12-3 Fair 0 0-1 Poor

F3 Cost Effectiveness
Be efficient
Make use of in-kind services
Inform decisions
Foster program improvement
Frovide accountability information
Generate new insights
06 Excellent 05 Very Good 4 Good O 2-3 Fair [ 0-1 Poor

Oo0oo0of




Scoring the Evaluation for FEASIBILITY
Add the following:

Number of Excellent ratings (0-3)
Number of Very Good (0-3)
Number of Good (0-3)

Number of Fair (0-3

Total score:

é)‘ddLH&‘

Strength of the evaluation’s provisions for
FEASIBILITY

011(93%)t0 12 Excellent “5““:’_"?“‘
0 8(68%)to10:  Very Good I
0 6(50%) to 7- Good O"S‘?_«s_‘l‘-’"
0 3 (25%) to 5: Fair Feasibility
0 0(0%) to 2: Poor —

Propriety

(Total score) =12 = x 100 =
.

daccuracy
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TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS FOR PROPRIETY, PROGRAM EVALUATIONS SHOULD:

P1 Service Orientation

Assess program outcomes against targeted and nontargeted customers’ assessed needs
Help assure that the full range of rightful program beneficiaries are served

Promote excellent service

Identify program strengths to build on

Identify program weaknesses to correct

O 0000

Expose persistently harmful practices

L1 6 Excellent ] 5 Very Good L] 4 Good L] 2-3 Fair L1 0-1 Poor

P2 Formal Agreements, reach advance written agreements on:

Evaluation purpose and questions
Audiences

Editing

Release of reports

Evaluation procedures and schedule
Evaluation resources

OO0 onono

L1 6 Excellent ] 5 Very Good L] 4 Good L] 2-3 Fair L1 0-1 Poor
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é)‘ddLH&‘
Scoring the Evaluation for PROPRIETY Strength of the evaluation’s provisions for .
Add the following: PROPRIETY utility
Number of Excellent ratings (0-8) x4= [130(93%)t032:  Excellent 5091 ol
Number of Very Good (0-8) 3= [122(68%)1029:  Very Good Feasibility
Number of Good (0-8) WE [116 (50%)t0 21:  Good )
Number of Fair (0-8) X1z [18(25%)to 15 Fair Propriety
Total score: = [10(0%)to 7. Poor —
S accuracy
(Total score) + 32 = x100=
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TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS FOR ACCURACY, PROGRAM EVALUATIONS SHQULD:

A1 Program Documentation

ooooo o

Collect descriptions of the intended program from various written sources and from the client and other
key stakeholders

Maintain records from various sources of how the program operated

Analyze discrepancies between the various descriptions of how the program was intended to function
Analyze discrepancies between how the program was intended to operate and how it actually operated
Record the extent to which the program’s goals changed over time

Produce a technical report that documents the program’s operations and results

[16 Excellent 1 5 Very Good 14 Good L] 2-3 Fair 1 0-1 Poor

A2 Context Analysis

(I I i W e I

Describe the context's technical, social, political, organizational, and economic features

Maintain a log of unusual circumstances

Report those contextual influences that appeared to significantly influence the program and that might be
of interest to potential adopters

Estimate the effects of context on program outcomes

Identify and describe any critical competitors to this program that functioned at the same time and in the
program’s environment

Describe how people in the program’s general area perceived the program’s existence, importance, and
quality

[1 6 Excellent [J 5 Very Good L] 4 Good (] 2-3 Fair L1 0-1 Poor
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Scoring the Evaluation for ACCURACY

Strength of the evaluation’s provisions for

é)‘ddLH&‘

Add the following: ACCURACY (§E00 g
Number of Excellent ratings (0-12) x4 = [145(93%)to48:  Excellent utility
Number of Very Good (0-12) _x3s [133(68%)t044:  Very Good F‘;j:; i Bs;LI?’:y
Number of Good (0-12) WE [124(50%)t032:  Good 5
Number of Fair (0-12) e 12(25%)t023:  Fair Propriety
Total score: - [10(0%)to 11: Poor o
accuracy

____(Total score)+48=__ x100=__
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