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AEMS EVALUATION TOOL KIT

This Evalvation Tool Kit was creabed bo assist arbs organizabions in

assessing the effectiveness of exisbing arts edvcabion Parbnerships

and programs in the state of Maryland.

hat are Maryland arts organizations

and schools doing together? What

lessons have been learned? How can
arts organizations measure whether their
education goals are being met?

The Evaluation Tool Kit can aid in building
and sustaining collaboration among arts
organizations and educational institutions.

¥ How can these aspirations be achieved
through educational programs and
partnerships?

¥ What outcomes should be measured in
arts education collaborations, and how
do we interpret "success?"

¥ How can program and partnership suc-
cesses be translated into new funding,
hew programs, and new partnerships?

Arts Education in Maryland Schools Alliance
realizes that arts education partnerships
take on many forms, from "one-time" pro-
grams to on-going mutual collaborations.
AEMS wants to explore the richness of the
full range of Maryland’s arts education
partnerships, and to describe successful
partnerships that benefit from the social
and political environment and the engage-
ment of the partners, as well as their
desirable outcomes.

We appreciate the assistance of the many
Maryland arts organizations that responded
to our survey of February 2001, answering
candidly about their partnering experiences.
Their expertise will surely aid those who
may be asking the same questions they
have already answered, or facing the same
frustrations the respondents have already
conguered. This Tool Kit could not have
been completed without their guidance
and support.

The Evaluation Tool Kit was developed by Carolyn
Darrow, Evaluation Consultant to Arts Education in
Maryland Schools Alliance, with the guidance of
Nancy Smith, Arts Education in Maryland Schools
Alliance Executive Director; Tara Grove, Program
Director; Mary Ann Mears, Chair; and in collaboration
with Evaluation Task Force members Dick Disharoon,
Chair; Harriet Lynn, and Beth Miller. Dr. Burt
Barnow of the Johns Hopkins Institute of Policy
Studies provided valuable assistance. Much of

the evaluation discussion question content here
was adapted from the “Basic Guide to Program
Evaluation,” written by Carter Mchamara, MBA, PhD,
available at www.mapnp.org/library/evalvatn/
evaluatn.htm. Information on outcome-based
evaluation has been summarized from an overview
provided by The United Way of America at
Www.unitedway.org/outcomes/.
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AEMS EVALUATION TOOL KIT

What is Evalvation, and What, Can It Do For Me?

corporations, and governments use to

determine if their activities are effec-
tive and efficient. Benjamin Franklin was
one of the first to describe cost/benefit
evaluation when he wrote that, in order to
make the best decisions, he always wrote
down on paper the pros and cons involved,
considering them against each other to
determine his decision.

Evaluation is the method organizations,

costs. Many organizations question how
they can quantify their outcomes, without
realizing that a well thought-out evaluation
can be one of their strongest fundraising
tools.

This tool kit will provide ideas and
resources for determining what impact
your arts education collaborations will
have vis-a-vis process and outcome.

Evalvation resvlbs are also a Powerful means by which nonrrof’nb

organizabions can secure further {'unding and disseminate programs

that work bhrougl\oub the field.

Evaluation comprises useful research
conducted prior to making organizational
decisions, and examines previous decisions
to determine where improvements can be
made. Evaluation results are also a powerful
means by which nonprofit organizations
can secure further funding and disseminate
programs that work throughout the field.

Evaluating arts programs can often be a
very difficult task, given the many intangi-
ble benefits to be weighed against tangible

Process evaluvation [0oks at the implemen-
tation of the program or partnership and
answers the question, "What did we do?"
Process evaluation can also be used to

examine the functioning of the partnership.

Measurable outcomes may include better
ability to communicate and collaborate
with education partners, more sustainable
programming, higher staff morale, and
other indicators.

Outcome evaluation answers the questions,
“Did it work?” and “What are the measura-
ble outcomes for participants?” These
measurements will tell you whether your
program had the impact you and your fun-
ders were expecting. An outcome evalua-
tion may indicate, for instance, if a higher
percentage of students perform the
Maryland Essential Learner Outcomes

for the Fine Arts. Outcomes may also be
measured less directly—for example, is
attendance increasing at events sponsored
by your arts organization?

Ben Franklin's approach of "costs and ben-
efits" summarizes it all together. When you
combine this analysis with the Process and
Outcome Evaluations, you begin to build a
strong argument for the effectiveness and
efficiency of your programming, compared
to costs. When you can gquantify that your
program was "worth it,” you incorporate
sustainability into your educational work

in your community.
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When you can
1uanb'|fy that your
program was “worbh
ib” you can build
sUsba'mab'lliby into
your edvcational work

in your communiby.



rocess evalvation answers the question
“What did we do?” concerning both the
implementation of the project and the
internal structure of the organization(s)
or partnership involved. This is a separate
issue from an Outcome Evaluation, which
answers the question “Did it work?”

A Process Evaluation usually concludes with
recommendations for improving the imple-
mentation of the program, the structure of
the partnership, or both.

Process evaluations typically are carried
out in conjunction with outcome evaluations.
In the example on the right, an outcome
evaluation of the six schools might show
that students in the three schools receiving
programs did indeed improve in school
attendance, providing a strong recommen-
dation for program implementation in the
remaining three schools.

Process evaluations can stand alone if the
organization wishes foremost to investigate
their structure and capacity, relationship

AEMS EVALUATION TOOL KIT

to partners, and implementation of
programs. Process evaluation can be
undertaken to describe to others in the
field how the program was actually imple-
mented, so “best practices” can be more
easily replicated. Process evaluation of
organizational structure is sometimes called
“self-assessment,” and many leadership
courses for nonprofit organizations touch
on issues of using evaluation to determine
organizational capacity building needs.

PROCESS EVALUATION GUIDELINES'

Before beginning any evaluation, you must
consider what questions you want answered.
This is determined by what you want to
know; questions can be generated by a
brainstorming/ discussion group within the
organization or partnership. Some clusters
of questions on the process of partnering
with educational institutions follow. An arts
organization can use these questions as a
starting point for discussions of partnership
goals and the structures necessary to
fulfill them.

Process Evalvation: What Did We Do?

CASE STUDY

An organization plans to carry out arts
education programs at six elementary
schools, but has run into difficulties.

An Outcome Evalvation Shows:

* Only half of the students had the
expected program outcomes, such as
higher school attendance or improvement
in other previously decided outcome
indicators.

A Process Evalvation Reveals:

» The program was only implemented in
three schools instead of six, accounting
for the low percentage of improved
student outcomes.

« Areas of poor communication with school
staff and administrators are identified,
which resulted in reduced program imple-
mentation in three of six planned schools.

A previously expected funding source
became unavailable, further impairing
implementation.

'Adapted from the “Basic Guide to Program Evaluation,” written by Carter Mchamara, MBA, PhD, available at www.mapnp.org/library/evaluatn/evaluatn.ntm
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PROCESS EVALUATION DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

v’ 0n what basis was the decision made that educational outreach programs were needed? How do the partners decide that new programs
are feasible? Who is consulted? Are participants involved in determining needs?

V" What is required of staff in order to deliver the product or services? How are staff trained in delivering the product or services?
Is there any formal staff training about new educational programs? Do staff roles evolve with the program?

v’ How do education partners come into the program? How are sites selected for education programs? How accessible are program offerings—
does the program reach all public school students, a percentage of all public and private school students, or a percentage of all young
people in your area, whether in or after school?

‘/ How are programs or services selected? How are goals and standards set? How are curriculum and calendars decided?

v’ How does the arts organization communicate with the educational entity? How involved are each of the partners during planning,
implementation, and assessment? How is it decided what is required of participants? How are expected outcomes and goals determined?

v From the educational entity’s point of view, what type of experience does the education staff generally have? Is it easy for them to
communicate their needs to the arts organization? Are procedures needed or in place to resolve disputes?

v" What do partners and participants consider to be strengths of the program? What do staff consider to be strengths of the program?
What do staff and/or partners recommend to improve the program? Are procedures needed or in place to seek and incorporate feedback?
Is feedback sought from participants?

v' Wwnat typical complaints are heard from staff about this specific program? From partners? From participants?

v On what basis do partners decide that the product or services are no longer needed?



utcome Evaluation answers the question

“Did it work?” and requires at least

some process evalvation as background
information on what was actually accom-
plished, and how. Both the structural
capacity of the arts organization and the
way the program was implemented will
influence successful outcomes of the
program. Further, trying to carry out an
outcome evalvation without any considera-
tion of the process is only answering the
question “Did it work?” without answering
“How and why?”

AEMS EVALUATION TOOL KIT

Oubcome Evalvabion: Did it Work?

right program activities to bring about
the required benefits. Data from outcome
evaluations can be persuvasive to funders,
partners, and the public.

Outcomes for arts education programs can
be viewed in terms of enhanced learning
and demonstrable student skills, or more
enhanced conditions such as increased
creativity, resilience, and self-reliance.
Direct Outcomes can be measured by

many means, including testing participants

EmPl\asis on ouvbcomes should l\ell: prove that your arbs organ'lzabion

is indeed conducb'mg the rigl\b program acbivibies bto bring about bhe

realuired benefits.

Outcome Evaluation determines the benefits
(outcomes) to the participants in arts edu-
cation programs. Usuvally these outcomes
are agreed upon in advance, using specific,
measurable indicators. Many funders

are relying more on performance-based
grants to nonprofit organizations, which
can provide more accountability when
administered correctly. Emphasis on out-
comes should help prove that your arts
organization is indeed conducting the

before and after the program to show
their progress. Another tool for measuring
outcomes is the Maryland Essential Learner
Outcomes for the Fine drts. (For a copy,
contact AEMS).

Outcomes can also be less directly attrib-
uted to results of your programming, but
equally important to your mission, such
as greater community familiarity with
your organization.

*Adapted from The United Way of America www.uhitedway.org/outcomes/

Indirect Outcomes can be measured using
well-desighed surveys. Outcomes shouldn’t
be confused with program outputs or units
of service. For example, the number of
students who participated in a program is
an output; the humber of students whose
knowledge of an art form improved due to
participation in a program is an outcome.

OUTCOME EVALUATION DESIGN?

The United Way of America
(www.unitedway.org/outcomes) provides
an excellent overview of outcomes-based
evaluation. Outcome evaluations must be
well-designed and well-implemented to
gather persuasive data; design issues can
cloud the validity of results from this type
of analysis. Often organizations will “pilot,”
or test, an outcome evaluation on one or
two programs before using it for all pro-
grams, to ensure that the evaluation design
measures the correct indicators accurately.
Additionally, gradval introduction of out-
comes-based evaluation can familiarize staff
with evaluation methods and motivations,
securing their essential cooperation.
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OUTCOME EVALUATION STEPS

2

3

H

Identify major program outcomes.

Reflect on your organization’s mission and ask what impact you want to have on participants. For example, if your mission is to provide improved
arts education to students, then ask what benefits this will have for those students (see Maryland Essential Learner Outcomes for the Fine Arts
for ideas).

Choose the most important outcomes.

Prioritize the outcomes and pick the top two to four most important ones.

Specify indicators to suggest outcome achievement.

This can be the most important and enlightening step, and possibly the most challenging and confusing. Consider that your organization is going
from intangible concepts, such as increased self-esteem, to specific activities, such as improved attendance or better grades.

Identify what information is nheeded to show these indicators.

A process evaluation will interact with your outcome evaluation at this point, as you verify that the program is carried out according to original
plans, and indicators remain valid measurements.

Decide how information can be efficiently and realistically gathered.

Keep in mind your partners’ needs and capabilities. For example, the school where your programs are implemented may keep student progress
reports that your organization may use. It is important to include all partners in determining which indicators are reasonable and feasible.
Schools will also need to determine issues of privacy regarding school records.

Analyze and report the findings.

Always start with your organization’s evaluation goals, especially when analyzing data. This will help organize data and focus the analysis. For
example, if an organization wanted to improve its program by identifying its strengths and weaknesses, it could organize the data accordingly.

If it wanted to fully understand how a program works, it could organize data in the chronological order in which participants go through the pro-
gram. If it were to conduct an outcomes-based evaluation, it could categorize data according to the indicators for each outcome.




unders (and potential funders) will be

interested in a report that includes an

executive summary of conclusions and
recommendations; a listing of what sections
of information are in the report (the table
of contents); a description of the organiza-
tion and the program under evaluation; an
explanation of evaluation goals, methods,
and analysis procedures; a conclusions and
recommendations section; and any relevant
attachments, such as evaluation question-
haires or interview guides. Your organiza-
tion may deliver the report as a presenta-
tion, accompanied by an overview, or fun-
ders may want to review the report alone.

OUTCOME EVALUATION ANALYSIS GUIDELINES®

Always make copies of your data and store
the master copy. Use the copy for making
edits, cutting and pasting, and other data

manipulation.

Guidelines for analyzing quantitative (tabu-
lation of survey responses and question-
haires) and qualitative information (verbal
or essay answers from interviews, focus
groups, or questionnaires) are listed in the
shaded boxes on this page and the next.

AEMS EVALUATION TOOL KIT

COST EVALUATION: IS IT WORTH IT?

Once your organization knows what was
done, and what the outcomes are, one can
ask whether it was worth undertaking from
your organization’s perspective. An entire
science of cost/benefit analysis has grown
up around this guestion, largely from a
financial and business perspective. Some
benefits are nearly impossible to measure,
as are some costs, which can make even
the basic calculations difficult. It may be
most beneficial for your organization—
unless you have a trained cost/ benefit
analyst on staff—to return to Benjamin
Franklin’s simple pro and con columns on a
sheet of paper. This can be a useful brain-
storming tool to focus thinking on the costs
(in staff time, travel, salary, and so on) your
organization is willing to incur to achieve
the benefits you anticipate.”

*Adapted from www.mapnp.org/library/evaluatn/fnl_eval.ntm#anchorisgi63u Carter Mchamara, 1998

Quantitative Analysis

1. Tabulate the information. Add up the
humbers of ratings, rankings, yes’s, or
no’s for each question. Many surveys or
guestionnaires include evaluation rubrics
such as “On a scale of 1to 5, 1 = never
and 5 = always; The instructor made the
class interesting 1 2 3 4 5

2. Depending on the question, consider
computing a mean (average) score.

3. Consider computing the percentage of
respondents giving a specific numeric
answer. The percentage may hot be
very meaningful unless the survey is
sufficiently large, but the percentage
may be an easier way to convey results.

4. If the sample size is small compared
to the number of participants, consider
conveying the range of answers: “20
students rated the instruction “1—poor
30 responded 3, 20 rated the instruction
5—excellent,” and so forth.

5. Consider representing the information
graphically—an easy approach to making
your information analysis meaningful.
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Qualitative dnalysis

1. If confidentiality or privacy of participants
is an issue, ensure anonymity of respondents.
Keep all records only as long as hecessary.

2. Read through all the data and organize
comments into similar categories, for
example, concerns, suggestions, strengths,
weaknesses, similar experiences, program
inputs, recommendations, outputs, outcome
indicators, etc.

3. Attempt to identify patterns, associations,
and causal relationships in the themes.
For example: “All students who attended
programs in the evening had similar con-
cerns; most participants came from the
same geographic area;” and so on.

4. Construct a written narrative from the
information you have discovered.

Interpretation

1. Attempt to put the information in perspec-
tive. Compare results to what you expected
or promised; to any common standards for
your services; to your original program
goals (especially if a program evaluation);
to accomplished outcomes (outcomes evalua-
tion); or simply build a description of the
program’s experiences, strengths, and
weaknesses (especially if conducting a
process evaluation).

2. Consider recommendations to help program

staff improve the program, or conclusions
about program operations or meeting goals.
Include all involved staff in the feedback
and recommendation process. Focus on
constructive, collective ideas for improve-
ment, not criticism.

3. Record conclusions and recommendations

in a report document, and associate
interpretations to justify your conclusions
or recommendations.

Reporting

1. The level and scope of content depend on
the intended audience. If a document model
is available—such as a previous report—use it.

2. Staff need a chance to carefully review and
discuss the report prior to release. Create
action plans from evaluation recommenda-
tions, including who is going to do what
about the program and by when. Focus on
collective responsibility for improvements,
hot criticism.

3. Make a record of evaluation activities for
reference if similar evaluation is needed
in the future. Record lessons learned
and recommendations for future evaluation
design.

‘For further reading; Boardman, Anthony E. et al, Cost-Benefit Analysis: Concepts and Practice, New Jersey; Prentice Hall, 1996




his tool kit provides ideas and resources

for determining what impact arts educa-

tion collaborations are having in terms
of Process and Outcomes. It is designed to
assist and strengthen arts organization
involvement in education, and to publicize
success stories from this involvement.

Organizations use evaluation methods to
determine the efficiency and effectiveness

of their activities. Evaluation is used to make
strategic decisions, and also to examine previ-
ous decisions and determine where improve-
ments can be made. Evaluation results are
one of the most powerful tools nonprofit
organizations have to secure further funding,
and disseminate information on “programs
that work” to their colleagues in the field.

Although evaluating arts education programs
is a difficult task, many Maryland arts organi-
zations are quantifying their outcomes and
examining their process and using evaluations
as one of their strongest fundraising tools.

AEMS EVALUATION TOOL KIT

Evalvation resultss are one of
the most, Powerful tools
nonProfib organizabions have
to secure further funding.
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n Evaluation Survey was sent to 1164

arts organizations in February 2001.

Sixty-nine surveys were returned
within the allowed time, for a six percent
return rate, meaning that the survey
sample size is too small to draw conclusions
with any degree of confidence. However,
the received responses fell into suggestive
patterns, as noted in the following informal
observations:

RELATION TO EDUCATION

« Two thirds of responding arts organiza-
tions included educational activities in
their mission statements.

« Elementary school students were the
primary audience for three fourths of
respondents.

» Most respondents have been providing
arts education programs for over ten
years.

« Seven out of ten of the responding
organizations have increased education
programs in the past few years.

AEMS EVALUATION TOOL KIT

Evalvation Survey Resulbs Summary

ARTS EDUCATION PARTNERSHIPS

« Only one fourth of these organizations
consider themselves part of a partner-
ship to provide arts education that has
existed for over ten years.

* An equal number of respondents were
in arts education partnerships that
were between one and five years old.

« The most common impetus for arts
education partnerships comes from arts
organizations themselves, with over half
of respondents declaring partnerships
were “our initiative.”

« Twelve organizations entered education
partnerships in response to school
initiatives.

ARTS EDUCATION FUNDING

Local funding sources for arts education
partnerships were most easily found and
the most plentiful, with 70 percent of
respondents reporting local funding.

Thirty-five of the respondents found
funding from foundations, with state,
corporate, and national funding sources
rounding out the list in descending order.

Over half of the respondents felt arts
education programming plays a large
role in their funding requests, and
for 60 percent this is an established
funding trend.

Twenty percent of the organizations
saw arts education as a new funding
direction.

Seventy percent of the responding
organizations felt their arts education
programs are sustainable, whether due
to community support, the enthusiasm
of the staff, or funding generated by
education activities.




PROGRAM DESIGN

To design arts education programs, most
respondents collaborated with educators
or worked with school curricula in mind.

Thirty percent designed programs with
Maryland Essential Learner Outcomes for the
Fine Arts (ELOS) in mind.

Others adapted arts education programs from
existing projects, did not integrate them with
educational partners, or used model programs
for design insights.

Teachers and organization staff were equally
involved in developing programs for 4y
organizations.

Twenty-two of the responding organizations
have been able to build sequential programs

in arts education - for example, when working
with fifth grade students, the program takes
into account activities done with them as fourth
graders the year before.

A majority of programs developed materials in
collaboration with educators or on their own.

ESSENTIAL LEARNER OUTCOME KNOWLEDGE

« Twenty-seven organizations claimed “a little”
knowledge of the ELOS, with 21 claiming “a lot”
of knowledge and 13 claiming “none.”

« 0f those who knew the ELOs, 18 learned of
them from the Maryland State Department of
Education, 15 from collaboration with educators,
and eight each from AEMS or local school
website or personnel.

« Less than half of the organizations desighed
programs with outcomes in mind, and the ELOs

were used by only 18 organizations to determine

desirable outcomes.

» Twenty-one organizations expected participants

to improve in the ELOs.

OUTCOME AND EVALUATION

» Many organizations considered community
outreach among their most important outcomes,
along with improving relationships with
partners.

* Gaining “Life-time learning” and “a new experi-
ence” were most important for participants to
gain, with over half of respondents seeking
these program outcomes.

« By far the most common evaluation tool
among respondents is direct observation
and feedback, followed by surveuys.

* As for sharing success, most organizations
report on their arts education partnerships to
their board or their own staff (48 each), their
funders (43), the community and partners (38
each) and the media (35 respondents).

 The most common means of communication are
press releases, presentations, and newsletters.



