Typy evaluacniho vyzkumu

Zakladni déleni na:

SUMATIVNI EVALUACE

Obvykly cil: jak program dopadl

Vyhodnoceni, jak byl program uspésny, efektivni, zda
naplnil cile. Obvykle po ukonéeni programu, nebo jeho
etap

FORMATIVNI EVALUACE

Obvykly cil: jak zlepsit prubéh programu
Prabézné monitorovani programu, snaha zlepsSit jeho
efektivitu, dopady, zapojeni aktért, komunikaci atp.




TABLE 1-1 Differences Between Summative and Formative Evaluation

Basis for
Comparison

Purpose

Audience

Who Should Do It
Major Characteristic
Measures

Frequency of Data
Collection

Sample Size

Questions Asked

Design Constraints

Formative
Evaluation

To improve program
Program administrators
and staff

Internal evaluator
Timely

Often informal

Frequent

Often small

What is working?
What needs to be improved?
How can it be improved?

What information is needed?
When?

Summative
Evaluation

To certify program
utility

Potential consumer
or funding agency

External evaluator
Convincing
Valid/reliable

Limited

Usually large

What results occur?
With whom?
Under what condition?
With what training?
At what cost?

What claims do
you wish to make?

From: Educational Evaluation:

Alternative Approaches and Practical

Guidelines by Blaine R. Worthen and James R. Sanders. Copyright®
1987 by Longman Publishing Group. Reprinted by permission.
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EVALUACE PROGRAMU VE

STADIU PLANOVANI PROCESNI EVALUACE EVALUACE DOPADU

PREDPOKLADY, VYCHODISKA

PROBLEMY A POTREBY

PROGRAM
PLANY, CILE

SKUPINY, ZAJMY DOPADY

STRATEGIE



EXHIBIT 2-E
Stages of Program Development and Related Evaluation Functions

Stage of Program Development

Question to Be Asked

Evaluation Function

1. Assessment of social
problems and needs
2. Determination of goals

3. Design of program
alternatives

4. Selection of alternative
5. Program implementation
6. Program operation

7. Program outcomes

8. Program efficiency

To what extent are community

needs and standards met?

What must be done to meet
those needs and standards?

What services could be used
to produce the desired

changes?

Which of the possible
program approaches is best?

How should the program be
put into operation?

Is the program operating as
planned?

Is the program having the
desired effects?

Are program effects attained
at a reasonable cost?

Needs assessment; problem
description

Needs assessment; service

needs

Assessment of program logic
or theory

Feasibility study; formative
evaluation

Implementation assessment

Process evaluation; program
monitoring

QOutcome evaluation

Cost-benefit analysis;
cost-effectiveness analysis

SOURCE: Adapted from S. Mark Pancer and Anne Westhues, “A Developmental Stage
Approach to Program Planning and Evaluation,” Evaluation Review, 1989, 13(1):56-
77.



EVALUACE PROGRAMU VE Nejcasteji vyuzivaneé techniky
STADIU PLANOVANI

vyzkumu pro evaluaci ve stadiu
planovani

Zhodnoceni potreby

PROBLEMY A POTREBY Zhodnoceni logiky programu

Obsahova analyza, analyza diskurzu
Focus groups
SKUPINY, ZAJIMY Rozhovory

STRATEGIE




PROCESNI EVALUACE
(otevrit black-box)

a) posoudit kvalitu
implementace programu
(Jak dobre je program
implementovan?)

VYSTUPY

PROGRAM

b) zjistit faktory, které
ovliviuji implementaci
programu (Jaké
determinanty [faktory] DOPADY
ovlivnily prabéh a

vysledek programu?)

(Hora 2014)



PROCESNI EVALUACE
(otevrit black-box)

a) posoudit kvalitu
implementace programu EFEKTIVITA, VYKON, STALOST KVALITY

(Jak dobre je program
implementovan?)

USPESNOST IMPLEMENTACE Vztah mezi procesy a cili

Jaké procesy vedly k cilim

b) zjistit faktory, které
ovliviauji implementaci
programu (Jaké
determinanty [faktory]
ovlivnily prabéh a

vysledek programu?)

NAPLNENI DIiLCICH CiLU

SOULAD S PLANEM

UDRZITELNOST

(Hora 2014)



Prakticky (aplikaéni) vyznam procesni evaluace je podle jednotlivych autorii mozné spatrovat
napriklad v nasledujicich aplikacich:

* v ovéreni, zda byl program poskytnut cilové populaci [Rossi et al. 1999]

* v ovéfeni, ze program skutecné probehl [Patton 1997] a penize byly vhodne vyuzity [WHO 2000];

* v ovérfeni stalé kvality programu [Hughes, Black, Kennedy 2008];

* v overeni efektivnino vykonu programu [Rossi et al. 1999];

v ovéreni, zda program probéhl podle planu [Rossi et al. 1999];

* ve zjisténi vztahu mezi provedenim konkrétni Casti programu a vysledkem [Saunders, Evans, Joshi
2005];

* ve zjisténi, pro¢ program nedosahl oCekavanych vysledku;

« v ziskani podkladu pro feSeni problému identifikovanych pfed evaluaci [Chen 2005];

« v moznosti provadeét dil€i zmény vedouci ke zlepseni programu [Gelmon, Foucek, Waterbury 2005],
[Frechtling et al. 2010] Ci pfi potfebé rozhodovat o zachovani, rozSifeni Ci zruSeni konkrétnich
programu [Rossi et al. 1999];

« v ovéreni funkénosti, pokud se jedna o zkouseni nového typu programu (tvorbu tzv. pilotn

programu) €i o pfenos osvéd¢eného programu do novych podminek [WHO 2000, Rossi et \El‘égll-(l:jll\v?Ni

» v moznosti zlepSit usudek o udrzitelnosti programui;

» v moznosti posilit legitimitu hodnocenych programu [Winkler 2005]. 9. -

(Hora 2014, s 64-65) g - I
e o -



posouzeni kvality

implementace programu

Zjisténi faktoru
ovliviujicich implementaci

Tabulka 4.1 Hlediska dosazeného vykonu a adekvatnosti aktivit

hledisko

alternativni definice

dostupnost sluzeb

mira pokryti [Chen 2005]

kvalita aktivit a sluzeb

sila intervence béhem jednoho sezeni
[Chen 2005]

kvantita aktivit a sluzeb

intenzita intervence [Chen 2005]

dodrzeni pozadovaného standardu
vystupl

dodrzeni prislusnych legislativnich
a metodickych pozadavk( a standardt
implementace [Hordk 2009]

presnost doruceni sluzeb [Chen 2005]

cena

Tabulka 4.2 Determinanty a implementacni deficity

Determinanty

Implementacni deficity

vnéjsi situace (napf. ekonomicka; vnéjsi
politické vlivy)

nejasna programova teorie, prilis obecné ¢i
nerealizovatelné cile programu?®

profil Gc¢astnik( programu

nerealizace aktivit (intervence neprobéhla)

predchozi zkusenosti Gcastnik( a realizator(
programu

intervence nebyla dostatecna

motivace (potenciélnich) Gcastniku
programu k Ucasti na programovych
aktivitach

intervence nebyla dobre zvolena

homogenita/heterogenita ucastnikd
programu

nevhodné nacasovani aktivit

skupinové dynamika

zpozdéni aktivit

chybéjici materidlni podminky pro realizaci
programu

nespoluprace aktért

nedostatecna zralost programu

problémy se zvladnutim aktivit

nedokonéeni aktivit

intervence se bez odivodnéni
u jednotlivych ucastniki nekontrolované
velmi lisila

Pramen: Konceptualizace autora, zdroje nékterych informaci: Rossi et al. 1999, Chen 2005,

Frechtling et al. 2010.




Nejcasteéji vyuzivané techniky vyzkumu pro procesni

evaluaci

Siroka $kala a kombinace kvalitativnich a kvantitativnich metod:
Rozhovory, focus groups, pozorovani

Dotazniky, strukturované pozorovani

Context

Stakeholder interviews Documentary analysis Qualitative observation Routine monitoring data
Quantitative testing of hypothesised moderators

i

Implementation
Stakeholder interviews
Documentary analysis
Qualitative observation
Structured observation
Implementer self-report
Routine monitoring data
Implementer interviews
Participant interviews

Description of intervention

and its causal assumptions

Development of @ model
through:

Consultations with intervention
developers/implementers

Discussion within wider
evaluation

Mechanisms of impact

Routine data

Mediational analysis of
quantitative mediators

Interviews with participants
and implementers

Outcomes

https://www.bmj.com/content/350/bmj.h1258



EVALUACE DOPADU

—

PREDPOKLADY, VYCHODISKA

N

PROBLEMY A POTREBY

PROGRAM
PLANY, CILE

SKUPINY, ZAJMY DOPADY

STRATEGIE /




Tabulka 5.1 Designy a jejich odolnost vici ohrozenim interni validity

Design Zdroj ohrozeni interni validity P ﬁE D
Histo- | Zrani | Testo- | Instru- | Regrese | Selek- | Mor- T 0 I N T E RVE N C E
rie vani | mentace | kpri- ce | talita ( )
méru
Jednoskupinovy pretest - - - - ? + +
- posttest design (BAE)*
0XO0
Prlifezovy estimator + ? + + + - -
(CSE)*
X0
0
Experimentalni design + + + + + + +
s posttestem?
R XO
R O
DID estiméator® + + + + ? + +
0XO
0 0
Experimentalni design + + + + + + +
s pretestem i posttestem™
ROXO
RO O
Nespojita regrese + + + ? + + ?
AXO
A O
Posttest design s naparova- + + + + + + +
nou kontrolni skupinou
M X0
M O

Zdroj: Upraveno autorem z Campbell, Stanley 1966.

Legenda: O = méfeni, X = intervence (experiment); R = ndhodné rozdéleni do skupin, A = rozdé-
leni do skupin na zdkladé pfipisovaci proménné; M = ad hoc vytvofeni pdr; + / — = hrozba je /

neni eliminovdna. EVALUACNI
i
(Suchanec 2014) Waes

https://munispace.muni.cz/library/catalog/book/152 } 3\-



Kvantitativni pristupy:

Intervention
Observed Y
changes in
treatment group

kontrafaktualita
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https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-981-13-6389-4 2



