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oL I. INTRODUCTION

.Wi.dor use of program evaluation and analysis of social action
and social intervention programs is being urged by legislators,
federal agcn.cies, and social scicntists as contributions to deter-
mination of program cfficiacy and fiscal responsibility. Along these
lines, Scnator William V. Roth, Jr.-:of Delaware (1972:8), commenting
on a survey of federal program cvaluation practices prepared by his

staff, had the following to say about evaluation as it concerned
.
I

state and local grants-in-aid:

1 am most hopeful that the Federal government will inm

" the future take more interest in encouraging state and lccal
government capacity to manage intergovernmental aid minus
Federal requirements.» Following upon this concern, in our
questionnaire we asked agencies to comment on their efforts
to foster evaluative ability among state and local grant
recipients. Both executive departments and independent
agencies made it clear that almost no programs to support
improvements in evaluation and analysis exist. Similarly,
almost no functional programs permit the use of money for
such purposes. :

If we were to help our states and localities develop
more capacity for self-criticism, we might be able to elimi-
nate much of the expensive red-tape and bureaucracy now in-
volved in administering Federal domestic assistance. As a
consequence some of those at all levels of govermment who
had formerly administered the endless requirements associated
with categorical grants might be trained to access the
-accomplishments of grants-in-aid...RethpiL22:83

: S ’ ) . .

In keeping with the need for greater use of evaluation and the
stress placed upon evaluation by Senator Roth,” the purpose of this

paper-is to present a synthesis and analysis of the field of .evaluative

Ll

i
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rescarch which will serve as a guide to staff members in the Office

of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis toj (1) dcvel&;p and implement
a plan for the evaluation of crimiﬁal justice-progmm% as required by
LEAA and (2) undertake studies to determinc the efficacy of the pro-
grams- funded i)y this office. These studies should provide decision

!;mkers both at the state and federal levels with information on whether

program outcomes are cquivalent to program goals within budgeted costs.

Senator Roth (1972:3) in discussing the needs of the Tederal government

. . (le.z,uwf/éﬁ )
vis a vis evaluativeihas this to say:

My interest in making sure that the Executive Branch and
the Congress have adejuate evaluation and analysis to back up
their decision makin , is cderived from a desire to find a practi-
cal path to true fiscal responsibility. Evaluation and analysis
contribute to this end by allowing us to better determine whether
programs arec accomplishing their intended goals; how these pro-
grams could be improved; and what new programs should be under-
taken. -

( 5PA)

-State .Planning Agency, programé are financed with federal funds
granted by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) which

has established guidelines for program evaluation. These are:

1. Evaluation of 15 percent of all p}ojects funded:
v

2. Evaluation of 15 percent of the dollar value of all projects

-

funded. . ’ ‘ -

- 3.. Evaluation of all projects within a significant program category:

Cji The framework of this paper will address itself to the following topics:

o

evaluative research and {\social proyami@ concepts and issues; issucs

-

i w2

R L/
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and problems in the methodology of measurcment and design of eviuative

rescarch; and problems in cvaluating intervention programs 1n social

teifin
secltion agencics.

II. EVALUATIVE RESEAROI AND SOCIAL PROGRAMMING: CONCEPTS- AND ISSUES

In its commonscnse mcaning, evaluation is defined as the process of

In government and business,

examination and judgment. evaluation has

taken on several meanings and has been applied in varying ways.

‘ Types of Evaluation

1. BEvaluation as evaluative research studies -- This type of evaluation

refers to the use of the scientific method for collecting data concerning

the degree'fo whicﬁ the goals of a social action program are achieved. It

‘is, thus, an attempt to measure by ''fact-finding methods that yield evi-

dence that. is objective, systematic, and comprehensive' (Hyman and Wright,
1971:185), the amount of change resulting from a social action program.

However, in the process of determining how effectively the goals have been

. accomplished it is necessary to examine the entire process of social

programning beginning with the inception of the program. Thus, analyses
are made of 1nout into the program, how the program is carried out <; e.,
'thrupu@, whether the goals of the program are worthwhile, what the effects
(1 c., outpuO of the program are, and how e£f1c1cnt the output (in terms

of goal fulfillment) is in relation to the 1nput (i.e., in tcrms of dollars,
services and/or personncl time). This type of research is the subject

matter of this paper.

X S B A 8 ez s

‘s
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2. Evaluation as a process of making judements

Gt g 2 pta Loty
sense adiminristers cvaluate action programs by using théir intimate know-

of worth -- In this

ledge of the functioning of a particular program as a logical and
ratiooal basis for making judgments. Such judgmental evaluation docs
not roquiro the evaluator to gather,cmpirical evidence to support his
conclusiono. Evaluation of this kind is useful when a program is small,

Iow cost, and the administrator is very close to all aspects of the

f :
;/ program. This ‘type of evaluation is not effective for large scale or

long-range programs and does not offer the decision maker a rational
basis for retaining or eliminating programs. This is not the.fype of
evaluation which is included in the LEAA guidelines to State Planning

;.

Agencies.

3. Evaluation as program analvsis -- In this meaning evaluation is

accompllshed during the planning phase of social programming prior to
program lmplemnntatlon. iThls type of analy51s} consists of a systematic
irev1eu; of alternaolve ways of meetlng government objectives. This
means that anticipated costs and antlc1pated effects of alternative
programs are compared within a framework of budget ceilings and govern-
ment objcctiveg,‘ In the process of analyzing program alternatives, cost-
‘benefit analysis is utilized as an important tool but not the only tool!
The ourpose oflprogram‘analysis“in the planning- phase is to optimize
resource allocation and to proﬁidc informtion to decision makers concern-
ing the major tradeoffs and implications of the alternatives which have
been considered.

This type of prior evaluation will be consideredéin
- ‘

/

)
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this paper only insofar as it is relevant to an understanding of the

total process of social programming.

N Historical Perspective Of Evaluative Research

; The ecarliest evaluative rescarch was conducted in the field of
) ,

education at the end of the nineteenth century. Between 1920 and 1940,
several rescarch studies were carried out to determine effects of

‘ &
social intervention programs in the variety of settings. During the

!

second World War, extensive evaluative research on the effects of films

- -

and other forms of mass commmication was conducted by a group 6f
. sociologists headed by Sdiuel Stouffer: then witﬁfiesearch Branch of
the Information and Education Division of the U.S. Army (Caro, 1971b:5).
After World War II, a group of social psychologists, following the lead
‘ of Kurt Lewin, engaged in evaluative research which measured "effects
'of programs designed to change attitudes toward mlnorltles, effects of
programs designed to apﬁfujz;%amlcs pr1nc1plcs.1n industry, and the -
effects of comnunity organization activities on the morale of ;esident;
ro | of a hoﬁsing project' (Caro, 1971b:5). Other-evaluative efforts included
. study of a volunteer work camp and of an innovative program for the treat-
ment of delinqueﬁts. During the 1960's when social problems were redig- '
" covered and a sympathctlc Federal administration put into effzzgi:6c1al
actlon programs, renewed interest in evaluativé rtesearch was expressed

v

and carried out on many programs.

— e

~procedures. These procedures increase the likelihood that tlie datan

!
PR SNEp E e

Concepts | | i |
| There are scveral concepts which will be recurring throughout this
péper; Thercfore, it would be uscful éo define them and thus place them
in their proper perspective. These concepts are (1) scientific method,
(2) goals, (3) program and project, and (4) social action and social

intervention. ‘

1. Scientific method -- The purpose of evaluative research as well as

research of all types is to answer questions. This is done through

the use of the scientific method, i.e., the application of scientific
crdteiel.
will be relevant to the questions asked and will be reliable and valid.

In order to be answerable by the scientific method, questions must have

one characteristic in common: "They must be such that observation or

experimentation in the natural world (including...the behavior of human

: /" .
beings) can provide the nceded information (Selltiz, et.al?,1951:3).

Some quesfions cannot be answered by the scientific method at the present‘
time because procedures have not .yet been devised to gather the relevant
data. for example, thére are no known procedures to devise universally
applicable, psychologiéﬁl tests.

—

2. Goals -- Webster (1971: 358) defines goal as the end toward which

" effort is directed. The term objective which is similarly defined

will be used interchangeably with goals in thigjpaper. Later discus-
sion will center around identification, fornmulation, and measurement of

goals of social intervention programs.
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3, Program and projcct -- These definitions were developed at g

'LIAA frqnt Evaluation Conference (Miay 25, 1971) in which menbers of

ocuFHl
OE3PA participated.

a. "A program 1s defined as a set of ochctlves, stratcgy, and
projects to achieve specific program goals' (Report: 1971)

b. "A project is defined as a set of related activities or tasks to
achicve the conmon objective" (Report: 1971) of the program. A project
may be one of many to achieve the goals of a program.

c. At the present time, it is 1likely that funds for evaluative

research will be expended to cvaluate pr03ects rather than programs.

However, since references in the literature'of evaluative research are
generally to programs, this term will be used interchangeably with
project.

- ams
4 Social action OT social intervention programs These are progr

of planned social change. For example the District.of Columbia Prison

College Préject is an example of planned social change. This program

enables approximately 150 men assigned to Lorton to enroll in gccredited .

freshmen and sophomore Federal City College courses (Comprehensive Plan,

1974:10).

RLT—
———.

. tion on how well the program is meeting

“theory ‘and methods of programs.

A

Purposc of Ivaluative Rescarch

"The purposc of evaluation rescarch is to measure thc cffccts of a
program against the goals it set out- to accomplish as a means of contri-
buting to subsequent decision making about the program and improving
future programming' (Weiss, 1972:4). This definition of nnrpoSe takes
into account the measurcment of .effects of a program. The concern then

is with research methodology to ascertain outcomes. Implicit in the

comparison of effects with goals is the use of criteria to determine

how well the program is doing, and, according to Weiss, the contribution

to subsequent policy decisions and future program improvement signify

the social purpose of evaluative research.

When an_evaluafion of a program is undertaken many persons will
expect feednack of the evaluation findings. First, there are the top
nplicy makers, including tnose in the executive and legislative branches
(if the program is publicly funded) who need to know whether to continue,

change, .or drop the program. Directors of programs need to have informa-

1ts goals, how efficient it is,

%Liuf{(ﬁ 7/

and what program alternatives are available if required. EKEinding
'/ ’ A

o - N * . 3 ’
agencies, in our case LEAA and OCJP§A, may have some concerns with the

For example, are work release programs
instrumental in reducing crime among participants in the program? If

there are indications that the effects arc positive, which programs are

most efficacious? Planners ‘in the funding agencies arc also intcrested
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in feedback from evaluative rescarch since this provides them with the
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necessary information for the accomplishment of planning and program

analysis prior to program iiplementation. Results of evaluative studics

need to be disscminated to interested professionals in other communitics

who are involved in similar intervention progrums. Vhen commumnication

is facilitated it permits knowledge to become cumlative and prevents

the same programs from being tested over and over again (Brooks, 1971:58).

Finally, the American taxpayer who is the ultimate source of funding is

entitled to be informed as to the value being received for the dollars

* . spent.

Evaluative Rescarch: A Prase In ProqramADevelopment

Evaluative research can be viewed as a phase in program development.

In the ideal situation, the following steps occur in the planning phase

(Caro, 1971:3-4).

1.
2-

3.

Idéntificéfion of problems

Specification of goals _

Analysis of the causes of problems and the deficiencies of current
programs |

Cons%gc}ation of program alternatives in terms of goals, cost;,
and budget ceilings

-

Evaluative research follows program implementation and is concerned

with program cxecution although frequently it is planned prior to imple-

mentation. The steps in an evaluative rescarch study overlap in the rescarch

LR R b N e gy
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Aretef” .

process. ‘Ihercfore, thesc steps or activities e not follow cxactly

_the scquence which is outlined below:

!

1. -Formulating the evaluation-question in ‘terms of vhether the

program is successful in reaching its goals

2., Formulating the program goals

3. Spécifying and defining: 'f
3', " a. Independent or Ycausal" variables which are the program
inputs
b. Intervening variables, i.e., the factors which mediate
between inputs and outcomes
c.

Dependent variables which are the outcomes, i.e., the program

outputs or pro,ram performance.

4. Specifying, describing, and monitoring the program

5. Designing the study.

d.

Selection of the population to be studied, e.g., prograﬁ

‘population’vs control population -

Timing of, the investigation
Establishing the procedures for collection of data. The

decision to cxamine one project or compare several projects
{

with essentially siﬁilar goals is made at this time.

Measures to be used are (1) developed at ‘this time,

e -
-

(2) selected from among standardized instrmuments or
scales, (3) borrowed from other evaluation studies of
similar programs., A combination of various measures may

be used.

.

L
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d. '!bost - benefit analysis (if it is to be included) . . Lo R
‘ y ( o : literature of cvaluative rescarch indicates that both from a theoretical
6. Collcction and preparation of the data for analysis ‘ ‘ ) ) ) ) .
; Prl ’ ! and mcthodological point of view, a nuber of issucs have been raised
7. Analysis of the data including comparison of program effccts \ . . . L ‘
) & comp P .g ) . relative to the interprctation and feasibility of the two models.
with-peasran-elioeds with program goals . : ; :
* p, Ereil & _ i " Of the fwo perspectives, goal-attainment is ost favored among
8. Interprctation of the findings and recommendations for action o )
those who are currently engaged in evaluative research. Schulberg
9. Written report of the evaluative research stud o . i .
P : 4 , and his colleagues (1969) who advocate the systems model were able to
in The VS Wiy TR AL AR S

10. Dissemination of rcport to: ) ] s ]
i P / include only one article based on that perspectivea” With the exception

. —
. ———.

a. Policy makers and legislators

FOCTLI LT T O PR P S21)

of that one article,all the other evaluative research studies reported
b. Program directors !

PISRERY?

in their volume utilize the goal-attainment model. A recent special
c. Funding agencies : . ‘ - o

&8s monograph of Evaluation (a new journal in the ficld) is devoted to
d. Plamners - . ..
describing four different methods of program evaluation in mental health

St L € it il st

e. Professionals and organizations involved in similar action ) ) ) )
i . settings using the goal-attainment model.
rograms : ' ) ) ' . . .
_ prog , . T ' When the goal-attainment model is employed, evaluation is conceived
' ' fl PU.bliC A} L . . N
. N . ) ‘ ‘ . as measurement of the degree of success or failure sustained by the pro-
. . The planning-action-evaluation _cycle described above may be repeated - . . . . : . ‘
nds {cxoZI.,yE [u;c&'&?f’t:?i’/f'f"f—t‘-ﬁb i, /,qu%(&;, Y inn (]%‘—ii,uo\', ;LM'Z /47"«4'421%4 ehes Seolefe, gram in reaching previously set goals.  Therefore, the first task of the
indefdncdd The most desirable method of conducting evaluative research is ' . . i .
) p - evaluator is to determine the goals of the program. This is frequently
to build it into a new program. This is called formative evaluative re- crpr o s . L. .
a difficult thing to do since program administrators, in answer to a
search. For many reasons this is not always possible. When evaluative . ' . . . . .
: . question on what the program is trying to accomplish, will give fuzzy
rescarch appraises the results of stable and well-established programs ; B . . .
: 25 ‘ PTOGTAMS 5 answers and sometimes will enunciate goals which are-global and unrea-/
then it is called sunmative evaluation. P . . . . .
. Aistic, e.g., to reduce crime, to improve education, to -build character,

Program Evaluation Models : g . L | etc. When this occurs, the evaluator must guide the administrator to
. - . . . - . ) . RS ‘ . ’ . e . . P2
In sccking to conceptualize an approach to evaluation, the inves- - state the goals so that they arc clear, specific, and measurable (Weiss,
tigator makes usc of a rescarch medel. Among the two most important are = 1972:26) . ‘This collaborative process, then, is one of clarification of

the goal-attainment model and the systems ;nodcl: ‘A perusal of the the goals so that they are wc].l'—glcfincd, unambiguous, and can be operation-
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. . i : .
alized for measurcment using the many techniques available to the

4 ¢
rescarcher.  These techniques include observation, scarch{existing

records, intervicws, questionnaires, sociometric choices, iaboratory
experimcnt,é, piiysical examination, etc.

The cvaluator who utilizes the goal-attainment model must be aware
of some of the problems relevant to this approach and must, therefore,
é,uarél against the following:

1. Premature program conclusions -- A program which is evaluated

at an early stage can be unfairly marked as a failure at a
time when it is still groping for direction. Caution needs to
be exercised so that a program not be prematurely discarded

if it is not demo..strating scheduled achicvement early in the

program.

2. Unrealistic goals -- Care must be taken that goals are realistic.

. When gbals are used as the yardstick against -which program per-
foﬁnance is evaluated, unrealistic or idealized goals may make
real accomplishment appedr insignificant.

3. Publicly stated goals -- Very frequently, publicly stated goals
are not the rer;ll program goals. If the evaluator uses these
goals, he will surely i:‘ail the program and administrato;‘s will/

just as surcly accuse him of having used the wrong goals. So,

L5 -

the experienced evaluator must search for the covert goals, those

which are not likely to be articulated, and use these as the

standard with which to compare accomplishments. In some juvenile

- 14 -

correctional institutions, for cxample, the public goal is
remedial treatment because that is what the public expects.

But becausc of many problems, including insufficiency of resources,
the real godl is mainly custodial care, If analysq:s of effective-
ness is related to the public goal of rehabilitation, then the
pr;)gram is a :Eailu“rc, but if it is related to the covert goal of

custodial carcg, then it is likely to be considered successful.

4. Evaluating performance in terms of the goals without .determin-
ing whether the program, organizational factors, or -environmental,
(i.e., commmity) factors impinge upon the outcome. If the
evaluator measures only program outcomes without examining in-
puts into the program and what happ_ens to these inputs (i.e., .
thnfrput) , he will Be unable to explain how and why the program
is accomplishing its goals. | In.the event that it is not, he will

not be able to recommend alternative ways to meet the objectives.

The systems model is an alternative approach to program evaluation.

"The starting point of this approach is-not the goal itself but a work-

e i A S R P

ing model of”a social unit which is capable of achieving a goal, iinlike

. a goal or a set of goal activities it is a model of a multifuimctional

'unit" (Etzioni, 1960:261). In addition, to achievement of goals, the

other functions of '"social units' (i.e., organizations within which
social action programs are conducted) are: adaptation of the organization

to the cnvironment and to its own internal demands, acquisition and
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mintenance of necessary resources, and effective coordination of .
g 2. Acquisition and mintenance of nccessary resources -- This {function

. - . ,.u’ . -
organizational subunits. The following is a brief discussion of these

requires that cffort be expended to acquire and maintain funds,
functions: ) o
personncl and other resources that insure the functioning of the

1. Adaptation of the organization to the cnvironment and to its own ' . | organization. Thus, what this entails is "a balanced distribution
13 . * [4
iﬁtcrﬁal demands. . : ) . of resourccs among the various organizational nceds, not maximal
‘a. Most systems theorists believe that organizations adapt to their . . satisfaction of any onc activity, cven of goal activities"
environment, i.e., éﬁ% other organizations, government agencies, A / (Etzioni, 1969:263).

the public, etc. The following is an example: Somewhere in the
: : 3. Effective coordination of organizational subunits -- Just as the

environment there are sub-publics (e.g., well-educated people, '
R organization adapts to external (i.e., environmental) conditions
criminologists, psychiatrists, civil libertarian lawyers, univer- :
o to function so there arc internal conditions which permit the
sities, etc.) %0 believe that the most important goal of "State ,
' thevs ieg . - organization to function. This means that the various parts of
Prison should be rehabilitation using various therapites, However,
i ~ the organization must be integrated in order that the organization
these groups are far less poverful than those in the commumity vho

, L ’ o function effectively. If the various units are not effectively
stress’ that it is far more important to protect members of the com- _ ' :

coordinated, the organization will be unable to maximize its adapta-
mmity by taking strong security measwres to prevent escapes from . _
. ) : . tion to external and internal conditions; it may have difficulty

the institution. Since funds are limited and it is not the function ‘ ‘ _ . ) )
) : : { . acquiring and maintaining fuhds and other wesources; and, finally, it -
of corrections officials to change attitudes in the commmity, 'State  / =~ - . ‘ .

. . do .- will have difficulty achieving its goals.
Prison' adapts to the situation, i.e., the environment, by expending ' L ~ _ -

’

a greater proportion of its funds for custodial care and security . ‘ 4. Goal achievement -- There are several questions that nced to be ¢
< 3 . . .
‘rather than for rchabilitation. . = answered in a systems evaluation study. These are:
b. An exanple of adaptation to internal defiands may be seen in the 55 ' a. What arc the actual goals of the program?
“recent "shakedown', i.e., a massive .search for weapons at Lorton, hoo w7 f\ b. What are the public (¥overt) and private (covert) goals
in order to avert a walkout of guards (Washington Post, 1973: ;g- ' - of the agency which is implementing the program?
Bl and BS). - ) - _ %g ~ . Which of these are the true goals?
. ’% ‘
|
. ;? ‘ e
v N ;g N

%
\
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i
d. Arc thesc poals compatible so that program- goals become

Y
organizational goals?
Assume that these questions are satisfactorily answered. Assume also

that the evaluator has inmersed himself in the functions (described

above) of :the organization or agency which is implementing the program.

He must now clarify the true goals so that they are clear, specific,

énd measurable. This is the same task which the evaluator following
.the goal-attainment model must‘acéomplish. From here the '"roadiaps"

for pursuing a systems evaluation are very general and do not provide
the evaluator with a guide to the study of the effectiveness of a social
action program. Let ﬁf see what Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum(1957:
535-536) , whose systems evaluation of organiza£ional effectiveness is
one of the most cited in the literature, tell us about conducting such

a study. They "define organizational effectiveness as the extent - to

vwhich an organization as a social system, given certain resources and

means, fulfills its objectives without incapacitating its means and

.

L . - - - ) '
resources and without placing wndue strain upon its members.' The

following general critria are subsumed under the concept of effective-

ness: ) .
/s ' ' !
a. Organizational productivity; i.e., movement of the organization

toward its goals. - C

b. Organizational flexibility in the form of successful adjgstmcnt
to internal organizational changes and successful adaptation to

externally induced change.

-
——— .
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c. Absence of intraorganizational strain, or tension, and of conflict

between organizational subgroups.

These, then, are the criteria for operationalizing organizational or
program goals to make them measurable. But these criteria, despite

their generality, do not provide the evaluator with a methbdology for

pursuing a systems analysis of social intervention programs.

-

The systems model in evaluative research is also suggested by
Weiss and Rein (1971). They propose its use in evaluation of broad--
-aim programs, i.e., social action programs which are concerned
primarily with impact on a situation and only secondarily with the
impact on individuals. They offer a methodology for analysis of the
dynamics of agency operation and program implementation but they do
not know how to determine program effects on persons and institutions.

The only way to develop such a methodelogy, they say, is to undertake

evaluation research.

N ~

Théré afe of course, other ﬁréblems‘than those of a methodological
naéure in condﬁcting evaluative rescarch based on a systems perspective.
First, it is necessary for the evaluator to have an extensive knowledge
of the organization which is carrying cut the program. He must also have
an uﬁderstanding of the optimal allocation of “Fesources among o;ganiza-
tions,'maintcnancc, and goal-attainment functions (Schulberg and ﬁakcr,
15715. Second, the cost in dollars of a systems perspective evaluation

is very high, and third, the time spent in conducting a systems analysis

)
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is considerable.

Weiss tuakes the view that the goa].lé—attainmont model and thc.systcms

model arc complimentary. “\

——

She writes that:

4

As we learn more about implementation, we can begin to
identify vital elements in the operating systems and move
toward description and measurcment of them. In time we
can conbine the study of program process with the study
of outcomes. In the interim, it is not unimportant to
know how the intended beneficiaries of the program are
faring. .

€ - 'hose luative research is based on the
Suchman (1967:61-66) , whose evaluative 1 PG

goal-attainment model; does not discuss the systems approach,in his
book on evaluative research. However, he proposes that the process
of the social action program in goal-attainment should be one of five

criteria by which the success or failure of : progran may be q\raluated.
‘ Cufiria  dlignatp HhO Gy,

v ey e ~ g
The other fourjare effort, performance,and efficiency. The following

'is what Suchman has to say about process:

In the course of evaluating the success or failure of a program,

a great deal can be learned about how and why a program works

or does not work. Strictly speaking, this analysis of the process
whereby a program produces the results it does, is not ;_an_ln}}erent
part of evaluative rescarch. An evaluative study may limit its
data collection and analysis simply to determining whether or . .
not a program is successful according to the preceding four criteria

-without examining the why's and wherefor's of this success or failure.

lHowvever, an analysis of process can have-both achuinistrativg cu}d
scientific significance, particularly where the cvaluation indicates
‘that a program is not working us cxpected. Locating the cause of
the failure may result in modifying the program so that it will
work, instead of its being discarded as a complete failure.

‘
¥
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III. ISSUES AND PROBLEMS TN TUE MIFHIONOLOGY OF IQHE/\SUREI\UEN I' AND
DESIGN OF EVALUATIVE RESEARQH

The scientific method is not bound by either subject matter or
objective. lence, evaluative rescarch has no special methodology
of its own. As "research" it adhercs to the basic logic and rules
..of scicentific method as closely as possible. Its canons of ""proof"
and 'its laws of inference are the samc as those of any research
project. It utilizes all available techniques for the collection
and analysis of data, and cmploys a wide variety of rescearch designs.
It may be carried out under experimental laboratory conditions or
in the natural community. In other words, evaluative rcsearch is
still rescarch and it differs from nonevaluative research more in

objective or purpose than in design or execution (Suchman, 1967:
81-82)." .

i

Suchman and many other evaluation researchers make the i)oint that
far too much evaluative iesearch is conducted by people who have no
training in research methods. This state of affairs is unfortunaté
since socigl programming which is designed to produce some desired

change '"is the main form of scientific research for .the testing of

.~

. administrative principles. Evaluative hypotheses are largely admini-

strative hypotheses dealing with the relationship between some program-
matic activity and the attainment of some desired action objective
(Suchman 1967:133). Thus, the objective of evaluation is to increase

the effectiveness of program administraticn. . !

An evaluator's technical competence in research does not imply T/~
methodological problems will not be present in evaluation. Because of
the nature of our social problems and the complex society in which we

live, our reforms do not offer easy solutions. Consequently, social

»

“
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action programs clfect only small arounts of change and in order to
demonstrate such small amounts of change, measurement nust attain
very high precision. Let us look at cducation as an illustration.
The great changes in this arca have'alréady taken place. Most of the
population is litcrate, the maiority has at lcast a higl school edu-
cation, and a substantial minority has attained four or more years of
college (Educational Attainment, 1970:1-3). These gains'werc demon-
strated with simple measurcs. Now changes which were once massive
occur in very small increments and consequently measurcment must be
more precise. Now, let us take as an example a program to increasé

" the reading skills of children of migrant farmers. Augmenting the
‘reading skills of such a group would undowbtedly be difficult because
thes population is highly mobile and for many reasons is resistant to -
educational improvement. Consequently, éincc the degree of change, if
any, is«likely.to be small, researchers must develop very preéisé

£ AR antt )
measurcs or effectiveness of such a program. Such measures will, of
b

necessity, be very costly.to develop both in dollars and in time.

pr : ,
In Part II, I outlined the steps that an evaluator would take in

conducting an evaluative research study. Some of these steps are

discussed 13 this section. Information on others can be found in social

rescarch methods texts and in the evaluative rescarch literature,

. ' do manche L, Luu'c_ ch;gﬁ“-‘(%
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Fornulation Of The Evaluation Question and Fvaluation Criteria

4

"The traditional formulation of the cvaluation question is: To
what extent is the program succeeding in rcaching its goals?'' (Weiss,
1972:24). Once the rescarch question has been stated, the next step

is to determine the program goals and state them so that they arce clear,

specific, and measurable., This was discussed carlier in the section on

jthc goal-attainment model. In the process of clarifying the goals of a

program, criteria are identified. These criteria are used to evaluate
performance against objectives. For example, if a governmentai objec-
tive is 'to reduce crime,' then it is appropriate to use crimé rates

as the major criterion.Cbut not necessarily the only criterion) for
evaluating activities ained at this objective'(Hatry, 1967:5) . Howevef,
in identifying evaluation criteria, the evaluator must take into account
the customer of evaluative research who will be making decisions based
oﬁ the evaluation;‘ In view of thié, Coleman (1971:282) writes that ‘
"'...a successful evaluation must focus on those criteria on which the
customer wishes to base his choice. This is.perhaps the most crucial
element in the design of evaluation res§§rch for unless fhc appropriate
criteria are g;éd, then the results are irrelevant to the choice that,

must be made ... One reason that the step of determining the criteria

to be used in evaluation is so-crucial is that- often the customer him-

self Is not fully aware of the criteria he wants to use."

Ideally criteria for use in evaluative research should have the

following properties (ﬁatry, 1967:6) :

L)

*
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| 1. Bach criterion should be relevant and important to the
specific problem for which it is to be used.

2. Together the criteria used for a specific probl"om should
consider all major cffects relative to the objectives.
Enough criteria should be ,evaluatcd to cover all major ‘
effects. ¢

3. Each of the criteria ideally should be capable of meaningful

.quantification. However, because of limitations of many
current information systems, it may on occasion be necessary

to utilize qualitative criteria.

Program Goals

Hatry points out that the process of .selecting criteria will often

suggest the nced for revising goals. It is at this .Jparticular jﬁctwe,

.-then that goals of the program will need to be reexamined to deterﬁline'

vhether they are indegd appropriate. "To what avail is the result of -.
program evaluation if wrong targets had been chosen at the outset of the
service?"' (Greenberg, 1971:155). |

7 ‘ :
N - - - L3 - ’
Many researchers distinguish anong immediate, intermediate, and

ultimate objectives of programs. This distinction is inportant because
government agencies and foundations frequently require that demans tration

projeccts be cvaluated. Since such projects usually do not; hdve t}u.: form

R
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" that in time they will develop as they are perfected, carly evaluation
may tell little about their potential ceffectivencss. Thercfore, cvaluators
must exercise caution in presenting results at a very early stage in order
to prevent promising programs {rom being scrapped. According to Greenberg
(1971:158-163) some immediate goals of a program can be measured within
six to twelve months of commencement. However, t{]’éf:éa goals will not ,Ate
likely represent :"anut into 1;hc,; system as can be seen from the example
of immediate goals of a heroin enforcement program given below. Inter-
media?e goals concentrate on early bencfits of a program and in the case
givg;',\?}.;,is would refer to the larg‘c numbers of addicts in treatment and
the decreasing potency and availability of heroin. Grecnberg believes
that it takes between three to five ycars for intermediate effects to
appear. On the other hand, the efficacy of long range goals may not be

"discernible before a period of ten years has passed.

An example of the possible outcomes of a.heroin enforcement program
which includes enforcement, research, and rehabilitation components

might be as follows:

- .

1. Immediate goals -- large numbers of arrests of heroin pushers
d ' !

and dealers; pharmacology research program set up to davelop

non-habizuating drugs to help addicts_break heroin habit; urine
.. testing program of all arrestees; addicts urged to enter exist-
ing drug rchabilitation centers; implementation of method for

surveillance of all’ addicts assigned by the Criminal Justice
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System to drug rchabilitation centers; development of
method for screcening out non-addicted occasional heroin
uscrs in methadone majintenance programs; counscling, cdu-

cational, job-training, and job placoment, programs made

available to clients of drug rchabilitation centers.

'

Intermediate goals -- arrests of higher level heroin dealers;

~

significant decline of amount of heroin available on the street;

decline in quality. i.e., potency of heroin; large numbers of
addicts in treatment centers; promising non-addictive drugs
that }s'ould-irﬂlibit desire for heroin now in the experimental
stage; substantial percentage of program participants working

or enrolled in job training courses.

Long-range goals -- significant decline in certain types of crime,

€8, shop}ifting and burglary (other factors may also be
responsible for this deve’lopment); rehabilitation of former
addicts; significant decline in estimated numbers of addicts;
several non-ﬁabituating drugs developed which wexre tested on humans
and were succc"ssful in breaking -the heroin h,abit; -- these drugs
now being used in drug rehabilitation; former addicts who used
methadone to break hel:oin hvabit, successfully completiﬁg progran

to terminate use of ne'f;h'adone; substadtial percentage ‘of program

™ participants self-supporting.

1
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Rescarch Desien OF The Bvaluative Study S

The design, i.c., the plan of study, of an cvaluation depends on
several factors. Among these are available funds, point in time when
evaluation must be completed, type of program being cvaluatcd,‘and
degree of knowledge currently available about the program. Taking
these factors into account, the following rescarch designs are among

the options available to the researcher:

1. The experimental desion -- This is the classic design for

| evaluative research. Individuals are randomly chosen from the
total population in a social action program, to be in either an
experimental-or control group. The experimental group receives '
the program, the control. group does not. In a program to in-
crease reading ability, for example, measurements are taken of
the experimental classrooms and control classrooms before the
program starts and after the program ends. Comparisons amoig
the groups are made to dete}mino whether changes have occult'red.
‘If improvement in reading a;bilitjf anong children in the experi-
mental classrooms is significantly greater than among children:
in the control‘classrooms, the program can be considered a
success. . In this case, children in the control clas’érooms are
receivi?{g the regular r-eading program since it is nbt possiblel
to discontinue reading lessons. Unfortupatcly, this design 1is
not always feasible in action setj:ings’ because there may be

%oo few people to act as controls in a program whic}; SETVES

most of those who arc eligible. Another problem in the usc of ’/Lv

'
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experimental design is that program personnecl may fecel

that it is uncthical to have pcople in the program and

then deny "them service by placing them in a control group.

One way to get around this problem is to substitute for
the control group, a group rcgeiving a compérison social
program. Thus, two experimental groupsare used in order
to learn which program' is superior. Another solution,
where a program is still eiperimental, is to provide all
communities in a program with a variety of treatments at
different fimés and compare them. As a research désign,
the experimental mecthod is’very rigorous and is generally
not applicable to evaluation of programs about which
little knowledge is available. According to Schulberg
and his associates (1969:12), "Less rigorous designs
can be appropriately employe@ when ambiguity, is great,
while more rigorous designs éhould be utilized .as

L ) ' 1"
knowledge about relevant variables increases,

©2. Quasi-Experimental Design -- When program conditions

-

rule out the experimental design, the quasi-experimental
s . .

design is frequently utilized by evaluators. "The basic
vCriterion for how satisfactory.theykaxg,is the extent to
which. they protect.against the effects of extraneous

variables on the oﬁtcome méasures.' The best dcsignékarc

those that control rclevant outside ¢ffeccts and lead to

.
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- j
valid infcrences about the effects of the progranm...

Quas;-cxpcriments have the advantage of being practical

when conditions prevent true cxXperimentation' (Weiss
" M
1971: 67-68). Among the many quasi-experimental designs

are the following:

’

a., 'Time-series design in which a serics of measure-
} - - ments are taken at periodic intervals before the
program begins and continues on to a series of
measurements following completion of the program.
These measurements provide the researcher the
opportunity to determine whether later measureﬁents

indicate e’ i i
icate a marke: change over earlier patterns prior

to program implementation. An example of this design

is the following: Measurements of functionally
illiterate prison inmates who are to be in a progrém
to improve reading and writiﬁg skills ére taken
several times prior to’ implementation of the program,

several times durlng the program, and several times

-follow1ng completlon of the pfogram. Later measure-‘

ments can be compared with earlier measurements to
.determlne the degree of change in literacy; Also,
kthe last measurement can be cqmparcd with the one
taken immediately following the end oflthé prbgram

to ascertain whcthcr the new sk 1115 are retained

o itk S TR
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by inmates completing the progran.

b. Multiple-serics design which incorporates the
features of the time-serics design but takes measurc-
ments of a. control group, i.e., a similar group or

institution which does not receive the treatment.

An interesting variation of the quasi-cxperimental
design was carried out by Wright and Hyman (1964) in an
!

evaluation of the Encampmént for Citizenship, a summer

. institute for training young people in responsible,

democratic citizenship. This was done by incorporating
the design into two waves of self-administered question-
naires, varying wordings of several questions in different
sets of questionnaires, and controlling the assignment

of these different forms to various subgroups in the

progran.

There a%e tiﬁes when even thg-quasi—experimentai
designlcannot be used. This may result from limited time
allowed for an evaluation, lack of availability of a
non-random control group,or lack of funds. .The problem
witﬁ non-experimental designs is that they éannot pinpoint
whethér observed changes ére due to the program or to -
alternative causcs. Three of the most comﬁon non-cxperi-

mental designs are the following:
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1. Beforc-and-after study of a single program in which

measurcments of the participants arc made to dectermine

how well they have rcsponded to the program.

2. After-only study of program participants. This is

an cx-post-facto design in wh%ch retrospective reports on

prior status of participants are collected and in turn

are comparced vith the "after" status of participants.

3. After-only study of participants and non-randaom

“"controls." The latter are a comparison group who -are
selected because of their similarity to program

ﬁarticipants.

Measurement: Indicators, Reliability, and Validity

According to Suchman (1967: 116) "public service and
sbcial action research are deficient in their concern

with the reliability and validity of...evaluative

" instruments." Appaiently, the criteria in evaluative

'research (discussed earlier in this section) create

measurcment problems similar to those of operational
7 .

indices for non-evaluative research. These problems are

connected with choosing indicators to be used in measure-

ment which will serve as a link between the criteria and

program objectives. Lazarsfeld and Rosenberg (1955: 15)

write about this problem in their book, The Language of

Social Rescarch. They decal with two basic questions:

s
o s
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1. How does one "think up" indicators for the criteria

(variables) being studied? -

2. How does onc selecct

which are "wart of" the criteria and,

therefore, will be

measures of the criteria.

0

Indicators of the criteria will depend on how the
e;iteria are defined, How much time is spenf on clarifi-
cation of the criteria definitionsy and the precision of
measurement of the criteria which is desired. Let us. go
back to Hatry's example (1967:5) that I gave earlier in
which a govcrnmentai objective "to reduce crime' was

identified and "crime rates" are the major criterion.

How should crime rates be defined?

The 1672 issue

of Uniform Crime. Reports gives Lhe follow1ng definition:

"Crlme rates relate the incidence of crimé to population.
A crime rate should be considered a victim risk rate in

that it demonstrates the risk of becoming a victim of

5

crime." U51ng this definition,which indicators shall we

select? We €an use an overall crime rate which tells

us that in 1972 there were 2,829. S crlmes per 100,000

.

re51dcnts in the United States. We can also prov1de
for 1972 a crime rate for each of the crimes 1ncluded in

the Index of Crime. If the definition of crime Tate is

iy

from -all possible indicators those

A

i

rate?

rate accurately reflect individual_crime rates?

“ ~32-

further clarificd, indicators of crime rate, e.g., rcgion,

urban-suburban-rural, age, sex, race, socio-cconomic status,
eec. might also be included. Thesc variables will indicate
that the rlsk of becoming a victim of crime will vary for
different groups of citizens. A very important varlable
which is not included in official crime rates is the

rate of unreported crime. How doecs one estimate this?

S pary”

LEAA is presently collecting,victimization data and
probably in time this new source of data will be utilized
to obtain an estimate of crime which is closer to the

true crime rate.

At this point it beccomes necessary to further clarify

the goal '"to reduce crime.'" Does this goal mean to reduce

crime by a small amount or a great deal? Are we concerned

with reducing the incidence of violent crimes? By what’

Shall be compare crime rates for 1972 with crime

rates for 1971 and show that the overall percent change

in rate was a decrease of 2.7 percent? Does the overall

If we are

concerned with the crimes of murder, forcible rape, and ;

aggravated assault we discover that these crimes have

increased since 1971 while robbery, burglary, larceny
$50.00"and over,and auto theft have shown decreased rates
over 1971. Does the governmehtal ebjcctivc ""to reduce

crime mecan that the baselinc yecar should be 1960? In
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1972 the incrcasc of the national crime rate over 1960 was

During this period the murder rate incrcased

o

151.2 percent.
by 78 percent, forcible rape by 134.7 percent, and robbery
by 200.3 percent. Other crimc index fates also showed

comparable incrcases.

If we decide that reducing crime

to 1960 ;rates is not a reasonable goal in terms of

-present social conditions, then the use of 1967 as a baseline

fyear may be more feasible. Between 1967 and 1972 the
national crime rate increased by 46.9 perceﬁt, murder by
45.9 percent, rape by 61.6 percent and aggravated assault
by 34.5 percent. The remaining crime rates in the 1972
index qf crime also showed comparable increases over the

1967 rates.

Whether the indicators incorporated into the

measuring instruments (be they agency or primary data)

-demonstrate the connection between criteria and program

goalskyill depend upon the precautions, taken by the
evaluative researcher to'insure'reliability and validity
of these measures.' -
pa ’ . .. !
Reliability in evaluative research is far more
problematic than in other»typeé of  social rescarch. By 
definition, reliability refers to' the degree to which

consistent results can be obtained on repeated applica-

~tlons of a measuring instrument, i.ev, that the same
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results will be obtaincd cach time the instrument is

Thus, thec focus of reliability is on the way
measurcment is accomplishcd rather than on what is
measuréd.' One way to insure reliability of the measuring
instrument is to make it as prccisc’as possible. "To
further insure réliability of a measure when ratings or
codings are involved, steps must be taken to determine the
consistenéy between ré%ers'and also by the same rater at
different times. These steps are very important in
evaluative rescarch because the evaluator is attempﬁing‘
to determine whether actual change has accurred. Poér
reliability, i.e., variation in measuring instruments,

coding, etc., may either obscure real change or may indicate

change when in fact there is none.

An example of reliability of a measurement might
occur in-a drug treatment center where urine specimens are
collected on a regular basis from persons in treatment.

The urine specimens are sent to a laboratory to undergo

chemical ‘analyses by thin layer chromatography to provide

positive idegﬁification of persons:who have pscd drugs
quite recently. How reliable are the laboratory
ﬁcashrcments? One monitoring proccdure-to check on
reliability is to sgbmit Sp}it or replicate samples, i.e.,

to divide actual samplesand submit cach subpart to-be

+
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analyzed as a scparate sample. This procedurc which was

carried out in a rccent study on drug usage of arrcstees
provided a reliability check on the technique of chemical
analysis according to the rescarchers who,statcd,;”This
monitoring cffort provided information concerning the
consistency of the laboratory procedures, that is, agree-
ment between different' samples of the same specimen was
accepted as an indication df a consistent laboratory
procedure. Howevcrf the authors continue, '"this proyidcd
little information on the accuraéy of the reports"

19711 B4
(Eckerman, et. al, B&6—33H).

When accuracy is mentioned, attention shifts from
reliabilify of tﬁe data to validity of the data. The
concern 1is now with what is measured rather than how it
ié measured. Using the same study discussed above as an
example, lgﬁ us see how the researchers .validated their

findings. A research chemist on the project prepared

standard solutions of five drug materials which the

-

- chemical analyses in the laboratory were supposed to

7 , :
detect. The solutions were added to stock urine in

‘sufficient quantities to be detectable. _These samples

were included with the urine specimens collected from
arrestees in the study and sent to the laboratory.  '"The

purpose of the monitoring program was to provide an
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indication of the ability of the 1nborutory to detect the
presence of the drug substances when they are known to be
ﬁrcsént. This information would then be used to asscss the
validity of the urine analysis reports for the total

specimens obtained from men in the study' (Eckerman, ct. al.,

197¢f: B-9).

’

There were six Vq}idity checks made in succession, one
for cach city in which the étudy was conducted. In the
first test the $laboratory correctly identified 93.1
percent of the standard samples containing morphiné (the
drug used to determine detection of heroin in actual samples).
As a result of this finding, procedures for identifying

morphone (heroin) were improved rcsulting in almost 100

percent detection in the next five sites.

o Thére was still another validity test used in this
.study; Each respondent was asked a series of questions on
drug use. These data wefe compared with the reéults'of
the chémical analyses.. The results indicate a strong
correspondence between the laboratory findings and the

interview data. ' ! : p )

Now I would like to go back to the example of the
drug trecatment center. Let us assume that-chemical analyses
of urine specimens of patients arc both reliable and valid

and patients at the center are truthfully rcporting that
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they arc no longer using heroin. [ Are the paticents success-
ful because they arce now heroin frec? Is being heroin frce
a valid indicator ¢f success? Should being crime free also

be included as an indicator of success? The individual

vho is being rated by treatment personnel may be on welfare.

13

Is he successful if he is héroin and crime freec Sut cannot
earn a living? Suppoée the‘patient lecarns an occupational
skill but does #ot obtain a job., Is this because he really
does not want to work or is it due to the hesitancy of
employers to hire recent drug addicts? How do you‘meaéure
success now? Let us assume that the patient does obtain a
job for which he is trained. Does this mean that he can
provide for himself and his family? How long must he
retain the job to prove himseif? If he uses methadone
which he reccives from the treatment clinic, is he success-
ful if he no longer uses heroin, is gainfully employed,
supports himself and his dependents, and leads a life

which is consonant with the mores of his society?

How val%d are the above indicators of success?
Herzog (195§2 45-46) indiéates that "in asséssing psycho-
'social change; the question of validity rests ultimatcly
on qpiﬁion.“ A§ can be secen from tﬁe‘examples given above,
tests éf validity dcpénd upon the type of scientific

measurc to be validated. Given a laboratory situaiton and

LN
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adequate controls,'validity can be based on determined fact,
Yet evgn in thcilaborntory, validity depends on how adcq%ute
the test is and the efforts taken to prevent testing errors.
Sometimes tests such as the chemical analyses of-urine
specimens are available to determine whether respondents
arc answering questions on dfug use truthfully. 1In the
case of psycho-social “change, the ultimate criterion of
validity is informed opinion. These are some of the ways
in which tests of validity of measuring instruments are |
used to determiné whether they do in fact measure what they
purport to measure.g‘ ' '
The type of meésuring instrument that is used’in én
evaluation study depends on the purpose of the social
action pragram. According to Weiss:(1972: 39) such

}nstrumcnts can be concerned with attitudes; values,

knowledge, behavior, budgetary4allocations, agency service

patterps, productivity, as well as maﬁ& other groups of

variables.

B

Agency Data Versus Data Collection

Shortcomings of agency data usually present problems
to the evaluator who sceks valid, reliable, and sensitive
measures. Lerman (1971: 221-232), for example, diséusses

problems of institutional rccords of 'delinquents that



Fdhn X p " :, N Aty i
B ,Mu;.:w...mx;‘wu_ G s o o e ki, i e e 36, A S g .. R . e e X . R, e by mia etk Ayt
.

. L et ,‘;.;:,:;n«,mﬂ%uf;a elhSt e e 47 bbb R

P [

s g S Rl

TS . /

-39- A o | . y . . -40-

. . . : Iv s AtoT ‘ < 1 .
reflect organizational intercsts as much as they do bechavior 5. Evaluators bCC9m° concerned that data collection

may artificially enhance client awarcness of the program,

‘ of inmates which they purport to mecasurce. In some Pr;vatc : w
2 institutions supported by public funds, delinquents who are ﬁ '\\ g thercby, changing it? cffectiveness. There arc, of course,
i judged to be untreatable are transferred to public ¥ ' \\, i ways of decaling with such problems as, for cxample, using
i institutions. However, the social bookkeeping method o @ ' unobtrusive measures to collect data (Webb, et. al., 1966).
‘ which these institutions use, treat these internal failures ? f There are many types of data available to the evaluative
% as noncxistent by not‘ghowing them when the final figures ﬁ , rescarcher d¢Pe?di“3 upon - the type of program, available
; are tabulated. *Only those residents who complete treatment é / resources, and ability of the investigator to utilize various
and are released by the iﬁstitution are included. Success E rescarch techniques. These are interviews; qucStion#aires;
; of the institution is judged by following up only those who % . - observation; ratings (by peers, staff, cxperts);
! complete treatment while the failures are regarded as if | : psychometric tests of attitudes{ values, personality,
thdfﬂgever been part‘of the institutional population. o é prefercnces, norms and belief;; institutional records;"
. % ' government statistics; tests of information; skills;

‘ Because of these and similar problems researchers must | g , . applicgtion of knowledge; projective testsj situational
‘often collect their own data. While this p?ocedure has % . . 'tests presenting the respondent‘with simulated situations,
obvious advantages, it may result in a new set of probleﬁs. % diary records; physical evidence; clinical examinations;

/ These ?re: . .- " . . | , e i , financial records; and documents ge.g.,.minutes of Board
, 1. Data collection may add substantially to the cost | S meétinés, newspaper accounts of policy actions, transcripts
of evaluation: - » ' ‘ : : _ .of trials) (Weiss, 1972: 53). -
‘. . | - e ' S . _ '

2. Administrators and practicners may feel that data
. JInput, Thruput, and Output

collection interferes with their work. _ - "

-

Although most. evaluative rescarchers use the goal-

’

attainment model many are concerned with tracking.the

process of the program from input to outcome. Why should
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the cvaluator who is using the goal-attainment model be

"concerncd with tracking the program? After all, the

evaluator's job is to determinc whether the program is
achicving its goals? Why bother with what goes into the

program? Can the evaluator assume that the statement of

the ﬁrogéam plan as it appears on paper has actuélly been
implementcd by the staff? If he does, there is always the
ﬁossibility that he may be 6bserving the effects of a non-
existent stimulus. For example, suppose théusands of
posters with mdtivatidnal appeals to heroin addicts to
register for treatment at drug rehabilitation centers were

slated to be widely d'stributed by volunteers to the

population of several high drug use communities. However,

the volunteer project was not organized and the posters were

the treatment had not been applied might give the program
failing marks and then blame it all on the inadequacy of

communications and motivational theories.

Besides being certain that the program is réélly
happening, Ehe evaluator has to find out what is actually ’
taking place. 1If a servige iS'offering'joB training to
clien§§ recently feleased from prigon, then the evaluator

will nced to monitor the piogram to determine what kinds of

job training are being given, what qualifications teachers

An evaluator, unaware -that

,,,,,
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possess, where the training is taking place, the adequacy

i

of tfaining materials, length of time of training, etc.
When the evaluative rescarcher investigates whit gocs
into a program he is looking at such inputs as services,
staffing, persons served, staff hours worked, management,
funds (more will’be said about this in the section on
cost-benefit analysis)} etc. If the participants are
viewed as inpugs, then their characteristics can also be
classified as inputs. These may include age, sex, race,
socio-economic status, length of residence in community,
attitudes toward the program, etc. These inputs can be

grouped as (1) the administrative pattern, (2) the service

pattern, and (3) personal characteristics.

<+ An important area for investigation is what I call

thruput. - This is the region between inputs and effects

(outputs). Here.is an example that might occur. Inmates

"in a prison system show considerable discontent by complain-

ing about the poor quality of food which they receive. An
evaluator diséovers that prison officials are expending
large sums of .money for food of adequate quality. What,
thcﬁ occurs between the time the order-for food 1is sent to

the food wholesalers and the time the prepared food is

et
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‘the evaluator discovers that (1) food of a. lower quality

beneficial unanticipated side effect which was not targeted.
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served to the inmates? In the course of the investigation,

However, in its initial phase, the program crcates

4

than is ordered and paid for is rcceived and'acccptcd at . ~considerable 111 fceling, divisiveness, and actions to

. s : . . scrap the program beccausc administr atte "5
the prison; (2) storage facilities are poor resulting in Pt prog ) strators attempt to sct up

. . e s s a juvenile center in an upper in i i -
food spoilage; (3) there is no dictitician on the staff to ‘ . al noan upp income residential arca of

. © s : ! the community. This is an unintended an 1 ici
plan meals and supervisc cooking; and (4) food handlers and i . Y : d unanticipated

' . . e a s . conscquence of the program.
cooks are not trained in, their duties. In this cxample ! - prograr

!
: !
there is a great discrepancy between inputs as disbursed ; 3
: l ‘ . .

‘ Cost-Benefit Analysis

and inputs as services received. It is, therefore, very

1
. . . i C ' 1 0 -~ : -
important in evaluation to examine what happens betwéen : Having determined whether the goals of a program

. . . . . have been achieved, the evaluator now proceeds to a
the time of inputs as disbursed and inputs as received. ’ p n

Coleman(1971: 284) states that '"it may well be that the 5 analysis of the benefits versus the costs of the progranm.

principal, or at least a major, explanatory variable in This is referred to as a cost-benefit analys;s and can be

the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of a given progranm shown, as an Efficiency Index (Greenmberg, 1971: 161) as

. . ] . . follows:
is the loss of input between.lts d}sbursemegt by . - Output (in terms of goal fulfillment)
. ‘s .. s A . ' "~ Efficiency = Input (inm terms Of dOLllars, Services and/or
authorities and its receiption by (tho;e) it is intended ) Personnel time)
to effect." S
o ' ' The most efficient program, then, can be defined as .
Output has to be considered not only in terms of goal )

that which yieldé the greatest per unit change not the one

fulfillment wnlch I discussed egrller but also in terms of that can be run at the least cost-per recipient (Frecman

unanticipated effects which may or may not be favorable. and Sherwood, 1971:272). However, cost should reccive .

A cample : i.ci y v 1 i following: . . . . . .
n ?Aam11 of ‘'unanticipated program output is the lowing particular consideration in circumstances where alternative

A program in which juvenile delinquents eive service o . . s - . ’
prog 1 ich juvenil linquents recelve s¢ ) : programs yicld similar effects. There are times, also,

bonefits -the community as well as the. delinquents: by e when programs which are not effective must-be continucd

reducing vandalism and other juvenile crimes. This is a becausc the ideological climate in the community supports

W '
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them. The evaluator, then,has the responsibility of

comparing costs of various programs and recomrending the

continuance of only those which are most cconomical.

The efficiency index or ratio shown above seems like

a neat mecasure.

But how do you quantify intangible effects

or benefits of a program? What is the monetary value of

feelings of high self—;steem among a group of ex-convicts
who have learned a trade? How do you quantify the decreased
anxiety of parents whose children are no longer involved in
vandalism? “Cost-benefit analysté have to cope witﬂ this
problem by acute selection of indicators of benefit and

by qualitative reporting of factors not sugceptible to

monetary expression'" (Weiss, 1972:86).

Fpr some types of programs in which beﬁgfité are
quantifiable cost-benefit analysis is a logical extengion
of the evaluativé,research effort. And it is particularly
useful to those in polity making pﬁsitions'who~find that

cost-benefit analysis rationalizes, clarified, and

simplifies evaluative research reports.
-~ ' .

*
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PROCRAMS IN SOCIAL ACTION

ACENCTLS .

Historically, decision makers have not drawn upon cvaluative
rescarch as input into developrent of policy for social action
programmiﬁg. Rather, social intervention programs have rcsul?cd from
recégniﬁion of social ncéds and pressurcs for social change.
Intervention programs are raréiy‘evaluated unless the funding agéncy
étipulates an evaluation requirement. In the case of Tederal agencies
which disburse vast éums of woney in the form of grants-in-aid,

Congress has required that evaluation of social programs be conducted.

Problems In Administration of Evaluative Research

The literature of evaluation is replete with preblems in
administration of evaluative research in social action agencies.

Frequently there appearé to be a tug of war between evaluators and

social action agency representatives, i.e., administrators and

Among the situations which create strain between rescarchers

and agency perscnnel are the following:

1. "The evaluator enters the organization to.examine the
work of the practitioner. The latter may feel
threcatened by the cvaluator and uncertain about the

undertaking of rescarch in an area in which he sces

>
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himsclf, rather than the evaluator as the expert. Both
administrators and practitioners arc concerned that

evaluators may point up incfficiencies in the operation.

The role of the evaluator is to be innovative and he may
rcecommznd new ways of treating clients. The praditioncr,
on the other hand, sce this as a technique to undermine
his established authc;‘rity'. He wants peace and quict and

feels that he'cannot carry out the program in an atmosphere

of turbulence which he believes the evaluator is creating.

The practitioner is inclined to think that the probing of
the evaluator imposes an additional burden on his alrcady.

overfull work schedule since he is now required to make

" more complete and more frequent recording of informatien

to be used as data for the evaluator.

The. agency administratof_ sometimes finds 'hiJnself in a
difficult position. Hle may be interested in improving
program output and would like to ha\-re the assistance of
independcgt evaluators because he may recognize 'thét his
-practitionm: staff will not providec him with all the
iJ;l.fonnation he réquircs. On the other hand, once

evaluation is in progress, findings may uncover

organizational problems which contribute to program

My

" the former "i
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inefficiency. Adninistrators may find this cibarrassing und
relations with cvaluative rescarch personncl nyy become

straincd.

Therc are considerable differcnces in the orgﬁnization of
time between evaluator and practifioner. The latter allots
his time to clients \x:hilG the rcsearch;zr who .does not have
c}ients organizes his time in terms of designing research,
collecting, recording, and analyzing data, and writing a .
Teport or monograph. The practitioner may regard this usé
of time as "living a parasitical life free from schedules

and rcsponsib_ilities" (Rodman and Kolodney, 1971:122).

The evaluator Gxpects to get primary crcdit for the repért
since publication rein*esents the culmination of his work.
From his point of View, the practitioner feels that he should
ref:eive a great deal of the credit becaus‘e he has gi{ren much
time: to 'providing the evaluator with data. |

-

Tension is freouc cat
| Le frequently created between evaluative researchers
on the one ]'umd and administrators on the other hand because

ns?st that they hold ultjmaie-rcsponsibility

Tor rescarch design and execution. Administrative

interference with what social scientists consider to be
C - L& 3 - . ' -
ritical issucs in the design and execution of rescarch is

scriogc.ly resented" (Caro, 1971b:10) .
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' Irgl s . . - S ' ‘ : 2. .Attitude changes resulting from interactions wmong menbers
Overcoming Problems Tn Adiministration Of Tvaluative Research : '

. : participating in group discussions of the findings and group
Muny cefforts arc mude to overcome the adwinistrative probloms of : » ‘ P . ] & BIOM NI ’ ik
et e . . , i \\ decisions concerning {future actions. These problems are
conducting cvaluation in social action agencies. Mann and Likert : AN

. o “ brought into the open and opportunitics arc provided for their
(1971:143-151) suggest a specific process for involving the total g . ‘ PP P ;
L

, . - resolution. ‘
structurce from top management down to the practitioner in the

analysis of.the data. First, they say, discuss the data with top 3. Changes are more likely to occur when employees participate in

B e e e T T pupu
s

agency administrators and ask.them to (1) help interpret the data, self-analysis than if analysis is made by an outsider.
¢ i .

and’ (2) plan a progr?m to implement the findings. Then hold a series :

of meetings with department heads to convey to them the findings o . Many authorities i.n e Hleld of evaluative rescarch belieye that
’ affecting their departmonts. These executives are also o be asked . one way to rcduce strain is for the rescarcher to avoid becoming involved
to "help interpret the 'data zmél M decide what further analyses of in open ox hidden power groups within the orgamization. Furthermore,
the data should be made to help them inv i’oﬁnulating olans for the rescarcher rmust wnder 1o condition accept agency management diagnoses
co;lstructive administrative actions." The meetings with department °f orgamizational problens. as.  starting point for resesrch. - Thus, by
heads arc to be conducted by top agency administrators who have ; ) str'q ssipg his indopendent role in the organization, the evaluator can‘
préviously attended Plannirlg sessions with evaluators. A - i maintain rcsea?'ch objectivity. and neutrality.

. ¢ . : . . : - ' R . . . . ) .
’ There has been much discussion in the literature on the comparative . -
/ . (, T . ) .o X . . . .
- + ! ~ r. -, . e 5 / . - o o . . . .
’ . This process will be repeated and W.lll filter down to . ’ e advantages of "inside' versus '"outside" evaluators. The inside
division heads, then to first-line supervisors and in some instances i evaluator is a staff nember of the organization in which programs are

to practitioners in the work : : . . . .
prace s In the work group. ! : being cvaluated while the outside evaluator is a consultant who may be

. . . a menber of the academic community or of a research organization. It
This process of involvement leads Yo the following positive | ;

is gencrally felt that when evaluation is conductced at the request of

L ey

results according to Mann and Likert:

y : -* .a funding agency, it is desirable that the rescarch be undertaken by’
L 4 - .
1. A high degree of participation and personal involvement ' T an outside evaluator since self-appraisal by inside cvaluators may
. in acceptance and utilization of evaluation {findings. ‘ - k‘ T
.. ; .
b . .
. N .
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be viewed as lacking in objectivity., A report on Improving Federal

m*c)f;mm Performance (1971:62) notes that "The use of outslé.dc groups

is particulorly important in smuplcmoriting state and local program |
evaluation capabilitiecs.' Outside evaluative researchers can be drawn
{from quasi- governmental organizations such as the National Acadcmy

of Scicneces, non~profit institutes, and analytic rescarch organizations.

XY

; L - 'F X . 2 -
However, if the social action agency 1s large and top administration
i1s interested in and supportive of independent evaluation, then it

may be possible to conduct ob jective evaluation within the agency. -
. o *

If the evaluatiyve researcher is to carry out his mandate he must
have the firm support of the dministration of the institution whose

rogram he 1s cxamini ‘ i
prog 1€ 1S cxamining and he nust be able in an emergency to "appeal

to authority to‘malntain the operation that has been set in mtion“

(Mam}, 1971:181). In t‘This respect it is of the utiost importance that

administrators and staff members be made aware initially of the

implications u:f brogram evaluation. In the first instance this will

be the task of the funding agency when the decision to evaluate is

made and later by the evaluator when he is selected.
e
To ea;e the prol.)lems besetting both evaluators and administrators,

the forme ot
¢ former should, at an carly stage of the evaluation, make clear some

of the ].111@}::11:10:15 of the contribution of evaluative rescarch, explain

< H

3
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by itself deep-scated conflicts between administrators and staffl or -

R4

between agency and clients.

Proh]cm Tn Utilization OFf Results Of‘ Fvaluation

"The basic rationale for evaluation is that it provides information

for _actic;ﬁ. its primary justification is that it contributes to the
1'ationalizati011 of decision making Tand] unless it gains serious hearing
wher; program decisions are made, it ;fails in its major purposc'

, :
'(Weiss, 1971.:136) . The literaturc yields little to indicate that
evaluation results are actually utilized to any great extent. Indecd
many agencies either ignore or explain away evaluation findings and are
not above casting aspersions m the researcher's understanding of the

situation and the state of the art.

Writers in‘the field of evaluative research discuss mamny rcasons for

the failurc to utilize'evaluation results. Among these are:

.

) o L
1. Basic lack of wnderstanding by -administrators of the role

of the evaluator. Administrators generally tend to place more
credence in judgments of their department heads than in the

.

scientific results of evaluators.

2.- Lack of authority of the evaluator within the organization
to conduct the evaluation. As a result, researchers find that
they arc hampered in their attempts to administer question-

naires, to interview personncl, and to.obtain other necessary
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data, This problem may be overcome if the evaluitor obtains : maintenance of the status quo.

\ the.written support of the agency head (for chbtaining data : ; 5 i
\ f £. . Where a program is foundering, rescarchers may question
- and accomplishing the evaluzidon) at the very beginning and
. theorctical premiscs of programs, scc a lack of understand-
maintalns an ongoing relationship with him. ! ' '
- . . ' - ing of thec basic problems by administrators, and look for
|
3. .¥Where cvaluation is required by law administrators may resist . structural factors within the organization in a search for
i . A P . .
; lmplementing results because of lack of understanding of the : explanation of problems in contrast to administrators who ‘
i ' i . .
7 relevance of evaluation to program improvemsnt. . are likely to accept the validity of the program, attribute
'

,————

I ' : v ;
" failure of programs to inadequate application of approaches,

4. Disagrcements between evaluators and administrators regarding: g . . . . . e ‘

. " [ and explain organizational behavior in terms of individual

a. Evaluative criteria. : ) : . : ' .
3 - ) : idiosyncrasies and personality problems.

i
- ~ . . . . . | ~
b. Explication of goals and strategics of the organization . _ ) e . )
. g. Underestimation of political constraints, budgetary problems,

by the evaluator versus administrators who find it e s e
and limitations of persomel and facilities by evaluators

difficult or undesirable to commit themselves. e i L. 3 ..
" . who may be unfamiliar with administrative realities of

ongoing programs.

et e s et

c. Emphesis on mid-range and long-term problem solvi;lg by

. evaluators versus emphasis on solving iimediate problems ! : st s i i
¢ ‘ - 5. Limitations of the research itself. For example, evaluative

‘(i.e., putting out brushfires) by administrators.

-

research at times may not produce results soon enough to

0
-

influence, short-term policy decisions. '

-

d. Commitment to scientific dccision-nmking by resecarchers

T oy . * § > » . . .
Versus coni';dcnco in conventional wisdom by administrators. Overcoming Problems In Utilization Of Lvaluative Research ‘

N, -
- . -

¢. Evaluators emphasis on program effectiveness which disposcs ' Weiss (1971:141-142) makes several suggestions in her paper to
. them to cncourage change versus- administrators cmphasis on ' increase the utilization of evaluative rescarch findings and help overcome
avoiding turbulence-which disposes them to encoutage some: of its serious problems. Thesc are as follows:
l g ’ ‘ “
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Tracking the progress of the program input through the agency
makes it possible for the cvaluator to inform the administrator

where problems exist.

¢

Analysis of components of the program and of alternative

approaches allows the cvaluator to recommend to the funding

agency and to administrators alternative ways of programming
rather than finding an entire program lacking in merit and with
no indication of what course of action to take.

Early identification of potential uscrs of evaluative rescarch

findings and selection of issues relevant to them.

Involvement of administrators and practitioners in the evaluation

process.
Completion of evaluation on time with early release of findings.

Presentation and dissemination of findings using effective
techniques of commnication. In this respect, Mann and Likert

(1971:151) recommend. that the findings be formulated in simple,

non-technical language and in graphical form. Going beyond

commmication of findings, Suchman (1967:164) makes the point

that it is ﬁcccssaly for the rescarcher not only to make
recommendations but to translate these recommendations into the

actual organizational or procedural changes that might be

<

. . L e i s
! ]

developed to irplement the recormendations. - "Too often,

evaluation studics offer only broad gener alizations about why
programs are not succeecding, without attempting cither to make

these rcasons more specific or to suggest vhat might be done

L4

‘about them."

'Ihcre is another step which gocs beyond use of effective technlqu
of commmication and 1\,com'@ndatlon.> for social programming changes that
must be taken in order to increase utilization of evaluative research.
This involves the development of mechanisms for the feedbaclg of
evaluative rescarch findings to (1) officials responsible for program
planning and program m:)difi'caz':ion in funding ageﬁcies and (2)
administrators in funded organizations who arc responsible for carrying
out agency programs. This is relevent to my earlier discussion of the

process of social programming in which I indicated that the feedback

function is part of evaluation in the planning-action-evaluation cycle.

At the present time the prestige standing of evaluative research is
low. The reasons for this 'state of affairs are many and varied but one of
the most important.is that this type of research has little impact on /

social action programs and is diffused to an extremcly limited audience.

As Rossi (1971:98) sces it, evaluation must be "accorded its proper place

as playing a major role in policy formation and change. Pollcy is formed

without considering what kinds of cvaluation rescarch would be ncodod to

snstain the worth of a program and cven more important, what are

P
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‘rcasonablé alternatives when evaluation indicates that a program has failed.
Without such a two-pronged comnitment to cvaluation, rescarch tends to
be wittingly or otherwise designed to produce irrelevant results
shoddily conceived, poorly carried out, and easy to disrcgard.'" It
'
would be well, then, to accord more weight to evaluative research and at
the same time to select evaluators who have strong professional and

organizational credentials.

) .

A recent survey (Kimberling and Fryback, 1973) of the 54 LEAA funded

CONCLUSION

State Planning Agencies indicates two major obstacles to the developnent

_of criminal justice evaluation systems. These are:

1. Widespread confusion over the nature and meaning of evaluation.

- Many SPA's consider that fiscal auditing and/or project

. monitoring are adequate measures to fulfill the evaluatior.l
-requirement.. Other SPA's regﬁrd reports of program directoz;s
and progran péarsonnel provided during site visits as

.

fulfilling the evﬁluation 1'equiroment. No effort was usually

made to relate these subjective opinions to program effects. !

2. "Limitations on manpower and funding for the design of systems
of evaluation that will render evaluative results comprehensible

. ~and cnsure their timely input into the planning cycle."

PPIPE. -
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As of the period between May through October 1972, according to
i 1;:]10 surv Vs the District of Colwbia State Planning Agency did not have
‘ an evaluation plan in operatiovn, existence, or development; we did not
utilize any consultants- at that time to help us in the developrment of
an c\(aluatiOII system; and our evaluation activity consisted only of

v

project monitoring with some field tcam site visits plamned.

)

; .
/ Kimberling and Yryback (1973:159) believe that the development of

criminal justice evaluation systems would constitute a major cont-ri.bution
to the national and international law enforcemsnt community. 'ﬂlcy state
that "'inc.reascd LEAN requirements and funding for the development of -
* criminal justice evaluation systems offer a significant opportwity for
the design and rcfinement of evaluation‘meﬂlodologics and pa.‘ocedureé
, that may prove .transfcrrable to other large scale social programs.''
In the. meantime, it may be useful for the program evaluation staff in
: OCJPA to examine evaluative research reports of gr;ﬁlts-in-aid programs
!/ ) - funded by .the Departments of Labor, Health, Education, and i\’eli’are, and
| the ‘Office of Economic Opportunity to determine whether these studies

-

can contribute to the developmental period of evaluation in the area of i

criminal justice programs.
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FOOTNOTES
' !

v

. his type of analysis was fonnerly known as Planniné - Programming -
\\\ Budgeting System (PPBS) and was introduced into the Department
of Defense by Secretary McMamara in 1961, PPBS is presently

in operation in some state, county, and city governments.

%A more sophisticated definition of program which fits into a
jsystéms model is the one “given by Schulberg, Sheldon, and Baker
(1969a:5) in their "Introduction' to a reader in program evaluation
which they edited. They write, "In the field of organizational
study, progréms gerierally arc defined as a set of activities
occurring within a socia“{enterprise which have specific inputs
of resources and conditibns, certain ways of organizing and
processing these resources and conditions, techniques for
establishing'relat%ons among them, and certain outputs which can
be ecvaluated against given standards. Additionally, aspects
. of the organization's patterned activities occur not only within

/ its own structure but also in relation to other organizations as

well,"

’

3In rccent yeafg considerable differences have been noted among

systems ﬂleorist's. Much of this has probabb:_;g:su}tcd from

attacks on the theory by those who ﬂo no£ accept it. The latter
. take th; position that social sfstcms (i.e. organizﬁtioné, .

communities, socicties, etc.) do not necessarily adapt to

o AT

.
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social change. The exanple of adaptation which I gave was that

" "State Prison' was really accomnodating to the status quo in the

community by placing custodial carc and sccurity first. Suppose
the pressurc was toward an effective rchabilitation program
entailing many changes and supposc further that programs were being
instituted to effectuate such changes. Could the institution
accommodate to such radical social change? The social scientists
who attack systems theory state that social systems do not
necessarily react to social change by accommodating to it.
Accommodation or adaptation implies that social systems

maintain a state of dynamic equilibrium. The systecms approach

of Wilbert E. Moore (1963), an industrial sociologist, .

substitutes the postulate of a tension management system for the

" postulate of a system in equilibrium, thus taking social change

into account. Using this perspective, the researcher can identify

the tensions (inconsistencies or stréins) and prédict that these
are the probably sites of change. This type of model differs from

the equilibrium model as follows:

1. If the strains are decpseated, change will not

restore the equilibrium.

Pl

2, The conscquences of change will be tension .

producing as well as tension reducing.

B s



s g™ f‘”‘"

vl

o phemlenr Tt

s e

i sk ek

e Lt

PR PR L e B

-01.-

3. Management of tension may not be succcssful.‘ The

system may not persist or make a transition from

onc system to another.

4A more complete trcatment on the subject of experimental and

quasi- cxperlnontal designs can be found in Campbell and Stanley

(1966) and Campbell (1971).

(3N

STor the reader who is intcrestcd in further discussion of the
subject of validity, see Suchman (1967:120-126) and Herzog -

(1959:41-50) .

6cost-benefit analysis described in this section is applied
retrospectively to calculate the return on investments in on-
going and past programs. This contrasts with cost-benefit
analysis which is conducted in a prospective framework in which
.the emphasis is on planning to determine the p;obable costs and
benefits 6f alternative strategics to aéhieve a given‘end, e.g.,

.

to reduce crime. ' :
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