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1. INTRODUCrrO:-.1 
, , 

Wider .use of program evaluation nnd analysis of social action 

and social jnterventj on programs is being urged by legislators, 

federal agencies, and social scientists as contributions to deter-

mination of program efficacy and fiscal responsibility. Along these 

lines, Senator William V. Roth, JT. 'of Delaware (1972: 8), corrunenting 

on a sunrey, of federal prog.rcl1TI evaluation practices prepared by his 

staff, had the follmdng to say about evaluation as it concerned 
'i 

state and local grants-Dl-aid: 

I am most hopeful thnt the Federal governri!3nt will 1."n' 
the future take ~lore interest in encouraging state and local 
government capacIty to manage intergoVCYThllental aiel minu'3 
Federal requirements. f FollQlo,i.n rr upon this conccnl in our • • '=' . , 
questlO1111alrc \\'0 asked agencies to co~ent on their efforts 
to foster evaluative ability Ct.'"j'.on a state cmd local aTant . . ::;,.:-, 

reCIpIents. Both executive departr.1ents and indenendent 
c;gencies made. it clear ~hat almost no programs to support 
lJ1~)rOVelft2nts In evaluatIon 8Jld analysis exist. Sii'nilarly, 
almost no functional programs penni t the use of money for 
such purposes. 

If we.were to help o,!r.s~ates and localities develop 
more capacIty for self-crItIcIsm, we might, be able to elimi­
nate TIn.l~h of ~h~'exp~nsive red-tape and bureaucracy now in­
volved In arumnlstorlng fede:-al domestic assistance. .4.5 a 
consequence some of those at all levels of goverrurcnt who 
h~d formerly. administered the endless requirements associated 
WIth categorIcal grants might be trained to access the 
accolliplishm:mts of grnn ts - in-aid ... fRe-'c..~TM~2 : 8}-; 

/ 

In keeping with the need for greater use of evaluation and the 

stress placed upon evaluation by Senator Roth,~ tile purpose of this 

paper'-i~ to present a synthesis nnd analysis of the field of ,evaluative 

, ,. 
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research ,,'hich will serve as a guide to staff mcrrhers in the Office 
, . 

of Criminal Justice Plans Clnd Analysis top (1) develop an~ implement 

a plan for the evaluation of criminal justice programs as required by 

LEM and (2) undertake studie~ to detennine the efficacy of the pro" 

grams· flmd,cd by this office. These'studies shOUld provide decision 

makers both at the state and federal levels with infonnation on \\'hether 

" ., 
~rogram outcomes are equi valc:;nt to program goals "Ii thin budgeted cos ts. 

Senator Roth (1972:3) in discl~sing the needs of the Federal goverr~nt 
/7XJ-V-v(jl 

vis a vis evalu~tive",has this to say: 

My interest in making sure that the Executive Branch and 
the Congress have ade.luate evaluation and analysis to back UP 

their decision m3ki:\J is derived from a desire'to find a practi­
cal pat.h to true fis':al T{:sponsibili ty. Evaluation and analvsis 
contribute to this end by allmving us to better determine whether 
programs are accom?lishing their intended goals; how these pro­
grmns could be improved; and I\ilat new programs should be tmder­
taken. ' 

(sPA) 
-State ,Planning Agency" progr~ are financed "lith federal funds 

granted by the La,V' E:liorcement Assistance Ac1Jninistration (LEAA) ·which 

has established guidelines for program evaluation. TIlese are: 

-
1. Evaluation of IS perce~t of all projects funded, 

./ 

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

ftmded, 

. 3~,."Evaluation of all projects wi thin a significant program category .. 

Cji The framework of this paper will address itself to the follO\ving topics: 

evaluative research and ,soci;i-"p;~gra:~~ c~ncepts and issues; Issues 
\. ' ." ---;--_._-------

f) 
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Dnd problems in the methodology of measurement and design of ev~ uati ve 

~cscarch; and problems in evalu:J.ting intervention progrmns in social 
(U!. t .vt:7'J 
see~}eft agencies. 

II. EVI\LU,\TIVE RESE.AROI A\lD SOCIAL PROGRA\r',IING: CO~lCEPTS·.'\I'm ISSUES 

In its cormnonsense JTK!aning, ~valuation is defined as the process of 

examination and judgment. In government and business, evaluation has 

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

. Types of Evaluation 

1. Evaluation as evaluative research studies This type of evaluation 

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

the d0gree 'to which 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 fl (Hyman and Wright, 

1971:185), the amount of change resulting from. a social action program. 
'. 

Hmvever, in the process of detennining hm'[ effectively. the goals have been 

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

progrmroning beginning ,'lith the inception 'of the program. Thus, analyses 

are made of i~~ut into the program, hotv 'the program),s carried out (i.~., 

. thrupu~, , ... hether the goals of the prograJ~ arc ~?rth"'hile, tvha~ the effects 

(Le., putpu~ of the progrOJll are, and hm'l efficient the output (in tcnns 
. \ .'. . 

of goal fulfillment) i~ in reI a tion to the input (i. e., in tenns of dollars, 

services and/or personnel time). This t).11e of research is the subj ect 

nl.:1.tter of this paper. 
" 

I • 
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2. Evaluation;1s a pTocess of mnldng jud£;mcnts of Horth In this 
tLtY4'7{.( It ( .0/1..(" .... l:'1..-1 

sense a(:lntiit-i.'s-t&1'5 evaluate action programs by using th6ir intimate know-

ledge of the functionj ng of a P.1 rticular progrmn as a logical and 

rational basis for mllking judgments. Such judgmental evaluation docs 

not require the evaluator to gather,empirical evidence to support his 
'. ' 

conclusions. Evaluation of this kind is usefu,l 'when a program is small, 

J:O\'/ cost, and the administrator is very close to all aspects of the I : 
I ' I program This ·type of evaluation is not effective for large scale or l . 
, r 

long-range programs and does not offer the decision maker a rational 
'. 

basis for retaining or eliminating programs. This is not the .type of 

evaluation which is included in the LEM guidelines to State Planning 
" r 

Agencies. 

3. Evaluation as program analysis In this meaning evaluation is 

accomplished during the planning phase of social programming prior to 

program implementation. JThis type of.,analysist, con~ists of a systematic 

~revimv~ of alternative ''lays 
I " . ' 

of meeting govenunent objectives. 111is 
I' .' 

means that anticipated costs and anticipated effects of alternative 

programs are compared wi thin a framework of budget ceilings and govern­

ment ·objective~..... In the process of analyzing program altemat.iv'es J co~t­
/, 

. benefi ~ analysis is utilized as an important tool but not the only tool. 

The purpose of program, analysis ·"in the planning- phase is to optimize 

resource allocation and to provi4e infonrotion to decision lTukers concern­

ing the major tradeoffs and. implications of .the alternatives ,\'hich hllve 

been COIlS ide red . This type of prior eva I u .. '1 tion "'ill be consiuercu in 

• I 
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this ,paper only insofar as it is relevant to an wlderstnnding of the 
" 

total process of so~ial progrnmming. 

Historical Perspective Of Evaluative Researdl 

The earlies t evaluative researdl was conducted in the field of 

education at the end of the nineteenth century. Between 1920 and 1940, 

several research studies I~cre carried out to determine effects of 
?V' 

social intervention programs in tft.9 variety of settings. During the 
I 

second World War, e).."tensive evaluative research on the effects of films 

and other forms of mass com:nunication was conducted by a grmIp of 
t/· 

sociologists headed by S$.iuel Stouffer'then wi th:Research Branch of 

the Info111l:'ltion and Education Division of the U.S. Anny (Caro, 1971b:5). 

After World. War II, a group of social psychologists, follOiving the lead 

of Kurt Lewin, engaged in evaluative research ,dlich ID8asured "effects 

'of programs designed to change attitudes tOi':ard minorities, effects of 
cy..-t-(,L-f ' , ' 

programs designed to apply;\dynamics principles in industry, and the 

effects of community ,organizati0l! activities on the moraie of residents 

of a housing project" (Caro, 1971b: 5). Other 'evaluative efforts included 

study of a vohmteer work camp and of an, innovative program for the treat­

}rent of delinquents. During the 1960 IS I\llen social problems were redip-
,/11U?~/<"* 

covered and a sympathetic Federal administration put. into effec1Asocial 

action programs, rene,\'ed interest in evaluative -research was eA-pressed 

and car'ried out on many programs,. 
I' 

" , , 

,. 
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Concepts 
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'I11ere arc several concepts \','hich will be recurring throughout this 

paper. 111ere£ore, it \':ouhl be useful to define them ';nd thus place them 

in their proper perspective. These concepts arc (1) scientific method, 

(2) goals, (3) program and project, and (4) social action and social 

intenrention. 

1. Scientific ~ethod 
" 

The purpose of evaluative research as well as 

research of all types is to ansl'o'er questions. This is done through 

the use of the scientific method, i.e., the application of scientific 
. . , ' e~£t1 t.';L~ 

procedures. These procedures lncrsase the llkeljJ100d that the dataj\ 

'\'lill be relevant to the questions asked and will be reliable and valid. 

In order to be answerable '~y the scientific method, questions must have 

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

experiID8nta~ion in the natural world (including ... the behavior of hlllnan 
/1 , 

be~ngs) can provide. the needed infom.ation (Selltiz, ,et.al~~ 1951: 3) . 

Some questions cannot be answered by the scientific method at the present 

time because procedures have not ,yet' been dev~sed to gati1er the relevant 

data. For example, there are no knmm procedures to devise trrliversally 

applicable, psychological tests. 

2. Goals - - Webs ter (1971: 358) defines goal as the end tmvard which 

effort is directed. The term objective which is similarly defined 

will be used interchangeably ",i'th g03.ls in this paper. Later discus­

sion \"ill center aroW1d identification, fonnulution, and measurement of 

goals of soci3.l intenrention programs . 

• 
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3. Pn:~,gr~m and project -- TIlese defin'i.tions \'lere developed at a Region 2 

lJ~M Grant Evaluation Conference (lvby 2S, 1971) in \oJhich meTIIDerS of 

06JP-rFJ 
lX?iH?j\ pnrticipatc:c1. 

a. "A program is defined as a set of objectives, strategy, and 

projects to achieve specific program goals" (Report: 1971).2 

b. "A project is defined as a set of related activities or tasks to 

achieve the COl1UTIon objective" (Report: 1971) of the program. A project 

rray be one of many to achieve the goals of a program: 

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

l"esearch will be expended to evaluate proj ects rather than programs. 

H'm."eveT, since references in the literature \ of evaluative research are 

generally to programs, this term ,.;ill be used interchangeably "\'lith 

project. 

4. Social action or social intervention progTams -~ These are programs 

'of planned soci;al change. For example, the District ·of Coltunbia Prison 

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

enables approxirrntely 150 men assigned to Lorton to enroll in accredited " . . 
freshmen and sophomore Federal City Colleze courses (Comprehensive Plan, 

1974:10) . 

/ 

", 
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"TIle purpose of eynluatj on research is to measure the effects of a 

program against the goals it set out· to accomplish as a'mea~s of contri­

buting to subsequent decision making about t:he program and improving 

future pro, £l.Tmrrrn.ing" (l~eJ.·ss, 1972'.4). 11' d f' . ' ~ 11S e :J.nJ. tion of purpose takes 

into account the measurement of effects of a progrmn. The concern then 

is with research lft3thodology to ascertain outcomes. Implicit in the 

comparison of effects \'lith goals is the use of criteria to determine 

hO\'l well the progrrun is doin~ and, according to Weiss, the co~~ribution 
to subsequent policy decisions and future program improvement signify 

the social purpose of evaluative research. 

l\~len an: evaluation of a prograTJl is undertaken many persons will 

expect feedback of the evaluation findings. First, there aloe the top 

p?licy l11Glkers, including those in the executive and ~egislati ve branches 

(if the program is publicly funded) who need t9 knaio; whether to continue, 

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

tion on how well the program is meeting its goals, hm'l efficient it is , , ' 

and \,11at program alternatives are available if req~ired. t~'i~g~r 
/ 

agencies, in our case LEA£\ and OCJP&A, ~qy have some' concerns with the' 

~heory 'and methods of programs. For example, ~ ~~e \o[(jrk release programs 

inst:u:::cnta1 in reducing crilTh'; among participants in the program? If 

thcrc are indications that the effects are positive', which programs nrc 

most efficacious? Pla.rmers 'in the fllllding agencies arc also intcTcs ted 
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in feedback from evaluative research since this provides them \'lith the 
, 

nocessary infonn..1.tion [or the accomplishrrcnt of p] ann:i:ng and program 

analysis prior to program implemc.mtation. Results of evaluative studies 

need to be disseminated to interested professionals in other communities 

who are involved in similar intenrcJltion programs. When communication 

is facilitated it permits knO\'.,r]edge to become cumulative ~111d prevents 

the ~ame programs fTom being tested over and over again (Brooks, 1971: 58) . 

Finally, the American taxpayer who is the ultimate source of ~tmding is 

entitled to be infonned as to the value being received for the 9.ol1a1's 

, spent. 

Evaluative 1~esearch: A Prase In Prog-ram Development 

Evaluative research can be vie,\'ed as a phase in pl'ogTam development. 

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

(Caro, 1971:3-4). 

1. Identification of problems 

2. Spe~ificati~n of goals 

3. ' Analysis of the causes of problems and the deficiencies of current 

programs 

4. Consideration of program alternatives in terms of goals, costs, 
/ I 

and budget ceilings 

--
Evaluative research follows program implementation and is concerned 

", 

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

rrcntation. TI10 steps 1n on .evaluative rese~rch study overlap in the research 

. ' ... 

. . 
... 

• 

" 

I , . 
t 
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process. '111Ore[ore, these 
I .1~"-// 

steps or activities (lr;, not follow exactly 

the sequence which is outlined be10h': 
. ~ 

1. 'Ponnulating the evaluatjon'question in -terms of whether the 

program is successful in reaching its goals 

2. Formulating the program goa~s 

3. Specifying and defining: 

" a. Independt~nt or !'causal" variables which are the progr[lm 

inputs 
I 

b. Intervening variables, Le.) the factors ,·,rhich 1I'ediate 

beu\'een inputs and outcomes 

c. Dependent variables which are the outcomes, Le., the program 

outputs OT pr.o ",ram perfonnancc. 

4. Spe~ifying, describing) and monitoring the program 

5. Desi.gning the study. 

a. Selection of the population to be studied" e. g., progrrun 

'population'vs control population 

b. Timing of. the investigation 

. ... 

c. Establishing the procedures for collection of .data. The 

decis~on to examine one project or compare several projects 

wi. tIl essentially sirrllar goals is made at this time. 

~basures to be used are (1) developed at 'this time, 
, 

(2) selected from among stund~rdized instrLments or 

scales, (3) borrm\'ed from other evaluation studies of 

similar programs., A combination of various measures lTlny 

be used. 
; . 

• 

'. 

I 
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d. ,i:ost - benefit <U1alysis (if it is to be includec.l) 

6. Col!lection ,md prepaTation of the data [or analysis 

7. Analysis of the data including comparison of program effects 

wi-th-fll'!lcn.)'~nm::£.kff~:t..'S.. ,d th program goals 
r 

8. Intc11)retation of the findings and recommendations for action 

9. Written Teport of the evaluative Tesearch study 

10. Dissemination of report to: 
f r 

a. Policy m:lkers and legislators 

b. Program directors 

c. Funding agencies 

d. Planners 

e. Professionals and organizations involved in similar action 

programs 

f. Public 

. . Tho plarmina-action-evaluation.cycle described .above may be, repeated i 
,~u. /c.J<.i{;:Ujr {~./i(..:UL.. C>f-t'F(.k~4:"L.. ~/'t;:..dR}fel...'t'V 'i..'fCU{.,J~.'-f,'-f..!..J~ (i..·N~ t'-11('-<1'#'1'<.·{/ t:~~,~£:/~ 

iHdef-4nc"B"i\ TIle most, desirable meL10d of conductlng evaluat1ve ,research: 1S f! 
, . 

to build it into a ne\'1 program. This is called fonnative evaluative re-

search. For many reasons this is not al,~ays possible. When evalu."ttive 

research appraises the results of stable and well-established programs; 

then it is called sumnntive evaluation. 

Program Evaluation Models .' 
In seeking to conceptualize rul npproadl to evaluation, the inves­

tigator makes usc of a reseatdl model. J\Jns>ng the uw most important. are 

the goal-attaiImlCllt model and the ,systems ~node1. Aperusal of the 

" 

•.• fMt~~ ... ~ .. >oI; ~. 
. , , 

.. . 
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literature of evaJuative researc.h indicates that both from a theoretical 

and methodological point of view, a nun~)cr of issues have been raisec.l 

relative to tJl0 interpretation anc.l feasibility of the two nndels. 

, Of the '!~,':o perspectives, goal-attaimnent is most favored among , 

those who arc currently engaged in evaluative research. Schulberg 

and his 

include 

. 
coileagues (1969) who advoc.atC'. the systgms, lrode.l;.wer:,e 

h; -i0., ,-t",.c"./2.. ;,,:/-...L< h t/U--(.I',,1t[~ 7:"..:.,d': 

only one m'~icle based on that perspcctivM.' With the 

able to 

exception 

of that one article)all the other evaluative research studies reported 
, 

in their vohune utilize the goal- attainment mooel. A recent Sl)ecial 

monograph of Evaluation ea new j ounlal in the field) is devoted to 

describing four different methods of program evaluation in mental'health 

settings using the goal-attainment ?lcdel. 

When the goal-attairurent model is employed, evaluation is conceived 

as measurem~nt of the degree of success or failure sustained by the pro,­

gram in reaching previously set goals .. Therefore, the first task of the 

evaluator is to detennine 'the go?ls of the progr::un. This is frequently 

a difficult thing to do since program administrators, in answer to a 

question on l\"hat the program is trying to accomplish, will give fuzzy 

answers and sometirr:es ,.,.iIl enunciate goals , ... hich are, global cll1d unrea-I 

lis tic ,. ',c. g., to'reduce crime, to improve education, to -build character, 
-" 

etc. \\11en this occurs, the evaluator must guide the administrator to 

state' the goals so that they arc clear, specific, and mensurable (Weiss, 

1972: 26). 'ntis collaborativ9 process, then, is one of clarification of 

the goals so that they'are wel1~~le[jned, unambiguous, and can be opel':1tion-

, . 
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alizcd for rrcasure1llC'nt lLsing the TI1.1J1Y 
I • 

techniques available to the 
. . t't-

observation, sea.rchf~ cxis ting researcher. 111ese technj quos include 

records, intervie\·;s, questionnaires, sociometric choices, laboratory 

experi]]~n ts, ph}' sica 1 cxami na ti on , etc. 

The evaluator I'.'ho utilizes the ~oal-attainmcnt model m)JSt be aware 

of somc of the prob'.c'f.'s relevant to this approach and must, therefore, 

I guard against the following: 
I 

, / 1. Premature program conclusions A program which is evaluated 

at an early stage can be unfairly nurked as a failure a~ a 

tiJre ,,,,hen it 1S still groping for direction. Caution needs to 

be exercised so that a program not be prematurely discarded 

if it is not demo .. .5trating scheduled achievement early in the 

program. 

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

When goals are used as the yardstick against. '\\'hich program per-
, 

fonnance is evaluated, unrealistic ot idealized goals may make 

l'eal accomplishment appear insignificant. 

3. Publicly state~ goals -- Very frequently, public~y stated goals 

are not tile real program goals. -If the evaluator uses these 

goals ;/he will surely fail the program and administrators will' 

just as surely accuse him of having used the ioJTOng gonls. So, 

the experienced eval~tor must search for tile covert goals, those 
.... 

which arc not likely to be articulated, and usc these as the 

standard Hi th \ ... hich .to compare acconlplishments. In some juvenile 

.. 
• 

. .~ 

I 
, I 
! 

I 

" 
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correctional ins ti tutions) for example, the public goal is 

remedial treatll't:'nt beco.use that is \\'hat the public e).l'ects. 

But vecause of many problems, including insufficiency of resources, 
I 

the real goal is mainly custodial carel If analysq;s of effective-
t 

ness is related to the public goal of rehabiJ.itation, then the 

program is a failure, but if it is related to the covert goal of 

custodial care?, then it is likely to be considered successful. 

4. Evaluating p,erfonnance in terms of the goals witilOut .detennin-

ing wheti1er the program, organizational factors, or 'cnvironmental,.(' 

(Le., communit)~factors impinge upon ti1C outcome. If tjle 

evaluator measures only program outcomes wi iliout examining in-

puts into ilie program and i·[hat happens to these inputs (i. e. , 

thnrput), he i'lill be unable to e::-..-plain hOl'l aJ].d why tile program 

is accomplishing its goals '. In, the event that it is not, he will 

not be able to recoJIUl1end al temati ve ways to meet the ob j ec th~es . 

The systems model is an alternative approach to program evaluation. 

"The starting point of this approach is ,not the goal itself but a 'work., 

ing medel of/asocial ooi t \\'i1ich is capable of achieving a goal, {tnlike 

a g?al or a set'of goal activities ~t is a model of a multiflU1ctional 

unit" (Etzioni, 1960:261). In addition.to achievement of goals, the . .. .... .. 
othcr fooctions of "social lmits" (Le.~. organizations within ""hich 

social action progr3!TlS arc ~oncluctcd) are: ,adaptation of the organization 

to the enviroruncnt and to its own internal dcm:mds, acquisi tiOll and 
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" .... 

nnilltenance of necessary resources, and effective coordination of 

organizational SLQ)Wli ts. 111e following is a brief dlscussion of these 

functions : 

1. Adaptn tion of the orr,anization to the enviroruT!cnt and to its mtn 

intcnial demll.ncls. 

a. ~bst systems theorists believe that organizations adapt to their 

-fo " ' envirolUllent 1 i. e., .tJ::.e other org::lll1zatlons, government agencles, 

the public, etc. The following is an example: Somewhere in the 

envirorur..ent there are sub-publics (e. g., ''t'ell-educated people, 

criminologists, psychiatrists , civil libertarian lm\,yers, lITli ver-

t.~~ I • th tJ ' t al f "St t sities) etc.) _1~110 Delleve at le most lTIlportan go 0 - -a e 
. d~~i;0 

Prison" should be rehabilitation using various ili-G+c'1pJiilies. Ho\,'ever, 

these groups are far less pa,·.'erful thllll those in the conmrunity ,,:ho 

stress'that it is far more import:mt to prote~t l1'l3mbers of the com­

munity by taking strong security meastrres to prev~nt escapes fTom 

th.e institution. Since:funds are limited and it is not the fLU1ction 

of corrections officials to change attitudes in the comrrnmi ty, "State 

Prison" adapts to the s i tua tion, 1.. e., the envirorunen t, by expending 

a greater proportion of its funds for custodial care and secur~~r 

> 'rather than for rehabilitation. 

b. An example of adaptation to internal dei'f..:mds may be seen in the 

"recent "shakcca.'iIl", i. e. J a mZlSsive .search f.or weapons at Lorton, 

in ordq:r to avert a walkout of guards (l'!a.c:;hington Post, 1973: 

BI and BS). 

"~~~~ . .;'''-~~''-' , 

.I 

• 
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2. Acquisition ~md lin] ntenance of necessary resources 111is function 

requires that effort be e)..l)enc.lec.l to acquire and maintain fWICls, 

personnel and other resources that insure the fLt""lctioning of the 

organization, 111US, what this entails is tla balanced distribution 

of resotrrces among tJle variolls organizational needs, not maximal 

satisfaction of any on9 activit.-y, even of goal activities" 

(Etzioni, 1969:263). 

3. Effective coordination of organizational subunits -- Just as the 

organization adapts to e:.\.i:ernal (i. e., environmental) conditions 

) 

to ftmction so there arc internal conditions whidl penni t the 

organization to fl.ffiction. This means that the various parts of 

the organization must be integrated in order that the organization 

function effectively. If the various uiu ts arc not effectively 

coordinated, the organization i:lill be tmable to ma.-u.'TIize its adapta­

tion to external and internal conditions; it may have difficulty 

acquiring and maintaining funds and other ~esources; and, finally, it . 

,."ill have difficulty achieving its goals .. 

4. Goal achieyement There are several questions that need to be 

ans\<lered in a systems evaluation study. These are: 

a. l\~lat arc the actual goals or the progrrun? 
.' .' b. lifhat arc the public (v,overt) and private (covert) goals 

of tJle agency Hhich is implcn1211ting the program? 

c. Which of these <lre the true gO<lJ.s? 
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Are these goals compatible so 

organizational goals? 

I 

I 
I '. ,'" 

I 
- i 

thut program- gO[lls 
, ~ 

Ulat these questions are satisfactorily ans,·:ered. 

become 

AsSUlTC also 

that the evaluator has imrr~rsec1 himself in the functions (described 

above) of :the orgm1ization or agenCy whidl is implementing the prognllTI. 

,He must no\'l clarif, the t1:\10 goals so that they arc clear, specific, 

" 
'and mC?.5urable. 1111S is the same task ,-,hich the evaluator following 

the goal-attairL112nt model must accomplish. From here the "roadmaps" 

for pursuing a syste.ms evaluation are very general and do not provide 

the evaluator with a guide to the study of the effectiveness of a social 

action pro gr am. Let tis see what Georgopoulos and Tannenbatnn(1957: 
'. 

535-536) , whose systems evaluation of orgnnizational effectiveness is 

one of Dle most cited in the literature, tell us about conducting such 

a study. 111ey "define organizational effectiveness as the extent -to 

which an organizatlon as a social 'system, given certain resources and 

means, fulfills its objectives without incapacitating its ]1)Zans and 
• 

resources and without 'placing tmdue strain upon its members." The 

follm'ling general cri t.;rio. are subsum:;d tmder the concept qf effective-

ness: 
/ 

a. Organizational productivity; i.e., movement of the organization 
.' 

toward its goals. . ,..-'-

b. Org.qnizational flexibility J.n the for'm of successful adjustment 

to internal organizational ch3l1ges and successful adaptation to 

extcrnally induced dl~lgC. 

.. ' 

/ 

, 
I 

, ' 
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c. Iiliscnce of intraorgani.zc:ttiono.l strain, or tension, and of conflict 

betl'r'een orgo.nizational subgroups. 

11lOse, then, are the criteria for operationo.lizing organizational or 

program goals to make them ID3usurable. But these criteria, despite 

their generality, do not provide the evaluator with a meth~dology for 

pursuing a systems analysi;; of social intenrention programs. 

/ 111e 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 ,\'hich a1-e concerned 

primarily with impact on a situation and only secondar:i.ly· vi th the 

impact OIl indi \riduals . They offer a methodology for analysis of the 

dynamics of agency operation and program implcm~ntation but they do 

?ot moh' how to determine program effects on persons and institutions. 

The only way to develop SUdl a J]'}3thodology, they say>.is to undertake 

evaluation research. 

There are of course, other problems than those of a n"l8thodological 

nature J.n conc1uc~ing evaluative researdl,?ased on a systems perspective. 

First, it is necessary for the evaluator to have an extensive knowlcdnc 
;::, 

of the organization ,dlich is carrying out the program. He must also have 

an understanding of the' optimal allocation of'i~sources among organiza-
. , 

tions, maintenance, and goal-attaimnent functions (SdlUlberg and Bakcr, 

1971). Second, the cost in dollars of a systems perspc:ctivc evalu~tion 

is VC1Y high, and third, the time spent in: conducting a systems annlysis 

,,-
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is cons ider nb Ie . 

Weiss tw~es the vic\'! that the goalr-attainment model and the systellls 

model arc compl.unentary "~ 

),.... She writes that: 

As 'we leam TI'Ore about implemc:ntation, \\'e can begin to 
identify vital clements in the opernting systems ~nd move 
towarcl description and lIleasurenr:;nt of them: In tlme ,\e 
can combine the study of pl~ogTGJn pTocess \V~ th the study 
of outcomes. In the interim, it is not ununportant to 
know ho\'l the intended beneficiaries of the program are 
faring. 

Sudullan (1967:61-66), whose evaluative l"esearch is '9ased on the 
{LC'Ii{L~ 

goal-attairUT}3nt model., does not discuss the systems approachl\in his 

book on evaluative research. BOHever, he pToposes that the j2TOCeSS 

of the social acti~n program in goal-attairurent should be one of five 

criteria by" \\hidl the success or ,failure 9f ,5 ur0.7IaJTI may b~ ~va1uated. . . e 7;J;./'. V'-" v.~l.it: r.Ul- a--i!-y'~r' fi (: 'l-~'~i't. fi.'i~:"''2f)('-' 
The other fmIT>\ are v effort, perf~m(ance~~Uld efficiency. The following 

'is what Suchman has to say about pr'ocess: 

In Ule course or. evaluating tile success or failure of a program, 
a great deal can be leamed <iliout hOi" ,md ''1hy a program ,\'orks 
or docs not work. Strictly speaking, this analysis of the process 
whereby a progTam produces the results i ~ docs, is not ~,inl:erent 
part of evaluative researd1. r\n evaluatlve study may llnnt Its 
data collection and analysis simply to detennining ,:'hether or, , 
not a progrnm is successful according to tJle pre::echng four crlt~rla 

,wiiliout exuminin rr the why's and \\'Ilerefor's of tJns success 01' fUllure. 
Ha,-lever, an tUlnlysis of process can have ~D'OtJl adminis tr~ti v~ m:d 
s~ientific significance, particularly where the e:raluatlon InJlc~tes 
'th'at a progr31n is not working :.IS e::-..-pccted. Locatlng the cause of 
the failuTe m. .. 'ly result j n modifying the program so that it will 
",ork, instead of its being discarded as a complete failure. 

• 
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III. ISSlmS A'iD rJDBLE~,[S T~ 'n IE ~n.m JOiX)LOG'{ or MEASURE~U:NT A"ID 
DESIG'l OF EV,\LUXnVE RESEAH.Gr ' ' 

TIle scientific method is not bOlmd by ei tJler subj ect matter or 
objcctive. lIence, evaluative rescardl h~ no special methodology 
of its OI-:n. A ... s "researdl" it adheres to tho basic logjc an<.l TIlles 

, of scientific r.:ctJ10d as closely as possible. Its canons of flproof" 
and" its lm-:s of inference are the sru::e as those of any researd1 
project. It utilizes all available teclmiques for tJ10 coJ.lcction 
and analysis of data, and el:1ploys a wide variety of resem'ch designs. 
It may be carried out under e::'q)erimcntal laboratory concH tions or 
in the natuTal cOHununity. In other ,\'oTds, evaluative research is 
still resem'ch 8lld it differs from nonevaluative resenrdl more in 
objective or purpose than in design or execution (Sudlman, 1967: 
81-82)." 

Sudunan and many oilier evaluation researdlers make the point that 
" 

far too much evaluative "eseardl is conducted by people who have no 

training in researa'l methods. This state of affairs is unfortlUw,te 

sincc soci?-l programming which is designed to produce SOJ'Tle desil"ed 

change "is tile main form of scientific research for .tJlC testing of 

administrative principles. Evaluative h}~otheses arc largely admini­

strative hypotheses dealing with the relationship beu,'een some program-
, .. . 

matic activity and ilie attainment of some desired action objective" 

(Suchrnan 1967:133). Tnus, the objectiv9 of evaluation 1S to increase 

the effectiveness of program aruninistraticil. 

An evaluator's technical ,s:ornpetencc in r~~earch does not imply t.IL2.J­

;mcili09010gical problems will not be present in evaluation. Because of .... 

the nature of our social problems and the complex society in \,ilich ,,'e 

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

," ... 

", 
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action programs effect only sm."!11 aHlounts of: cilange and in orcler to 

demonstrate SUd1 Sl1l~J.J. rulDunts of dwnge, lllca::;urClllont must att~dn 

very high precision. Let us look at edUcation as an ilhlstration. 

The great dWJlgcs ill this area have already taken place. Most of the 

population is literate, the majority has at least a high Sd1001 cdu­

c/tion, and a substantial minority has attained four or JT'core years of 

college (Educational Attajnmcnt, 1970:1-3). These gains were demon­

strated with s:iJnplc measUl'es. Now d1anges which ,'.'ere once m8ssi\;e 

occur in vcny small inc:cem:mts and consequently measurement must be 

more precise. No'" let us ,tak 
.. " : c 'e as an eX8.J11,pJ.e a progl'aJTI to increase 

the reading skills of dlildren of migrant farmers. Augm:mting the 

reading skills of such a m'oup wouJ.d Ulldouo1 tr'.dl)7 be o~ - difficult because 

th~5' [)Cpul at ion ' h' 1 1 
, l.S 1.g.l Y mobile and for many reasons is resistant to 

educational :iJnprovement. C l' onsequent )" S1.nce the degree of change, if 

any, is, likely to be small) researchers IftUSt deveJ.op very pre~ise 

: measures of effectiveness of SUdl a program. SUdl' measures will, of 

necessity, be very costlY.to develop both' d 11 1.n . 0 al'S and in time. 

./ 

In Part II, I outlined the steps that an evaluator would t~ke in 
, , 

conducting an eValuative resenrdl study. Som? of ~~c:se steps are 

.' 

discussed i~ this section. 
" 

Information on 0t!lCrs can be fOUlld in sod.al 

researdl lIY~thoc1s texts and in the ev~'luative researdl literature. 

<11.'/\ (]'f\s:fy~. 1 £U1 .. /c:.. <:cvv.~11 ~ri 
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Forlllu] a ti on Of 1110 E\'altw ti on Ques t ion and Evaluation Cri tel'ia 

,01 

liThe trHc1itional formulation of the evaluation question is: To 

what extent is the prognun succeeding in reaching its goals?" (Weiss, 

1972: 24). Once the researdl question lIas been stated, the next step 
r 

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

'speGific, and JT)3(]$urnble ... This was discussed e,rrlier in the section on 

:the goal-attainment JTDdel. In the process of clarifying the goals of a 

program, criteria are identified. lllese criteria are used to evaluate 

performance agains~ objectives. For example, if a govenlrncntal objec-

ti ve is I to reduce crilTl3,' then it is appropriate to use crime rates 

as the major criterion (bllt not necessarily the only criterion) for 

evaluat:iJlg activities ahied at this objective (HatT)' , 1967:5). However, 

in identifying evaluation criteria, the evaluator Jrn.lSt take l.!"1to accotmt 
. 

tJle customer of evaluative research "lho will be making d.ecisions based 

on the evaluation: In vim., of this, Coleman (1971:282) l',\Tites that 

" ••. a successful evaluation must fo,cus on those criteria on i\'hich the 

custoIDGr wishes to base his dlOice. lllis is perhaps the rrost crucial 
. 

element in the design of evaluation research for unless the appropriate 

criteria are used, then the results are irrelevant to the choice that 
/ I 

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

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

self i's, not fully aware of the criteria' he ,.,ants to use. II 

Ideally criteria for usc in evaluative research should have the 

following properties (I 1.1 try, IQ67: 6) : 

• 
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1. Dach criterion should be relevant Mel inq)OrtMt to the 

specific problem for which it is to be used. 

" 2. Together the criteria used for a specific problem should 

consider all major effects relative to the objectives. 

Enoup)1 criteria should be evaluated to cover all major 

effects. .. 

3. Each of t.he criteria ideally should be capable of rrcaningful 

quantification. HOI'lever) because of limitations of many 

current information systems: it may on occasion 'be· 'necessary 

to utilize qualitative criteria. 

.' 
Program Goa~ 

HatIy .. points out that the process of .selecting cTi teria will often 

. suggest the need for revising goals. It is at this .particular jmcture, 

"then that goals of the program will need to be reexamined to determine' 

whether they are indeed appropriate'. "To whq.t avail is the result of . 
program evaluation if \'It'ong targets had been chosen at the outset of the 

service?" (Greenberg, 1971:155). 

/ , 
~~y researchers distinguish ano?g inmcdiate, intermediate, and 

u1 timate objectives of programs. 111is distinc,:tion is importaFlt because ,-
govelJl111ent agencies and found.:ltions frequently require that del1x;mstration . •.. 

projects be evaluated. Since such projects usually do not }wve the form 

'. 
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, " 

..... 

- 24 -

. that in time they wll1 develop as tllCY arc perfected, carl)' evaluation 

may ten Ii ttJe about their potential effectiveness. 1hcrefore) eva] uators 

must exercise caution in presenting results at a very early stage in order 

to prevent promising programs from being scrapped. According to Greenberg 
, 

(1971:158-163) some in~diate ,goals of a. pTogram can be lr!:'!asurcd within 
-t:!u.u. .. 

six to tw~lve m::mths of commcncerrcnt. Ho','.'ever, those goals will 'AOtJ",1'it.t-.t.:i:: 

likely represent input into the system as can be se~n from the example 
I 

of :i.mm~diate goals of a heroin enforcem::mt program given belm.". Inter­

]redia~e goals concentrate on early benefits of a program and in the case 
ht t'£'-1,) 

given" this would refer to the large nurrbers of addicts in treatJrl0nt and 

the decreasing potency. and avuilobili ty of hero:iJ1. Greenberg believes 

that it takes bet\':een three to five years for interll"Cdiate effects to 

appear. On the other hand, the efficacy of long l'ange 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, tesearch, and rehabilitation components 

might b'e as follows: 

1. Inuredia te goals large nwIi)ers of arrests of h~roin pushers 

-*" •••• 

/ '. , 
and dealers; pharrr'llcology research program ,set up to develop 

non-habh:uating drugs to help addict~J)reak heroin llabi t; urine 

testing, program of all arrestecs; nddicts urged to, enter exist­

ing drug rehabilitation centers; implementation of method for 

surveillance of all' uddicts assi~n~d by the Criminal Justice 

" 
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,.. t 1 } J '1' ttl' on c' enters', developmcnt of ~ystem '0 (rug re W)l 1 a 

mothocl for screening out non-addicted occ'nsic:>~wl heroin 

users in m:)thauone mnintclpnce programs; counseling, edu­

cational, job-~T(iining, and job placemcnt, programs made 

available to clients of drug rehabilitation centers. 

Int.em,ecliate goals arrests of hiW1er level heroin dealers; 

significant decliJ1e of mTIOlmt of heroin available on the street; 

decline in qualitl: :! <e., potency of herojn; large mnrbers of 

addicts in treaiJn:mt centers; promising non-addictive prugs 

that ,,'ould inhibit desire for heroin no\\' in the experimental 

stage; substantia;L percentage of program participants ",orbng 

or enrolled in job tjZaining courses. 

3. Long-rcll1ge goals -- significaTlt decline in certain types of crime, 

e.g.; shop~ifting and btu'glary' (other facto1?s may also be' 

responsible for this development); rehabilitation of fonner 

addi~ts; significant decline in estimated numbers of addicts; 

several non-J;abituating drugs developed which we:;:e tested on humans 

and ''lere successful in breaking -the heroin habit -.- these drugs 

nO\'l being used in drug rehabilitation; former addicts ,~ho lLse~ 

methadone to break heroin habit, successfully completing program 

to terminate use of rrc"thadone; substw1tial pcrcenta.ge of program 

.... participants self-supporting. 

" .. ~ 
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. , 

I. , . 

• .. . 

-26-

ResCelTch ncsi f'1l 0 f 11w EV;l] Ita ti vc' Study ________ u:..:... 

11.10 design, Le., the pl<ll1 of stlldy, of an evaluation depends on 

several factors. Among these arc awd lable [wlds, point in time when 

evaluaU 011 must be completed, type of program being evaluated, and 

degree of know] edge currently avail<Ible 8bout the program. Taking 

these factors into accolmt, the following reSeGlrdl designs arc aIl10ng 

the options available to ~1e researdler: 

1. TIle cxpcrjJTIcntal dc's~gn - - TIlis is the classic design for 

evaluative researd1. Indhriduals are randomly d10sen from the 

total population iJ1 a social action program, to be in. either an 

experimental"or control group. The experimental grC?up :receives 

the program, the control group does not. In a program to in­

crease reading n,hili ty, for example, mcasurcm::mts arc taken of 

the e::.\.1x~riJnental classrooms and control classrooms befoTe the 

pro~'am starts and after the program ends. Comparisons among 

the groups are made to detel1TIine whether changes have occurred. 

If improvement in reading abilitY mnong children ~n the experi­

Jrental classrooms is si.gnificantly gre~ter than among children' 

in the control classrooms) the program can be considered a 

-
success. In this case, children in ~1e control classrooms arc 

I recei~g the regular reading program since it is not possible 

to discontinue reading lessons. .Unfortlmately, this design is 
~ -

not ab-:ays feaSible in action set~ings because there may ~e 
. ... 
too fC\'o' people to act as . controls ,in a program , ... hidl SErves 

nnst of thosc "'ho arc eligible. i\no~ler problcm in the usc of ·-::Iev 

. . 
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experimental design is that program personnel may feel 

that it is unethical to have people in the program and 

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

One way to get around this problem is to substitu~c for 

the control grou~, a group receiving a comparison social 
I 

pTogram. Thus, t,.,'o experimental groups are used in order 

to learn which program'is superior. Another solution, 

where a program is still experimental, is to provide all 

communities in a program with a variety of treatments at 

different times ahd compare them. As a research des~gn, 

the experimental method is very rigorous and is generally 

not applicable to ev'aluation of programs about which 

little knm·tledge is available. According to Schulberg 

and his a~,sociates (1969: 12) , "Less rigorous designs 

can be appropriately employed when ambiguit~ is great, 

:while more rigorous designs should be utilized .as 
1/ 

knowledge about relevant varia~les increases. 

02. Quasi-Experimental Design -- When program conditions 

rule out the experimental design, the quasi-experimental 
/ 

design is freqyently utilized by evaluators. liThe basic 

cri terioll for hOH satisfactory they a1-...e_.is the extent to 

whic,~.,~hey protect against the eff'ects of extraneous 

variables on the outcome measures. The best designs arc 

those that control rele~ant outside dffects and lead to 

" 
" 
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I 

! 
I 
I 
,0' I 

., 
J 

I 
effects of the program ...• valid inforences about the 

Quasi-experiments have the advantao,e of· bOl'ng , , '- practIcal 

when concJi tions prevent true experimentation;" (Wqiss, . 
1971: 67-63), Among the many qUasi-experimental designs 

are the fo1loHing: 

" 

a. 'Time-series design in which a series of measure-
. 

ments are taken at periodic intervals before the 

program begins and ~ontinues on to a series of 

measurements following completion of the program. 

These measurements provide the researcher the 

opportunity to determine whether later measurements 

indicate a marke" chanae I' 
D over ear ler patterns prior 

to program implementatl' 011., \ 1 J n examp e of this des i on 
C> 

is th~ following: Measurements of functionally 

illiteiate prison inmates "."ho ar a b 
n v to e'in a program 

to improve reading and writing skills are taken 

severa'l times ~rior to'imp'lementation of the program, 

several times during the program, and several times 

o following completion of the piogram. Later ~easure­

ments can be compared with earlier measurements ~o 

determine'the degree of change in literacy; Also, 

the last measurement ;an be cQmpaied with the one . 
t~ken immediately following t~e end of-the program 

to ascertain whether the neH skills arc retained 

I 



. ' 

" 

" 

,by inmates completing the program. 

. 
b. Multiple-series desig~ which incorporates the 

features of the time-series design but takes measure­

ments of a· control group, i.e., a similar group or 
r ' 

institution which docs not receive the trea~ment. 

An interesting va~iation of the q~asi-experimental 

design was carried out by Wright and Hy6an (1964) in an , , 
. 

evaluation of the Encampment 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 

bf these different forms to various subgroups in the 
1/-. program. -

There are times when even the- quasi-experimental 

design cannot be used. This may result from limited time 
; 

allowed for fon evaluation, lack of availability of a 

non-random con~rol group)or lack of funds. The problem 

l'lith non-experimental designs is that .'they cannot pinpoint 

wheth&r observed changes a~e due to the program o~ to ~ 

alternative causes. Three of the most common non-experi­

mental designs arc the following: 
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1. Bcforc-and-aftcr sttH~Y of a single program in which 

measurements of the participants arc made to determine 

how well they have responded to the program. 

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

an ex-post-facto design in "hich retrospective reports on 

prior status of participants are collected and in turn 

arc compared Hi th the ',', after" s ta tus of participants. 

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

"controls." The latter are a comparison group who 'are 

selected because of their similarity to program 

participants. 

Measurement: Indicators, Reli~bility, and Validity 

According to Suchman (1967: ~16) "public service and 

social action research arc dificient in their concern 

with the r~liability and validity of ... evaluative 

instruments." Appa'rently, the criteria in evaluative 

, research (discussed earlier in this section) create 

measurement problems similar to those of operational 
./ 

indices for non-evaluative research. These problems are 

conriected with choosing indicators· to p.e. used in measure­

ment Wllich will serve as a link between the crite~ia and 

program objectives. Lazarsfeld and Rosenberg (1955: 15) 

write about this pr,oblem in their book, The Language of 

Soci n 1 Resen rch. They deal \vi th tHO bas ic ques tions : 

.. 
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1. How does one "think up" inuicators , 

(variables) being 'studied? 

for the criteria 

, ~ 

2. How docs one select from ,all possible indicators those 

which arc iI~iart of" the criteria and, therefore, \vill be 

measures of the criteria. 

Indicators of the criteria will depend on how the 
" 
triteria are defined, ~oW much time is spent on clarifi-

cation of the criteria de£inition~ and the precision of 
-measurement of the criteria which is des ired. Let us, go 

back to Hatry's example (1967:5) that I gave earlier in 

''1hich a governmental o'bj ective "to reduce crime" was 

identified and 'I crime rates" are the maj 01' cri terion. 

How should crime rates be defined? The 1972 issue 

df Uniform Crime,Reports gives the following definition: 

"Crime rates relate the incidence of crime to population. 

A crime rate shou~d be considered a victim ri~k rate in 

that it demonstrates the risk of becoming a vic~im of 

crime. 1I Using this definition,whi~h indicators shall we 

select? / We can use an o;erall crime rate which tells 

us that in 1972 t~ere were 2,829.5 crimes ~~r 100,000 
, 

residents in the United States. We can also provide 

for 19~2 a crime rate for e~ch of the crime~ included in 

the Index of Crime. I f ,the defini ti6'n of crime rG te is 

1 
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furtllcr clarIfied, indicators of crime rate, e. g., region, 

urb~n-suburban-rural, age, sex, race, socia-economic status, 

etc. might also be included. These variables will indicate 

that the risk of becoming a victim of crime will vary for 

diffcirent groups of citizens. A very important variable 

which is not included in official crime raies is the 

rate of unreported crime. How docs one estimate this? 
• 00 ~vl-lr'.. . 

I LEAA is presently collectln,g",v1ctlmlzatl0n data and 

I 

I, , 
I 

• 

probably in time this new source of data will be utilized 

to obtain an estimate of crime which is closer to t~i 

true crime rate. 

At this point ~t becomes necessal'Y to further clarify 

the goal lito reduce crime. JJ Does this goal mean to reduce 

crime by a small amount or a great ~eal? Are we concerned 

\'1i.th reducing the incidence o~ violent crime,S? By ''lhat' 

rate? Shall be compare crim~ ra~es for 1972 with crime 

rates fOT 1971 and show that the overall percent change 

in rat~ was a decr~ase of 2.7 percent? Does ihe overall 

'rate accurately reflect individual_crime rates? If we are 

concerned wi~h the crimes of murd~r, forcibl~ rape, and 

~ggravated assault we discover that these crimes have 

illcreased since 1971 while robbery ~ burglary, larceny 

$50.00"and over,and auto theft have shown decreased Tates 

over 1971. Docs the governmental 'obj ecti ve lito reduce 

crimelJ mean that the baseline year sliould be 1960? In 

''; 
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1972 the increase of the national crjme rate over 1960 was 

151.2 percent. During this period the murder rate increased 
. ~ 

by 78 percent, forcible rape by 134.7 percent, and robbery 

by 200.3 percent. Other crime index rates also showed 

comparnble increases. If iVe decide that reducing crime 

to 1960:ratcs is not a reaso~able goal in terms of 

,pTe.sent social conditt.ons, then the use of 1967 as a baseline 
" 

!year may be mOTe feasible. Between 1967 and 1972 the 

national crime rate incre~sed by 46.9 percent, 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 of crime also showed comparable increases over the 

1967 rates. 

Whether the indicators incorporated into the 

measuring i~struments (be they agency or primary data) 
. 

-demonstrate the connection between criteria and program 

goals wiil ~epend upon the ~ricaution~ taken by the 

evaluative researcher to insure reliability and validity 

of these measures. 

/ 

Reliabi~ity in eval~ative research is far more 

problematic than in other~ypes of· social research. By 

definition, reliability ~efers to' the degree to which 

consistent results can be obtained on repeateJ applica-

tions of a measuring instrument, i .. c~, that the same 

r---------------------------------------------------------------------~.~.,_~"~ .. ~,~~~~~, .. ~~~ 
. . 

. " ... 

i' 
I 

I 

1. 

... 

results' wil1'be obtaineu each time the instrument is 

used. Thus, the focus of reliability is on the way 

measurement is accomplished rather than on what is 
. , 

measured. One "lay to insure reliabili ty of the measuring 

instrument is to make it a~ precise'as possible. To 

further insure r~liability ofra measure when ratings or 

codings are inVOlved, steps must be taken to determine the .. 
consistency between raters and also by the same rater at 

different times': These steps are very important in 

evaluative research because the evaluator is attemp.ting 

to determine whether actual change has accurred. Poor 

reliability, i.e., variation in measuring instruments, 

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

change when in fact there is ~one. 

An example of reliability of a measurement might 

occur ina drug treatment center where urine specimens are 

collected on a r~gular basis from persons in treatment. 

The urine specimens are sent to a laboratory to undergo 

chemical 'analyses by thin layer ch~omatography to provide 

positive identification of'persons'who have used drugs 
/ ' 

quitQ recently~ HOiV reliable are the laboratory 

m~as~rements? One monitoring procedure-to check on 

reli'J.,b·ility is to submit split or rcplicat~ samples, i.e., 

to divide actual samplcsand submit each subpart to be 

• 
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, . 
analyze d as a sepa rate 5 ample. This proce<.lu re . \'Ihi ch \'las 

tarried out in a recent study on d~ug usage of arrestees 

proviclcd a reliability check on the technique of chemical 

analysis according to the resenrchers \·;ho stated,' "This 

monitoring effort provicled information concerning the 

consistency of the laboratory procedures, that is, agree-

ment betw~en different' samples of the same specimen was 

accepted as an indication of a consistent laboratory , 

procedure. However ,'I the authors continue, "this provided 
. " 

little information on the accuracy of the reports" 
/111 : B{~ 

(Eckerman, et. al,) B6 j;+.). 

When accuracy is mentioned, attention shifts from 

reliability of the data to validity of the data. The 

concern is now with what is measured rather than how it 

is measured. Using the same study discussed above as an 
" 

> 
example, le~ us see how the researchers -validated their 

,I .4 

finding~. A research chemist on the project prepared 

,standard solutions of five drug materials which the 

chemical analyses in the laboratory were supposed to 
/ 

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 progrnm was to provide an 

" 

, . 

.. 
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indication of the ability of the lnboratory to detect the 

presence of the drug substances when they arc known to be 

present. This information woul<.l then be used to nssess the 

validity of the urine analysis reports for the total 

specimens obtained from men in the study" (Eckerman, et. al., 

1971: B-9). 

There were six validity checks made in succession, one '. 
for each city in which the study was conducted. In the 

I 

first test the Illaboratory correctly identified 93.1 

percent of the standard samples containing morphine (the 
.(I 

drug used to determine detection of heroin in actual sample~). 

As a result of this finding, procedures for identifying 

morphonc (heroin) \'lere improved resulting in almost 100 

percent detection in the next five sites. 

There was still another validity test used in this 

,study. Each respondent was asked a series of questions on 

diug use. These 'data were com'pan::d \'li,th the resul ts of 

the chemical analyses. The results indicate a strong 

correspondence between the laboratory findings ana. the 

in terview da·ta. 

Now I would like to go back to th~_example of the 

I 

drug treatment center. Let us assume that'chemical a~alyses . ... 
of urine specimens of patients are both reliable and valid 

and patients at the center arc truthfully reporting that 
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they arc no longer using heroin. Arc the patients succe~;s­

ful because they arc now hel'oin free? I s being heroin free 

it valid indicator of success? Should being crime free also 

be includecl as an indicator of success? The individual 

who is being rated Ly treatment personnel may be on welfare. 
t 

Is he successful if he is heroin and crime free but cannot 

earn a living? Suppose the patient learns an occupational 

skill but docs not obtain a job. Is this because he really 

docs not want to work or is it due to the hesitancy qf 

employers to hire recent drug addicts? How do you ~easure 

success now?' Let us assume that the patient does obtain a 

job for which he is trained. Docs this mean that he can 

provide for himself and his family? How long must he 

retain the job to prove himself? If he uses methadone 

which he receives from the treatment clinici is he success­

ful if he no longer uses heroin; is gainfully employed, 

supports himself and his' dependents, arid leads a life 

which is consonant with the mores of his soci~ty? 

Hm'l valid are the above indicators of success? 
./ 

Herzog (1959: 45-46) indicates that "in ass~ssing psycho-

social change, the question of validity rests ultimately 
,.-

on op,inion." As can be seen from the examples given above, . , .. 
tests of validity depend upon the type of scientific 

measure to be validated~ Given a ~aboratory situaiton and 

. .' 
j' 

.. 

• : . 
I 

, . 

• • 

.' 

adequate controls, valicH ty cnn he b::J.sed on deterlllined fact. 
Yet evon in the 1 aborll tory, validity depends on how adeq~nte 
the test lS and the efforts takcn to prevent testing errors. 

Sometimes tests such as the chemical analyses of'urine 

specimens arc available to determine whether respondents 
I 

arc answering questions on drug use truthfully. In the 

case of Psycho-social'~hange, the ultimate criterion of 

validity is informed opinfon. These are some of the ways 

in which tests of vall'd.l't)' of " t measurlng lns 'ruments are 

used to determinci whether they do in fact measure what they 
S' 

purport to measure. 

. . 
The type of measuring ins tl'umen t that is used in an 

evaluation study depends on the purpose of the social . 
action program. According to Weiss (1972: 39) such 

instruments can be concerned'~ith attitudes; values, 

knowledge, behaviol', budgetary. allocat~ons, agency sel'vice 
. 

patter~s, prod1.lcti1iity, as well as mallY other, groups of 

variables. 
'. 

~enc)' Data 'Versus Data Collection 

. Sh~rtcomings of agency data usually present problems 

to the evaluator who seeks valid,:reliable, and sensitive 
' ..... 

measures. Lerman (1971: 221-232),' for example, discusses 

problems of institutional records of:delinquents that 
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reflect organizational interests as much as they do behavior 

of inmates which they purport to measure. In some pr~vate 

institutions supported by public funds, delinquents ~ho arc 

judged to be untreatable are transferred to public 

institutions. 1l01'lever, the social bookkeeping m.ethod 

which these institutions use, treat these internal failures 

as nonexistent by not'~ho\\"ing them when the final figures 

are tabUlated. "Only those re~idents ,."ho complete treatment 

and are released by th.e institution are included. Success 

of the institution is judged by following up only those who 

coml~lete treat;;'.ent while the 'failures are regarded as if 
.1,V)v 

theYAnever been part of the institutional population. 

Because of these and similar problems researchers must 

~~ft~n collect their own data. While this procedure has 

obvious advantages, it may result in a new set of problems. 

Tnese are: 

1. Data collection may add substantially to the cost 

of evaluation. 

/ 

2. Administrators and practioners may feel that data 

collection interferes with their work. 
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3. Evaluators become concerned that data collection 

m~y artificit1lly enhance client awareness of the program, 

thereby, c1wngjng its effectiveness. There are, of course, 

ways of dealing with such problems as, for example, using 

unobtrusive measures to collect data (Webb, et. al., 1966). , , 

There are many types of data available to the evaluative 

researcher depending tipon the type of program, available 
I I resources, and ability of the investigator to utilize various 

research techniques. These are interviews; questionnaires; 

observation; ratings (by peers, staff, experts); 

p,sychometric tests of attitudes, values, personali ty, 

preferences, norms and beliefs; institutional records;' 

government statistics; tests of information; skills; 

application of knowledge; projective tests; situational 

tests presenting the respondent '\'lith simula.ted situations, 

diary records; physical evidence; clinical examinations; 

financial re~ords; and docu~ents (e.g., minutes of Board 

meetings, newspaper accounts of policy actions, transcripts 

of trials) (Weiss, 1972: 53). 

/ 

Input>· Thruput', and Output 

Although most. evaluative rese'arclfc-l:S use the goal­

attal~nent model many are concerned with t~acking.the 

process of the program from input to outcome. Why should 

I 
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the evaluator who is using the goal-attainment model be 

. concerned with tracking the program? After all the , ' , 
evaluator's job is to determ~ne whether the program is 

achieving its goals? Why bother wi th what goes' into the 

program? Can the evaluator assume that the statement of 

the prog~am plan as it ~ppears on paper has actually been 

~mpJ:emented by the st(J..ff? If he does, there is always the 

possibility that he may 'be observing the effects of a non-

existent stimul~s. For example, suppose thousands of 

posters with mottvational appeals to heroin addict§ 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 

'collecting dust in a storeroom. An evaluator, unaware ,that 

the treatment had not been a~plied might give the program 

failing marks and then blame it all on the inadequacy of 

communications and motivational theories. 

Besides being certain that tfie program is T~all~ 
/ 

happening, the evaluator has to find out what is actually 

taking place. If a service is offering job training to 

clients recently released from prison, then the evaluator 
.~,. 

will need to monitor the program to determine what kinds of 

job training are being 'given, what qpalifications teachers 

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

of training materials, length of time of training ~ etc .. 

When the evaluative researcher investigates what goes 

into a program he is looking at such inputs as services, 

staffing, persons served, staff hours worked, mapagement, 

funds (more \'lill be said about this in the section on 

cost-benefit analysis), etc. If the participants arc 

viewed as inpuis, 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, ~nd (3) personal characteristics. 

J An important area for investigation is what I call 

thruput .. This is the region between inputs and effects 

(outputs). Here.~s an example that might occur~ Inmates 

in a prison system show considerable discontent by complain-

ing about the poor quality of foo~ which they receive. An 

evaluator d~scovers that prison officials are expending 

large sums of.moncy for food of adequate quality. What, 
. 

then occurs bet\'lecn the timc the ordel~ -for food is sent to 

the f'ood '\'I11olesalers and the time the preparcd ·fo.od is' 

" 
.. -
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J 
In the course of the investigation, served to the inmates? 

·the evaluator discovers that (1) food of a. lower quality 
." 

than is ordered and paid for is received and acc~pted at 

the prison; (2) storage facilities arc poor resulting in 

food spoilage; (3) there is no dieti tician on the staff to 

plan'mea~s and supervise c6oking; and (4) food h~ndlers and 
o 

~ooks are not trained ,in. their duties. In this example 
o' 

f there is a great discrepancy between inputs as disbursed 
Ii' 
I and inputs as services received. It is, therefore, very 

important in evaluation to examine what happens betwe'en 

the time of inputs as disbursed and inputs as received. 

Coleman(197l: 284) str.tes that "it may well be that the 

principal, or at least a major, explanatory variable in 

the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of a given program 

'is the loss. of input between its disbursement by 

authorities and 'its receiption by {those) it is i~tended 

to effect." 

Output has to be considered not only in terms of goal 

fulfillment which I discussed earlier but also in terms of 

unanticipated effects which mayor may not be favorable. 

An example of'unanticipated program output is the following: 

A program in \'<'hich juvenife delinquent$"- receive service, 

benefits the community as well as the delinquents· by 

reducing vandalism and other juvenile CTlmes. This is a 

ben e f i cia 1 u II ant i c i pat e d sid e e f fee t 'v 11 i c h \\' n s not tar get e d . 

• 

: ' 
I 

I 

~ 

.' 

.' 

However, in its initial phase, the program creates 

.considerable ill feeling, divisiveness, and actions to 

scrap ~he program because administrators attempt to'set up 

a juvenile center in an upper income residential area of 

the community. Tllis is an unintended and unanticipated 

consequence of the program. 

Cost-Benefit Analysis '& 
./ 

Having deiermined whether th6 goals of a program 

have been achieved, the evaluator now proceeds to an 

analysis of the benefits versus the costs of the program. 

This is referred to as a cost-benefit analysis and can be 

shown as an Efficiency Index (Greenberg, 1971: 161) as 

follows: 

Efficiency 
Output (in terms of goal fulfillment) 

- Input (In terms or cl6Tlars, serVlces and/oT 
Personnel time) 

The most efficient program, then, can be defined as 

that which yieldi the greatest pei unit change not ~he one 

that can be run at the least cost~per recipient (Freeman 

and Sherwood, 1971:272). However, cost should receive 

particular consideration in circumstances where alternative 

programs yield similar effects. ~here·~re times, also, 

when 'programs Hhich ~re not effective must 'be continuc;'d 

because the ideOlogical climate in tl1e community supports 
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them. The evaluator, then1 has the responsibility of 

'compa ring cos ts of vad ous programs Hnd recomr,lcnding the 

continuallc~ of only those \'IJd ch arc most economical. 

The efficiency index or ratio shown above seems like 

a neat measure. But how do you quantify intangible effects , 

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

feelings of high self-esteem among a group of ex-convi~ts 

who have learneJ a trade? How do you quantify the decreased 

an'xiety of parents whose children are no longer involved in 
. 

vandalism? "Cost-benefit analysts have to cope \'lith this 

problem by acute selection of indicators of benefit and 

by qualitative reporting of factors not susceptible to 

monetary expression" (Weiss, 1972:86). 

For some types of programs in "lhich benefits are 

quantifiable cost-benefit analysi~ is a logical exten~ion 

of the evaluative, research effo'rt. Anel it is particularly 

useful t·o those in policy making positions \'Iho· find that 

cost-benefit analysis rationalizes, clarified, an~ 

simplifies evaluative research reports. 
/' 
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IV. PROBLEMS IN EVALUATING I!\TERVD:TIO;'l PROGRA'·lS IN SOCIAL AcrIO.~ 
AGEi\CIES 

Historically) tlecision mcJ~ers have not ell-m'm upon evaluative 

l"eseardl us input into c1evelopn-cnt of p'olicy for social action 

progTommin g . Rather, social intervention progrnrns have resulted from 

recooni tion of social needs and pressures for social dumge. 
~ . 

Intenrention progTams are rarely' evaluated unless the f"unding agency 

stipulates an evaluation rcquirem:::nt. In the case of Federal ag~ncies 

\'1hich disburse vast sums of nDney :in the fOl111 of grants-in-aid, 

·Congress has required t1~at ,evaluation of social programs be conducted. 
;, 

, Problems In Aclministration of Evaluative Research 

TIle Ii terature of evaluation is replete 'wi th problems in 

administration of , evaluative research in social action agencies. 

Frequently thCJ:e appears to be a tug of 'war between evaluators and 

social action .agency Tepresentatfi:es, '1. e. " administrators and 

practitioners. 

AIlDng the situations which create strahi betl\'een researchers 

and agency pers01mel are the follo\\'ing: 

1. .. TIle evaluator enters Ule or.ganization to ,examine the 

\oJQ~~k of the practitioner. ~ 1he latter may feel 
. 

threatened by the evaluator and Wlcert~~Il about the 

unc1ertakj ng of rcs.eardl in an Ilrea in '\1lich he sees 
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himself, rather than the evahl~ltor as the e:xpert. Both 

mlministrators <mci practitioners arc concerned that 

evaluators Ji1uy poj nt up inefficiencies in the operaU on, 

'Ihe role of the evuluator is tb be innovative and he may 

recoll1ffi':mel nCi'l ways of treating clicnts, TI10 practitioner, 

on the other hand, sec this as a technique to undC:!rminc 
,I 

his os tnblished authori ty: He "wnts peace (lnd quiet and 

feels that he' cannot carry out tlle program in an atmJspl~ere 

of turbulence i\'hidl he believes the evaluator is creating,' 

3. TIle practitioner is inclined to think that the probing of 

the evaluator imposes an additional burden on his already. 

overfull ,,"ork schedule since he is now required to make 

. more complete and more frequent recording of infol1nation 

to be used as data for ilie evaluator, 

4. The. agenr,), aelministrator sometimes finds hjJ115elf in a 

difficult position. IIe may be interested in improving 

program output anel \'lould ~ike to have tlle assistance of 

inc1epende~t evaluators because he may recognize that his 

-practitioner staff will not provide .him \~~th all ilie 

llJ.fonnation he requires. On tho other hanel, once 
'" 

evaluation is in progress, findings may lUlcove.r 

organizational problOl115 . ""hidl contribute to progiam 

. ' 
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inefficiency. .AlIJllinistrators JlI:ly find this enharrassing und 

relatiolls wi 1,11 eval uati ve rescardl pcr50JUlCl In(IY becolT'C 

strainC!d. 

5. 111ere Hre consider&>le differences In the organizntion of 

time .between evaluator and practitioner. TIle latter allots 

his time to clients while the reSeardlCl' who does not have 
" 

clients organizes his time in terJ115 of designing l'escarch, 

collecting, recordiJlg, and cmalyz:i.ng data, and writing a . 

report or mono!,rraph. TIle practitioner ]l1ay regard this us~ 

of time as "living a parasitical life free from SdlCdules 

and responsibilities" (l~o(bnan and }(oJ.oc.1ney, 1971:122). 

6. TIle eValuator e)..11ects to get prim.:'1ry credit for tlle report 

since publication represents tJle cUJJnination of his work. 

From his point of view, the practi tioneT feeb that he should 

receive a great deal of the credit because he has given much 

tilT1<;!: to 'providing the eValuator with data. 

7. 
Tension is frequently created beti .... een evaluative researmers / 

on the one ~1al1d Md administrators on ilie other hand because 

the fonll~r "insi~t that tile), hold ul tima..tc- res})O!lSibility 

for l'eseardl deSign nnd execution. Administrati ve 

interference Hi th \\'lwt social scientists consider to be 

cri tical issues in the ~1esj gn <mel execution of reseordl is 

serio~1y resented" (Caro; 1971b :10) . 
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Many efforts arc nwc.1o to overcome th~ administrative problcJlI:> of 

conducting evaluation in social 3ction agencies. Mann and Likert 

(1971:lt13-lSl) suggest a specific process for involving the totnl 

structure from top mDDClgem::mt down to the practitioner in the 

analysis of, the data. First, they say, discuss the data \'lith top 
" 

agency administrators and ask,.them to (1) help interpret the data, 

and' (2) pl,m a pl'ogram to implem:;nt the findings. 1110n hold a series 

of meet:i.ngs with department heaos to convey to them the findings 

affecting their deparbnents. TIlese executives are also to be asked 

to '11Olp interpret the'data and t~ decide what further analyses of 

. tlic data should be rr.ade to llelp them in formulating plans for 

constructive. administrative actions." 11113 m3et:ings with department 

heads are to be conducted by top agenc), administratol's ,\110 have 

previously a~t~nded planning sessions with eval.:J 

C.1ilis proc?ss will be repeated and will filter down to 

division heads, then to first-line supervisors and in some instances 

to practi t:i.oners in tl)-e work group. 

111is process of invol vemant leads to the fo~l.o\vil:F. positive 

l'csul ts accord,ing to ~Iannand' Likert: 

L A high degree of pGrticipGtion :.:md PCTSOll:ll involvement 

in accept':ll1ce and utilization of cvalu(ltion findings . 

.. , 

I 

, , 
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2. .Atti tudo changes resul tin?, from j ntoractiQ])s w1Iong mCllbers 

partid paUng in gl'OUP discussions of' the filldings and r.ro~p 
\l!l. .. u.}--; • 

decisions concenling future actions. TI)9-f:O problems arc 

brought into the open and opportunities are provided for their 

resolution. 

3. Olanges are lnore lik~l)' to occur when elTI;1loyees participate in 

self-analysis than if rulal),sis is made by an outsider. 
I 

1>Ian), authorities in the field of evaluative research believe that 

one way to reduce strain is for the researdler to avoid becoming involved 

in open 01' hidden poweT groups , ... ithin the org8Jlization. Furthermore, 

the researcher must under lio condition accept agency management diagnoses 

of orgnnizational problems as a starting point for reseal'ch. 11ms, by 

stn~ssing his :independent role in the organization, the evaluator can 

maultain reSeal'dl objectivity. and neu~rality. 

'111ere has been much discussion in :the literature on the' compal'ative 

advantages 'of "inside" versus "outside" evaluators. 'The inside 

evaluator is a staff n:cmber of the> organiza!ion in ,\'hidl progl'~lS are 

being evaluated \v!lile the outside evaluo.tor is a consultant '''ho mo.y be 

a member of the academic community or of a resco.reh organization. It 
, 

is generally felt tlwt , ... }~en evaluation is conduct6d at tlle roquest of 

. a funding'llgcncy) it is desirable that the i-eseardl be' W1dertuken bi' . 

an outside evaluator since self-appraisal by insido evaluators may 
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he vic\\'eo ~IS ]ncld,ng in objecti.vlty. A report eJil Imp,rovilH! Fedcr[ll 

Pl'Orrnnl PcrJnrn:m1C'e (1971 :62) notos that "'[he use of outside !?TOUpS 

is particularly importnnt in supplementing state and local pro grain 

evaluation capa.bilities." Outside eva.luative researdlers call be drawn 

from quasi - govcr111r.cntal organizations such as the National Acac1emy 

of $ciences, non.-.pl·ofit institutes, and nnalytic res caTch organizations. 

rOi'lcver J if the social action '~g?ncy is large and top adrrLi,nistration 

fis interested in and supportive of independent evaluation, then it 

may be possible to conduct ob jecti ve evaluation wi thin the agency. ' 

If the evaluatiye researdler is to carry out his Jlk1Jlc1ate he must 

have the fiT111 support of th~ ::cbninistration of tile institution ,,'hose 

program he is exarnining and he J!1USt be able in an em:;rgcncy to "appeal 

to authorit·y to nmintain the operation that has been 50!: in motion" 

(Mcmn, 1971:] 81) • In t:his respect it is of tJle UlJr.os t importance that 

ac1m:i.!listrators and staff Jrr3rrbeTs be made awaTe initially of ilie 

implications of program evaluation., In the first instance tJlis will 
, -

be the task of the f1.Ulding agency when the decision to evaluate is 

made and later by the evaluator when he is selected. 

/ 

To ease the problems besetting both evaluators and administrators) 

the former should, at an early stag,? of tJle evalu,?-!=ion, make clear some 

of tJle lill~~,tations of the contribution of eval~ative researdl, explain 

that evaluation CUlmot solve ltUld:ulleIltal value lssues, nor can it resolve 

,l¢., 

, ( 
'1 

Ii 
I 

" ;1 
Ii 

I 

. 
• ,>A"~".b>.#'t~ .. ~~ 

I 
I 

-I 
I 

I 

'., 
~; \. "-

i 
i 
I 

-52-
}:. 

by itself dcep-se,ltecl conflicts bet"\\'een ac1ministrator,s and staff or 

betl'leen agency and clients. 
, ~ 

Prob 1 ems Tn UtiJj zatj on Of: H.c.sul t5 Of Evaluation 

I"TIle basic rationale for evaluation is that it provides information 

for ,action. its primary justification is that it contributes'to the 

l'at5.,onalization of decision r.1C1king land] unless it gains serious hearing ,. 

when program decisions are made,. it fails in its maj or purpose" 
I 

(Weiss, 1971:136). TIle literatlITe,yjelclc; little to indicate that 

evaluation results are actually utilized to any great extent. IRdeed 

many agencies ei tJler ignor~ or CA1)lain a,',ray evaluation findings and are 

not above cClSting aspeTsioIl? ln the res caTcher 's understanding of the 

situation and tJle st,:ate of the art. 

Writers in' the field of evaluative research discuss ma;ny reasons for 

the failure' to utilize' evaluation results. Am::mg these are: 

:- ' . 
1. Basic lack of understanding bY'cldministrators of the role 

of the evaluator. Administrators generally tend to place l]Dre 

credence in jud~nts of their department heads tJWll in the 

scientific results of evaluators. 

2.' Lack of authority of the evaluator HitJlin_the organization 
~- .. ~ 

to conduct tJle evaluation. As a result, Teseard1ers find tJ1[lt 
" 

they arc hampered in their attempts, to administer question-
" 

naires, to intervicw personnel, and to. obtain otJlcr necessmy 

t 
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data. 11d.s problem J:lay he ovcrcome i [ the eVDltiutor obtains 

the. wri tten support of the agcncy'head ([or obtaining data 

and acc()mplishjn~ th'3 cval1.);11.20n) at the very begilming and 

ma.intains em ongoing relationship with him . 

, 3 .. \\qlere evalu.:ltlon is required by lal'l c1c1ministrc1tors may resist 
" 

implementing results. becc1use of lack of unders tDJ1Cling of the 

relevc1nce of evuluD.tion to program improve~110nt . 

4. Disagreements between evaluators and administrators Tegarding: 

a. Evaluative criteria. 

h. E:A.}>lication of. ioals and strategies of the oTganization, 

by the evaluator versus administrators who find it 

difficul t or undesirable to conuni t themselves. 

c. Emphasis on mid-range and long-term problem solving by 

. evaluators versus e]1~)hasis on solving :iJ1m1ediate problems 

-(Le., putting out brush£ires) by adlItinistrators. 

d. Colluni~nt to scientific decision-mrudng by researdlers 

versus confidence in conventional \dsdom by administrators. 

'. , 

c. Evaluators elllphasis on progTmTl effectiveness '~hicJl disposcs ...• 
them to encourage dWl1gC versu,s· aclministrators empJiasis on 

avoic}jJlg turbulence ·whidl c1isposes them to enceU1~age 

" ... 

. ~.. .. ... " 

maintenance of: the status qllO. 

f .. MlCre n program lS foundering, reSe<1rd1erS nwy question 

theoretical premises of proLrrmns, sec a lack of understand­

ing of the basic problmns by ac1ministrators, and look for 

structural factors \I;'ithin the organization in a search for 

e:x.l)lanation of p~.oblems in contrast to administrators 'who 

are likely to accept the validity of the program, attribute 

g. 

" failure of programs to inadequate application of apPToadlCs, 

and e:x.l)lain organizational behavior in terms of individual 

idiosyncrasies and pel'sonality problems. 

Undcrcstimtion of political constraints) budgetary problems, 

and l:iJni tations of personnel and facilities by evaluators 

who may be unfamiliar with administrative realities of 

ongoing prograrns. 

5. LiTIri. tations of the researdl itself. For example, evaluati ve 

rescardl at times may not produce results soon enough to 

influenc~/short-tenn policy decisions. , 

Overcoming Problems In Utilizc1tion Of Evalunti,:e Research 

Weiss, (1971:J.41-142)m.:lkes several suggestions in her paper to .. 

increase tl~'~ utilization of evaluative l'esenrdl findings and help overcome 

serre of its serious prohlems. 111CSC arc as f0110'dS: 

" 
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1. Trac1d.ng the pro!!ress of the program input throuf~l the D~!ency 

makes it possibJ.e for the evaluator to inform the administrator 

''Ihere problems exist. 

2. Analysis of components of tile program ,md of alternative 

'approaches allo;','s the evaluator to recoTITIllcnd to the founding 

agency and to administrators al teTIlative ways of programming 

ratller than finding an entire program lacking in merit and with 

no indication of what course of action to take. 

3. Early identification of potential users of evaluative researdl 

fhlclings and selection of issues relevant to them. 
, . 

4. Invol vemsnt of administrators and practi tionel's J.n tlle evaluation 

process. 

5. Completion of evaluation on time ,d th early release of findings. 

, . 
6. Presentation and ,dissemination of findings using effective 

tcdmiques ~f communication. In tllis respect) }'fann and Likert 

(1971: 151)' reconurcnd. tllat the findihgs be fonl1ulated in simple, 

non-teclmic.:1.l language and in graphical f0l111. Going beyond 

communication of findings, Sudml~ (1967: 164) inakes the point . 
'th~t it is llecessary for the researcher not only to make 

rcconnn~ndations but to tr~ll1s1ate tJlCse recoJlnll~ncbtions into the 

actual organizational or PTocedurol chrmges that might be 

.1 
I 
I 
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developed to ir:rplcment the rcconmlOnc1ations. "Too often, 
, ~ 

evaluation stud.i.cs offer onl~ broad generalizations about ".'hy 

progrrurs arc not succeeding, without attempting either to m.'J.ke 

these reasons Jll0re specific or to suggest Ylhat might be done 

'about. tllelll." 

:'111ere is anotl1cr step ,·.'htdl goes beyond use of effective teclmiqucs 

of communication aJld l'ccommendations for social programming changes tllat 

must be taken in order to increase utilization of evaluative researcll. 

This involves the devel'opment of J1X;d18nisms for tJle feedback of -

evaluative researdl findings ~.o (1) officials responsible for progr,un 

plmming aJ1d progTanl m::>dif±cadon in funding agencies ,md (2) 

administrators in funded organizations \·;ho arc responsible for carrying 

out ,agency pl'Ograms. This is relevant to my earlier discussion of tlle 

process of social progr:amrrLi.ng in \\'hich I indicated that the feedback 

function is part of evaluation in the plamrlng-action-evnluation cycle. 

. 
At the 'present time the prestige standing of evaluative research is 

10\'1. 'TIle reasons for this' state of affairs arc mallY a1ld varied but one of 

the J1K)st importan~/is that this type of rese~1.'Ch has little impact on 

social action programs and is diffUsed to an extremely limited audience. 

As Rossi (1971:98) sees i~, evaluation must be "accorded its pl'oper place 

.t. as playing"il major role in policy formation 'and dmnge. Policy is form~d 

,'Ii thout consj dering \..,h.:1t kinds of evaluation rcseaTcll h'ould be needcd to 

snstain tJlC \\TortJl of a prognl111 and evcn JIDre jT!lport~Ult) ,\'lwt arc 
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"reasonable nlternatiYes \'Ilten evaluation inJicat':!s that a progI'unl has fuilec1. 

Without such a tl':o-pronr..cd cOJlunitment to evaluation, researdl tenclS to 

be ,\'1 ttillgly or othcnd.se designed to produce irrelevant results 

shoddily conceived, poorly carried out, and easy to disregard." It 

would be well, then, to accord moTe weight to evaluative research and at 

the same time to select evaluators \·;ho have strong professional and 

rganizational credentials. " 

v. CO~CLUSIO:-i 

A recent survey (Kirrber1ing anti Fryback, 1973) of the 54 LEM funded 

State Planning Agencies indicates UI[O major obstacles to the developli13nt 

of criminal justice evaluation systems. 111ese arc: 

1. Widespread confusion over the nature CLT1d ~aning of evaluation. 

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

monitoring are adequate ID2asur~s to fulfill the evaluation 

. requirement. Other SPA's regard reports of program directOl~s 

and program personnel provided during site visits as 

i1.llfilling the evaluation requirement. No effort ""as usu?-lly 

made to rel~te these subjective opinions to program effects. 

2. "Limitations on manpower and funding for tl-:e __ design of systems 

of <.;valuation that will render evalw:rii ve results comprehensible 

and ensure their timely input into the plmming cycle." 

.' 

..... , t ... ::.. • 
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As of the period between May 1J1rOLlgh Octobc.:r 1972, according to 

tJle survey, the' District oJ: Coluilbia State Pl<U11ling Agency did not have 
I • 

an evaluation pllln in operatiun, existence, or development; He did not 

utilizo any consultants at that time to help us in 1']10 developlr,ent of 

an evaluation system; and our evaluotion activity consisted only of 

project monitoring with some field 1;eClJ11 site visits planned. 

/ Kimberling ond J:ryback (1973: 159) believe that the developm3nt of 

criminal justice evaluation systems would constitute a major contribution 

to the national and intGrnational law enforcem:mt COJl1JlllUlity. 111ey state 

that ":Ulcreascd LEA,\ requiTem:mts and £un:1ing for the developm:;nt of . 

criminal justice evaluation systems offer a significant opport1..ulity for 

the design and refinement of evaluntion 111cthoc1ologies and pTocec1ures 

that may' prove tl'ansferrable to oilier large scale social programs. II 

In the JnCalltime, it may be useful for the program evaluation staff in 

OGJPA to examine evaluative researdl reports of gpnts-in-aid programs 

. funded by .tl1e ,Departments of Labor, Health, Education, and Welfare, and 

the 'Office of Economic Opportuni 1.)' to detel1nine \\'het11er iliese studies 

can contribute to the developmental period of. eValuation in tlle area of 
./ 

criminal jus tice prograJns. 

. , 

• ~ 4 ••• 
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. l'J11is type of analysis was f011llcr1y kna.m as Plcu1T1ing ~ - Pr,ogrmmni.ng 

Budgeting System (PI'BS) nnd was i'ntroducecl into the Dcparb:lent 

of D3feJ1se by Secrctmy ]'!c."!mnaTa in 1961. prES is presently 

in OpcTCltion in some state, county'" andci ty governments. 

~A more sophisticated definition of program \,;hich fits into a 

. systeJIG madel is the one "given by Schulberg, Sheldon, and Baker 

(1969a:5) in their 1JIntrQduction" to a reader in pTogram evaluation 

'whidl they edited. TIley \\"ri te, IIIn the field of organizational 

study, progra11lS geJierally arc defined as a set of ar..t~_vities 

occurring within a socia-: enterprise whidl have specific inputs 

of resources ,md conditions) certain lvays of organizing and 

processing these resources and conditions, teclmiques for 

establishiIfgrelat~ons a:mong them, and certain outputs which can 

b,e evaluated against given standan1s. Additionally, aspects 

. of the organization's patterned activities occur not only \vithin 

its rn\~ st1~ctUTe but also in relation to oti)er organizations as 

Hell. " 

31n recent yea:S considerable differences have been noted among 

systems theoris ts .1->Iudl of this has prob Db ly resulted from t_ .... _ - . 

attacks on tilC theory' by those who 'do not accept it. The latter 
.... 

take the position that social systems (i.e. organizations, 
" 

conUlllmi tics, societies, etc:) do not necessarily adapt to 

• • 

I 

, 
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social ch~mge. 111e example of: adaptation which I guve \Vas that 

"State Prison" \'IUS really accorr:;nodating to the status quo in the 

community by placing cus!:.odial care and securit-y first. Suppose 

the pressure was toward tll1 effecti,ve Tehciliilitation program 

entailing many dlOnges and suppose f'urthcr that progrcuns ,were being 

instituted to effectuate such dlanges. Could the institution 

accoJThl1odate to SUdl radi~al social dltll1ge? TIle social scientists 

who attack systems theOI"y sta.te that social systems do not 

necessarily react to social dlange by acconunodating to it. -

Accommoda'tion or adaptation implies that social systems 

maintain a state of dynmnic equilibrium. The systelilS approach 

of Wilbert E. Moore (1963), tll1 industrial sociologist, . 

substitutes the postulate of a tension management system for the 

postulate of a system in equilibrium, thus taking social change 

into account. Us:L'1g this perspective) the TeseaTcher Ctll1 identify 

the tensions (inconsistencies or str~ins) and predict that tilese 

are the probably sites of change. TIlis. type of model differs from 

the equilibrium rodel as follows: 

1. If the strains are dcepseated, dlange will not 

restore the equilibl'ium. 

2 •. ,. The consequences of chDJlge will be tension 

producing as \<lell as tension reducing:. 
'" 

. . 

" 

,. 

.. ' 
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3. Management of tension nny not be successful. 1110 

system may not persist or make a trcmsitioll fyom 

one system to another. 

4A more complete trentment on the s}Jbject of eA-periJnenta1 and 

quasi-experimental designs can be found in Cwnpbell ancl ~tan1ey 

(1966) and Cwnpbel1 (1971). 

Spar the l'eader ,..,ho is jnterested in fuTthcr discussion of the 

subject of validity, see Suchman (1967:120-126) and Herzog 

(1959 :41-50) . 

6Cost -benefit analysis descTibed J.n this section is 8pplied 

retrospectively to calculate the rS!turn on investments in on-' 

going cllld past programs. This contrasts \-lith cost-benefit 

analysis ,·:hich is conclucted in a prospective framm'-/ork in ""hich 

.the emphasis is on planning to detennine the probable costs and 

benefits of alternative strategies to adlieve a given end, e.-g., 

to reduGe crime. 

/ 
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