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INTRODUCTION 

This paper reports on the needs assessment phase of the Model Evaluation 

'Program in the State of Washington. The needs assessment was undertaken at the 

request of the Law and Justice Planning Office in order to assess the perfor-

mance of the evaluation system and to recommend strategies for improving the 

eValuation process. 

The major question which guided the eight-month study was as follows: 

What are the factors that constrain and/or facilitate the use of information 

from evaluation in the decision-making process? In order to answer this question 

we felt it was necessary first to visualize what an effective evaluation system 

would or should look like; second, to determine where, amidst the complex 

interrelated federal, state, regional and local agencies with responsibilities 

for law and justice plamling and administration, the decisions are made that 

actually result in some action projects receiving funds and others not receiving 

them; third, to develop appropriate and adequate measures for the quality, 

amount of use and reliance on evaluation information; and fourth, to isolate 

specific problems evaluators face in their environment. 

An overview of the methodology and results of the study are contained in 

this paper. It should be emphasized that the study was descriptive rather than 

hypothesis-testing~i~d~~hat our results cannot be generalized to evaluation 

systems elsewhere. However, a number of propositions worthy of further consider-

ation will be presented. 
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Role of Evalua~ion in Decision-Making: A Simple Model 

Evaluation may be defined in terms of the type of question it seeks to 

answer and the procedures used in answering the question. The question asked 

by an evaluation often is phrased in the following way: What would ( ) 

have been if ( ) had been different, or if ( ) had" not existed at all? 

A common evaluation question in criminal justice, for example, is: What would 

the (crime/recidivism rate) have been if (some intervention) had been different, 

or if (some intervention) had not existed? The second part of the definition 

of evaluation is that the procedures used to answer the qucstion(s) conform 

to generally recognized standards of social science research. Information 

produced by evaluation differs from many other types of information in that 

scientific procedures have been used to produce it and scientific standards 

are used to judge its accuracy. 

A simple model of how the planning, decision-making and evaluation 

system should work is presented in Figure 1. The major role of evaluation 

is to measure the impact of action projects on pmblems in the community. 

Information from evaluations should include the estimated magnitude of impact 

on the problem, the probability that similar results would be achieved again, 

and the major factors that contributed to the success or failure of the 

-project. Information from evaluations should then feed back into all parts 

of the system. These data are used to identify appropriate strategies and fund 

projects with a high probability of success in dealing with the problem. 

The system shown in the diagram focuses attention on the quality of evaluation 

reports as well as on the use of evaluations. Shortcomings in those areas 

increase the liklihood that inappropriate strategies will be selected or 

unsuccessful projects funded -- either of which means the problem is likely 

to continue unaffected. 
25 
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The simplicity of the model evaluation system masks an enormously com-

plex set of interlocking governmental units, agencies and individuals in the 

State of Washington who actually are respopsible for identifying problems, 

choosing strategies, and allocating funds to specific projects. An additional 

task, therefore, was to determine where, among all participants, the effective 

decisions about project funding are made -- including who makes the decisions 

and what criteria are used to allocate scarce resources among the many persons 

and groups who request funding ,for specific projects. 

THE DECISION-I1AKING PROCESS 

Information on decision-making procedures within the Washington law 

enforcement and criminal justice system was obtained through informal inter-

views with numerous persons in the state eud intrastate regional agencies, 

documents prepared by the agencies, and a formal survey (mailed, with telephone 

follow-up) of major participants in the system. A complete description of 

the system would require far more space than may be allotted here; what follows 

is merely a summary. 

As with all of LEAA t s state planning agencies, the Law and Justice Planning 

Office is responsible for allocating LEAA funds to regional areas within the 
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state and to other state agencies. The process through which funds are allocated I 
is illustrated in Figure 2. Funds are received by the state on the basis of 

a crime popUlation formula and, in turn, approximately 55 percent of these are 

allocated on a crime population formula basis to 21 regional areas. Over the 

last three years, approximately 45 percent of the funds have been allocated 

to other state agencies that have major responsibilities for criminal justice 

within the state. 

Within the 21 regional areas, there are two types of funding procedures: 

Type A regions allocate funds directly to projects; Type B regions (a minority 

27 
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of the areas) allocate the money to local government units which, in turn, 

determine which projects will be funded and which will not. The planning 

guidelines specify ~ regional areas (and state agencies) are to m~~e their 

decisions but they do not place many constraints on these decisions. 

The guiding philosophy of the state planning office is that regional 

preferences should determine which projects will be funded, but that regional 

decisions should be reached on the basis of a highlY rationa~ analysis of 

problems, strategies, and projects. In order to measure the degree of decen­

tralization in the system (and to identify the effective decision-making 

points) we obtained copies of the original requests for funds from each region 

and traced the review process through the entire state system. 

Eacn region is informed, in advance, of how much money they can expect 

to receive. The planning guidelines specify that each region must perform 

a quantitative analysis of the crime problem, develop strategies for dealing 

w:ith the problems, and then select the projects that have the greatest poten-­

tial for ameliorating the most important problems. Each region is required 

to rank the projects it recommends in order of their priority. Recommenda­

tions from the regions are submitted to the state planning office for ~pproval. 

The professional staff in the planning office conducts a project-by-project 

review and then submits its recommendations to the planning sub-committee 

of the Governor's committee. The Governor's committee is appointed by the 

Governor and is composed of criminal justice system officials, some elected 

officials, and some persons appointed from outside the system. After the 

sub-committee finishes its review, the full Governor's committee reviews 

the recommendations and makes a "final" recommendation concerning funding. 

Although this recommendation goes to LEAA and to the state legislature (for 

matching funds), there are almost no changes made beyond the Governor's 

committee. 
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Two measures were used to estimate the extent to which regional prefer­

ences prevailed in the final allocation of funds for 1977: The first is the 

extent to which projects that actually received funds were ranked above projects 

that did not receive money, and the second is the proportion of all regional 

projects which were judged "not a.cceptable," meaning they would T.lot have been 

funded even if money were avail~~le. 

Scores on the first indicator were developed by calculating the cut-off 

point for funded projects in the region and calculating the percentage of 

projects actually funded that were above that point. If the state, for example, 

funded three projects in a region and selected those ranked 1,. and 3, then 

the score is 100 percent, indicating the state decisions complied perfectly 

with regional preferences as indicated by the ranks given to projects. If 

the ~tate selected projects 1, 2, and 5 (or if they selected projects 2, 3, 

and 4), then in both instances they eliminated one preferred by the local area 

in favor of one lower-ranked project. The score would be 67 percent (two 

divided by three) since two of the three were within the top three ranked 

projects. From the data available, it does not appear as if any ranks were 

changed to eliminate a very expensive project ranked higher on the RPU list 

in order to fund several less expensive ones that were ranked lower. 

Scores on the second indicator represent the proportion of projects that 

were listed as "not acceptable tl for funding rather than as tlnot sufficient 

funds." The resulting score is an indication of the extent to which local 

pr~ferences would have been overriden by the state if the LEAA money had 

been as high as the total requested amount from the regional planning units. 

Data f~om the analysis are presented in Table 1. 

Of tho projects eventually funded, 96.5 percent were in the same priority 

ranking recommended by the regional planning units. Conversely, one can say 

that less than four percent of the funded projects were ranked below a pro- . 

ject that failed to ~eceive funds. This analysis suggests that the original 
30 
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TABLE 1: Regional Funding Requests and Determinations 

Total Number of Projects Requested 

Total Number of Projects Funded 

Of Those Fu~ded, Number that were ranked 
above all unfunded projects 

Percent of adherences to Regional Preferences 

Total Number Judged "Not Acceptable" by 
Law and Justice Planning Office Staff 

Percent Not Acceptable 

Number \Judged !INot Acceptable" by 
Subcommittee 

Percent Judged "Not Acceptable" by 
Subcommittee 

Number Judged "Not Acceptable If by 
Full Committee 

Percent Judged !'Not Acceptable" by 
Full Committee 

31 

225 

116 

112 

96.5% 

71 

32% 

58 

26% 

58 

26% 
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decisions concerning project ranks made at the regional level were the ones 

that eventually determined which projects would be funded and which would be 

eliminated. The highly'decentralized nature of decisions pertaining to pro­

jects actually funded must be interpreted cautiously since the state decision­

making procedures could have had considerably more impact if more funds 

had been available. The Law and Justice Planning Office staff rated 32 percent 

of the projects as unacceptable for funding even if the money had been avail­

able. Each of those decisions could have resulted in a lower-ranked project 

being funded. The planning sub-committee of the Governor's Committee changed 

thirteen of, the I1not acceptable" ratings to acceptable with conditions, but 

this still left 26 percent of the projects in the "not acceptable" category. 

The evaluation system, initiated in 1974, also is decentralized. Provi­

sions are made for fifteen positions: five at the state level, six in four 

urban/high crime regions, two in suburban regions, and one in a rural region. 

In the fourteen other regions, planners or project d~ectors are responsible 

for evaluating LEAA-funded projects. 

Most of the evaluation reports produced in 1976 came from the seven 

regions with evaluators. State evaluators did not produce any evaluation 

reports of regional or state proj ects • Their responsibilities, rather, are 

to coordinate evaluations, provide technical assistance -- especially in 

areas that do not have evaluators -- and synthesize information from the re­

gional evaluators' reports. The last task is especially difficult given the 

var.iety of projects that were evaluated in the regions and the quality of the 

reports. 

USE OF EVALUATION INFORMATION 

Several types of data were collected in an effort to develop multiple 

estimates of the amount of use given to evaluation reports: 

32 



10 

1. Surveys were conducted of regional and state planners, project 

directors, advisory planning committee members, and other professionals within 

the state LJPO. (See Appendix A for information on the sampling procedures, 

response rate, and other details of the methodology.) Each respondent was 

asked the following questions about the amount and type of use: 

(a) The number of evaluation reports they became aware of during the 
1976 planning process; 

(b) The number of these which they reviewed, but did not use the infor­
mation in their work; the number which contained ir.formation that 
they considered, and the number which played a major role in their 
p:>rk; 

(c) The number of evaluation reports which the respondent used to argue 
for discontinuation of a project; lowered priority; continuation; 
or higher priority for a proj6ct; 

(d) The number of evaluation reports that they used to argue for maj or 
changes in project operation. 

Although these questions seem to ask for II factual II data, it should be 

recognized that responses are a mixture of facts and perceptions. Individuals 

cannot remember all instances of "use" and, especially at the higher· levels 

of administration, an individual will have a difficult time recalling the 
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source of different types of information. Nevertheless, there is no perfect II 
way of reconstructing the IIfacts" concerning the amount of use by each of 

these respondents and the best recourse was to ask them. 

2. In addition to asking the users of evaluation how many reports they 

used, the evaluators also were asked to estimate how many of their reports 

I 
I 

were used by ~ of the potential audiences: directors, planners (prog-r'am I 
managers and standards at the state level), project directors, and planning 

advisory committee members. These estimates by evaluators provide a second 

source of information on the extent to which evaluation reports were usedl by 

someone else in the system. 

3. Another' indicator of use is the perception of evaluators and all 
',\< \ 

I 
other persons in the, survey concerning the importance of information from 

'" 
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evaluation compared with other sources and types of information. Respondents 

to the survey were asked to rate eight types of information on a scale ranging 

from one (least important source of information) to ten (most important source). 

Persons at the regional level were asked these questions in reference to the 

final decisions made by the planning advisory committee concerning which 

projects would be funded. Persons at the state level were asked to rate the 

importance of each type of information in final state-level decisions concer­

ning which projects would·be accepted or not accepted for funding. 

4. The final indicators of use, available only at the state level, 

were the written reasons given for judging a project to be "not acceptable." 

These were summarized on the LJPQ project review form. Since the major role 

of evaluation is to determine the effectiveness or efficiency of a project, 

reasons for rejection of a proposal were considered xp be based on evaluation 

information if they referred to probable ineffectiveness, or evidence of prior 

poor performance/lack of impact as the reason for project rejection. 

Recall and perceptions of the amount of use are presented in Tables 2 

through 6. For these portions of the analysis, the respondents to the survey 

were divided in accordance with the type of position held and in relation to 

whether they worked at the state level, in a region whj~h has an evaluation 

section within the planning agency (type 1 regions) or in regions that do not 

have an evaluation section. Because the nunwer of respondents is quite small, 

inferences should not be made to a larger population although, in most instances, 

the respondents to the survey constitute a significant majority of all persons 

in the areas (see Appendix A). 

Number of Reports 

The data in Table 2 indicate that all agency officials in regions which 

have evaluators were aware of one or more evaluation reports whereas at the 

34 
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TABLE 2 NUMBER OF EVALUATIOO REPORTS: USER ESTIw\TES 

% Aware Eval. Estimate 
of one or Avg. No. of No. of Reports 

Total more Reports, per Aval1al>le by 

" Reports person by Area 

State Planners, 
Di rectors. 
Others 11 74% 9 28 

~: eg onal Planners. 
11 100% 9.6 8 Directors. Others: 

(Eval.Regions) 

~: eg onal Planners, 
Dfrectors, Others 9 56% 6 
(Regions without 
eva 1 ua tors) 

(Advisory) 
Planni{aocommfttee , 
State Gov.Committee) 9 11% .22 28 
Type 1 RPU 12 58% 4 8 
Type 2 RPIJ 17 24S 1.6 

Project Directors 
State 11 '18% .45 
Type 1 Region 48 52% .96 
Type 2 Region 18 39% 1.0 

--... _ ..... - -'-".- - -

TABLE 3 AMOOOT OF USE OF EVALUATIOO , AS RECALLED BV USERS 1 

PER eDIT OF REPORTS THAT RESPaIDENT SAID: 
No. were not were p 1 ayed a major 

User Persons used considered role 

ItANNERS. DIRECTORS. 
OTIIER fROFESSlOOALS 

State LJPO 8 29% 45% 25% 

Type 1 Regions 11 11% 30S 59% 
(with evaluators) 

Type 2 Regions 5 872: 5% 8% 
(no evaluators) 

PROJECT DIRECTORS 

State (2) (0) (87) (13) 

Type 1 Regions 25 26% 43% 31S 

Type 2 Regions 7 47 0 53 

ADVISORY/PlANNING COMH. 

State, Gov.Committee (1) (0) (0) (100) 

Type 1 Regions 7 0 6 94 

Type 2 RegIons (4) (25) (40) (35) 

lOata are based only on the persons who indicated that they were aware of at least 
one evaluation report pertinent to their work. The number of cases 1s quite small 
In some instances because very few of the respondents were aware of any reports. 

- - -.- - - - -... ~. 
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state level, 74 percent of the respondents said that they were aware of 

, at least one report and 56 percent of the agency officials in regions without 

evaluators indicated they were aware of one or more reports. The same, pattern 

of use is found for the advisory committees. In the regions with evaluators, 

58 percent of the advisory committee members said they were aware of at least 

one report compared to 11 percent of the state~level committee respondents 

and 24 percent of the committee respondents from type 2 regions. Project 

directors indicate a similar pattern: 52 percent of those in the regions 

with evaluators said they reviewed one or more reports compared with 18 and 

39 percent for the state level directors and type 2 regional project directors, 

respectively. 

Use of Evaluation Information 

Respondents who indicated t~at they had reviewed at least one eValuation 

report were asked to estimate the proportion of evaluation reports that were 

reviewed but not used; the proportion that were considered in their work or 

decisions; and the proportion of the reports that had a major role in their 

work or decisions. As shown in Table 3, agency officials in regions with 

evaluators estimated that a greater proportion of the reports had a major 

role than did either the state officialS or the officials in regions without 

evaluators. There were only two state-level project directors and one person 

on the state Governor's Committee that had reviewed any evaluation reports. 

The degree of use estimates for these audiences are not a reliable indication 

for anyone except the small number of individuals involved. 

Evaluator's Perception of Use 

Evaluators at the state level estimated that 46 percent of the'reports 

received by LJPO were reviewed by the LJPO professional staff, whereas the 
·OJ 
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evaluators in regions with an evaluation section estimated that 81 percent 

of their reports were reviewed by the regional planning agency (Table 4). 

In a similar way, state evaluators estimated that the Governor's advisory 

committee did not review or become aware of any reports whereas regional 

evaluators estimated that 62 percent of their reports were reviewed by the 

committee. 

Table 4 also contains the number of reports, according to evaluator 

estimates, that were used by some potential audience and the extent to which 

these were utilized in decision making. State evaluators estimated that 

67 percent of the reports which LJPO professional staff became aware of weF'e 

not used, 28 percent were considered, and 6 percent played a major role in 

LJPO decisions. At the regional level, the estimates show that evaluators 

believed 31 percent of the reports which planners/directors became aware of-

were not used~ 41 percent were considered and 29 percent played a major role. 

Regional evaluators indicated that the degree of use of the advisory 

committees was about the same as for the planners/directors: 31 percent of 
. 

the reports not used, 39 percent considered, and 31 percent having a major 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

role. The majority of project directors, according to the evaluators, considered I 
the reports, but only 17 percent played a major role in decision-making by 

the project and 19 percent were not used at all. 

When the figures on extent of use (not used, considered, maj or role) 

are compar,ed with the estimates of use recalled by the various audiences, it 

appears as if one of three things has happened: 

(1) evaluators underestimate the extent of use, or 

( 2) evaluators are not aware of all the uses given to their reports, or 

(3) users tended to overestimate the degree of use they gave to evalua­
tion repoI'ts. 

For example, the regional evaluatoI's estimated that 29 percent of the reports 

played a major I'ole in decisions made within the regional planning unit whereas 
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TABLE .. p,r.10lllT OF USE OF EVALUATIOO IHFORHATJOO. AS PERCEIVED BY EVALUATORSl 

State Evaluators 

Perception of . 
use by LJPO 
planners/other 
professns 15. 

Perception of 
use by Gov. 
cOll1llittee 

Regional Evaluators 

Perception of use 
by planners/ 
directors 

Perception of use 
by advisory 
cOll1llittee 

I Perception of use 
I Project 
. Directors 

No. 
areas 

Ii 

7 

6 

7 

lio. 
resp. 

N 

5 

5 

8 

7 

9 

No. 
reprts. 

I 

28 

28 

56 

45 

56 

Reviewed, 
Reviewed not used Considered 

IS 

46% 67% 28S 6% 

o o o . o 

81 31 41 29 

62 31 39 31 

98 19 63 17 

lThe figures 1n the Table marked I % refer to the average proportion that evaluators' 
indicated were used by each of the audiences. The percentages for not used, considered;' 
and major role were calculated from a base figure that included only the reports the 
evaluators thought the groups had been aware of, thus the latter three categories total 
to 100 per cent. Perceptions of use by reglonal evaluators cannot be compared across 
categories except w1th cons1derable cautlon because different numbers of evaluators 
responded to the different questions. Seattle has no advisory committee and the evalua­
tors 1n Seattle were excluded from that category reducing both the number of evaluators 
and the number of reports that were used as the base figure. 

- . - - -.- - - - - -
- ., 

TABLE .5 . TYPE OF USE OF EVALUATION AS RECALLED BY USERS1 

P1 anners/Dl rectors 

State 

Type 1 Region 

Project Directors 

State 

Type 1 Region 

Type 2 Region 

Planning Advisory 
COll1ll1.ttees 

Gov.Coll1llittee 

Type 1 Reg10n 

Type 2 Region 

Evaluators 

State 

Type 1 Region 
evaluators 

Ho. 
Resp. 

8 

11 

(2), 

25 

7 

(t) 

7 

(4) 

5 

9 

EStimated Percentage of Evaluation Reports that were: 
used to argue used to argue 
for discontln~ used to argue for for Significant 

uance continuation change 1n project 

lOS 

14 

(0) 

2 

o 

(0) 

8 

(21) 

7 

18 

12% 

65 

(75) 

65 

22 

(100) 

63 

(36) 

43 

41 

9% 

47 

(50) 

20 

6 

o 
46 

(12) 

4 

19 

lNumber of respondents indicates the number that were aware of one or more evalua­
tion reports. Percentages are based on these persons and on the number of reports 
they used fn each of the different ways. Type 1 region refers to regions that 
have evaluation sections w1th at least one full-t1me evaluator. 
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planners/directors within the unit estimated that 59 percent of the reports 

played a major role. I 

Type of Use for Evaluations 
I 

Survey respondents were asked whether they had used evaluation reports I 
to argue that a project should be discontinued, continued~ changed in a signi-

ficant way, and other similar questions. A summary of these results is pre- I 
sented in Table 5, along with evaluator's responses to the same questions. I 

A small percentage of the evaluation reports were used to argue that a 

project should be discontinued: estimates of 10 percent were given by state I 
planners/other professionals; estimates of 14 percent from the regional 

planners; estimates of 2 percent from type 1 regional project directors, and I 
estimates of "none used in this way" from project directors at the state level I 
and in the regions without evaluation sections. Regional evaluators estimated 

that 18 percent of the r~~ports were used to argue for discontinuation of a I 
project and state evaluators estimated that 7 percent were used in this way. 

(These figures are based only on responses from persons who said they were I 
aware of evaluation reports and the differences in percentages across audiences I 
is based on a very small number of cases.) 

Estimates of the proportion of reports used to argue that a program I 
should be continued ranged from a low of 12 percent (estimated by the state 

LJPO staff) to a high of 65 percent -- an estimate given by the planners/dir-

. 

I 
ectors in type 1 regions; project directors in type 1 regions, and the advisory I 
committee in type 1 regions. Evaluators from those regions put the propor-

tion at a lower level -- estimating that 41 percent of the reports were used 
I .. 

,-. 
to argue for a program continuation. 

Evaluation reports also were used at times to argue for significant 
I 

change in a project, such as change in its location, strategy of operation, I 
39 I 
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and so on. In the type 1 regions (regions with evaluation sections), the plan':'" 

ners/directors estim:ated that they used 47 percent of the reports in this 

way; project directors estimated that 20 percent of the reports were used 

to argue for project change; the advisory committees, estimated that 46 percent 

were used for this tJ~e of argument, and the evaluators estimated 19 percent. 

Use in taPO Ratings 

Another indicator concerning the extent of use given to evaluation 

reports could be obtained only at the state level. This was the written 

reasons given for judging a project to be "not acceptable" for funding and 

the written conditions stated for projects that were judged to be acceptable 

wi th conditions. 

Of'the 226 projects recommended by the regions for funding, there were 

82 judged to be not acceptable, a total of 36 percent. 

Of the reasons given for projects being not acceptable, the largest 

percentage (41~~ were that the Submission 1 document from the region had not 

provided sufficient documentation of a need for the project. Twenty percent 

were judged not acceptable on the basis of poliqy decisions that had been made 

previously' at the state level either by the Governor's Committee or the State 

Legislature. Two percent of those in the "not acceptable" category were there 

because th~ evaluation component was insufficient. There ~ere other reasons 

also given for the project being not acceptable. Ten percent of the treasons 

for unacceptability involved indications that there was no evidence given that 

the project would have an impact on crime and/or that the project: could 

reasonably be expected to achieve its goals. For only one of the cases in 

this category was it clearly said that data from the project indicated that 

it had no impact on its goals. In other words, there was one clear-cut 

instance in which evaluation information about a project was used as' 'one of 
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several reasons for it being judged not acceptable. There were seven other 

instances in which IIno evidence of effectiveness," or "unreasonable to expect 

project will be effective" or other·simi1ar types of evaluation-related 

statements were made. This provides additional documentation that evaluation 

information is not used much by the state planning office. 

Comparative Importance of Evalua.tion Information 

Respondents were asked to assess the importance of information from 

evaluation reports in comparison with other sources of information when final 

regional (or state) level funding decisions were made. Each person also was 

asked to indicate the "id.eal" weights that they would attach to each type of 

infoI'Illation. 

Regional respondents were asked to rate the importance of each of the 

sources of information in reaching final regional-level decisions about 

project funding or priority ranking. State-level respondents were asked to 

rate each in relation to final funding decisions by LJPO. The sources of 

information were to be scored on a ten point scale with 10 indicating the 

most important and one indicating the least important source of information. 

The same rating could be used more than one time <I The sources of information 

to be compared werE~: 

I 
I 
I 
I. 

I 
I 
" 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

(1) Testimony or op~n~ons of project directors or other project personnel I 
based on experiences with the project; 

(2) Testimony or cilpinions of program clients (excluding survey data I 
contained in.eva1uation reports); 

(3) Results of formal evaluations; 

(4) Results of informal evaluations done by evaluators (monitoring, 
t1trouble-shooting," etc.); 

(:~;::"·''R.esu1ts of informal evaluations done by RPU planners (monitoring, 
. '~'rtroub1e-shooting ," etc.); 

(6) Testimony or. opinions of community groups that are affected by the 
program; 
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(7) Testimony or opinions of the public, other than persons who are 
affected by the program; 

(8) Newspaper or other media impressions of the project; editorial 
opinion about it. 

As shown in Table 6, the regional planners/director§, evaluators and 

advisory committees in type 1 regions all gave scores on the current impor-

tance of evaluation that are above 5.0 which is the corrected;average score. 
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I 
In these areas evaluation was ranked above all other sources of information 

I by the planners/directors and the project directors. The advisory committee 

I 
I 
I 
I 

ranked it second. Individuals at the state level -- with the exception of 

state project directors -- gave evaluation a score that was below average. 

The state evaluators and the planners, progt'am managers, and other profession-

als indicated its weight was three on the ten point scale. The Governor's 

Committee estimated the weight to be four. On the "ideal" weight, there 

obviously is no difference between the state and type 1 regions. Evaluators 

rate evaluation close to 9.0; planners in the type 1 regions gave it a weight 

II of 8.5, and state-level professionals weighted evaluation at 8.0. The commit~~ 

tees provided "ideal" average weights of 7 and 7.5 on the ten point scale. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

Respondents from regions without evaluators weighed evaluation information 

higher in their "ideal" decision-making system than in the current one, but 

the scores are not as high as in the type 1 regions or at the state level. 

Several comments are in order: 

1. Regardless of which indicator one uses to estimate the extent to 

which planners and decision makers rely on evaluation information, it is apparent 

that the amount of use is greatest in the regional areas that have evaluation 

sections. The amount of use at the state level and within regions that have 

no evaluators attached to the planning agency is considerably less. 

2. Even in regions that have the greatest amount of use (type 1 regions), 

the full potential of e:valuation information has not been realized, as indicated 
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TABLE 6 IMPORT.ANCE OF EVALUATION I 
I 

Current Ideal Current Ideal I. Weight Weight Rank 'Rank 

State 
I 

.; I Planners, 3.8 8.0 8 1 
Prof 

Adv.Committee 4.0 7.0 7 1 I 
Evaluators 3.0 9.0 8 1 

I Proj.Oirectors 6.3 8.5 5 1 

I 
TXEe 1 Regions 

Planners 6.9 8.5 1 1 I 
Adv.Cornmittee 6.1 7.5 2 1 I 
Evaluators 5.6 9 4 1 

I 
, 

Proj.Oirectors 6.0 6.8 1 1 

T~Ee 2 Reqions I 
. 

Planners 3.5 6.0 7 2 I 
Adv.Committee 5.0 6.2 5 3 

Proj.Oirectors 4.5 6.5 6 1 I 
I" 
I 
I 

//-
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by the fact that not all evaluation reports playa major role in decisions; 

only a small percentage are used for the "hard decisions" such as arguing 

for discontinuation of a project, and by the fact that the cu~rent weight 

given to evaluation information is considerabl.y below the lfidei:u" weight 

specified by respondents in the survey. 

3 • As will be shown in the subsequent section, however, the amount of 

use given to evaluation reports within the type 1 regions probably cannot 

increase until the technical quality of the evaluation reports improves. 

Critiques of Evaluation Reports 

Evaluations of LEAA-funded projects in 1976 were produced primarily 

by the regional evaluators. State-level evaluators did not, during 1976, 

conduct any in-house evaluations nor were there any state-level evaluation 

reports of on-going projects produced by outside contractors. Evaluations 

of several state-level projects were conducted by persons within the agency 

that administered the grant. There were so few of these available to us~ 

however, that they were omitted from the critiques. 

Although efforts were made to obtain copies of every evaluation report 

21 

produced by the regional evaluators (and others), these reports were difficult 

to locate and the analysis in this section is based on 41 of the approximately 

55 evaluation reports prepared by regional evaluators. All of the reports 

were critiqued by one of the authors of this paper and even though consider-

able efforts were made to insure that the rules used to judge the quality of 

the report were objective, there obviously is a subjective element to the 

conclusions that have been drawn. 

Each report was critiqued and coded using a type of quantitative 

content analysis -- and the codes were keypunched for analysis. The more 

~mportant types of data contained in the analysis were: 
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1. Type of project, targets/goals of the program, and stI'ategy used 
by the project; 

2. Number of months of project operation included in the evaluation; 

22 

3. The type of evaluation (outcome, process, monitoring against objec­
tives, quantitative descriptions and problem analysis, non-quantita­
tive descriptions.); 

4. Characteristics of the propositions and how each was tested; evalua­
tors conclusion; reviewers conclusion; 

5. Major problems that could bias the results; and 

6. Other types of descriptive data included in the report but for which 
no propositions were tested. 

The review procedure began by identifying an "analysis unit" which 

consists of one independent variable, one dependent variable, and one method 

of comparison or testing to determine the relationship between the indepen-

dent and dependent variables. Each analysis unit in the report was to be - . 

specifically identified, reviewed, and then clustered (if needed) into groups 

of analysis units that tested the same proposition. A proposition is defined 

as having one criterion or dependent concept (even though there may be multiple 

measures of it); one independent or predictor concept (even though there may 

be multiple measures); and one or more methods of testing the relationship. 

The original plan was to critique each analysis unit and code each of 

these onto a separate form. This proved to be a highly inefficient procedure 

and -- with some cost in terms of reliability -- the plan was changed so that 

each proposition was coded onto a single form and was treated as one "case" 

in the quantitative analysis. 

In order to characterize each proposition and not lose too much of the 

richness in the data, codes were developed to show the strongest type of 

design that was used to test the proposition and the number of other quasi-

experimental and non-experimental tests that were conducted. An additional 

test was "counted" if it assisted in·ruling out at least one potential alter­

native explanation for the finding that was observed when the ''hest'' test was 
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used. In addition to coding the number of different ways in which the same 

general proposition was tested, the coding form provides for a specification 

of how many different indicators were used to measure the same dependent 

concept (different types of crimes, for example) and the same independent 

concept (more than one very similar project, for example). 

The most difficult parts of the critiquing were to determine exactly 

what the evaluator's conclusion was and what the reviewer's conclusion should 

be. Conclusions were coded into the categories shown in Table 7. At times, 

it was difficult to determine whether the evaluator was Ifpositive" that the 

program had an impact or whether it should be coded as "probably." It also 

was difficult to code statements such as, "Recidivism rate$ were significantly 

lower for the project youths and the project (may have, seemingly, might have) 

contributed to the reduction. n It was particularly difficult when the evalua-

tor"used different types of statements in different parts of the report, 

although this did not happen with much frequency. 

The general rule for coding the reviewer's conclusion was that a definite 

conclusion could be drawn if there were no plausible alternative exaplanations 

that could account for the observed result -- including but no limited to 

whether the difference could be due to chance. 

The following ~es were used to determine the reviewer's conclusion: 

Definite Conclusion (impact, .no impact, hcmnful). A definite conclusion 

concerning positive impact, no effect, or harmful effect could be drawn if 

one or more of the following conditions was met in the evaluation report: 

(a) Random assignment was used and there was no reason to doubt the 

integrity of the assignment; statistical and measurement procedures were 

appropriate. 

Cb) Quasi-experimental time series design ~ a comparison group or 

area (with at least ten pre-program time points); appropriate statistical 
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TABLE 7. CODING USED FOR CONCLUSIONS IN EVALUATION REPORTS I 
Outcome/Im'Dact Evaulations in r7hich "The Froject" is the Independent Variable: I 
01. Project had positive impact 
02. Project "probably" had impact; other" factors con.tributed I 
03. Impact occurred: project "may have" "might have" "could have" c"ntributed 
04. Mixed results, mainly positive 
05. Project made no impact; no evidence of impact I 
06. Mixed Results; more negative than positive . 
07. Problem worsened: cannot ascertain project contribution 
08. Problem worsened: proj ect "probably" contributed I 
09. Problem worsened: project contributed 

10. Data insufficient to draw any conclusion; design too weak to draw conclusion II 
Outcome/Imoact Evaluations Testing Alternative Strategies or Comparin~ Projects 

21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 

One strategy/project more effective than others 
One strategy/project probably more effective 
All strategies equally effective 
Mixed results, mainly positive 
No strategies are better or worse than others 
Mixed results, mainly negative 
One strategy probably less effective than others 
One strategy is less effective than others 

Monitoring Against Pro~am Objectives 

30. Project achieved objectives 
31. Cannot determine; mixed results 
32. Project did not achieve objectives 

Monitorin~/Process Evaluations p...gainst Standard Set bv Othe,: Program. by". 
Standards Established through Some Means Other than Project Goal Statements 

40. Level of project activity is reasonable 
41. Level of activity cannot be determined 
42. Level of activity is below reasonable amount 
43. Level of activity did not change over time (no learning, no increase 

in efficiency) 

Cost AnalYsis/Process Evaluations 

50. Program "achieves cost savings/reduction 
51. Program has no impact on cost 
52. Program costs are more than the alternative method/project costs are 

greater than a reasonable standard 

Other 

60. 
47; 70. 

Project not responsible for clients/project does not meet guidelines 
Linkage between project activities and intermediate outcome does not exist 
making it virtually impossible to achieve goal or have impact. 

I 
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. 

II 

I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

"1 
I 
I 
I 

and measurement procedures were used; results were not conflicting Ol:' unin­

terpretable; no serious alternative explanations exist for the results. 
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(c) Three or more alternative (and independent) quasi-experimental 

procedures were used to test the same proposition and each provided the same 

conclusion. Or, if more than three tests were used and if aO.percent or more 

of the tests resulted in the same conclusion, then the proper code was that 

a definite conclusion can be drawn. 

Probable Conclusions Conclusions that were slightly less definite but 

strong enough to draw a judgment about the project could be made if the statis­

tical and measurement procedures were appropriate and if one of the following 

conditions was met: 

(a) Two different (and independent) quasi-experimental procedures 

were used to test the same proposition and each provided the same conclusion. 

Or, if more than two proced~es, 65 to .79 percent yield the same conclusion. 

(b) Quasi-experimental time series analysis without a comparison group; 

additional analysis reveals that other alternative explanations are not 

plausible. 

(c) Comparison group design in which the analysis reveals that the 

experimental and comparison group did not differ much, if at all, prior to 

treatment; additional analysis reveals that the differences which do exist 

are implausible explanations for the results. 

(d) Non-experimental designs would qualify for a uprobably yes n only 

under exceptional circumstances. The analysis should make extensive tests 

to rule out alternative exaplanations for the findings. In addition, analysis 

should be undertaken to develop supporting evidence. For example, if the 

robbery rate for a street lighting project area has declined since the instal­

lation of the lights (according to a before and after analysis) then it also 

should be the case that night-time robberies should decline more than day-tim~ 
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robberies. All crimes that presumably are deterred by lights should decline 

and the reduction should be primarily for the night-time occurrences. Similar 

before and after changes should not have occurTed in areas without street 

lights. 

If the analysis unit did not qualify for one of the above answers, then 

the reviewer's conclusion was that the data or design were too weak to arrive 

at a conclusion. 

This differs to some extent from procedures used by other researchers 

in that it often is the case that conclusions of "no effect" are drawn when 

the data or design are too weak to show that the project was effective. In 

the review procedure we used, a judgment was not drawn concerning project 

ineffectiveness unless a conclusive statement -- based on strong design, 

statistical procedures and data -- could be made to show no effect. 

Type-of Information Produced 

The data in Table 8 show the type of information that was produced by 

evaluation reports from regional evaluators. (Propositions tested in the 

reports written by persons other than LJPO regional evaluators were excluded 

from the Table). There were a total of sixty major propositions tested in 

the reports for an average of about two each. Data presented in reports 

that simply described the project or its environment were not coded as propo­

sitions. As noted before, a proposition involves at least one test or compari­

son designed to link the independent with the dependent variable. 

Of the propositions tested, 42 percent were crime impact propositions; 

15 percent were "system performance" propositions usually involving the impact 

of a project on arrest or conviction rates and seven of the propositions 

(12 percent) dealt with whether the project resulted in a cost savings to the 

system. An additional 12 percent were tests of propositions concerning client 
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behavior, such as client attitudes, "successful exit" from a project, and so 

on. A variety of different kinds of propositions are grouped together into 

the "other" category. Several of these concerned victim reporting rates. 

Comparisons of the evaluator's conclusions and the reviewer's conclusion 

should be made with an understanding that no claim will be put forth that 

the reviewer~s ~ritiques are entirely reliable and it may be the case that 

some of the evaluators would disagree with the conclusions drawn by the 

reviewer. Examination of the final columns in the table shows that the eval­

uators tested 18 propositions in which they concluded that the project was 

effective (30 percent) whereas the reviwer drew this conclusion for only eight 

of the propositions (13 percent). Evaluators tested 11 propositions in which 

the conclusion was that the project was not effective whereas the reviewer 

drew this conclusion in eight, instances (13 percent). 

Similar types of drop-offs can be observed in the conclusions concerning 

Whether the project was harmful, achieved its objectives, did not achieve 

objectives, and so on. Most of the shifts by the reviewer were to the conclu­

sion that there were highly plausible alternative explanations for the observed 

relationship and that one could not conclude that the project was effective or 

ineffective. The data imply that the reviewer simply was using more conserva­

tive standards (or more rigid criteria); this is not the case in relation 

to more than half of the evaluators with whom there was very little -- if any 

disagreement between the conclusions drawn by the reviewer and the evaluators. 

There were a total of 19 "shifts" made by the reviewer for the 60 propositions 

included in the analysis. Thus, there was disagreement concerning the most 

appropriate conclusion for 32 percent of the propositions and agreement on 

68 percent. 

The major type of disagreement concerned the extent of evidence needed 

before drawing a definite conclusion. Of the 19 shifts, 16 involved a change' 
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from a definite conclusion to a conclusion that the data were insufficient 

to determine whether the project was effective, ineffective, or harmful. 

Disagreement by the reviewer with conclusions drawn by the evaluators 

was not distribu~ed evenly across different evaluators. Seven of the shifts 

(37 percent) concerned propositions tested by one evaluators and three other 

evaluators drew 13 conclusions that were shifted by the reviewer. 

Discussion of Utility of the Information 

The information produced by the regional evaluators would be of greatest 

value to planners and decision makers who decide on a project-hy~project basis 

whether or not to re-fund the project. This does not mean that the information -
produced in evaluations is ideally suited to the task. If we consider the 

"idealn information from evaluation to consist of the probability that a parti­

cular project contributed a specified number of "units" to the achievement 

of a. particular goal, for a particular cost, then the information falls far 

short of the ideal. If the more reasonable standard is defined as providing 

scientif.ic information on whether the project had an impact on a problem, 

then the reviewer's conclusions would suggest that 16 propositions involving 

approximately 12 different projects could be judged as effective or ineffective. 

Using the "reasonable" standard defined above and the reviewer's assess-

ment of the reliability of the conclusions, this would mean that there were 

only about 12 of the more than 200 LEA! projects £01' which evaluation informa-

tion was sufficiently reliable to 'argue for continuation or discontinuation. 

If the evaluator's assessments were used as the standard, there were 2~ of the 

200 projects that could have heen judged on the basis of outcome-oriented 

evaluation results. It should he recalled that the proportion, of reports 

actually used to argue for continuation or discontinuation at the regional 

level (59 percent, according to the evaluators) exceeded this number and at 
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the state level was approximately 50 percent. Both of these exceed the pro-

portion of reports that were judged to be sufficiently reliable for this 

purpose. 

The point to be made is that there were not very many evaluation reports 

which were reliable enough (in terms of a project's effectiveness vis a vis 

outcome or impact measures) to be used as a conclusive guide to decision­

making. 

Project directors may have used the reports in a variety of ways, but 

most of the report~ were not designed to tell the project director which of 

the alternative services or strategies being used were most effective or which 

cost the least. 

Most of the evaluation reports produced at the regional level were not 

designed to provide the type of information that state-level planners or 

other officials would find most useful. If state level officials attempted 

to use an evaluation report to justify a decision not to fund a particular 

project within a region, they would be acting inconsistently with the general 

principle of decentralized decision-making. Most of the reports do not compare 

different strategies or different projects. It often is the case that one does 

not know what type(s) of "treatment" the non-treatment control group received 

and, therefore, it is difficult to determine what the project was tested 

against. Furthermore, the evaluations generally made no attempt to determine 

why a project was effective or ineffective -- the theoretical linkages between 

activities and outcomes were seldom tested. This makes it difficult for 

state-level officials to know whether the project is transferrable to another 

area or another situation. 

Although one might argue that state-level evaluators should "synthesize" 

the evaluations in order to produce policy recommendations for state officials, 

this would not be an easy task if one goes beyond the simple summarizing of . 
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reports. Even though several similar projects were evaluated, the procedures 

used to collect data generally differed; the types of statistical analysis 

differed; the types of comparisons or controls that were used differed; and 

so on. In order to produce high quality policy papers, the state evaluators 

would need the raw data and would need to conduct secondary analysis of it. 

OTHER PROBLEMS IN THE EVALUATION PROCESS 

As discussed previously in this report, there are marked differences 

between the state planning process and the regional process concerning the 

use of evaluation reports and the degree of involvement in decision-making. 
, 

These differences also exist in relation to a number of other attitudes and 

perceptions about the evaluation system. 

Satisfaction and SUPEort for Evaluation 

As shown in Table 9, the degree of satisfaction with the quality of 

regional evaluation reports differs substantially between the state and 

regional areas. Regional evaluators are more satisfied with the quality 

of their evaluations than are the state evaluators and regional agency offi-

cials, such as planners and administrators also are more satisfied with the 

eValuation reports than are their counterparts at the state level. 

The same type of distinction exists for evaluators and agency personnel 

in terms of their satisfaction with the amount of use given to evaluation 

information (Table 10). State-level individuals are less satisfied than 

persons within the regions. A similar type of distinction exists with regard 

to attitudes toward regional evaluation efforts and .state evaluation (Table 11). 

Each respondent was asked whether regional ev~luations are worth what they 

cost, cost more than they are worth, or contr~ute more than their cost. The 

same question was asked about state-level evaluations. Regional evaluation . 
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TABLE 9 SATISFACTION WITH QUALITY OF REGla/AL EVALUATla.S 

Very TABLE !!.. DIFFERENCE IN ATTITUDES TOWARD REGIalAL AllD STATE EVALUAmX/ 
Sat1sfied Satfsfled DissatiSfied Very D1ssat. 

GROUP ~ ~ S S 
Regional Evaluations State Evaluations 

worth the cost, worth the cost, 

EVALUATORS 
or worth more than cost worth more 

Regional N-8 12.5 75 12.5 0 EVALUATORS 
State l/aS 0 40 60 

Regional 1/ - 9 89~ 0% 
[Tau 8 • .50. (p) - .04] State 80% 80% 

~ AG £11 CY 
Region. Type 1 55 36 9 0 

II-n Type 1 Regional II- 11 100~ 50% 
State I/a 9 56~ 70% 

CJl State II- 9 0 67 11 22 Type 2 Region N- 6 100% ( ) 
en 

[Tau B • .55: (p) • .005] COf1olITTEES 
, , .'-'- , 

Type 1 Region N- 14 86% 13% 
State II" 6 teos 33S 

Type 2 Region Na 17 m: 20S 

PROJECT DIRECTORS 
TABLE 10, SATISFACTIOO WITH USE OF EVALUATIONS 

Type 1 Region II- 40 82S 43S 
State Ifa 9 66S 90S 

Very 
Type 2 Region Ifa 17 71% 62~ 

Sat~~fled Satfsfied Dissatisfied Very Di5Sllt. 
~ S S S 

EVALUATORS 

Regional 1/ • 8 25 50 25 0 100S 

State If • 5 o , 0 80 20 100% 

[Tau B • -.68. (p) •• 006] 

~' 

i Regional 1/ • 11 9 64 27 0 100S 
I 

(I.) 

State ,If • 11 0 18 '" 

k 
45 37 100S 

[Tau B • -.57: (p) • .002] 

I - - - - - ,-,', - - - - .- - - - - -- -.~) 
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efforts are given more support than state evaluations by persons within the 

regions whereas state-level officials (with the exception of members of the 

advisory committee) tend to have higher support for state evaluations. 

Occupational Satisfaction 

The surveys i.ncluded a variety of questions which ~ when viewed in conjunc-

tion with one another, may be used as indicators of evaluators' "occupational 

satisfaction." Twt::> of these indicators are the number of years an evalua-

tor wishes to remain in his ~esent position and a comparison by the evaluator 

of the actual and ideal amount of time spent on different tasks. Other indi-

cators are based on the evaluators' perceptions: perceptions of the amount 

of influence they exert in their own offices, and perceptions of how their 

work and its importance is viewed by their professional colleagues in 1:he 

criminal justice system. 

Perhaps the most astonishing f~ature of these indices (at least to the 

outsider) are the large and consistent differences between the state and 

regional evaluators. yfuile nei~her group perceives its situation to be com­

pletely harmonious, the state evaluators, by comparison, appear far more dis-
I 

satisfied. Of the ten regional evaluators surveyed, for example, half expressed 

a desire to remain in their jobs for two years or more, and four for' one to 

two years (the tenth responded "don t t know"). Of the five state evaluators 

surveyed, one left during the needs assessment, another was transferred to a 

different section, and the other three indicated intentions to leave from 

"as soon as possible" to "no later than six months. fl 'At least in part, inten­

tions to leave may be attributed to desires for promotion, advancement, and 

greater security. Evaluators' positions are usually grants awarded to regional 

planning units on a year-to-year basis and subject to the vagaries of funding 

decisions; thus there would be an understandable tendency among persons in 
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such situations to seek regular positions either in or out of state govern­

ment. In addition, there is verry little discernible,.:.opportuni ty for advance-

ment within the "profession" of criminal justice evaluator. 

Another index to occupational satisfaction may be obtained by taking a 

closer lC'Jok at the data presented in Table .12. By adding.-up the differences 

betwelen the actual and ideal proportions of time allocated to the various 

tasks? and averaging those differences across each group of evaluators, 

"de'\Tj,ation scores" of 22 for the (eight REU evaluators and 52 for the five 

LJl?O evaluators are obtained. The upper limit of thes1a scores is 200, which 

w('>\'l.ld occur if an evaluator' spelnt 100 percent of his/her time on a task for 

which. the ideal allocatiort Waf. zero percent, and zerlD percen,t of his/helr time 

on a task for which the ideal allocation was 100 percent. The scores may be 

interpreted as meaning .. that 'the REU evaluators would, on t:he average" a.llocate 

only 11 percent (22/200) clf their time differenly, while the state evaluators 

would allocate 26 per/cen't; (52-200).:of their time, differently. (If 'only the 

three state evaluators who were still in their positions as of November 1, 

1976, are counted, the la'tter figure jumps to 35 percent.) In gelleral, the 

regional evaluators ~ould prefer to spend mo~ time doing evaluations and 

less time coJ.lectin~ data for the state pla.n, while the state eV'aluators would 

prefer to spend more time! doing evaluatior.s and less time with administrative 

tasks. 

Indications of the ex'tent to which the evaluators percei'\Te that others 

in the criminal justice system understand and support evaluation may be seen 

in Table J..3. In almost every instanC':e, the perceptions of lmderstanding and 

support for eValuation among collearbUes is greater for the regional evaluators 

than fo:!' the state evaluators. It, is illuminating to :note that when all 

non·-eValuators surveyed were asked to respond to the same question, they, and 

in pc-irticular the state level PrI-sonnel f! indicated considerable understanding. 
j 

l 
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TADlE 12 ' EVALUATORS' ALLOCATION OF TINE 

Partfci pation Collecting Other, Doing Disseminating in Data Project including Eva 1uations infonnati on Coordinating Decision Making , for plan Monitoring Administration Current Ideal Current Ideal Current Ideal Current Ideal Current Ideal ·Curr .• Ideal Current Ideal 
N % % % X % % % % % % % X % % 

local X 8 55 60 6 .. 5 6.4 6 6 7 7 14 9 7 1 4 2 
State X 5 9 28 19 21 31 25 6 7 2 3 1 0 30 14 

N 
Whatcom 1 50 75 5 1 5 10 1 1 25 10 9 2 5 1 

King (8) 2 65 65 5 5 5 10 7.5 15 12.5 12.5 2.5 2.5 3~ 6 

Seattle 1 33 60 '7 10 15 15 ,5 5 25 0 5 10 10 0 
Pierce 1 60 60 10 10 5 5 5 5 10 10 10 10 0 0 

Thurston 1 80 80 5 5 0 2 5 3 8 2 2 8 0 0 

Yakima 1 40 25 10 10 5 10 15 20 10 15 15 15 5 5 

Spokane 1 50 50 5 5 10 . 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 5 5 

I I 
--- --------------'-----'----------~-~-------------------



TABLE f3° 
PERCEPTIONS OF 

UNDERSTANDING AND SUPPORT FOR EVALUATIONS 

0'< 36 

Question: How well did understand what evaluation should and 
could contribute to the over-all performance of the criminal justice 
system? 

~udience 
Level of 

Understandino N 

PIRECTORS 1.7 13 
Regional 1.13 8 
LJPO 2.6 5 

PLANN ERS 1.7 15 
Regional 1.4 10 
LJPO 2.2 5 

~DVISORY COMMITTEE 2.8 11 
Regional 2.3 6 
Governor's Comma 3.4 5 

PROJECT DIRECTORS 2.4 15 
Regional 2.4 10 
State 2.5 5 

EXTERNftl POLICYMAKERS 2.7 15 
Regional 2.7 10 
State 2.6 5 

EVALUATORS 1.2 15 
Regional 1.3 10 
State 1.0 5 

LJPO PROGRAM MANAGERS 2.2 5 

LJPO STANDARDS & GOALS 2.0 3 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.1 
Levels of Understanding: 
1- Understood very well 

NON EVALUATORS I SaF 
ASSESSMENT OF UNDERSTftN NG 

2. Understood somewhat 
3. Understood very little 
4. Did not understand at all 

All Non Evaluators 
Regional 
State 

Leve 
1.57 
1.77 
L52 

I 
I 
I 
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and support of evaluation (the average for all non-evaluators was 1.57; for 

non-evaluators at the state level the average was 1.52). 

An almost ide~tical pattern, but with more striking differences, was 

observed when each evaluator was asked his perception of how important his/her 

colleagues thought evaluation was to the oVer-all effectiveness of the state 

planning agency or the regional planning unit (see Table 14). Again, regional 

evaluators believed to a greater extent than the state evaluators that other 

in the criminal justice system think their work is important. Regional 

evaluators were, on the average, quite accurate in their perceptions of how 

their colleagues view the importance of their work. State evaluators, on the 

other hand, greatly under-estimated the importance of eValuation to their 

co-workers. 

Perceptions among evaluators of the impact of their work on the understanding 

and assessment of importance of evaluation by other persons and groups in 

criminal justice may be determined from Table 15. The perceptions of both 

groups of evaluators for external policy makers and planners were about the 

same; otherwise, the regional evaluators, on the average, perceived a slight 

increase in the understanding and assessment of importance of evaluation among 

their colleagues, while the state evaluators perceived a slight decrease. 

The non-evaluators themselves, at both the state and local level, indicated 

that their understanding and assessment of the importance of evaluation had 

slightly increased during the past year. 

The pattern of differences between state and regional evaluators repeats 

itself with respect to their perceptions concerning the attitudes of others 

toward evaluation in general (Table 16). In addition, state evaluators indicate 

that their effectiveness was hampered by a lack of understanding and support 

for evaluation to a greater extent than regional evaluators (Table 17). The 

evaluators appear quite accurate in their perceptions of the amount of influence 

60 



TABLE 14- • 
PERCEPTIONS OF ROlf-EvALUATORS 

JHPORTMcE OF EVAluAnoos 

Question: How important dtd~ _____ t.h1nk evaluations were? 

Aud1ence 
DIRECTORS 

Regional 
LJPO 

PlANNERS 
Regional 
LJPO . 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Regional 
Governor's Comm. 

PROJECT DIRECTORS 
Regional 
State 

EXTERNAL POUCYMAKERS 
Regional 
State 

EVALUATORS 
Regional 
LJPO 

LJPO PROGRAM MJlJIAGERS 

LJPO STANDARDS & GOALS 

Levels of Importance: 
1. Very important 
2. Somewhat important 
3. Somewhat unimportant 
4. Very unimportant 

.~evel ot 

2.2 
1.75 
3.0 

2.1 
1.7 
2.8 

2.9 
2.2 
3.B 

2.3 
2.2 
2.6 

2.6 
2.6 
3.3 "-

2.4 
1.9 
3.2 

2.6 

2.4 

N 

13 
8 
5 

15 
10 
5 

11 
6 
5 

15 
10 

5 

13 
8 
5 

14 
9 
5 

5 

'5 

Noo EVALUATORS' SRF 
ASSESSME1'IT OF lMPORTAACE 
Of EvALuATld'ls 

Level N 
All Non Evaluators -r.rs 120 

Regional 2.31 96 
State 2.00 24 

_ IIIIi _ _ _' _'" '_ _ - -

TABLE 15 
PERCEPTHiiS OF CHAAGE IN 

lIlDERSTMDllm MD IMPORTIIJICE OF EVALUATHlIlS 

Question: lIave you observed any marked change by in terms of how 
well they understand what evaluations should contribute and in terms 
of their assessment of how important evaluation is to the effectiveness 
of the law and justice system? 

Audience IIn~~~!n~fnn N 
DIRECTORS 2.6 13 

Regional 2.3 8 
LJPO 3.2 5 

PlAANERS 2.2 14 
Regional 2.2 9 
LJPO 2.2 5 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2.6 9 
Regional 2.2 5 
Governor's Comm. 3.0 4 

PROJECT DIRECTORS . 2.0 12 
Re9ional 1.9 9 
State 2.33 3 

EXTERNAL POLICYMAKERS 2.6 14 
Regional 2.7 9 
State 2.4 5 

EVALUATORS 1.9 14 
Regional 1.8 9 
LJPO 2.2 5 

LJPO PROGRAM MANAGERS 2.6 5 

LJPO STANDARDS & GOALS 2.4 5 

Amount of change: 
1. Increased greatly 
2. Increased some 
3. Stayed the same 
4. Decreased some 
5. Decreased greatly 

- - -,- -

11 Change ." N 

3.0 
2.6 
3.6 

2:6 
2.8 
3.0 

2.5 
2.2 
3.8 

2.33 
2.1 
3.0 

2.7 
2.8 
2.6 

2.8 
2.2 
3.8 

3.4 

2.8 

13 
8 
5 

14 
9 
5 

10 
5 
5 

12 
9 
3 

14 
9 
5 

14 
9 
5 

5 

5 

NON EVALUATORS' SELF 
ASSESSMENT OF CHANGE 
• Underst. I~Pg' N 

All Ilo!) Evaluators---r.T • no 
Regional 2.4 2.26 96 
LJPO 2~J3 2.19 24 

r - " ... _-.----, - - - .. 
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TABLE i6 

PERCEPtlmS- OF 
ATTITUDES TOWARD EVALUATION 

Question: How would you describe the attitude 0'_' __ :--____ toward 
evaluationl 

Audience Attitude N 

DIRECTORS 1.8 14 
Regional 1.22 9 
LJPO 2.8 5 

PLANnERS 1.6 15 
Regional 1.3 10 
LJPO 2.2 5 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2.3 12 
Regional 1.9 7 
Governor's Comm. 3.0 5 

PROJECT OIRECTvRS 2.0 . 13 
Regional 2.0 10 
State 2.0 3 

EXTERIIAL POLICYMAKERS 2.0 14 
Regional 2.0 9 
State 2.0 5 

EVAlUATORS 1.1 15 
Reglonal 1.1 10 
LJPO 1.0 5 

LJPO PROGRAl4 IWIJlGERS 2.6 5 

LJPO STANDARDS & GOALS 1.8 5 

Attitudes: NON EVALUATORS' SELF 
~SSESSMEllr OF iUTITObES 

1. Very supportive 
At'lt~de ~ 2. Somewhat supportive All Non Evaluators .4 1 0 

3" Somewhat 4~supportive Regional 1.50 96 4. Very unsupportlve LJPO 1.29 24 

TABLE ~17· 

PERCEPTJOOS OF PRCBWIS 

Questlon: To what extent did a lack of understandfng and support for evaluatfon 
hamper your effectiveness as an evaluatorl 

ALL EVALUATORS 

REGlOOJ\l 

LJPO 

PROBLEM LEVEL . 

i. Major' problem 

Lack of Uoderst. 
P .. nhl .. m 1"",,1 

1.6 

1.B 

1.4 

2. Hfnor problem 
3. No problem at 811 

L~;~h~!mS~~~:~t N 

1.8 15 

1.9 10 

1.2 5 

'.~ 

. I 
,J 
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they exercise on decision-making in comparison with other gro~lpS -- which, 

in general, is equal or less (Table 18). Although there ~e some slight 

over-estimations and under-estimations, the regional and state evaluators' 

perceptions of their influence consistently ma~ches the non-evaluators' 

perceptions at both levels. The differences between 'the groups are that 

regional. evaluators perceive greater influence on their directors and advisory 

commissions while state evaluators perceive greater influence on other groups. 

Skills, Experience, and Turno'~ 

Evaluation is essentially a rl2search activity and, consequently, demands 

training and experience in the conduct of research, familiarization with 

different types of designs and methodQlogie.~;, possession of the appropriate 

skills in data collection and analysis, and access to the necessary research 

facilities. In an effort to isolate specific problems and needs of the evalu­

ators with respect to their research activities (as opposed to the quality 

of the evaluation reports, use of evaluation in decision-making, and so fOl~h) 

all evaluators in the state planning office and regional planning units were 

asked to make a self-assessment of their research skills and respond to questions 

concerning their educational backgrounds and training, salaries, experience, 

and access to data analysis equipment. The response rate of the fifteen eval­

uators surveyed was 100 percent; data pertaining to degrees earned, experience, 

salaries, number of semester credit hours in statistics and research, and 

self-assessed research skills are summarized in Table 19. 

Lack of experience is one of the most revealing characteristics of the 

evaluators, particularly when coupled with an unusually high turnover rate. 

Only three of the evaluators reported having as much as three years' profession­

al experience; another eight had from 1.5 to 2.5 years, and the remaining 

~our had only one year or less. Moreover, two-thirds of the evaluators (ten)· 
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PERCEPTIOOS OF THE' INFLUENCE 

OF EVALUATIONS SECTION ON DECISION MAKING 
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Question: How much influence did the evaluation section have on decisions made 
by "? 

Eva 1 . Percept. Non-Eval. Percept •. 
Degree of 

DIRECTORS 2.16 14 
Regional .1.8 9 
LJPO 2.8 5 

INTERNAL AGENCY 1.92 13 
PLANN ING SESSION 

Regional 2.0 8 
LJPO 1.B 5 

ADVISORY COMMa 2.65 12 
Regional 2.4 7 
GovernorlsCotml. 3.0 5 

PROJECT DIRECTOR 2.17 13 
Regional 2.4 8 
State loB 5 

EXTERNAL POll CY 2.38 13 
MAKERS 

Regional 2.5 8 
State 2.2 '5 

I ,'--__ _ 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Degree of Influence: 
1. More inf1uence than most other sections 
2. Equal influence 
3. Less influence than most other sections 

Degree of 
~ ... ,.'" M 

2.08 120 
2.0 96 
2,,33 24 

2.23 120 

2.25 96 
2.17 24 

2.19 120 
2.06 96 
2.71 24 

2.40 11~0 
2.44 96 
2.21 . 24 

2.46 120 

2.50 96 
2.33 24 
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TABLE 19 

DEGREE EXPERIENCE SALARY STAT., RES. SKILLS 
Avg. Range Avg. Range Avg. Range Avg. Range N 

Ph.D. 1 2.67 2 - 3 18,767 15,300- 17.67 4 - 25 1.35 1 - 1. 91 3 
21,000 

MASTERS2 1.67 1 - 3 14,058 9,348- 19.17 12 - 25 2.20 1.8-3.09 . 6 
17,000 

B.A. 3 1.62 .7- 2.5 12,472* 10,200- 7.67 o - 21 2.59 1.66.-3.37 6 
15,000 

0) 

OJ 

1. Includes two state evaluators 

2. Includes one state evaluators 

3. Includes two state evaluators 

* Average based on five respondents 

1- - -- -'_.-... ...1, - - - - - - .• -" .... - - - -
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reported having gained all of their experience in their present positions~ 

implying no prior experience at the time they were employed. Unless the 
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practice of hiring inexperienced evaluators is modified, the problem is 

likely to become a chronic one. Only three of the evaluators hired as re-. -

cently as two years ago are still in their positions. Assuming a base of 

fifteen evaluators (as called for in the 1974 State Plan) this reflects a 

turnover rate of 80 percent. While some of the turnover might be attributed 

to normal processes of adjustment in a new organization, there is no evidence 

to indicate that the turnover rate will, as one evaluator suggested, "taper 

offn in the future. In fact, only three of the evaluators expressed a desire 

to remain in their positions for more than another two years. If the others 

act upon their intentions to leave within the next two years, then two years 

from .now the turnover rate will still be 80 percent. 

The resea%'ch skills of the evaluators are diffi,cul t to assess quanti ta-

tively, prima%'ily because there is no standard -- either absolute or contained 

in the job descriptions -- against which they could be compared. In the cri-

tiques of the evaluation reports, the comparison was drawn between what could 

have been done with available data and what actually was done. The critiques 

suggest there is considerable room for improvement, but it is certainly con­

ceivable that the reports might::have been of higher quality had the evaluators 

had more time and/or access to high-speed data processing equipment. Other 

sources of information concerning skill levels include self-assessment of 

research skills, educational attainment, and number of semester hours of 

statistics and research methodology taken in COllege. 

The questionnaires mailed to the evaluators contained a 35-item checklist 

of skills and techniques applicable to the conduct of evaluation resea%'ch. 

Included were items pertaining to the ability to phrase research questions, 

perform statistical operations of va%'ying degrees of difficulty, and cast the' . 
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propositions and findings into theoretical frameworks. The respondents were I 
asked to rank themselves on each item in accordance with a four-point scale 

in which 1 was "expert," 2 was "advanced, II; 3 was "learner," and 4 was ''beginner.'' I 
The results, broken down by highest degree earned> are presented in the table. 

One person, a Ph.D. with three years' experience as an evaluator and 25 semester-

hours of statistics and research coursef,! ,rated himself "expert" on every item. 

Two other pe~sons, each with BAs and no course work in statistics or methodo­

logy, rated themselves about halfway between ''begin.''ler'' and "learner." The 

scores are only slightly skewed toward "expert" and otherwise are fairly 

normally distributed about a mea'O. of 2.18 (slightly below' the II advanced II 

level). As would be expected, the scores are highly consistent with educa-

tional attainment, experience, salary level, and course work in statistics 

and research. It should he noted, at least in passing, that 1:he evaluators' 

self-assessed research skills are somewhat greater than would be suggested 

by the critiques of their written rE:ports. However, it beat'S repeating that 

the quality of the evaluation reports may be due to factors other than the 

skills of the evaluator. 

The evaluators are very well-educated as a grOUpj with 60 percent holding 

doctorates (3) or masters(6). However, two-thirds of those with advanced 

degrees are located in either the State Planning Agency or Seattle-King County. 

While one should not over-emphasize II credentialism" or under-rate the value 

of a bachelor's degree, it is important to make the distinction because re­

search skills are rarely taught at the undergraduate level. This is borne 

out by the fact that the average number of semester-hours in statistics and 

research taken by those with bachelor's degrees is less than half those 

taken by evaluators with advanced degrees. 

Computer Facilities 

Another problem frequently cited by regional evaluators is the difficulty 
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of gaining access to computers equipped with the necessary software for 

doing statistical analyses. In one of the surveys conducted as part of the 

needs assessment, only four of the nine responding regions in which evalua­

tions were done reported access to computers and a statistical package such 

as SPSS. Three of the four regions indicated at least partial reliance on 

hand calculators for data analysis, and the remainder reported total reliance 

on hand calculators. While the state of the art in' calculators has progressed 

remarkably in recent years, the basic problems of doing data analysis with such 

equipmeB:t':;remain: it is tedious, tim.e-consuming fI and prone to error in direct 

proportion to the number of cases being analyzed. 

The need for computers in the conduct of evaluation research may actually 

be greater than that expressed by the evaluators. Our critiques of 41 evalua­

tion reports completed over the past two years -- most of which were done with 

hand calculators -- suggests that reliance upon such equipment for data ana­

lysis greatly restricts the qUality of the evaluation. Evaluations done with 

calculators are characterized, for example, by univariatf.! as opposed to multi­

variate analyses, aggregation of cases across time and disparate groups, and 

reliance upon statistics which are easily calculated r·ather than those most 

appropriate for the analysis. Consequently , alternative hypotheses based on 

the influence of intervening variables are not examined, information lis wasted 

and data are consistently under-analyzed. Moreover, efficiency is reduced 

by the inability to maintain a data file which can be updated by the addition 

of new cases or -.;ariables. In short, the use of computers not only increases 

the quantity of data which may be analyzed, but also the quality of the analysis 

itself. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This study was designed to descr5~e the evaluation process in the State 

of Washington and develop intervention procedures that would improve it. The 
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intent was not to test propositions or hypotheses about the conditions that 

are necessary or sufficient for evaluations to have an important role in 

planning and decision-making. Nevertheless, a number of conclusions concerning 

the conduct of evaluation would seem to be justified on the basis of the study. 

1. Evaluations need to be available and used at the point(s) in the 

decision-making process where the decisions are made which eventually result 

in some proj ects be.ing funded and others not being funded. 

The analysis indicated that decisions which eventually result in the 

funding of regional projects are made, for the most part, at the regional 

level or even at a lower level of government within the region. The ~valua­

tion system also is generally decentralized. There is considerable evidence 

that the evaluation, planning, decision-making process is most effective in 

those regions that have one or more full-time evaluators. It also is the 

case, however, that the decentralized nature of the system has resulted in 

problems for the state-level evaluators in that their role is not clearly 

defined. 

2. Information from evaluation reports is most likely to be used by 

the audiences for whom the evaluation was designed and produced; the evalua~;. 

tion report will not be of as much value for other persons in the system. 

A variety of different indicators were developed to estimate the extent 

to which evaluation reports produced by· the regional evaluators were used 

within the regional planning agency. Regardless of which indicator is used, 

there .is strong evidence that regions which have evaluators use evaluations 

in developing recommendations for project rankings and funding.. Regions 

without evaluators do not have many evaluation reports upon which they could 

rely. Most of the evaluations available to the state planning office were 

those produced by the regional evaluators and these were not used to any great 

extent in the state review process. Possible reasons for under-utilization 
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at the state level can be summarized as follows: 

(a) The evaluations were not designed fo~ use by state-level officials. 

The information (gene~ally) is tied specifically to one p~oject (~athe~ than 

to a comp~ison of p~ojects) and seldom contains enough detail about alte~-

native p~oced~es used within the project to provide guidelines fo~ state 

officials concerning standards of p~oject ope~ation. 

(b) Individuals within the state planning office are less trusting 
. 

of the ~eliability and quality of regional evaluations than are pe~sons within 

the region where the evaluation was p~oduced. 

(c) Although the state planning office ~eviews each plan and each pro-

ject recommended fo~ funding, the gene~al philosophy of LJPO is that regional 

prefe~ences should prevail. The state planning office does not view its 

~ole as one which imposes s~ategies on the regional areas nor as one in which 

it determines the specific projects to be funded. Thus, LJPO has no clearly 

identified role for use of evaluation ~epo~ts p~oduced by ~egional evaluato~s. 

If the state office wished to use these to argue fo~ ~aising or lowe~ing 

the p~iority given to a p~oject, then this would be con~ary to the gene~al 

philosophy of decentralized decision-making. If they wished to use the 

~egional evaluation ~epo~ts to argue that a p~ticular type of p~ojecto~ 

st~ategy (such as dive~sion of juveniles) has not been shown effective by 

the evaluations, then this too would constitute a decision of a na~e that 

the state planning agency does not normally wish to make. 

3. Information from evaluation ~epo~ts is most likely to be used by 

pe~sons who are suppo~tive of evaluation and who wish to ~ely on it heavily, 

even if othe~ so~ces of information also are used in decision-making. 

The data indicate that officials in the regions with evaluato~s and 
, ) 

within the state planning office would like to ~ely heavily on evaluation 

~epo~ts in making decisions about p~oject funding. State-level planne~s, 
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program managers, standards and goals personnel, evaluators, administrators, 

and members of the Governor's Committee indicated that (on the average) 

they would rank information from formal evaluation X'eport,s first in terms 

of the type of information they would like to use in decision-making. This 

information outranked (in terms of the "ideal" decision-making system) seven 

48 

other information sources including informal evaluations, opinions of community 

groups that are affected by the projects, clients of the projects, testimony 

of project directors, informal assessments done by planners, opinions of the 

unaffected public, and media commentary about projects. 

The state-level officials ranked information from evaluation either 

last or next to last in terms of the current decision-making procedures. 

Most persons from regions which have evaluators ranked information from the 

evaluations either first or second in terms of the current decision-making 

procedure. The exception were the evaluators who, on the average, indicated 

that evaluation information ranked fourth in terms of current decision-making. 

All groups in regions with evaluators ranked evaluation first in terms of 

their "ideal" decision-making system. Regions without evalucitors tended to 

rank information from formal evaluations low in relation to ct~rent decision-

making and either first or second on the "ideal" decision-makit1g scale. 

The data suggest that there is a generally high level of support for 

evaluation and a strong desire to use it. 

4. Information from eValuation reports cannot be relied upon extensive-

ly for "hard" decis.ions unless the information is scientifically reli.ahle 

and can withstand strong challenge from persons who disagree with the conclu-

sions drawn in the eValuation report. 

Critiques of evaluations produced at the regional level suggest that 

although many of them are of high technical quality, there are not many reports 

that are crime-oriented and reliable enough methodologically to withstand 
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challenges. The data from the critiques indicate that there cannot be any 

dramatic increase in the use of evaluations to make IIhard fl decisions until 

the number of scientifically reliable eValuations increases. From a more 

speculative standpoint, an argument could be made that the degree of use is 

at its maximum unless the reliability of the reports increases and there is 

even some indication that evaluations in some regions may be used too much -­

given the quality of the evaluations. 

5. The production of high quality eValuations is facilitated by a 

supportive agency, evaluators with the technical skills to conduct evalua­

tive research, and evaluators who have the facilities to conduct sophisticated 

data analysis. 

The information contained in the report suggests that IIsupport" is not 

a major problem ror regional evaluators, but there is a problem for many 

regional evaluators either in terms of their technical skills or their 

facilities. 

At the state level, there is generally high support for evaluation infor­

mation, but there also is considerable dissatisfaction with the way evalua­

tion has been handled at the state planning office. From the evaluator's 

point of view, one would conclude -- based on data presented earlier in this 

report -- that there is a lack of organizational support for their efforts. 

From the point of view of others in the state planning office, there 

is not a lack of support for evaluation, but a lack of satisfaction with 

the performance at the state level. Many of the evaluation reports from 

the regions do not contain conclusive information about the effectiveness 

of projects; there have been very few (if any) state-level eValuation reports 

pertaining to topics about which LJPO is in a position to make decision. 

In short, the role of evaluation at the state level is not clear. 
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The turnover rate among evaluators was an alarmingly high 80 pe~cent 

over the past two years~ and data from our surveys indicate that this rate 

will continue through 1979. There is comparatively little opportunity for 

50 

upward mobility within the "evaluation profession" in the State of Washington, 

and so at least part of this turnover may be attributed to desires for advance-

ment and promotion. However, there is evidence to suggest that regional 

evaluators are frustrated by a lack of time and r-esources to' do their jobs 

properly. Evaluators at both levels -- but state evaluators to a greater 

extent -- indicate further frustration due to a perceived lack of influence 

and perceptions that others in the criminal justice system do not understand 

evaluation or consider it important. 
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A P PEN D I X A:: SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

Note: The analysis and information in this section were prepared primarily 

by 

Colleen Cleary 
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APPENOl:( A: METHODOLOGY PlIO OATA 

The Sall1p 1 e 

The survey cons1sted of local and state evaluators. pl~nners. ad~1n1strators. 

members of advisorY committees, and project directors. The population included 

all State Law and Justice Planning Office (LJPO) evaluators, planners, program 

managers, standards and goals p~rsonnel and all local Regional Planning Unit (RPU) 

directo~. planners, evaluators employed as of October 1976. All members of the 

1916 Governor's Conmittee and the Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee ~/ere sur­

veyed. A 20 per cent sample of each RPU advisory committee was drawn using a 

random numbers table. A preliminary screening for the sample of project directors 

WaS first conducted by tdentifying the total number of projects current as of 

October 1976. Excluded from this total were projects listed as equipment. minor 

personnel, or evalunt1on. A 4Q per cent sample of project directors was then drawn 

using the table of random numbers. Exclud~d from this sample were any additional 

projects found (according tn RPU informatton) to be no longer current. 

The Instrl'11ents 

The survey instruments consisted of one basic questtonnatre with three versions: 

one version for evaluators, one for non"evaluators (planners, directors, program 

mana~ers. standards & goals personnel and advisQry commfttee members) and one 

3urvey for project direct~rs. Within each versfon different forms were developed 

:/ so quesUol\s referred spec1ffcal1y to the audience surveyed. There were six forms 

of the basic questionnaire. 

~valuator~ 

In the questionnaire evaluators were asked to recall specific infonnatton 

concernfng the amount of use ghen to evaluation reports by each of several users--

I 
1-..-. 
L~~ -. --- --- ~- - - --- - - -

planners. dtrectors, project df rectors, and advi sory committees. Of rect (open­

ended) and addft10nal (closed) questions were asked about the specific ways 

evaluatton reports were used. Evaluators were also asked whether the reports 

contained the fnformation that each of the users wanted. A series of attitudtnall 

perceptual questions about evaluation provided information on the perceived 

tmportance and understanding of evaluation. Another sertes of questions were 

asked concerning the actual and Ideal weight of several alternative sources of 

information for decision maktng--formal evaluation reports, Informal reports, 

testimony. Evaluators were also asked to estlw~te how they spend their time, 

some background questfons and a long serfes of questfons concerning their own 

assessment of their evaluative skills. Two forms of the evaluator questionnaire. 

were developed: one fonn for state (LJPO) evaluators and one form for local (RPU) 

evaluators. 

Hon-Eva luators 

This questtonnafre was fdentlcal to the evaluators except for the followtn~ 

dt fferences: 

1. As ~of evaluation reports, non-evaluators were asked how many 

reports they personally used and tn what way they were used, replactng 

the evaluators' questions on ~he estimated amount and type of use made 

of evaluation reports. 

2. Additional questions were phrased to tap personal experience with 

evaluatton reports rather than percepttons of how others use evaluation. 

3. Only the evaluators were asked to assess their skills for doing evaluations. 

Three forms of the non-evaluator questfonnatre we're developed: one fonn for 

state (tJPO) planners and progr~m managers, one form for local (RPU) directors and 

planners, and one fonn for all state and local advisory conmHtees. 

Project Directors 

-
Thfs questfonnalre was identical to the non-evaluators except for the addl­

U1 
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tfona1 questions concerning specific Information about evaluation reports on 

their project, I.e., how many, who did them and how were they used. The same 

form of this questionnaire was sent to both state (LJPO) and local (RPU) project 

directors. 

One additional quest10nnalre--the Case Study Protocol-·was sent to one 

person In each RPU to obtain factual data about the evaluation process at the local 

level during 1976. 

ADHIIIISTf,RING THE INSTRUMENTS 

An advance letter designed to notify each person about the ~urvey was sent 

one week prfor to the questionnaire. The survey Instruw~nts were administered 

in two different fashions, mailed questionnaire and telepholle Interviews. 

Hailed guestionnaire 

All RPU evaluators. planners, directors and sele~ted project directors and 

advisory ccnmittee members were ma11ed appropriate versions of the questionnaire. 

All members of the state advisory cOll1lllttees and the selected state project 

directors also received mailed questionnaires. Those who had not returned the 

questionnaire In 10 days were telephoned and responses were obtained over the 

telephone. 

Telephone Intervfews 

All st~te (LJPO) evaluators. program managers, planners and standards & goals 

personnel were mailed the questionnaire for their review one week prior to the 

telephone Interview. During the interview. each person referred to their copy. 

Confidentiality of the data was maintained by aSSigning unique code numbers 

to each questIonnaire. As the questionnaires were returned or as the interview 

was conducted, this number was destroyed and a new number aSSigned. 

CODING 

All questionnaire responses were coded by a team-editing procedure, 1.e., 

each survey was read by a "first reader" coding conSistently the open-ended 

- - - _ ,- - - -
qUestionnaire with the developed codes and noting logical Inconsistencies or 

problems in the responses. A second person then read and checked the codes 

of the first coder. All coders were trained in the editing procedures. 

SURVEY RESPOOSE 

-

Seventy-five per cent of the questionnaires were returned by matl or through 

telephone interviews. Of those questionnaires returned 71 per cent were completed. 

Table A.l summarizes the total number of questionnaires administered, returned 

and ,completed. Also given are the number of respondent returns for each survey 

form. 

Of the 29 per cent of questionnaIres which were not completed, exactly half 

of the respondents returned the questionnaIre or a letter indicating reasons for 

non-completion (see Table A·2). During the telephone follow-up, of those question­

naires which had not been returned In 10 days, respondents indicated reasons for 

non-return. In most cases. the respondents either lacked information about 

evaluation use because they were too new or Inactive, ~r they considered themselves 

no longer a member of the audience surveyed due to retirement or resignation. \lery 

few respondents (t\~O per cent of the returned questionnaires) Indicated negative 

reasons, such as, evaluations or survey questionnaires were a waste of time. A 

number of questionna_ires were received too late to be included tn the data for the 

preliminary report. Other reasons of non-completion were inappropriateness of the 

questionnaire to a particular project, insufficient time to complete the question­

naire or respondent's Inability to locate the questionnaire. In some cases, no 

reason was given~ 

Non-Response of Survey 

Of those individuals who never returned the questionnaires, 53 per cent had 

been contacted by telephone. Eighty per cent Indfcated they would mail the question­

naire withIn a week and 20 per !;ent indIcated they had already returned the 

questionnaire. Forty-seven per cent of the non-respondents were never contacted. 
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% of 
N Total % of N. If returns 

Survey· Sent Returned Returned Completed Completed 

Evaluators 1. State 5 5 100 5 1001 

2. Local 13 13 100 10 771 

Non-Evaluators 
3. Regional 30 24 BO 20 BlS 

4. State 16 13 81 11 85S 

5. Adv.Comm. 149 96 64 51 53S 

Projects 6. Project 
Directors 112 95 85 75 79S 

Case Study Protocol 18 11 65 11 1001 

TOTAl. 343 257 751 183 711 

1Figures in Column Three represent tht! proportion 'or persons 1n the original 
sample who tet~rned the questionnaire or who were interviewed by telephone. Figures 
1n Column Five indicate the proportion of qUestionnaires returned that were complete 
enough to use In the analysis. Some questionnaires were sent back with very few 
responses on them. 

h.. - - - -.-., - - - -

TABLE A-2 REASONS FOR tlCtf-COMPLETIOO OF QUESTlOOtlAIRE 

Reason for Incomplete 
Questionnai res 

1. Lack of information, too new, 
inactive 

2. No longer member of audience 
surveyed--resigned, retired 

3. Evaluations/Questionnaires 
a was te of time 

4. Questionnaire received too late 
for preliminary draft 

5. Quest10nnaire inappropriate 

6. Insuff1cient time to complete 
questionnaire 

7. No reason ghen 

8. Question did not reach person; 
could not recall 

Totals 

- - - .-

Questionnaire/letter Questionnaire not 
returned with returned. Reason 

reason given over telephone 

N If 

12 11 

4 6 

7 

7 

6 

3 

2 3 

4 6 

37 37 

'--

'X: - ~j-
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The majority of these individuals were the selected members of lo'cal RPU ad­

visory corrmtttees. however. some projec~ directors were not, conbcted as shown 

in Table A~3. Unavailable telephone informatfon or unsuccessful attempts to 

contact the 1ndfv1duai during business hours prevented obtafning the responses 

by telephone. 

The analysis and interpretation 'Of data fn the main body 0" the report 

probably were not biased much. if at all. by the non-response to the survey. A 

test of the type of bias fntroduced by non-respondent:s was made: by correlating 

the nl.lllbe'r of days before respondents returned the quest10nnaflre with selected 

questions on use of evaluation reports and attitudes' toward evaluation. The 

assumption underlying the test is that attitudes and/or behavfJors of non-respondents 

are a l1near projection of "slow" respondents. For example. lone could propose 

that persons who responded to the questionnaIre were 1Il0re apt: to use evaluatfo!" 

reports. more posftive toward evaluatfon. h~d a greater unde'rshndfng of ft. and 

so on than did persons who never responded at all. If so. f,t fs reasonable to 

beHeve that persons who responded only after s,everal telephone contacts or who 

gave their responses over the telephone several weeks after they recefved the 

.questionnaire would resell'.ble the non-respondents to a greflter extent than they 

resemble, the -quick" respondents. Thus. ff there is a reJationsh1p between the 

number of days before a person responded and thefr use of evaluations or their 

attitudes about evaluation., we would conclude that faflure to obtain responses 

from about 25 per cent of the orfginal sample bfased the results. 

As shown in Table A -4. there were almost no signiffcant correlations between ;, 

slowness of response and any of the behavforal or attftudinal characterlstfcs of !, 

respondents. 

Slow respondents did not indfcate greater use of evaluations than qufck 

respondents. and did not dHfer in terms of the "ideal" weight given to evalua­

tfon reports. Slow respondents were somewhat less apt to fndicate a high level 

-:r 
CX):. __ ~_, 
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TABLE A-a COIlTACTS HADE-WITH NOIl-RESPOODmTS 

Evaluators 

Non-Evaluators 

Projects 

Survey Fonn 

1. State 

2. Local 

3. Regional 

4. State 

5. Adv.Corrm. 

6. Project 
Directors 

Case Study Protocol 

TOTALS 

Proportions (N~8G) 

Contacted by 
Telephone 

Had wm 
Hatled Mafl 

H 

3 

3 

9 

N 

5 

2 

15 

9 

6 

37 

43% 

Total 
Contacted 

N 

6 

3 

18 

12 

7 

46 

53% 

- -

Never 
Contacted 

35 

5 

40 

47% 

01 
01 
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TABLE A-~ 

SUMMARY TABLE: Correlations between number of days to return and selected questions: 
All respondents 

Survey Question 

Current weight of use 
of formal evaluations 

Ideal weight of use 
of formal evaluations 

lIunber of reports 
reviewed 

Per cent of reports 
which were 

reviewed, but n~t used 

considered 

played a major role 
In decision making 

Understanding of 
evaluation reports 

Quality satisfaction 
of evaluation reports 

Use satisfaction of 
evaluation reports 

Correlation 
(R) 

-.008 

-.075 

-.027 

-:US8 

.219 

·.031 

.135 

.12 

-.133 

Slope 
(8) Significance 

-.003 . .47 

-.019 .21 

.039 .38 

-.001 

.009 

.001 

.012 

.001 

-.013 

.30 

.04 

.40 

• 07 

.45 

.08 

- - ~-.;. - -. .. 

N 

112 

117 

121 

61 

61 

61 

116 

102 

li5 

-

I­

" p 
," 

'., 
i 

i -

of understanding of evaluation and somewhat more likely to be satisfied with the 

extent to which evaluation r&ports were used. Even though both of these correla­

tions are close to significance at the .05 level, the substantive Importance of 

the relationship is trtvhl--as Indicated by regression coefficients of .01 and 

-.01 respectively. 

The majority of non-respondents were project directors Or advisory committee 

members. The major reason accounting for the lower response rate of advisory 

c~llttee members Is that we had limited resources to use In contacting persons 

who did not return the questionnaires and most of our efforts were to obtain 

complete responses from evaluators, agency personnel, and project directors (In 

that order). Thus, members of the advisory committees were not contacted as 

frequently nor w1th as much persistence as other persons. 

In order to test for response bias within the group of project directors 

and advisory committee members, correlations were calculated for each of these 

groups separately (Tables .-5 and 1-6). Project directors who were slow to 

respond do not appear to be signflcantly different from those who responded 

quickly and the same pattern is shown for members of the advisory comnittees • 

- - -.- - -
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TABLE A-5 

SUMMARY TABLE: Correlations between support and use quest10ns and number of days 
to return using only project dfrectors responses 

Survey.Question 

Current wefght of use 
of formal evaluations 

Ideal weight of use 
of formal evaluatfons 

Number of reports 
reviewed 

Per cent of reports 
which were 

reviewed, but not used 

consfdered 

played a major role 
fn decfslon making 

Understanding of 
evaluations reports 

Quality satisfaction 
of evaluation reports 

Use satisfaction of 
evaluation reports 

co: 
°t 

1------ , .... -~.-~ .. ,. 

Corre tati on 
(R) 

-.229 

-.067 

.0003 

.011 

.246 

-.01 

.15 

.01 

-.057 

Slo~e 
(8 Significance H 

.089 .07 43 

-.018 .33 46 

.00008 .49 53 

.0002 .48 23 .. 

.015 .13 23 

-.0005 .48 23 

.012 .14 53 

.001 .47 43 

.006 .35 50 

- - - -.- - - - -
TABLE A-6 

SU~i'lARY TABLE: 

Correlation Slo~e Survey Questfon (R) (B Signiffcance II 

CUrrent wefght of use 
of form~l evaluations .14 .037 .20 39 

Ideal weight of use 
of formal evaluations .044 .01 .39 41 

Number of reports 
reviewed .147 .298 .18 40 

Per cent of reports 
whfch were 

reviewed. but not used -.364 -.002 .09 15 

consfdered .457 .013 .04 15 

played a major role 
In decision makfng -.188 -.006 .25 15 

Understandfng or 
evaluations reports .172 .015 .13 43 

Quality satfsfactfon 
•. 19 of evaluation reports -.154 .012 36 

Use satfsfaction of .013 39 evaluation reports -.35 .030 

.' 
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