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INTRODUCTION

In the late sixties and early seventies, criminal justice agencies
began to recognize the need for professional planning capabilities,
largely as a result of passage of the Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
and the resulting creation of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.
In the waning years of this decade we, as members of the criminal justice
system, have become aware of another need - the need to be accountable
for our programs and practices. Evaluation has come to the forefront in
order to meet these needs.

One of the most important components of any operational planning
system, such as those now found in a number of criminal justice agencies,
is that of evaluation. It is this component which has the responsibility
for the oﬁerall assessment of program effectiveness and efficiency in
terms of productive outcomes versus performance standards. Morally and
legally, criminal Jjustice agercies have a responsibility to the public to
account for the expenditure of tax dollars. As the national economy has
slowed in recent years, public demand for evaluations of existing programs
which detail the measurable result of the investment of public monies in
agency operations has increased. There is an increasing awareness among
professionals in different sectors of the criminal justice system that
the traditional intuitive and unsystematic approach to the development
and assessment of programs and techniques has led to repetitive error.
Further, it has been impossible to pinpoint the reason for success when

success did occur.
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Criminal Justice agencies are well aware of the need to evaluate,
however, these governmental units are faced with a dilemma. Evaluation
is generally misunderstood by policy makers, is viewed with suspicion
and abused by line management, is threatening to program staff and is
a burden for the so called "evaluators" who generally have other primary
duties. Evaluation, too frequently, is a thankless task; at best it
is damned with faint praise or, at worst, ridiculed, questioned, criti-
cized, second guessed,'and held to be invalid. Despite these general
constraints, there remains the demand for quantitative assessment of
program efficiency and effectiveness.

The state of the art of evaluating governmental functions is so
embryonic at this point in time that the correctional administrator is
left with very little at his disposal when contemplating evaluation,
despite the need for factual knowledge in the efficient and effec?ive
management of programs. One of the most salient problems encountered
in initiating evaluation efforts is the lack of adequate performance
measurements, specifically quantitative qualitative measures of program
effectiveness and efficiency.

To compound these problems, classical evaluation methodologies with
roots in academic, scientific research are, for the most part, impractical
for use by criminal justice agencies on an ongeoing basis. For example,
the use of control groups can present severe supervision problems as
offenders may view one of the groups as receiving "preferential" treat-
ment. The pre~test, post-test methodology is inapplicable in many
instances as the segmented organization of the criminal justice system

does not always allow access to individuals prior to their becoming the
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responsibility of a particular governmental unit, Additionally, such
evaluations require a greater expenditure of fisdal, perso::él, and fims
resources than is normally available to criminal Jjustice aganciss oo =
continuing basis. .

Task force or investigative reports many times are disguiszd as
evaluations. However, the basis for such undertakings, e.c. im:eﬁiate
discovery and resolution of problems, only increases the thresatsning
nature of the so—-called "evaluation" and the data collected is indesd
subject to question. Finally, one can be relatively certain that
responses to subjective self-evaluations do not come near to mesting ths
need for unbiased program assessment in this the "Era of Accountzability.”

Historically, criminal justice agencies have lacked the resourcas t

perform effective program evaluation. Management by crisis, unfortrm=tely

—

current trend toward the development of stronger planning znd rsssax

f)

capabilities though, is beginning to negate the need for this tio2 ¢

management. Thus, the development of an appropriate methodologr witx
which to conduct evaluations can provide contemporary criminzl jusitics
administration with the tools for measuring program perforcance and
aid in the effective development and management of criminal justice
pPrograms.

THE FLORIDA EXPERIENCE

Given the capabilities, what are the organizationzl sirzts

which can be used to provide valid, methodologically soﬁn
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which are of interest to and can be used by the administrators, govaroa-

ment officials, and legislators who demand accountability? 2A czse in
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point is the Florida Department of Offender Rehabilitation which was
faced with this very question in the midst of its major reoréénization
two years ago. While it would have been much easier to spend several
years developing an evaluation strategy, legally there was noé alternative.
The 1975 Florida legislature mandated annual program evaluation by the
Department of Offender Rehabilitation in Section 20.312 (21) Florida
Statutes which states:

"A comprehensive program evaluation system shall be established

which shall encompass all major programs of the department, The

department shall establish measurable program objectivyes and
performance criteria for each program it operates. Tae system of
evaluation to be established shall require all prograns to develop
measurable goals and to estimate the cost of attaining the goals

in advance. Studies of relative cost and effectiveness of depart-

mental and alternative programs shall be conducted. The department

shall develop a program evaluation schedule and shall evaluate

at least 20 percent of its programs annually. Thes department shall

submit these evaluation schedules and reports to the azporopriate

substantive committees of both houses of the legislature for review.

Where possible, the department management information system shall

provide the basic information for program evaluation studies for

the department and the Parole and Probation Commission.”

Although the legislative mandate required immadiate action, the
Florida Department of Offender Rehabilitation was not without some
experience in the design and utilization of evaluations. The evaluation
requirement, in Florida and elsewhere, has its roots at a time when an
ever growing correctional system, generated by an unprecedented influx
in inmate population, made it necessary to organize and establish a
comprehensive planning system to cope with the growth problems.

The addition of a planning section to Florida corrections in 1973
provided sufficient talent and depth to compile valid data, to assess

current needs and deficiencies, to identify parameters and constraints,

to establish realistic goéls, to set standards, and in general to
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formulate plans according to prescribed ground rules. However, the
absence of an evaluation capability was recognized.

The Florida Department of Offender Rehabilitation has long been
a proponent of strong evaluation. Accordingly, in Fiscal year 1973~
1974 the Department acquired a grant from the Board of Regents to
contract with the University of South Florida for a preliminary report
containing the basic guidelines for developing comprehensive models for
evaluation of programs in corrections.

The compelling need to expand these guidelines into a theoretical
framework and practical methodology for assessing program effectiveness
prompted the continuation of Board of Regents funding in Fiscal Year 1974-
1975. The resultant model for the evaluation of correctional programs was
utilized to a great extent in the design of the comprehensive evaluation
system described below. Howesver, as the evaluation model did not totally
accommodate the legislative mandate, it was necessary to synthesize the
professional guidance with the realities of the day to day operation of
a growing correctional system in order to design an evaluation system
appropriate for the Florida Department of Offender Rehabilitation. The
remainder of this paper, then, wili explore these efforts in terms of
strategies employed, problems encountered, and the successes achieved in
establishing a comprehensive evaluation system for Florida corrections.

Briefly, these efforts succeeded in countering field resistance to
intrusion by "ivory tower" evaluators, met the information needs of
program managers and departmental administrators, met the statutory
requirement to evaluate, and were accomplished within limited time

frames and limited resources of the department. The results of the
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evaluation efforts of the Florida DBepartment of Offender Rehabilitation
were generally well received by all target groups; Now in tﬁ;'second
year of this process, Florida is among those states paving the way for
a new era of evaluating criminal justicg activities.

The strategy used in Florida to iniiiaﬁe a comprehensive evaluation
system employed a three phase effort: 1) system design, 2} pre-~imple-
mentation activities, and 3) actual implementation.

SYSTEM DESIGN

The need for evaluation, as expressed by the Florida Legislature
was rather specific, however, a number of questions arose such as def-
inition of evaluation, the characteristics of a "major program", and
the distinctions between "measurable program objectives, performancs
criteria, and goals" as opposed to performance standards.

As the required evaluations had to be completed within the fiscal
vear, discussions with departmental managers and administ?ators vere
held to determine how internal need coincided with the legislative
requirement. Organizational need will vary among criminal justice
agencies, however, in Florida's case, the fact that the Department of
Offender Rehabilitation>was undergoing a major reorganization during
the time in which the initial evaluations were taking place reguired
special attention in the évaluation system development. Therefore, it
was concluded that the emphasis should be on service delivery. Addi-
tionally the process of evaluation needed to be uncomplicated, practiceal,
efficient, manageable, and productive - a rational process anchored

firmly in the real world.

A. Determination of Evaluation System Parameters

An important factor in examing the requirement to evaluate is to
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determine the parameters within which the evaluation system ﬁust function.
As the guidelines in this area were fairly well defined by léw, this
initial step posed no serious‘impediments to designing an evaiuation
system for Florida. However, the more vague the requiremeat'fo evaluate,

the more crucial this step becomes and the more specific the agency must

be in stating its evaluation parameters.

B. Determination of Evaluation System Scope and Objectives

The second step in the initial phase is to identify the desired
result; specifically the scope and objectives of the evaluations, the
programs to be evaluated, and the level and type of information to provide
in the final report. At this point, the "ideal" system, within reason,
should be described. Succeeding activities in the design of an evaluation
system, described herein, will explain how the "model" system can be
modified to suit the situation at hand. It was found in Florida, that
describing the ideal system at the outset saves time and effort in the
long run and later changes to the correctional system will not necessitate
o complete revision of the evaluation system. The goal or ideal system
remains as the model to which adjustments are continually made.

Florida's second year evaluations were delayed nearly six months
because the initial design of the evaluation system had been based on the
current situation. The reports of the first three evaluations were
criticized for not being specific enough, thus the first half of this
fiscal year was spent redesigning the comprehensive evaluation system
to allow for a more sophisticated examination of program operation.

Had the Florida system been originally designed to accommodate incre-

mental changes as discussed above, such a lengthy delay might not have

been necessary.
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As the parameters for the evaluation system are developad based
on the requirement to evaluate, the scope, i.e. the level of effort
desired, must be determined, Evaluation of a program can ragge from a
broad study of the entire service delivery systen, includiﬁg’indirect
and direct services, related servicesﬂand cost, té a narrow assessment
of the end product alone. Florida's system takes the middleiground
between these two extremes by evaluating not only the end-prcduct but
the program facilities, equipment, cost, and direct sesrvices which
contribute to the end-product. The determination of the scops should
be based upon both external requirements and organizational nsed.
Modification of the scope, based on system coastraints, is always a
possibility and the means to achieve such will be discussad at a later
point.

Goals and objectives for the evaluation system are then Geveloped.
These statements should reflect both the scope and the system parameters
in specific terms that parallel organizational need and external require-
ments. The overall goal of Florida's Comprehensive Evaluation System
was to “fulfill the legislative mandate through an ongoing examination
of departmental programs which will .generate necessary information for
both internal and external use in a valid, scientific manner."” Spscific
objectives established for this system were as follows:

1. Evaluate 20% of the Department's major programs annually.

2. Compile the data in order that the most efficient and effective
utilization of limited program resources may be made.

3. Provide information for program modification and development.
4. Provide information for the budget development process.

5. Provide an accounting of Departmental activities for the
legislature, the public, and other state and federal agencies.
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6. Identify program problem areas and elicit rapid and sensitive
responses.

7. Provide standards for equitable sexrvice delivery throughout
the system.

Thus the specific areas of concentration are identified in the goals and

objectives. When coupled with the scope and parameters, a relatively

explicit picture of the evaluation system began to emerge.

C. Identification of Programs to be Evaluated

The next task was to identify the programs to be evaluated. In
Florida, the law specified "20% of all major programs annually”". 1In
other agencies, criteria for selection may be based on federally funded
projects and other programs réquiring evaluation by law; programs which
indicate unusual problems, successes, or cost; or programs indicated by
the agency administration.

The less broadly defined a program is, the more specific its
evaluation will be, given egual personnel, time and fiscal resources.

Quite a problem arose in Florida because of the mandate to evaluate 20%

of all major programs annually. As the resources to be devoted to

evaluation were fixed, a major program had to be defined broadly enough
so that 20% of the total would pot constitute an unreasonable number of
evaluations each year, yet spé;ific encugh that the information obtained
would not be so nebulous as to be useless. Accordingly, a major program
was defined as: one"which delivers direct services to those under

departmental supervision and which is a program compohent, or a budget

cost center. for which expenditures are reported, or another service

component having major fiscal significance." As the law strongly

emphasized fiscal information as part of the evaluation, the programs -
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were defined along these lines. B&As a result, twenty programs were

identified, requiring that four programs be evaluated annually.

D. Identification of Evaluation Target Group (those to whom.évaluation
is addressed)

The following task was to identify the audience to whom the final
evaluation report would be directed. This was crucial in obtaining
agency support for the evaluation effort. If the reports are to be
utilized primarily by field personnel concerned with the day to day
operation of a program, sophisticated statistical analyses of the data
would, more thah likely, not be understood, and the entire effort
would be rejected. If, on the other hand, the target group is a legis-—
lative committee who will determine the level of cont%nuation program
funding, if any, the report must speak to demonstrable program success
as well as the corresponding cost implications.. While the audience may
never be specified in writing it is important for the evaluators to
consider the primary target group when designing the methodolocy and

analyzing the resultant data.

E. Design of Evaluation Methodology

When the preceding tasks were completed, sufficient information
regarding the evaluation needs and requirements was available to begin
designing the évaluation methodology. While evaluating on an ad hoc

basis allows the agency to develop methodologies specifically suited to

“the needs and requirements of each individual evaluation, the concern in

Florida was to the development of an evaluation system; thus the meth-
odology developed had to be flexible enough to embrace a variety of dif-
ferent programs yet static enough to assure continuity over a period of

time.
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As mentioned previously, most classical evaluation methodologies
are not suited to criminal justice programs by virtue of eiﬁher their
complexity or the inappropriateness of the population under,;xamination.

\

Additionally, a number of classical methodologies require that data be

collected throughout the program operétion. While this may be feasible
for certain pilot projects, the majority of criminal justice:programs
are ongoing, thus no provision for complete data collection can be made.

As a result, the Florida Department of Offender Rehabilitation's
Comprehensive Evaluation System is based on a formative evaluation
methodology which is particularly suited to the assessment of ongoing
programs. Within these general guidelines, it was decided to measure
program activity and results in terms of performance standards utilizing
a modified systems approach. The result of such evaluation was a mea-
surement of ongoing functions against standards thus pinpointing and
describing theldeficiencies in both service delivery as well as program
end-products.

Performance standards were categorized as measures oi inputs, outouts,
processes, environmental conditions, and feedback. The standards were
then measured individually and the category (input, output, etc.) assessed
as a whole. By utilizing such a methodology, recommendations can be
specific and implementation priorities assigned at the category as well
as the standard level.

The methodology to be ukilized by ény agency which wants to perform

ongoing evaluations must be cognizant of the level of effort desired.

Attempting to be too specific for the purpose will only jeopardize the

effort in the long run. As each evaluation system will be unique, only

general guidelines can be given with respect to developing evaluation
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methodologies, The most crucial point is to design a meihodology
which will result in the type of information regquired by tHe target
audience. Correspondingly, the methodology must be such tha% available
personnel, fiscal and time resources are sufficient to producs an accapt-

able result. It is far better to do a good job with a more gzneral meth-

odology than to do a poor job utilizing a complex design.

FP. Identification of Constraints to Evaluation Systen

As these efforts should be conducted in pursuit of ths ideal the
potential constraints to pursuing such an evaluation systsm must be
identified at this point, The major constraint to evaluating criminal
justice programs is the limitation on resources, which would be true Ior
any governmental operation. Thus the primary task should be to identify
all available resources in terms of time, finances and personnel. Addi-
tionally, the evaluation expertise of available personnel must be taken
into consideration. An elaborate methodology is not feasible when
personnel do not have sufficient skills to execute it properly. With
respect to time resources, attention must be paid to developing the

final report and the various management review processes reqguired by the
agency. .

Other major constraints to the evaluation process concern the staff
and management who participate in and react to the evaluations. If man-
agement does not understand the purpose or uses of evaluation, the results,
at best, will be ignored. Fine staff most frequently misunderstand eval-
uvation and are thus threatened by it. As these staff are a primary data

source, these apprehensions can adversely affect acquisition of valid data.

Philosophical differences among evaluators, another coanstraint, may
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occur depending on the situation. However, if all these constraints can
be recognized prior to initiating the evaluation process, then attempts
can be made to accommodate these potential stumbling blocks gefore they
cause major problems.
PRE-IMPLEMENTATION EFFORTS

The second phase of developing an evaluation system is éhe pre-
implementation activities, specifically: 1) identification of specific
resources, 2) action to overcome constraints, 3) revision of evaluation

design, and 4) development of the evaluation schedule.

A. Identification of Resources
Resource constraints are the most difficult to overcome, particularly
time constfaints. If the agency is able to identify a full-time evalua-
tion staff, it has a good start, for unless the responsibility for con-
ducting the evaluations is vested in a specific organizational unit, the
time factor will become increasingly critical as a result of nebulous
accountability. Because the planning process is closely linked to eval-
uation, the Bureau of Planning, Research and Statistics in the Florxida
Department of Offender Rehabilitation was vested with the responsibilizy
of designing and conducting agency evaluations. A sub-unit charged with
developing performance standards for departmental programs 'was givan
lead responsibility in the evaluation efforts. However, resources of
the entire bureau were available on an as needed basis, specifically in
data collection and analysis effo;té. Fortunately, the financial
resources to enable this group to make extensive site visits for data
collection was available. The major constraint was time. Only through

legislative action was the deadline for completion extended three months.
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This, however, had the effect of reducing the time available to evaluate

during the next fiscal vear.

B. Overcoming Constraints

Careful planning and efficient utilization of resources is the only
means by which these constraints can be accommodated. It is essential
that one individual be directly responsible for coordinating evaluation
efforts and have access to sufficient personnel resources, The evaluation

system utilized in Florida sends the evaluators to the source of the data
i; order to collect it. While this does require more fiscal, personnel,
and time resources than mailing questionnaires, the response rate and
accuracy of the data is far superior. Should a mail questionnaire be
used, it must be carefully worded to avoid misinterpretation and
a strategy developed in order to ensure acceptable response rate

Even such strategies can not completely alleviate the threatening
nature of evaluations in the minds of line staff. Thus, the accuracy of
mail responses is always subject to question. In Florida it was found
that the most effective means of minimizing these fears was to use
personal interviews to collect the data. The evaluators were able to
assure line personnei that the results would be used positively for program
improvement. In addition, the evaluators could judge the personal
responses and make accurate assessments of their validity. When a
response seemed suspect, rephrasing the guestion and getting a different
{(or the same) answer could validate the truth. BAnonymity was assured in
advance of the interviews so that the respondants could be as candid as
possible. Personal data collection methods can be adjusted to suit

individual personalities. Additionally, while the questions remained
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the same, prefacing remarks were found to aid in the accuisition of
the needed data.

Overcoming management (as opposed to staff) misunderst;nding of the
purpose and use of evaluation requires somewhat different technigues.
The most effective means to accomplish this is to invlove key administrators
in the evaluation design process:. Their inclusion from the ;utset will
allow management to understand the "whys and wherefoias" oZ esach incre-—
mental step of the evaluation process. If administrative concerns are
resolved throughout the process, the chances of their rejscting the final
product are significantly lower. It is, however, important for the
evaluators to remain the "experts" who "advise" managesment of the proper
means to execute their evaluation responsibilities. The administrator
vho is involved, even when the involvement requires revision after
revision, will feel a part of the final product. It is those who have

not been consulted who will criticize‘the results. Taus 21l efforts to

acquire management guidance and involvement must be mada.

C. Revision of Evaluation System Design
With the constraints resolved to the degree possible, and an explicit
identification of all resources made, it is then the job of the evaluators

to review their design efforts and make such revisions as are necessary

in light of the constraints. For example, in Florida it was originally

decided to mail a series of questionnaires to field parsonnel over an

extended period of time. However, upon reviewing the constraints it

was determined that the time was not available, nor would the response
rate be sufficient to perform an adequate evaluation. Therefore, the

scope of the evaluation had to be narrowed.
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D. Determination of Evaluation Schedule

Upon revising the evaluation design, specific estimates of the time
and staff required were made. A detailed schedule reflecting the indi-
vidual components and the'time necessary to complete each was developed.
As each evaluation was conducted, careful attention was paid to the time
schedule. When ahead of or behind the original time estimates, the re-
maining schedule was adjusted to reflect new estimates. In Florida it
was found that the original estimates needed adjustment upon conducting
the first field wvisit. However, when the evaluators became familiar with
theéir tasks, the time required was reduced considerably.
IMPLEMENTATION OF EVALUATION SYSTEM

Onée scheduled, the implementation of the evaluation can begin.
This is the third and final phase in the establishment of the system.
The initial step in this phase is the training of those who will perform
the evaluation. When the comprehensive évaluation system was initiated
in Florida, there were no personnel with experience in this particular
style of evaluation. Under the circumstances, those primarily respon-
sible for designing the system began the field visits. This strategy
proved most practical. Those with whom primary responsibility for the
evaluation system was vested, conducted the entire first evaluation.
Thgn, when it was time to conduct a second and third evaluation, these

staff had the experience to train others.

A. Data Collection

While it is possible for one individual to perform the data collection,
it was found that utilizing at least two data collectors as a team could

assimilate considerably more information than one person alone. This,
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however, is not a major consideration when personnel resources are severely
limited. When utilizing the team approach, capabilities and personalities
of individuals should be complimentary and the team should strive to
present a professional image. Site visits are the crucial part of the
evaluation, and a team that storms into a location, asserting their
authority, can only expect a minimum of information. However, the group
that emphasizes the importance of the respondants to ths effort will

acquire that which is needed and more.

B. Data Analysis
Upon return from the field visits, the data must be orxrganized and
analyzed. "Analysis" for these types of evaluation can range from a

general summary of what is happening to sophisticated statistical manipu-
lations. The type of anal;sis, in any case, is dependent upon the ex-
pertise of those handling the data as well as the requirements of manage-—
ment. However complicated the analysis may be, the heart of the evaluation
lies in surfacing problems, their apparent causes, and making recommendations

to ameliorate the situation. A data analysis which does not produce such

results is impractical for any evaluation system.

C. Evaluation Report

Once analyzed, the data was presented in a draft report to manage-
ment and field participants for review and comment. A classical reporting
format, including an introduction, background of the evaluation system,
description of the methodology utilized, presentation of the analyzed
data, and a conclusion, was used in Florida. Some problems surfaced as
a result of the length of such a document, however a cémprehensive execu-
tive summary, including a tabular presentation of the evaluation results

have minimized such criticism.

423



VI.

..18_.
Review of the document by those who are ultimately respensible for

its content, i.e. agency administrators, is essential. Zxzeriencs has

- shown that this review is helpful to both the evaluators, who may have

S =-3 8.8

analyzed the data without the full benefit of the managazsnt perscectivas
and to the administrators who may notmfully understand ths document. I=
the document is reviewed and explained, the administrator wiil be consid-
erably more comfortable supporting it both within and outside the agerncy.
It is only with this type of support that the evaluation reco—mendaticas
will be acted upon.

Additionally, the Florida experience demonstrated, that zllowing the
field participants to review the draft document, generated sucport fox
the next evaluation. These people were assured that they could corract
any misrepresentation of the facts which night occur. It was the Floriéa
experience that, rather than criticism of the report, the majocrity of
field comments were in support of the evaluation.

Following the review process, a final report was dsvzlopsd according
to the requirements set forth in the evaluation design andé distribatad to
the appropriate personnel. Once published, those resgonsible for ths
evaluation must encourage decision makers to act upon the reccomendations.
Tangible results of the effort reinforces and accumulates support for
future undertakings.

CONCLUSION

It should be obvious that the design and implementation of an
evaluation system is no simple undertaking. However, as the pressure
for program evaluation gains force, more and more criminal Jjustice

agencies will be faced with the need to, or mandate for, evaluvation.
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Hopefully, the strategies discussed herein will offer some us=Iul
guidelines for establishing and initiating an evaluation system.

Although these techniques may not be appropriate to each and sverw

{0

situation, it is felt that their applicability to criminal "justic

agencies in general is such that it can prove useful when facsd with =

question such as "where do we start?”

It is also obvious that the Florida Department of Offendsr

Rehabilitation is proud of its efforts in this area. No doub% ths systsm

we use will be modified as the agency develops. However, the modsl ws

used is amenable to such change. This system, and others bas=d oz th

[l

same principles, can grow with the agency so that evaluation zo lcancer

is regarded as a maverick task but an ongoing function of the agercy'

tn

operation.
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