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Thls document presents lnterlmuflndlngs from one componen? of LEAA

Grant 78NI—AX—0007 "An Emplrlcal Study of Methods Used in- Cr1m1nal Jus— .

‘tice Evaluations." Overall research on th1s grant, under dlr%ction of ’

: b

. R - |
vProfessor Richard c. Larson at .the Massachusetts Institute of/Technology,
. /
[
seeks to begln to answer the following types of questlons-.%

1. What is the "state of the art" in crlmanal JuStlce P
. evaluation, ‘as practlced? : S : i

2. How do attributes of evaluatlons (e.g., methodologi, ‘
- use of results). vary ‘with program type and sponsoring
agency?-

3. Are evaluations as actually carried out sufficiently
- flexible to allow for necessary. changes in the pro-

gram being evaluated? Does information obtained
during tae course of an evaluation feed back to
modify in any way either evaluatlon procedures or
program conduct7

4. How are alternative hypotheses, theories, or models

- generated and utllized in evaluat10ns7

5. Im what ways do "textbook" evaluatlon methodologles
~ provide useful guidance and/or fall short when applied
in practice? - Are there identifiable gaps 1n currnnf
methodologies9 ‘Can we begln to f111 thpm7

6. Can we begln to construct a comprehen51ve procedure‘
for evaluating evaluatlons themselves? How are
evaluators to be held accountable for thelr product7

This report presents'preliminary findings'relating~to»questions'
1-4 above (i.e.; a review‘of,current~evaluation.practices in'criminal :
‘:jﬁstiwé). It 1s based on a sample of. 200 crlmlnal Justire evaluations

o

’;ed from approx1mately 1500 absuracts of studles provrded by LEAA‘s NCJRS

t(Natlonal Crlmlnal Justlce Reference Serv1ce) v1a a key word search on i

i

. 1
evaluatlons conducted 1n late 197705‘ )

Insofar as p0331b1e, 1t is des1rab1e to evaluate an evaluatlon

t_()‘

)8

P

‘that have been performed w1th1n the last decade, The sample was select—




caﬁprehensivelys_ ln-thetparlante'offthe'eyaluation literature, a'eomprer.

i
i

: hensive oraluation is onp Which analvzes program inputs, process and out-r~‘

ng\f ‘ S gggg.' Thus, a8 comprehensiye‘gvaluat on of an evaluatlon would. 1nclude .an ;“

| _analysis of the mesonrceS'%human.andsmateriel9 and methOdOlogies-(design):f‘ o v

availab,le fo t;he evail-uatwn effprx: (ian:s) » the ac,_ual conduct of the |
evaluation (process) and a 115t;ngzof decisions 1nfluenced by the eval—
‘Lation (outoomt) DeLaiLtdsenxmieﬁ under each catcgory are given 1n Table

1; This framework for eyaluating anievaluation, relevant~to queStlon 6.

2T e .

/ - —

@bonej’is treated~moxe fully in Aa ﬁormhcomlng document.zl'For our presenth
‘purpoise,s it is important te nete that the final report of an ‘gyaluation
is“unlikely tO‘Cépturgzmoﬁt of the dnformation abgutianrevaluagion nec-
eesary to evaluate it‘compmahensiveiy, The:nost-inpoxtant information'
bneededvis that regarding the outcome ©of ap evaluation. An evaluation,‘and
sometiﬁ:iesl the eyaiuation report, ;p.rbyide information eb’pu:t a program.

This informa,tion is only useful to the extent that it ‘influences (informs
dor‘nodifieS)‘decisionsw :Thusy fhgf931¥.actualjoutgomeauof‘an?evaluation‘i

are those deoiSiOné‘based~in‘part:gn<its findings.

Y

This report summarlzes OuE. prelmminary analYalS of the 200 doeuments’

: dh o i lproduced by the 200 evaluatlons in gur sample. It is labeled 1nterim

; | | ,because we are currently:attemptlng ;o contact (via followeup questlon— o ~:*t : o b
. naires) as many of the evaluatorsxwho conducted the evaluatrons as p0551b1e,
_the key staff personnel whose programs were evaluated and the contacts or

‘v”;grant monltors in the organlzatlonStthat fundedothe evaluatlons. We have e ‘ ‘g_”‘

*iound, not surpris;ngly,'that ¢he documents produced 1n an evaluatlon con~—, :f

‘stitute only ‘one output of an evalua‘fon. they often tell llttle of the

inputs to an evaluation,»the proeess by Whlch 1t was undertaken, or the

j‘,'ulximate impact of the evaluamon, = g




TABLE 1

COMPONENTS OF A COMTREHENSIVE EVALUATION OF EVALUATIONS -

Evaluation Ingots.< An 1nventory of resources and methodologles brought

()

J (vii)

wiid)

,eduCation):f

i y to bear on the evaluatlon
Budget of . the evaluation (and other. materlal resources availahle
to the. evaluators), :

‘Duratlon of the evaluation;'
lTiming of the evaluation with respect‘to the orogram being'evalﬁated;

,Attrlbutes of evaluatlon personnel (e Be» tralnlng, expeflence,‘

world view' ),

Aitrlbuteshof;program‘personnel (e.g., experience, commitment,

Attributes of the program. (e g.. zoals. substantive'area of criminal
Justlce, cllent group); . : ' ‘

Evaluation methodology and design;-

Audience, or "eclient group' for the evaluation and purposes of
the &valuation. : o

Evaluation Process: Actual conduct of the evaluation compared with that

L

planned in‘the evaluation design

Types, intensity and frequency of 1nteract10n of evaluators with‘

: program staff; _ 7

Extent to whlch 1nformat10n acqulred durlng evaluatlon is fed back
to program staff, pechaps modlfylng program procedures,

~ Extent to Whlch 1nformat10n acquired durlng evaluation is used to'
modify the allocatlon of evaluation resources; ‘ : :

.Turnover 1n personnel (e. g., evaluators, program staff, cllent group),

S
Response of- program staff and cllent group to the presence of N

- evaluators'
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TABLE % (continued)

'Evaluation Pn0ces§;(cdm&inue&)

.
S /
(vi) Adaptiveness of evaluation - design (capac1ty go»respond to changes
in the prdgram%“ ) X
Qvii) rTestlng of hypotheses regar&ing the p*ogram,
(vii) Dchment&ti@ns of f::mdlﬁg‘s .
Evaluation OQutcomes: &flisﬁ£ﬁ§ ef‘&écisfdﬂs’ﬁﬁfﬁﬂéﬁee& by‘the evaluation
(%) Décisionaby’fundimg agency to fund, refund, modify, or cancel 3
program; : ‘ o . . .  ‘  -V e ' . s
(21) Decision by‘pncgramxstaﬁﬁ téﬁmddify'any of the propram procédures;
(£41) Decision by members of clfent.group to alter part1c1patlon patterns
in program,
(Zv) Dec1sion by one or mere memﬁers of the researth community to study
' further the"” questlonsllsmues taised in the evaluatlon,
() Decision by one or more otﬁer funders and/or program personnel {in
' other jurisdictioms) o 1nitiate, modify;ﬂor terminate similar
_programs. :

Al
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The Sample of 200

The 200 evaluatlons ‘in our sample, whlle prlmarlly obtained from a
- list of 1500 "evaluation studles c1ted by NCJRS, constitute a structured

'rather“than a random sample. We used,the NCJRS cla551flcatlon of "eval—»

4

uations *" dellberately, Th order to p01nt up - the weaknesses of that cla551~‘
t;ficatlon system.»‘(Bllot'studles,;slmulatlons'andT‘evaluablllty/assessments'
appear as "evsluationsﬁ under:the NCJRS syétemt) Eursuant to‘our'interest
in methodology;‘we deliberately selected approximstely Sbrpercent of{theb
samgle¢frou "logisticaiv orograms, that is;;programs in which the movement

of persons, materiel or other entities was an important element. It wasp'

N
Ll

: , : , : - : - ST
thought that structural models of the system being evaluated would be

. nostlrelevant for'these EValuations; as ég¥facto‘eva1ustors‘of‘these
evalustions, we are interested in’tne.use, abuse, of misuse of,SuCh nodelsd
in the'eveluation process{ The renaining_50~percent'ofvthe sample was
drawn primarily £rom social service tYpe:programs;vin which counseiing

. or some otner type of seryice_is»nrovided‘to:onelor:more c1ient groups.. B
Examples-include; soecial court~assigned public~defenders;§certein.pre~

- trial dlversion prOJects, certaln pollce Publlc rela “ions programs'tfk

_ volunteers 1n probatlon, referred services for persons requlrlng 3531stance
for family troubles, alcohollsm, drugs, etc. Itvwas thought that dellneafi'
-tiO1.of'goals,‘measurement offachievement,'andemodels of process nould,be'
tconslderably more dlfflcult in the SOClnl serv1ce area than in the logls~,3‘
_,tlral area. Hence, evaluatlon‘de31gn, conduct anﬁ outcome should be de~‘. ; “d_

pendent on thls dlstlnctlon.‘

We also mad° anta'

féff‘?#:t,s in our sample. i
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» andfeVen’;dentlfrcation of approprmaﬁe‘dec131on~makers in-the repqgt;

.evaluationsmethods t0»respond to feedback from the field.

i
1

@
I

ey
P

(1) National Evaluation Program (NEP) Phase I Studies.

. NEP-evaluation assessmeénts to date have been commissioned in =~ .
appreximately 20: different criminal justice areas. Their o e
purpose ist to evaluate thé information available about a '
particulaf‘toplcxarea (eeey tredatlonal police preventiv

-~ _patrol) on a: national scale, Thus, they do mot constltute
evaluations of specific’ Tocal programs. A listing of the
NEP Phase I evaluatlcns in' out” sample. s given in Table 2.

(2) "Exemplary Project and "Exemplary‘Vaildatlon Reports
‘LEAA has. encouraged,crimlnal Justice progects throughOut the
country . to be~nom1nated«fox 'exemplary" status. This de-
 signation, whem approved, implies that replifcation of the
program: is. recommended on a‘wider scale. . The exemplary
project-and validation r&ports 1nc1uded in our sample are
~ given in Table 5 *?e} ‘

(3) fLEAA,Impact CltlesfProgram In ﬁhe,early 1970"s LEAA
. designated eight cities as Anti-Crime- Impact: Cmtles,
funding each at a level. of $20 million to design and im-
plement a major anti-crime program. We have included 8
evaluations of compoments ¢f this program in our-sample.

In structuring thexssmple:to reflect:vsrfOus methodological cepcerns,
we”§Ere‘§articularly interested’inﬁthoéé methodblogies which,afe feei of |
gurrenf researcha TheSE'ineludeétime:series anelysis,_experimental de-
sign? use of models in evaIuatfon;<end use ofhdecisionvanelysis in eval-
uation, Thus, we tended to favor eValeations whieh purported‘td use one
or more of these meshodélogiesa

In structurlng the sample in areas: related to research hypotheses

‘of our grant, we were partlcularly*concerned w1th the fOllOWlng 1s5ues..

4(1) use of evaluatlons by dec131onrmakers, both longfterm and short term,. -

(2). the likely value of informatioﬁ.td He‘acquiredrfrom;en evaluatioﬁ; ' e

N

£3) misuse and- abuse of quantitative ‘methods and (4) ‘use of adaptlve N rq .

&as




TABLE 2

NATIONAL EVALUATION PROJECT PHASE I STUDIES EXAMINED IN THIS STUDY

Banks, J. (1976) Knowledge Assessment' Phase I Evaluation of
Intensive Special Probation Progects.,' ‘)

Krelhdel Burton, et al.,\(1977) uourt Information Systems. PhaSe ‘
I Report. ' % . - :

b
13
-

National Center for State Courts (1976) Asgessment of the Present
State of Knowledge Concerning Pre-trial Release Programs~
Phase I Evaluation. of Pretrial Release Programs.

Ruthe*ford, Andraw-aig, McDermott Robert (1976) Juvenile Dlversion.
: Natlonal Evaluatlon Program Phase I Summary . Report.

Thomas, et al.,_(1976) Phase I Evaluation of Pretrial Release Programsw
Assessment of the Present State of Knowledge.v

Wahker, J. P (1976) Theory and Practice of Dellnquency Preventlon in
' the Unitéd States: Review, Synthe31s and Assessment.

sl

G

Q
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EXEMPLARX*PROJECTS INCLUDED IN THIS STUDY

oy

(1975) fﬁll&aam.f)hﬁ.a Neu.gnour fieiclv il

; ;Aﬁa;u »
‘ 5 An?Exemplary Perect.

Yeuth Kesources Center —-

Blew, C. H., ‘et al., (1 t~NBW~P” idey ueqver, Colorado
Carlson, K. (1977): One Davlone Irial'
Minhiaﬂn“ _

:J&rY'Sys&emy‘Wayne:Ceunty,

Admindstrative Ad1udicatio ; Bureau (AABY,.

"Bepartment of ‘Motor Vethlesa

- Newr York

McDonnell ~John J. (1975) Ceritral: Police*Dispatch (CPD) Mhskegon
County, Mléhigaﬂa

McGlllis, Daniel (1977) Majo¥ Offense Bureau, Bronx County District
: : Attorney s Otfice, New York.

Lo 41mmerman, et al., (1976) Cr*mlnal Justlce nesearnh A351stance
. ‘ T Projects Final Kepéfﬁ. ‘ : '
T
o
7
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Teble 3b'

s

_EXEMPLARX PROIECT VALIDATION REPORTS INCLUDED

Assoclates (1976) New Haven (ct.) Case Incldent Reglonal Reporting

3?)

LN mHIS aLUDY

{

o

SN

System.(CIRRS) Exemplary ?rogect Valldatlon Report,,

Abt Assoc1ates (1975) Nelghborhood A331stance OfflCEI Program, Dayton

Pollce Departmen

Asscc1ates (1975) New York Clty Police Department Street Crlme Unit-—,

Abt
R An Exemplary Project. -

AbteAssoc1ates (1975) Reserve Deputy Sheriff Program, Los Angeles Lounty
- _Sheriff's Department. . ‘

Assoc1ates (n.d.) Exemplary PrOJect Screenlng and Valldatlon Report.
Communlty Education on Law and Justice, Chicago, Illin01s.

Abt

~Abt Assoelates (n d.) Exemp ary Progect Screening and Validation Report.‘

Project Telefra1q1ng, County of Suffolk Police Department,

New York.
Abt’Assotlates \n.d.) Exemplary Progect Screening and Validat onEReport. *
S * Southleastern orrectlonal Management Trainlng Council Athens,
Georgia. - : -
Abt’AssociaEES”(n}a.) Legal Services for.PriSoners,tIﬁc{ - Topeka,tKansaS.e :fﬁi
Abt'Assoc1ates (n d ) Norfolk Fellowship Foundation, Inc. Maesechuéetts;

Correctlonal Instltutlon, Norfo’k.

B Anon. (1975) Seattle Pre—Sentenc1ng Counsellng Program Exemplary
i ’ \Ia.:..x.(ia.flul.l REpGrl.. TEEE . . e
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Td illustrate the tYpe of information available by whlch to select

the origlnal sampie, Figures 1 and 2 present two typical NCJIRS document

summiries. Approximately ISGO guch summaries were reviewed accordlng to

%

'f;" . ‘”~uthe crite”ia discuesed above and graded subJectively on a scale of A to.
| ﬂ;r When distrihutional consttalnts were satisfied an attempt was umade to
select.the‘gggg evaluatidns.(iaef,,those»given4the-higheSt‘grades). Thus,
e fuv,_tﬁg gample is deliberatelr hiaged tdéérds theibettérwevalué;ionsief‘crlm—,,,;
: M inal“justice programs. The complefe 1lst1ng of” evaluatlons 1n the sample
is given in: Appendix I,2 Breakdowns.of ‘the sample by subtantlve areasr
fz?k and evaluation methodologv are glven in Flgures 3 and [ . .
“ “The necesSary decuments wers researched and orderedbby Dorothy'Green,
_,'fa R ,our project secretary, mainly durlng the months of Aprll May and early
June, 1978; these are the months 1n,wh1ch:the‘orig1nal requests were sent:
: out (we encOuntered considerable difiiculty in obtaining some‘ofhthe NCJRS-hf
listed‘documents) Requeots were based on informatlon culled from.the

- plintout and other sources identlfled by progect research ass1stants.

‘Checklist Review of Evaluations
oo During the summ' of 1978 threezﬂtgjectgreSeare~ assistants acted aST,HWV

e e =~ i e

"readers' of the evaluation reports, dividlng the sample of 200. roughly

‘evenly among thema~ Ed Kaplan, whd‘e expertise is 1n mathematlcal modeling
Vicki Bler, a.doctoral qtﬂdﬂht'ln operatiOns research'selected studles
from both the 1ogistica1 and soclal service area, Wlth partlcular focus

' on studies contaluing statiscally—based methodologies.‘ Cheryl Mattlngly,;

.y = s bl .

LA ;1:5a doctoral student 1n Urban Studles dnd Plannlng and a researcher of pro—xJ’w“ T

;;QL’cess evaluatlon methodology, read almost exc1u31ve1y soc1al seryice type -

»,evaluat10ns.~ Ry

<

N SN
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FIGURE 1

| e e NCJRS PRINT-OUT (DOCUMENT 174)
‘aerlz DWCUMFNTS 1 80¢ : i

'<VARIABLFS QUCH AS THE CULTURAL sETT!NG oF THE PRDJECT. HUMAN, - FINANGIAL -
AND. MATERIAL RESOURCE * AVAILABILITY, AND WHETHER THE PROJECT I§ IN
KEEPING WITH = ACCEPTED STANDARDS OF CORRECTIONAL PRACTICE. CORRECTICNAL
PROJECTS ARE  DIVIDED INTO THREE CATEGORIES = YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS,
INSTITUTTONAL CORRECTIONS, -AND COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS. THE APPENDIXES
CONTATN FORMS SUGGESTED - FOR“COLLECTING * AND ANALYZING DATA REQUIRED FOR .

CJUSTIFICATION  AND FVALUATION 0] PRUJECTS IN . EACH CATEGDRY.-Y(SNI"'““
ABSTRACT) , A S

*..Accpcslnw NUMBEP ses £9000.00. 912328

TITLE: -~ EX-OFFENDERS AS PAROLE GFFICERS ~ AN EVALUATIDN OF “
L THE PAROLE OFFICER AIDE FROGRAM IN OHIO
; o - PUBLICATION DATE: 73 °  PAGES: 182
CAUTHOR(S) S sCcOTT, J E S o GENNETT,'P A
"CORPORATT AUTHOR: . OHIN STATE. UNIVERSITY L o . Lo SRR :
.' T . COLUMBUS OH 43210 = e e e B T et
GRANT(Syre. 2860-00-J43~72 (LEAA} o ' L ST : R

 SPONSORING AGENCY: . LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMIN |
i © WASHINGTON DC 20531
SALES AGENCY:.  OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY: PRESS
. . .. HITCHCOCK HALL, ROOM 316
2070 NETL AVENUE o
COLUMBUS OH 43210 | ,
ANMDTATIWN' A T
AN - EVALUATION  OF OHIO s USE OF EX-DFFENDERS AS PARDLE DFFICER ATDES.

 ABSTRACT:

THIRTEEN ‘N1DES. NFRE ORIGINALLY HIRED 70 PERFORH TASKS SIMILAR TD THOSE
S OF A PADDLF OFFICER. THEIR PERFORMANCE IN COMPARISON * TO A CONTROL GROUP
COEL NHLO DARDLE - CFEICERS.. S WAS. . ASSESSED. USING SEVERAL . TECHNIOUES - AN
ATTITUDINAL QU:STIDNNAIRF' IN-DEPTH. - INTERVIENSq FIELD HGRKER'S REPORTS@
UNTT SUPERVISCRS RATINGS, A SURVEY. OF INMATES, AND A SURVEY OF PAROLEES
SUP‘-PVISFn BY AIDES. AND PAROLE DFFICERS.~ THE RESULTS FROM THE ANALYSIS ,
AF - THE ATTITUDINAL QUESTIONNAIRE INDI’ATF - AIDES POSSESS THOSE
"DRIENTATIONS AND ATTITUDES ASSOCIATED WITH SUCCESSFUL SOCIAL SERVICE
;ﬁmwﬂﬂKcRS MORE : OFTEN THAN DO PARQOLE" OFFICFRS. THE . IN- DEPTH INTERVIENS
CFOUND AIDES VERY SATISFIED HITH THEIR WORK« THE FIELD ‘WORK' REPORTS BY
‘ST“Dr\T( INDICATED PAROLE OFFICERS SAMW- MGRE PAROLEES PER DAY AND SPENT A o
o GREATER. . DERCENTAGE. Qe Tupta wnax TIME u!;ﬁ,PARQngs THAN, DI Algssinfaﬁv
HWNrV*Qo FIELD NQRKFRS FVALUATED AIDES AS hAvaG A BETTER: RELATIONSHIP ‘
- WITH " AOTH PARNDLEES AND FELLON NORKERS. UNIT PARDLE SUPERVISDRS PATED
. PARDOLE OFFICERS AND AIDES ON SFVERAL DIMENSION INDICATING THAT IN MOST
‘ RESPECTQ PARDLE . OFFICERS WERE SUPERIOR T0 AIDLS. THE - ONLY THO CRITERIA
~ ON WHICH SUPERVISDRS RATFD AIDES SUPERIOR WERE GETTING J08S FOR PARULEES
AND ﬂcING HILLING T0 'GD THE EXTRA MILE® T0 HELP PAROLEES; INMATES AND
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- FIGURE. 2

- ' . NCJRS PRINT-OUT (DOCUMEMT 175)
. ?FT/ nacuwcmrs 1: aoo

g ”AQqLCFS RATEQ AIDKS SUPERIOR TO: PﬁFGLE DFFICERS QN EVERY INDIC&TOR. THE

S OMASORITY  OF  INMATES - FELT. ﬂﬁRJLEES SUPERVISED BY AN AIDE WOULD BE MORE

CLIKELY TO SUCCEED ON PARGEE. AN GYERHHELMING MAJORITY OF INMATES (86

- PERCENT) INDECATSD THEY WOULD  PREFER BEINC SUPERVISED DN PAROLE BY. AN 5
AIDE  RATHER THAN A PAPDLE OFFICER. CAUTHOR ABSTRACT MGDIFIED) (SNI" =

'“ARSTR&’T’ : o ' e 3

"o

. LN

o | $*DOCUMENT 1754
ACCESS TN MIMAER: ..o 09900.00.012435

TITLE ) POLTCE-COMMUNITY ACTION - A,PROGRAM FOR CHANGE - N
: N . POLICE-COMMUNITY REHAVIOR PATTERNS

R PUBL FCATION DATET 73 PAGES: 217
AUTHOR{S): = EISENBERGy T 5 . FESENy R H

SSALES TAGENCY: - " PRACTICING LAN IN&TITUTE

: RS C 1133 AVERUE OF THE AMFR'CAS
- o NEH voRK NY 10036 _ ,

ANNOTATIUN. Co SR ‘ L
DISCUSSTON AND EVALUATION OF PRGJEKT PACE, A THD-YEAR ‘PROGRAM INVDLVING v
THEZ OVFRALL SCUPE oF PULICF~c01MUM!TV RELATIDNS HITHIN THE CITY pF SAN
FRANCISCD. ,

ABSTRACT: S RO o
 THE  GOALS OF PROJECT PACE. (POLECE  AND cunnun:rv CENTERPRISE) WERE
TWO-FOLD = TO REDUCE ANTACONISMS AND POLARIZATION WHICH HAD DEVELGPED

BETWEEN THE POLICE AND THE SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY, AND TO CREATE A MORE
~ CONPERATIVE ATMDSPHERE FOR CRIME . PREVENTION AND CONTROL AND THUS RECUCE
S VARIQUS: KINDS CF CRIME. THE INETIAL  FOCUS  OF THE PROGRAM, WHICH WENT
= INTD OPERATION "IN APRIL 1969, WAS ON RELATIONS BETWEEN POLICE AND
Y MINORITIES, ESPECTALLY BLACKS. THE FGUR PHASES COMPRISING THE  PROGRAM
INCLUDED ATTITUDE SURVEY AND CURRICULA DEVELOPMENT, POLICE - AND RESIDENva_
DESCUSSTON  SESSIONS,  ACTION PROGRAMMING, AND PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION,
THIS - YOLUME IS ORGANIZED INTO TWU PARTS, THE FIRST OF WHICH PRESENTS
CHAPTERS DESCRIBING THE PROJECT*S EARLY DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENTAL EFFORTS
~AS WELL AS THE APPROACHES EMFLUYFD AND THE RESULTS OBTAINED IN EACH OF
o THE - FOUR - PROGRAM PHASESS IN'  PART . TWO A NUMBER OF POLICE-COMMUNITY
- RELATTIONS PRDGRAMS ARE DESCRIBED. THE FINAL - CHAPTER DISCUSSES SOME
~_PRACTICAL" ISSUES AND TIMPL ICATLIONS FOR THOSE CONS!DERING IMPLENENTING OR .
~ PRESENTLY FNGAGED TN SUCH COMMUNITY RELATIONS ~PROGRAMS., THE APPENDIX
CCONTAINS INTERVIEW SCHEDULESe PROJECT PROPDSALS' POLICE AND  RESIDENT
'ATTITUDC COMPARISONS. &ND EVALUATYDN EORMSp ' ' : SRR

‘,L\ R i o~ B BN - P e 5

L S m*cocuncur L76%* i B N CIPE DR
,_ACCESSIDN NUMHER.... 09900.00. 0124am ‘ DR S e
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FIGURE 3

SAMPLE COMPOSITION: . BY SUBSTANTIVE AREA
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< Training
planning; ' v
- resource 11.57%
allocation
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i ‘
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Correétions
27
(N=54)

Police
Logistics
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7 part of the load of analy21ng the completed checkllsts, and brought a r,ﬂ"‘“

N L 5 “ : O; S : . ) ; ,’:

» dFor each study the‘reader completed a checkllst hav1ng 31 entrles
(see Appendlx II) Each study was a551gned an.ldentlflcatlon (ID) number
“to aid in the analysxs after the checkllst had been completed. The D
number lncluded &pggr_alla, a‘general Subject category and c1tatlon of
the agency conductlng Lhe evaluatlon (see Appendlx III) The’compl te; :

ID number is also explalned in Appendlx III

" Each’ reader completed nearly two CheCkllStS per day, averaging

»roughly four hours per evaluatlon report. While thiS'amount of time is‘-k

small -to evaluate any. evaluatlon satlsfactormly, lt is probably more time .-

than most dec151o“ makers would spend on the report. As can be seen from

the chedklist (Appendix II),‘the goal of the readings was not to‘evaluate
‘each‘evaluation, but rather to obtain information regarding evaluation :

1nput, process, and outcome, and to assess in a general way the relevance'~'

of the methodology employed and the qual:Lty of. ‘the dOCﬂﬂlentation\_
[Separate prOJect reports evaluate specific evaluatlons 1n.deta11 ]

The completed checkllsts were - read into an 1nteract1ve, natural _

language computer system.~ An 1llustrat1ve checkllSt set ofﬁsnswers iS»'

provided in»AppendivaV. The 1nteract1ve computer program allowed adap—f'

tlve Searchlng through answers, and permltted addltlons and modlficatlons v

in lnltial<answers.»
At thls p01nt, the research team was expanded by the presence of

Nancy Reichman, a Ph D.. student in Urban Studles and Planning, and Timothy

Eckels, a. MCP student 1n Urban Studles and Planning., Nancy and Tim carried

| valuable soclological perspectlve to the research effort._a AA"

Recognlzlng that three readers each read roughly one—thlrd of the ;




‘ eValuation.' »_‘ o ; J

sample, and that msny responses on the checkiist are 1n large part sub-

jectlve in nature, an<attempt was made through progect meetlngs to’ pro—

: v1de feedback among readers té assure ccnsistency of response. Still,

it is likely thaf the llfferent readerS-responded somewhat differently

to various»types of questions;~depeﬁd1ng often on their own areaS‘of'

primary interest. (It is fot possible to test for conslstency /tatlstl
X B e
\was assigned & distinctly dlfferent subsample )

"\
cally since e&ch readen
; \ ,/

1HoweVer, the summéry findings aad conc1u31ons of the checkllst analysis:

B

#“contalnedwtg this-répor \ do not depend on fitie grsdations among the

'readers. ~An overall patterﬂ emerges which 1s largely independent of
:minor reSponder—specific variatlons in response style.

Each of the five researchers examinedva»group‘of questions in detail

and then drafted.analytiCal repdft8>dn,their results. Leni Berliner,

‘ technical assistant for the progect; rev1ewed these drafts and made re-
* commendations for revision and ciarlfﬂcation‘ She then took’ these re-

,'vised‘versions‘and assembled this.reﬁort."

Outline of Report i

- ThlS report summatrizés our analy51s of the 200 checkllst responses,l

augmented by re-exam natlon of the-origanal evaluation documents where—‘

/‘r A .
ever‘neceSSary.c.Reflecting'thezimportance of inputs; process, and out-
, s i o ~ Sk U ; R ’

come,‘weihave‘organized the report. decording to these elements of an’"

7
f

In addltion to obtaiﬂing descriptive information regardlng inputs

v

_ process, and outcome, we are concernéd w1th particular issues which

- could affeot the potential impact of the evaluatlons on dec131on—mak1ng.

These range from simple matters SUdh as acce551blliky and completeness
; // 12 . R

W oo

e
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of the'finalxreport to more difficultrones,‘inC1uding'appropriatenessbt

R

= B
and appllcatlon of methodology, degree of comprehensiveness, and flexl-

bility of design and its implementation. In the conduct of the evalua--

.tion, we are concernéd with amount and typeoof communication betWeen pro=.

gram staff and evaluators and demonstrated awareness of institutional and

program environmental issues affecting the prggram'andkthe evaluation. The

,manner"in which each of these issues is addressed by the evaluators affectsf

the quallty of the evaluatlons, hence the quallty of the informatlon con-

tained thereln, hedce the quallty of- any subsequent dec151ons based (at

least in part) on the evaluatlon@

INPUTS

As'in a program, before one can analyze the. proceSS of an evaluation
one must first obtaln knowledge of the 1nputs to that evaluatlon. 'Inputs

that have been - found to:be 1mportant 1nclude ‘the level and type’ of funding,

.stafflng patterds tlmlng, etc. These 1nputs affect the de51gn, implemen—'

. tatlon, and outcome ox: quallty not only of a program, but also of the eval-

uation of that program; For the purpose of this. report, we need to know

. bout 1nputs to the evaluatlons so that we . may assess them&more‘falrly.‘

Only eight (8) evaluatlons din our sample 1nd1cated the percentage of

_the program budget alloted to. evaluatlon. thlS ranged from one- to twelve

percent. Only four evaluatlons reported the total funding for the evalua—

~tion. ThlS response prompts us to ask.lf budgetary 1nformatlon should be

included 1n the report 1tSelf.v Although there 1s llttle comment on‘this L

£

pissue in the evaluatlon literature We note that evaluatlons are. commls— e

‘rsloned*for‘a»speclflc purpose;,vEyaluatron,(unlike general social_sciencef,‘

_research) is conducted as a service: .evaluators should be- accountable

L P
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ﬁof-their product. One should be able to assess the value of an évalua-

tion'giVen knoWn Budgetary tonStraintsa ‘It would be unreasonable‘to

expect an evaluatlon conducted under & $3000 budget to be comparable in

detail to an eveluation conducted W1th a $40 000 budget. Budgetary'lnfor4

\ mation. woula also provide a USeful 1ndicator or model for someone - who is
"planning or undertaking a similar PrGJECtm
The time‘ spent on evaluation i’s elso an imper:tant inp‘ut to: consider

in the evaluation.ofvevaluatibns; Relatively few evaluatlons (31 percent
of the total,sample) documented the time spent on the evaluative. effortn
Thevaverage lengtheof time ‘spent on evaluatlon was 11 months with a mini-
mum of 1nmonth and a maximum of‘42,montns,, About 'half those repbrted~e"
‘wete conducted in less than 6 months. There;were_no indications thet.the
length”of,time for enalnatiOn Veried‘significantly emong agencieS‘undete
taking the eveluation. This is somewhat surprising as one would exoect‘
to find longef enaiuations from-estabiished research groups such as the
Police FOundetion,or the Uﬂbsn Institnte. We suspect, althongh we did:
not specifically test foriit, that there may be'some variation by tyné of
'evaluation stndy.

It iskimpossibie to determine whether the sample over—feptesents
evaiuations.of Short duration. However, one cOuld conjecture that‘those
revaluators constrained by a short evaluatlon perlod Would be more llkely
to highllg&t the t1me allocated to eValuation as a means of ratlonallzlng
inconclusive reSults.; Know1ng the tlme frame puts the evaluationvln con—

~~text, Which enhances 1ts oVerall utllaty.

Lne researchers trled to determlne from the evaluatlon reports them~-

selves When fhe evaluations were planned . The resultS-were as followsi

TS -

0y

-



,responSibilities.' The evaluatlons in our sample conducted by the 'Sé

"of great 1mportance dn such 1nstances. .",~'. Sl

B T R &
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TABLE 4

PLANNING OF THE EVALUATION"

‘When was the evaluation~p1anned? i 'mN % ‘
Befbre Program Implementation ... 85 k, 37 \
n“Durtng Program Operatlonskc o | 96 : 52:
Af%er Program Termlnatlon i : : 19 11 ;
CTOTAL e 100 °
7‘(missingcor>not applicable = 26)d'

Examination of the planninggof evaluation by agency responsible for it

revealed«that evaluations undertaken by State Planning'Agencies were some-

'.what more frequently planned prlor to program 1mplementatlon than evalua~-

tions conducted by LEAA at 1arge. Thls may;be a direct consequence ‘of the , X

function of StatebPlanning Agencies; which have clearly defined'evaluatlon

Pollce FOundatlon ‘were planned prior to program 1mplementatlon, reflect-

ing - the demonstratlon nature of prOJects undertaken by 1t.

It is not always clear whlch strategy is the best to employ. ‘The )

» evaluation literature Suggests that evaluat:ons should be, at the very

.least, 1nlthe.m1nds of the_program developersh lhereqls,‘however,,some,.d‘

‘danger ingc0mpletely.designing an evaluation before the program_has‘had_:‘*

a chance to'settle:down. This factor proved to be ayﬁroblem~in'several

‘of the evaluatlons 1n our sample where program 1nstab111ty Was clted as' i W

,da reason, for,lnconclu31ve results. Flex1bility of evaluation design is f_‘dr fv”fd

32

<
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The timing of the evaluation is Both critical to the measures of !4~

outcome and to the utilization of evaluation findings. From reading the

NeS]

evaluation reports, there appears to be soie confusion as to whether an
evaluation was conducted during program operations or after thé}program'

had been completed.. An evaluation that is conducted afte? program term-

iﬁationaobviously’will‘not provide,decision—makers.withrtimely results‘ 

\on'program»modification; though at best they may be'useful for the de-

Iyl b

sign of future ptog:ams.“On the other hand, evaluations that are con-

+

ducted during program implementation run the risk of inconclusive re-

sults due to program instability, particularly if the evaluation design
is inflexible. Several "evaluations" were conducted prior to program
implementation. - For the most part, these were small pilét,studies

which preceded a larger experimental program, or they'were "evaluability

-~ - assessments" or simulations.

RN
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TABLE 5

PLANNING OF THF EVALUATION BY AGENCY CATEGORY - ' -

' Plannlng of the Evaluatlon in relatlon to Program Implementatlon
by Agency Category

a

L s o NS not 1
* Before ‘ During © After sub-".} appli-

T1m34 ‘L
Agency ~_ | ¥ @ |« (% | N (%) | total| cable | Total

State Planning | 14 | (1) | 16 1 @47 41 @2 | 34 5 |39
Agencies ’ ‘ : SRR N

fiaa - | e 2oy |2 LY 21 @ 3 |1 |3

abe 1 o1 @ 117 1l 11w |18 |1 |19
Associates S - RN A . IR

Police . | 8 1D | 2 tan| 21tan |1 | 1 |13
Foundation = ‘ ‘ S . - e g

N

|Miscellancous | 37 | (46) | 33.1 41) | 10 ] a3 |80 | 4 |84

su-ToTAL [ 65 1 (37 |90 | (52) | 19 | (1) furé |12 . |186

~Missing‘ 14

oA
A
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g TABLE 6 |
'TIMING OF THE EVALUATION EFFORT
: . ; Iﬁ RELATION TO PROGRAM OPERATIONS
! | v Phmdnge N %
Y BeZore implementdtlon Ca 9 e 5
A , : | , L
\Mmiarlng operatiOns . 18 Gé'f
After termination - l'?" 53 029
T (m1531ng ot not. appllcable - 20)
B The vast ma1or1t i the 200 evaluations?iﬁ.Qurvua;pie werd con&"

P -V, DR
(SR ¥ (=)

people who were not. associated with the nregram 1tse
evaiuations WefeTCQnducted by in-~house personnel.

only Z2 percent
This was slight-

ly lower than expected, and may be an aftifaut resulting from.our sample.

Although for the most part the evaluators appeared to have some sort of

¢

ba ckground CharaCLELLSLiCS of thﬂ personnel involved.

CULt to determine the evaluaters‘. rofes

soclal science training, generally it'was‘diffiéult'to determine the

It was also diffi-

~

sicnal affi 11atlon.
... Mogt of

t of the evaluation reports,were authored by three parsons or
- less. Ihls fig ; is “mss;‘1 gely dﬂceiv1ng
. (v

The number of personnel

e

and the most seniot program 6fficials.

We may pursue thlS questlon
further in the author and consumer questionnalres.

Knowi_

who conduet

il and’ cralnlng)
' is useful in that it may help 1nd1cate the possible blases of and con—
- ;,}y"»,:g e e ;,,_,,(1.

.'\, y

vstraints on the evaluatorsgandvthélr relations with program staff.
o S : ’ ‘

‘ v’.L’«;hls‘z
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. & . : « .
‘ 1n£ormatlon,ralong with budgetary and other 1nput 1nformation, helps the

i («I s . e e e e

: reader make a more 1ntormed Judgement about the evaluatlon, and hence

about therprogrem. TR L RN S V:Tv

The 1n1t1a1 evaluatlon de51gn is the 1nput factor which most dltectly
. D'

influences the conduct or process of the.evaluation. Aspects of design

include a statement of the end purpose of the'projecté and an,arrange—.i
. . ] . B - - - S0 :

ment of elements to be manipulated and procedures to follow to reach that
end. We are interested inf ﬂ o
- whether the evaluation research was de31gned to yield
information that would be useful in a broader context BT T
than that of tne Dart1cu1ar programg.- - R N R i S PR et kel

5

= ”Whether it was comprehen51ve or not (in those situatlons
© . where 1t should have been) and -

- whethe1 goalg and aims of the program were clearly
understood and specified by the evaluators, emabling
them to dewelop approprlate performanoe measures.

SR

Examlnatlon of the crimlnal Justlce evaluatlons in our sample to whlch
A PR A :

,;‘

thls questlon was appllcable revealed that sl1ghtly over half of them were
deSLgned to YLEld 1nfnrmat10n that would be useful in a context broader than

k‘that of the SPEleLc program under\study,

TABLE 7 , ' :
 RESEARCH. CONTEXT SRR

Was the- reseaLCu debrgﬁea to yield 1ntormat10n that i
would be useful in & broader context than just-

th1s partlcular program7

RESPONSE Lo g g

NO SRRy e
L "l e ‘ {'l//:.;'v i N . L
- TOTAL - 100
(m1331ng or. not appllcable 13) g ‘fe"‘t ff.roe thiiy
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In general,thé‘evaluations-that were:bread in scope seemed to he

set ‘up as demonstration projects or s0. cal]ed "state-of—the—art" docu—

?t”"ments for d particular tieIH; GlVen,the“dlfferent goals, obJectlves, re-

sources and perceptlons of the evaluative purpose we expected to see

-some differences dni Scope among the agenc1es conductlng the evaluatlons..’

As one mlght expect, evaluations undertaken and designed by the. larger
'research organizations (eg;, the Pollce Foundatlon,\the Urban Instltute,
etc.,) were more llkely to have a broad focus than evaluatlons conducted

by LEAA and the State-Plann1ng~Agencies. vWith the'exceptlon Qf evalua-

tions conducte& on team policing prbgrams and on technical innovations,

.—.-thers was remarkable consistency among subject‘areas in terms of the

iﬁtent of‘thetresearch deeigné; ,This'suggeSts that geals; resources and
Fperceptions of purposebvary more w1th -the agency undertaklng the
evaluation than with the subject areaglconflrming the 1mportance or

- examining the 1nst1tut1nLal seeting of evaluation- (1 e., the organlzae

t;onal variables associated With the agency. undertaklng the study)

5
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- Comprehensiveness
Py i st

SISO

:1
)
=
Q
¢
[

Tofhe consideredv¢Omprehensivei;a given;e raluatieon
-as many aspects or stages of the subject program as p0351b1e, from de—

51gn through 1mplementat10nvto effect on the cllent population.u An eval-:

-

uatlon whlch focuses on any one of these aspects in isolation is often

less useful for either,internal,(program) or external'(policy),purposesglg
than one'which is moré,comprehensive-(although special-purposelevaluationsb J;ft! {iglf
Can&clearly be‘highly”usetul if carried‘outtduring the relevantvstage of

’the program). ObVLnusly, flnancial and polltlcal constralnts may restrict

;the potential coveraﬂe to be provided by the evaluations. For most formsr L.~i
of outcome evaluatlon,ﬁthe,evaluator will need a clear description=ofithe
objectives~that'the program is pursuing:v the.statement'of goals'isvthe‘

e

basis for the develoPment‘of‘several:other crucialfcdmponehts of the eval—f'

- uation process. These include the designation ofjinternegiate'or Proxy
objectives (if necessary), the construction of a hypothesis about-how‘

the goals'(are to'be)-reached thekdeterminatiOn‘of performance/measures'v

to be used and the flnal conclu51on about whether the program worked"

-Vnomprehen51ve evaluatlon may be handlcapped from the very beginning
withoutksome clear understandlng.of-program-goals.r,The registrat;on of
yobjectiresfand the méasurement of their‘attalnnentaareararely'Simpleéprof

-vcedures horever.f,Establlshed.goals”may be absentﬁat‘the»commencenent' |

. of a program, Or'therekmay be.SubStantial.disagreenent;ahout,ﬁhaticoné,‘

f stltutes the "officlal" or. proper goals. What.is crucial~inianyVCase

s, that adequate communlcatlon,and negotiatlon take place among the

fﬂgvarlous‘actorsﬂln the\evaluationtprocess.t Only then,will the evaluationj"‘

«cbefgenuiﬁely usEfulﬁto &ecision;makers,or»program.managers.. Thus, eVal—f“*"

74uators should at 1east examlne the degree to. Whlch program goals Were ors
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| were not clearly focused, and should'report'this in their final report

for the benefit of the readers. Two questions were used in an attempt

to investigatefthis,issue:a

l4a. Did the evaluators cons1der whether program goals . o -
were clearly spec:n_fied‘7 . S - .

14b. Do you feel}that they were clearly‘specified?, = ; o ' ”‘;‘

The secdnd item was a prellminary attempt to determlne Just how of—

b o .
ten programs did designate their goals, “We will- p"*su this item further

as,we communlcate.with the authors of the eValuations.. Despitefthe fact
that'we‘were‘attempting to look "through" the reports;to'the,character j

‘of'program‘aims’(hence the high incidence,ofuvnotvapplitable"'or can't

,tell" as.responses), disagreement-over goals or lack of a clearly con-
- structed ‘set of .goals was often apparent.
" As shown in Tables 8 and 9. the majority of programs did appear to

- have clearly stated goals, and~most‘reports didninclﬁde'discussion or. ,v#

7

presenta§ion of them (based -on rather lenlent responses to the questlons)

©

a ; ~

Reader comments on both questions relnforced the geuerally favorable trenas, eg:
o i w . QfQ\

,,,,, - e . T A,
N N

Vs

e "goals Were clearly stated" (police-community interaction) -

. ; "goals were specified operationally (court- schedullng)

' . "goals were repeated in the .evaluation and there doesn' t

. seem to be.any problem understanding them" (pre-trial release)
' "Spelled them out in great detail" (correctlons) :

Breaklng down the results hy topic area, however, -we. see that these_.

favorable tendencies occ%gged most ofren in the pollce logistlcs studles."

h,G;ven“that;these,programsfare uaually'more operatIOnal and focused ‘then

P e T ST e S BT o
programs in areas such as training or correctionms, this result is not .
surprising.v We‘areuprimarily concerned however, withfthe non—logistical, B S

e

"‘”,‘program areas where goals are often not dlsplayed or con51dered by eval—

xuatorsi ThlS seems to be partlcularly the case-in correctlons program,
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. TABLE 8

 GOAL SPECTFICATION I .

FoNy

" Did the evaluétok§‘éehsider’whethEr the goals were.wlearly specified?

we Response YES =~ “NO. “sub-  not IR 3 B :
Program ~_ | N (%) | .N.. .. (%) | - total {applicable | Total ¢ = . =
assistance/plan~ | 10" | (77) 3 1.(23) 13 1
ning/resource SRR T o ' B
aliocation Feo N

training ] o7 ten iz 6 19 | o

¢

Ycorrections 224 (46) | 26 ‘?(54)  48 o5

Ypotice- -~ 4 9 i G| 8 tw@n}| v | 2
Jcommunity - B R A ‘ E RN R TR I
relations

‘pre-trial . 8 1(100) 0 1 (@ | 8 - 0
release » S R R ¢ .

courts & | s tent s oty | o1 0
jury ' 1 R R
management‘

policeA ‘ 42 (98) 11 (2 43 ‘*"?2,
flogistics T . . R P g E

Ja/can | 2 i@ | 2 taw | w | o |
& information : [ S IR I e
systems =~ | : oo ke !

miscellaneous

TOTALS

-

‘. missing = 6

s
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'%Apreetrial
'jrelease

. systems - ‘,
7?;miéc§llanébps_ 3
 roTaLs | 106
© *N/A = not applicable
‘Missing = 6 : ‘

GOAL SPECIFICATION II

; aSsis;ance/plah—;l
§ ning/Yesource -
"§ allocation

M training
: correctionsl’

£ police-
: community
‘Brelations

e fren g o B

4

el

19

¢ |15

1 16

(30)

53,

—

B

.

(0)

()]

fcourts &
Jiury
:fmanagement

'giﬁolice
.Jlogistics

10

il (9)

(0)

11

an

6)

45

Jaw/cap J '
#& information. ¢

1o

N

’ '(14),_f

14

4 o(28)

(28)

=

o




.hand, it may be - that because pre~tr1a1 programs are more vilnerable to

to be applied Some sample comments from readers:

in technlcal a851stance programs, trainlng ﬁﬂlta, and in the Police—Comrnnity

interactlon area.. . ‘ ' e . e

A rather strlklng result appears in the'pre*trial programs; where,

- oall eight programsgspecified goals Succintly._ It should be added that
7 these Drcgrams were located in a varlety of areas and that the evaluatorsy.

were sponsored by ‘a number of different agencies. Considering that these

programs are often similar in structure”to other correctiOnal endeavors,

1t may be that this was a more or less chance occurrence. On the other

Criticism due to. the ' presumed gnilt" controversy, they tend to be

(]

more definitive about their purpose. Actors in the criminal justice sy- .

stem may be less tolerant of a nebulouslyfdescribed operation_that

~is pre- trlal than one Which deals with the convicted offender.

_ 'When goals were not clearly specified" thlS seemed to be due iargely

to fallure on the part of evaluators and/or program admlnistrators to trans— f”f”437

" late broad goals into intermediate orvsub—ohjectives. This may not always be s

-

possible,'butfit is certainly desirable in cases where an:outcome,assessment'1s»

:

o refers to thngs like 1ncreas:.ng profess.wnal:.sm w1thout -
P spelling out what that would mean (police—community
: 1nteract10n)

%

"does not clariiy what effectiveness means (training)
"goals very large, no dlScuSSlon of 1ntermed1ate goals,
performance meaSures, or the llke" (training)

vague terms such as' substantlal reductlon - 1ncrease
the clearance rate etc. -(police-logistics) ‘

-6

‘The. vagueness of goals may be a result of intentional obfuscation on the,“

part»oﬁ the 3V31Uat°£§-f They may deliberately‘underspecifv-program L '
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i)

objectlves in ctder to ensure pos1tive results, channel the reader s

8

'attention to. successful programtcomponents, and/or appease program ad-

ministrators. VUnfortunately, motives such as these will be dlfficult to
‘ & . : : ‘ : ‘

‘ferret out,‘even with furtheriinvestigationa' For many'of the poorly

executed evaluatlons,,however, they are real p0381b111t1es. Readers'

comments in other portions of the report 1nd1cate strongly that a number

of evaluations were no more-than public relations efforts or formal

legitimization of programs.

Researchers in evaluation have often referred to political or en-

vironmental influences on program goals.  They point out that vague aims

| may be a function of the need to passfa program through the legislative v

pr0cess; Perhaps more germane to our study is the poss1b111ty that

program admlnlstrators underspec1fy‘program goals in order to 1nsulate

themselves from unequivocal judgement of programvfailure. This tension
between'program staff;'who resist operational goals, and evaluators who
seek specific measures, is a recurrent problem in the eValuation field.

Cam.pbellS suggests that an entirely different attitUdevtowardusocial

programs and evaluatlon is needed, one where negative results from an

‘outegme,EValuation are used as steps in an improvement process rather

than as the deathblow for a whOle‘program, particularly since some social

'interventions may not:actually havefexpressible‘goalsoat,their outset.

- Another possibility is that“prOgramkpurposes,may be‘overt;‘but‘

T

. mot amenable to-measurement'or reduetion into Sﬂb‘ObjECtiVGSé. In a

Study oF a police—communlty 1nteract10n program, for example the evaluamjv

)tors noted that the purposes Were dlscussed

s
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, oo o ,
"but could not be easily put into measureable obJectlves...
Basically goals were that the officer would become 'more
professional’ in dealing with emotionally charged situa~ -~
tlons, *better able to functlon in an. urban env1ronment, etc;?

IS

Readers made a llmlted number of 51m11ar remarks about tralning programs:,

"dlfflculty in maklng goals concise for a 1arge program
"evaluator felt that goals were not clearly spec1f1ed
because they could not be put into measurable objectlves

Goal amblgulty may not be a 51gn of an 1nadequate program 50 much as an
&
1nd1catlon that a dlfferent evaluatltn focus is called for. In the situa—‘
tions descrlbed above, a greater empha51s on qualltatlve process

. evaluatlon Would have been adv1sable. A process evaluation need not be
kgoal—oriented in the same sense as an outcome assessment; theiappraisorg
' might conoentrate on deScribing and analyzing the program:acti%ities and
. staff intera ctions, ‘rather than attempt’to‘deuelon a‘performance measure,
for an end—stateiof‘being "more professional“,‘ k
Despite/the deSirabdlity ofnclardeing objectiues.for‘an outcome.
evaluatlon, there are potentlally a number of r1 ks 1nvolved One of
'these is thatvresearchers may'break_down 1arge goals into meaSurag}e
objectives that inadequatelerepresent the progress of the‘programs 'Thisf
"reductionism" issue is a recurring source‘of tensiOn‘betweenfevaiuators

and may be promlnent in more cases than we can ascertaln by readlng the

dreports, A few reader comments hlnt_at the problem.

.+..(goals. were) very spec1fic, even quantlflable...;
- 1f anything maybe too narrow and outcome urlented.
(drug program) :

Al

Reductlonlsm may lead to futher problems 1n the evaiuatlon de31gn.d l
in one program aimed at reducing pollce brutality,va sub~goa1cof reducing
Avcertaln types of arrests (1nterfer1ng w1th an officer) was used for i
;Ameasurement burposes.g This practlce ralsed questlons about the validlty

’of the evaluation and program outcome.,i
7 . .

W

&

Shin

3
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Related to reductionlsm 1s the danger that evaluators may 1mpose

certaln geals in a program which have llttle ‘to do w1th the actual staff

" .
effort. Deutscher 1llustrates how it often happens tt”ﬁ evaluators assume
{ .

M

~ that the "offlcial" goals as stated in fhe funding proposal or in po-

~ lltlcal rhetorlc, are. the approprlate guldes for assessment . Meanwhile,

the program staff may have been operatlng under a different set of assump-"

i

:tion and goals. While 1t 1s not clear What antevaluator«should do in

_such a dilemma, the - problem was undoubtedly a real one in some of our

sample cases. Sometlmes there Was.dlscuss1onvof-what a-program could

‘not be expected to do.  One evaluator of a corrections program carefully .

stated that he "did not propose that this or other small-scale demonstra~-

-~

ol

tion in a fieldvmith massively ingrainedvproblems.could significantiw
affect recidivism rates'. Thus it is important that the sultablllty th

program goals be cons1dered, particularly when selectlng performance

measures. - We may‘address this 1SSue (of‘whether or not«evaluators act~

ually assessed the goals of the program in terms other ‘than clarlty) ) .
¢ a i
further via the author and consumer questionnaires. o :

Several writers have stressed the nece351ty of pre—evaluatlon nego-

‘tlation acong staff sponsor, and evaluator.. Many of the tensions dis-—

cussed here could have been avoided or mltlgated if there had been_more

communlcation before, durlng, and after assessment activ1ty.

- Target Population

If an evaluation is to assess the value of a programg'itvis reason-

‘able‘to‘expecttattention‘to be given to‘theuissue»of target population.
,Slightly'more‘thanvone—thirdéof the evaluation in our sample;discussed -

-

Ajithe issue of target populatlon. Another thirdfdid not seem“to consider

.{_

the issue, in the remalnlng cases the response of 'not appllcable genn“

: erally meant that there was not enough informatlon glven ‘in the report

Vo gun w0 -
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\\igons which considered whether the program was directed‘atkthe appropriate

_vcon31dered the 1SSue of whether the program was’ serv1ng the cllent popu—?“

the population*tnat-the program was best suited to serve, as much as

-enough information was provided in the evaluationﬁto be able to ansWer

33

W

for .an analys1s to ‘be made, or that the program.was of a different nature.;'

Interestlngly, in our sample, the evaluators focused en dlscoverlng o

evaluating the program in terms of how well ‘the.intended population was

i

being served. ,This may be because the targét population was often hat,,f =

1n1t1ally very clearly defined. R , : e S h'; y
With the exceptlon of pre—trlal release and AVM/CAD systems, there

was ;1ttle varlatlon among substantlve_areas,ln the percentage of evalua=

target population. The range was between 40 pereent and 79 pé%ﬁéﬁt,

with the average-score of 53‘peroent.‘ Not surpr1s1ngly, 88 percent of

et oA e e T

the studies of the pre-trial release evaluations considered this issue.

The issue of who should be diverted or receive alternate treatment to

incarceration was generally of central importance and some of the. .

)

evaluations in this area,were’explieitly'designedvto focus on this -
issue;f
The: questlon of whether ‘the program was dlrected at the appropriate

target populatlon was answered "not appllcable in nearly ene thlrd of v', SRR

' the evaluations in our‘sample. The prlmary reason for thls was that not

that question. Even in cases where the evaluators made assessments;sthe‘,
studies generally did not provide encdugh information for a reader to make -

'suchfan assessment.:'It ishimportant to-aSk‘why so~fQW'studies‘expliéitly o

S

,1;‘,'

latlon {t was deslgnedwto. Certalnly 1n our sample thls appeared to be i

* M s i T ey wm”f.mr, oy
oo AVM stands for Automated Ve hic;éﬁﬂonitoring;‘CAD stands for =
Lomputer Aided Dispatch. RN e T
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;¥ TABLE 10 m
CONSIEERATION OF TARGET POPULATION I

th

Did the evaluators consider whether the program was dlrected at the
‘ approprlate target populat10n° _ -

yEs | ™o -]  sub- {not

Resporise ‘ : ' :
N (%)Y ] N (%) | total |applicable | Total

<.Program.

assistance/plan- |
ning/resource
'allocation

4 @] s o | 10 o) 14

| tratning - S8 twnl o9 by} 17 | 2 19

: dor:ections .23 (Z7) 26 (53) ? 49  4 53 . A

police- | 8 G| 81 Gol. 16 | 3 - 19
commuiilty : .
relations

pre-trial b7 ot o1 an | s o | e
release : : L o

courts & 4t (67) 2 6| e | s ] 11
Njury | | |
‘f management ‘ , 1

Apoltce b5 o] 4 @] 19 26 45
Logistics c ' '

1aWne/cAD ‘11 GOl 1 1 G0 2 12 14
R& information : R ' i o
- Isystenms o

misdellaneoﬁs’ o 2 At (40) 3 (60)"‘ 5 ‘ 2 7,‘1}
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’ |
N
N :

RN
3
[

5
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" TABLE 11

' ;gﬁNSIﬁERATION OF TARGET POPULATION 'II.
' o . : e .
S

~ Do you feel~tbét?it'was dirécte& at théﬁappropriaté~target population?

Response } - YES - No o | owms | B ’
Program~_ | N @ | N (@ | N@® | Total S
X o N N d . — P ] :

Jassistance/plan-l 5 | sy | 1 L @ | el w0 | oo

‘I ning/resource
allocation

“Jtraining 1 os Vel o1 ® | 14 19

e .
(Y]

corfections 14 1 (26) an | 30 6n| 53

[

‘Y police- - . 8 (42) |- 8 - (42) 3.-(16) 19
comumity Y Y A D I R SRt BT
relations

Apre-trial 1 1 ran| s (62) | 2 (25| 8 RS B
release = - : : ‘ ' ‘ .

courts & & 1 Ee | 2 a8 {. 5 @5 1. R .
Yiury ‘ ‘ , o] ; | L ‘
. fmanagement ' ’ ”f ’ H; ; o

police . 14 Gyl oo ) | 31 (695 45
‘Blogistics SR ' C ;

av/cap o F 3 tenl oo V@), o L«
& information ‘ ‘ ' S x ; o S
systems .

misééllqneous : 0L (o) 0 1. (@ ‘7(1@0), A

5o | (6| 28 | a | 116 Goy| 194

" AN/A =._not applicable I T

¢ . Missing = 6
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problematic; at least in the non-logistical programs.
\;\‘ , X ,

"mocrss \

_lts and.

Revmewrng tne process of an evaluatlon is valuable in that knowledge
of the evaluation process allows us to assess the legitimacy of the re-
. B T

onclusions of t:he evaluat:ion.

Naturally this is important
for making decisions about the future of the program
term Pvaluation process

- ‘Qur use of the
refers to the actual conduct or execution of
the evaluation. ‘
considérat

A

Here methodology*and methods are very 1mportanta
L} Ry

Another
s how well the evaluators related thelr actual experlence
in conducting the evaluationr to the origlnal evaluation de81gn or plan.

In this regard we examine the evaluators' knowledge of program activities

(as reflected in the evaluaticn reports), the degree and klnd of communlca—
tion between the evaluators and program staff and their £lexibility (as in-
: q dlcated by:their Willlngness and/or ahility to adapt theix deslgg;and>proce—
‘4’ dures). Finallf,b he evaluators kndwledge and flexibility are directlp re~
lated to thelr posseasing a‘theory linking program activities to de31red out-
'k'ircomee:: Eﬁl;iis.of utmo l;portaneevinﬁdetermlnlnéwtheﬂvalidity and nsefnlness
;. - of the evalnatron. et | :
“ l Implementatlon : ;
y . The 1ssue of how a program~Was implemented vand whether thiS‘im;
plementation corresponded to the orlginal(;lan of the program, is ob—
k %iously an 1mportant one for evaluatlon. ThereAls always a danger 1nh
Elaeeuming that the intended program is the same as the program ln opera- -
2h S , Ty !
- \tion‘ahdkthen’attrlbutldé she outcomes to ‘the intended program, When
:;37'"'“”*“’"4 in‘fattvtheVtwo‘may°dif£er quite markedly.
/;j - = ,_}’9_
}

—eie ,.w-.-,........_.

A llttle less than half of
e evaluations 1n our sample 1ncluded some dlscussion of program 1m—

plementation, ot at least 1nd1rectly alluded to the fact that the

SR




evaluators had taken a critical look before assuming tha¢ the intended ' ",‘;-;f

; program was in operatiom. lﬂowever,;slightly‘more-evaluationSlgave,no’
dlScuSSlOn of thls at all seeming to 1mplic1tly assume that the program
. : ; L iy N L/ .

" had been lmplemented as de31gned

Ce In some,evaluations;,where}evaluatofs played an active role in thea‘

program, they tried to ensure that -the program did conform to the model

by carefully monltoring the implementatlon process.l Others used partioi— 7 A

‘pant~observation and- 1nterview1ng technlques to see how staff spent: thelr
"time‘or‘how‘they perceive&;their'jobs, and how this matched the-original _ ‘;pV“
- = design.’ A few prOceea eValuations‘or comprehensire evaluatiOns which o
| iocluded a‘process‘component did hist orical studies, following the pro=
gram from its 1nceptlon through the changes which came about du*ing its l&
operation. Those eval uatlons which were careful to monltor and document
changesﬁin the program were very much in the minority howerer.:,dften,
discuesionhof'implemeqtationVwas indirect or quite’suoerficial. N i
vThere was SOme difference ln reeponee according to‘substantiVe area.f'  }l¢’ L
Evaluatrons whlch seemed particularly negllgent abOut 1ncluding discu351on

of program 1mplementation‘occurred in tralning and Juvenile diversion pro~~

grams. The substantive areas which fareq“better‘were courts ahd_jury~manage¥“
ment; AVM/CAD and informationVSjEtems, and police logistics.,'(see'Table-lZ).a
= »‘,‘4'Becaose discuSSion of program impleﬁentation tehdsfto‘be,inherently

N

tnegatlve, polntlng up dlscrepanc1es between what actually occurs and

Yoy what 1s ideally Supposed to. occur, it would be interestine to comnare
e » '@.In—houae evaluatlons Wlth evaluatlons done by out51de resaarchers, to VJJ_AJa

dlscover whether belng 1nvolved in the program atfected how detailed and

_candld the dlscuss1on was, Whlle on the one hand 1n-house evaluators
o o ; N :

‘may have a more difficult tlme presentlng implementation problems, their'”:{r

;QD. o
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DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

Are program activities clearly described?

vFrogrém

Response }

YES

NO.

Sub-
. total

‘not.

applicable

Total

J assistance/plan-
ning/resource

- »jallocation

13 B

I

h

training-

15

8

19

corrections

.23

30

53

24

police~
comuunity .

“Yrelations

13

19 -

pre-trial
relcase

(63)

37)

courts &
Jury »
management

10

(91)

(9

11

11

: police
logistics

32

1(73)

12

(27)

44

45

“RAVM/CAD

1& information,
systems

12

(86) |

%)

14
¥ \,

14

methddolpgy

1 (100

,(0)5

- gmiscellaneous

N

3 |

193

Sy
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extra countact w1th the progxam nay help considerably.,

‘& crosstabulatlon of responses to questlons 16a and’ léb (Did the _:L; =

Wespecially_useful to its audience if It includes a detailed deseription_

of" the program which were faulty as well as those which were successful.

,was glven,'even though the‘de5cr1p

evaluators con31der whether the program was 1mplemented as de31gned7 LT 5R?v o

Qg_you,think it{was?)'reveals that»the~lack of consideration,of program .

implementatlonhis a more immediately pressing, thqﬁgh not more serious,

prohlem'than'poorly implemented programs. Until'evaluators,do beginkté
) i)

c0nslder the 1ssue systematically,vthe conclusions of many evaluations

Twill be of questlonable value, since there w1ll be llttle evidence thatb'

the program was properly 1mplemented in the first P ace.

te)

A clear and candld descrlptlon of program actiyities 15 imnortant

Cdn an«evaluatlon for two reasons. Flrst it is. 1moortant for the audi—~

Xy

ence for whom the evaluation is intended to have\this;information, parti— R J‘T?
cularly if the.program is under consideration for replication or if:

similar,programs dre being~conducted. The evaluation report will be

Ly

of the program"process and particularly a descriptionjof'those aspectsi,‘

Second 1t 1s 1mportant as an 1ndicator of the evaluators knowledge of
~thefactual‘workings of the program,‘and as.anuindicator.offthe extent‘ o
; , : . e
to whlch process and lnput issues were considered by the evaluators.> ; \j%
s In our sanple sllghtly more. than half of the evaluatlon reports’
: : n = . S
‘ 1ncluded descrlptlons of program activities. (See Table 12) However, _'f]d~-'ft ’nef

: , 7\ : T B
thlS questlon was answered loosely, o that*often_a posmtlve response ‘

;non may not ‘have been‘detailed-or ;:"k;~iie,‘}€;kl
coherent enough to glve thelr23$4ﬁ a f 11 plcture of the program. Thls

s

o 1ssue is addressed further in the survey of consumers of the evaluations.~5vi~f" i

D 1\

ey ol T T I IR e




1 ?

i

R

4o

-v? Some evaluatlons did an excellent JOb 1n presentlng program actlv—v'

i

1ties, A few gave historlcal accounts of the proyects unfoldlng, in~

cluding weaknesses andwpitfalls as weli‘as SucceSses. The bestxdescr1p~

plementation of the program or -to go beyond a generalized.or idealized
+version and supplement the picture of the total program with specific ex~

" _amples of program activities.

In contrast, many program descriptions were very brief. This was:

'.the"moatvfrequentlyacited oroblem. Another frequent pfoblem'was that

evaluators gave an overall impression, a theoretical discussion or a very

" general picture without goingrany further. Descriptions often tended to

be static, and d1d not consider program process. = - =
At times evaluatlons went into con51derab1e depth in dlscu551ng some
aSpects of the program while barely'mentioning_the more critical»features;

For example:

a——"The operatione of the actual sub51dy program are’ clearly spec1f1rd

but. not the local correctional innovations it encouraged. These’
innovations are much more directly related to reductions in commit-
ments than the mere existence of the subsidy program.'" (corrections)

~-"While the course lectures were presented in the evaluation, no dis-
cussion of how workshop trainees and lecturers were recruited and or-
‘ganized, of what trying to accompllsh in any speclflc way or of inter-
action among partlcipants. (tralnlng) :

‘

Another problem even. w1th the better descrlptlons is ‘that often they

had an 1dea11zed, public relations flavor, or "flowery and grandloee des=

fcrlption. There was a sense that the actual program could not p0531bly

fit the descrlption given of 1t ~- it was made to sound too- smooth and .

neatly put together. vThis was particularly true forfthose evaluations

- which were intended to serve as models, and to appeal to a wide audience

- tions seemed elther to include a detalled outline of procedures for the 1m—‘

:ofgdeeision makers who might be interested in'implementing such a program,'
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In‘SﬁshlcaSés the:edseemeastofbe faitly,detailed'desofibtionbdtimihime11~
discussiom of problemsfanddfailures. ‘k "“_ V | | 3
d~Asmyou may recall frOmrthe,ptevious:diseussiondih;theVSeetion'oﬁ:ina
puts, over half of the evalvations in our sample were designed to yleld
infbrmationithat would be useful in a cohtext'be§ond that of.the*partieé

cularﬁprogtam being e&aluated.k‘Tables 13 and 14 givé the breakdown by4

agency and by subject. e f A : A

Methodoiogy and Methddsd’c
There are two problems‘to betdealt with when assessing the methods
used in ah evaluarioh. The® first of these concerns the appropriateness
of the methods used in v1ew of the purposes of the Otudy and the type‘
koflprOgram (how well the_methods were chosen). A complementary ooncern";
i how well these methods Wete applled | v - },,, : S i' L,
| "It seems best to begln a dlScuSSlOn of metnodology and methods by
btietly classlfylng theﬁstudles in our sample It turned out that Lhe
most'populat evaluation typevwas that‘ofvexperimental/quasi—experimental
design. Thereiwere‘also a large number of na atl.efcase.studies,w Sogé;
what fewer studies opted for general ootcome EValnations with no defihited
structure; or for a more comprehens1ve approaoh analyzing 1nput, ttocess i
and ootcome components. (See Flgure 5) |
: Evaluations of_sooial service programs.tended;to bewﬁartatime‘dasee
studieS»ot inﬁut evaiuatioms. Loglstical studles were more deoendent on
'fexperlmental/qua51-exper1mental de51gn (See Iable 15) For certaln'areas

:Jof inqulry, or program types, the methodology was better chosen than for{]"

‘ others; 1Those studles,whloh'scored;h;ghest on” su;tablllty'of fopus;‘

‘ratings were innovative methods (followed by "miscellaneous"), court

RN “
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. TABLE 13

- AIMS OF RESEARCH, BY AGENCY

i,,l‘ . Was*thé»xesearCB designed to yield 4information fhat would be useful in

Response

N

NO
(%)

'Sub—t
totaii

not

L ‘;Ia broader context than just evaluating this particular program? (by agency) |

Tdtal

| state Planning
~ Agencies

|14

22

(61)

.. 3'6 o N

applicable

40

| §AAVN

s

|17

1 (53)

‘32

33

fabe
Assocciates

11

(58

19

19

fNat'l Council on

Crime & Delinquency

(33)

Urban Institute

(0)

Rand Corp./
ANYC Rand

! (100)

Bity Police
Departments

- (33)

MITRE

(28)

Public Systems
Evaluation, Inc.

(0)

Miscellaneous

35

30

(46)

65

68

TOTAL

1100

87

(47)

187

195

- Missing = 5
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TABLE 14

AIMS OF RESEARCH BY SUBJECT uATEGORY'V? 

X

(by subject category)

 Was the research,de31gned to yleld 1nformat10n that Would be useful
in a broader context7ff : ,

’ ..Response
Preogram ‘

N -~

NO
® |

sub-
tqtal

not

applicable.

fo;aL?

assistance/plan-
ning/resource
allocation

7

(54)

93

13

14

training

(32)

v13,

'(ss)f

i
0

corrections

‘A.(57)’

 'ﬁ(43) _

police- *
community
relations.

*<s7>f

(43)

19

fpre-trial
release

: (57) 

(43)

courts &
jury
management

- (54)

(46)

11

, 111 .

police
logistics

26

(62)

16;

(38)

42

1w

“JAVM/CAD

I & information

systams

(50)

o |

14

; l@{wv

1nrz OV'lthe

' methodology

(33).

INGY

: miscellaneous

n

L3y

missing =.5

~E
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© FIGURE 5 cx
,_Mf *FREQUENCYVOFfSTUDYQFOCi»

510 15 20
$

10 15 25 30 35 40 45 50

:»QuasiQexperimental'v 
' ‘design, N = 42

 &§"‘f‘

!

'Nagrative case study
{~ N=40 '

E ;wf.szE §

: v;General~outcome evaluation, N=29
OR B o : : )

. "Focus”

oF Comprehensive evaluation, N=25

STUDY e o “
o Experimental design, N=17
Input evaluation or audit, N=15
Process evaluation with performance measures, N=14
Process evaluafion without performance measures, N=8 .
Statistical models, N=3
Fofmal‘ﬁodels,‘N=l
CTOTAL N= 194
<i . Missing = 6
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- TABLE 15
- FOCUS OF {STHDY

SO

Program -

‘Quasi
experi-
mental

Narra-"

tive

case
Cstudy

General -
outcome
eyaluation

Compre-"
‘hensive
evaluation

Experi~
mental
design

Process
with
perform—.
mance
measures

perfor-

without

mance
measures

Statis- |

tical -

models |

i3

Process RN :

Formal §

fivdels

allocation

o " - N %
assistance/plan~-
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programs, AVM/CAD resouxrce allocation and pre—trail release. Figure 6

gives a complete breakdown by subJect, giVlng the average score obtained by

each student, and,the overall.average (of all scores). Those methodologies‘
(or "foci™) which were most often suitably seleoted (scored 1ghest on
suitability of focus" ratings) were performance evaluations with performance

measures, formal models and "comprehensive' evaluations. The lowest.scores

were obtained by marrative:case gtudies, input evaluations/audits and general

outcome evaluations. The remaining foci all clustered around the mean score.
e L : R '
In general, : comprehensive approaches were judged to have been quite -
suitable for those studies that attempted them; narrative case studies

were judged as unsuitable when such an approach was attempted. In be-

tween, the experimental/quasi-experimental design and general evaluation

types Wereijudged by the readers as being only moderately suited tO'the

purpose (which means that some were much less suited than others).

Please note that -suitability was rated on a seele'Of 1to7 by‘three

"different readers: only general trends may be indicated at thie,stage

of the research.

" The most common method'appeared to be the use of descriptive

statisties.‘ Qualitative éﬁalysis was also freqﬁently émployed, as was _

statisticalbinference and related methods (eg. regreseion and nnalysis;

of variance). Unfortunately, information on eombinations ofémethods

" used isanot‘available‘due to the nature of the computer program used to

retain auestionnaife responses. The average rating of the methodological

=

'astuteness (o suitabllity) of the sampie is 4.1, correspondlng to the

' mean ratlng ot 4 3 obtained for the questlon on sultabillty of the eval—

' uation focus (see Figure 7 fcr breakdown) L i-,;“;.,'

e
i
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~ FIGURE 6 = ”
SUITABILITY RATINGS FOR STUDY FOCT

Subject of Study* ; ' Suitability of Focugh* -
“+ dinnovative methodoiogy : ”;» ’ - 6.33 : B

K S i
+ assistance/planning/k o 4,86
. resource allocation’ ‘ '

- training >  - . .3.48
- correctioms - . _ - . 4.04
+  pre-trial release ; ‘ 4.88

- police-community = ; 3.05 ¢
~ relations :

4+ courts O D “t - 5.50

+ police 1ogistics o e 4.80

~ AVM/CAD and_ , | 407 % S B
information systems : R IR EER

+ miscellaneous | : 5.57

Average score: ° ’ o 4;30,

’ “ v

Se

,*i,fﬁaiaboveﬁavefagé‘Suitability'pf fdéus__
~— = below average suitability of fogus

; k=l

%% (1 = low suitébility, 7 = high suitability) .. = .
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Resﬁoﬁses to thé question on adequacy of measures split about

'iSO/SO overall. Breaking it down.intojcategories;”oyer 50»percent‘of~the'

tors mlsapplled or mlsused common statlstlcal techniques. For example,

‘logistical studles recelved p051t1ve ratlngs on this questlon, Whlle ¥

';fewer *han 50/ of the soclal ser"~ce studles rncelved posiflve ratlngs.

Two smallﬁoategories:Were outstandlng'k all’ pre—trial release evaluatlons
received a positive rating, as did all AVM/CAD entrles.,
Typical comments made on studies that didi't use measures adequately

inciude:

"The study placed 100% teliance on’perceptual'data'when
mote objertive measures could have been used. (police
lOngthS) , PR : : ’

[
S

0

Whlle the magority of studies clearly documented their methods of

”f4analysls, the most widespread problem with methous was that the evalua—

a comment on an evaluation where regression was used reads: '"In this de~

" sign, the independent variables are all linear functions of €ach other."

- (police logistics) Techniques were misused in ‘social service studies

A . . . S 4
[ : .

also, resulting in:excessive generalization from small samples;veg; "

o0

the dlfference they are referrlng to Lere 1s_of 2. 01" 3 respondents out

© finally aid get" ’,'7 f‘ RN

¥

of agtotal_of 8”;- ot only is thls not statlstlcally signlflcant but’

ot ”

AR

Todt doesn’t:even seem to”lndlcate a*trend."l (correctlons — Juvenlle

, v
diVersiOns) Flnally.'ln an "evaluatlon“ of a tralnlng program Where

S

bR
. N

!
vy

in an attempt to. get statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant recults....whlch they

As a final test of methodology, we asked "Can outcomes be dlrectly'“'

ﬁ,.(//f\\ e

A . &/

';attrlbuted tofprogram~act1vit1es?» Is there a theory llnklng‘program

s v ’-»-'..M,-

B S

act1v1t1es to the performance measures; chosenv" g

3

EH

‘"cnmasquare Was used, Vthe evaluators 9...repeatedly manlpulated categorles*
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The' overall response to the: first part ofbthls question‘mas negatlveb

”‘(28/ received posi ive ratings, 72% received negatlve/ratings) This i | e
respOnSe did not,seem to»depend onfthe subject area of the evaluation; |

h(see Table 16), lhe most common explanation given 1n reader comments was ~¢fv‘__>;ff
kthat the study was essentially uncontrolled (1n the .sense of research 1

design). Another'commonrcomment effectively’stated’thatvcausality'could

LR

not be established due to a lack of information regarding f'he actual

i functioning of the program. 1e., process information. Responses of ! not’
applicable"fmaycgenerally be,attributed“to,the,readers"inability to
,fairly answer this'question, due tohthe fact that the“eyaluation»reports
. were not sufficiently complete.

All study subject areas received at least as many p031t1ve ratlngs'
onvthe second part of the;question as-on the'flrstfpart (see Table 16);%
Although a problem or theoretically‘linking program activities and perf
tormance measures does‘existplthiS»problem doeslnotVSeem\tOvhe.as Widei'
:spread as the.problem ofvattribution of outcomes described ahove;l The
most common comment accompanying a‘negatlve rating on this question was
jto the effect that the ‘measures used were eSSentlally measures of con~
venience (meanlng that it is easy to collect data for them), rather than

measures appropriate to the problem at hand;

»Data SourceS*

¢ -

When examining methodology and methods, 1t 1s 1mportant to go be—:] S

f,[yond the approach and techniques chosen and examine the sources of data

»used to evaluate the program. An evaluatlon may appear to be methodolog—

vically sound, while the ch01ce of: dara sources results in’ 1nformat10n
Qwhichgis of limited“Value‘for decrsionémaking‘or~program'managementi_'

w

T T E -



Can outcomes be dlrectly attrlbuted to
program act1v1t1es?
—

1ABLE 16
: THEORY BEHIND THE PROGRAM

__Response
SubJect

YES -

N @)

NO

N@)

Sub-
total

Not

applicgble

v[~531sfance/plan-

ning/resource

0 (0.

2(100)i

12

. Rallocation.

training -

1 (6)

20 (95)

21

gCorrections

14 (33)

29 (67) 1

43

11

police-
community

frelations

U

e

o

G
TEe

'20)

|12 (80

15

pre~trial *
release

4 (50)

& (50)

fcourts &

jury .
management

4 (40) |

6 (60)

10

11 ]

police

- Ylogistics

.10 (25)

30 (75)

45

- YAVM/CAD

- .}& information

systems

4 (57);

3 (43);

14

: methodology

2 (57)

133) |

miscellaneous

2 (3

& (67)

missing = 2

44 (28)

11 (72)

155

Is there a theory llnklng program act1v1t1es v

o

to performance measures chosen° :

YES

N @

NO

N

®

Sub-".

total

Not
applicable

Total |

4 (57)

3

‘:‘14’

7 (35)

13

(65)

20

23

23 (48)

25

(52)

48

54

(50)

16

19 -

0y |

[H

@7

[
[FL

(32)

45

=

(10)

14

7

7L

(4?)

170

Jass

9.
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A

Where did the evaluators go to collect their data? Were the sources
chosen sultable and adequate to.the task at ‘hand? To exploretthese

'\questions we recorded,the.data sourcescusedfby ‘the evaluators!aﬁ&frated
the suitability of those SOurces on-a scale of : 9’7;o We‘aséignedb
. Low scores if data sources did not prov1de adequate 1nformat10n ‘0T were
c0ncerned With irrelevant information. ‘High scores 1nd1catedythat ade~
quate data were‘gathered, and that;sources were used~carefullyAand re=
vealingly. The results are di SPlayed in Figure 8. | |

Few- surprlsing or important results emerged from the ratlngs of
data gources. Administrative records are by far the most coumonly used
~data source, Whlch is understandable given their avallablllty and low
cest. There were only mlnor‘dlfferences 1n the ' sultablllty of data
SQSources" ratingSuamong the various'program areasr

Use.of‘multiple data sources is one‘way to euhance the Validityl
of evaluation results and provide»a rich description of both program
activitiesvaud outcomes.frOm se#eral standpoints; Many evaluationsfin
our samplemtried‘to use multiple sourcest this was particularly the case
in the social service categories,~wherelscarcity of sources led.the-eﬁal—
uators to try many different approaches. :

One subgrouping‘which seémed to‘have a particular;probiem With‘data
sourceszas Traiuiugto Suitab;llty scores in this category were generally

1ower than average,'and frequent remarks were made about the 1nade— o

quate number and tyne of sources in. these studies.w J d from other AT
:tquestionS‘as,well, this particular,subject area seemS‘tO‘be posing prob-.

”alems for evaluators. Perhaps evaluators jare u51ng an 1nappropr1ate

"o;methodoiogy for these programs, and somethlng different mlght be attempted.

‘fﬂGiven‘that tPese are educatlonalcprograms,”some,of the 1nnovat1ve,approaches
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used in’recent years Ain educatlon, such as ethnography,,"illuminatlve
"‘evaluation etc., might be considered.

- Onte daLa sources have been selected, the key 1ssue‘becomes how
”7effectiVe1y they‘are“utilized " Some evaluators simply didn't tap sources“
With sufficient care and prec131on, a problem complementary to that of
gmisusing statistical\technlqueSt Illustrative comments are. given helowr<

* "Questions don't look very good on,the.questionnaire;
 No negative responses were available to subjects on
many questions, for example." ' (police~community -

'interaction)

' "This data was aggregated in a rldlculous manner, eg.,
speed—fast,vnot go fast, medium, slow, very slow,'

etc., (pollce logistics)

0ccasionally they d1d a poor job of 1nterpret1ng what they c01lected

"Generally comments were quoted verbatim with no analysis
given." (tralning)

v The ineffective use of data also stemmed, sometimes, from‘information
overload, ie;,’too much_wasvcollected for no apparent reason;

A further'problem.seemed,to be a lack"of documentation. ‘Evaluators
loften failed ‘to explaln- where data came from and how they)Were usedfto
vdraw varlous conclusions.- In partlcular, where ' softer" techniquesswere‘
used there was often no explanatlon of how an obseryatlon or . 1nterv1ew
Was conducted nor were representative samples of responses glven.i Fair-
ly common was the assertlon that "[conclusion A] is based on 1nterv1ews
;“yet_np dlalpguersamples or summaries were attached. As one comment on a
;:policefcommunity’interaction study-noted: G W |
| "These data sources would be excellent qf there were clear

documentation of how they were used and. the1r relatlonshlp
. to the researchers hypotheses Kt

While it appears that the majority of evaluat1ons have stated con- .

clusions that are supported by the data analysis (see Table ll), several -

g
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" notes of cauticn must be made éoncerniné these results. e
TABLE 17 e T
.~ CONCLUSIONS SUPPORTED BY DATA ANALYSIS 8 S o
TWete‘the~c0nclusionsksupported by the data analysis? a
RESPONSE -+ N %
YES o 124 70 .
NO. v ’ 53 30
. TO'T‘AL o 177 :100 : e ; : o . “
Ml&blng 23 ‘ ' L
The p*oportlon of p051t1ve responses is too high, as it is based“on | o
a generous interpretatlon of the questlon.‘ This is partmcularly S0 in
those,sitnations'whete no strong conclusions were presentedﬁ in these
instances, "yes" responses were often glven when conclus1ons Were not 1n ‘
confllct with the data analy51s,_to give the evaluator the benefit of the ‘
-doubt. Perhaps of greater 1mportance are,some of he reasons why the .

readers decided (when they did s0) that the conclu31ons draWn were not

N n AR

supported by the data analysis. These 1nclude the follow1ng

: 17 no qeta orbdata:analysis' o . 0 ie*‘f%
2. date'wete of%poor“quality . . ‘RJ’

3. inconsistency inlthehdeta anaiféist

4, inproper measuremént con T EAe S if'i'hf““f?”fff”’;
5. »no comparieon measnrejo S ‘1't S e : Fé;;

># 6. rerommen&ations“wete notwhasedﬁon.findings‘;‘.p' o Oti °

» 7.:‘no process component Whlch Would explaln outcome

R P {nethod problem——uov1ons thteats to 1nternal and external

R | valldlty A _fp;, . ; v )

ER Y
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9. evalustors missed obvious alternate explanations :

Flexibility
3'Sinceeone of the concerns offphis,project is with the appropriate-
héss of existing evaluation methodoldgies, we were concerned about -

whether infleiioility.of,available methods might be an obstacle to

: éuccessful implemenfatioh‘of the evaluation. For instance;“in some situa—

tions the demands of a rlgorous experlmental ‘design utlll&ing randowlzed ‘
3331gnment might be highly 1mpract1cal and difficult to satlsfy.k in

such cases efforts to use«randomlzedva531gnment are likely to result in

" distorted designs,“and the_supposed strength of the’methodology will»become

a weakneSs. For this reason, it is de51rab1e that a glven -avaluation

plan bc de31gned in such a Way that 1t can be changed as the evaluators

PR S

learn about the program from preliminary research and from’ 1nteract10n

. with progxem staff.

Readers® respdnses to ‘the Question dealing with flexibility of eval-
uation design were distributed as follows:

TABLE 18
DESIGN FLEXIBILITY

If policy changes or unexpected results caused a need for

changes in the evaluation de51gn, was the design flexible enough
“to account for this?

o

4 Resgonse o N ':ibg z
. Yes T 49 28
@ . Mo S 59 . 30
Not Applicable =~ 89 45

Total - 197 100

L e o Missing = 3 '

el



or had reacted to changed circumstances;‘alsb, certain types of evalua—

~or unexpected findings. First of all 1t is clear that qualitative s

~analyses are in general more flexible than true experlmental designs.

i

The large number of "n.a.” responses to this question reflects the fact

2 : oo 5 : DRHUERE v

that it was often not possible to assess how the evaluators would have

tions which were 1imited to descriptiOns or ex Eost facto data analys1s

Vwould not really be. vulnerable to such changes. A ‘ o v,t':'

The readers' comments on this question revealedqa number of ways in

which evaluators may flexibly adapt themselves to changing circumstances

However, the follow1ng Suggestlons, drawn from reader comments on this

3]

questlon, are relevanf to experimental and qua31—expen1mental de51gns ase:

well. , g , o P : s 7 - ‘ 5

1) Open-ended questions in interviews or survey
questionnaires are more likely to capture results
not anticipated by the evaluators than simple
yes/no or multiple choice questions. For example,
in discussing an evaluation of the Massachusetts o
Police Institute, one reader commented on the use v s
of interview guestions which were "flexible and de-
signed to el{ PlﬁKprogram—speclfled responses."”

S

”\:.,./

2) - The evaluatlon instruments and measures used may
be modified to reflect experience gained in the
early stages of the evaluation. This approach

-~ was taken in an evaluation of a Parole Aide Program. e
The poor rate of response to a written questionnaire
among the control group prompted a shift to otal ‘ i
interviews in later phases of the research. L e

3) 'Additional sources of data may be employed to com: ‘
pensate for weaknesses in the original data collection
plan. . In the.third yeax. of an evaluation of a Parole .
Officer-Aide Program, new data were gathered to z
address questions which had 1emained unresolved by
earlier” tesearch ‘ '

4) Simulations or formal'modellng may be used to

. estimate 1nformat10n not available from the data. ; S
L . This approach was used by Abt Associates in an S ?ig
P ‘evaluatlon of pre-trial 1nterventlon, - similarly,

N S e e e e

i\

@ L . . : 5 . : =
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4 study on jury management used simulation to study
a situation which would have been 11tractable by
other means. :

5) ,Exploratory;data analysis and theory-building
approaches may help to make sense of unexpected

- .or apparently contradictory results. One example
of this approach is shown in an evaluation of a Pro-
bation Subsidy Program. (In this case, thé author’s
attempt to formulate a theory which would explain
the unexpected findings was relatively weak and
unconvineing: . £his need not always be the case,
hoWever,) A '

- 6) The use of multlple conLrol groups (oxr non—egulva—
"~ lent groups as a back-up for true control groups)
can hélp guard against failures in implementing the
experimental design.  This factor turned out to be.
crucial to an evaluation of pre-trial release. In
this case, the design for randomized selection of ex-
perimental and control groups was not properly im- |
plemented, and it was only the planned use of multiple
-non~equivalent control grOups in addition which sal-
‘vaged the experlment. o , » /“2
: L
~7) The experimentalror data collection period may be
extended ‘if it is clear that conclusive results

» - have not' yet been reeched, or ‘1f problems have de-

E layed program implementation. This would have been
highly desirable, for instance, in a court schedullng
study, where changeover difficulties during the
intended trial period prevented any conclusive eval-
uation of the proposed new scheduling techniques.

Communication

 way this awareness can be developed is- through regular interaction and

staff as they come up.

e e e

 Obviously, the more aware evaluators are of program changes, the

P

'l>easier it will_be'to‘guépt the evaluation planuaccordingly, The only

i

communrcation with program staff ~In addltlon,.lf as is des1rable, the

. eValuation is being conducted durlng program 1mplementat10n, 1nter1m rew

usults or in51ghts may be put to best use by belng fed—buck to the; program’
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‘The item aImed at the communlcatlon issue was "Descrlbe any feed~

back between evaluators and program staff." ResponSES Were as follQWS:
S St TABLE19 . S R e
FEEDBACK.B“TWEEN EVALUATORS AND PROGRAM STAFF s PR
Was there feedback between .evaluators andeprogram'staff?'

RESPONSE N %

YBS 49 25

NO ! .87 44

. NOT APPLICABLE Bl 3L

Total 197
Mlss1ng =3

. i X < O S S R

As the responses to thlS questlon do not lend themselves to~ﬁef1n~

S dtive conclusions, 1t will be necessary to'investlgate the issue further

With“the author andkconsumer.questlonnalres;' Some emerglng patterns may

be discussed, however. . Lo Lo ' ‘," DRI
J\ . ' » . :
P051t1ve responses té this questlon frequently contalned comments

~-about the formatlve functlons served by thls feedback. The key issue x?l -

S

here is user—orientation, Despite the obstacles to formative evaluatlon,
such as 1nflex1ble experlmental de51gn, it is 1mportant to cons1der al~

"ternatlve ways of gettlng helpful 1nformatlon 1nto the hands of program o
staff durlng a 1ong term evaluatio 7 ‘a' o h;
e : ;
The non—use of reports may often bc aced to a tlme—lag problem,

meanlng tbat by the tlme the evaluatlon is completed the program may

o

have been subStantlally tsansformed'orhevenﬁdiscontlmued”’
.Other comments“aboutufeédback fell‘intoftwoigeneralacasesz¢} g'.‘ -1b -;'? ;"

'la;;There was a high degree of communlcatlon (although

. gummative rather than formulative) and cooperation : L S
kb”tween staffs which smoothed the way for the evalw' L R T
":uai:ion to Proceed S : ’ ‘ ‘,; ] PR L & =

ECE u v

-
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4

‘ evaluation report simply dldn t provmde enOugn 1nformat10n for the read-—.:

2.  There was an ohviOus degree of tension or con—
flict between staffs.

v o S : o t

,ThE'relatiVely hlgh proportion,of'nn-a-" respohsegztaithis question:
was due to a number of factors. Based on the readers’ comments, it seems
that“hoﬁt half‘of the‘"ﬁ‘ay" respo 1nses OCCufrea in cases in Whlch the

er to draw;any conclu31onsf (For thls reason, the questlon of feedback

S , | P 8 . ,
-will’beupursuEd furthex thrOugh the author and conSumer~quest10nna1res.)

aIn about a quarter of the cases the feedback questlon was not directly.

QUTRPUT

f} e s

applicable because the evaluatlon was performed by the program staff

The remalnlng 25 percent of n.a. responses occurred in cases whlch werse

5y

overv1ews of a £ield ot had 81m11ar emphases;

For our present purposes, the major output considerations are .
~ . N . ’}'/ A

accessibility and use of the final ieport of the evaluation. ‘There are

- two aspects'to accessibility-~presentation and availability.
, ‘ RS : ‘

- The information that ihspired-conolosioﬁs should be readily understandable

Nreaders "Ig the data preSentation adequate?“ fAs shown in, Table 20 the :

One of the most basic requirements for a genuinely useful evaluation

is that data and the consequent analysis be presented in;aiclear fashion.,

and complete enough for re—analyS1s by the reader'~‘this‘is_a way of

’D' Py

assurlng the’ 1ntegr1ty of the research Co Yo

In order to looate def1c1enc1es in data presentatlon, we asked the

majority (63 per"ent) of evaluations recelved a pos1t1ve ratlng on thls

item, mndicating that presentatlon Was,not‘a‘maJor problem. ‘The social

/

servio?kcategories tended to have somewhat more problems with data

L S e LT R R e
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TABLE 20

 DATA PRESENTATION

Is the data pfeséntationladequate?

—_Response
Program ‘

17YES :
N3

'y

- NO
N

)

“sub=-

, ;“total

not

appliéableA

Tot%l 1
- l"h—w

assistance/plan-
ning/resource

allocation

RAR N CISY

29

(56) |

. 16 LN

~

i

17

training

(26)

19

19

corrections

271 (54)

23

(46)

59

,‘ 54’

% release

police-

community '
Rrelations

8 J”p:t%ﬁ)ﬁ

10

(56)

18

prq~tria1

71 (88)

12y -

courts & -
jury ‘

jmanagement

“11

(100)

(0)

oy

11.

Ypolice

logistics

34 a9y

“21)

43,

AVM/CAD -

& informétionr :

systems -

6 | (46)

YREDN

13

miscellaneous -

:g (29).

Missingf= 5.

TOTALS

(64)

136

v

] 195

W o
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J‘This ma&“inditatefthatlevalua—t;

" tors- have difficulties presentlng qualltatxve data~ . comments made

under other questions Would seem to conflrm this hypothes1s. “Evaluators

‘;often fail to give representative samples of 1nterv1ew 3'*t of observa-

. tion results, thereby lessenlng the credlbillty of the conclu510ns

reached.  Some reports, however, did do a good job of ‘presenting qualita-—
tive data, judging by readers’ comments.

Four problems seemed to be éeneric among those programs which were.

‘judged as having presemted’data inadequately. These were noted in most

~or all program areas, although the non-logistical are the most. common

°
N

offenders. These problems were:’ ' Lj'

1. Consistencz. It was noted several times that the
' data presented were not consistent with the measures
and/or sources chosen by the’evaluator. Evaluators
- would conduct interviews, for example, but provide
‘no data on the interviewing process or outcomes.
o Data were sometlmes tossed to the reader with litetle
‘or no explanation of how or why it fit inte the
‘theory or analysis;

2. NCompleteness. For. qualltatlve methods, summaries- .
were often used when more detail was needed. Similar
‘problems occurred with quantitative data, espec1ally

" when it came to presentation of aggregated results
o when it would have been better to present them in more

‘ raw. form. HMany evaluatlons did not contain enough
information for the reader to re-analyze the report
and confirm the conclu51ons.' In both qualitative .and

quantitatlve studies the presentatlons were often
far too _spatrse;

3p/ Legibilitz ILf evaluations are going to be user—orient-
#" .‘ed they should be readable. Although "readability" '
-~ was not frequently mentioned as a problem (by graduate

students immersed in the field, n.b.), the presentation,
of too much- data was. An overabundance of detail can
render an evaluatlon almost as useless as ‘one with no
data presentatlon, espec1ally from the practltloners
point of v1e€h

N

N : Y,
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4. Correctness. There were some’ comments about lmproper i
-~ grouping" g of .data, incorrect ealculatlons, use -of
statistical tests when N's wereitoo small, etc.
(See the section on methodology and methods)

For ereluatiOns to be usaful,vit is imperative'that results and . “iﬁ'
interpretation otyresults be presented;1egib1y,“eompletely and‘correctlyq

The possibility should be‘open‘forbthe reader‘to reinterpret'the're—

sults and confirm'eValuation integrity; A good many in our sample

did not meet some or all of these crlterla.‘

Presentation is only one aspect of thecaccesSibility'of final re-

ports: the other is availability. Our efforts to obtain the'evaluation

reports needed to do the research may be summarized as follows: I ST

= . Our original search target Was&283 documents: through a process;of

elimination we eventually obtained 232 documents, at an average rate of

1.5 requests per document (358 requests had tgrbe trocessed in order to

u‘v

obtain these 232. documents), using 68 dlfferent sources.“;r3~

Of the orlolnal documents ordered, 210 Were ordered uslng 1nformat1on
from the NCJRS printout. Out of these, 34»were_only_obtained after try—
ing a second source; and 2 of them reduired three letters, tor;eitotalfor:{:'
36 NCJRS problem cases. ‘ | |

“An addltlonal 20 documents were ordered from the NCJRS printout and ’
ceme back listed as ,mis3rng from'the,NCJRS llbrary or as being out,ofwb

p at the source, i, e., these 20 were s1mp1y unobtalnable. 'Fiftthhree._

w;r_eports Were\ordered;from source documentS<other than»the NCJRS~printdﬁt-"

The sources checked through to get these 53 documents 1ncluded oo

1nd1v1dual book publlshers, unlversltles Natlonal Technical Informatlon B gro

Servxce (NTIS), Sage Publlcatlons, Abt Assoclates, Inc., MITRE Corporatlon,'
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"

Management Assoc1ation (ICMA), Project SHARE, Rand Corporatlon, Pollce

bgars : . Foundation and the International Assoclatlon of Chlefs of Pollce. In
R f L

mostjcases the‘NCJRS Document Loan Program does have a document if it
e L “says it doesv(unless it has been borrowed by another user aad not re- »,"’ .

turned, or if it is out on loan tO‘another’uSer.and isn't available for a =

- i

'few momths)g The main problem occurred in cases'where a'company,,agency'

l ox universitvaas listed as the principal'souroe for‘a'document; and:in"
fdllowing the,lead”we*would.discovervthat the source was,out of business,
‘and’would be referred to another source. lnpsome cases a helpful individ-

'ual in one of the referred agenclespwould‘send‘us a last copy of a docu-
ment as a fapor or private loan—(our requests were WOrded mostgurgently).

It is,likely‘that if many peoplerwere to write for this same docunent this -
‘practice’would not be continued.

The sources are not kept up to date on the NCJIRS pTJanht. Thisdmay’
be because NCJRS does not get enough feedback from users (for example,
we have not yet tOld them of the 36 problem reports we had). It is

| likely that the average person might~not want to let allvthat time elapse‘ ‘ .

- ox erte=a series of letters in order to ohtaln_one document. k

~Finally,‘retrieval problemsrwerevnot limited'to‘the NCJRS‘printout.

: Multiple requests.also had to bedmade for about 20 of the 534documents;
.ordered;throughyother sources." |

| It'should‘he'clear’from the above report‘thatlalthough eValuationsd"

of crlminal Justlce programs-are tor the most part. avallable from the Docu—,f» o ';?:

éih,‘:'? - ment Loan Servmce of the Nat10na1 Crrmlnal Justlce Research Servlce (NCJRS),

:the procedure fdr obfeininanthem is long, complex and frustrating;thl

'kaf;j , Managé* 'of crlminal Justlce programs may have the tralnlng, patlence and .a*r
‘*/fc.,W 7’staff needed to follow thlS procedure through to the end. 1n many
o s "y
A
) ¥
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‘instances 10calfgo€ernment’officials day*nOt have the:neceséary staff

and/or expertise. Communlty leaders and concerned Cltlaehs groups very

o
likely would not be able to use thls method as successfully as someone as

perswstent and artlculate as Dorothy Green (although naturally

_they would not»need to get‘hold;of as many documents)b'

Relatively few evaluation,reports“indicated-that eyaluation‘findings
’were %sed in actualidecision—making. Whethey evaluators felt that this‘
- was not a s1gn1f1cant component of the eyaluatlon report or whether this

is a true lndlcatlon of _non-use. is»not-entirely~elear at this time Tne I S

timing of the publication of the‘evaluation report could also be a factor“

Y

here . .
The indicdtion of use did net vary among7the‘agencies responsible

for~theAeva1uations.r 5t udles conducted by the Police Foundation,_for ex~ R

ample,lwere generally as.likely to indieate the use of findings as Were‘,.

3

studles conducted by the StatovPlannlng Agencles. ,ﬁhere was little

varlatlon among subJect areas as Well. Evaluatlon reports in ‘the field e L

&= ¥

-

of pre—trlal release and correctlons seemed somewhat more ]1kely to indl—/'i
, %ate evaluatlon use than studles 1n other substantive afeao of our sample.'

s

: ave had‘mOre tO‘dO with the»

It is reasonable £o suspect that thlS mayf
flmellness of a particulgr issue- than Wlth any 1nherent quality of the : oy

~evaluations themSelyes.V Nonetheless one mlght want to review these eval~

-

’uatlons to determlne 1f one _yp_ of evaluatlon ls consistent ly used more~
Foften 1n dec1s1on-mak1ng. These 1ssues Wlll be explored further via the

7 author end consumer questlonnalres. 'té : ;[ B e

oy
Tlmeliness 1s a serlous problem affecting the utlllzatioqw;
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evaluetions. There were indications in,several of the evaluation reports
that the results were received by program staff too late to affect the
decision—making procass.. This problemxwas:dlsCussed more fully~1n‘the
section on communication, and will be pursued further in the second stage
- of the research. :
/N Several articles on evaluatlon use make note of the oral tradition
in governmental decision~making. ‘The claim is that knowledge that is
e S transmitted by word of mouth.tends to have greater impact than.the written
“word. If this is indeed theJcase,fevaluators;might.gonsider alternate or
'm§ S complementary ways of disseminating their findings. Oral preSentation
of iindings prior to publication‘could be a useful tool for capturing pro-
jedt sta £f reaction and Suggestions which could perhaps be 1ncorporated
into the final report. Other advantages of continuous and/or timely
communication of findings were discussed in the section on communicatlon
and flexibility.
‘7fﬂ Since so few evaluators reported that their flndings Were or were
%*g\ CRR not used in decision—making,‘we must;ask if evaluators should give any
indication of evaluation use. There are at 1east two reasons why such
g R rmation would be useful to. the reader of an evaluatlon.
, 1. Evaluations are mot produced‘in 1solatlon. A per—
oy B : fectly reasonable evaluation may fail to influence
‘ o v deciSion-making because of polltical reasons. It
L R T still could be useful to managers' of similar pro-
e ' ‘grams in different jurisdictions, by indicatlng
which pOlltlcal pitfalls to av01d,
2. It is important for pdllcy—makers to be able to assess
‘the responSiveness of the administrative and opera-
tional ‘structure of soc1a1 action programs to eval—
, uati%n of their work. :
" The study‘tﬂied tonetermine'wheﬁherythe structures of inquiryiused in the =

A;Jeva1Uationsﬁgould beﬁused for periodic review byﬂthe.program staff and by

¥
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'other‘s interésted in a s,imila.r program. In genera‘l,‘ the evaluations iri
, “oux sample tended to score poorly in thlS regard »
s = ’ POTENTIAL FOR PERIODIC'REVIEW,
Could this type of evaluatlon be’ adaptea for use<1n {
periodic rev1ew7"“ :
RESPONSE N %
'YES; . ‘ o ‘8_5 e ! 45
s NO - 105 55
TOTAL 190- 100
(missing or no answer = 10)
From the reSeafchersf7comments, it appears thaﬁlaﬁ evaluation is suitable*ff
for use in- periodic rev1ew when 1t has a fairly strong process component
and/or.a strong and approprlata methodology with accurate methods of data
collectionksnd,analysis.
5 ‘/y & ~
L ‘




,-EvaluatiOns sponsorﬂd by State Plannlng Agenc1es and the Police
' Fbundation tended Vo be plauned prior to program 1mp1ementation.

68 SR s o o e

CONCLUSIONS e e

The results of this phase of research}may he sumnarized as follows:

“—Basic inputs to the evzluation effort are rarely documented in the
~evaluation reports: this is the case for the budget, tlmlng, dura~ e g

tion and planning of the evaluation.

T A

, —Mbst (66%) of the evaluations in- our sample took place durlng pro—_

gram implementation/operation.

- -Those studies that were conducted prior to program implementation

(5%) were either small pilot studies preceding a large experimental
program, or they were evaluabillty assessments or simulations.

-Only 22% of the evaluations in our sample were conducted by in-house
personnel; it was difficult to determine the background of people
conducting the evaluation for almost the entirety of our sample.

-The goals, resources and perceptiOns of purpose of evaluation vary
more by agency undertaking the evaludtion than by subject area.

~Police Logistics and pre—trlal release reports and programs- scored
well on goal specification, while social service reports and pro-

3 grams gave a relatively poor showing.

'a —The issue of target population was not discussed by the evaluators'

in 1/3 of our sample. A slight majority of reports did not con-
‘sider whether the program had been implemented as designed, and
description;of program activities is frequently inadequate as well.

' —Experimental and qua51—exper1mental design are the most popular

evaluation types, followed by narrative case studies; there was

: almost no use of statistlcal or formal models. : \

~Narrative case studies, input evaluations (or audits) and general

" outcome evaluations were generally poorly matched to the substantive

"’performance measures.

program they were being used to evaluateqy’

‘j-The most common methods used were descriptive statistics, several

&

types of qualitative analysis, regression and ANOVA. Suitability"
~ scores on methods were not particularly outstanding. :

4V—A11 pre—trial release and AVM/CAD studies received a. 9051t1ve rating on

the-adequacy or proper use of measures. The most widespread problems - »a ':‘v T
were. mlsapplication of common statistical techniques and difficalties ’
in attributing outcomes to program actlvities, i. €. poor choice of"

Ay
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V~There is a generallzed laok ‘of documentatlon m of data collection

. were taught to adhere Wlth 11ttle regard for olreumstances

hypotheses uy admlnlstratlve means is™

]
=

"~Adm1nlstrat1ve records are the most commonly used sotirce of data.

~Attempts Were made to use: multiple sqQurces
. social service categorles. Evaluatlons of
‘use: less than suitable sources of data.

-particularly in the S
training programs tended to

prog edures,‘and data were sometimes poorly Used once obtained

A comolementar )roblem is poor resentatluu more 80 in qualita~ - 7 T s
5 Y

tive than in quantitatlve s*udles.
Co .
éFrom the evaluation reports 1t iz often dlfflcult or impossible to’ R
assess how the evaluators would have or had reacted to changed cir-
cumstance. . A number of -avenues are open to evaluators to enhance
the flexibllity of thelr studies.

~Relatively few eyaluation reports 1ndicated.whether evaluation findings
were used in actual dec1s1on—mak1ng, with no variation by agency.

Many of the above p01nts are manlfestatlons of: the" basic problem

; 7’ -

with the oriminal Justlce evaluatlons in,our sample, namely that quite

k={requently the evaluatlon methodology used is not well matched to the.

type of program being evaluated. There has been little or no attempt,

,\

not to say Success, at comblnlng methodologles to achleve the purpose of = ',1‘ B

evaluatxng a particular program,

N

A contributing factor seems to be that it is mot common practice to  « =7

havepwall-structured hypotheses or mental models concerning,how the = o
Y ‘ B o

program should work., It is very important that“the evaluator have some -

’notion of how program act1v1t1es are linked to des1red outputs and to

ndetr

other soc:.al "economic and polltlcal actlvities in. the sub;]ect communlty

in many instances, ‘the use of statlstical or other formal models would>

help 1mmensely. The point of stre551ng the need for articulated hypoth—

‘eses. is to wean evaluators away from the textbook formulas to which they

o < o vv,/,l}j

. As selection of
qually unde31rable, it is necessary

to develop some sort of performance measures by whlch to assess“rhe effi—

cacy of theoretical models that mlght be used in crimlnal Justlce

o}

269: - eg. ,;A : :. o i{ﬂ',i‘~;'!'f e
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gyle“aluatiuu in the . future.
On.a*different level"difficulties‘in apply ing various‘t§pes'of
G ) social scierce methods and measures were frequ ntly manlfested. They .
% occur throughout Our sample, however, a maJor problem seems to be- that
) evaluators attempt, in good faith to apply quantltatlve methods where—‘x
ever they thought they'might,be appropriate,"rhis-COuld be due to in~
pﬁt constraints On:the‘evalnation, or to misunderstandingrof‘tne techni-
oal compleXity of some of the measures. Common sense occasionally gets
loSt'in the pursuit of‘elegantrmethods. ‘In terms of evaluation usability,
one of the more serious problems confronting a decision~maker is the final
e tepbrt (of the evaluation) itself. Final feports frequently arrive too
{ l; , w ‘ late(to infernce decisions to which they may have had televance. Wﬂat—
| ever the timing,‘they often present very incomplete pictures of the pro-
g;an and of tne evaluation:’kinformation on thevinpnts to and process of

1

the eﬁaluation, or of the program, is often impossible to obtain from the
: o tepotts. Thi; is unfottunate because iﬁ‘prenents the deoisiOn—makers
rfrom maklng a fair assessment of the p oéram, and inhibits 1mprovement
‘of evaluation and hence pﬁogram practice.

In fact,.in order for us to’makewrecommendations ;egarding evalua-
tion ptactioe; we must‘first uncover just this kind of input and process
information. To do this, we are administering,questionnaites to the
"authors (evaluators) and oonsumers (program managers and funders) of the>
evaluation reports Whlch we read.‘ These questlonnalres are designed to‘
GeTiclt informatlon on the budgetlng, tlming, plannlng and de51gn of the

'~evaluat10n (1nputs), 1nteract10n between program staff and evaluators,

: e.g., communicatlon (process), and on thexultlmate use-ofvthe evaluatlon.

mamy

o
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. Responses to.these questionnaires will be cross-checked with each other
B ; ; q . .

and with the original reader questionnaires that Wére used to evaluate:

D

the reports. '
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- FOOTNOTES

1. Snme of the more well—known evaluanlons, say thpse supported by the

K Police Foundaticn or by LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement
Crimlnal Justice, were selected 1ndependently of the NCJRS llstlngs.

2.- RJC. Larson,.”A Framework for fhe Comprehen31ve Evaluatlon of
uvaluatlons,“ to appear. '

3. Kaplan, Edward H. (1978) mvaluatlng The Effectlveness ¢f One~ Versus
Two=0fficer Patrol Units, Technlcal Report No. 153, Opelatlons
"Research Center, M.I.T.

Kaplan,hEdward H. (1979), Models For The Evaluation of Treatment—
Release Corrections Programs, Technical Report, Operations Research
Center, M.I.T. '

4. TIrwin Deutscher, "Toward Avoiding the Goal Trap in Evaluation Re-
- L - #earch" in Francis G. Caro (ed.) Readings in Evaluation Research,
e - o 2nd editiun (New York: Russell Sage Foundatlon, 1977) pp. 221-239.

i Doqald T, Campbellyp ”Reforms as Experlments in Elmer L. Struenlng
and Marcia Guttentag (eds) Handbook of Evaluation Research, Vel- 1

(Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1975) pp. 71-137. fg/’
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Readér:

Edward H Kaplan
' Title

"Evaluation Report on the Model Cities Team
P011c1ng Dnit of . the Holyoke (MA.) Police Dept."

, "Cleveland Impact Cities. Program— Deterrence, SR

Detection, -and’ Apprehen31on, Operatlng Program
Final. Evaluation Report

"Holyoke (MA ) Team Police Experlment—Evaluation
Report" and Supplemental Reports & Appendices

'*"Lakland Police Department s Digital Communicatlons:

System'

"PATRIC (Pattern Recognition and Informat1on L
Correction) Evaluation Report, Marth S—Aprll Al/73"

DI

Police, Pérsonnel Management Tnformation. Systems.n_

The Dallas and Dade County Experiencés:

_Crime—Spealfic 2 Burglary Program = Reporr on'

‘The Crime Gontrol Team = An Element of an &

Offensively*ﬁeployed.MuniCipal,Police_Departmengff

'Z-ADepartment
- Oakland POllCEY

‘Criminal Justice

Police Foundatidn

f:PAR;(Pooling{All’Resourceé§:Policingr%;FinalvRepoft

pAlbuquerque Police Department,,Property Grlme

Reduction Program . S

Evaluation :

vBaltimore-Impact Courts Program u-nvaluation'f~
Report - T

‘,Evaluation of San Franc1sco Police Computer— '*'zfi_;

!;A551sted Dispatch Progect '
iCommunlty Sector Team P011Clng f "kﬂ' ”

W. R. Partridge DP~‘

Cincinnati Poljce

a

SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION’DOCUMENTS -'APPENDIX B

;Program"

,,,,,,

S

Calif. Couneil of

General “Electric

Elec: Laboratory

W.V. Niederbérger

W.F. Wagier = o

\ ”System Development e

Corporatlon

.poaltimore Mayor s -
‘rCoordinatlng Council -

on Crimlnal Justlce

5 5
x
ELAS .

1973
1973

1970

1975

1574_

L

1972 Broject Owned
B
- Prbjéct Owned .
1973

.19?4]'

1975

1974 )

' NCJRS Documént-Loan:

S fae

- WCIRS Docwsient Loan

. Projéét Owned

B

v,;NCJRa,&Microfiche'
‘Project\Owned

; Author(s) VPubllshed _Seurce/Status ‘

’J Angell ,et al; L T1972 ~NCJRS Décument-Loan - -
- ‘ S T e e

Clev. Impact C ties 9 1975 L‘NCJPS'DOCUment.Loaan

NGJRS, Mlcrofiche\mz;)

t»PrOJect COwned .
JRS, Microfichevu‘

p_“ject Owned
NCJRS Microflcheji

7fdPr03ect Owned :

\\

jNCJRS Microﬁache“
' Progect Owned% :

NCJRS, Microfiphe”'
Progect Owned]

[

1

ii“XIqNdeVd L v~‘.
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o '24‘

" hé5 MSocial- ‘Evaluation Reaearch - The Evaluation of

‘Hills Police Department" Volumes I, II, and IIT R

'fPolice Departmentr Document Loan (II,;III)

] : R y . =
. ] : 2 A 3
x_ ; - Q\:N' 2
] ST :

‘Reader: Edward i ,K:;plan i SELECTED SAMPLE or 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS - . APPENDIX B
.o Title o Author(s) ;.[; Publlshed . SournoIanruea;f{
14 ;Team P011c1ng Plannlng Gulde ‘Los Angeles PuD.. . ... . . NCJRS Microfiche

= NoEN i ERRE ’ v, Project Owned .
~15. Delaware County- Total Information4$ystem L.;Polane f1975 £ - NCJRS, Mlcroflche o

- Project = Final Evaluation Report R R oy ,‘,PrOJect Owned = R

'16. "Evaluatlon of 0peration lﬁentlflcatlon as H.W. Mattick, etfhl; 1974 :Progect Owned T

Implemented in Illln01s > ; A e ‘ R S : ‘ ;
17. Hartford (Ct. )”Housing Authorlty Secnrlty ’J;'Carmen;fet’al}“ 1972 fNCJRS Mlcroflcne[“
- Patrol - Evaluation Report S s e T T R o Progect Owned - -
18, New Haven (Ct ) Case Incident Reglonal Reportlng 'Abt Associates‘_fj 1976 ¢ NCJRS Microflche,,

System (CIRRS) Exemplary Project- Valldation Report R e . e k Progectvaned ‘
19‘ Newark (Ca.) Police Department‘- PrOJect Stop :Newark Pollce l”‘ 1972 - . NCGJRS, Microfiche( o

- (Master Plan) 1st Year, October/7l—September/72 ~Department . ... . Project Owned - -
20, Atlanta - Impact Program Master Plan ' Atlanta Reglonal‘ L‘,gjle' L ,nNCJRS'PMicrofiche‘*.

. o ’ e R Progect Owned N

2l Riverside (Ca ) Pollce Department Progect ACE 'i<;R;EQ'Hoffman . Vttl ‘~,1972lﬂ_,,:NCJRS Microflche

(Aerial Crime Enforcement) _ g e e T SV e Project Owned

"Special Pollce Units in Mlchlgan.\ An Evaluation""{1JR.G;;LeWié,yet al. - ’4:Projeet20wn§d: LR
23, "Penn. Community Treatment Serv1ces.. An Evaluation - InformatiCs, Ine;_ o 1972 ; Project Oﬁned‘
- and Proposed Evaiuation Information System L - R ' s

"Systems Analy51s Training Program for Beverly 'fBeverly Hllls-E?”', 'l972 S Progect Owned(I) NCJRS

rl"\"rr\ "Dn'l wlnmbubvn1 iy W T

= s Qa8 -.x.v.x:.t:.Ln.s"*D L.LaLt:gJ.eS“"-JoumaJ. 01"

". Applied Behavior Analys1s, Vol -8, No.ﬂ4

>3
ERYA

. 4-

oo

v "Fomputerizeu acheduling of Police Manpower,
Volumes l and 2" S . :

Schnelle, et al

e

PrOJect 0wned ‘
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- ‘Reader; FEdward H. Kaplan = . SELECTED SAMPLE OF zoo EVALUATION DOCUMENT&- - APPENDIX B’
: 5 E Title N o Author(s) _ Publlshed Source/Status o
N R thlmwalu L;fanera;ionsikﬁghbnahggdﬂa;w_en;aaafevErB;:Blcch:aud:rw“w***%9?3~%~Mjff oject: Gwneu'r*"’r*;“:;’
: e e i ' S ~ D.I.:Specht : - N =
: 28. "Improv1ng Patrol Product1v1ty, Volume I, Routlne : W§G.EGay,et‘al;l’ 1977 e;Eroject‘0wned
St 70 Patrols Volume II Spec1a11zed Patrol" D I e , N el N
' i 29. "Final Evaluation fOr Grant #1161 (Burglary ':Seattléiﬁoliéeznﬁh;_‘ 1975 ?roéggt;ggggg%_w_';;;
- S Reductxon Progr"m)“ " . oy - o :
30. "Evaluatlon of a Pollce—Implemented AVM System. . ,Pnbiic Systems, , 1976 [f’ Progect}0wne&
© Phase 1T, " A Summary Report LT ’ Evaluation, Inc.v ' Do e s
31. "An Evaluatlon Report of the;WOrcester Crlme e Publlc Systems 'l975 'Projeot Ouned . |
’ : A Impact Program and Appendices i*Evaluatlon, Inc. N R L -‘r}
RS 32, "Examlnatlon of Three Data System Projects - L.A. Greenfeld 1975 " NCIRS, Microfiche :
oot High Impact Anti—Crime Program o R A ‘ “Project Owned =
p33,,"Salt Lake Clty = Strate Patrol-an vGoorninationﬂ5’Sait*ﬁakefCity*" 1574 ‘fgﬁciﬁsgfﬁierofiohe
‘ Effort (SPACE) - Federal Grant Evaluation, 73/74"™ > T o Project Owned =
34, "Albuquerque/BernaliIlo County - Criminal Justice . ,Albuquerque Met. 1975 \NCJRS Microfiche . c
; Actlbn Plan = 1975 - Concepts in Cr mlnal,Justlce jo“Crlm. Just C. Cor , o Progect Cwned " : .
4+ 35. "Report on Investlgatlve Effectlveness - i]The Urban Inst. i 1974 :~ NCJ Microf1che”l~r "
- A Comparison of Lhree Investlgatlve Mo&%ls R B o el PrOJect Owned ,
1 z, LS@Q "gt, Petersburg ~'Polics Department - Av1at10n ‘ . St. Peteerurg o B 1974~, NCJRS Microficne §
R o uUnit - Evaluatlon Report""“'f i : © . Police Department : Con PrOJect Owned ey
. 37; "Cr1me-Corre1ated Area Model LAn Appllcatlon in ,*,w}r‘s Budnlck Soo1972 NCJRS Document Loanntr
' Evaluating” Intensive Pollce Patrol Act1v1t1es < o e e :
. 38. "Evaluation of thé Community Centered Community ;YWright State ﬁni%;x;_;‘lgzlv:~t¢“NCJRSADongénr“tnani e
L e Team™ Polic_,_ng Program K N S e ’3:‘ . h = 5 ,. - T 4‘ ; : : - 1
: "Phlladelphla - Pollce Department ~ West \ff“'“ J;é@oopet;»et,aleejf}‘.l974 "ﬂ”‘ECJRS Dbéuméntvtéénsﬁmpuﬂh
thhiladelphla Strlke Force Act. 1 Act 2 F1nal Report B DRI O = S
i . y v AR . , B L
o o el = f?
i i \ S :
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45.
4.

47,

. . i @ e : t N T :
£ ,
V‘Reader. Edward H. Kaﬂlan SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS - APPENDIX B
Title B , o RNt s ~Author(s):f Puullshed Source/Statue
' "Hawaii - Law Enforcement Program ST = '_.TC;T‘ Araki,,et al, »1975 - NCJRS Document Loan
Evaluation of Selected PrOJects o . : : i - y S
“MLos Angeles Police Department — Crime Los Angemes e R 1974mi»fTuNCJRS-DecumegthaanA
Specific Team.Pollc1ng~F1nal Evaluatlon Team 28" : Police Department : et , '
"Persdnal Patrol Car Programs - Evaluatlon ~Anon 1973 ‘NCJRS.Doéument loan
~Report - Prince George s County Pollce Department : B . L G e T S SR T
"A Review of Six Research Studies on the Relation- °J.S. Dahmann 1974 ~ NCJRS Dacument Loan
ship" Between Police Patrol Actlvity and Crime" G B - EEEVER R s S
"An Examlnatlon of the" Impact of Inten51ve Pollce‘ o F,S. Budnick o 1971‘ ‘,1 NCJRerocument,Loan
~ Patrol Activities" . o - - PERERE R T S
"Crime Reductlon in. Albuquerque - Evaluatlon of P.M. Sears - 1973 NCJRS Document Loan
- Three Police PrOJects S = ‘ ' : L RE T )
"Examination of Police. Patrol Effectiveness - ngh“' J.S; Dahmann C 1975 NCJRS Documeut Loan
Impact Antl-Crime Program' , “ : ' ’ Lo e S N
Pollcewemen»ynﬂPatrol (FlnalfReport) : : P.B Bloch and = 1974 | Project aned'
‘ R 5 i 7 s Dy -Anderson ST RSN &
"'PGLLPL/SCEffIHE ’Saﬁ~Biego~{Gnea crkiwcqaﬁficerw;fwed%Ew;Bc"detun,»et;el; 1977 ~;refj;\e_t Owmed
. Fiel d Evaluatlon of the Hypercube System for the ' The Institute for 1977

. Random Digit Dialing, Lowering the’ Cost of

5Analy31s of Police Patrol Operations: Final Revortvu@;

«An’ Experiment to Determlne the Feasibllity of
o Holographlc Assistance to: Fingerprint Identlflcatlon

- Project Searchm e 1972

Victimlzatlon Surveys

"mﬁgggiicechuggatiena;v 1976

Public Program Analysis

Py

’ The Grncinnati Peam Politlng ExPerlment, A Technical mhe Urban.Instltute-} 1977"*
‘Report (Voiume I& II) v o ren i

A

“Project

i Prqject‘Owﬁedxk

Project Ot

LR

Sy

N




53.

54.

‘ Reader:

e

Edyérd H. Kaplan

&
. “Title ; « ‘
Managlng Investlgatlons. The Rochester o
§X§EEE. k L ' 0

The " Ransas City Preventlve Patrol Experlment
A Technical Report RS ,

Police Response Tlme, its Determlnants and

,_Effects

'San~D1ego Field Interrogatlon, Final Report

" Countywide GAPER PrOJect, 1974—1975 Report

"Pat;ol Evaluatlon Research: A Multlple Baseline

a;-Analysis of Saturatlon Police Patrolllng During
.Day and Night Hours Journal of Applled Behavior Ana1y81s

59.

60,

61,
62,

'63.

‘.Egperiment

~Author(s) I

‘P.B. Bloch.and
I Belr

EThe Pollce Foundatlon 1974

Mldwest Research
Instltute

J.E, Boydstuh"-‘
" CAPER. ‘
J. F Schﬁelre, et al.

The- Indlanapolls POllce Fleet Plan

An Evaluatiou Report of an<Alternat1ve Approach
in Police’ Patrol: The Wllmlngton Split-Force

Response Time Analysls, Executlve Summary, Vol I/II

Three Approaches'to Criminal Apprehens1on 1n;'
Kansas City: An Evaluatlon Report

EOperatlonal Ana]y31s of Police Field Force

\ Command & Control 1n San Jose

;tEvaluatlons S . g

Lo

65.

66,

"Connectlcut Jubtice Comm1331on,,Summary of

"Urban Field Test of Four Vehicle Locatlon
jTechniques S : :

MVehicel Locatlon & Status Reportlng System :
(LOCATES), Phase LI Flnal Report" ' r

Urban Institute

‘Public Systems

Evaluation, Ing.

_Kansas Qity;P;Dr‘ :
' T--Pate,‘et‘gi; o

; .l/
Sylvanla Electronlc
Systems F <

‘Conn, Justice Comm

’fMIfRE‘Corp.

"Clty of Montclalr
+ Police Department

Published

SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS - APPENDIX B

Source/Status

1976

71979 )

'1975f

A
-.‘.,! o

“RD AL
awE s
L

1970

1977

1977
1976

1968

1978

1973

1974

Project Owned .

Prject Owned .

- Project Owped

Pra4ect'0wmedhf/4
4 //

NCJRS Document Loan
Project quedatv

Projéct Owned

Project Owned. .
“Project Ovied
~ Project Owned

~Prqje¢t'Qwﬁedipf,?v_.A“
'Project,0wnedtf{

*fProjeotiOwued;”“<,pe

Qo

LI N

‘Projeethwnediﬂr-ﬂ,ﬁ-”"

: Ll



i

y




Reader: Edward H. Ka?lah . ' SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS - APPENDIX B

Title L ' : o Author(s) - o Published Source/Status -

'67. "Automated Status Reporting Police SR Applied Technology 1971 ° Progect Ouned
Communications Study: Final Report - - for Chino P.D. . B S o
68. Atlanta Impact Program - Mastéer Plan v Atlanta Regional 1972 = NCJRS Mlctoflche »
: . Commission ©o PrOJect Owned '

‘Reader:v Cheryl Mattingly

: A69; San-Diego Community Profile Final Report -~ ‘J.E% Boydstun 1975 Project Owned '

_ L ' . M.E. Sherry . S

70. Prgject New Pride, Denver Colorado ‘ : C.H. Blew, et al. 1977 - Project Owned

71, New York City Police Department Street  Abt Associates - 1975 | NCJRS, Microfiche
Crime Unit ~ An Exemplary Project : ‘ : Project Owned

72. The Police and‘ihterpersonal Conflict: Third- " Police Foundation 1976 Project Owned

- Party Intervention Approaches - o e i :

:73. Community—Based Corrections Program, Polk County ' - 19873 Project Owned

74 . Community-Based Adolescent Diversion Program - ’ S 1977 - Project Owned o

75. "Program Area Local Correctional Institution Evaluation Unit of 1977 Project Owned

©  Rehabilitative System Management and Service -the New Jersey State - A :

_Dellvery Final Report : Law Enforcement Planning Agency

76. "Program Area Improvement of Police_Service to - - As Above = 1977 Project Owned
Juveniles" . ) = ' ’ : E

77. Preventing Delinquency Through Diversion - The - R, Baron -and 1974 ~ NCJRS, Microfiche

- Bacramento County Probation Department 601 Project= F. Feeney Project Owned
A Third. fear Report e A _ v Ceml ‘ T o

~78.,Pre—ServLce and In-Service Training of Georgla, J.A. Nosin 1975 NCJRS, Microfiche
Correctional Personnel, An Interim Evaluation @ =~ ‘ _ . - Project Owned

79. First Year Development of a Master's Deoree Program J.L. Fazio | 1972 NCJRS, Microfiche

in Judicial Administration C : 7 ~Project Owned




“

Reader: Cheryl Matt:mgly S 'SELECTED SAMPLE OF _200. EVALUATION nocmmu'rs “ APPENDIX B

: ‘ Title o ‘ Author(s)’ S Published Source/Status
- 80. "Executive Summary: Model Evaluation Pro;ect. Criminal Justice - . Project Owned
_ Youth Service Bureaus in Mlchlgan o Systems Center Staff - PR - & _ »
- 81. Kansas City (Mo,) Peer Review Panel - An C Pate, et al. ~ - 1976 = Projéct Owned R
~~ Evaluation Report S S » S R o S
 82. "The Elementary School Chlld s Perceptlon of University of Chicago. 1972 - Project Owned

Police and the Police Function" An Evaluation
-Study of the Officer Friendly Program

83. "Experlment in Delinquency Preventiun and Control"k - R. Pooley - e g;1971’ - Project Owned

" 84, Pivotal Ingredlents of Police Juvenile Diversion M. Klein E ;¢;l975 : . NGJRS, Microfiche
‘ ~Programs S S . ‘ » LT Project Owned
85. "Santa Clara Griminal Justice Pilot. Program = American Justice 1971 Project Owned

~« Final Report; Phase I . o , Institute S '

- 86. "Evaluation of Five Drug Treatment and . - G. Fink, et al. 1974 NGJRS, Microfiche, N
~ 'Rehabilitatlon Projects - Cluster Evaluation ' S AR S ' Project Owred -
87Q’"Cluster Eviluation of Five Diversion . ~ ‘ AX. Bean and. 1974  NCJIRS, Mierofiche

EECR Projects ~ Final Report" . A . F.R. Campbell ‘ : Project Owred.

- 88:'“Evaluating Drug Treatment Programs -~k Review B. Sugsrman»& .- 1974 Project Owned

L and Critique of Some Studies on Programs Drug Forum - e ’ L R

| 89,."Northeast Denver Youth Services Bureau e Behavioral Research 1974 - Project Owned B
~ Final Evaluation Rep01t S , S Institute : . R e
90. "Philadelphia Nelghborhood Youth Resources . Anon .. . . 1975 Project Owned

~_ Center --An Exemplary Project" s ' ~ FRRRT o : L L
91. "Portland State University - Pollce—Communlty ; Portland State . .- .10 "Priyate,Loanlﬁ

» ‘Relations Evaluatlon‘Report" : o e ‘University @ S o . ' S

l92.A"Erfect of Using the Police Radio in Teachlng , ' D.J. Wiechman = . 1973 = NCJRS Document Lozn

the New. Criminal Code to Kentucky Police Officers

[

G



93,

94.'

95.

96.

. Reader: Cheryl Mattingly

Title™

"Tennessee — Law Enforcement Training
Academy - Evaluation Report"

"Massachusetts Police Institute - Evaluation'

"Evaluation of the Weshlngton Criminal Justice
Education and Tralning Center"

"National Crime Prevention Institute - Finai

- Progress Report, Fiscal Year 1975/1976"

97.
98.

~.99.

- 100.

104,

- 105.

"Police Management Caresr Development Semlnars
Part 2 - Evaluation Report"

Author (8) .~ Published

SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATTON DOCUMENTS — APPENDIX B

Source/Statue

‘Bettiol, et al.

A.D, Little
Fogarty, et al.

National Crime

Prevention Institutel

~Anon

"Pilot Police Project — A Description and Assessment R.M. Kelly
~of a Police-Community Relations Experlment in Washington"

"Arrest Decisions as Prelude to ?: An Evaluation
of Policy Related Research, Volume I: Administra-
tive and Training Script" .

"Arrest Decisions as Preludes to ?: As Above,
Volume II: Study Design, Flndlngs, and Policy
Implztatlons

"Police~Community Action: = A Program for Change
in Pollce-Communlty,Behav1or Pattterns"

"Zero-Zero-Nine: A Report"

. "Evaluation Report of ‘the Narcotics Education

: ~League s Residental Treatment Program for Chicano

Heroin Addicts" o _ ,
i

"Minnesota - 180 Degrees, Inc. - Community Re—Entry

Center - A Prellmlnary Evaluatlon Report"

"Minnesota -~ Police-~School Lidlson PrOJects -
An Evaluatlon :

M.G. Neithercutt

M.G. Neithercutt

W.H. Moseley

T. Eisenberg

’Dﬁ.Bmms/_
- J.H. Langer

& : .
Minn. Governor's
Comm.: on Crime

. Prevention & Control

As Above

Document

k3

1974 NCJRS Document Loan
1976 NCJRS Document Loan
1974 NCJRS Document Loan
1976 . NCJRS Docﬁment Loan
1976 NGJRS Documerit Loan
1972 NCJRS Document Loan -
1974 NCJRS Document Loans
1974 NCJRS - Document Loan
1973 'NCJRS DocumeﬁttLoanﬁ
2 . NCJRS Document Loan
1975 NCJRS'Docnment Loan
1974 NCJRS Document Loan -
©1973 ~  NCJRS Loan



Reader: Cheryl Mattingly - SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS - A-PiiENDIx:B‘

: : ___Title : ‘ _ . __Author(s) . _ Published - Source/Status
106. "Evaluation of the Temple University Human Relations Bartell Assoc. - 1974 " 'NCJRS Document Loan
 Training Program for the Philadelphia Police Dept ' v ' : - _ :
107. "New Jersey — Police Training Commission — Mobile  L.A. Cullo S 1968  NCJRS Document Loan
-~ Training Unlts, V.1, Final Report Project Evaluation : o o v : -
108. "Police Foot Patrol - An Evaluation" ) ; R.T. Lynch : -~ 1971 NGIRS Document Loan
- 109. "Community Service Officer - Cluster Evaluation" " Booz-Allen and 1974 NGJRS Document Loan
‘ : e : Hamilton,. Inc. S S
- 110. "West Virginia - Comprehénsive Training Program - West Virginia © 1970 NGJRS Document Loan
for Correctional Personnel -Final Narrative - University o . S :
Report, November 1; 1969 - May 31, 1970" S - - i 5
~ . . , o L b
111, MAnswer to a Challenge - #inal Réport on In~Serv1ce Eastern Kentucky - 1969 NCJRS Décument Loan
‘ Training for Correctional Personnel" University : T
© 112. ™Oregon Correctional Training Systems Progect D.R. Rinehart A 1969 - NCJRS Document Loan
_ Developtiental Phase Final Report" , B _ R R
'113. "Statéwide Penal Code Training - An Evaluation of ‘N. Robb. . 1973 NCJBS,Vﬁicrofiehe
o Grants A—?O—l?6—53, A70—l76—53CC, and A71-2111-152" . s ' ~Pr0je€t Oumed.
114. "Community Treatment and Research Program for . M.G. Itkin T 1975 HCIRS; Mocrofich e
Juvenile Offenders - Final Report ' - S : Pro1ecL Ovmed .
.llSQ;"Des Moines Progect - Coordinating Community ~ D. Bootrkman, et al. - 1975  NCJRS Document Loan :
- . Corrections -~ Training Handbook' L o S ' :
116, "In—Serv1ce Tralnlng for Law Enforcemena M.L. Brazeal: - 1970 NCJRS Document Loan
' Personnel - Final Report" : ' | : e _ ’
117. "Developmental Laboratory for Correctlonal o .. Southern Ill. R 1?0 NCJRS DoeumenteLoan
Tralnlng - Interlm Report" , SR Teachlng & Research Ctr co

,llS.,Savfa Clara County Pre-Delinquent Dlver51on v . o
© Project, Second Year ; . : s o

_llQ;'Santa Clara County‘Pre—Dellnquent D1ver31onv
Project, Flrst Year N

4




120.
121.
122.

S 123.

124,

125.
. 126.

1277
128.

129.
130

Reader: Cheryl Mattingly

Title . - L
Criminal Justice Education: The End of-the
Beginning - ,
Crisis Intervention Training — An Experimental

Evaluation Program in Immediate Action
Decision Making :

National Youth Project Using Mini-Bikes -
Annual Report, Nov. 16, 1973 - Dec. 31, 1974

Natiégal Youth Project Using Mini-Bikes
Annual Report, September 2, 1972 -~ Nov. 15, 1973

"Impact of Training on Job Related Decisioné - An

‘Evaluation of the Colorado Youth Workers Training

Center"

Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs, Second
Analysis & Evaluation, Vol. 1

Time Cut: A’Natioﬁal Study of Juvenile
Correctional Programs.

Models for Police-Public Interacéion and

‘Police Policy Development Procedures in

Portsmouth, Virginia

Theory and Practice of Delinquency Prevention
in the . United States:  Review, Synthesis and
Assessment S

Police Community Relations Training Pr6gram.

"Evaluation of the Development.and Upgrading
of Basic Judicial Skills: National College

:of the State Judiciary, Final Report"

131,

"Behavior & Attitude Modification in a Udil
Setting" ;

Author(s)

John Jay College
of Crim. Justice

Trenhelm
& Whiteneck

F.Y. Hoshiyaund

" F.Y. Hoshiyama

Larson
& Whiteneck

Office of Juvenile .

R. Vinter

Fitch, Morrow,
and Gray

-J.P. Walker

Ohio State Univ.

Met. Dade:County

Published

o i

SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS - APPENDIX B

Source/Status

1978

1974

1975
1974

1973

1976

1973
1976

1968
1974

1971

NCJRS Document Loan

NCJRS Document Loan‘

. NCJRS Document Loan

NCJRS Document Loaii

Project Owned

NCJRS Document Loan

NCJRS Document Loan SR

" NCJRS Document Loan



132.

133.

134,

135,
- 136.

137.
138.
139.
140.
141.

142 .

143.

';44.

Reader: Cheryl Mattingly

Title
Communlty Treatment .and Research Program for
Juvenile Offende?s -~ Final Report

"Alternate Routes: A Diversion Project in the
Juvenile Justice System,'' Evaluation Quarterly

"Evaluation and Case Study of a School-Based
Delinquency Prevention Program"

Reader: Vicki Bier

Court Planning and Research: Ths Los Angeles
Experience

The Major Offense Bureau (MOB) Bronx County
District Attorney's Office, New York

"Court Information Systems" Phass 1 Report
One Day/One Trial: Jury System, Wayne County, MI

Central Police Dispatch (CPD), Muskegon County, MI

Administrative Adjudication Bureau (AAB) New York
State Departmpnt of Motor Vehicles

Law Offlcer Project in the Family Court of New
York City — An Evaluation

Philadelphia - Famlly Court. - Research and Plannlng
‘Unlt, Refund Evaluation Report

Phlladelphia - Family Court - Research and Plannlng

- Unit -~ Update Evaluation

"Pre-Trial Diversion/Intervention".

“ . »

Aﬁthor(s) Published Source/Status
M.G. Itkin 1975 '
G.R. Gilbert 1977  Project Owned
'P. Higgins. '1978
D. McGillis 1976 Project Owned.

& L. Wise’ ) S
1977 Project Owned .
NEP 1977 Project Owned
K. Carlson 1977 Project Owned
B 1975 Project; Owned
A. Halper 1975 Project Owned
NYU 1973 NCJRS, Microfiche

: , Project Owned v
D. Duffee . 1975 NCJRS, Microfiche
& K. Wright " Project Owned-

D. Duffee 1975 'NCJRS, Microflche
& K. Wright . Project Owned - ‘
Minn. Gov. 1976

SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS - APPENDIX B

&

Project Owned



145.

148.
149,
150.
151.
152.

153.

Reader: Vicki Biex

Title
"Measurement Practice in Intensive &
Special Adult Probation" Evaluation -

Quarterly, Vol. 2, No. 1.

. New Haven (Ct.) Case Incident Regional Reporting

SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTSU% APPENDIX B

" Source/Status

System (CIRRS) Exemplary Project Validation Report

St. Louis Court Improvement Project — Project
Review and Evaluation Report

Phlladelphla ~ Court of Common Pleas. - Relaase
on Recognlzance Program

Evaluation of the National Center for
Prosecution Management, 1971 - 1973

“Seattle Pre-Sentence Counseling Program

Exemplary Validation Réport

Analysis of Minnesota's Criminal Justice
System

Los.Angeles County - Sheriff's Department -
Reserve Deputy Sherrif Program, Exemplary

Dayton - Police Department - Neighborhood

' Assistance Officer Program, Exemplary

154.
155.
156.

157.

-"Philadelphia - Probation Department — Research

and Development Unit - Final Evaluation Report”

"Philadelphia - Court of Common Pleas — Research

and Program Development Unit"

"Criminal Justice Research Assistance Project =
Final Report"

"Denver - Intensive Probation and Parole
Supervision Project - Final Report"

Author(s) Published
Banks, Rardln 1978 ‘Project Owned
Abt ASSOCi&tES‘,;A 1976 NCJIRS, Microfiche
. ' Project Owned
St. Louis Comm. on 1975 NCJRS, Microfiche
Crime & Law Enforcement Project Owned.
‘R.A. Wilson 1975 NCJRS, Microfiche
v Project Owned
Greenwood, et al. 1974 NCJRS Microfiche
, Project Owned
Anon 1975 NCJRS, Microfiche
Project Owned
S. Coleman 1976 NCJIRS, Microfiche
: ' . Project Owned
Anon 1975 ~NCJRS, Microfiche
‘ - ‘ ~ Project Owned
Anon 1975 NCJIRS, Microfiche
' S Project Cwmed -
- J.C. Sternmbach 1975 *NCJRS, Microfiche
‘  Project Owned
J.C. Sternbach . 1975 NCJRS, Microfiche
: ‘ Projectﬁawngdv)f
Zimmermaq; et al. 1976 NCJRS,‘Microfiche,
o _ Project Owned 7
. P.W. Hemingway 7 NCJRS, Microfiche

 Project Owned



A
[

Reader: Vicki Bier ‘ - .~ SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS - APPENDIX B .
N , Title ‘,~ ' . Author(s) . Published Source/Status
.~ 158. "Lancaster County (Pa.) - Volumteers in Probatlon D.W. Trexler . - 1975 NCJRS, Microfiche
- and Parole ~ Final Report and Evaluation" C S T Projact Owned
1159, "Pretrial Release¢ with Supportlng Services for . Brown, et al . - 1973 NGJRSQ Microfiche
- 'High niak' Defendants - Three—Year Evaluatlon ; R ‘ Project Owned
160. "Evaluatlon of the Spec1allzeﬂ Units Project of ‘. M.V, Lewis, et -al 1574 ' NCJRS, Microfiche
. the Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole" L e T S Projgct Owned
161, "Massachusetts Police Institution - Evaluation" A,D, Little 1976 NCJRS Document Loan
‘162, "Attorneys As Friends Out of Court: An Evalua- - - G, Feis, et al 1975 Froject Owned |
tion of the 1974 Califgrnia Parole AiderPrcgram" TR T s SRS S R =
163, "Pre~Trial Release in Maryland - A Study of Mary- -National Council on- 1974 Project Owned
land District Rule (2 ' Crime & Delinquency S o
164. "Ciuster Evaluation of Nareotics Cccrdiﬁation" R.E, Dizinno, et al 1974 ~ NCJRS DocumenE Loan"
Projects Inc¢luding County-Wide Comp. Narc. Project™ » ‘ ‘
165. "Community Sponsor ‘and Support Teams in ; M.V Lewis, et al 1874  NCJRS Docﬁment”ioéﬁ.
~ foprections - &n Experd iment and It's Evaluatlon : R R o .
166, "Probatlon Officer Case Aide Project - 11‘1:131 D.P;.Beiesé, E.R. Rest ? =~  NCJRS Document Loan
: valuation - Phase I" : SR R '
167, "Probation Officer Case A;ue Project — Final ~E.R. ﬁggt, G.J. Busiel 7 NCJRS Document.Loan .. .-
Evaluation = Phase TI™ PERNE . : e
168. "Orange County (CA) Evaluation Progress of the - G.W. Carter, et al ' 1973 NCJRS Docume1t-Loan'/
’4VALternat1ye Routes Project —Following, 19 Monthsk?A,;TwTﬂﬁmg;;ég.»@xmrfoxT;m R
of Development and uemOuaLratloﬁ?"- : e R P e S B LA
" 169. "Parvle. Officer Aide Program 1n Ohlo - An - R.R. Prlestlno H.E. . 1975 NCJRS Document Loan
‘ o "“::emp=a;; :J.U_'['ECT'.”‘ e : : - Allen o ) , 7. : ! \\( o ,’ v
°170. "Only Ex—Offenders Veed Apply - Exemplary | o H. Blew, et al 1976 ~NCJRS Document Loan '
. PrCJ e,.e-" . B . § : . ’ .
; x
g |
NI )
" . ' { ’ v - L




R

171.

’Vicki Bier?“’
- Title: A Author(s) - Published’

"Report on Administration of the Frogram to Reduce -~ U.S. General 1974
Crime in Minnesota - Law Enforcement Assistance Accounting Office
Adwinistration - Mlnnesota Governotr's Comm1551on , '

- on Crime Preventlon and Control"

oluntary S 1nctlon of Dru g,Treatment Program CA'Dept;:of'Lhe 1973
Project - Final Report" " "Youth Authority

"Evaluation of the California Probation L.L. Kuehn 1973
Subsidy Program' , :

“"Evaluation of ‘the Manhattan Criminal Court's ~ J.B. Jennings 1972

175.

176.

177.

178.

179.

180.

181,
- Traffic Sessions"

Reader:

SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS - APPENDIX B

'Source/Status

Master Calandar Project - Phase I ~ February 1 -
June 30, 1971"

"Volunteer Parole Aide Program, 2 Year
Evaluation, 1972-1974"

"California - Office of. Crlmlnal Justice Plannlng—
Strategic Evaluation Plan, Volume I"

"Volunteer Programs 1n.Correct10ns._

A Survey
Report" o

Uniform Parole Reports: A° Natlonal Correctlonal

Data Systems

‘L,oum:y, “North" baro.l.lna.

"Criminal and Juvenile Courts in MEcklenburg
“Measuremernt and
Analysis of Performance"

"Analysis of the Night and Weekend Arraignment
Parts in the Bronx and Queens Criminal Courts"

"Scheduling Techniques for'Mhnicipai Court

Sk

Lipstein and Stebbins

J. Fisk

. Amer. Bar Assoc.,

ABA Commission on

“Correctional Fac.

and Services

M.G. ﬁeithereﬁtt,‘et

“al
'Clerke.’V

Jennings

1975,

1975

1975

'NCIRS Document Loan-

NCJIRS. Document-Loan

NCJRS Doédment»Loan; '

NCJRS Document Lqen

Project Owned
NCJRS, Microfiche

Project Owned

Project Owned'

Project Owned -

[

. Project Owned o

Project Owned




182.
183.
184.
185.
186.
187,

188.
189,

190.

191.

192.

193.

Reader: Vicki Bier

Tltle

VL
-

| SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS - APPENDIX B

B Aﬁthor(s)

"Juror Weitlng Time Reductlon

"National Volunteer Parole Aide Program Final
Report and Evaluation - Flrst Funding Perlod
1971-1973" c :

"Norfolk Eellowship Foundatiodi, Inc.: Massa-

‘chusetts Lorrectlonal “Institution, Norfolk'"

"Legal Serv1ces for Prisoners, Inc. = Topeka,
Kansas" .

"Performance Measutes Used in the Impact
Program

High Impact Antl-Crlme Progtam = Natlonal
Level Evaluation = Final Report"

"Marin County TASC Evaluat10n,,l975"

"The New Haven Pretrial Diversion Program - A
Preliminary Evaluation (May 16, 1972 - May 1,

"Pre-Trial Intervention: A Program Evaluation.-
of Nine Mcnpower-Based Pre~Trial Intervention

PrOJects Developed under the Manpower Adminis-
tration, U.S. Dept. of Labor, Final Report"

‘"Santa Clara County Pretrial Release Program — -
‘Pretrial ‘Release Program in an Urban Area"

"St, Louis High Impact Anti-Crime Program -

Impact Evaluation Plan.and Evaluatlon Progress; -

Report'

"Evaluation and Case‘Sfﬁdy of’a'SehOOl—Based

- Pelinguency Prevention Program: The Mlnnesora

Youth Advocate Program

‘ Pabst -

Cochran

Abt Assoc. -

- Abt Assoc.

Siegef and CGarse
E.vChelimsky

Pick, et al.

.'Freed, et dl

--Abt Assoc.

Santa Clara County

Pretrial Release

Program -

. MO Law ‘Enforcement
Assistance Coun-
€il - Reglon 5

, P.S. Hrggrns,

Source/Status

Piiblished _
Co ;Project Owned
Project Owned .

NCJRS Document Loan
’xNCJRS Doeumentiioan
NCJIRS ﬁocuméﬁt Loan
NCJRS Document Loan

NCJRS: Document Loan~

Private Loan

. Project Owned
Project Owned
 NCJRS-Doeument,Loan

41978 ?roject Owned




Reader: Vicki Bier  'BELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS = APPENDIX B

i Title ‘ . _Author(s) = .. Published  __ Source/Status
194. "Inmate Self—Government and Attitude Change"' : J.L. Regens, - 1978 Project Owned
, W.B. Hobson R
195, "Cost—Effectlveness of Residential Communlty'n " C.M. Gray, et al 1978 Project Owned
Corrections: An Analytical Prototype" R _ - o b
196. "Exemplary Project Sq;eenlng and Validation - - Abt Assoc. o 4NCJR§‘Document Loan

Report: Southeastern Correctional Management
Training Council, Athens, Georgia"

197. "Exemplary Project’Screenlng and Validation - Abt Assoc. ‘ i NCJRS Document Loan
Report: Project Teletralnlng, County. of Suffolk
Police Dept., New York'

198. "Exemplary Project Screening and Validation - Abt Assoc. 'NCJRS Document Loan
‘ " Report: Community Educatlon on Law and Justice, ' ~
Chicago, IlllﬂOlS

199. "Phase I Evaluation of Pretrial Release Programs - National Center : _ NCJRS'Document Loan
' Work. Product Four - Assessment of the Present for State Courts : B Lo
State of Knowledge Concerning Pretrial Release ’
Prcgrams, February 1976" :

200. "Knowledge Assessment — Phase I Evaluation of - . Banks, et al .. _Project Owned -
Intensive Special Probation Projects" : '

b kkkkk kA dkdkkd 0 kkkkdk ek Fkkk | kkkkk

‘Note: Both Tim Eckels and Nancy Reichman have, read the following twenty—flve reports.

(numbers taken from this appendlx 1ist1ng)

7, 27, 30, 47, 53, 54 60 62, 69, 75 76, 81
82, 86, 89, 92, 126, 144, 149, 155, 160, 162 172, 179, 180
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9.

1. 'READER & DATE:

APPENDIX'II

An Empirical Study of Methods Used In Criminal Justice Evaluations

_Final Phase IT Checklist
June 12, 1978

2. TITLE:

3. SUBJECT & ID#:

AUTHOR & ORGANIZATTON:

N
e

5. PUBLICATION DATE:

FUNDING ORGANIZATION, STATE PLANNING AGENCY, OR SPONSOR

NCJRS # OR SALES AGENCY:

‘CHECK ONE (if applicable):

i /

o Exemplary Pro;ect o »
____jExemplarycValidatioh Report
_ﬂ__jNation;l;Evéiuation Progrém:(NEP)
____;StateiPlaﬁnihg Agency

____ High Impact Anti-Crime Program

PERCENT (%) OF BUDGET ‘ALLOCATED TO EVALUATION:

\



10.

.11,

12.

(a)

(®)

13.-

Final Phase II Checklist
’ K Page Two

TOTAL FUNDING OF EVALUATION:

TIME ALLOCATED TO EVALUATION:

TIMING OF EVALUATION (e.gQ,vbefore, during or after program implementatidn):

,PLiNNING.OF-EVALUATION'(before, during, or after program implementation):

[y

NUMBER OF EVALUATION PERSONNEL AND BACKGROUNDS:
Same as program personnel? What relationship with program?




Final Phase II Checklist
Page Three

14, DID THE EVALUATORS CONSIDER WHETHER PROGRAM GOALS WERE CLEARLY SPECIFIED?
(a)

(b) DO YOU FEEL THAT THEY WERE CLEARLY SPECIFIED?

15. DID THE EVALUATORS CONSIDER WHETHER THE PROGRAM. WAS DIRECTED AT THE APPROPRIATE
# (a)y TARGET POPULATION?

(b) DO YOU FEEL THAT IT Wﬁb DIRECTED AT THE APPROPRIATE POPULATION?

16. DID THE EVALUATORS CONSIDER WHETHER THE PRGGRAM WAS IMPLEMENTED AS DESIGNED?
(a . o . e .

(b) DO YOU FEEL THAT IT WAS IMPLEMENTED AS DESIGNED? R

Q




&

-18. WERE THE MEASURES ADEQUATE?:

Final Phase ;J Checklist

Page Fcur
17. FOCUS OF ‘EVALUATION:
Narrative Case Study » o Outcome Evaluation
Input Evaluation or Audit | ___experimental design
Process Evaluation (i.e., quasi-éxperiﬁental design
program monitoring) ' )
statistical models
w/ performance measures f
: : , formal models
w/o performance measures .
' Comprehensive Evaluation
SUITABILITY OF EVALUATION FOCUS: | 1 2 3 .4 » 5 6 7
least “ most:

COMMENTS :

19. Evaluability--CAN OUTCOMES BE ATTRIBUTED DIRECTLY TO PROGRAM ACTIVITIES? -
(a) ' ‘ : '

(b)- Evaluablllty—-IS THERE A THEORY LINKING PROGRAM ACTIVITIES TO THE: PERFORMANCE
MEASURES CHOSEN’ .




Final Phase'II’Cﬁecklist
: - Page Five

20. ARE PROGRAM ACTIVITIES CLEARLY DESCRIBED IN THE EVALUATION?

21. Describe feedback between program staff and evalvation staff. If policy
changes or unexpected results cause a need for changes im the evaluation
design, was the design flexible enough to account for this?

22. Was the research designed to yield information that would be useful in a
broader context than just evaluating this particular program?




.
P

23, DATA SOURCES: ‘ §

____Informal Material
____gémini$trati§e.Recbrds
*;_glfeady available
__gathered esp. for the eval.

SUITABILITY OF DATA SOURCES: 12
_ : : : ’ least

¢ COMMENTS: -,

o

Final Phase II Checklist
Page Siy

“bsefvational Data
Questionnaire Data
Interview Data

Written Documents

iH
it

i
i

24, METHODOLOGY:

b Qualitative Analysisr

R,
DY

ﬁ Participant Observation

Content Analysis (or other
. analysis of written materials)

. Descriptive Statistics

Statistical Inference

SUITABILITY OF METHODOLOGY: 1
: - = - least

COMMENTS -

) Other (specify)

[
N

Regression and ANOVA
Time Series Analysis

___Factor Analysis

Formal Models

most




25.
2.
- 27 .

.
- (a)

S p— A — ‘ }
_.(b)._. COULD THIS TYPE OF EVALUATION BE ADAPTED FOR USE IN PERIODIC REVIEW? .

Final‘PhaS¢ iI Checklist
Page Seven

IS THE DATA PRESENTATION ADEQUATE? __

P N . T TN PRI I Tt VRS SRR ALY - e s .o e PR T .

ARE THE METHODS OF ANALYSTS CLEARI

Lo
A

Y DOCUMENTED? _

ARE THE CONCLUSIONS SUPPORTED BY THE DATA ANALYSTS? ..

IS THERE SOME DISCUSSION OF PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS?

Is THEgE AN INDICATION THAT THE EVALUATION FINDINGS INCLUENCED
ACTUAL. DECISION-MAKING ? .

Sy

©




30. WOULD THIS REPORT

LT | Final Phase IT Checklist
o . : -+ Page Eight

BE ACCESSIBLE TO THE AUDIENCES WHO WOULD FIND IT USEFULY

31. IS THERE A DISCUSSION OF PROBLEMS MET IN IMPLEMENTING THE EVALUATION PLAN?

~
FINAL COMMENTS: o
&
L .
o G 5
7 {i’
o - / Ci ;
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' APPENDIX III
s e COMPUTER CODE LISTS . E
“The -total system ﬁé& identifying evaluation reports used in our
’ study consists of a l2-@igit number, representing 8 different components.
7 PHeER —emGLSlE DU f > Sk -
B 0 N eedigit (ID) is assigned to each report and its questionnaire. The
. © first two digits denote the subject code of the report; the second two P

are the entry numberwinﬂa%SUbj£Ct code, representiag the agency or

‘number.
“whe National

. State Planning Agency program.

Eebere s
Tiast
AN
,:O;OLw/O
: l:‘jo‘ ()f')unt;)(;) .
GG B
-'"“0-1N4 &l

.,
o
o

ﬂ;45#5P(1|\

o

W.—.......-.—... ot

is used to ﬁenota Exemplary Progect% 0 Exemplary Validation Program

reports.

represents the methodology used.

NGIELNDET P

ww~mv~0h'bm B
SuB.g ENT
¢ R
G0 G
50 R
G0 o
)

organiZatign‘thatgpublishessth@ report.

a High Tmp

S

‘This :completes ‘the main ID

e

-

EXEmr

A2t

Amibd

~crime program, or a

The sixth component in £he system 1nd1cates the focus of
evaluation, the seventh indicates the source of'data»used,.and the

A'sample printout is as follows: .

PO

5
o ¥
L 0

o g
R 1
¢
oy
o

The next single dilgit indicates théuﬁggantAbelnngs_to either

Following ‘this, a single digit number

METHS

b
u
i A
4 bl
ot -
A
e
%
Sy



60

01
02

03

10

11

T

13

20

21

22

' POLICE/COMMUNITY TRAINING ST e L

 COMPUTER CODE LIST

SUBJECTS

GENERAL REFERENCE

EVALUATION MANUALS: GENERAL

EVALUATION MANUALS: -SPECIFIC . . ..

" METHODOLOGY: = QUALITATIVE -

METHODOLOGY: .. EXP. DESIGN

METHODOLOGY: ~TIME SERIES
METHODOLOGY: ~STATISTICS
METHODOLOGY: MODELS

METHODQLOGY: OTHER

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

IN-HOUSE R&D OR PLANNING UNITS

TRAINING UNITS

OIHER.SPECIALIZED ADMINISTRATIVE UNITS

CORRECTIONS: INCARCERATION

' CORRECTIONS: PROBATION & PAROLE

- CORRECTIONS: JUVENILE DIVERSION

CORRECTIONS: PROGRAMS FOR DRUG ABUSERS
CORRECTIONS: OTHER ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION

POLICE COMMUNITY RELATIONS: GENERAL

. POLICE COMMUNITY RELATIONS: STREET SAFETY/CRIME REDUCTTON

POLICE/SGHOOL RELATTONS ‘PROGRAMS




40

41,
42

50
51

52

53

55
60

61

81

90

o1

99

N L LD

JURY MANAGEMENT’ SELECTTON:
COURT SCHEDULING:

PATROL. STRATEGIES: PATROL. INTENSITY

 PATROL. STRATEGIES: ONE/TWO, OFFICER
PATROL, STRATEGIES: DISPATCHING;

PATROL “STRATEGLES: SECTOR: DESIGN'

PATROL STRATEGIES: RESPONSE TIME.

PATROL. STRATEGIES: OTHER

TEAM POLICING: COMMUNITY RELATIONS

_ TEAM POLICING: DECENTRALIZED MANAGEMENT

AVM. SYSTEMS

. CAD (COMPUTER AIDED: DISPATCH)

INFORMATION SYSTEMS: STATISTICAL

' INFORMATION SYSTEMS: GEOGRAPHECAL

RESOURCE. ALLOCATION»* €OST

RESOURCE ALLOCATTON: iRODUCTiVIIY :

5 M&SCELLANEOUS

g



01

03

04

05

06

08
09

~10

11

12
13

20

7

i

AGENCIES

 NEW JERSEY SPA

 MINNESOTA SPA

CALIFORNIA SPA
CONNECTiCUT SPA
PENNSYLGANIA SPA
MICHIGAN SPA

HAWATI SPA

OREGON SPA

VIRGINIA SPA
NORTH CAROLINA SPA
GEORGIA SPA
NEW YORK SPA

MISSOURI SPA

WASHINGTON 'CRIMINAL JUSTICE EDUCATION & TRAINING CENTER

URBAN INSTITUTE

ABT

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME & DELINQUENCY

THE/ RAND CORPORATION

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT



58

59

60

61

62.

69
70

99

AGENCIES (continued)

KANSAS: CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT

SEATTLE. BOLLCE DEPARTMENT

'NEW YORK CITY RAND

MEITRE:

_ AMERICAN. BAR' ASSOCTATION:

PUBLIC' SYSTEMS: EVALUATION

POLXCE. FOUNDATION-

MISCELLANEOUS
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APPENDIX IV
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Feader & latel o Cherwly Jume 21

NCIRE Numberd ) , oo .

Rerort Titlad N Evalustion of the Massschusebtts Folice TInstilu
Author & Orsgenixstions Artinar T, Little :
Fublication Dates *

Furmding Organization? 1 Massachusetts Committee on Criminsl Jubsioe
Abstract? o : ' :

B of Resorts

SURS 3

CENT MO LR

POENCY 99 A o ; ' o
NEF 0 ' ‘
EXEME 0
Faocus %
nDatTe 3
METHL © ; R o

METHE c ‘ ; : ' ; “
HETHSA L , : » N

At Emedrieel Stude of Methods used in Criminal Justice Evaluastionss

L : '

Pe nob snswered.

10, not snewered,

il nmot answered

12¢a8)» durire

1200 Y chureirsg

L34y

14Cad, no

COMMENT . ‘

Not exelicitluy thoush certainls thew srelled them out in  greatl
detail, - :

14 wes

1854y wes

COMMENTS

ol

CEvaluators cusstioned whethered the srodram should serve  smaller E
rolice dersrtments wrimerily sndowhether Lhew in faot did so.
15(h) s wes
lé<ad)s wes
CROMMENTS , : R , y
Thas considered in thedr discussion of srogram iwmelementations in
srecific  cases thew  reviewed. Evalustors #id nmolt  directlu
address this issue. : R .
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21(h) . wes ’ o , . : ‘ - R
COMMENT $ L ’ . S :
Design Flexible beesuse interviey auestionsy Lhe mador dabs
SOUPCEY  WATE PLMM1HJP ard desisred Lo elicit srodram-seacifio
resronses.s  Also asearant din the inseruitw with whtch Cevaluastors
constructed exererimentsl and control  g@rours.

224 no

i COMMENT §

v ?01 really resting & hweothesis. Howevers the srogram  thew are
Avalusting is s verw large one which has many smaller ero- Jecls
Vunﬂpr it : o

J

gl
/4 B
r ,/- 23 UH’PPUdIIUHﬁl Nate

2 : g . il

7 SULTARTLITY -OF DATA BOURCESD 4 ‘ R o

B
\\

COMMENT @ , . - »

vather dnformael bteléshore interviews bhul strasted drn that thers

s o 8 defimite sel of auvestions as & bese.  The bagic cuestiongs

in, the aspendixe seem quite thoudhbful-- investigstive rerorting

stwle which ds  im#or o uneardh the  rolice cheit’s
rorcertions  of  what really haressned.  While there ie no direct
ohservationy Lhe interviews are rfot sinely  standardized surveus .
mut o are  desid Lo dgel s vrichy situatiorn-srecific resronse.

While main dats source was  dinterview datsy  evalustors used
administrative records for dwln1m1n»L Lo of the ordganization’s
cost-affectivenass.

24, Qualitetive Analwsis
SULTARILLITY Gb METHODOLODBYY 4
COMMENT 2 , ‘

Notes asboul this in Firnal commernts.

254 wes A v o B , :
COMMENT ¢ : , o e
Thew  #give axamsles of . ressonses 9 wall as  evaluator’s ‘
intersretation and sdgsvredsstions

246 1O : ‘ , ' o : e
COMMENT 2 : ' . ‘ S
Telashone interviews are stated  as  bthe only  form of  datas
gathering but srobably  dnformabion was detheved From MPI Files .
and rerhars some observation of oredgoing srograms as well. (This NEREE
should got under auestion 250 '

27 ues

e e . . ' N : - . R
28 wes o : _ o S . b

«  COMMENT!

Thew sarticularly lisled those which rotertiasl clients said  thew
felt would be useful. ' ' :

oo POlaye ro - o B T ORI Pty
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29(bh), des
COMMENT $ ‘ L
Rather effici @HL because wwse  of “teleshone interviewing  and
srocess  ordiented rether than orierted solels to measuring impact

Con hong-term goals,

B0 san
COMMENT ¢ .
Edegeutive summary.  Fdrst  gecotions of  verort. confusl s
overall fairly resdshle and resulls derfovmative, Co

Bl o

FEINAL COMMENT? ,
This is ome of the most deteresting evalustions 1 have seen, It
combpines festurss of @ seoeess  evaluwatiom - while done on
asppcls of the wrogram comseleted before bh@lay Iastion took ®lace
: Fesbures of an exrevdmental desdsn : allows  wou Lo
dook carefully et e el g B e susbenatic wey ard Feel
relatively confident wour ’ gemeralized  to Lhe
lavrger wpordlation wou @B dULJ&IJ% ; ol ard dre The evalugtors
wenre faced wilh lockirmsg et o wadid- fAtOLuM~wxmmram whieh had
peern in oreraltion long bhefore dhew wrwived on the scene.,  Thew
eould  not examines wilth ane desthy all of the things the erogran
had done wert thew warted Lo evaluste the srosrem overall, Thedr
godubion was  ouwite creatbive. v Caretully showe 8 stratifiec
randon ssmrle of molice dessrtments who had made wse of Lthe MPIL.
These were metoheds  rasdomis where rossibhles with & control
groue of elients awaiting sevvices Trom  MPL snd & comearison
grour  of  rolice desarbments who bsd never masde reauests. (Whe
thew chose bhe Fformer ss @ corbrol svous des wsclear  and 8 nnL
sroblemastic Lo e .d Thew  Uher ddd structured tel
deberviewing of subdects dnovearitns  Hroueg. Wivere "lertmnnl"
had  been diveny thew erobed mot snle feor the athitudes of
subJects but for documentstion ss bto what hed sctually changed in
thedr derart- menls a8 & resullt of the trestwent. While - this
irvestigative resorting®  mebbhod of  dete  collection does not
substitute for direct observetions the interviewing was situstion
o enoudh. (as revealed bw rerorbed subdect resronses) Lo §o
h@umnﬂ he drndtial. subdective resronses of  the  olients. e
grobnlen  whih o casbs some doubet on the svalustors intereretations
of dats is thet thew did sourd s bit Loo arstiowus bo sraise  Lhe
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