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This document presents interim findings from one c6mponentl of LEAA 

INTRODUCTION 

Grant 78NI-AX-0007, nAn Empirical Study of Me,thods Used in' cr~Linil1 Jus-, ",' " /I ' , 

. tice Evaluations." Overall re,search \'onthis grant, under dir4ct~on of " 
)1 . 

Professor Richard C. La:rson at ,the Massachusetts Institute o~! Technology; 
'i , ' ,II 

seeks to begin to a.nswer the following types of questions: '/,1 

1. What is the "state of the art" in crim:j.nal justice 
evaluation, as practiced? 

2. ~ow do attributes of evaltlatioIlEl:~(e. g., method010gJ;, 
use of results) vary with program type and sponsorlng 
agency?' 

3. Are evaluations as actually c,arried out sufficiently 
flexible to allow for necessary, changes in the pro­
gram being evaluated? 'Does information obtained 
during the course of an evaluation feed back to 
modify in any way either evaluatiQn procedures or 
program conduct? 

4. How are alternative hypotheses, theor:/,es, or models 
generated and utilized in evaluations? 

.' 5. In what ways do "textbook" evaluation methodologies 
provide useful guidance an4/or fall short when applied 
in practice? Are the're' identifiable gaps ~n current 
methodologies? Can we begin to f:i11 them?," 

6. Can we begin to C:bnstruct a comprehensive procedure 
for evaluating evaluations themselves? Howare 
evaluators to be h~ld accountable for their Eroduct? 

This report presents preliminary findings relating to questions 

1-4 above (i.e., a review of current evaluation ptacticet;; in ,criminal 

justil<:!'~j) • It is based on a sample of 200 criminal -iu,stice evaluations 
'.' 

that have been performed within the last decade. The sample w;as,select"': 

ed fromapproxi'Plately 1500 abstracts of, s,tudies provided by LEAA' s NCJRS 

(National Criminal :'Justice Reference Service) via a "key wO,rd search on 

"'" late', 197,7'. 1 evaJuationsconducte~ in:, 

Insofar as possible, it is desirable to evaluate an evaluation ,; 

II , ' 

;} 

" 

'.,;;.--

o 
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~Q.nPtehensiveJ.y3 lItJ.'1:.he .p;;t~la,J.1;!ce Q,j:: .the ,ey.aJJlati.on l;iterature~ a compre-:-
f, 

hensive~~valuatip.tl i.sQl)j:! wh;L¢.h.a.n~:l:~~~1? p:r.o$.rtlm.~nputs, ,process and a.ut:c> 

£!?~. Thus ,a co.mp~elJ,~n~;:Lv~ i#Y:~.lu~:t:~PJl P£'P,Il ell9-illatio.n w,ould include can 

. analy~ds of the :.tt\e$,QP.;f~ea. ,i~h~naJJJi:IDa.:t~et:'ia,;L.~ .,a.,)'l,Q. ,m~thodolo,gies (design), 

uation (outeoro.oy. J),e:l::{li!L.{!.d '~ut;r;Le.pw.td~-r :e.9-ch.<:::;,ttegp.'r¥ a,re ,given' in Table 

L This£ramewotk;fp~ 'e;v:.\~,:~:J,l:at;;f,1:J.g :.a.t;). ,ey:~J.·lla:1,:1Lp!,'l.., ;;r.gl~y.aAt: ~to.question 6·· 

',,( 

i:; un1;i.kely to ca.,ptt,u::e ~m.013t .QJ;: ;the ::;l.nfo.rm~tion a:bp,ut.;L1i1 ;.ev.aluation nec-

essary tp evaluate ;i.tcomp,:r,eh.eu.s;l,y.el~.~ The :Il1Qat 1.~p.o;r,taQ.t information 

needed is t:ha.tregaqlingtheo!J;tP9.~ ~of .aJlev.aluation. An evaluat:ipn,and 

sometimes the evalJlatipn:r~po:t:;t., ~p.~oyi.de ;Jin£ortll..;L;tio.n gbout a program. 

This informaUpn is anly .uset.Uit;o:theexteut:t:hFlt ·itinf;Luences (illforms 

.p.r modif-!Les) decisiona.. ',rhua.~ :t.ne!'>n;ty actual Pu;tflomes of an evaluation 

, are those dec:i..s.ions basedfn·p;l;:(:'.t, i9.JJ. 1;,t8 f;i.tldings. 

produced by the 200 eValuationsj"n:A\1'r sa.~ple. It is labeled inter:j.m 

pec~usewe are cur,~ently :~J:'1:eDtPtip:g -j;;p ~onta.ct (vi,a J::ollow-up quest:j.on-

h.aires) .as many .of theev,j,l'luat,Ol:a. ...w.bQ .cQlldu,c.tt3d .the evalt\atiQns as possible, 

t:he key staff pel=soImE!lwho~e j>J;q~J::~:mswere ,eya.1uated, :and1:he contacts .or 

,gr~ntmonito.rs ~ntlle .0~.gani~·at.i-9J;l/3l.tha~'f'J.lAPe.d ;theeval~at;i.ons .We have 

,eoulJ.d, ,not su~pri.singl.y., ':that d;be;i;lP'C\1Illent.~ P¥Qduced ,in .;m eva;luation con­

-st:l.tuteonly'oneoutput: p~a:ne,v~li~t;j;pn.:·t:;hey'often ·tell little of the 

.;l.~puts·to ,an' eVfll.:~a:tiQn., ·;che;PJ~.pc.e,$./3 ;bywhil;hit 'wasqnd¢ttaken, or· the' 
' .. "\' 

u:l't.1.mate ,bnpflct -of ·tb$ .. :'.eva.l~t;;LfJn .. 
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TABLE 1 

COMPONENTS O~ A COMPREHENSIVE EVALUATIQN OF EVALUATIONS 

Evaluation Inputs: , An inventory of resources and methodologies brought 
to bear on the evaluation 

(i) Budget of the evaluation (and other material resources availahl.e 
to the evaluators); 

(ii) .Duration of the evaluation; . . . 

(iii) .Timing of the evaluation with respect to the program being evaluated; 

(iv) Attributes of evaluation personnel (e.g., training, experience, 
'world view');' 

(v) Ar-tributes of. program personnel (e. g., experience, cOlDIiIitment, 
education>';:' . 

(vi) AttributesQf theprogra,:m (e.g., goals, substantive'area of criminal 
justice,client group); 

(vii) Evaluation methodology and design;' 

(viii) Audience~ or "clie.nt group" for the evaluation and purposes of 
the evaluation. 

Evaluation Process: Actual conduct of the evaluation compared with that 
planned in the evaluation design 

(i) Types, intensity and .frequency of interaction of evaluators with 
program staff; (/ 

(ii) Extent to which information acquired during evaluat~on is fed back 
to program staff., pe:thaps modifying program procedures; 

(iii) Extent to which information acquired during evaluation is used to 
modify the allocation of evaluation resources;' 

.j 

(iv) Turnover inpe:.rsonnel (e.g., evaluators, program staff, client group); 

(1) Response." of program staff and client group to the presence of 
evaluators; 

o 

0. 
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4. 

Evaluation PEoce'ss~ (eQntt:iinued); 

II 
Adaptfv:enes"s' olf. eV'ctl.uat:iIen ,d'esd;gx1' ,capacity t.e' l"espor,~d to changes 
in the- p~Cfg1:a1il')~~ 

(vit.i) Doc urilentalt::t~h'l~ anf;j(n:&iirtgs,., 

.. , 

Evaluation OutC"ontes:' k:' Us,ltfltgt alf dee;i1s.~ons: :iln:fht:enGE\'d by the evaluation 

(i) D'ecisionhy.' funcliGg agency to.: fund", ref'und" lIioctffy., or cancel 
program; 

~ii) Decision by pr,c.gratih sta..f'f, to me.dify arty, af ,:,he p,rog;ram procedures; 

(iii) DeciSion by' members o.,f' C'lden:tt gtroup ta alter' participatiaJi patterns 
iIi program; 

(iv) Decision bY' ona. or: md're me!Ihb'e"L"s: o·f the' research. community to study 
further the "ques.tions[fsiSue!g;ra±sed: in: the evaluation; 

r" 
)1 , 

J, (v) Decision by one or more otfieir flInders' and/or pI:ogram personne'l (in 

. -~ -, 

other jurfsdic,dollS} tp fn::Ilt::i1a!tre, modify" or terminate similar 
pr'ograms • 
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The Sample of 200 

The 200 evaluations in our sample.-':-wbile primarily obtained from a 

list of 1500 "evaluation" studies cited by NCJRS, constitute a structured 

rather than a random sample. We used t;he NCJRS classification of "eval-

uatiQnsll.deliberately,J::Il·order to point'up the weaknes!;les of that classi-

fication system. (Pilot studies) simulations and "evaluability, assessments i
' 

appear as "evaluations" u,nder the NCJRS system.) l'ursuani: to our interest 

-in methodology, we deliberately selected approximately 50 pe:t,'cent of the 

sam~le.from "logistical" prog,rams, that is; programs in which the movement 

of persons, mat~riel or other entities was an important element. It was 

thought that?tructural models of the system being evaluated would be 

most relevant for the13e 'evaluations; as de facto evaluators 0:1; these 

evaluations, we are interested in the use, abuse, ot misuse of such models 

in the 'evaluation process; The remaining 5Qpercent of the sample was 

drawn primarily fraIn social service type program~, in which counseling 

or some other type of service is pravided toone or mare client groups. 

Examples include: special caurt-assigned public defenders ;-cert~dn pre-
-J 

trial diversion projects; certain police public relat3.pns programs; 

" 
volunteers in probation; referred services for persans requiring assistance. " 

for family' troubles,alcoholism, drug's, etc. It was thought thatdelinea-:-

,tion of'goals, measurement .of achievement,andmodels of process would ,be 
, , , 

considerably more difficult in" the socia:\. se1:vice :area than, in~he 10g1s-

tical area. Hence, evaluation desi.gn, conduct, ana outcome should '"be de-
" 

pendent on this ,distinction. 

We also "madg an iit;tempt to includeeliements of threeLW: evaluation 

.effo1;'ts, in our,sample. 
" 

"., ...•... ,"fJ,1 
,J 

o 

.. ~ 
,.. ~;~''f~t ~ 
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(1) Nati;on~l' E;,rS'luatioIl'· Progral!l (N~P) Phase I Studies'. 
NEP' evaluat:fion:- asse:ssments> to' date' have been commissioned in. 
apPlioximate:l!y2'QI di£fer~nt'c1:i,mrEnal j:ustice' areas. Their 
purpose, :(&\~to, eV'alua,:tr¢ thee fnfor~a1iion available about a 
particu1:ai:-' top,ie a;r,'ea,; (e.g .. ,) t~a'd~eiorral police preventive 
.patraI}o'w s\ na:tj}on'aJ!; s~aJie~.. Thus, theY. db not con,stittlte 

.. evaluations. ,of' spee:i£fJ:.c'lo'(!aI pl:ograms'.< A listing of. the 
NEP P.ha's'e I eva-Jiu-at:iions in:' dur sample; fs: given in Tabie 2 •. 

(2) "Exe!BPla>ry: proj:e'ets,'i!. and,;:"'EX'enip]ary tra,]fda,tion' '~~'?ports"" 
LEAA has encduX'a'gedcri17i:i!naT jU$tLCe. proj:ects throughout the 
country, to De" notlii~ated: f0:r' "exem~la1:)?'i st'a.tus., Tliis' de­
signat,ion,. when; approved:,\ i1llpJ1:i;es. uhat, replication' of the 
progl:aJn! :1S lZ'£m'Ommended ~n:: S'"w.ider' scale'. The exe~plary 
proj:e'ct" and: v.a.1:l!dati;on ri!!pi):r;'ts in'c£uded' fln ou'!: sample are 
g~ven in: Table' ,s. . f 

(3) LEAA Impa'c't: Citries, P·l:og'L'am'.,~ In the e'arly 19170"'s LEAA 
designated; eight citi:e's as Ant:L-Cr,ime· Impact Cj,ties~ 
funding ea-ch' at at leve~l, cif' $'20 million to design and im­
plement a maj'o:r anti"",cl1i1lle pnt)'grlim... We have incl:uded 8 
evaluations 0,£ compan'ents' a'f this~ program in our sample. 

\ 

In st:ructuring the. sample' to reflectvaiI'ious methodological con~erns, 

we were particularly intel:ested' in those method'ologies which are foci of 

~urrent rese'arch,. These include time series' an~lysis, experimen~al de-· 

sign, use of models in evaIuat£on:~~d! us'e of decision analysis in eval-

uati,on. l'hus, we tended to faval! evaluations which purported to use one 

or mc)'re of these methodologies. 

In structuring. the sample in, ai;:e'as: related: to research hypotheses 
. . . 

of our grant·, we were particularly ';-bl1:cerned with the following issues: 

(1) use of evaluations' bydecisioti":'makers, bo.th 10Ilg""'t~rm and short-term, 

'(. and even identifjteation of appropri!atfe.decision-makers in the repo"ft; 

(,2.), the likely; value o'f information to b;e' acquired from' an evaluation; 
", 

f3) misuse and abus.e of quantitative Iliethod:s and (4) use of adaptive 
-' 

,evaluation methods to; x:espond to· feedback fr.om.the field • 

. i} 

\'.1 

,. ,.1 :_ 
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TABLE 2 

NATIONAL EVALUATION PROJECT PHASE Ii'STUDIES EXAMINED IN THIS STUDY 

Banks, J. (1979) Knowledge Assessment: Phase I Evaluation of 
':lrltensive Special Probation Proj e.cts. 

Kreihde1~.iurton,. et a1. ~\ (1977) Court Informat~on Systems! 
II 

I Report. " 
PhaSe 

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

Rutherford t Andrew ailcL McDermott, ROQert (1976) Juvenile Diver~ion: 
National Evaluation Program Phase r Summary Report. 

Thomas, et a1., (1976) Phase I Evaluation of Pretrial Release Programs:" 
"Assess:ment .of the Present State of Knowledge. 

Wa~ker, J.P. (1976) Theory and Practice of Delinquency Prevention in 
th'e United States: Review ,Synthesisand Assessment. 

.9" ! 

o 

I.) 

o 
.;:; 
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cAti<fn". (-1915) Ptl:i'!Lacf6"llph'Ia'i':.~g"nb01:'lr'vGd" You't:nKe'g'ou~ce'S Center' 
. Art' . E:ltemplaty Pt.'0j'ec:t. 

Blew) C.H,? Denver,·co1orado 

. _ .. a.aJ'IL~-' ,A~"(I97~'} A;~lnt!~rELst);a..tj:Y?~.A.dl1~u:d;tJ~~~iQJt l}1kt~"atL(A:AB')'.New_Yoxk 
... S;tate-DEfp1!it'bitl#ti-of Me:ttot V"eh::t{!:lie~ •. " -"-. " ,,' 

McDonnell, John J. (191'5)', Ceti'traili P()Iice~ D'isp'a'tch (CPD), Muskegon 
County,· Midhigan\ •. 

McGillis, Daniel (1977) Major Offehs'e Bur'eau, Bronx County District 
At torney "s, Office, New. York. 

Zimmerman, et a1., (1976} Crimil1.a! Justice Research Assistance' 
ProJe-c.t': Final, Repd.!tt. 

. " --";---~ 

1.1 

~-

, . - , .,' - ,.--_.-.-----:,." 
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Table 3b 

. EXEMPLARY PROJECT VALIDATION REPORTS tNCLUDED 

... IN., THIS STUDY 

,." 

- S "--r---. -- ~~~::....-- ~ ,.'::. --'---- -

f! Abt Associates' (1976)'-New Haven (Ct:')Ca'se Ii1~ident Regional Reporting 
'\0\ SysteIll (CIRRS) Exempiary Project Valida.tion Report. 

'\. 
Abt Associates (1975) Neighborhood Ass'istance Office!' .Program, Dayton 

Police Depar.tment. 

Abt ASsGc.iates (1975) NewYprk City Police Department Street Crime Unit--
, , . An Ex€.:mplary Project. 

Abt Associates (1975) Reserve Deputy Sheriff Program, Los Angeles County 
~Sheriff!s Department. 

Abt Associates (n. d.) Exemplary Project Screening and Validation Report: 
Community Education o? Law and Justice, ·Chicago,. Illinois. 

Abt Asso~iates (n.d.) ExempJ:ary'Project Screening and Validl:j.tionieport: 
\." Project Teletraining, County of Suffolk Police Department, 
. New York. 

Abt Associates (n.d.) Exereplary Project Screening and Validation Report; 
Southeastern Correctional Management Training Council, Athens, 
Georgia. ' . 
~ " 

Abt Associatks'(n. d.) Legal Services for Prisoners, Inc. -- Topeka, Kansas. 
, .. 

Abt 'Assodates (n.d.) Norfolk Fellowship Foundation, Inc: M~'ssachusetts 
Correctional Institution, Norfolk. ~ 

Anon. (1975) Seattle Pre:-Sentencing Counseling Program Exemplary, 
. Va'lidation Repo,rt~ --~~~~,~"",~~~,-.. -"~~'~-~-'~,-,- --~:=-~:~',"~ 

!~ • 

". 

;) .' 

'! • 

)1 
'.;'#')/ .. 

(J , 
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·',ro,illus.trate . the type of infotmation. ;avatlabl,e by which to select 
I) 

the<'o:r;iginal sample, Fi'gures 1 .and 2 present two typical NCJRS document 

s_aries. Approximately 1500 S\ichsufuItta:ties were reviewed according to 

the criteriadisc.uGse'd above atld .gr~ded. .subj e'ctively on a scale of A to 

O. When distti'Jjut!oIialconstraints were sati:sfied, an attempt was made to 

select. the best evaluations (i .• e., th~se given the highest grades). Thus; 

the sample is deliberateiyb';Lase.d towards the bette:tev~luati.ons· of crim-

inal justice progra1i1!3~ 'Theedmplii~. H.sting. of evalucitio.n.s in. the sample 

is given in Appendix 1:.- 2 'B'teakd(jWrl~ of the sample 'by subtaut:ive areas 

and evaluation methodology ,are giveri.irt Figures 3 and 4.' 

'The necessary docUments were: t.lasearC:hed a:hd ordered by Dorothy Green, 

our proje.ct secretary, fIlf.:linly du:rib:gthe months of Apri1, Nay and early 

Ju.ne, , 1978; these ate the monthS i11 which the original requests were sent 

out (w~ encountered cop,l?:f.der~blediff;i.culty in obtaining some of the NCJRS-

listed documents). 'Requests w.ete based dn inf(jrmation culled from: the 

printout and othex sources identi£:tE}d by proJect research assistants. 

'.' Checklist Review of Evalu;atious 

: ..... .J)l,lring the summer of 1978 thteep-rojectxese;n:och a!;i;sistants ,ac.tedas ..... 

"readers" of the evaluatiOn reportS; dividing the sample of 200 roughly 

ev~nlyam(jng' them. Ed Kapian,wh6'se' e¥.p~rtise .is in mathematical modeling 

.. B.,11,gt:heldgisticai area, foc:t!seda:l1;i\Q'$t excluJ;;;i.ve.lyoll logistical. studies. 

Vicki Bier, a doctor~l student in operations resea~ch !'lele~ted studies 

fromJ:)oth the log;isticc;il <tnd socia~., service area, with particular focus 
.. 

(jnstudies corttaiid.ng statiscal::by-b~sed methodologies. Cheryl Mattingly , 

'~~·=i . doctoral . $tud~nt "in.· tJ~ban Studie§SlidPlanning, and a, research~r of pro­

cess evaluation methodchogy, 'f'eac1 almost exclusively social. service type 

evaluation~ • " . 
,0 
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FIGURE 1 
" 

NCJRS PRIN'I'~OUT (DOCUMENT 17.4) 
. 5ET/2' Df;lCJJ"1r:~TSl:80( .'... 

'. VAR IARlFS SUCH .AS THF- CULTURAL S:ETT ING OF THE PROJECT , HUMAN', FINANCIAL 
I\~Q MAT~QIAL R!:SOllRCE i', A\lAIL~BIlITY, AND WHETHER THE PROJECT ISIN 
~~fPING wrTH ACCEPTfD STANDARDS ~f CbRRECTI0NAl PRACTIce. CORRECTIONAL 
p~OJ~rTS ARE OIVIDfO INTO THREE CATEGORIES ,~ YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS, 
INS TI Turl n/\l~lC ORREC T-I ONS, AND COtJ.MUN I TY CORRECTIONS. THE APPENDIXES 
CON,TAIN FORMS SUGGESTED FOR~=tOlLECTING AND ANALYZING DATA REQUIRED FOR 
JU5TIt=ICATJON AND ',r:VALUATION OF'" PlfOJECTS IN . EACH 'CATEGORY. (SN'(' 
,~RS TR Ar T) 

**OOCUMENT 114** 
ACCE$SlO~ NU"1REP:! .. CQClOO.OO.'12328 
TTTLE: EX-OFFENDERS AS PAROLE OFFICERS -AN EVAlUAT.IONOF 

THE PAROLE OFFIC~~ AIDE ~ROGRAM IN OHIO 
PUBlICATIO~ D~TE: 73 PAGES: 182 

AUTH?R(S): 5C(1TT, J E BENNETT, P A 
COR Pr'J R. AT t"' AUT HO " : OH lOS TAT;: UN I VER SIT Y , 

COLUMBUS OH 43210 .~< 

G~ANTr~'1 2860-00-J3-72 (LEAAl 
SPONSORING .6Gf'lCV: L',~W ENFORCE~ENT .. ASSISTANCE ADMIN 

'WASHINGTON .OC20531 ' 
SALcS .Ar.r;N(Y: OHIO SlATE ·!JNIVERSITYPRESS 

HITCHCOCK HALL, ROOM 3.16 . 
2070 NET~ AVENUE 
C0LUMBUS OH 43210 

~NNOTATIi)~: 
A~·· F:VAl.UAT tnN OF O~IO'S'USE OF EX-OFFENDERS.AS PAROLEOFFICEB AIDES • 

. ~BSnaCT:~. . .. ' 
. THIRTE'5:~ ."~dDES WER~ORIGINAllV, HIRED TO PERFORM TASkS SIt-1lL.ARTO Tf-IOSE 

OF A PdDblE OFFICER. THEIR PERFORMANC~ IN COMPARISON TO A CONTROL GROUP 
=" D f. ~~ .. .o 1:-f1.0 ... QARLlLE .. · CF·F·!·Ce·R~S~·· ·W·~ s·~ ·~~S·~E~S~ED~US~!N,G=·S·E'lERA.l- ·-·+E-C!dN1.Q!1E-¢=-~~=AN..-=. -.~ 

A TT I run I NAL OUEST I ONNAI RE, IN-DE PTHINTERV IEWS t FIELO' W.ORKER' S REPORT S, 
lNlrSUP~R~1SCRS RATINGS, A~URVEY .OF INMATES, ANO"A SURVEY OF PAROLEES 
SU~ERVTSFD8V AIDES. AND PAROLE OFFICERS. THE RESULTS FROM THE ANALYSIS 
OF ·rH~ ATTITUDINAL QUES T I O~NA.I RE I NDI CAT fA rOES POSSESS THOSE 
OF! t ENTATI ON.S AN'D ,ATTITUDES ASSOCIATED WITH SUCCESSFUl',SOCIAL . SERVICE . 

,;",.WO~I<ERS MORf. OFTEN THAN[)O PAROlEOFF.ICERS. THE .IN-DEPTHINTERV1EWS .. 
<'FOUND iIOfS VERY SATISFIED WITHTHf;.lRWORK.THF. FIELDwORK REPORTS BY 

srIJ(J2".JTS yf\IPIC,~TED PA,~OlE OFFICERS sAw .~ORE PAROLEES PER DAY AND SPENT A" 
GRE ATfrP .. PERCENT.~GE.- OF.THEt~ )WRK TIME .'W IT:;-H,tPARO"LEES.XHA~L~.DU) .. A:.J,"Ge~ •. ~:;r'.-== 
HflWFV:;r<., FIELD WCRIO;:RSr.V.Al.UA.TED AiDES ASHAVING A BETTER: RELATIONSHIP '.' 
WITH' 30TH PAPOlEES ~ND FELLOW WORKERS. UNlr~PAROlE SUPERVISORS PAlED 
.i)~R:Jlf OFFICERS ANDAI,DES ONSF.VER·AlDIP4ENSIO~S, INDICATING.THAT HI MOST 
RESPECTS 04 ROLE ,OFFICERS WERE SUPERIOR TO AI DE.S.s THE ONl Y,rWQS:RITfRIA 
ON WHICH SUPER\' I SOR S' RATED A IDESSUPERI OR W,fREGETT ING JOBS 'FO.R PAROl.EES 
A~D P,EING WILlING"TO 'GO THE EXTRA MIlE'TO HE~P PAROLEES. IN,MATESAND 

;" ;t:::., 
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NCJRS PRINT;"OUT (DOCUMEf!1"T· 175) 
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~FT/2 nocUM~NTS 11800 
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PAIH)lt:fS ,RATED AH),Eg, 5UPE'RJcrR70 ,PA~OLE OFFICI:RS ON EVERY INDICATOR.. THE 
'-1AJ'1)RITY OF IN"'1ATES FEtT;~,P:ARJt.EES, S:UP:E~,V'ISEO BY AN AJQEWOUlD BE MORE. 
UJ(r:L¥ TO SUCCFFO ONJiP:AR€l~E: •. AN: Oy~~WHELMING MAJO'RITY. OF INMATE.S' (8'6 
PFRCENT» INDYT A'''fI:!P'THEY WOt)itO, 'PPEPER' BEING SUPERV ISEo ON PAROLE. eVAN i' 
AfOt PATHEQ, THAN, A, ~AP.OlE OFF·YC'ER.tAtff'HOR A:13STRACT ~ODIFrED) (SNI 
A ~s TR 4C T'-
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DISCUSSION AND EV'ALUA-TrON CFP~B\J:Etr. PACE, A' TWO-YEAR 'PRO(;RAM HNOLVJ~G 
THE ,OV1= R~lL SCOPE OF POtICe-COJ""MO~HTYfl~lATI ONS' W ITH{NTHEC lTV OF SAN 
F,RAN·C~Iscr.· ,"!, 

ABSTQ AC r: . i, 

THE· GOAlS OF PROJECT PACE O>Ot.ICE';ANDCOMMUNITYENTERPRISE' WERE' 
TWO-FOLD - TO R'eDUC~ A:NT AGONJ;,SMS ANlji POLAR IZ'ATION WH lCH HAD DEVELOPED 
BETWEEN THE POLICE AND THE SA~ F~ANClscIC:O COMMUNITY, AND TO CREATE A MORE 
C.llf')pr:RATlVE ATMOSPHERE FOR CRI~'E:,PREVENTION AND CONTROL AND THUS REDUCE' 
VARIOUS":C KI'NDSCF CRIME,. T'H('! l"d~TIA;l FOCI)S OF' THE PRQGRAM, WHICH WENT 
INTO OPfR,ATION. 'IN A.P·RIl lQ6.q:,;.· .WAS ·ON RE:l.ATIONseE,TWEEN POLICE A~O 
~INORITI ES, esp:ec I~tlY- BlACKS'~n:tE FOIJR PH'Ases COMPR 1 SING THE PP OGRAPo1 
INCl"IJDED ATTITUo.E SURVEY AND CUR:R'l'CUL. PEV,EtOPMENT, POLICE AND RESIDENT . 
orscUsslO"l SfS<ilONS,' ACTION; P'R:OGRA1'IM'J'N.G. AND PROGRAM 1~PLE'MENT4TION. 
THIS, VOLUME IS ORGANl ZE'rj' INTO 1'W'(1' pJO~TS, . THE FIRST 0 F WH ICH PRESEN,TS 
CAAPTERS ~E~CRJBING THE PRO~EC'~~ EARLY DESIGN.ANO' DEVELOPMENTAL EFFORTS 
AS WELL AS THE APP~OACHES. EMP(,QVEO ANO THE RESULTS 08T.AINED IN EAC~OF 

,-~,~:tH!': . FnUR. PROGR4M PHA-SFS,. tN' ~;tiRT' TWO A NUM'BEf( OF POL ICE-COMr.;UNITY 
~ElATro~s ·PROG'RAMS· ARE .D,ESCJ\'r:~Elh THE F.INAL' CHAPTER DISCUSSES SOME 
PRAGT leAL' I SSUESANO P4PlICA't'tO:~S:FOR"THOS,E CO~S IOER INGIMPLEMENT ,ING OR 
PRE SF."lTl'Vl:NGAGEDc INSutH: COMMtltNf,Y,Y RELATIONS PROG'RA~S" THE' APPENDIX 
'cnNr,At~J'S fN'TERVIEWSCHEDULES,; P'R;OJECT PROPOSALS, POLICE AND RESIDE"IT 
A TT l'TUnf:.COMPAR tsoNS" .c\NO EVALUA;f:rON.f!oRMS,· 

**GOCOMENT 116*. ,. . 
A,CCESS'ION NUM~E'H ••.•. oC)qOO'.OO.Q 1244£ 

"J 
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FIGURE 3 
' ... 

SAMPLE .COMPOSITION: BY SUBSTANTIVE AREA 

Ass.istance; 
planning; 
resource 
allocation 

Av'MiCAD* 
and 
information 
systems 

Miscellaneous 

Serv;Lces 

20.5% 
(N=4l) 

*. AVM = Automated Vehicle. Monitoring 
CAD = Computer Aided Dispatch 

.I~:.~. 

Corrections 

27% 

(N=54) 

Police 
Logistics 

23% 
(N"':46) 
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SAMPLE;G'>M~~S:r:.rlON; .BY ?~lMt\Ry EVALUAT!ON'METHODOLOGY 

:Lnput 
evaluation. 
or audit --.--........ -_. 

(N=15) c 

?roce$S 
¢valuation vd:th 
performance measur.es 

(N=14) 

'Q~J3;fr . ~ .. 

. e,X.p~r.;imenta;t 
~:l~,$.i8n 

,Prloces$eV:;:ll,1J~tioQ. 

without ;peif~;pnanee 
meiiSur#s 

~ {,ij'!i'8) 

2:L% 
'(N:;:::42) 

.~case study 

20% 
(N=40} 

,- B ta t:ts ~ieal 
Mod~ls, 1, .• 5% (N=3) 

.5% 
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"'" For; ~a.ch study the reader. comp~eted a. checklist having 31 entries ,.,~ 

p • 

(see Appendix II). Each study was assigned an. identification (ID) number 
" .i:~l ' 

<'-to aid in the. analysis after the checklist had been completed. ',r,he ID 

number included' inter. alia, a general subject category and citation of 

the agency conducting the evaluation (see Appendix III). The complete 

ID number is also explained in Appendix III. 

Each reader completed nearly two checklists per day, averaging 

roughly four hours per evaluation report. While this amount of time is 

small to evaluate any evaluation satisfactorily, it is prob~bly more time 

than most decisio~makers would spend on the report. As can'be seen from 

the checklist (Appendix II), the goal of the readings was not to evaluate 

each evaluation, but rather to obtain information regarding evaluation 

input, process,and outcome, and to assess in a general way the relevance 

of ' the methodology employed, and the quality of the documentation~' 

[Separate project reports_§\valuate specific evaluations in detail.]3 

The compl,eted checklis/::s were read tnto an interactive, natural 

language computer system. An: illustrative checklis't set of'illlswers is 

provided in Appendix IV. The interactive computer program allowed ad,ap-

-
~. tiv:e searching through answers, and permitted additions and modifications 

in initial: answers. 

~t this point, the research team was expanded by the presence of 
Nancy Reichman, a Ph.D., student in Urban Studies ,and Planning, and Timothy 

Eckels, a Mel;' student iIi Urban Studies ap.d planning. Nancy and Tim carried 

part of the load of analyzing the completed checklists, and, .brought a' 

valua.ble'so~iological perspective,to'::the research effort. 
;\. 
',' 

Recognizing that three readers each read 'roughly one-third of the 

,.:) 

, , \S 
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. ~~, 

saIiiple, and that. JP.$,ny i'l;!spons.E!s' on the check-fist are iii large part sub~ 
,,,-?,' 

jective. in natute,. an attempt, was tnade through project meetings to pro-

vide feedback among readers to' assure' consi$t.ency of response. Stil.l,' 

it i~ likelY that th~~~"diHererttreadets: responded somewhat differently 

to various type's of questionS'" depending often an tlieit qWi1 areas of 

primary interest. (It, :LS, not: pdss1ble to' test 
. '\ 

cally since each te'ac1e~\ was:as's-i~ed 
\ 

However, the sum;m~ry f:i.nt~,ings; .and, 

fot cOIisistenc.y f.'i.t.' atisti-
. 1/\ 

~ /.1 .l,t 
.;. ..' .. ;' , ) a, distinctly different sub/si!lmple. 

j' !i 
• Ii 

concltisiorts' of the check.l~l;3Jr analysis 

, '" ,I: 
.dl. eontained:4t. this re;port\- db; not dep'erid on fine gradatIons among -the 

readers. An over'.all patterh emerges whicli: is largely independent of 
, ...•. \: 

md.nor responder-specific variations, in respons~/style. 

Each of the five researchers examined a group of questions in detail 

arid then drafted analytical tep6't~& OIr th,f./ir results. Leni Berliner, 
',' .. ~' 

/' 

technical assistant for the project;- re1jiewed these dfa,fts and made re­

commendations for revision an:d cia.rifi;;cation. She then took' these re-

vis.ed versions and assembled this ret/ott. 

Outline of Repor.t 

This report summariz'es OUr aI?:alysis o£ the 200 checklist responses, 
/ . I, 

augmented by re-exam1.rlation of tWe- original evaluation documents whete-
/.1 

, /' 
ever necessary •. Reflecting the/importance of inputs, process, and out­

'J, tJ 

come, we. have ot.:ganized the rEtPOrt, cfccorcI'irig to these elements ·ofan·· 

evaluation. 

In addition to' obtairi~ftg des'etipfive fItfoJ;mation. regarding inputs, 
,; 

procesS, and outcdIite; we q;te' concerfi'erd. with· particular issues which 

eouid affect. the potfetipial impactcj:f tliee-valuations on decision-making. 

These range from' simple niactens s'u'c'b: as ac:~essibility and completeness 

~-,>I:,~---, ~-~-"-.. -_ .. _--_. 
<~--

".-'... 
\Ji 

'.' 
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of the fina,l report 1 to more diff'icu1t ones, inc1udirtg ,appropriateness';' 
~ fl 

• 0. ,~ 
and application of methodology, degree of comprehens.ivenE!ss, ans flexi-

bility of'design ,and its implementation. In the conduct of the eva1ua-

,tion, we are concerned with amount and type of connnunication between prQ-

gram staff a.nd evaluators and ~emonstrated awareness of institutional and 

program environmental issues affecting the program and the evaluation. The 

manner in which each of these issues is addressed by the evaluators affec:ts 

the quality of the evaluations, hence the quality of the information con,... 

tained therein, hence the quality of any subsequent decisions based (at 

least in part) on the evaluation. 

INPUTS 

As in a program, before one can analyze the process of an evaluation 

one must first obtain knowledge of the inputs to that evaluation. Inputs 

that have been found to be important include the level and type of funding, 

staffing patterns, timing, etc. These inputs affect the design, imp1emen-

tation, and outcome or' quality not only of a. program, but also of .the eva!''-

uation of that program. For th,e purpose of this report, we neeg to know 

,about inputs to the evaluations so that. we ,.may assess them ,~Qre fairly. 
'''-~~' ,,:.~,:::::.. ~> 

Only eight (8) evaluations in OU'f! sample indicated the2 percentage of =.1 
::.' . 

the program budget a1lot;ed to" evaluation: this ranged from one to twelv~, 

percent. Only four evaluations reported the total funding for,;he ~va1ua-
-; .,'. ' 

" tion. This resPQnse prompts us to ask if budgetary information should be 

included in the report itself. 
. . . I! 

Although thel;e is little coimnent orilithis 
, " 

issue,in the eya1uation literature, we nQte that evaluations are connnis-

sioned"fora spa'cHic purpose. Evaluation (unlike general social scienc:~ 
\, 

:research) :is cori'duc:ted as a service:, ,ev;:Uuatozrs should be,accountable 
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£;01" their product. One should be :ableto assess the value of an evalua-

tion given known budgetary :constraints. l:t would be unreasonable t:0 

expect an evaLuation condutlted. under -'8:$300t)budget~0 be cbmparable iIi 

detail to an evaluaH.6n conduct'ed -with 1l$·4q,OOObu4get. Budgetary infor-

mation would also ,provide a., us'eful indic'ator or ,tiiod-el for someone who is 

Planning 01" undertakin .... .:a !s:i:mila'r proj;eet,. 
E> I" 

The time Spent on ,evaluation -is also .an important input to consider 

in the evaluadoRof ,ev.a.luati't)Us. llelatively 'few 'evaluations (31 percent 

of the total sample) document-ed 'the :tlme spent on the evaluative effort. 

The average lengtho£ time ;spetttori evaluation was 11 lnouths with a mini-

mum of 1 month and: a maximum of 42 months.. About half those reported 

were conducted in less than 6 month's. There were no indications that the 

length of time for evaluation varied significantly among agencies uuder,.,., 

taking the evaluation. This 1:$ somewhat surprising as one would expect 

to find longer evaluations from established resear~h groups such as the 

Police Foundation or the Urban Institute. We suspect., although we did 

not specifically test for it,thatthere may be some variation by type of 

evaluation study. 

It is impossible to determine whether the sample over-represents 

evaluations of short duration. However, one could conjecture that those 

e"laluators constrained by a short e~aluation period _would -be more l·ikely" 
'.,~i 

to highlight the time alloca:ted to evaluation as a means of rationalizing, 

r:; 

inconclusive results. Knowing the time frame puts the evaluation in con,... 

text, 'which 'enhances its overall ut.ili,ty. 

Thetesearchers :tried rodetermine from the evaluation reports them-

s~lve~when th'e evaluations were planfied. .' The results were as follows: 
.~.--' -""'l""O'._ -
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, , 
TABLE 4 

PLANNING OF THE EVALUATION 

When was the evaluation planned? 

Befope Program Imp'lementation 

Du:r>ing Program Opera.tions 

Aftep Program Termination 
, t, 

"TOTAL 
~', 

(missing or not applicable = 26) 
. ~ 

N 

65 

90 

19 

171+ 

% 

37 

52 

11 

100 

if l 

-~ 

Examination of the planning of evaluation by agency responsible for it 

revealed that evaluations undertaken by Stat~ Planning Agencies were some-

.what, more frequently planned prior to program implementation than evalua­

tions conducted by LEAA at large. This may be a direct consequen~e of the 

function of State Planning Agencies, which have clearly defined evaluation 

responsibilities. The evaluations in our sample condl,tcted by the 

Police Foundation 'were planned prior to program impleluentationt reflect-

ing the demonstration nature of projects undertaken by it. 

It is not always clear which strategy is the best: to employ,. The 

evaluation literature suggestf3 that evaluations should; be, at the very 

least, in the .minds of the program develope'rs.'rhere :Iis, however, some 
. I! 

danger in. completely designing an evaluation before d~e program has had ... ' 
:,1 

a chance to settle down. This factor proved to be a problem in several 

of the evaluations in our sample where program instability was cited as 

a reason for, inconclusive results. Flexibility of eva:luatiori
JI 
design is. 

of great importance 'in such instances. 

C', 

o 
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The timing of the ev·alu:atiQn is both criticat .to the measures P.~ 
;:'-

~f"_f 
outcome and to the utilization of evaluation findings. From reading the 

~:;3 

evaluation reports, there appears to be 'SfOIile confusion as to whether an 

evalua"tion was conducted 'during program operations 'or after the program' 

had been completed.. AU evaluation that is conducted af,te-r program term':" ... 
'f 

i,nation.obviously will not provide decision-makers with timely results 

onp.rogrammodification,though at ,best they may 'be useful f~r the de-

sign of future programs. On the 'other hand, evaluations that are con-

,ducted during program implementati'OR run the risk ,of inconclusive re-

suIts due'to program instability, particularly .if the evaluatl.on design 

is inflexible. Several "evaluations" were conducted prior to program 

implementation. For the most part, these were small pj,lot. studies 

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

'assessments" or simulations. 

(b _ 

.11". . :~~"". )1 
\\ 
1) 
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TABLE 5 
" 

PLANNING OF THE EVALUATION BY AGENCY CATEGORY 

c 

Planning of the Evaluation in relation to Program Implementation 
'~ 

0 

by Agency Category. . , 
~( 

~ 
not 

Agency .' 
. Before ,Purirtg After sub- appli- -

N (%) N (%) N ' (%) total cable Total 

1 • 1 1 

14 ! ,(41) 
1 

(1+7) 
1 

,5 State Planning 16 ·1 4 1 (12) 34 39' I I 
Agencies 1 1 1 

1 1 I 
~ I ., I , I 

1 , 1 1 '."~ 

I 
{20) 

1 (') I 
(7) LEAA 6 I 22 I (73) I.' 2 1 3:0 1 31 I I I 

I " I I 
I 1 I --
1 I I 

I I .) ,. 
'I 1 I 

Abt 0 1 (0) 17 1 (94) 1 1 (6) 18 1 19 1 I I' 
Associates I 'I I 

I I 1 
I I I 

I I. ' I -
I I I 

Police 8 1 (67) 2 ! (17) 2 I (17) 12 1 13 
I I I -.. ~ 

Foundation I I I 
1 I I 

'~;" 
' . l- I I 

I I I 

Miscellaneous '37 I 1 I 
I (46) 33 ~ I (41) 10 J (13) 80 4 ,"84 
J I I 
I 1 I , 
1 I I 
1 I 1 ., 

1 I I 
I - 1 

SUB-TOTAL 65 1 (37) 90 f (52) 19 I (11) 174 12 , 186 1 f I , I I 
I, . ·1 I 
I I I 

, (,'/--
\, 

" ,,' " " 

Missing = 14 ~~-:~-
.," 

. , 

, 

J . 

" Q , . 
,;~ 

" 
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TABLE 6 . 

. TIMIN'G OF THEEV'ALUATION EFFORT 

IN" RELATION TO PROGRAM OPERA'rIONS 

Timing: N 

:) 

9 

118 

After termination 53 

TOTAL 180 . 

(mi$sing or not applicable ~ 20) 

al 
I. 

5 

66 

29 

100 . 

Ihe vast majority of the ZOO evaluations in. ours8mplet'tere conducted by 

people who were not associated with the program itself: only 22 percent 

of the evaluations were conducted by in-house personnel. This was slight-

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

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

social science training, generally it was difficult to determine the· 

background characteristics of thdpersonnel involved. It. was also diE~i-

cult to det~rmine the' evaluators' professional affiliation. 

Mostcf the evaluation reports were authored by thl;ee persons or 

le$s~ This figu~e:t$ moatli1rely d,;)ceiving. The number of personnel 
- -----

involved in the evaluative effol':t often cannot be detennined from reading 

NOrD1~;Llyoneis-informed only of the principal investigators 
, ~.;/ 

. and the most senior program official~. We may pursue this question' 

.... fq;rthe't' in the .author and consumer questionnaires'. 
--::....=::::.-"-- - - -: ' 

, , 

Knowing whpconducted 1;heevaluat~on (by afr-11iation· and'trainingj' 

is useful in tha~ .. it'ma! help indicate the possible biases of. and con-
-, '\ 

straints'ol1 the evaluators and their relations with program staff. 'r~il? 

. ~: 
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o 
information, along with budgetary and othe'f,input informationjlhelps the' 

.1' ~ t":";) r· ", 

readermi:1ke a more'infonned j~dgement about the evaluation, and hence 

about 'the p:!;,ogram. 

The initial evaluation design is the input factor which most directly 

influences theconduc1;: or process of the evaluation. Aspects.of design, 

include a statement of the end purpose of the project, and an ar.range-. 
(j 

ment of elements to be manipulated and procedures. to follow to reach that 

end. We are interested in: 

whether the ev.aluation research was designed to yield 
information that would be useful in a broader context 
than tqat of thE? particular program, 

- ' Whether it was comprehensive or not (in those situations 
where it shouldhaV'e been) and 

whethey~o~ls and aims of the program were clearly 
understocilt and specified by the evaluators, enabling 
them to de;\Telop appropriate performance measures. 

II ' 
Examination of the criminal justice evaluations in our samplet.o which' 

J ' 
" 

this question was applicable revealed t.hat slightly over half ofthemw~re. 

designed to yield infr,rmation that would be useful in a context broader than 

that of 'the specific program under study. 

TABLE 7 

RE8.EARCH CONTEXT. 

II wouldWb8es uthseef' rUleseJ..nara~hbdrt:::o-aS-d.ignred t~ y~e~dh- iri:or~tio~t~~t; '1 
~...' . EL con L.exJ.:: 1: .. an :J us· ... -eva . .:i.;,aL1.ug 

this particular program? 

RESPONSE 

YES 

N'O 
;/' 
~OTAL 

(missi:rlg Dr not applicable::::: 13) 

N 

100 

187 

0/ 
fO 

53 " 

.,47 cY 

100 



o 

2.4 

In general the evaluations that wel;'e. broad in scop:e seemed to be 

s.et up asdemonst.rationproJects. or so called "sta,tefof-the-art" dbcu-

'. ~ -~c-1l1entsfora part:tcUl~r fiela~ Gi~~n.tlie 'different goals, objectives, re-

sources and pe:r;'ceptions; of the evaluat:±vepul;pose, we expected to see 

some difference a in scope among. the agencies con,cluctillg the evaluations .. 

As one might expect,. eVa'luations und.ertal<en andd,es,igned by the larger 

research organizations (eg .. , the;'Police 1i'oundat,ion,·\ the Urban Institute, 

e.tc. ,) were more likely to.ha.ve· a b:road focus than evalua;tions conducted 

by LEAA and the State Planning Agencies. With the e:Kception of evalua-

tions conducted on team PQlicin,gj?rograms and on technical innovations, 

~tb.e.:!'e was remarkable consistency aJllong subject areas in terms of the 

intent: of the research designs. This suggests that gQals, resources and 

'perceptions of purpose vary more with,.the agency undertaking' the 

eVi'lluation than with the subj Elc.t area~. confirming the importance of 

examining the instituti,~)nal s.ee.~ing Qf evaluation (i.e., the organiz.a.,.. 
.\. 

ti,onal variables associa:ted with the agency undertaking the study). 

'1 

'j) -=-

•... !I.· 

.;-' 

" . 

"/ 
I 

I .. /) I 
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Comprehensiveness 
'" 

To beconsid.ered ~ompre.hensive;, a given. evaluation should~focuson,o, 

, as many aspects or stages of the subject program as possible, from de- .. 

sign.thrbugh implemeniation ·to effect on the client population. Aneval-

uation which focuses on anyone of these aspects in isolation is often 

less useful for either internal (program) or external (policy) purposes, 

than one which is more comprehensive (although special purpol?e,evaluations 

can clearly be highly' useful if carried out during the relevant stage of 

the program). Obv:1:qusly, financial and political 'constraints may restrict 

the potential coyerB;~;e to be provided by t~e evaluations. For most forms 
". 

()f out,<;!ome evaluation, the. evaluator will need a clear description of the 

object~ves that the program is pursuing: the statement o·f goals is the 

basis for the development of several other crucial ocomponehts of the eva1-' ' 
, . 

uation process. These include the designation 6f intermediate or proxy 
. .-.:' 

objectives (if necessary), the construction of a hypothesis about how 

the goals' (are to be) reached, the determination of performancemeasitres 

to be used.;, and the ,final conclusion al;1out whether the program I'wor,k,edll
• 

,A,,:~tomprehensive evaluati91} may be handicapp~ed from thervery beginning 

w:tthout some clea,r understanding of program goals • The registration of 

objectives and the'nieasurementof their attainment.are.rarely !3imp;Le pro-

cedures, hO,{;Tever. Est-?:blished goals may be absent'at t4e commencement 

of a program, or there may be 'sub~tantia1disagreementabotit what con-

stitutes the "official" or "proper" goals.. What is crucial in any case 

is, that adequate conunun.ication and negotiation take plac~ among the 

" various actors in the, evaluatioR"process. Only then will' tpeevaluation 
.:'1 

b~genuinelY useful to decisioIf ma~ersor program managers. Thus,ev;al-
~, 

u~tors, should at "least examine the degree to which pro graIn goals (~ere dr. 
'J' . ~ , . 

0, 

J;), 
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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 investigate this issue:. 

14a~ Did the evaluators consider whether program goals 
wer'€! .cle'arly specified? . 

14b. Do you feeL that they were clearly specified? 

" The sec(jnd item was a preliminary attempt to determin~ just how of-
.0,' /.1 

t.enprograllls did designate the]:r goals ~ We -will- pursue-' this i.tern fur-t-her ., ....... 

as we communicate with the authors of the evaluations. 
. ' I 

Despite the f~~t 

that we,w.ere attempting to look "through" the reports. to' the character 

" 
of program aims (hence the' high incidence of. "not applicable" or "can't 

tell" as ,responses) , disagreement'over goa;I.S or lack 'of a colearly COIl-

struct~d <-set of ,g~al~ was often apparent. 

As !3hoWll in Tables 8 and 9, the majority of programs did appear to 

have cl(aarly stated goals", ancl most reports did "include discussion or 

presenta~;ion of them (bs;lsed ,on rath~r lenient responses to the questions). 

Reader co~ents on both questions reinforced the generally favorable trends, eg:, 

"goals 'were clearly stated" (police-community interaction) 
"goals were spec,ified operationally" (court'schedul:j.n$) 
'(goals were repeated in the .evaluation and theredCH!:sn 't: 

seem"to be.any problem understariding th~" (pre-trial ~elease) 
"Spell~d ,them Qut: in great detail" (corrections) . 

l}reaking down the results by topic area, however, :we see that these 
Q" 

fav~rabfe tendencies occ~~dm?st df,ten in 'the "police logistics" studies. 

Gt-yen 'that these programs' 'are u/Juallyinore operational and focused then 
r~ .', 

I} • 

programs in areas such asttaining or corrections, this, result is not , . . 
surprising. We are primarily concerned, however, wuff the non-logistical 

program areas vllwre goals are often not displayed-or considered by ~val-

uators. 'This Seems to be particularly the case in corrections program, 

I) 

~~,~.,\ 
\' 

~. -

'j 

",', ,I 
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, ,:TABLE 8 

'GOAL SPECIFICATION I 
.~ 

., 

i"::::2:~ 0" 
,'"" ';, 

Did the II considl?r whether the goals were,,:"tdearly specified? evaluatolZ\s 
I) 

" 

~ YES NO sub- , not '" 
Program .,~_ N ~;-(%} , N C%) total ' appl'icable TOtal; 

assistance/plan-
I 

(77) 
I 

10" 1 3 1 (23) 13 1 14 '." 

,I 1 
ning! t;".esource I I 

alXoclltion -,::2:, I '\ I 
1 , I 
I I 

'training 7 
I (37) 12 (\, I 

(63) 19 0 19 I d \) 
I " ! 

" I :: Ii 
I ii I;, ,'---'-' 

corrections 22 I 
(46)" 26 ;:. 1'(54) 48 5 53 I 

I I 
I I, 
I I 

po1ice- 9 I (53) 8 (47) 17 2 19 , I 
I " 

community , I " 

I 
relations' 

pre-trial 8 (100) 0 (0) 8 '0 8 'i 

release 

courts & 3 (27) 8 (73) 11 0 11 i 

jury 
management 

I i 
42 

I 
(98) 

I 
(2) 45 police I 1 I 43 2 

I I 
logistics I I 

I I 
" 

AVM/CAD 12 
, 

(86) 2 I (14) 14 
c 

14, .1 0 
.I. I 

& informa Hon I 1 " jj, " 

I I -I' 

systems I I 
I I 

I I .-

I j 

miscellaneous 4 I (80) 1 I (20) 5 2 7 , , ;7 I I 
! . '/ !~' 

0' J I J 
I I 

TOTAt.S 118 I (65) 64 I (35) 182 '12 , \ 194 
I Ie ':1 
I I " I I c 

~ , 

missing =6 

,r- ' ~) . 

j.l 
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. l'ABLE9 

,GOAL BPECIFJ:GATION II 

, . 
,Do you £·e·e1 tiha~ !the ~pvogram goals were clearly ,s,pecified? 

~. YES 
Program ' N /(,%~ 

ass:l:S~,!=ance/plan- ; 4 'I '.(.2:8, J. , 
nlng!f>esource 

, 
11 

allocation 
'I.. 
r , 
I 

'trailling 7 
I :(37) 

" 
'I 
I 
'I , .1 

,,-

corrections 22 
I (42) I 
1 
1 

~ I 
,'. 

: '.police- 6 
I (32) 1 
I 

community I 
; rela'tions 

I 
I 
I 

I 
" pre-trial 8 1(100) 

I , ;release :1 , , 
I 

courts 
~ 

jury 
& 10 

management 
: 
': 'j 
' 'police 36 
!lqgi,stics 

AVM/CAD tl 
1 
I 
I' 

& information , I 
I 

systems J 
! 
I 
I 

misc,e11aneous 3 I 
J 

" , I 
I 
I 

'. , ,I 

TOTALS 106 1 
J 
I '. 

f I , 
'-..,) 

*NIA -;., not ~pplicable 
'~ssing .:;:< 6 

(91) 

(80) 

f(79) 

(43) 

;(55) 

1 

: 

: 
, 

; 

i 

" 

, 

--
NO : NIA* 

.N ;r%) ; 
N .. \(:%) Total 

,6 'I (43) 4 :(2'~) 14 , I \ :, 
'I 
il , : 
,I 
:1 

:8 
,I 

(42~) 4 ,(21) 19 " 
. 

:1 
'1 
:I 

, 

15 
'\ 

(~:8) 16 (30)' 53, ·1 
.:1 
'I 
1 

~,- .~ 

9 
I (47) 4 (21) , 19 .. :1 

-.1 
'I 
I 
I 

,I 

I 
0 , (0, 0 (0) 8 

I 
'I 
'I 

'I 
1 iI ~91 0 (0) 11 

11 
.I ;1 
'I 
i 

6 
I (14) 3 (6) 45 :1 
'I 
'I 
I 

U. 
I (71) 2 (14) 14 I 
'I 
:1 
.1 
·1 
J 
I 
,I 

2 '\ (2i8) 2 (28) 7 ·1 
I 
! I 

:1 
(27) 

, 
, (18) 52 ,I 36 194 

'I 
,I 

, 

'\ 

.. 

, 
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in technical assistance programs, t:rainin.g u~~:i.ts~ and in the POlice-Comi~nity 

interaction area. 

A rather striking result appears in the pre~tria1 p't'ograms, YJ'here 

all eight programs specified goals succintly. It should be added that 

the/?e programs were located in a variety of areas and that the evaluators 
~f- :". ~-. 

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

programs are often similar in structure to other correctional endeavors, 

it ~ay be that this was a more or less chance occurr~~~e.cbn the other 

hand, it may be that because pre-tria 1 programs are more vttlnerable to 

criticism due to. the "presumed-guilt" controversy, th~y tend to be 

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

stem may be less tolerant of a nebulously described operation that 

is pre·~j:l;:ia1 than one which deals with the convicted o:efender. 

When goals were not "clearly specified":, this seemed to be due la~ge!y 

to failure on the part of evaluators and/or program administrators to tr~ns-

" 
late broad goals into intermediate or sub-o?jectives. This may not~lways be 

possible, but it is certainly desirable in cases where an outcome assessment is. 

to be applied. Some sample comments from readers: 

"refers to things like increa!;ing professionalism without 
spelling ou.t what that w;ou1d meaJi" (polioe-community . 
interaction) , 

, "", ;",'i-:' 

"does not '\c1arify what 'effectiveness' means" Ci::raining) 

. "goals very large, no discussion of intermediate goals, 
performance~measures, or the like" (t,rairiing) 

"vague terms such as 'substantia1':reduction',iincre.ase 
the clear~ce' rate', etc. ":(po1ice'-logistics) 

"-

The vagu~ness of goals may be a rl;'!8ult of intentional obfuS!.<::_at;iofion the. 

o 
part of theevaluatof~. They may deliberately underspecif.y,pragram 

''':'\ ·.V~\: 1 • ~.:., . 

'}~t~ <{;'2~~~·" 

\l 

,j 
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o'bjectives inc,tder to ensure positive results, charuiel the reader's 
/-'"'! ' , 

attention to Successful prograni(r-components, and/or appease program ad-

ministrators. Unfortllrtately, motives such as these will be difficult to 

ferret out, even with further "'fnvestigation. For many of the poorly 

"'--- -' executed evalua:tions ,,, how'ever, . they are real pos!3ibilities. Readers' 
,. 

comments in other portions oithe reportip.dicatestrongly 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 pass a program through the legislative 

process. P~rhaps more germane to our study is the possibility that 

program administrators underspecify program goals in order to insulate 

themselves fx:om unequivocal judgement of program failure. This tension 

between program staff; -who resist operational goals, and evaluators who 

seek specific measures, is a recurrent problem in the evaluation field. 
'5 - ,~'\ 

Campbell suggests 'that an entirely different attitude toward social 

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

ou-Scpm7, evaluation are used as steps in an improvement process rather 

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

interventions may ~ot. actually have expressible goals at their outset._ 

Ahother possibility is that program purposes may be overt, but 

not amenable to measurement or reduction into sub-objectives.. In a 

study o:fa police~cOl:Ill:nUhity interactionpr<?gtam, for example, the evalua-· 

tors noted that the purposes were discussed, 

. ~--~~----~---------------

~-

)) 
/. 

II> 
" 
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o 
"but could not b,e easily put into measureable obj ectives ••• 
Basically goals were that the officer would become lmore 
professional' in dealing wi.th emotionally charged situa­
tions,'better able to function in an urban envirortment, t .etc." 

Readers m/:ige a limited number of similar remarks about training programs:, 

"difficulty in making goals concise for a large program" 
"evaluator felt that goals weI:"e not clearly specified 
because they could not be put into meas,~rable ()bj ectives" 

Goal ambiguity mC::\-y not be a si~. of ,an inadequate program so much as an 

indication that a different evaluatiGn focus is called for. In the situa-

tions described aboye" a greater emphasis on qualitative process 

evaluation would have been advisable. A process evaluation need not be 

goal-oriented in the same sense as an Qutcome assessment; theappraisQrs, 

might conc~ntrate on describing and analyzing the program acti~ities and 

staff interactions,'rather than attempt to develop a perform/:ince measure 

for an end-state of being "more professional". 

Despite the desirability of clarifying objectives for an outcome 

evaluation, there are potentially a number of risks inVOlved. dne of 

these is that researchers may break down large goals into measur'a~].e 

objectives that inadequately represent the progress of the prograI:.l;. This 

"reductionism" issue is a recurring source of tension between evaluators 

and may be prominent in more cases than we can ascertain by reading the 

reports,. A few reader comments hintc at the problem: 
/j:;;-

" •••• (goals were)' very 
if anything maybe too 
(drug program) 

specific, even quantifiable ••• 
narrow and outcome oriented." 

Reductionism may lead'to £uther problems in,the evaluation-design.' 

In one program armed at reducing police brutality, a sub-:-goal",ofreducing 

certain types of arrests (interfering with an officer) was psed for ' 
~. 

. , 

measurement purposes., This Practice raised qu~stions .;ahout the validity; 
(":::"'-.' ' , 

of the evaluation and program outcome. 
(/ 
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Related to reductionism'is the ,danger that evaluators may impose 
~. _ ... _. T 

certain .'goals in a programwhi .. ch have li:t1jeto do with the actual staff 

. 4 
effort. Deutscher,illus·trates how it often hap'pens tr~ evaluators assume 

\\ __ J . . 

that the "official:" ;goa.ls .as ·stat·edinthe founding proposal, or in po-

litical rhetoric, .are ltheappropriate guides for assessment. Meanwhile, 

the p:rogram staff 'may have b,een operating under a different set of assump-

.~t:Lon and goals. While it is not clear ,what a,nevaluatorshould do in 

such a dilemma, the pt',oblem ,w:astlnddub,tedly ,a real' one in some of our 

sample cases. Sometimes .there wasdiscu~sion of 'What a program could 

not be expected to do. One ~v;alua·torofa corrections program carefully 

stated that he "did not propOSe that this or other. .small-scale demonstra-

tion ina field with massively ingrained problems .could significant;l;,r( 

affect recidivism rates". Thus it is important that the suitability of 

program goals be considered, particularly when selecting performance 

measures. We may address this issue (of whether or .notevaluators act..:.. 

ually assessed the goals of the program in terms other ,than clarity) 

further via the author andconsumerquestj.onnaires. 

Several writf:lrs ,have stresseqthe n~cessity of pre-evaluation nego-

tiation arr..ong staff, sponsor, and evaluator. Many of the tensions dis-

cussed here could have been avoided or mitigated if there had been more 

cOl!ll1lunication before, during, and after assessment activity . 

Target Population 

If .an eval\l:ation is to assess the value of a program'. it is reason-

able to expect attenti'on to be ;given to the ~rsue ,of target population. 

Slightly more than one-third .0£ the evaluation in our sample discussed 

the issue of target population. Another third did not seemtQ.consider 

the, issue; in the rema:ining 9-ases'the response of "not applicable"·· gen­

,erally meant that there was not ,enough,J.nformation given in the report 

¥' 

;,;. 
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for.an ana:hysis to be made, or that the program was of a different nature. 

Interestingly, in our sample, the evaluators focused on discovering 

the population that· the program was best suited to serve, as much as 
• « 

evaluating the program in terms of how well ~he,intended population was 

being served. This may be because the targ~t population was often not. 

initially very clearly ~efined. " 

* With the·exception of pre-trial release and AVM/CADsystems,.there 

was little variation among substantive areas in the percentage of evalua":' 
I l ,,,...,, _ 

', .... ,: ~ons which considered whether the program was directed at the appropriate 
" . 

target population. 
" .. ;.~'l.," -, .-

The range was between 40 percent and 79 ~ercent, 

vlith the average, score of 53 percent. Not surprisingly, 88 percent of 

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 0:1; the 

evaluations in this area were explicitly designed to focus on this 

issue.' . 

", 
The question of whether the program was directed at the appropriate 

target population was answered "not applicable" in nearly one third of 

" -
the evaluations ;in our sample. The primary r(:i:lson for this w'as that nato 

. enough information was provided in the evaluation-to be able to answer 

that question. Even in 'cases where the evaluators made assessments, the 
. . ~ ~ 

studies generally did not provide enciugh information~for a reader to make 
, . o 

such an assessmen,t.lt is important, t.oask why so. f61w studiesexpl:iditly 

. C':> . considered the issue] of whether the "pro.gram was serving the client popu'-

lation ~·t was designed to. Ce~tainlyG in our sampl~"tl1is appeared to be (,',' 
-: ,-I • ,'::-:: .,".:. ' \) 

* A\TM stands for Autuma.ted vehiclP-il:oriitorlng' .,. CAD stands :fo'r 
,~omputerAided Dispatch. . \,,---) ~ 
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TABLE 10 

CONSIDERATION OF TARGET POPULATION I 

~i 
!.' --

D).d the ev~luators consider whether the pr.ogram was directed at the 
appropriate target pbpulati·on? 

-

.~ 
~ 

YE;~~ 'NO sub- lnot 
,Program N (%) N (%) tbta1 . applicable Total 

,. I 1 
aSSis'tanC'e/plan- . 4 (40) 6 J. (6'0) JeO 4 14 I 
ning/resource I 

I, 
allocation , 1 

" 1 
! 

(47) 
I 

training 8 9 1 (53) 17 2 19 
t 
I 
1 

'" 

I " r , 
corrections 23 1 (47) 26 1 (53) 49 4 53 

1 I 
1 I 
1 1 

police- 8 
1 

(50) 8 
1 

(50) 16 3 19 1 1 
I r 

connnuttity 1 . ·1 
I 1 

relations 1 I 
I 1 

I 1 
pre-trial 7 I (88) 1 I (12) 8 0 8 

I I 
release 1 I 

I I 

I 
(67) 

I 
(33) coutts & 4 I 2 I 6 5 11 

I 1 
jury, I 1 

1 1 
tn.5!nagement I I I 

police 
1 I 

15 1 (79) 4 1 (11) 19 26 45 
1 ,I 

logistics , 1 1 
I I 

AVt.1'/CAD 
I I 

(:SO) 12 \: 1 1 (50) 1 1 2 14 
I 1 

& information 1 I 
I I 

systems ~ 

I I 
1 I 

I I 
I I 

miscellaneous' 2 .!' (40) 3 I (60) 5 2 7 1 
I I 

-- .. ~~., 
I I 1 
I i 

TOTALS 71 I (52) 65· I (48) 136' 58 .. 194 , :~ J. I I . 1 1 
u I I . ,'. 

Missing = 6 . 

. -;: " 
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TABLE 11 

CiJNSIDERATION OF TARGET POPULATION 'II'; ;:/' , 
j /: , r'" 

" 

Do you feel that it vias directed at th(:~ appropri~te target popu,lation'l 
, , 

~I YES NO N/A* 
. 

(%) (%) - (%) Program " , N N N Total 
, ' -:. " 

assistance/plan- I I 

2 I (14) 1 I ("7.) 11 (79) 14 ( ( 
ning/resource ( ( 

" 

.. 
( ( 

allocation ( , I . 
I 

(74) I ~.~. training 
I 

(~ 4 (21) 1 I 14 I 
I 
( 

I 
corrections 14 (26) 9 I (17) 30 (,57) ',53' 

( , I , 
," ' I , 

I . ( 

3' (16) 
I"~ 

po1.ice- 8 ( (42) 8 ( (42) 19 
I ( 'J 

community I I 
I I 

relations I I 
I I " 

I I 
(25) pre-trial 1 ,( , (12) 5 I (62) 2 8 \) d ' 

I 
( .' release ( I I 

4 
I 

(36) 
( 

(18) 5 (45) .. 11, courts & ( 2 ( 
" ( ( 

jury ( ! 
( I 

management I I ~,:", 

! I " 
0 

14 
( 

(31) 0 
I 

(0) 3'1 (69) 45 police I I 
I I 

logistics I I 
( ( 

A'W.1/CAJ) 3 
I 

(21) 0 I (0) 11 (79) 14\1 I 
( I ; 

'& information ! I 

I ( 

syst,ems I 0' 

f I 

I I 

(0) 
( 

(0) 7(i~O) 7 miscellaneous 0 0 f " 
~ 
1 

. 

I . . 

',I f 
TOTALS 50 (26) 2Sc:) ( (14) 116 (60) 194 I 

I 

i I 

*N/A =~,not applicable 

" Missing = 6 

',0 

_C \' 
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t~robleinatic, at least in the noh-logistical programs. 

), 

P:htOClESS -,;.;;,..;;;,=.;;... .... 

Review:l.ngthe process of an evaluation is valuable in that knowll:dge 

of\:he evaluation process allows uS to assess the legitimacy of the re-

8111 ~,sandconclusions o:r the eV'a~uation. ~aturally this is important 

for I1'1aking decisions about the future of the program. dur use of the 

i' 
term \~valuation "process" refers to the actual conduct or execution of 

the evaluation. Here methodology- and methods are' very important. Another 

consid€\ration::.is how well the evaluators related their actual experience 

in cond~~cting' the evaluation to the ori~inal evaluation deSign or plan. 

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

(as refl~\cted in the evaluatiGln reports), the degree and kind of conununica-

don betw,een the evaluators and program staff and their flexibility (as in- . 

dicated by their willingness andlor apility to adapt th"dr design" and proce-

dures) • F:tnally, he. evaluators' kri..5wledge and flexibility are directly re-

lated to their possessing a theory linking program activities to desired out-

comes: thi~\,is' ofutrr-ost importance. ind~termining tnt:! validity and usefulness 

of the eV'alu~ation. 
r , . 

Implementation 

The issue of how a program was, :i.mple:mented~",;~rld whether this im-
- ~-::::"':::---.--

'(:c--

plementation corresponded to the original(' pla,n ·of the program,is ob-
" I, 
viously an impo'rtant one for evaluation. There is always a danger in 

as,Buudng that the intended program is the same as the program in opera-
~ " 
'>~'!I 

tioD, and then attributing'the outcomes to the intended program, when 

'':1n fact the two Inayclif~,er qu:Lte ~Ilrkedly. A l~ttle less than half of 

-~h.e evaluations in our sample includ~d Bome discussion of program im-

plementation, or at:; least indirectly alluded to the fact that the 

; .~ 

_-.'.li 
y y 
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evaluators had taken a critical look before assuming that. the intended 

program was in operation. -HQ.w~¥e:t': slightly mQr~ evaluations gave no 

ciiscus~ion of this at all, seeming to implicitly assume that the program 

h~d been implemented as designed. 

In some evaluations, where evaluators played an active role in the., 

program, they tried to ensure that"Eh~ program did conform to the model 

o 

by carefully monitori~g .the implementation process. Others used partici-'\ 

pant-observation and interviewing techp.iques to see how staff spent their 

time .orhow they perceived their jobs, and how this matched the original 

design. ~ few process evaluations or comprehensive evaluations which 

included a process component did histfrical studies, following the pro-: 
('; 

gram from its inception through the changes ~o1hich came about during its 

operation. . Those evaluations which were careful to monitor and document 

changes, in the program were very much in the minority however.' Often, 

discussion of implemen:tation was indirect or quite sup'erficial. 

There was some difference in response acc~rding to' substantive area. 

Evaluati.ons 1t1hich seemed particulariy negligent about includingdiscussioIl. 
,!"-; .', , .,.' 

of pr6·gram implementation. occurred in trairtingand juvenile diversion pro-

grams. The substantive areas which fared-bett;er were courts and jury manage;';'- ,"~, 

ment, AVM/CAD and information sy'stems, and police logistics. (fl~e Table 12). ,~ 

Because discussion, of pl:ogram implemep.tation tends to be inherently 

negative". pointing up discrepancies between what actually occurs and 

what is" ideally supposed to ,occur, it would be :L.ntereSting:,toc()~pare 

in-house evahiations with evaluations done, by outside researchers, to 

discover whether being ,;involved in the program affected how detailed and 
. . .' 

While,ou the oue haad;in-houseevaluators 
.~ \ ~ . 

may have ,~ more difficult"'time presenting i1!lp:I,ementationcproble~, their 

candid the disc~ssion was. ., 
r)-, 

Jj • 

.''.- ~~:':o 
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TABJ:!E 12 

DESCRIPTION OF .PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

.' /1 

Are program activities clearly described? 

~ 
" 

., I 

YES NO, Sub- hot 
Program N (%) N (%) total applicable Total , 

assist~nce/plan- I I ~ 

7 (5/0 6 I (4~) 13 1 _. .14 
nfog/resource:! 

i , 
,:. allocation 

J 
I 

u 

J 
I -

training··· 3 
I (16) 15 (84) 18· 1 19 , . I 
I 

- c-
I , 

corrections 23 I (43) 30 (57) 53 1 54 I 
. I 

I 
I I 

police- 13 
I 

(68) 6 
I 

(32) 19 0 19. I· I -
I , 

connnunity I , 
j~: I , 

relations --
I I 
I I 

pre-trial 5 
I 

(63) 3 
I 

(37) 8 0 , I 8 
I I 

release I I Ij" - I 

I I ',' 

courts & 10 I (91) 1 I (9) 11 0 11 
I I 

j U17 I I 
I I 

management I I v I ,.-

a police 32 
I 

(73) 12 
I 

(27) 44 L 45 I I 
I I 

lo~istics I I ,. 

I I -
; AVM/CAD 12 

I (86) 2 I (14) 14 0 14 I 
I , 

I lie information, I , .' ~. r I 
systems I I 

,( I I 
., 

.... -- I I 
methodology 3 I (100) 0 I (0) 3 0 - 3 I .. 

I I 
I I 

" 

I I miste11aneous' 
-{' .. -:' 

4 I (57) 3 (43) 7 0 7 
" 

I I 
I I . ~ 

," I I 
, I ·,1 

( ,\ 
1 " 

. I • 
.. 

.1\1.' I . I 

TOTALS 
T12 

, 1 78 
, f 190 "I 

3 '] 193 

J I 
I 

I I 
':'-; 

. I , 
"~7 I I 

, r 

,;3.1 . 
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extra contact with the progrmu may help considerably. 

".8: crosstabulation df respoIl;ses to questions16a and 16b (Did ,the " ~:. 

evaluators consider whether the, program was implemented as design.ed? 
o = 

Do you think it was?) 'reveals that the lack of consideration. of p1:ogram 

implementation is a more immediately pressing, though not more serious, 

problem than poorly implemented programs. Until evaluators do b~giu tQ. 
(, ji 
'.. d 

consider the i~sue syste~atica1ly, theco~c1usions of m~ny evaluations 

will be of questionable value, since there will Qe, little evidence that 

the program was properly ,implemented in the f.irst'i.filce. 
, 

A clear and candid description of program act~yities is important 
'.<::':~'>::.-" 

in an evaluation for ;two reasons. First, it t~~S ,important for the audi-

ence for whom the evaluation is intended to have. this, information, parti-

cular1y if the,program is under consideration for replication or if 

similar programs are being conducted. The evaluation r~port wi111:>e 

,especially useful t,o its audience if ~t includes a detailed description. 

of'th,e program process and particularly a description of those aspects I. 

of the program which wer~ faulty as well as those which were successful. 

Seco~d;it is important as an indicator of the eva1us.tors i knowledge of 

the 'actual workings of the program, and as, an indicator .ofthe extent 

to which process and input issues were consid~red by the evaluc;ltors. 
e' ,!-> 

In our sample slightly more. th;:tn half of the eva~uation:reports 
() 

included desc'riptions of program activities (See Table 12). However, 
. ~" Q f~ ':< 

<this question was answered loosely, fo that=' often a positive response .' I . 
was giyen, even though the. descriPtion may" n~t have been detailed or 

coherent enough to give th@_~~a;~uil picture of tIle program. . This 
.(;! 

issue is addressed further: in the survey of consumers of the evaluations. 
'9 ~" "!:----'~" • 

.. ' 

o 
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Some evaluations did ~n e~~ellent job in presenting program activ-

1ties.. A few gave hif:1to;rical accounts of the proj>ects' unfolq.ing, in- '. 

,cluding weaknesses and pitfalls as well as successes. The best" descrip-

tiQns seemed either to include a detailed outline of procedures fo;r ,the im­

plementationof the program. or .to go beyond a generalized or idealized 

.,' version and supplement the pictur~' of the total program with specific ex-

amples of program activities. 
, 

In contrast, many program descriptions were very brief. Thiswas 

the most frequently cited probl,!".m. Another frequent problem was that 

evaluators gave an overall impr~ssion, a theoretical discussion or a very 

general picture without going any further. Descriptions often tended to 

be static, and did not consider program process. 

At times evaluations went into considerable depth in discussing some 

aspects of the program while barely mentioning the more critical ·features. 

For example: 

--"The operations of the actual subsidy program are'clearlYBpecifi~d, 
but not the local correctional innovations- it encouraged. These' 
innovat:Lons are much more directly relate,d to reductions in commit­
ments than the mere existence of thee 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
ganizl1d, of what trying tQ accomplish in any specific way or of inter-
action among~articipan1;:s. It (training) , 

AnOther problem even, w,ith the better des1:.riptions is that often they 

had an ideaJ,.ized, public relations flavor, or "flowery and grandiose des-

.' cription." There was a s,ense that the actual p'to&ram could not possibly" 

fit the description given. of it --. it was made to sound too smooth and 

neatly put together. This was particularly true for those evaluations 
,I 

which were intended to serve as models, and to appeal to a wide aud~ence 

'of. de.ci·sion makers who might be interested in implementing such a program. 

.;:. 

,., 

.... 
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In sUGh cases there seemed to~be fairly detailed description but minimal 

discussion of problems and failures. 

As you may recall :trom the previous ~dis6ussion in the section on in-

puts, over half of the evaluations in our sample were designed to yield 
r' ;--'/ . ", 

information that would be, useful in a context beyond that oftheparti- ,i 

cular program being eva1uated. Tables 13 and 14 give the breakdown by 
\) 

~agency and by subject. 

Methodology and Methods 

There are two problems to be dealt with when assessing the methods 

used in an evaluation. The first of these concerns the appropriateness 

of the methods used in view of the purposes of the study and the type 

of,prog~am (how well the methods were chosen). A complementary concern 

is how well these. methods were appli.ed. 

It seems best to begin a discussion of methodology and methods by, 

briefly clasE)ifying the .. ,studies in our sample. It turned. out" that tile 
o 

most popular evaluation type was that of experimental/quasi-experimen~al 

design. There were also a large number of narrative case studies. Some-

what fewer studies opted for general outcome eVB:11.lations with no definite 

structure, or for a more comprehensive approach analyzing input, process 
I 

and outcome components. (See Figur~ 5) 

Evaluations of social service programs tended to benarra:tive case 

studies or input evaluations. Logistical studies were more dependent on 

" 

exper1mental/quasi-expetimental design. (See Table 15) 
-, ....... For certain ar~as 

':' ' 

of inquiry, or program types, the methodology was bette;r'chosen than for 

others. Those s1;:udies which scored highest on"suit~bility of focus" 

ratings were innovative methods (followed by "miscellaneouf:l"), court~~~' 

'.';; 
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TABLE 13 

AIMS OF R.ESEARCH, 'BY AGENCY 

Was theJ;:esearch designed to yield information that would be useful in 
,- a broader context than just evaluating this ,particular program? (by agency) , 

.~ YES NO Sub- not 
N " (%) N 'on total applicable Total Agency 

StRte Plannirig 14 I . (39) 22 + (6l) 36 . 4' 40 I 1 

.i\gencies I I, 

I 
: ' ! 

LEAA 15 I (47) 17 (53) 32 1 33 
1 

I 
1 ! 

Abt 8 1 (42) 11 (58 19 0 19 I 

Associates 1 

I i 
1 I 'Nat'l Council on 2 I (67) 1 (33) 3 0 3 I 1 

Crime & D,elinquency 1 I 

I I 
Urban Institute 2 I (100) 0 I (0) 2 0 2 I 1 

','J I I 
! I 
I ! 

, 

Rand Corp./ 0 I, (0) 3 (100) 3 0 3 
NYC Rand I 

1 
I ! 

. (33) ~it;y Police 2 I (67) 1 3 0 3 
Departments I 

I ,"' 

1 

MITRE 5 I (72) 2 I (28) 7 a 7 1 1 
I I 

1 
I 

Public Systems 3 (100) 0 I (0) 3 0 3 
Evaluation, Inc. I 

I 
I .. I 

Miscellaneous 35 .(54) 30 (46) 65 3 68 
'" .~ ;;- ~..: , .. 
~.--.. . , 

TOTAL 100 'I (53) 87 (47) 187 8 195 
1 
1 
1 
I I 
1 _._ . 1 

. Hissing = 5 

.-', 
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TABLE 14 

AIMS OF RESEARCH, BY SUBJECT CATEGORY 
i? 

Was the research designed to yield 'infdrmatioh thatwQu:hd be useful 
in a broader context? (by subject category) 

~ YES NO sub- not '..;j 

Program N (%) N - (%) " total apP'licable Total,-. 
assistance!plan- 6 

1 
(46) 7 

1 
(54) 

--.::. 13 1 14 'I 1 

ning/resource 
I· 1 
I 
I , 

I'; allocation I : 

1 " ? '\\ \ 

I 
(32) " 13 (68) -10/ 

-. 
training 6 1 0 ' 19 

1 
,)..J 

1 0 

1 

corrections 28 .1 (57) 21 '(43) 49 4 53 I 
1 
1 
1 . 

police- 11 
1 (57) 8 (43) 19 0 19, 1 I 
1 1 

community I .1 . 

I 1 
relations I I ~! 

! I , 

I 1 
pre-trial 4 1 (57) 3 1 (43) 7 1 8 1 I 
release I 1 

1 I '-

1 I 
(46) . courts & 6 I (54) 5 1 11 0 .... "L., 11 

1 I 
jury I 1 ~: 

I 1 
management 1 I 

1 I 

26 
I 

(62) 16 
I 

(38) 42 2 - 41/ police I I 
1 I 

logistics .1 1 
I I 

AVM/CAD 
I I " 

7 I (50) 7 I (50) 14, 0 14 I I 
&.informati()n I . I 

1 I 
sYs,f:ems I. I 

!. I 

1 , 
inQ,ovative 2 I (33) 4 I (67) '6 0 6 
methodology 

I ' I 
I I 
l t 
1 r~ miscellaneous 4 I (57) 3 (4'3) 7 0 7 I I 
1 1 " ,I I .J 

, T c _ .. - - ., '-' " 

i , 
TOTAL 100 I (53) 87 I (47) 187 \~I 8 195,., 

! I 
, I 1 

" 
-, I 

,,' "'--. 

missin~ 5 

;::i 'I 

b 

I~ 

(, 

.:=t::2- -
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FIGURE 5 
. '~.) 

FREQU~NCY OF: STUDY FOCI 
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Quasi-experimental. 
design, N= 42 

N~~rative cCj.se study 
fi' N == 40 
\i 

General ou.tcome evaluation, N=29 

Comprehensive evaluation, N=25 

Experimental design, N:::17 

Input evaluation or audit, N=15 

Process evaluation with performance measures, N=14 

Process evaluation without performance measures, N=8 

Statistical models,N=3 

Formal models, 1'1=1 

1-----·--·.,--·-------,...---------... ----------------------------------::,-,----.---,....----------:-. ,r 

TOTAL N= 194 
. Missing· = 6 '" 

\l 
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'<,",--: 
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Focus" Quasi tive 
. Prog:ram expl=ri- case 

mental , s'tudy 
assistance/plan-
ning/resource ,0 7 (17.5) 
allocation 

training 6 (14) 5 {12.5) 
c, 
1, 

corrections 13 (31) 11 (27.5) 

police-
community 3 (7) 8 (20) 
relations 
pre-trial 
release 2 (5) 0 

, courts & 
jury 4 (10) 0 
tnanagement 

, p6Il.ce 
logistics 13 (31) 4 (:10) 
AVM/CAD "~ 

& information 0 
~t ~ (12.5) .. ~':" 

systems 
innovative 
methods 0 0 

miscellaneous 1 on 0 

TOTALS 42 40 

!( 
M• . .J 16 J.SSl.ng. -u 

General 
outcome 
evaluation 

1 (3) 
" 

6 (21) 

6 (21) 

2 (7) 

2 (7) 

2 (7) 

6 (21) 

2 . (7) 

0 ,-
2 (7) 

29 

TABLE 15 

FOCUS OF\e,lT.J:OY 

Compre""" Experi~ 

hensive menta1 
evalu8.,tion design 

" 

i~ (4) 0 

" 
3 (12) 0 

5 (20) 4 (23) 

1 (4) 2 (12) 

4 (16) 0 

2 (8) (j 

3 (12) :,,;> 9 (53) 
. -c_,\ 

2 (8) 0 

. 
1 (4) 1 (6) 

,.3 (12) ;L (M 
.. ,- .' -

25 ' 17 

.. . ,., 

, d 

Process Process " 

with without 
Iriput per,,form- perfo;r~ Statis- I 

or manCE: mance tical, Formal 
audit· measures measures models " riPodels 

" 
3 (20) 0 2 (25) 0 , , 0 

I 
c 

, 

(e12.5) (13) 0 1 0 0 
.. 

2 

8 (53) 3 (21) 2 (25) 0 0 

~:-: 

2 (13) 0 1 (12.5) cO 0 ." 

0 0 0 .,0 ",'. 0 
,-

0 0 1 (12.5) 0 1 (100) 

; 

0 5 (36) .1 (12.5) 3 (100) 0 

0 5 (36) 0 0 0 
,\.;d~~ 

-;:;)., ... l 
-.::.~ 

O. .1 (7r 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 , 
--

" .-

15 14 8 '3 1 '-, , , 

-
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programs, AVM./CAD, resource allocation and pre-trB:il release. Figure 6 

'gives a co~plete breakdoy.'ll by subject, giving the average score obtained by 

ea,c1;l student, arid the overal~ average (of all sGores). Those methodo],ogies, 

(or "foci") which were ,most often suitably selec,ted (scored highest on 

"suitability of focus" ratings) were performance evaluations with performance 

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

were obtained by narrativeocase studies, input evaluations/audits and, general 

outcome evaluations. The remaining foci all clustered around the mean score. 

1 

In general, comprehensive approacheg were judged to have been quite 

suitable for those studies that attempted them; narrative case studies 
t; 

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

tween, the experimental/quasi-e:lCperimental design and general evaluation 

types were judged 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 sea-Ie of 1 to 7 by three 

different readers: only general trends may be indicated at this stage 

of the research. 

The most common method appeared to be the use of descriptive 

statistics. Qualitative analysis WaS also frequently employed, as was 

statistical inference and related methods (eg. regrestdon and analysis 

of variance). Unfortunatt;'!ly, information on combinations of methods 

used is not availabl~ due to the nature of the computer program used to 

retain questionnaire responses. The average rating of the methodologica,l 

astuteness (ot suitability) of the sample is 4:1, con:esponding to the 

me ali rating of 4.3 obtailled for the question on suitability of the eval-

uation focus,· (see Figure 7 for breakdown) .' 

[:" 

cJ '10 
t __ --'---C-"--_--'-~o~_'_'____-----'~ _____ ~~ ___ ~_~ " 
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FIGURE 6 

SUITABILITY RATINGS FOR STUDY FOCI 

Subject ofStudy* 

+ innovative methodology 

+ assistance/planning/ 
resource allocation, 

training 

corrections 

+ pre-trial release 

police-community 
relations 

+ courts 

+ police logistics 

A VM/ CAD and,,, 
information systems 

+ miscellaneous 

Average score: o 

+'};:;;,above average suitability of focus 
-:" = pelow. average ,suitabili ty o~" !Oc'Us. 

_~-r,., 

-':;'~/' 

Suitability of FOCU8)'(* ." 

6.33 

i,( 

4.86 

3.48 

4.04 

4.88 

3.05 

5.50 

4.80 

4.07 

5.57 

4.30 

(1 :::: 'low sllie~~ility, 7 == high suitability) 
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Re$pon~,ses to the' question on adequacy of' measur,es split ,about 

;JSO/SO overall. Breaking it down into categories, over 50 percent of the 

" logistical studies received positive ratings on this questi.on, while '.; 

fewer than 50% of the soc;ial service studies re.ceived positive ratings. 

Two small "categories were outstanding: all' pre .... trial release evaluations 

received a positive ratillg, as did all AVM/CAD entries. 

Typical comments made on studies that didil't use measures adequately 

'" inciude: 

','.'1 

t) ~ 

"The study placed 100%'teliance on perceptual data when 
mot2 obj ective measures could have been used.'" (police 
logist.ics) 

While the ma~r.n:'itY of studies clearly documented th~ir methods of 
"'-: 

analysis, the most widespread problem with methods was that the evalua-

tors misapplied oX'misused common statistical techniques;. For example, 

a conmient on an evaluation where regress'ion was used reads: "In thisdy:"" 
C< 

, • I 

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

(polic~ logistics~ Techniques were misused in social' service studies 
I. 

also, resulting in~excessive generalization from smail samples, ego " ••. 

the difference.they are referring to here,is of 2 or 3 respondents out 
\) 

~ " 

of 8." total of 89. Not only :LS; this not statistically significant, but 
,I, 

it doesn't even ~Ieem to' indicate a' trend. II , (corrections .-.... juvenile 
IJ 

diversions) Finally, in an "evaluationl1of a training program where 
,_': , \1 

chi--~gtiare was us/ed, ,the evaluators " ••• repeatedly manipulated, categories 
, . r) • 

I 
I • ~ .~. 

:tn an aj:,temp,t to. get statistically significant results •••• which they 

" finally did get". 

'. . \t"/~ 
As a final test of me'thodology, we asked ~',Cau outcomes be directly"~; 

/:,~.?~:r ' 
attributed to,' program activities?, Is there a theory linking' program 

o 

!!,ctivitie's to' the pe,rformance measures: chosen?" 
.. "" .Y 

'." 
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The'overall response to the~fi:rst part of this question was negative 

'. (28%, received positive ratings, 72% received negative';ratings). This 
'~ , 

response did not seem to depend on the subject area of the evaluation 

(see Table 16).. The most common explanation given in reader comments'was 

that the study was essentially uncontrolled (in the sense of research 

design). Another conimon cOnimente;ffectively stated that causa.lity could 

not be established due to a lack of inf9rmation regarding:·the a'ctual 

functioning of' the. program.. ie., process information. Responses of "not 

applicable" may generally be attributed to the. readers'irtability to 

fairly answer this question, due to.the fact ;that the evalua.tion reports 

Were not suf;ficientlycomplete. 

All study subject areas received at ,least as many positive ratings 

on the second part of the question as on the first ,part (see Table 16). 

Although a prohlem of theoretically linking progra.m activities and per,.., 

formance measure.s does exist,· this problem does not seem to be as wide-

spread as the problem of attribution of outcomes described .above. The 

most conunon conunent accompanying a: negative rating on th:Ls . question was 

,to the effect that the measures used were essentially measures of con-

venience (meaning that. it is easy to collect data for them), rather than 

measures appropriate to the problem at hand. 

Data Sources' 

When ex:amini~g methodology and methods, it' is important to go be-
q 

yond the approach and techniques chosen and examine. the sources of data. 
' .. 

used to evaluate the program. An ~evaluation. ",may appear to bem~thodo+og~ 
ically Sound, while the choice of dai:,a squrces ~esul:tsin intormation 

Q~ .~. • • 

loihich is. of limited'~\iraiuefor deci;'Sion-making or program ma~agement. 

, " 

,ll'!',-



TABLE 16 

"THEORY BEHIND THE PROGRAM 
,....;.,';' 1\ 

, 

I> 
Can outcomes be directly attributed, to 
program activities? 

theory linking Is there a program activities 
to performance measures chosen? 

~ YES NO Sub- Not 
Subject N , (%) N (%) total applicable Total 

" 

YES NO Sub- Not 
N (%) N (%) total applicable Total 

assistance/plan-
ning/resource 0 (0) , 2 (100) 2 12 14 4 (57) 3 (43) 7 7 14 
allocation, " 

" 

training 1 (6) 20 (95) '21 2 23 7 (35) 13 (65) 20 3 2~ 
" 

corrections 14 (33) 29 (67) 43 11 54 23 (48) 25 (52) 48 .- 6 54 

police- /.! 
/ " 

community '3<20) 12 (80) 15 4 19 8 (50) 8 (50) 16 3 19 
relations 
pre-trial 
release 4 (50) 4 (50) "8 " 0 ,8 4 (50) " 4 (50) 8 0 8 

courts & I 

jury , 4 (40) 6 (60) 10 1 11 8 (73) ,'I 3 (27) 
'~. 

11> 0 11 
management 

\ police 
logistics 10 (25) 30 (75) 5 0 .45 2.8 :(68) '13 (32) 

", 
41 4 45 

AVM/CAD '" 

& information 4 (57) 3 (43) 7 7 14 9 (90) 1 (10) 10 4 14 
systems 

methodology 2 (57) 1 (33) 3 0 3 3 (100) o· 3 0 3' 
" 

miscellaneous 2 (33) 4' (67) 6 1 7 '5 (83) 1 (i7) 6 1 7 

TOTALS 44 (28) ill (72) 155 ' 43 198 99 (58) 71 (42) 170 28 198 . 
" 

',\ , 
" . 

(..\" 
., 

,missing = 2 

D 
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Where did the evaluators go to collect their data? Were the sources 

chosen suitable and adequate to the f:ask at 'hand? To explore these 
,~, 

questions, we recorded ,the .data sources u.sedbythe evaluators arid rated 

the suitabilftyof:those sourc'es' ;on a 'scale of iLto 7. l'leassigned 

,ldW scores if data,spurces ·did .not provide adequate information 'or Were 
/; 

concerned with irrelevant informati~n. nigh scores indicated that ade-

quate data were 'gathered, and ~that!sources were used carefully and re-

vealingly. The :results a::E.e displayed len Figure 8. 

Few'surprising or important results emerged from the ratit;gs of 

data sources. Administra:tiverecords are by far the most commonly used 

data source, 'which is understandable given their availability and low 

cost. The:rewere .only minor ·differences in ,the "suitability of data 

;. sources" ratings among the various prQgram areCl,s. 

Use of multiple data sources is one way D.o enJlance the validity 

of evaluation results and provide a rich description of both program 

activities and outcomes from several standpoints. Many evaluations in 

our sample tried to use multiple sources: 'this was particularly the case 

in the social service categories, where scarcity of sources led the eval-

uators to try many differe)1t approaches. 

One sub grouping which seemed :to have a particular proplem with data 

sources. was Training. Suitability scores in this cCl,tegory were generally 

lower than average, and frequent remarks we.re made about the inade­

quate number and type ,?f sQur~es in these studies ~.Judgii1g from other 

questions as well, this pa,rticular .subject area seems to be posing prob...: 

lemsfofevaluators. Perhaps. evaluators ,/areusingan inappropriate 
. , 

,methodology for these programs, and ,somethiag dif.ferentmight be attempted. 
Cl 

(}iven that these are educational programs, 'some .of the innovative. approaches 
v 

'J 
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FIGURES 

SUITABILITY OF DATA SOURCES 
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used in recent years in education, such, as ethnography, "illuminative 

evaluation" etc,;, migllt be, considered. 

Once data sources have been selected, the key issue becomes how 

. effectively they are utilized. Some evaluators simply didn't tap sources 

with sufficient care and precision, a problem complementary to tha.t of 

misusing statistical techniques. Illus,trative comments are given below:, 

"Questions don't look very good on the questionnaire. 
No negative responses were.available to subjects on 
many questiQIls, ,for example.:" (police-community 
interaction) 

"This data was aggregated in a ridiculou"s'manner, eg., 
'spee'd-fast,p riot ~o fast. medium, slow,very slow,' 
etc.,'~ (police logistics) 

Occasionally they did a poor job of interpre,ting what they collected: 

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

The ineffective uSee of data also stemmed, sometimes, from information 

overload, ie., too much was collected for no apparent reason. 

A further problem seemed to be a lack of documentation. Evaluators 

often fa:i;\.ed "toexpla'ln where data came from and how they were used to 

draw various conclusiO'1'i.s. In particular, where "softer" techniques.were 

used 'there was often no explanation, of how an observation or interview 

was conducted, nor were repr~sen.tative s:amples of responses given. Fair..,. 

ly common was the assertion that .",[conclusion A] is based on interviews", 

ygt: no dialogue s~mples or sUmmaries were attached. As one comment on a 

. ~();L~~.e.-conunllIlf,tyinteraction study noted: 

"These data sources would be excellent:'::t.£ there were clear 
documentation of pow they.were used andr:helr relationship 
to the researchers 'hypotheses oiJ \:(, 

While it appears that.the majority of evaluations haye,stated con-

elusions that are supported by the data analys:is~',(seeTa.ble 17), seyer.~:t ... o 
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notes of caution must be made concerning these results. 
o 

TABLE 17 

GONCLUSIONS SUPPORTED BY DATA;:ANALYSIS 

,Were the ,conclusions supported by the data'analysis? 

RESPONSB 

YES 

NO 

TOTAL 
, Ufksing = 23 

N 

124 

53 

177 

% 

,70 . 

30 

100 

The proportion of positive responses is too high, as it is based on 

a generous interpretation of the question. This is particularly so in 
, ,! 

those, situations where no strong conclusions were presented: in these 

instances, "yes" responses were often given when conclusions w€).re not in 

conflict with the data aJ,lalysis, to give the evaluator the benefit of the 

doubt. Perhaps of greater importance are,psome of t:h~ reasons why the 

readers 'decided (when they did so) that the conclusions dravln were not 
'_I 1\ 

supported by the data analysis. These include the following: 

j; 
)1 

1. no data or data analysis 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

data were of poor quality 

inconsistency in the data anaJJ!siS" 

improper measurement 

no comparison measure;,' 

reconnnendations were not") baseq.con findings 

no process component which would explain outcome 

lllethod problem--;;obyious threats to internal and ,external 
v~lidity , 

" 

Q 

r~-- -

c 

Ci . 

(j 

o ';:-

\\ 
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9. evalu?-'tors missed obvious alternate explanations 

Flexibility .. 

Since on.e of -the concerns of this project is with the appropriate-

he~8 of existing evaluati.ort tnethodoltlg.ies, we ·were concerned about 

whether inflexibility of available methods might be an obstacle to 

Successful implethentatio~ .of the evaluation. Fo): instance,1.n some situa-

tions the demands of a rigorous experi~entaldesign utilizing randomized 

assignment niight be highlyi,mprac:tical and difficult to satisfy: in 
, \'. 

such cases efforts to use rao,domized assignment are likely to result in 

distorted designs, and th~ supposed strength of the methodology will become 

a weakness. For this reason, it is desirable that a given.::valuation 

plan::b~.designed in such a way that it can be changed as the evaluators 

learn about the program from preliminary research and from interaction 

with program staff. 

Readers: resp<Jnses to the quest.ion dealing with flexibility of eyal-

uation design were distributed as follows: 

TABLE 18 
.' .. 

DESIGN FLEXIBII,ITY 

i If policy changes or unexpected results caused a need for 
changes :in the evaluq.tion design, was the design fll:xible enough 
to account for this? 

ResEonse N % - :-' 

Yes 49 25 
G No 59 30 

Not Applicable 89 45 

Total 197 100 
0 . Missing = 3 

,. 
',. 
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The l~rge, number of "n.a." responses to this question reflects the fact 
~~ 

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

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

tions which were limited to descriptions or ex post facto data analysis 
-'j, 

would not really be, vulnerable to such changes. 

The readers' comments on this question reve<:~.leda number of ways in 

which evaluators may flexibly adapt themselves to changing circumstances 

or unexpected findings. First of all, it is clear that qu~litative 

analyses are in general more flexible than true experimental designs. 

However, the following suggestions, drawn from reader comments on this 

question, are relevant to experimental and quasi-expenimenta1 designs as" 

well. 

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 
'Police ~nstitute, one reader commented on the use 
of interview cPlestions which were II flexible and de­
signed to el:(c.i~~\ program-spec:ffied responses. II 

\" ). 

2) The evaluation instruments and measures used may 
be modified to reflect experience gained in t,!te 
early stages of the evaluation. This approach 
was taken in an evaluation of a Parole Aide Program~ 
The poor 'rate ofrespollse to a writ tell questi;dnnaire 
among the control group prompted a shift to bral 
interviews in later phases of the research. 

3) Additional sources of data may be employed to co1ll:­
pens ate for weaknesses in the original data collection 
plan., ",In tlHi~, third year q,f ,an evaluatiop,o£a Parole 
Office'r>Aide Program, new data were gathered to ~ 
addres$ questions which had remained unrel30lved by 
earlier'research. 

4) Simulations, \)r formal modeling may be used to 
estimate informatJ.onnot available from the data~ 
This approach was used by Abt Associates in an 
evaluation of pre-trial interventioIl;' sinU.iarly, 

G 

D 
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a study on j ul:'Y management used simulation to study 
a situation whi:ch'would have been intractable by 
other' ·means. 

5) Exploratory data analysis and theory-building 
~pproa¢hes :may help to make se.nse of unexpected 

". or ap,pa,rently .contradictory results. One 8Jeample 
o£this approach is shoWn in an evaiuation'of a Pro­
bation SubsidY Program. ,(In this cas.e, the author's 
attempt 'to form).11atea th~,or". 'Which ,:tITouldexplain 
the uneJep.ect.ed findings was relatively weak and 
unconvincing: this need nO.t alw.aysbethe case, 
however .. ) 

6) The us.e ·of multiplecont,rol gr,oups (or non-eguiva­
lE7nt groups as a bac'k-up for truecpntrol gr:oups) 
can help guard agaitlst failures in implementing the 
experimental design ... This factor turned out :to be 
crucial to an evaluation ofpre-j:rial release. In 
this case, t.he design for randomized select.ion of ex­
perimental and control groups was not properly im­
pl.emented,and it was only the planned use of multiple 
non:-equivalent :::!ontrol groups ill addition which sal­
vaged the. experiment. 

7) The experimental or data collection period may be 
exten.ded if it is clear that conclusive results 

Connnunication 

have not yet been reached, or if problems have de­
·layed program .implementation~ This would have been. 
highly desirable, f.or instance, in a court scheduling, 
study, where changeover difficulties during the 
intended trial period prevented any conclusive.eval­
uatipn .of the pro,posed new scheduling techniques. 

Obviously, the more aware evalti'atprs are of program changes, the 
JO: 

easier j,t will, be to '~:~;a:Pt the e'IJaluation plan accordingly. The on1.y 

~ way this awerenes.s can bedevel.opedis through reguiar interaction and 

connnun;1.catioi:l with program staff. In addition, if, as is desirable, the 
o 

evaluation is' being conducted during prog:ram implemenpatiort, i.nterim re-) 

suIts. or iusights may be put to best use by bein,g, fed-back to the(jprogram 

staff as they come up. 

1\ 

{r 
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o . 
The item aimed at the conununication issue wa~,."HDescribe any feed-

" 
back between evalliators and program'i,staff. II Responses \Yere as follows.: 

TABLE 19 

FEEDBACK')BETWEEN EVALUATORS AND PROGRAM STAFF . 

1,/ , 

-!> Was there feedback between evaluators and program staff? 

RESPONSE N % ,. 

';1 

YES 49 25 

NO 87 44 
,', 

I NOT APPLICABLE 61 31 
:-'. 

"'::". 

.. ., 
.~ '. Total =,197 

Missing = 3 
~'; --------.. ------""--------;--'----------~-----------~ 

As the responses to this question do not·lend themselves tGJiefin--

it.ive conclusions, it will be neceqsary tcr-'::,investigate the issue further 
(' 

with"the author and consumer questionnaires. Some emerging patterns may 

be discussed, however. ..!) 

. .-1", 
Positive resPcmses f-C this question frequentlY' contained conunents 

about the formative functions serv~d by this" feedback. Th..e key issue 

here is user-orientation. Despite the obstacles to formative evaluation, 

such as inflexible;;'experimental design, it is important to cons~der al­
I; 

ternative;'i ways of getting h~lpful information into th.e hands of program 

staff during a long termellaluatio;,£. " 
1'-" 

") 

The non-use of reports may oftenbetTaceci to a time-lag problem, 

. meaning that by the time the evaluation is completed, the, program mar" 

have been substantially t~ansformedor even: ~discontinued., .. 

O'ther conunents about feedback fell ,into t~wo general cases: 

1. There'i' was a high degree of c.onnnunicat.ion (althO'ugh 
sunnnative rather than formulative) and cooperatiOn 
beot.ween stafrs which smoothed the way fot' the e")i.al.-
uffUon. to' proceed', 'J"'" :c"" -- . - I 

"" 

II 

() 

o 
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2. There was an ohviousdegree of tension ox con­
£lict between staffs., 

o 

The -relatively high proportion of I1n. a." resp'ons~~:toi this question 

was due to 8. numbero£ factors. Barsed on the ,readers' comments, it s~e~s 

that about half of the lin. a."re.sponses occurred in cases in. 'which the 
II , " 
evaluation re'Po~t simply didn't provide enough information for the read-" 

et' to draw any conclusions., (For this reason; the question of feedback 
1/ 

will be pursued fuitht:lJ,:' ,through the author and consumer questionnaires .) 

In ab'out a quarter ,of the cases the feedback question was not directly 
r,) 

applicable because the, evaluation was performed by the program staff. 

The remaining 25 percent of n.a. responses occurred in cases which were 
1-\ ' 

overviews of a field or had similar emphases. 
'.~. 

OUTPUT 

For our present purposes, bhe major output considerations are " 

() accessibility and use of the final report of the evaluation. There are 
\) 

two aspects to accessibility--presentation and availability. 
\', ' 

One of the most basic requirements for a genuinely useful evaluation 

is that data "and ,the ,consequent analysis be presented in a clear fashion. 

The it\foJ:;mcition that inspiJ:;ed' conclusions should be readily understandable 

and comp;t.ete enough for re-analysis by the reader: this is ~ way of 

In order to locate deficiencies in 

;.-..--,'~\,,--, 

/ " 
r) ,; c,,_~, ; 

"'\,,--:--5 

data presentation, we asked the 

assuring the integrity of th~ res~arch. 

readers "Is the data pres~ntation adequate?tl 'fAs shown in, Table to, the 

:;' maj'b',(ity(63 percent) of evaluations received a positive ratingop.,this 

item, ;Lndicating that presentation was not a major problem. The social 

servicf', categor, ies tended to have somewhat. more problems with,' data 
\J' , 

'0. 

1) 

.. ' 
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TABLE 20 

DATA PRESENTATION 

" .. 

~Js the data presentation adequate? 
" 

iJ 
< 

~ YES NO 

I. 
sub- not 

" 

Program . N (%) N (%) total applicable. Total 
1:,\ , I 

., 
~::. .. '''-.-

assistance/plan- 7 I (44) 9 , (56) 16 ~;;, 1 17 
I I 

ning/resource ; ~ 
I , 
I I " 

allocation I , , 
I 

I , 
" , I 

. 
training 14 'I (74) '; 5 , (26) 19 ':0 19 

I , 
I' I 

'1" I ! 
I , 

(46) 
, 

54 corrections 27 ( (54) 23 I 50 4 
I I 
I , 

, ,'! I jJ 
. 

8 
i 

(44) .1 10 
, 

(56) 19 police- , , 18 1 
I I 

conmlUnity , , 
I I 

relations 
, , ' I , , 

-.;, 

I 
(8B) 

I 
(12) 

\ :':f:b ·8 pr~-t.ria1 7 I 1 I 8 
I I 

" 
release , I I 

" ! I " , 'l 

I'; 11 I I 
courts & I (100) a I (0) 11· a 11 

1 I 
jury I I ,') ([\ 

I I 
management I I' 

I i , 

.. 
I I 

, 
police 34 'I . (79) 9 I (21) 43, 2 45" I 
logistics I I ' .. ~ 

I , 
AVM/CAD ' 

I /~J . (54) 
.. 

6 I (46) 7 13 1 14 , , Lil 
& information I f <, 

--::: ,', J I , 

5, 

~ystems I , ; 

I " , " 

;-.. , , \~: ; 

miscellaneous 
, , 

5 I ",(71) ;2 , (29) 7 a 7 
I \, 
I I ,\c,: " 

I I " 
::.~';::, 

':.' 1 
I 

(64) 
.. ., 

186 . ., 195 TOTALS 119 I 67 , ,(36) 9 ,. I I , I 

! I , 

"' 
Missing': 5 

G 
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, presentation than did police logist,ics., This may indicate that evalua-

tors ,have difJiculti,es presenting qualilL::ltive data: connnents made 

under other questions: would seem to confirm this hypothesis. Evaluators 

often fail to give repr,esentat:tve samples of interview~;dt' of observa-

tion res~lts-,thereby lessemirig the credibility of the conclusions 

reached. Some reports,however~ did do a good job of presenting qtia~ita-

tive data,- judging by readers' comments . 
. 

Four problems seemed tb be generic among those programs which were 

judged as having present-.ed'data inad,equaeely. These were noted in most 
c. ' 

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

of fenders. Thes e problems were: 

...-

-;1 

1. Consistency. It vlas noted several times that the 
data prese~ted were not consistent with the measures 
and/or~sdurce-s chosen by the'evaluator. Evaluators 
would conduct interviews, for example, but provide 

2. 

"no data on the interviewing process or outcomes. 
Data were s,ometimes tossed to the reader with little 

'or no expl~nation of how or why ;iltfit into the 
theory .dr analysis; 

,Completeness. For qualitative methods, summaries 
were often used when more detail was needed. Similar 
problems occurred w:f,;th quantitative da~a, especially 
when it came to presentation of aggregated results 
wq.en it would have been better to present them in'more 
raw form. Hany evaluations did not contain enough 
information for the reader to re-analyze.the report 
and confirm the conclusions. In both qualitative and 
quantitative studies the presentations.were often 
fa.'rtoo sparse:;. ' 

'3./ Legibility. If evaluations are going to be user~o:rient­
",/ . ed they should bE? readable. Although "readability.I,' 

Ylas not frequently mentioned as 8, problem (by graduate 
students immersed in the field, n.b'.), the. presentation, 
of too much data was. An overabundance of detail' can 
render ~valuation almost as useless' as one with no 
data presentation, especially from the' prac~:itioners ' 
point of vie~;\\\ . \. 

, ~\) I 

-.~ 
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4. Corred:ness. There w'ere some "comments about improper 
grouping of data, incorrect calculations, use of 
statistical tests when N's wereutoo small, etc. 
(See the section on methodology and methods). 

For evaluations to be useful, it is imperative that results and 

interpretation of results be presented legibly,c.ompletely and correctly. 
o . . . 

" The possibility should b~. open for the read.er to reinterpret the :ce.., 

suIts and confirm evaluation integrity. A good many in our sample 

did not meet some or all of these criteria. 

Presentation is only one aspect of the accessibility of final re-

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

reports needed to do the research may be summarized as fo~lows; 

Our original search target wag 283 documents: through ~ process of 

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

1. 5 requests per document (358 requests had t..~, be processed in order to 
1 

t..,...:' 

obtain these 232 documents), using 68 different sources. 

Of the original do chfp.ent s ordered, 210 were ordered uSing information 

from the NCJRS printout. Out of these, 34 were only obtained after try-

ing a second source, and 2 of them required three let ters, for .,GO,... total, of 

36 NCJRS problem cases. 

An additional 20 documents were ordered from the NCJRS printout and 

came back listed as "missing" from thf.}.JWJRS library or as being out of 

. "-print at the source, L e., these 20 were simply unobtainable. Fifty...:three 

_,_r.epo.rts were ordered from source documents ",other tJ;lan the NCJRS printout. 

The,sources checked through to get these 53 documents included: 1: 

i:ndividual book publishers~ universities, National Technical Inxormati'on 

Service (NTIS), Sage Publications, Abt Associates, :j:nc. 3 MITRE Coiporati'on~ 

U.S. Government Printing Office, The Urban Inst,itute, InternaJ;:io£;':l:11 City 
, " 

'l~ 

, · 
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Management AssQciation (IC¥..A), Project SHARE, Rand Corporation, Police 

Foundation and the International Association of Chiefs of Police. In 

most cases the NCJRS Document Loan Program does have a document if it 

says it does (unless it, has been borrowed by another user and not re-
o 

turned, or if it is ouE ort 19an to another user and isn I t available'; for a 

:eew mon.ths). The main problem occurred :i.n Cflses 'Where a company, agency 

_~r university was listed ,as the pr.:inc:i.pal source for a document, and in 

fcUlowing the lead we would discover that the ,sour,ce was out of business, 

'and would be referred to another source, In some cas'es a helpful ind:i.vid-

ual in One -of the referred agencies WQuld send us a last copy ofa docu-

ment as a favor or private loan' (our requests were worded most urgently). 

It is likely that if many people were to write for this same docll~ent this 

practice woul~ not be continued. 

The sources are not kept up to date on the NCJRS printont. This may 
, '. 

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 

lik.elY that the average person might not want to let all that ,time elapse 

or write a series of letters in order to obtain one document. 

Finally, retrieval problems were not limited to the NCJRS printout. 

Multiple requests also had to be made for about 20 of the 53 documen.ts 

ordered through other sources. 

It should be clear from the above report that although evaluations 

of criminal justice programs are fOr the most part available from the Docu-

ment Loan SeJ:."vice of'theNationa1CriWinal Justice Research Service (NCJRS), 

the procedure fo'r obt'atning them is long, complex and frustrating. 

Manage'r's of criminal justice pr~granu::, may have:thE:!train~ng, patience and 

sta'ff needed to f:~11ow this procedure through to the end :in many 

).;; 

" 
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i.ns.tances local go'V'ernment officials may'not have the neces~ary staff 

and/o!; ~xperti,se.. COII\!llunity leaders and concerned cit:i.z;'hs groups very 

I.: 

l;i.kelywould not be able to use this method as successfl.llly as someone:a,s 

'-.--' 

persistent and articula,te as Dorothy Green (although naturally 

they would not need to get hold of as many docunlemts)" 

Use 

Relatively few evaluation reports indicated that evaluation findings 

'I 

were !dsed in actual decision:-making. Whether evaluators felt that this 

was not a significant component of the evaluation report or whether this 

is a. true illdicationo£~non ... use~is not entirely clear at this time. Tn-e 

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

here. 

," The indication,of use did not vary among the agencies responsible 

for the evaluatioris. S,t:J,ldies conducted by the Police Foundation, .for ex-

ample, were generally as.likely to indicate the use of findings as were 

studies conducted "by the State' Plannin~ Agencies. .trhere fN'a.$ little 

variation among subject areas as well. Evalufiti9n reports in the field 
, . , 

of pre-trial release and corrections seemed somewhat more ],;i.kely to indi.,/~ 
" ".' '< • ./' 

cate evaluation use than !3!:udies in other substanti v~~' a~eas of our sa~ple. , ~ 

It is reasonable to suspect that this may+have had more to do with the 

timeliness of a particulAr issue than with any ip.herent "quality of th.e 

evaluations themsebres. :Nonetheless one might want ttil review,these eval.,. 

uations to determine if one !Z~ of evaluation ~s consist~ntlyusedmore 

"'often in.d~cision-makiI!-g~ These issues will be eiq?lored further via. the 

author and consumer questionnair~s. "., , , . 

Timeliness ('(is a serious problem ~ffeceing §he utilizatioVf 
. . G 

() 



ev~l'Uations. There' 'Were indications in ,several, of the eva.1!Uation reports 

tllat the results were receiv.ed by program s.t~afftoo late to affect the 

decision-making proces.s. 'l'hisproble1l;l 'wasdis~ussedmo:r;e fully in the 

section on communication, .and .will l;>e :p~rsued f:urt1:l(:~r in the second stage 

pf the research .• 

. Several articles on ·,eva,11,lationuse make note of the o,ral tradition 

government a;!. .decision-:m~,ki:ng..:rh.ecl-aimis .that knowledge that is 

transmitted by wor.cl 0.£ mouth,tendsto hav.e greater impact than· the written, 

word. If this ;i.s indeed the.case., ,evaJua,torsmi~ght consider alternate or 

complementary ways Qf clisseminatingtheir findings. Oral presentation 

of findings "prior to publicat:i.on 'could be a useful tool for capturi.ng pro-

ject staff reactipn and suggestions which could perhaps be incorporated 

into the final report. Other advantages of continuous'·and/ or timely 

cOlllDlun.ication of findings were dis.cJ,ls::;ed in the section on communication 

and flexibility~ 

Since' so few evaluators 'repOrted that their findings were or were 

~ot used in decision-making, w~ lllup;task if evaluator.s should give any 

iild,icatio~" of evaluation use. Ther.e are at least-two reasons why such 

information would be useful to the reader of an evaluation: 

1. Evaluat;iarts are no·t 'produced in ~solation. Aper­
/1 fectly reasonaple e;v,aluatiGn may ;Eail to influence 

(). decision-lllakingp,eC?l.1E!e ;of political reasons. It 
.stiltcould 'be usefrtl to managers' of similar pro­
grams in different jur.i~li:lictiol1s., by indicating 
which, political 'p,},tfalls to avoid;. 

. . ~ II f > 

; \ I 

2. It ;i's,;1.mpo.rAl.nt,·fQ:': \'p,,(,'.);#..'1.cy-:makers to be able to assess 
'the r~sponsiveriess '.OJ ,the adm;i:nistrative .and opera­
tions,1i-structure of social action programs to eval­
uatiqth of their w.ork.. 

. ~ 

The studyd1ed to ildeternd,ne whet:he:r: .th.e $tructures of inquiry used in the 

evaluations,Jould be used, for periodic review by' the program staff and by 

:.; 
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others intel;'ested. l,ti a simila..:r 1?r.0gram. J:n: genet'al, the evaluations in 

" our sample tended to score poorly in this regard. 

TABLE 21 

POTENTIAL FOR PERIODIC REVIEW 

Could this type of :~valuation be adap ted/fo't US~ in 
p~ri9dic review? 

. , . 

RESPONSE N % 

YES -85 . 
45 

<, 

NO 105 55 
-.- --

TOTAL .- 190" .100 
(missing ornQ answer = 10) 

From the researchel;'s' comments, it appears that 'an evaluation is suitable. 

for use in-periodic review when it has a fairly strongprQcess .component 
n 

and/or.8-strong and appropriate methodology-with accurate. methods of data 
!:' , 

collection and analy~is. 

,. 

,1/, 
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The results of th:i.$ phase-'of research may be summarized as follows: 

..,.Basic inputs to the evaluation effort are rarely documented in the 
evaluation reports: this is the case for the budget, timing, dura­
tio\l and planning of the evaluation. 

, -'" -:--;\'. ,~- " 

;"Evaluations sponsor!~d by St,ate Planning Agencies and the Police 
Foundation tended t{o be plsnnEldprior to program implementation. 

~ 

-Most (66%) of the evaluations in'our sample too~ place during pro­
gram implementation/operation~ 

-Thosest'udiesthat were conducted prior to program implementation 
(5%) were either small pilot studies preceding a large experimental 
program; or th~y were "evaluability assessments" or simulati6ns. 

-Only 22% of the evaluations in our sainple were conducted by in--house 
persoI1nel; it was difficult to determine the background of people 
conducting the evaluation for almost the entirety of our sample. 

-Th~_goals, resources and perceptions of purpose of evaluation vary 
more 'by agency undertakl,ng the ev~lua:tion than by subj ect area. 

-Police Logistics and pre-trial release reports and programs scored 
well on goal specification, while social service reports and pro­
grams gave a relatively poor showing. 

":'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 progr.run activities is frequently inadequat-~ as well. 

-Experimental and quasi-experimental design are the most popular 
evaluation types, followed by narrative case studies; there was 
almost no use of statistical or formal models. ~ 

~ 

i.. -Narrative case studies, input evaluations (or audits) and general 
outcome evaluations were generally poorly matched to the substantive 
program they' were being used to evaluat'e • 

...,The most Gommon methods used were descriptive statistics; several 
types of qualitative analysis, regression and ANOVA. Suitability 
scores on, methods were not particularly outstanding. '. 

~. . 
-All ·pre..,.trial release and A~iMICAD studies received a. positive rating on 

the adequacy or proper use ofmea~u:tes. The most widespread problems 
were, misapplication' of common statistical techniques arid difficulties 
in attributing out!!,omes to program activities, Le., poor choice of . 
performance measures. 

;~ 
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-Admini~~i'tive records are theinost 'commonly used source Of data. 
Attempts.weremade to uS'e mUltiple sQurces~.':J?articularly in the 
social service categorieS. Evalb\ations of"tra5"ning programs tended to 

use le~s than suit:ble sources o~ data. <. ). .. . . 

-Ther~~ ~s a generab.zed lacko''O:!: dOCUllientatJ:.l2~g:.t data collection 
procedurest and data ~veresometimes poorly used once obtained. ' 
A' complementary probl.em is poor presentation, more so inquali:ta-' 
tive than in qu.antitative studies. 

-From the evaluation reports it i~,often difficult or impossible to' 
assess how the evaluators would have or had reacted to. changed cir­
cumstance.- A number ofdavenues are open to evaluators to enhance 
the flexibility of their studies. 

11. ,~ .~ 
-Relatively' few evaluation reports indicated whether evaluation findings 
were used in actual decision-making, with no variation by agency. . 

Many of the above points are manifestations of the basic.problem 

with the criminal justice evaluations in our. sample, namely that quite 

'·ireq,uently the evaluation methodology used is not well matched to the 

type of program being .e"raluated.. There has been little or no attempt, 

not to say success, at co~blning methodologies to achieve the purpose of 

eValuat':t-n·t a particul?-r progr~m. 
\,\\ 

A contributing factor seems to be that it is not common practice to 

have well-structured hypotheses or mental models concerning how the 

program.should work. It is very important that 'the ~valuator have some 
?~ ,~) ,\ 

notion of how program activities are linked to desired outputs and to 
"::"'::.: 

". 

other social, . economic ~!ld pOll.tical activities in. the suhject cdinlnunity~ .'. 

-
in many instances, the use of statistical or other formal models would 

help immensely. The point of stressing the need'" for art,iculated hypoth..i 

ese~ is to wean evaluators away from the textbook formulas to which'they 

. . 

were taught to adhere with littl~ regard for circumstances!'.. As selection of~ 
~ 0 

hypotheses b'y admil}istrative means is'(Jqually u~desi~~bi~, it isn~cessary 

to develop some sort· of "performance .. measu'ie~i'·by which to assess "t,pe effi­
V· 

cacy of theoretical models that • might be used in crindnal justice 
o 

o 
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,evaluation in.the future. 

On .a diffe1;·entleve1~ difficulties in applying various t)7pes of 

social science methods and measures w~refrequently manifested. They 

occur throughout our sample, however, a major problem seems to be that 
?j' 

.: 

-([va1uators attempt., in good faith', to apply quantitative methods where-

ever they thought they might. be appropriate. This could be due to in-

put constraints On the evaluation, or to misunderstanding of, the techni-

cal complexity of some of the measures. Common sense occasionally gets 

lost in the ptftsuit of ,elegant methods. In terms of evaluation usability, 

one of the more serious problems confronting a decision .... maker is the final 

report (of the evaluation) itself. Final reports frequently arrive too 

late to influerrce decisions to which they may have ,liad relevance. What-

ever the timing, they often present very incomplete pictures of the pro-

gram and of the evaluation: information on the inputs to and process of 

the evaluation, or of the program, is often imp'ossible t.o. obtain from the 

reports. This x's unfortunate because in, prevents the decision-makers 

from ~aking a fair a.ssessmexlt of the program, and inhibits improvement 

of evaluation and hence p:t:iogram practice. 

In fact, in order for us to make rec.ommendations regarding evalua-

tion practice, we must first uncover just this kind of input and process 

information. To do this, we are administering questionnaires to the. 
I . 

authors (evaluators) and consumers (program managers and funders) "of the 

evaluation .reports which we read. These questionnaires are designed.to 

"~1:icit information on the bud~eting; timing, planliillJ~ and design of the 

e;a1uation (inputs), interaction between progra~ staff and evaluators,' 

e.g., communication (process,), and on the ultimate use of the evaluation. 

o 

o 
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Responses 'to . these questionnaires will be cross-checked with each other 

4.nd with the or,iginal reader questionnaires that were used to eValuate 

the reports. 
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FOOTNOTES 

Some of th~ more we1J,-k,nown evaluations, say those supported by the 
Police Foundatic:nor by LBAA,' s N,ationa1 Institute of Law Enforcement 
Criminal Justice, were seLected'independently of the NCJRS listings: 

!t. C. I~a~son, IIA Fr~mewo:d~ fO,r !the Comprehensive Evaluation of 
Evaluations," to ~ppear. 

3. Kaplan, Edward H. (1978) Evaluating The Effectiveness of One .... Versus 
, Two-Officer Patrol Units, Technical Report No. 153~ Operations 

" 
I;;" 

\ 
'j .. 

(, 

_"0.--', \\ 

,j Research Center, 'ttl. LT. 

Kap1",.!;l., Edward H. (1979), Models For The Evaluation of Treatnient­
Releas~ Corrections Programs, Technical Report, Operations Research 
Center, M. r. T. 

4. Irwin Deutscher, "Toward Avoiding the Goal Trap in Evaluation Re­
:~2arch" in Francis G. Caro (ed.) Readin9js in Evaluation Research, 
2nd edition (New York: Russell Sage Fo~ndation, 1977) pp. 221-239. 

(r) Donald T. Campbellr "Reforms as Experiments II in Elmer L. Struening 
I", and Marcia Guttentag (eds) Handbook of Evaluation Res,earch, VQ~---'. 1 

(Eeverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1975) pp. 7l-l~-- \ /i 
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Reader: .• Edward H. Kaplan 

=-_____________ '~T~i~t~l~e~· __ ~~~~~~-----------
1. "Evaluation Report: on the Model' C:t ti2s Team . 

Policing Unit of the Holyoke (MA.) Police De~t." 

AuthorCs) 
J. Angell," et aL 

,,-, 

-"Published 
, 1972 
: ~ 

, 2. "Clev~land Impact Cities Piogram~" Deterrence, ' 
lletec,tioD.; .and Apprehension, Operating Program 

Clev. Impact (:1 ties \I 11;1 75 

3. 

4. 

5. 

'0'. 

E"irta.l~ Evaluation Report" ' 

!lHolyoke (MA.) Team Police Experiment-Evaluation 
Report" and Supplemental Reports & Appendices . 

Pr.ogr.am 

. Ho~yoke 'Polic~ 

. D~j:>artnient: .. ,~; , 

"Oakland Po1:ice Department's Digital Connnliiiications OaklandPoli'ce 
System,i . 

'" "-I 

"PATRIe (P~tt'erh Rec'oghitlon 'and Information .'CaifLf .·Coun'd.i' on 
Gorrect1:on) Evahllitibn Report,Maich :S~Ap:Hi 21/73" 'q:rifuincH Justice 

Poii:ce.P'ersonIiel. 11ana.gement, Infb:rlUattoiLSyslei'ns': ,Po1:ice Fotihda tJ.on " 
The .])all'as .. au'd Dade 'CduntyExneri'ences 

7.' The.,Crime . ,ConttdlTeam :-j An, Element. otah c;.) 

Pff'ensively Deployed.Municipalpolice.Department 
General'Ele'Ct:iic 
Elec~. Laboratory .', . - '~'. 

8 .P,AR (Pooliug',AllResources) Policing _ ~ . Final Repoi:t 

9. Alouguerq1.1e Police Department , Property ,Crime 
B:~duction.Prograril 

w. V. Niederher,ge:r. 
W.F. Wagiier '" 

i973 

1973., 

1'97'0 

. Source/St:atl~s' 
NCJRS Document -Loan 

NGJRS Docum¢nt. Loan 

. 
P:i:oj~tt ,~t;ci 

, ,J~' 

. NC.m.§·'\Mict·6fiChe 
Pr6jre~t\ OWned· T; .. 
"'. \\ . . 

~CJRS, . R}crofich0,,) 
{)?fdjec"tq~ea ~ 

10. ~Crime-Sp~cific2 .:Burglary Program - Rep6rt on 
. Evalua.tion . . 

System: DeV'eidpinerlt.' 
Corporati'on 

',',J; "~" ~ "\ 

1'97:S'$.(:),:!;J~0JRS, Mitjrofiche 
·",t1PH>Ject DW,lied 

11. Baltimore-:Impa'6t Courts Program --Evaluation 
Report 

,i) 12. Evaluation.of San .Fr~ncisco Police Computer~ 
Assisted.Dispatch Project 

13.:- COIIlllluhl.ty Sector Team Policing, 

,: 
r" II 

" , 

Baltimore Mayor's 
Coordinating CO.1lll.cil <' 

on Criminal Justice 

W.R. Partridge 

1974 

1975' 

1974 

. .' o. '\.,_ 

NCJRS Microfiche , . .' ". . 
Project Own6.,d 

. ..... ..'\ . ~ 

NCJRS ,.Microf\~che . 
Project ~ed'~ 

- . ' .. ' . ~ 

NCJRs:,Mic~o~rfhe 
Pr~jectOwned I ," 

I. 

.H 

'; , 
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Reader: Edward ~t~i' '!('::rplan SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS - APPEND1X B 

Title 
14 <Team Policing ~PlanIl:lng Guide 

15. Delaware County Total Inforzr.a:ft6n System. 
Project - Final F;:valuation Report 

l6~. 'iil7alU~1.tiQn of Operati~nldentification as 
Iptplemented ,in Illinois",' (~ , , 

17. Hartford (Ct.)""HousingAuthority Security 
Pt'atrol - Evaluation Report " " -;,; 

18. New Haven (CL) Case Incident Regional Reporting 
§ystem (CIRRS) Exemplary Project Validation Report 

19. Newark. (Ca.) Police Department - 'Proj ec t Stop 
(Master Plan) 1st Year, 'October/71-Septeiilber!72 

20. Atlanta·- Impact Program - MasterPlan 

21., Riverside (Ca.) Police Department Project ACE 
(Aerial Crime Enforcement) 

AuthQr Cs1.. ' Published 
-Los Angel'es P'.D., 

L. Polan.s~~ i9 75 
-~'~"',' 

H.W. Mattick, ef'-al. 1974 

J.Carmen,etaL 1972 

Abt Associates 1976 

Newark Pol~ce 1972 
Department 

Atlanta Regional 

R.E. B:offman 1972 

22. ~!SpecialPolic.eUnits in Michigan: , An Evaluation." " ,]LG. ·Lewis, et al. 

23. "Penn., COmtn'tlUlty Treatment Services: An Evaluation' 
and Propo~¥d' Evaluation Ini:o,pnation System~' .. 

• 24. "Systems AnalysiS-Training :progrkn for Beverly 

o 

Hills Police.Departmentli Volumes I, II, and III 

25. "Social:Evaluation Research -The' Eval,uation of 
~:~"=c'D";lEl;.'~1?:'el~ice=-~Fa::Dro~1=-±p.-g~~rat~-gie1f'2~~Joufitar"'·-b~~--~ 
, ,Ap~g~ed Behavior Analysis': Vol.,S ~ _No.4 _ 

26. '''-Computerized Scheduling of, Police Manpower, 
Volumes- 1 and 2" 

. ~) 

(/ 

Infortnat~cs, Inc. 

,', Beve-r-ly Hills \~' 
Police Dep~rtment 

Schn¢lle, et al. 

N~ ih1lelier 

0, 

'J' 'f( 

, '1972 

1972 

: ~, 
, -

' . .;:" 

o 

.';: 

= SOllr('~I,3..tat-.u~~~~~===~ '_ 
NCJRS ,Microf.iche _ , 
Proje?t Owried" 

NCJRS ,.,Microfiche 
Project OWn~d 

Project Owrled 

NCJRS, Microfiche 
Project Owned 

NCJRS, Microfiche 
Project I Owned 

NCJRS, Microfiche 
Project Ow:ned 

_ .NCJRS; Microfiche 
Project OWned 

., 0 

NCJRS, Microfiche 
Project Owned 

Project\ Own~,d 
~ .".~') ,;' 

Project Owned 

0~1 . 
B;toject Owned (I) , NCJRS . 
:d8cument Loan (II, III) 

,~tQjectOwnEf~ 
::) '. .0 
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Reader; Edward H.Kaplan . SELECTED SAMPLE OF .200 EVALUATION DQCUMENTS ~ APPENDIX '1,1 . 

'Title Author(s) Published Source/Status' 
___ = o.~~-:.~-, __ .O"' __ ",,"' -~-:-.-}J---:::r;.: •.. B-'.-:"·=Bl-0eh·c. and=c.--·~ '-~--::":-~'''-~-"'~141-a,- .~ ~-=-~ ";=P.roiei.:.~·:·~awried- -=-_-=-=--,-..... _-=~-~\.-=:"=..:..-~.o-==r-

28. "Improving.Patiol Productivity, Volume I, Routine 
PCitrol; Volume II,' Spe'cialized Patrol" . 

29. ".';Firial Evaluation.f~rGl:'ant 7/1161 (:6urgl?ry 
lleducti.on. . :Progranr)~:!~ ".." . . . '.' . , 

. • ' •. , ~ . a ; \) 

30. "Eval-dation of a Police-Implf:mlented AVM System: 
Phase ~ ~" A Stnmnary R~i?ort 

31. "An EVCllhat:i-onReport of the Worcester Crime 
Impac t Frog1;'ani" and Appendices 

32. "Examina,ti()n pf Threepata SY13tem pJ;ojectls, -
, llighlmPact~iti-Cr~ine Progra,m'" 

~ r '~ 

D.I. 'Specht 

W.G. Gay,eta1. 

Public Systems. 
EvalU?tion,. Inc. 

'Public Systems-
.., Evaluation , Inc. . , 

~.A. Green;feld 

:33. "Salt'Lake City-:- Stra.tegicFa-tro];and C(j.ordinat;:ion--·-Sa1:t:l:ia:keCii:y~· 
E{fort (SP~CE) ... ° Feder-a.l Grant Evaluation, '73/74" 

34. "Albuqu~rque/:S~rnali!lo County - C1;'iminal Justice 
Action:Pla.n.,.,.197S - Concepts in Criminal Justice" 

35. "Report ~n:rnYestigativeEf.fecti~en~ss- . 
. A .ComparisOItof, Thre~ Investiga~iveHo~ls" 

}p. "s1:. Petersbur.g- ·.Polic:~ Department - Aviation 
," Unit ... -Evaiuation ~i?port" . 

- .. - " . $ 

,37. "Crime-Correlated Area Model An AppJ,icatiQndn 
Evaluat;tng"'Intensive Poli~¢ ~atr.ol Activities" " 

Albuquerque Met. 
Crim~- J,llst. C.G. 

>!i The Urba,n·Inst. 

St'. Pete+l?burg 
-Police De:partment 

F. S. Btldri1\::k 

1977 

i976 

1975 

1975 

1974 !' 
...:-

).974 

1972 

project: <lWned 

NqJRl:?, Mic:rofiche 
PrpjectQwned 

. ~'NC~~S, °J;1:tc:rofiche 
Project Owned 

NCJRS ,Micr()f;iche 
Pr9ject.Owned, 

. ".NCJR?'~' l1icro;fiche 
F:r9ject OWned 
:NGJRS, Microf:f:;:che 
Proj~ct Owned, 

'--=---.>::-~ 

-c 

NCJRS,Document Loan 

38. "Evaluatiq:n ofth€! COIl1lllUhity CeuJ:eredCommunityWright State UniV. 
=="",,'"'""-, ==, '~':::TTeam-cpoTic:i.ngprcigram" . 0 ~~=,==~= f: --,- -.-

t\' , " ,. 

3g. "Philadelphia -Police Department - West ' > J .:Goqpet',' et al. 
Philadelphia Strike 'Forg.~' Act 1; Act ,2, Final Report 

,,,", ~L:;,r, . 

1974 NCJRS Document Loan 
p .~. 

'If ,.' ;',' 

.' o q 
<,";.i ,. 
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Reader: Edward,. H. Kaplan SELECTED SAMRLE DF200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS APP,ENDIXB 

40. "Hawaii;... Law Enforcement Program -
Evaluation of Selected Projects" 

. Author(s) 
C~T. Araki, et al. 

Puhlished· 
1975 

Source/Status 
NCJRS Document Loan 

41. " HLosAngeles Police Department - Crime .Los A,ngeles -. 1974··, . .. NCJRS Document Loan 
Specif:lc Team Policing-Final Evaluation Team 28" 

42. "Personal Patrol Car Programs - Eva1uatipn 
Rep9rt ;... princ~, ~eorge.' s . County .Police Department" 

43. "A Rev:lew of Six Research Studies on the Re1ation-
'.' ship' Between Police Patrol Activity and Crime" 

44. "An Examination of the Impact of Intensive Police 
Patrol. Activities ff 

45. "Crime Reduction in A1buquerque- Evaluation of 
Three Po l:i. ce Projects" ' 

46. "Examination of Po1ice,.Patrol Effectivertess - High 
Impact Anti-Cr~e Ptpgramff 

47 .po1icewo1lJ,en "onlPatro1 (Final Report) 

f~ , 
,48.· PatrQi St1i£fing in San -Diego (One-or Tr.iiO~O:Hice.r 

Uriit/f) .. 

Police Department 

Anon 

. J. S. Dahmann 

F.8. Budnick 

P.M. Sears 

J.8. Dahmann 

P.B. Bloch and 
D.Anderson 

1973· 

1974 

1971 

1973 

1975 

1974 

49. Field. Evaluation oithe Hypercube System for the_ The Institute for 1977 a' . - ..-
. Analysis of Police Patrol Operations : Fin..a1 Report. P'Ubli~Pl:'bgl:'aID AU&.lysi9. 

-._< ,):.:::::.,':,~ '-.. ' 

50. An Experiment. to Determine the Feasibility oX Project Search 1972 
Holographic Ass is tance to· Fingerpd.nt Identification 

SL Random Digit Dialing, Lowering the Cost of . :.,'_~g!llice. FeUn,dation 
Victimization Surveys . ' 

1976 

. 52.' The Cincinnat±Te~ Policing Experiment, A Technical' The .Urban Institute 1977 
Report "(V61umeI& II) .. ::, . 

;:':"":c 

NCJRS Document Loan 
,\ 

NCJRS Document Loan 

NCJRS Document Loan 

NCJRS Document Loan 

, ~: .::; 

NCJRS Docume?i-:: Loan 

project gwned 

'" 

Project awned 

Project Ow,ne,d· 
.;:'~';.' '"f?i", 

Project Owned: 

'_.;f;-, -
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Reader: 
II . 

Edward H. Kaplan SELECTED SAMPL~ OF 20Q EV.ALU~TIO~ Dp,C1JMEliTS .,.. APPEND,IX B 

. Title 
53. Managtng Investigations: The Rochester 

System . .(\ 

54. The'~nsas City Preve'htive Patrol Experiment 
A Tecqnical Report " '/ 

55. Police Resl'0nse Time, its Determinants and 
Effects . . 

( 

56. San-Diego Field Interrogation, Final Report 
",\," 

57. Countywide CA:J;!ER Project, 1974-1975 Report 
. . , . 

cAuthor(s) 
P .B.'Bloch,and 
J. Bel:!: 

(j Published 
1976 

The ?o~ice F01,l!l~ati()p. 1974. 

Midwest Res!=arcq 
Institute 

J.E. Boydst~ 

Cl\PEll 

1.9.75 

J:Q75, 

58. "Pfltro~ :&va~uati,,~n~e!:ig<!r~h: . A l1ultip.+~l}aseltpe J. F. Sj:!pp~lle,~ ~t ~l. 1971' 
Analys:iEi qf Saturation Pol:ice P~t:rp~ling During 
:QaYflnd l'Iigq~ ~QUr.~I'Journ,al pf Al'l?lj:eqIleha~ior Analysia 

59. The Indianapolis POlice Fleet Plan 

60~ An Evaluation Report of an Alternative Approach 
in Police' Patr'ol:, The Wilmington Split.;.F.orce 

,Experiment' , 

61. Response Time Analysis, Executive Summary; Vo~. 1/11 

62. Three Approaches! to Criminal !Eprehension in; 
Kansas City: An; Evaluation Repo'rt ' . 

63. Op~ra tional AnaJ:ysis of Police Field Force 
Command & Control in San Jose 

.. ' 
64. "Connecttcut JUist±ceCommission, Summary 'of 

Evaluations"a 
, " 

65. "Urban Field Test of Four Vehicle Location 
Techniques" 

66. "Vehicel Location &- Statnis Reporting System 
(LOCATES) ~ Phase II; Final Report'; 

,~j 

Urba.n lU!3tit'!lte 

Publi~ SYs teml:! .. 
Evalua!=:lon, In,¢. 

" 

Kans;al:! qity. P ,D e, 
. 0' 1: 

T. Pate,'et ale .. 

Sylvania, Electronic 
Sys tems ,. c\ 

Conn. Justi9-e CE)lllIll. 

MITRE Corp. 

City of Montcla;i.r 
Police D~partment 

+970 
IfH7 

1977 

1976 

1978 

;1973 

1974 

Source/Status 
Project Owned' 

Prn :1ect OwneA .. , /~, .-",~, ... ,~ jI 
N9JRS'DQ«;!W!lent LoaXl 

~~~j~ct OWl1eq 

p~O)~~~ Qwn~d 

C'PrQj ¢c t Owrled,.' 

f r 9j ect Own~d 

Pfgj~9-t: Owned 

P!Qject OWned 

Project Owned 

Project Owned. 

Project Ovmed. .. 

". 
',0', 

.' 
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Reader: EdwardH. Kaplan SELECTED SAMPL~ OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS- APPENDIX B 

Title 
67. "Automated Status Reporting Police 

Communications Study: Final Report 

68. Atlanta Impact Program - Master Plan 

Reader: Cheryl Mattingly 

. 69<~ San· Diego Community Profile Final- Report 

70. Project New Pride, Denver Colorado 

71. New York City Police Department Street 
Crime Unit - An Exemplary Project 

72. The Police and Interpersonal Conflict: Third-
Party Intervention Approaches 

73. Community-Based Corrections Program, Polk County 

74. Community-Based Adolescent Diversion Program 

75. "Program Area Local Correcti.onal Institution 
Rehabilitative System Management and Service 
Delivery" Final Report 

76. "Program Area Improvement of Police Service to 
Jttveniles" . 

77. Preventing Delinquency ;Thr01.1~ Diversion - The " 
Sacramento County Proba~ion pepartment 601 Project-
A Third ,Year Report ,," ' , 

78. Pre~Service "'and In-Service Training of Georgii 
Correctional Personnel, An Interim Evaluation 

79. First Year Development of a Master's Degree Program 
in Judicial Administration 

Author ($) 
Applied Technology 
for Chino P.D. 

Atlanta Regional 
Commission 

T ,., 
v • .r... Boydstun 
M.E. Sherry 

C. H. Blew, et al. 

Abt Associates 

Police Foundation 

Published 
1971 

1972 

1975 

1977 

1975 

1976 

Source/Status 
Project Owned 

NCJRS,Mictofiche 
Project Owned 

Project Owned 

Project Owned 

NCJRS, "Microfiche 
Project Owned 

ProJect Owned. 

1973 Project Owned 

1977 Project Owneu 

Evaluation Unit of 1977 Project Owned 
the New Jersey State ,c. 

Law Enforcement Planning Agency 

As Above 

R. Baron'and 
F. Feeney 

J.A. NOBin 

J.L. Fazio 

1977 

1974 

1975 

1972 

Project Owned 

NCJRS, Microfiche 
Project Owned 

NCJRS, Microfiche 
Project Owned 

NCJRS, Microfiche 
Project Owned 



Reader: Cheryl Mattingly SELECTED SAMPLE OF ~200EVM.UATIP!L~jQC~FIS- APPENDIX B, 

80. "Execut:i.ve Summary: Model Evaluation Project: 
Youth Service Bureaus in Michigan" 

81. Kansas City (Mo.) Peer Review Panel An 
Evaluation Repo~t 

. 82. "The Elementary School Child's Perception of 
Police and the Police Function" An Evaluation 
Study of the Officer Friendly PrograIll' 

83. iiExperinietit in DelinqueneyPrevention and Control" 

84. Pivotal Ihgt'edi~nts of Police Juvenile Diversion 
Programs 

85. "Santa Clara Criminal Justice pilot Program .... 
.. Fina.l Repot"t; phase Iii 

86. "Evaluation of Five Drug Treatment and 
Rehabiiitation Projects - Cluster Evaluation" 

87. 'ICluster l!!v~iuation of Five Diver'sion 
Prcrjects - Final Report" 

~. / 

88. "Evaluating Drug Treatment Programs -A"Review 
and Critique of Some Studies Cln Programs" Drug Forum 

89. "Northeast Denver Youth Services Bureau 
Final Evaluation Report" 

90. "Philadelphia Neighborhood Youth Resources 
Center-·An Exemplary Project" 

91. "Portland State University - Police""Connnunity­
Rela.tions Evaluation Report" 

92. hE£fect of Using the Police Radio in Teaching 
the ~ew Criminal Code to Kentucky.Police Officers" 

I, 

:~ 

f.~ 

Author(s) Published 
Criminal Just:lce -
Systems Center- Staff 

Pate, et a.l. 1976 

University of Chicago 1912 

R. Pooley 

M. Klein 

American Justice 
Institute 

G. Fink, et al. 

A.K.Bean and 
F.R. Campbell 

B. Sugarman 

Behavioral" -Res:earch 
Institute 

Anon 

Portland State 
University 

D. J. Wiechman 

(f' 

). 1971 

1975 

1971 

1974 

1974 

1974 

1974 

1975 

? 

1973 

.. L 

Source/Status 
Project Owned 

Project Owned 

Project Owned 

Prbj;ect Owned 

NCJRS, :MicrofiChe 
Project OWned 

~ -: ';'-~ , 

Project Owned 

NCJRS, Microfiche,. 
Project Owned 

NdJRS~ Microfiche 
Project o-w"'!ied 

Project Owned 

Project Owned 

Project'~ed 

Private Loan 
;~> 

NCJRS Document Loin 
\:::':'.,. 



· Reader: Cheryl Mattingly 

Title': 

SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS - APPENDIX B 

'93. "Tennessee - Law Enforcement Training 
Academy - Evaluation Report" 

94.' "Massachusetts Police. Institute - Evaluation" 

95. "Evaluation of the Washington Criminal Justice 
Education and Training Center" 

96. "National Crime Prevention Institute - Final 
Progress Report, Fiscal Year 1975/1976" 

'.' 

97. "Police Management Career Development Seminars 
Part 2'- Eva1uatl.on Report" 

Author(s) 
Bettio1, at ali. 

A.D. Little 

Fogarty, et a1. 

National Crime 
Prevention Institute 

. Anon 

98. "Pilot Police Project - A Description and Assessment R.M. Kelly 
of a Po1ice-Col,nmunity Relations Experiment·in Washington" 

99. "Arrest Decisions as Prelude to?: An Evaluation 
of Policy Related Research, Volume I: -Administra­
tive and Training Script" 

100. "Arrest Decisions as Preludes to?: As Above, 
Volume II: Study Design, Findings, and Policy 
Implications" 

101. "Po1ice~Community Action:,,::, A Program for Change 
in Police-C~mmunity Behavior Pattterns" 

102. "Zero-Zero-:-Nine: A Report" 

103. "Evaluation Report of tpe Narcotics Education 
-League's Residental Treatment Progl:am for Chicano 
Heroin Addicts" 

II 

104. "Minnesota - 180 Degrees,Inc. - Community Re-Entry 
Center - A Preliminary Evaluation Report" 

105. "MinnesQta - Police-School Liaison Projects 
An Evaluation" 

M.G. Neithercutt 

M.G. Neithercutt 
W.H. Moseley 

T.· Eisenberg 

D.H. BUrns 

J.H. Langer 

Minn. Governor's 
Comma on Crime 
Prevention & Control 

As Above 

Published Source/Status 
1974 NCJRS Document Loan 

19,76 NCJRS Document Loan 

1974 NCJRS Document Loan 

1976 NCJRS Document Loan 

~ 

1976 NCJRS Document Loan 

1972 NCJRS Document Loan 

1974 NCJRS Document Loan.,·· 

1974 NCJRS Document Loan 

1973 NCJRS Documeiit Loan 

? NCJRS Document Loan 

1975. NCJRS Document Loan 

,i' 

1974 NCJRS Document Loan 

1973 NCJRS Document Loan 



Reader: Cheryl Mattingly SELECTED SAMPtE OF Z'ClO EVALUATION DOCUMENTS - APPENDIX B 

Title Author(s) , 
106. "Evaluation of the Temple University Human Relations Bartell Assoc. 

Training Program for the Philadelphia Police Dept." 

107. "New Jersey - Police Training Commission - Mobile L.A. Cullo 
Training Units, V.l, Final Report Project Eva1uati'on,j 

108. "Police Foot Patrol - An Evaluation" 

109. "Communlt;v$erviceOfficer - Cluster Evaluationfl 

110. "West 'virgl.nia '- Comprehensive training Program 
for Correctional Personnel -Final Narrative 
Report,- November i; 1'96'9 - May :31, i~70il 

11i. ftAnswer to aChaiienge ....;. Final Rep'ort on In-S'ervice 
'Training fo't Gorf'ect:itinal Personne,j!i 

112. IIOr'egon Cort'e(!t:iqilal Training Systems Project 
Developmental Phase Final Report" 

113. "Sta'tewideP'eina.l Code Training - An Evaluation of 
Grants A-10-1~6-53 A70-176-53CC and A71--2111-'"lS2" I' , 

114.. "Community Tbeatment and Research Prograin for 
JuvenileOffetlders - Final 'Repore' 

115. "Des Moines P~oject - C~ot:dinating Coinmunity 
i. Corrections -: Training Handbook" 

116. "In-Service Training for I;aw Elflforcement.. 
Personnel - Final Report" 

R.T. Lyh~h 

Booz-Allen and 
Hamilton,- Ihc. 

WestVirgirtia 
University 

Eastern Kentucky, 
trni verS:l.'ty 

noR. Rinehiltt 

N. Robb 

M.G •. Itkin 

D. Bootkman, etaL 

M.L. Brazeal 

Published 
/1914 

1968 

1971 
1974 

1970 

1959 

1959 

1'973 

1915 

1970 

1J.7. "Deve1opmenta,l Laboratory for' Correctional 
Training - In.terim Report" 

Southern Ill. ? 

118. Sa~ta Clara C:ounty Pre-Delinquent Diversion 
project, Second Year 

1.19,::}i Santa Clara C:ountyPre"';'Delinquent Diversion 
Project, First 'Year 

~ ~i: 
I 

Teaching & Research Ctr. 

,10 

Source/Status 
NCJRS Document Loan 

NCJRS Document Loan 

NGJRS DocUment Loan 

NCJRS Document Loan 

NGJRS Document Loan 

NCJRS Doeumeftt L9an 

~CjRs, ~.icroxiche 
ProJect Owned ' 

iiCJRs, J!olocrofic~he 
Ptojech Owned, 

~CJRS nocUment Loan 

NCJRS Document Loan 

NCJRS Document ~oan 

" ~, 

.,; :::;0,\ 

::""> 
-~.""'\ 

-~':";" 
,::::,,-,T 



.. 

Reader: Cheryl Mattingly SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS - APPENDIX B 

Title 
120. Criminal Justice Education: The End of· the 

Beginning 

121. Crisis Intervention Training - An Experimental 
Evaluation Program in Immediate Acti~n 
Decision Making 

122. National Youth Project Using Mini-Bikes -
Annual Report, Nov. 16, 1973 - Dec. 31, 1974 

123. National Youth Project Using Mini-Bikes 
Annual Report, Sept~mber 2, 1972 -:- Nov. 15, 1973 

124. "Impact of 'training on Job Related De.cisions - An 
Evaluation of the Colorado Youth Wo~kers Training 
Center" 

125. Federal Juvenile Delinquency Programs, Second 
Analysis & Evaluation, Vol. 1 

126. Time Out: A National Study of Juvenile 
Correctional Programs 

127. Models for Police-Public Interaction and 
Police Policy Development Procedures in 
Portsmouth, Vir.ginia 

128. Theory and Practice of Delinquency Prevention 
in the United States:. Rev;tew~Synthesis and 
Assessment 

129. Police Community Relations Training Program 

l30~ "Evaluation of the Development and Upgrading 
of Basic Judicial Skills: .National College 

.'. of the State Judiciary, Final Report" 

131. "Behavior & Attitude Modification in a J''iiil 
Setting" 

_ Author(s) 
John Jay College 
of Crim. Jdstice 

Trerihelm 
& Whiteneck 

F.Y. Hoshiyama 

F.Y. Hoshiyama 

Larson 
& Whiteneck 

Office of Juvenile 

R.. Vinter 

Fitch, Morrow, 
and Gray 

J.P. Walker 
Ohio State Univ. 

DeYoung 

Liacouras, et al~ 

Met. Dade County 

Published 
1978 

1974 

1975 

1974 

1973 

? 

1976 

1973 

1976 

1968 

1974 

1971 . 

~.urce/Status 

NCJRS Document Loan 

NCJRS Document Loan 

NCJRS Document Loan 

NCJRS DocUment Loan 

:r;>roject Owned 

NCJRS Document Loan 

NCJRS Document Loan 

NCJRS Document Loan 



',I 

Reader: Cheryl Mattingly SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS - APPE:NJ)IX B' 

Title 
132. Community Treatment and Research Program for 

Juvenile Offenders - Final Report 

133. "Alternate Routes: A Diversion Project in the 
Juvenile Justice System," Evaluation Quarterly 

134. "Evaluation and Case Study of a School-Based 
De.linquency Prevention Program" 

Reader: Vicki Bier 

135. Court Planning and' Reaearch: Tll"", Los Angeles 
E?tPerience 

136. The Major Offense Bureau (MOB) Bronx County 
District Attorney's Office, New York 

137. "r,ourt Iriformation Systems" Phas~ 1 Report 

138. One Day/One Trial: Jury System .. Wayne County, MI 
" 
139. Central Police Dispatch (CPD), Muskegon County, MI 

140. Administrative Adjudication Bureau (AAB) ~ew York 
State Department of Motor Vehicles 

141. Law Officer Project in the Family,Court of New 
York City - An Evaluation 

142. Philadelphia - Family Court.- Research and Plannin£ 
.Unit, Refund Evaluation Report 

143. Philadelphia -Family Court - Research and Planning 
Unit - Update Evaluation 

144. "Pre-Trial Diversion/Intervention", 

I, 

II 

Author(s) 
M.G. Itkin 

G.R. Gilbert 

P. H:i,.ggins 

D.' McGillis 
& L. Wise 

NEP 

K. Carlson 

A. Halper 

NYU 

D. Duffee 
& !.C. Wright 

D.' Duffee, 
& K. Wright 

Minn. Gov. Comm. 

Published 
1975 

1977 

1978 

1976 

1977 

1977 

1977 

1975 

1975 

1973 

1975 

1975 

1976 

" 

Source/Status 

Project Own~d 

Project Otfued 

Project O1:med 

Project Owned 

Project Owned 

Project; Owned 

Project Dw/;;\ed 

NCJRS, Microfiche 
Project Owned 

NCJRS, Microfiche 
Project Owned 

NCJRS, Microfiche 
Project Owne,d 

Project Owned 



~----~-- ----- ---- ~- -------~-----~------

t, ' 

Reader: Vicki Eier SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS ~ APPENDIX B 

Title 
145. "Measurement Practice in Intensi\Te & 

Special Adult Probation" Evaluation 
Quarterly, Vol. 2, No.1. 

146. New Haven (Ct.) Case Incident Regional Reporting 
System (CIRRS) Exemplary Project Validation Report 

147. St. Louis Court Improvement Project - Project 
Review and Evaluation Report 

148. Philadelphia - Court of Comon Pleas - Release 
on Recognizance Program 

149. Evaluation of the National Center for 
Prosecution Management, 1971 - 1973 

l50.Sea~tle Pre-Sentence Counseling Program 
Exemplary Validation Report 

151. Analysis of Minnesota's Criminal Justice 
System 

152. Los,Ange1es County - Sheriff's Department -
Reserve Deputy Sherrif Program, Exemplary 

153. Dayton - Police Department - Neighborhood 
Assistance Officer Program, Exemplary 

154. '''Philadelphia - Probation Department - Research 
and Development Unit - Final Evaluation Report" 

155. "Philadelphia - Court of Connnon Pleas - Research 
and Program Development Unit" 

156. "Criminal Justice Research Assistance Project -
Final Report" 

157. "Denver - Intensive Probation and Parole 
Supervision Project - Final Report" 

Author(s) 
Banks; Rarci'in 

Abt Associates' 

Published 
1978 

1976 

St. Louis Connn. on 1975 
Crime & Law Enforcement 

R.A. Wilson 1975 

Greenwood, et al. 1974 

Anon i975 

S. Coleman 1976 

Anon 1975 

Anon 1975 

J.e. Sternbach 1975 

J.C. Sternbach ~ 1975 

Zimmerma~, et al. 1976 

,P.W. Hemingway ? 

Sour'cel S ta tus 
Project Owned 

NCJRS, Microfiche 
Project (It.med 

NCJRS, Microfiche 
Project Owned 

NCJRS,Microfiche 
Project Owned 

NCJRS Microfiche 
Project Owned 

NCJRS, Microfiche 
Project Owned 

NCJRS, 11icroiiche 
, Project Owned 

NCJRS, Microfiche 
"Project Owned 

NCJRS, Microfiche 
Project Owned 

NCJRS, Microficqe 
Project Owned 

,NCJRS; Microfiche 
Project Owned , 

NCJRS, Microfiche 
Project Owned 

NCJRS,. tlicrofiche 
Project Owned 

\1 
I,:, 

, i 

i) 



Reader: Vicki Bier SELECTED-SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATJ:ON DOOUMENTS - APPENDIX B 

Title 
158. "Lancaster County (Pa~') - Volunteers in Probation 

and Parole - Final Report qnd Evaluation" 

159. "fretria1 R€\leas~ with Supporting Services. for 
'High Risk' DEfendants - Thr€\e""'~ear Eva1uqtion" 

160. "Eva1uat:Lon of the Specialized Units Project of 
th,e Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole" 

16l. "Masaachuaetts Police Institution - Evaluation" 

l6~. "Attorp.eys As Fri~nd.s Out o~ Court: Atl Evalua­
tion of the 1974 Cal~fornt8j Parole Ai~e Prp&ram" 

163. !!Pr~;.;Trial R~lea~e if!, Mqtyland - A Stqdy 9f Ml;lry­
land. District; Rul..~ 7.77" 

164. -"Cluster Evaluation of NarC;i;itics Coordination 
Projects Including CountY-Wide Compo ~arc. Project" 

165. "'CommllIli ty Sponsors and Support TeaI\ls in 
cCorrectio;1S ~ An Experiffilsnt and It's Evaluation 

166. "Probation Officer Case Aide Project - Fin·~l 
Evaluation - Phase I" 

167. i1Pr6ba ti,on . Officer Cai;le Aide 
-

Project; - Final 
Evaluation - Phase II" 

168. "OrangeCounty (CA) Evaluation Progress of ' the 
. Alt~rt!gt;bY~.~O)~te.s. f'!"Qjggt- l!'Q],.lO..R~ng.~l_~ J1QT.)..th~ __ 

. - of DevelopmEnt and Demo'ustration!L -. 

169. "Parole Officer Aide Program in Ohio - An 
Ei::emplary -p~oJ-ect~i 

170. "Only Ex-Offenders Need Apply - Exemplary 
Project'! 

.Ii 

Q 

. Author(s) 
D.W. Trexler 

BroWIi~ et. a1 

M.V. Lewis, et a1 

A.D. Littl..e 

G: •. -. Fe,is~ et a1 

National COWlC~i+ on' 
Crime & Del~nq~~ncy 
R~E~ Dizirino, et ~1 

M.V. Lewis, at a1 

Published 
1975 

l..973 

l-974 

1976. 

1975 

19.74 

1974 

1974 

D.H. Be1e(3s, E.R." Rest ? 

E.R. 

G.W. Carter, et al 

R.R. Priestino, .H.E. 
Allen 

C.H .. Blew, et a1 

? 

).973 

1975' 

1976' 

., 

Source/Status 
NCJRS, Microfiche 
Proj:a~t Owned 

~OJRS, Mi~~ofiche 
P:t;'oje9t o-\jl~~(t 

NCJRS, ~C!ro:ficlie 
Pr()j {aC t: Qmleq 

N9J~S DocUIl\ent: Loan 

Project Uwn/i:!:d 

Project Owned 

NCJRS Dac\lment :j:.oan 

~C.:rRS Doeum~n1: Loan' 

NCJRSDocumen1: Loan 

NCJRS Document Loan 

NCJE-S Document Loan "--\S--
NCJRS Document Loan 



. . {,,~';: 

Reader: Vickj Bier SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DocUMENTS - APPENDIX B 

Title 
171. "Report on Administration of the Program to Reduce 

Crime in Minnesota --Law'Enforcement Assistance 
f.:::!.ministration - Minnesota Governor's Commission 
on'Crime Prevention and Control" 

172."Voluntary Selection o.f Drug Treatment Program 
Project - Final Report" 

173. "Evaluation of the California Probation 
Subsidy Programll 

174. "Evaluation of the Manhattan Criminal Court's 
Master Calandar Project - Phase I - February 1 
June 30, 1971" 

175. "Volunteer Parole Aide Program, 2 Year 
Evaluation, 1972-1974" 

176. !'California - Office of Criminal justice Planning­
Strate'gic Evaluation Plan, Volume I" 

177. "Volunteer Programs .in Corrections: A Survey 
Report" 

178. Uniform Parole Reports: A National Correctional 
Da ta Sys teIlis~ 

179. "Criminal and Juvenile'Courts in Mecklenburg 
-- -County.. Nbrth -Ca:rolina: Measuremen,t and 

Analysis of Performance" 

180. "Analysis of the Night and Weekend Arraignment 
Parts in the Bronx llnd Queens Criminal Courts" 

181. 'iSchedtiling Techniques .for Municipal Court' 
Traffic Sessions" 

Author(s) . 
U.S. General 
Accounting Office 

CADe1?t~ ,of the 
Youth Authority 

L.L. Kuehn 

J~B. Jennings 

Published 
1974 

1973 

1973 

1972 

Lipstein and Stebbins 1975\\ 

J. Fisk 1975 

Amer. Bar Assoc., 
ABA CO,mmission on 
Correctional Fac. 
and Services 

M;G: Neither~utt, et 
. al 

Clarke 

Jennings 

Fath , .. 

1975 

? 

Source/Sfatus 
NCJRS Document Loan 

NC-JRS', Document Loan 

NCJ.RS Document Loan 
'1) 

NCJRS Document Loan 

Project Owned 

NCJRS 7 Microfiche 

Project Owned 

Project Owned 

Project Owned 

,,-

. Project Owned 

Proj~ct Owned 

c.:?-.:, '.;j 



Reade~: Vicki Bier SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200 EVALUATION DOCUMENTS - APPE~vIX B 

Title 
182. "Juror Waiting Time Reduction" 

183. "National Volunteer Parole Aide Program Final 
Report and Evaluation - Firs.t Funding Period, 
1971,..1973" 

184. "Norfolk Fellowship Foundatioii,Inc.: Massa­
chusettsCorrectidnallnstitution, Norfolk" 

185. "Legal S.ervices l:orPrisoners, Inc. ... Topeka, 
Kansa's" 

186. "Performance Measures Used in the Impact 
Programi

' 

187. High ImpactAnti~Crime Program - National 
Level Evaluation ... Final Report il 

188. "Marin County TASC Evaluation, 1975" 

189. "The New Haven Pretrial Diversion Program - A 
Preliminary Evaluation (May 16, 1972 - May 1,1973" 

190. "Pte-Trial Intervention: A Program Evaluation· 
of Nine Mc:")power-Based Pre-Trial .Intervention 
Projects Developed under the Manpower .Adminis­
tration; u.s. Dept. of Labor, Final Report" 

191. i'Santa Clara County Pretrial Release Program­
Pretrial Release Program in an Urban Area" 

192. "St. Louis High Impact Anti-Crime Program -
Impact Evaluation Plan and Evaluation Progress 
Report'" 

193. "Evaluation 'and Case Study of a School-Based 
Delinquency Prevention Program: The Hinnesota 
Youth Ad~Qcate Program" 

A~thor(s) 
Pabst 

Cochran 

Abt Assoc. 

Abt Assoc. 

, 
Siegel and Garse 

E. Chelimsky 

Pick,et 13.1 

Freed, etal 

Abt Assoc. 

Santa Clara County 
Pretrial Rele&se 
Program 

MO Law Enforcement 
AssistanceCoun~ 

Cil - Region 5 

P • S • H:i.ggins~-

Published 

'1978 

, v. 

Source/Status 
Project Owned 

Project Owned 

tiCJRS. Document Loan 

NGJRS Document Loan; 

NCjRS Document Loan 

NCJR8 Document Loan 

NCJRS ])ocument Loan 

Private Loan 

. Project Own~d 
\''. 

Project Owned 

NCJRS Document Loan 

Project Owned 



.---,-.~-~---~~------==-=~========;:====;:=:===:=======""=============-=-----=;; ..... -, 
'. - .. • • 

C' 

Reader: Vicki Bier SELECTED SAMPLE OF 200'EVALUATION DOCUMENTS.:... APPENDIX B 

Title 
194. "Inmate Self-Government and ,Attitude Change" 

195. "Cost-Effectiveness of Residential Community' 
Corrections: An Analytical Prototype" 

196. "Exemplary Project Screaifl.ng and Validation 
Report: Southeastern Gortectional Management 
Training Council, Athens, Georgia" 

197. "Exemplary Project. Screening and Validation 
Report: Project Teletraining, County of Suffolk 
Police Dept., New York" 

198. "Exemplary Project Screening and Validation 
Report: Community Education on Law and Justice, 
Chicago, Illinois',' ' 

199. "Phase·I Evaluation of Pretrial Release Programs -
Work Product Four ~Assessment of the Present 
State of ~owledge Concerning Pretrial Release 
Programs, February 1976" 

. . 
200. JlKnowledge Assessment - Phase I Evaluation of 

Intensive Spec.ialProbation Projects" 

''- ***** ***** ***** ***** 

Authol:(s) 
J.L. Regens, 
W.B. Hobson 

C.M. Gray, et al 

Abt Assoc. 

Abt Assoc. 

Abt Assoc. 

National Center 
for State Courts 

Banks, et al 

***** 

Published 
1978 

1978 

***** 

Note: Both Tim Eckels and Nancy Reichman have, read the foliowing twenty-five reports: 

(numbers taken from this appendix listing) 

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 

Source/Status 
Project Owned' 

Proj~ct Owned 
II 
1\ 

NCJig Document Loan 

NCJRS Document Loan 

NCJRS Document ~oan 

NCJRS'Document Loan 

Project Owned 

***** 



v. 

. Ii 

APPENDIX II 

An Empirical Study of Me.thods Used In Criminal Justice Evaluations 
... Final Phase II Checklis t 

June 12, 1978 

1- . READER & DATE: 

' -~. 

2. 
l-~' 

~ITLE: 

3. SUBJECT & IDII: 
-------~------------------,---------------------------------

4. AUTHOR & ORGANIZATION : _~ __ ",,-,--" _______ ,. _____________ _ 

5 • PUBLICATION DATE: 

6. FUNDING ORGANIZATION, STATE ·PLANNING AGENCY, . OR SPONSOR: ________ _ 

7 • NCJRS II OR SALES AGENCY: 

8. C.HECK ONE (if applicable): 

, , 
il 

___ .ExeIllPlary Project 

___ "Exemplary Validation Report 

~ i,National.:Ev.aluation Program (NEP) 

___ .S;tatePlanning Agency 

__ High Impact Anti-Crime Program 

9. 'PER(;'ENT (%) OF BUDGET ALLOCATED TO' EVALUATION: -----------------------------

<1. 



Final Phase II Checklist 
Page Two 

10. TOTAL FUNDING OF EVALUATION: _____ -L'--: _______ -:..-______ _ 

11. TIME ALLOCATED TO EVALUATION: _________ ---..:. __________ _ 

12. TIMiN"G OF EVALUATION (e.g., before, during or after program implementation): 
(a) 

(b) Pw~ING OF· EVALUATION (before, during, or after progra~ implementation): 

----------.:~------------.". .. 

13. . NUMBER OF EVALUATION PERSONNEL AND BACKGROUNDS: 
Same as program personnel? What relati.onship with program? 



Final Phase II Che~klist 
Page Tliree 

14. DID THE EVALUATORS CONSIDER WHETHER P,RQGRAM GQALSWERE CLEARLY SPECIFIED? 
(p) 

(b) DO YOU FEEL THAT THEY WERE CLEARLY SPECIFIED'? ..... _ .. _----,..----'------

15. DID THE EVALUATORS CONSIDER WHETHER THE PROGRAM, WAS DIRECTED AT THE APPROPRIATE 
(a) TARGET POPULATION? 

(b) DO YOU FEEL THAT lTWAS DIRECTED' AT THE APPROPRIATE POPULATION? -

16. DID THE EVALUATORS CONSIDER WHETHER THE PROGRAM WAS IMPLEMENTED AS DESIGNED? 
(ci) 

(b) DO YOU FEEL THAT IT WAS. IMPLEMENTED AS DESIGNED? ____________ _ 



• 

.. 

t' 

- - --- ------------

" 

Final Pha,se 11 Checklist 
Page Four 

17. FOCUS QFEVALUATION: 

____ Narratiye Case Study 

__ lnput Evaluation or Audit 

Process Evaluation (i.e., 
--program monitoring) 

__ wI performance measures 

__ w/o performance measures 

SUITABILITY OV EVALUATION FOCUS: 

COMMENTS: 

____ Outcome Evaluation 

, ___ experimental design 

__ quasi-experimental design 

statistical models 

formal models 

__ Comprehensive Evaluation 

1 3 4 5 6 7 

least most 

~----~~------------------------------------

18. WERE THE MEASURES ADEQUATE?: ___ , _________ ..".;,..'"~-;o. 

------------"-------------------_--.:.._------.-..".,., 

19. Evaluability--CAN OUTCOMES BE ATTRIBUTED DIRECTLY TO PROGRAM ACTIVITIES? 
(a) 

(b) Evaluability--IS THERE A THEORY LINKING PROGRAM ACTIVITIES TO THE PERFORMANCE 
MEASURES CHOSEN? 

~,;; . 

~---------------------------~"~' --------------------------------

i.I. " Ir' 



Final Phase II' Checklist 
Page Five. 

20.. ARE' PROGRAM ACTIVITIES. CLEARLY DESCRIBED IN. ']HE EVALUATION? 

21. Describe feedback between p.rogram staff' and evaluation staff. If pelicy 
ch~nges .or unexpected results canse a need fer ch,angeE). in the evaluatien 
design, was the design flexible eneugh to· account for this? 

-----------------.--------.----~------~---------- -----------------------~-----

22. Was the rese~rch designed to· yield informatien that WQuld be useful in a 
breader centext than· just evaluating this particuiar pregram? 

------------------~.~.~~~~----------------------------------------~-------------

'.' • 



01. 

'. 

23. DATA SOURCES: 

Informal Material 

Aamini$trative Records 

__ already avai lab h'! 

__ gathered esp. for the eva!. 

SUITABILITY·OF DATA SOURCES: 1 
least 

2 

Final Phase II Checklist 
page s~ 

__ Observational Data 

____ Questionnaire Data 

__ Interview' De.ta 

___ Written Documents 

3 4 5 6 7 
most 

COMMENTS; .,,_-----"---------------____ --'-___________ _ 
:"~ 

____ Qualitative Analysis 

____ Participant Observation 

. Content Analysis (or other 
--analysis of written materials) 

• __ Descriptive Statistic::; 

Statistical 1nference 

SUITABILITY OF METHODOLOGY: 
:" ... 

COMMENTS: 

1 0 2 
least 

____ Regression and ANOVA 

___ Time Series Analysis 

____ Factor Analysis 

__ Formal Models 

_' _Other (specify) ____ ~---'_ 

3 4 5 6 7 
most 



Final Phase II Checklist 
Page sl7ven 

25. IS THE DATA PRESENTATION ADEQUATE? 
~~~~~~--~~~----~--------~--~-

• _h ••• r 

(' j,,· .. r I., .. 1 .... zt'·) , , ....... 7( 

26. ARE THE~mTHODS OF 8NA!;YS':t'SCLEARLY 'OOdt/MEWr·lID? 
i\~, ._.:<~' ='-'-'-"'-='''w..'-'-'-''-'' ~--- -------

27.0 

\ 'I 
\ \. .. 

i 

.-~------"--"'-' .......... --.. '"""\ .... .,. ... , .~ .... ~''"'' ...................... ~"--='"--"""'"-'-'""-----===-=--.....----------....;;...---

•• tj"_ .",,, 

.- "',,.10 ._ • ,_ ". ,~ .. Tt .~ 1:" "~ 

ARE THE CONCLIJSIONS SUPPORTED BY THE bATAANALYSlS? 
.~.,~-~,~ ... ~,,~~-~-----------

,,, •• ,._ ........ ,; ....... !. c ';~"-' _____ -------.,. 

• [1_ 

28. IS THERE SOMEDISC'aSStON OF :PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION AND 'POLICY IMPLICATIONS? . 

----....----'---------------"""""-'-""' .. = .... ..., ....... , ---"-........ ".-'------'----~~---------------

29. 
(a) 

ISTHEl}E: .AN INDICATION THAT THE EiVALTJATION FINDINGS INCLUENCED 
ACTUAL DECISION~MAKING ? 

. D ~ . 
~(b)~ __ :COULD.~TaIS TYPE OF EVALUATION BE ADAPTED F'ORYSE INPERIODIG REvlilln 

'\-n"" 

• ". -""'1" - ., 

k 1 ,,-".n 

c· 

--'------

" 



30. 

31. 

-,- ~'----

Final Phase II Checklist 
Page Eight 

WOLlJ.D THIS REPORT BE ACCESSIBLE TO THE AUDIENCES WHO WOULD FIND IT USEFuLi' 

-:.:::..--------'--------..."..---------------~----:..------

IS THERE A DISCUSSION OF PROBLEMS NET IN IMPLEMENTING THE EVALUATION PLAN? 

FINAL COMMENTS: 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------~-----~---~--~------,------~-------~------~---~------~ 

------:----'----------------------"------------------------------,;...--"""':'---------....;---_ ........ """!'----

----------------------,-----------~-----------------------------------------------'~---

------------------------------------------~--.----------------- ..... --~""!':~!!'!"~~--------.----~'_'C' 
---------_._--------------..... _-------... _-----------------------,--.....,------------------"!--

-----~---~-~-~--~~-~~--~~~--------------------------------~-----------~--------~---~ 

. . ~- . ~= . . ... .. . 
~~~~~~~!""*-_-----..",,-"""---------_-------_--- ........ ----------------_______________ '!""". ___ , __ "'!"'6. __ .... , __ ,...._ 

------------------------------~----------~-------~------------------~-~----~~-~--~-

...;~.'-------:...---.-------.;;.--------------------T'--------_______________ .... __ !"----.... --~------- e-

li 

o 
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APPENDIX ill 

COMPUTER CODE LISTS 

, Thetotalsyst~i:n :fb.r identifying ,evaluation reports used in our 

C) 

,study cO.nsistsof aJ.2~,o.~;i.t nllII1b.er., rep.resentip.g8 different (!orn,ponents. 

A 6-"digit (ID) isass.i;gn,edto :each ~repo:rt.andits questionnaire. The 

first two' digi,ps 'ill'!:;;J.ptethe ,;subject code ,of the ,report; the second two 

are the 'ent:ry p.~er in ,a;$ubj'ect .code, -repre~eJ.1.t.J,p'g ,the agency or 

organization 'that ;PJlbl;Lshes ~tb~ repp.r:t..1h;i,s ,co.mpletes the main ID 

State Planning Agency prDgram.. Fol,lowiIl:g 'this" .a single digit number 

is used to' .denote Exemplary Projects or E.xemplary Yalidation Program 

reports. ,The sixth compQnent in 1:he system .i,ndicates the focus bf .the 

, I 

evaluation, the ,seventh indicates the s.ou'r.ce of data ,used, and the eighth 

:represents the methodology' ,us.ed. A sample printout is as follows: ' 

E::nl',I':: I'm f'(')Jw:,(I::,I!:}'l", 
........ ;:: :t :i. ~~) t. ~!:j () .. " () () .~ () ~::i' l', (.:1 f::' :1. •••• <> 0 ..... O·~:5 

. -H,:,)r-;t:)i"'l:, J: D 
• ~:i()"" ():I, u" 7 0 , 

~50-' () ~:~",u Ii> (;> 
I (:,~ () .", 0 ~:~ ~, 11 I? 

';' (::;0'" () 4 '" f.~ :1. 
I ' ---..- .. -... - ... , ......... --., 

" Q, . 

·BI.JI:U 
;:'i () 
~::i () 
~5'~) 
\:,:;0 

I) • 

J:::N'j' NO 
001. 

()·4 . 

l~lGENCY 

6:1, 

rnC:I;;:; 

. ,.,' 
, , 

(: 

o ::~ 
.. , 
. -' 

HE:rH:L 

., .. ~. 

.( . 
.,1 • 

." 

.~ 



COMPUTER CODE LIST 

SUBJECTS 
" (j 

• 00 GENERAL REFERENCE 

01 EVALUATION MANUALS: GENERAL 

02 E'V ALUATION MANUALS:, >SPECIFIC 

03 ME~HODOLOGY: QUALITATIVE 

04 METHODOLOGY:. EXP. DESIGN 

05 METHODOLOGY: TIME SERIES 

06 rmTHODQLOGY: STATISTICS 

07 METHODOLOGY: MODELS 

08 METHODOLOGY: OTHER 

10 TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

11 IN-HOUSE R&D OR PLANNING UNITS 

12 TRAINING UNITS 

13 OTHER ,SPECIALIZED ADMINISTRATIVE UNITS 

20 CORRECTIONS: INCARCERATION 

21 'CORRECTIONS: PROBATION & PAR04E 

22 CORRECTIONS: JUVENILE DIVERSION 

23 CORRECTIONS: PROGR4MS FOR DRUG ABUSERS 

24 CORRECTIONS: OTHER ALTERNATIVES TOINCARC~RATION 

.,,' .)u POLICE COMMUNITY RELATIONS: GENERAL 

31 POLICE COMMUNITY RELATIONS: STREET SAFETY/CRIME REDUCTION 

32 POLICE/SCHOOL RELATIONS'PROGP~4S 

33 POLICE/COMMUNITY TRAINING 



- - - -----------

':: r 

43. 

50 PATROL, S!£~iA:'I'l\:G±ES! PATlWI!. INTENScITt 

51 PATR(!)4 S,':CAATEG.J;'ES: QNat!nwO. OFFICER' 

52l?~TIWL, Sl'MTEGJ;JES,: IlI.S.FJt'.rCHI~G; 

53 P.!\TROL'S1RAT:15.GIES,:' SEC~QR DE.S::EGN' 

55 P.ATROL STRATEGIES:, OTHER 

60 TEAM POLICING: COMMUl,ilITY RELATIONS 

61 TEAM' POLICING: DECENTRALIZED MANAGEMENT' 

70 AVM. SYSTE'"MS 

il C~ (COHPUTER! AIDE]).' DISPATCH) 

80 INFORMATION S.YS'rEJ:1S,:. STA;TISTrCAL 

81 INFORMATION SYSTEMS·t GEOGRAPH:ECAL.· 

90 RESOURCE ALLOCATION,! COST 

91 RESOURCE ALLOCA'I'ION:: ERODUCT!VITY 

99 M~SCELLANEOUS 

-if 



-- ----r-' --

c' 

AGENCIES 

.,:J 

01 NEW JERSEY SPA 

02 MINNESOTA SPA 

03 CALIFORNIA SPA 

04 CONNECTICUT SPA \\' 

05 PENNSYLVANIA SPA 

06 MICHIGAN SPA 

07 HAWAII SPA 

08 OREGON SPA 

0,9 VIRGINI..I\ SPA 

10 NORTH CAROLINA SPA 

11 GEORGIA SPA 

12 NEW YORK SPA 

13 MISSOURI SPA 

20 WASHINGTON CRIMINAL JUSTICE EDUCATION & TRAINING CENTER 

50 URBAN INSTITUTE 

51 ABT 

52 LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

53~ATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME & DELINQUENCY 

54 'I'1i,T.W RAND CORPORATION 

55 NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 

56 SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 

57 LOS ANGELES POLtCE DEPARTMENT 

(I 



AGENCI'ES (continued) 

58 KNNS~S:: c,tTY PQIlICE DEP1\l{[,MEN:T.' .' 
59 SEAT.'1l.:E:., EOLteR DEP ,ARTMEN:C 

T' 

6.0 NEW} YORK: CITY; AAND 

61 M1TRE: 
, , 

62, AMERICAN BAR' A:SSOCrATION'i 

69 PUBIHC' SY'STEMSi EVAnUA'.G.IPN 

70 POLICE. E'OUNDA'I!IQN. 

99 MISCELLANEOUS 



Jl 

• 

- ~------ - ~--~------------------------,,---

r'::f:)PC) l":i~ :1:1:1 ~ ():3"··~:I. 2 .... 99 

I~eadc::' f' & Diid~f.(l t 
NCJHB NUm/:;t(-? 1'! 
I~N>(J p.t:. 'r:1 t 1 (":.' ~ 
Author & Orsanlzation: 
Publication Datel 
Fundins Orsanization: 
Abl5'lir<:1C~t~ 

End c)f r;:(\~PO y,t ~ 
~:;Uf.l,.J ;'5 

~ EN TNO :!. :.:~ 
{)GENeY (}'!:J 

NEr' () 
EXEJiP () 
FOCUH (? 
DAT(.'1 ~5 

r.tETHl 0 
NETI/2 
NETH3 

i 

APPENDIX IV 

11/16/78 0315.5 est Thu 

Gh(~! P1:11 v ,.JI .. ,rl('~ 2:/' 

Evaluation of the Massa~husetts Police Inst1tu 
AT'thuT' :cr. L:i.ttl~:~ 

Massa~husetts Committee on Criminal Jutsice 

An ~m~jric~l studs of Met~ods used in Criminal Justice Evaluations. 

9. nC)t an1:>!tJ(~ r'!~d { 
10. not answe1'ed. 
11. no'li answered~ 
:1.2«';) + dur':I.n·yJ 
:1.2 (b) ~ dl..l ('·;.ni.;1 
:1.:3;1. \ 

:1.4 (<:1)., no 
.COMMENT ~ 

d (;)'(~ a :i. 1 • 
',\ 

:1. 4 <i::-.) ~ !:H;! S 

COMr1ENT ~ 
Evsluatnrs ~l..Iestioned whethered the proS ram should ser~e smaller 
police depaT''liments pr1maril~ and. whether thew in fact did so. 

:1. ~i ( b ). l:les 

16 ( a). ·HI;)$. 

.. 'Cm1MENT~ 
nlf.~'~ (:t.:lI"l',;:idr.::H"f:H.:i in th(;·~:i.l' d:i.~:;CI .. li:;~:d.on of Y:,.r(jSr<~1T1 

specific cases thew reviewed. Evaluators 
address this issue. 

iffiPlamentati~n1 in 
did not directly , 

Q 



16 <1:.t)., !:tGHii 

CCfMI£lENT: 
It seems to.be. The~e is not enou~h di~cussion of overall trends 
in the pro_ram to be able to tell ea5i18. 

17. Comprehensive EvaJ~ation 
SUItABILITY OF EVA~UA1~QN FOCUS: 6 
CClM.Ml:::NT: 
l?:vall,Ja1·,ors had br,l'[~h ~l f:'r'(;)c:€~$';j (~va·J.u:<'~'l:.;i.cl.narrd an (.')utC(:)!Tle 
evaJ.f..Ii~ti(.')1"I :i.n 'Ith0) fC:)I~m c;)f a· w .. 'iils:i.-... 0.'Nf>(;)d.m~r·J'I':'<id de!:;:isln. Theere !.-Ji!1S 

.alr:1 ;i. rd~ en' est :i. n~.l 1..1 S (':1 q f <:1 m l"fiil5 :i: .... f..~ ){l"'(f) '{'j.1T! (f).ntiS]. d (.:) !:·d.!:J n tOI.'.l {:) <:1 

mualitative, PPoceSs-orisntad stUdw of a lar.e pro.iam containinS 
-maj'i~ P !'(;)"iect-!i;. n·le·tJ '"I"')(~.I,~iil Y'iiH"I.de:lltl :i.;Zf?.(!.1 v !~ 'lfT'at :i. f ;i .. f:H:l ~,;am~<I.:i. n~l fen' 
·b.hif1 G)HPe J' :i,ITI€mt<i19. !jJ Y'G);I"I;:!' t 'J~l~ ~.~!) Si~ c.!1:.I.(jl~;; i "",f~)'~F'f:) r' :i.lYlf:!n-!'"s:l. dG)-;,; i. iU'1 

bJN:; f.t.I,.l.S.Gl the cord:. Y' 91,i:~,.."r:~q~l;JW:·'{it r:i. ~;Hi),I"1~~ ,T' <;H\IP-l!J W~H'(o)) C rW~:; f.) 1"1 f cn' IT> a 
,,(.f .,' 'f" of·' ,~, T"'\ f' '1' <:, C) <:'1 J J ",.~ ,,' C'J"I 'Y' !:l C,I,W. (" "')·'·1:1 I~J "'1 (') 'I' (,1(,) ~'. '" '\" ,., ·IC' 'I' . I~' ..... l:> 1.:\ T']' IT c,' , .. ,[, ::' '1 f.' .. I ~ ~. 1.,/ ( I • • f,)"\'tto ~ ~._.t .'.'::.;'? 1 ..... ~.t •• ~I •..• f .. (,I, (~,. .~):.rl..J ••• " '>!,~"i ~ t' 1-..:.1' I';<} .. 

q(;.'l!i:i.~n bec~"n.l!1jG) t;I'\.(? ~W·<il];I.,f.i,d~:Lorl W,{!ir..; d(i)..r·I0.'<irf"'t~(0.f.' 'IA'IG) :i,nc€·)pt:i,em· of thG) 

·PY.'<;)s.fY'alTt+ Hnw.eveY'v t"he :~{rC)J.M.>$ ,w(~r'(,,) " .... G)·('!:I (~iil'f'(::~,f"::lJl\:1 diO!,i0H', <1md 

r'lsndmm :i.:~l:at :i.on was (?,IY/:PJ, q!iH:H~1 wh.H~)I"I(i·~V('N' ·I~·,q.j'i~'; :i,:b]. ('!! • Thl;'}\:i c.hG~;;£~ <!l';:!. tht":) 
to' (;H~/I,J :I. iit·t~ :i, (J f"I f (i) r 'I:, fH?ii, r ~~ (i) FI !~P (i)l ·~,:s.)'.'·(:)J .. fo}.'l t I:)O!'H? P.():I.:i. c l~ I:~.€U'; ':N .. t~ m 0) 1"1 t, !:; 1,4 t'lD 

had r'.c~lCi~uestc:,~d <'J!:i!:;:i.!:;·I~'il:nC)0.lfT"ClJn M:PI but .h<1ld not!:lf~t T'(;.'c~:i.€~V0H:I :1. t. 
viM :i.lf.rt.h f:~ \il .f'!.:! d ~ (,H'.... 'ii'f.) r' tRi:H:',CH~ ,Ijl.€~ <1t~:j.'.,I·Y'~;) !,i ,y ttl.f:) !!i Ii·! l.-J:(~) N:' ~;i'r~' e c :i. f :i, etc) 
particular parts of the overal* p~osram-- certain tal"lsible 
criteria the evaluators felt tp be measureg of the proSram's 
over<!lll success. 

:1.8. I:H))!!> 
C().Mt1ENT: 
On the whole muite soed. EvaJuatm~!!> were careful to consider 
thi:'l'[j !5at·:i.!!;fact,:i,on clf cl:i,~:)nt!,; clf',l!:1 a p'art:i,.al 1l'I!::!<:l!!iI..lT'f:) C)'f' th(,~ 
proSrsm's success and that imPBctin behavior" concrete outcomes? 
we~e the most :i.mportant mea~ures. 

:r. 9( .1it ). \:1 €.) !i; 
Ct1MMEN'r! 
1:::Y<1~ 11"f<itt·ClJ'!'; Wf)) PIi·) C<1! N~'fu 1 '1:.(;) ], o.C)k i:~.t("\h,::d~ ac~t :i, v i t :U:·)!:; l"f))~!iI..I:1. t(~)d :i. n 
w h~~l t CH.I t 1:.' clIn (~) ':i; • . . 

~:.! o. \:1 (;) 1-3 

COMMENT: 
Not !t} :i. Il'IP hi ,::1 . i;l('H'I(~)·l:a:l. C)Vf~ Y'V :;. ew Clf a·t~,H~' :i, C<!! 1 P 1'(J!~{ Pi,llTl 

actual historical accountins of how activities 
diff~rent projects. 

2..1 < iiI). !:/G!S 
COMMENTt 

act :i, 'v' i '1:.\:1 but 
unfClli.'.lf~d :i.n 

Y.s·i~ ~ense th~~ ppo.~am st~ff objected tb Qr' aGestioned c~rta:i.1"I 
feedback which the staff then .ela~cratedas a iesult. This' 
:i.IYI!"-:I. i ~~s ~ .:i. of I"IC)t C~C)l';'lt :i. nu.c;)tlj:, fe';)(;\).dt.l;;!ck v ~j(;)ITIf!:)o. :i, nt.(;.' I'vi,l:l. 'f(;:f!!dt ... a(~k 
b f.ff (h'G! i~ h f~ f :i. n <'1:1. .' I"' (~) F; (H' t t 



21 (b).' ~E.'S; 
COMMf::NT~ 
Desi~n flexible beciuss int~rviBW Questions, the major data 
souy'f.~(;) 9 Wf:!¥'e 'I' 1'?:!Ki b J.(~ and df:!t:id.f.;~r'led t(;) e 1 :i.e:i. t P r'OS l'l:11l',-spscf;r i <:: 
responses. Also apparant in the insenuitw.with.whieh evaluators 
const,T'uc>l~ed ~~NP\i~>(':i.m(i~nt~ll <!~I"Jr.J cOI"It,l'ol· Sr'c)ups .. 

22. fHJ 

1, COM~1ENT: 

l 
I 

, 

I ' 
, 

T'e.i;;tin~~ a h!:.I}::·tith~::'i:;:i.!;; 0 l'lnw(;'!ver'~' tht'? PT'O!:kT'i')m th((,'w ar'f:~ 
i~ a verhl larse ons which has manhl smaller pro- Jects 

23. Observational Data 
SUITABILITY OF DATA SOURCES: 6 
COt'1MENT t 

" 
" 

R~~-t.h(~r' 
:i. !,; a 
s.f:i. ve 

informal tel~phone interviews but structedin that theT's 
(\(,·rf:i.n:i.tf:l S(,·)t (:rf m 1..1 E) stj o I"! !:; iSS a b<:~i:;(,~. Th(.~ bas:i.t; (~I . .H~stit:)\"Ii;;' 

in the appendix. seem ~uite thouShtful-- investisative ~eportin. 
sthlle which is im~ortant to unearth th~ policecheif's 
peT'ceptions of what reallw happened. While there is no direct 
observation, the interviews are Mot simplw standardized survews 
but are desisned to set a rich. situatien-specific response. 
While main data source was interview datay evaluators used 
administrative records for a determination of the orsani2atien~s 
cost-effectiveness. 

24. Qualitative Analwsis 
SUITABILITY OF METHODOL.O~Yt 6 
COMMENT! 
Notes about this in final comments. 

25. \!H~S 
CCJM~iENT : 
T 1"1 C'.-H-/ 1. :i. Vf? (.:~ ~.: iilIY. F"] \~~ 'i> Cl f"' T' (,') H:-::' C) 1"1 "!i;((~ ~ r.' ill 
interpretation and ~sSresation~ 

26.,..,0 
CfJm1ENT~ 

e v a 3. '.J i:l'I~ cn' I r-i 

Telephone interviews are statcrl ~s the on3.hl form of data 
satherinS but PT'obablhl information was Sathere~ fram MPI files 
and perhaps some' observation of on-soins pros rams as well. (This 
should sot under Question 25.) 

27. !:Je!;; 

COM~iENl t 
Thehl psrticulsrlw listed those which potential clients said thew 
felt would be useful. 

o 

'..--.: 



\) 

J 

29 (1,:1). ~Jf.;t$ 

CO'Mt1ENTt 
Rather' efficient bf:.lCi:1USe >.USE Q·f-teler ... hone :i.I" .. t,€~rvfewing and 
F'T\ct(~~:H5~; (;)T'ient.e.r..j T'i:>·t,h~\r tharJor:i.entrrd 1:.01e:L'd to m~)a!:';I.Jd.n~.! iiYIp.:!~et 
on l'(.m!j-~t(:~ rm SCHil1..!:; t 

30 ¥ !:tt0S 

CClMMftNT: 
1:~>,·ewjj'l~ i V€~ SH.llYflJl"i3 r!:l. iF ;i. r'~l){t, '!:rf~t::(·,~j:c)ns ;0 f ·r'(~~p(!)r\'t. 

c)Ver;a.ll fairl'::J T'eadab~f.(~ and .Y'esults ·::i;rYfoT'mmt".i.v(.)~ 

F'INALCfJMMEN1": 

J.1Ut 

'Hlis :iscm~?(,Jf 't%IGi .ml:fs~l·, a_I~·d",f:!1'H:,r£rl~j.I"'£.l ·~W<i~J.J.!.a1t;,i'c:m,s :;J: h;;IVe ~ll€H.!n. It 
C(JITIJ.;Ii·nesl '('<e;;J'I:;l;n':(~)-::;' '1':1;t'a .p.noc·~nll~:; ·e.V'H?,I;t,j~a:I;j,ml'l whd.le deJf"I€'! on 
;;~ 5 1:'·I::!(~·I~ s (:rl t h ~\ 1"~'rO sr\a m <:.C.'x:m,.::, ::b.(fti;;(:'l}:.f ·;bx~·f 1:';T':~) :t. h~) 'e·,l;.'lldl.~';.I<B·U .. ·'(J f'I .'1', (,') 0 I~. }-i.:I. ;;H:: (0 
·......l!tT'rd t("eilrl',l:J r~e!:l ;eJfr.~n :e~·~f:,·t~).l'd:lr,«(·mjl(~i!I:1. d(0s;d,'r:fr:, :wh :i,611 ia ~1.1c;).~ .... m !;j(;)! • .1 to 

1 ('H;)II" <:~i3·r(;)f'..ll::1.!:l ·;;d·, -ill ;lllmllllJ..i.1. s:l:<:mf}·.\o.l!~! ::i.'F' .13 :m\ilj;;ll~:€~ma:tl:i:c~ 'W',:!\:I anti ·f~H~<1. 

r-f.' 1 ilrt :i. v(~11 \:1 ·(~lJrd':i.d.C:')nt '\iHJ 1.1:1' tf d. I:'r;;.I:i.' n ;:::ts'(!: am ·I:.rei jiJ,"!I"fC:') Nil].:j, :.:~ edt Cl t h (::) 
1 ,if"T'!:!e I' POI"":.I:!. ;:d·!.:b:~n !:H;)f..lalir£~ .1:lc·:t"';HB~I.l.!# ;:i.'r!IYbf.H,e.s~t€~d ::i, I"i .) Th(·:~f.~V'llll .. liid~C) 1""S 
Wt:-H'(0 fl'J(::ed wj.thlmoll..':i.rJ'!(! ,lilt <!~ :lfil.n)I·,,:i.-" f;:H:~·01t0mjl"I"c:).;::,10l'il1m which had 
tl'e(~n:i.I··J .c;)peT't:"lt:LrJf'I ~1:c1l'.·Jg.! he>r·~Jl)fr'f.~d~h0.'I:l ·,;U'l'-::;.:v'c"-'·,7.1 ern. 'the·", ';:WC:'H'JC0 + TI'I~!'"": 
C(Ju:l.r.:I nC:lt ~H,u3m:i.n(i"p ( .. f:i,'bh m'I\'t\lJI.;h~I",·tb;v "d.lm'f t.h~'1 .thirH'{ll' ~l~h(~) f'>T'C:)~!l"iiIlY' 
had d(:H"f~ !:I(~!'I'! ;1~he!!I '~"·iill\"ted ;tel(·:1'<1i:l1' .. I<3't(i') t.h'0) 1:,.Y'e;Y~.Ir.mm (;)v~\y'al1.Th(·:d p 
15ClJ.' .. r!~ic:)1"I W;;lll; cH .. d·I~C:') (;~N;~<llt:i.v(·:·).~ 1'h~:1!:1 cmN~·f"J;.I11\'J~:;h.c:nw iB lld~l"mt:j.f:i.(;H:l 
NJl"lf,lc)1fI 15illlTll"r 3. (~) (vI"' P,C)]. i.Cf:·) d(:'1I·:'i:n"t,'11'H~H·t(~~;;¥Jho hiildmill(:.lf~Uii;E! (:)'1" tl'le-') MP I-;. 
The)!;)!"! W(~r'ellli!d~d'l((HAI v Y'il1F,domd:.;:~j.n:s Wh€H'G) l,rcH:.s;;L'bl(;,I·Y(.J:i,th ll1 c(Jrd~T'(.')l 
~roup of cl:i.ents awaitil"ls s~rvices from MPI and a ccmpmriscn 
srlJUP of police ·departments who had nevel" made Teauests. ~Wh~ 
·t~h(~l:l ch()!;;(~' ol',hH) fCH"lltG1T' ~~!:> m C:C)/~ft T'.(;)J. l::i ·i'(:)J:.Ip:i,!;; ur'i::]. (")a)" anr:.i a b :i. t 
l"'T'DblelTJiil.t:ic:- t1.,) :i1JC"), ) ''1'4'I01''::i d~hf:~n d:i.dstl'l..Ic'I:" .. IY'F.~(,i t('-)1(7H,,·t"l(;)rH'~ 
:i..ntel"v:i.(·?w:ins (;)'/" r,;ub,J01ctf,. :b", Vil~'T':i.t}u~; S{1";:)I;,I}'·'!!) ~ Wh(i~r'(~') "tY'€·)atli'i(~)nt" 
hl3d bf:!f:'H', .~:i. Vf,'n Y thc;Hil P l"c)b~)i;11'!lcl'l:. I'ln];!~ fCi) r' thf:) <lIt t :i. tud(i')!:; c)'f 
!lP.Jb"j(~c·hj5 btrl:. fOT' dL')c:umf~\n:l"ild,;i"ol;,a1;;:t,(;) wt:lat hll~d i'H:~tUill1:/.l:l chmn~,!€~d :i.n 
t,h'f:~iT' t.:h~par't-' /YJ(;~n:l:'ii> ·as a Y'(~!lHJld"c;):;f 'thf:) ·1~·f'(0iilt'm(~!nt. l;Jh:i.].€~ t.h:i.~5 
II i. 1"1 V (.) s 'l~ :i. Ii.! a'li :L V ~I Y' C~) ~;Cl\""i',:i n ~.{ "ITI (0!thcH:i C) f d "rh ill (;~ 011 €~ c 'Ii :i. cm d i:) f..) 1:; not 

Sl.Ibli> t :t,:!;ut,,~ f(:l Y' t! :i.T'\")C~·'.I.~ C)bSCi~T"Vi~t,L(;ll"l''l' "l:.h(,~ :i. nt",) '('v :i,·~)w :i,n~;{ (.Jas ili:i. tUillt :i. on 
i~ ft ~?(~ :i. f~l, (.~ (0 n eH.!!l! h. (a f:l Y' t;) V (,,! <:~ ], e d I,) \:1 ;l"c;~p eM' t. (.:.) (! .l:'H.I b .J(~) c: t T' (ii' if> r:,' Cl n ;5 (0 Sll) t 0 ~.l C) 

1:,1 (~) hl el n d ., '1,1'1 f~ i 1"1 :i. 'Ii :i i:~ 1, s; u b .J(·:~\C t :i, v'(~) r'·f.~ ll;'}'>·(l n il; «(~ ':;; Cl f t h (~ c 1 :1. "~n t!:l I· 0 I"J (-:! 

P Y'(:II.'):/, f.~lr, wh:i. h (:~ "'f!l;··!','';;' 'mCHiiCi·) dC)J..,btcm lA'\(~) Ci~va 1I..1i.i'i;,(;) r'~:> :i. nt(·:) T'P P0)ti?t:i. clns:i 
Q'f di'J t i'J, :i. 1.1 t h i?, t t t'l(~) hl d :i. d ';:; (;)1..1 n f..1 <:1 1.d. t t em [,-1 n ~d. (;)I;,' !il t c) P l' iid 15 (-;) t h (.) 
.l"'T\Cl,jf.~t !*t.:~ff wh(~)p(", thc;')\:J c(!)u].cl. 

End elf Ql..lestionail"a. 
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