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The last ten years within the Canadian Federal 

Government, and in particular within criminal 

Justice agencies, have seen an increased pressure 

for more rational management. This has resulted 

in increased pressure for planning and evaluation, 

particularly at the policy level. The present 

paper first addresses some of the pitfalls, 

constraints, and needs for processes in planning 

and evaluation, including the history of such 

processes in a particular agency. From this 

background, the evolving planning and evaluation 

process for the agency is described. Finally, 

conclusions are drawn about the advantages and 

A:;..,.,I ... --

disadvant~ges of the present process and conjectures 

made about the directions for its future development. 
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I. I NTRODUCT I ON 

The last ten years, in the Canadian F.ederal 

Government generally, and in criminal justice agencies 

within Canada specifically, have seen increasing 

pressure from all directions for more rational management 

of public agencies (see, for example, Baker, 1969; 

Hartle, 1973; Johnson,1971; & Osbaldeston, 1973). 

This pressure has presumably resulted from an expressed 

concern by the public, senIor bureaucrats, politicians, 

and even line managers, to build rationally on the 

experience they have had, and to control, in some very 

direct sense, where their agency or organizational 

un i tis go i n gin the f u t u/r e • The res u Ito f t his pre s sur e 

has been a plethora of acronyms for systems (or as Baker, 

J 1969, has termed it, "alphabet soup") which havJ 

grown up, both in Canada and the United States, for 

better planning and directing organizational activities 

(see Balls, 1970; Cassidy and Laniel, 1976; & Hoobler, 

1976, for some document&tion of many of these efforts). 
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The words, PPBS, MBR, MBa, and OPMS, are but a few of 

the many different management systems which have been 

offered to increase accountability and rational decision 

making in public agencies. 

One of the more recent developments within the 

Canadian federal bureaucracy is the formation, starting 

in 1972, of specific planning and evaluation units 

within the main agencies of the Canadian Federal Government. 

These units have received substantial resources and 

senior classifications for their man-years, as wei! 

as priority within the Ceptral Agencies (Privy Counci I 

Office and Treasury Board) to accomplish the planning 

and evaluation functions for the many pub! ic agen,?ies 

within the Government of Canada. Recent work in 1975 
i 

and 1976 by the Auditor General of Canada to expand 

accountability from simple financial statements to 

effectiveness measures and evaluation has also increased 

this pressure for more rational manageme"t (and thereb~ 

the promotion of planning and evaluation activities, 

including the policy level within government). 

There are those, including Burnham (1975), 

who would make the point that the policy evaluation 

process and policy itself is far too soft to draw any 

structured general conclusions about them. However, 

we feel that there are a number of parts of such processes 
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which are common and may be usefully described, for 

their development In the future. 

Perhaps the first thing which should be done 

is to define exactly the domain to which we will 

address ourselves in the subsequent discussion. By 

pot Icy planning and evaluation we shall mean assIstance 

to senior level decision makers within a criminal justice 

agency in better copin~ with, and shaping, the short 

and long term future of their agency, and within this 

process, to build on past policy experience. This means· 

that they must both look at alternative scenarios which 

are possible in the future and the strategies which 

their agency might undertake to address these scenarios. 

They must account for not only the direct effects of 

such strategies, but side effects on other persons and 

organizations, including those in the criminal justice 

system. We shall assume that it is the objective of 

any decision maker within the criminal Justice system 

to attempt to make his agency more effective and in a 

better position, not simply to cope with crime, but to 

"p roactively" address it in the future. 

In order to set the following discussion in 

context, we WIll briefly outline what we s.ee as the 

different levels of planning and evaluation. Perhaps 
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the most general type of planning and evaluation 

Is that at the politicai level where, by possibly 

using such tools as " me talogic", It may be possible 

to examine evaluatively, norms and values which are 

presently held by the government. Szabo (1974) has 

outlined some of the difficulties and some of the real 

needs which must be addressed In such an arena. 

A second level of generality is that of 

policy, wherein we identify and plan some major 

government thrust (such as a "pt~ace and security" 

program) and attempt to undertake pre- and post

evaluation of the particular policy. Efforts, such 

as those of Lindbloom (1965) and Clarke (1976), have 

been oriented toward developing methodologies for 

plannil'lg and evaluation at this flpolicyll level, 

particularly in the public sphere. 

A third level of planning and evaluation is 

that of programs, wberein implementation is undertaken 

for a particular policy or part of it, usually where 

responsibility for this implementation rests with a small 

number of relatively senior managers. Frequently at this 

level, goals and objectives are defined in operational terms. It 

is program evaluation that appears to have received 

the greatest attention by social scientists. The 

r e c en t wo r k by Wei d m a 'n eta 1 (I 97 5 ) for the Law 
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Enforcement Assistance Adminlstiatlon In the U.S.A., 

as well as work by Campbell (1963), Suchman (1971), 

Weiss (1972), and Wlldavsky (1969), are some of the 

more significant, but only a part of the work which 

has been undertaken. A social scientist'probably feels 

most comfortable at the program level since, to a 

large extent, the problem or program area Is reasonably 

well defined, the level of the initiative Is major enough 

to anticipate some measurable effect on the area being 

treated, and objectives tend to be easier to define (at 

least more concretely). Hpwever, as Suchman (1971) and 

others have pointed out, the agreed upon obJect)ves may 

be irrelevant to the real problem'whichshould be addressed. 

The fourth and final level is at the project 

level, wherein a specific operational activity, frequently 

located in one geographical area, is to be planned and 
, 

evaluated. There are once again many references on 

work at this level, not only addressing methodology, 

but also the difficulty of implementation (particu1arly 

of influencing the manager) and the importance of the 

organizational environment. An overview of this Is 

given in Cassidy (1974). 

It would be extremely easy to immediately jump 

to a specific form of a process for planning and 

evaluation at the pol icy level and attempt in a genera~ 

, . 
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and philosophical manner, to draw some conclusions 

for such processes. However, before examining the 

needs and structure of such processes, we feel there 

are a number of caveats and/or conditions which must 

hold for any discussion of this subject to be useful. 

First, in looking at the subject of planning, 

particularly for the criminal justice system, 

it is important to emphasi·ze that the criminal 

justice system is primarily a human system. This 

goes well beyond the fact that offenders are arrested, 

processed in the court, and Incarcerated in our 

institutions. The major part of the "humanness" of 

the system is the fact that one of the major resources 

which are used is people. Current estimates for the 

Canadian Criminal Justice System hover around 90,000 

people employed, and well over $2 billion of direct 

expenditures annually (74/75). This of course i~nores many 

of the indirect expenditures by welfare, education, health, 

and other public and private agencies, as well as many 

peo~le employed on a volunteer basis or in related 

criminal justice activities in the public and private 

sectors. l As such, the "humanness" of the criminal 

ITo understand the scope of such a consideration, it 
is sufficient to real)ze that current estimates in 
Ontario suggest that the size of the private police 
force (including such functions as commissionaires) 
is about three private policemen for every publ ic 
policeman. 
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Justice system, both in the activities which are 

undertaken as well as in the implementation of many 

new policy planning InItiatives, must not simply be 

an Implicit part of strategies to be assessed, but 

an explicit part of any considerations (see Blumstein 

and Cassidy, 1977, for further development of this). 

For this reason, the authors feel that the 

role of any structured process for planning and 

evaluation for the criminal Justice system, differs 

both in degree and kind from such processes for many 

ph/sical and technical systems such as water resource 

problems and traffic problems. This is not to say 

that the transfer of processes which have been 

developed elsewhere may not be useful for the criminal 

Justice system, rather that it requires a healthy 

amount of common sense, if such applications ,are 

going to be useful, rather than dysfunctional in the 

area of planning and evaluation for criminal justice. 

As an example, there is a significant number 

of persons in both publ ie. and priv,ate I ife who would 

undoubtedly like to formal ize such parts of the criminal 

justice process as pol ice discretion in order to better 

estimate, for example, the training needs for policemen 

, . 
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(If It is indeed true that only 5%-10% of police time 

is spent in directly related criminal Justice activities, 

this might imply a very different type of training 

program) • In addition, they might argue that it would 

assist in making better allocation of resources, 

since they argue quite correctly, ••• "If we have a 

better idea of the decisi9ns being made and the rationale 

for these decisions, we will be better able to allocate 

the correct amount of resources to these different 

activities." This is shown by these same people to be 

analogous to the measurement of traffic flow to better 

estimate how new routes should be established for more 

efficient traffic flow within an urban area. 

However, there is good rea son to be 1 i eve t ha t 

such a formal ization in measurement would fundamentally 

change police discretion. It doesn't take a great 

deal of thought to realize that once a person 

understands that his actions are being monitored or 

measured, he will be more careful to rationalize (in 

"externally" valid ways) the activity which he is 

undertaking. There is good reason to believe that 

dis c ret Ion i n man y are a s wo u I d c han g e; ( w he the r i n dee d 

it wi 11 become greater or lesser is a subject for 

argument), and there is probably no question that in 

many cases, discretion would decrease so that the 

, , 
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exercise of the policeman1s Judgment- would be less 

easily subject to criticism. 

The importance of this point and of this 

particular example is not to say structured processes 

should not be used in planning and evaluation or in 

adjusting resource allocation, or that there Is not 

a transfer of technology from physical and technical 

systems. Rather it is to say that such transfer and 

the use of highly structured processes must be done 

carefully. Thus, it is fundamentaily important to 

be aware of the adaptive nature of the personnel 

working in and with the criminal justice 

syst~m, if the development of structured processes 

is to be done correctly and have more than simply a 

ff h ·· I· t· t 2 none ect on t e crimina JUs Ice sys em. 

A second factor which must be kept in mind is 

the open systems nature of the criminal justice system. 

The who I e mil i e U 0 f soc i a I s e r vic e san d the m u I tip 1 e 

factors which affect crime (see, for example, Wilson, 1975) 

mean that the analysis and development of processes 

in planning and evaluation must take into account many 

2This point gains importance simply because processes 
(such as in planning and evaluation), by their very 
nature, tend to stabilize in a rigid and logical form. 
While there are many areas of the criminal justice 
system which might be termed structured and logical, 
there is no reason to bel ieve that they are 1 ikel y 
~o remain in the same form over a long period of time. 
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lIeverchangingll factors and sectors ~Ihich could have significant 

impact. The criminal Justice services are often dealing with 

problems created,neglected or promoted by action; or lack of it, 

in the other sectors of the economy (Clifford 1976). The introduc-

tion of new types of crimes, such as sophisticated white collar 

crime and the escalation of organized crime is a current concern, 

which although difficult to estimate, must be included if we are 

to make realistic plans for the future in the criminal justice 

system. 

In particular, the impact of each subsystem on the others 

must not be overlooked. The old adage of the police catching 

criminals, courts conviction, and corrections releasing them, 

although having some validity, obviously oversimplifies. Indeed, 

there is increasing evidence (see Cassidy and Turner' and Blumstein 

and Nagin) that for some crime types, there is indeed adaptive 

behavior in the criminal justice system, such that police charging 

behavior or prosecuting behavior seem to be a function, not simply 

of the level of criminal activity but also of the processing of 

criminal cases by judges and the corrections system. If this is 

happening at an aggregate level in the criminal justice system, 

there is a real need for each subsystem to be aware of, and take 

into consideration, the activities of the other subsystems. 

This is not to say that the subsystem activities should 

be modified directly as a result of this, but certainly there are 

, . 
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areas in which activities should be estimated and considered. For 

example, the number of offenders who will be released on the street 

(the recent article by Shinnar and Shinnar suggests this may have a 

significant effect on crime rate) and the general deterrence effect 

of courts and corrections (see "Report of the Panel on Deterrence" 

of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States) would seem 

to have a direct impact on· such areas as the training need3 for 

police. Moreover, if there are, as we expect, very limiNd resources 

in these other two subsystems, then there needs to be incr'eased 

effectiveness in the use of these resources by the police if the 

maximum potential is to be achieved for criminal justice resource 

allocation. We feel it is very important to take into account the 

truly systemic nature of the criminal justice system, not just of 

other justice agencies, but of other factors affecting crime and 

crime control. 

A th'ird factor which must be accommodated in the development 

of such proceSses in planning and evaluation is the basic constraint 

that such management tools must assist the decision maker but not erode 

the decision maker's mandate. The whole set of decisions faced by 

senior management in an agency are extremely multjdimensional and a 

process must be developed in such a way as to ac.commodate this multidi

mensionality and assist in better informing senior managers of possible 

outcomes and possible strategies which are feasible. This, as will be 

seen, has some direct impl ications for feasible implementation of such 

processes. 

, . 
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would appear to be critical in discussing the development of planning 

and evaluation processes for criminal justice. We will, in the next 

section, describe many of the constraints and needs in such processes, 

and from this, in the third section, talk about a specific process 

and examples of its use. The final section of the paper draws some 

conclusions about the future of such processes in planning and evaluation, 

and some of their benefits and costs. 
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1 I • BASIC CONSIDERATIONS 

A. Previous Work on Planning and Evaluation Processes 

A number of papers have already made some 

appraisal of the different criteria within which any 

planning and/or evaluation process should be evaluated. 

To the extent that planning and evaluation can be 

differentiated, we will attempt to summarize the material 

on planning and, after this, discuss evaluation (see 

Cassidy and Laniel, 1975 and 1976 for more detai 1). 

In undertaking an assessment of the planning 

process itself, there would appear to be four important 

parts which need to be examined: 

(a) the basic needs: depending on organization 

function, the environment or the 

organization, other agencies, either 

governmental or private competing with or 

assisting in the supply of services; 

(b) constraints which may be both conceptual 

and programatic for the agency itself; 

(c) difficulties of implementation; and 

perhaps oVerwhelmingly; 

, , 



.. - 14 -

I-~~--------------------~{hd~e~ for constant a~tati~n and change 

in the development of planning and control 

systems for any organization. 

. -

A brief summary of these points is given here; for more 

detail, see Cassidy and Laniel, (1975). 

Within the needs of the organization-for such processes 

there is the requirement for consistency throughout the 

organization between the overall government objectives, 

the ~epartmental directions and initidtives, and those 

at an o!)erational level. 

A second need which organization or such a.gencies have is 

that of identifying the main thrusts (call them objectives, 

priorities, long or short term goals) of the agencies in 

order to: 

(a) direct the activities which the agency 

undertakes (which should be in support 

of these thrusts); 

(b) f6r al I the activities undertaken within the 

agency, to position them within certain main 

thrusts as well as relate them to any new 

initiatives; 

(c) to redirect activities in these new directions 

(that is, of course, more difficult, simply 

because of the difficulty of the reallocation 

of resources within an organization) . 

, . 
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If the planning process is to be useful, it must 

(see Wlldavsky(1969) and Dror (1967» identify new policies 

or program alternatives for undertaking activities. These 

policies need to be both realistic from an implementation 

point of view, and consistent within the main objectives of 

the agency. 

From the objectives or thrusts which are identified 

in such a planning process, criteria (especially measurable 

ones) should be identified which can be used to evaluate the 

activities undertaken. And finally, there is a real need to 

examine, the allocation of existins, and proposed, activities 

under the objectives which are accepted by the organization. 

This is suggested as a major concern in Cassidy, 1975. It 

is only in this way that the effect of new objectives and of 

new programs or policies can be assessed and the objectives 

used as criteria in the evaluation process. 

In attempting to undertake the development of 

a p I ann i n 9 and e val u a t 1-0 n pro c e 5 s, the rea rea tIe a s t 

two environmental constraints which wi 11 influence such 

developments. There is a real need for the organization to 

assess carefully, and build on functions such as information 

systems, research and analysis capabilities. Related to 

this is the organization structure and the types of communi-

cation links or hierarchy within the organization. Other 

, . 
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factors such as management style, the existence of 

competition from other agencies, or agencies which com-

plement the del ivery of such services, will also 

necessitate careful assessment before development of 

a planning process is begun. 

A second constraint is the traditional or 

historical considerations that the genesis of the agency 

itself {for example at the federal level of government in 

Canada, the Ministry (La Framboise, t971) concept itself). 
I 

Without a consideration explicitly of the traditional 

decision structure, it will be almost impossible to make 

concrete and realistic suggestions for a planning process, 

and the kind of feedback and proactiv7 role it wil I play. 

Wi th respect to process constraints, there' is a 

paramount need for the support and parti.cipation of senior 

management (as suggested by Wi ldavsky and others) if such 

a planning process and the objectives are to be accepted. 

On the other hand, there is a need for equal credibility 

and support of line managers, in order to ensure that the 

initiatives, objectives, and the planning process itself 

are consistent with their expectations. 

It goes without saying that fundamentally such a 

planning process will be assessed on its ability to assist 

the different levels of the organization in their decision 

making and in directing their clctivities. Only by giving 

them feedback in a timely, concise and relevant manner wil I 

, . 



- i 7 -

It be possible to see how plans which are developed for 

the agency relate to the organization In total. 

With respect to the implementation concerns 

(see Cassidy, 1975, for more detail) a ~umber of points 

have already been raised, such as the involvement of 

line personnel and senior decision makers within the 

agency. Perhaps most important is the need to evaluate 

on a regular basis the development of such a planning 

process and of the objectives and to assess carefully 

such factors as: 

(a) does it influence budget allocation? 

(b) is direction (or priorities) for the 
agency easier to identify? 

(c) are operations and goals of the agency 
consistent "Up and down" the hierarchy? 

Overall and per~naps dominating the various 

concerns which we have suggested, there is a need for 

constant adaptation in the agency as organizational needs, 

activities, relationships, and personnel change. This need 

has long been identified even for private agencies, and is 

stated succinctly in Cyert and March (1'363): 

Finally, we have argued that, because of 
the form of the goals and the way in which 
they are established, conflict is never 
fully resolved within an organization. 
Rather, the decentralization of decision 
making (and goal attention), tht~ sequential 
attention to goals, and the adjustment in 
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organizational slack permit the business 
firm to make decisions with inconsistent 
goals under many (and perhaps most) 
conditions. 

Turning now to evaluation (see Cassidy and Laniel, 

1976, for more detail), there are two basic types of policy 

evaluation which might be identified. The first type is 

the evaluation which is carried out after a policy has been 

implemented and operationalized. This "a posteriori" 

evaluation has many political and organizational problems 

addressed by Cassidy (1974), Weiss (1972). and others, 

which we will not discuss in detail here. However, 

it is sufficient to say that the organizational and smal I 

lip" political problems are often extremely constraining; 

hence, change is difficult to accomplish from such an 

evaluation. 

A second type which can be identified is that 

of rIa priori" evaluation, wherein the evaluative need is 

identified by the decision maker (and/or planner-evaluator) 

at the beginning, and a relationship between the decision 

maker and the evaluator develops over time. There are 

obviously still political and environmental problems and 

constraints, but these are often less constricting because 

they can be addressed over time and changed more generally 

to fulfill the needs of the decision maker. \</eiss (1969), 

Wholey (1972), and others have addressed this type of 

evaluation, and some of the difficulties inherent in 

carrying it out. 

, . 



" 

I -

I -

- 19 -

A further reason for directing our attention 

to Ita priori" evaluation is that, althou!!~h the concept 

of the evaluation, its design, and methodological concerns, 

may be even more important in the "a posteriori" evaluation 

when undertaken at the end of the program, the means by 

which decision makers and evaluators commu~icate (addressed 

by Brydensholt, 1975, and Coleman, 1971) and satisfy their 

mutual needs, is based fundamentally on the e,rocess. Thus, 

to, ac~ieve any real effect on management (which we would 

suggest a strictly "a posteriori" evaluatiolJ has relatively 

little chance of doing), the process in "a priori" 

evaluation, and its link to "a posteriori" evaluation, 

and its implementation must be addressed. 

As we have suggested above, although most of the 

literature on evaluation in social systems deals with 

program evaluation, there is some 3 on policy evaluation. 

However, this has mainly addressed the conceptual difficulties 

in such evaluation (see Etzioni, 1967, Lindbloom, 1965, anq 

Tribe, 1970). There is substantial 1 iterature on multiple 

criteria decision making as well, something which is a part 

of any policy decision process, As we have already noted 

3 
Indeed, many persons would say that this is not separable 
from policy evaluation. However, in the paper, we show 
that policy evaluation and its process needs are quite 
different. 

, , 
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and a~ Cyert and March (1963), Lindbloom (1965)', and 

others, have sugg~~ted, because there is a basic ,conflict ,.-

of val u e s 9-'r(i:{ i~ rob j e c t i ve sin s u c h pro c e sse s, the s e 
" 

must be explicitly addressed by the evaluator in any 

policy evaluation to be undertaken. Although the 

multiple criteria decision making literature has dealt 

with the quantitatIve problems inherent in such an 

evaluation, there has been relatively little accommodation 

of the actual process in such situations, except in the 

development of such techniques as the Delphi process. 

Because (as Seiol i, 1975, has suggested) there 

are many influences on such a policy evaluation process, 

the process must be carefully timed and must be sensitive 

to the changing values and needs for the evaluation. This 

means the trade-offs between different dimensions of values 

must be made as the process develops, rather than being 

made at one point in time, and used from that point onward. 

The end result of the above discussion is that if 

an evaluation process, particularly at the policy level, is 

to be truly dynamic, it must obtain constant input, both 

about the problem area being addressed and from decision 

makers, as well as Eolicy makers 4 , in order to ensure that 

4ft is here perhaps that one difference can be ~oted from 
a program evaluation. Although communication with the 
decision maker for program evaluation is often needed over 
time, too much feedback from him will destroy any design 
initially developed (and, we would maintain, the 
"objectivity" of any results achieved). The pol icy 
evaluation j although needing a basic structure, must be 
much more open and responsive to such input. 

, . 
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the end results and analyses are most relevant to the 

pol icy needs. 

In Cassidy and Laniel, (1976), we have out1 ined 

what we feel are the basic needs of such a policy 

evaluation process and the way in which these may be 

accommodated in the future. Only a brief summary of 

those points wi 11 be given here. 

There are at least two different contexts within 

which evaluation has been doscribed in the literature. 

The first of these is a more traditional and quantitative 

~goallf model which simply Identifies dependent and 

independent variables (as well as possibly intermediate 

variables depending on the level and sophistication of 

the analysis) and seeks to measure the effect of one 

on the other. Such a process or model, for approaching 

evaluation, is described in Sherwood (1965). A second 

and more complex approach for evaluation is that of a 

"systems model". Such a model takes into account Clther 

processes which may affect the one being examined, the 

environment of the policy, its implementation, and alterna

tive policies which may be better or worse. Many authors 

have described various aspects of such a model, including 

Levinson (1967), Quade (1975), and Schulberg and Baker 

(1968) . 

, . 
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Obviously, the systems model allows the definition 

of the problem and its scope more importance since once the 

parameters, measuring instruments, and basic information 

have been decided and defined (especially in a rather 

technical and quantitative aspect of such systems analyses 

as described by Quade, 1975), the task begins the traditional 

evaluation cycle. 

Particularly given the need for relating developments in 

policy evaluation to other initiatives, the systems model 

would seem more appropriate. This suggests the followJng 

cycle or process for evaluation at the' pol icy level: 

problem identification; 

identification of the programs or 
policies to be examined, their objectives, 
and the relation between the two; 

definition of, and mechanisms for, the 
collection of data or information; 

basic analysis of info-rmation; 

feedback of analysis to decision makers; and 

implementation with adjustments and perhaps 
ongoing evaluation. 

This process and the steps are described in detail 

in many references, including Gardiner (1975), Suchman (1967), 

weidman et al (1975), and Wholey (1972). Although, as 

, . 
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Kimberling (1973) points out, there is no universal 

agreement on the definition of the evaluation process, 

these appear to be the common elements described by 

the diff~rent authors. 

In several cases, the authors state that there 

may be Interim feedback of evaluation results to the 

decision makers, but that the primary communication 

with decision makers takes place at the beginning and 

the end of the evaluation (see Wholey, J972, for further 

detail). Also, many of the classical evaluation and 

quasi-ev~luation designs, such as tho~e proposed by 

Campbell (1963), Rossi (1972), and others, are based on 

an agreement that the problem has been defined and that 

the variables are reasonably well defined and measurable. 

Thus~ although these evaluation designs provide much 

greater information and opportunity for deriving evalua

tive conclusions, they do not address specifically the 

difficulties of problem definition and the relevance of 

the final analysis to the problem which the decision maker 

wants examined. For this reason, in most work, they apply 

far more readily to a well defined program evaluation, 

rather than to the usually undefined policy evaluation. 

Clearly, the evaluative methodology and analysis, 

data collection, and information definition, are 

, . 
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important parts of any evaluatIon. However, the real 

need of evaluation, especially wIth a process whIch Is 

as ill defined and vague as a polIcy process has often 

been, is to have an explicit emphasIs on problem definition 

and communication with policy decision makers, in order 

that the end result is relevant and tuned to their current 

needs. 

Cassidy (1974) and Clarke (1976) go slightly 

further and suggest that although the evaluatioh must 

be based on political and organizational realities, how 

far an incremental approach of compari son, of al ternat'ives 

should be used, will depend on the level, type, and 

substance of the given evaluation. It is precisely to 

this question of how to achieve such a compromise for 

policy planning and evaluation that we would like to direct 

our attention. 

B. Context for the Development of a Process 

In order to provide some context for the discussion 

on policy, planning and evaluation, it Is necessary to 

provide a background description of both the Canadian 

Criminal Justice System and the development of the 

organization of the Federal Ministry of the Solicitor 

General. 

At the present time in Canada, the administration 

of justice is divided among three levels of government: 

, , 
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municipal, provincial, and federal. Figure I 

describes the way in which the administration of justice 

is divided, not just functionally (police, courts, and 

corrections), but among the different jurisdictions In 

Canada at the present time. Although there is a single 

Canadian Criminal Code, which is a federal law, the 

code is generally enforced by local and provincial police 

and prosecutors. Correctional services are similarly 

divided between federal and provincial governments. As 

caD be seen, the administration of justice as well as the 

system itself, is fragmeHted into many components, 

administered by different agencies which are located in 

different physical locations and which have different 

objectives. Naturally, su~h fragmentation does not encourage 

a cohesive management of the system and particularly a cohesive 

development of pol icy or introduction of changes to that system. 

In 1966, the Ministry of the Solicitor General 

was created and a Minister was given Jurisdiction over the 

three operating Agencies: the Royal Canadian Mounted 

Pol ice, the National Parole Board, and the Canadian 

Penitentiary Service. The initial rationale for this was 

that "there is a need for a " new look" and greater co

ordination of effort than has been possible under formal 

department structure ll (Justice Minister I.ucien Cardin, 

FebrtJary 23, 1966), In the near future, the National Parole 

Service and the Canadian Penitentiary Service will be 

'. 
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joined into the new Federal Corrections Agency. The 

four components within the Ministry, the Federal 

Corrections Agency, the Royal Canadian Mounted Pol ice, 

the National Parole Board, and the Seeretar.iat (a 

separate staff group) all have distinct roles which 

need to be recognized and coordinated in the development 

and implementation of federal policies and criminal 

justice policies and programs. The Secretariat has a 

primary role in the development of Ministry policy and 

the Agencies have the primary role in the implementation 

of these policies, as well as the development and 

imp!ementatlon of their internal policies. 

Historically, the explicit part of the planning 

process (and the major identifiable role of senior de

cision makers in it) in the Ministry of the Solicitor 

General has consisted primarily of workshops annually 

which have looked at current concerns or projects which 

need to be addressed within the Ministry of the Solicitor 

General. 

In the last two workshops in 1976, a Working 

Group of representatives from across the Ministry of the 

Sol icitor General did the preparatory work and ensured 

that those responsible for priorities brought forward 

.. ~ 
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definitional as well as status reports. In particular, 

the Senior Policy Advisory Committee (consisting of the 

Agency heads and the Deputy Solicitor General - who is 

also the administrative head of the Ministry of the 

Sol icitor General) has been instrumental as the main 

planning mechanism within the Ministry. Its role (as 

defined at the 1973 Workshop) is as follows: 

to establish overall direction for the 
Ministry of the Solicitor General in 
terms of objectives and policies; 

to ensure that policy decisions have 
been implemented by the Agencies; and 

to review the policy performance of the 
Ministry against t~e objectives. 

The Ministry Workshop has brought together the 

Minister and his senior advisors to look at the state of 

the Ministry. In addition, a ~onitoring process on the 

Ministry projects has been developed by the Senior Policy 

Advisory Committee (the senior management within the 

Ministry). The issues which have been addressed are 

those which have permeated most of the components of the 

Ministry. In many cases, permanent and ad hoc Ministry 

committees have been organized. However, this priority 

process and its relation to the annual program forecast 

has only been done recently and is still in the development 

stages. 

This is a brief description of the history of 

the planning and evaluation process for the Ministry of 

the Solicitor General. The following section describes 

the present state of development of this process. 

, . 
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111 • BAS I C PLANN I NG AND EVALUAT ION PROCESS 

In describing this planning and evaluation 

process, it must be emphasized that most of the detailed 

steps identified (see Figure 11) are not as such new 

and as such have been used by senior decision mak~rs and 

1 i ne managers for severa 1 (i f not many) years. The 

difference is that this process makes the steps 51 ightly 

more explicit, and thereby may be used as a checklist to 

ensure that many of the steps, often viewed as necessary, 

have been undertaken. 

Secondly, we feel that such a process for 

planning should not as such increase the workload. 

That is, if there is a significant increase in workload, 

it may lead one to believe that the planning activity 

itself has become the goal, rather than assisting tne 

organization in its decisions. Moreover, the 

process should be flexible and adapt to: 

political realities; 

emerging problems in crime control; 

ongoing programs and policies; and 

resource availability. 

Without having such a process adapt to these 

particular factors, it can be safely said that whatever 

, . 
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frEt'BE I I 

POSSIBLE PLANNING AND EVALUATIO~ PROCESS 

IDENTIFY ~ 
PROBLEM AREA 

~ 
DEFINITION OF 

PROBLEf·1 .~REA 

1 
DEVELopr1ENT OF 

POLICY STATEr1E:I,IT 

J 
ALTERf·1ATE STR.~TEGIES 

81 GOALS DEFI ~JED 

DEVELOPMENT OF PROGRA 
& OPERATIONAL POLICIE 

RESOURC~S I ~ 
ALLOCATtD I 

\.'/ 

MS 
S 

PROGRAr:~ 81 POLICY 
f'n~'!ITORrlG f, EV,nLl!'~TI 0\1 

<; 

( 

<.; 

'( 

/<-
i I i ______ , 



· --,.- 31 -

has developed will be, if not irrelevant, certainly 

unimplementable in the organization. 

The difficulty of describing such a process is 

that describing it in the abstract leaves large parts of 

it uncertain. While It is undoubtedly true that these 

steps can be undertaken, it is often necessary to have 

actual operational examples to see how effective such' 

a process might be (see Appendix I for one such ex~mple). 

A I tho ugh we w ilIon I y tal k her e abo u t t h·e a b s t r act s t e psi n 

su~h a process, Cassidy and Laniel (1976) provide a more 

detailed description as well as some of the issues which ~av~ 

been developed through this process and the effects of 

this development. 

The first step shown in Figure I I is that of 

identifying a problem area. Clearly, there are many 

possible criteria which might be used in identifying a 

problem area such as those which are shown in Figure 111. 

Such a set of criteria depends on the objectives for the 

particular agency involved. A significant risk here is 

that almost any problem area or strategies might be included 

in such a process. Obviously, the weighing and assessment 

of probabilities of different criteria is an extremely important 

part of any such exercise and must be done by senior 

decision makers if the process is to have any validity. 

, . 
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Figure IV shows several possible mechanisms by which problem 

areas could be identified. 

The second step in the policy planning process is 

that of the ~.inition of the problem area. This may contain 

such factors as an assessment of the socioeconomic parameters, 

an assessment of the impact of the possible criminal behaviour 

being analyzed, and the relationship with the objectives for 

the agency which is involved, (see Figure IV). 

The third step in the policy planning process is that 

of developing the policy statement itself. In this case, a number 

of possible activities need to be undertaken, including: 

(a) 

(b) 

definition of underlying criminal justice 
ph i 1 osophy ; 

definition of objectives relating to the 
problem; 

(c) assessment of connected policies and 
programs; and 

(d) broad policy statement for the agency 
involvement. 

, , 
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The fourth stage of the policy plannin~ process 

is the definition of alternative strategies and goals. 

This should incorporate an assessment of the 

opportunities for crime control, as well as the cost/ 

benefit of alternative approaches. The strategies them-

selves could cover such possibilities· as further research, 

pilot projects, or operational strategies. These 

strategies obviously should be coordinated to involve 

other agencies and to coordinate the effort with provincial 

and local agencies and the private sector. Once specific 

goals have been defined for the strategies and broad 

performance indicators have been developed, it is possible 

to move to the next stage of the development of programs 

and operational policies themselves. 

It is important to emphasize that throughout such 

a process there must be the direct involvement of senior 

agency personnel (see paper, "Policy Evaluation" for more 

detail). Otherwise, developments which are made will 

either be irrelevant or untimely with respect to the actual 

policies of the agency itself. 

The fifth stage in the development of programs 

and operational policies would see any strategies approved 

, . 
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by senior agency personnel and specific operational policy, goals, 

and programs geveloped to support the policy. The use of structured 

models, in assessing the possible impact'of any new strategies can 

be invaluable. However, it is necessary to ensure the relevance of 

such models to the policy planning and evaluation process. 

The sixth stage is the actual resource allocati~h which 

normally in most agencies takes place as a part of the annual budgetary 

cycle. It is important that the planning process and the budgetary 

cycle be directly interrelated. It is only then that it will be 

possible to ensure that the program forecast and budgetary allocations 

are in line with current priority policy issues which haVe been developed 

in the planning process. 

The final stage and one which impacts on all the previous 

stages is the monitoring and evaluation of the program or policy. It 

is here that perhaps the most extensive use of structured analysis can 

be made in assessing, through the use of performance indicators, the 

achievement of specific program goals and in ensuring the compatibility 

of management information systems to develop such performance indicators. 

Figure IV then gives a summary of the basic policy planning and evaluation 

process and the various components in each of the stages of the process. 

OVer the last two years, this basic process and an evaluation 

process has been developing within the Ministry of the Solicitor General. 

This process has developed as a result of initi~tives by all of the 

Branches of the Secretariat, as well as the Agencies of the Ministry 

of the Solicitor General, consultations with the Senior Policy Advisory 

Committee and the work of a working group on priorities and objectives. 

The previous figures have shown the planning and some evaluative aspects 

, . 
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of the process, however, Figure V shows explicitly how evaluation 

fits into such a process. 

As was described in Section 11, evaluation is divided into 

two basic parts. The first, pre-evaluation, would be an eveluation 
~~~~~.-----

af alternative policies or thrusts within a policy issue being studied. 

This pre-evaluation would tend to "be at a very mac'r,o level and use 

readily available information or methods to assess 

! 
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the impact of any new pol icy thrust. Appendix II contains an 

example of such an evaluation. 
...... J , The second part of the evaluation within the Ministry 

is termed the Pol i c)' Eva I uat i on Process. Th i s process bas i ca 11 y 

consists of identifYIng the main components of the policy being 

brought forward, and from this, developing terms of ~@ference, 

alternative evaluation models and finally, undertaking the evalua-

tion to be communicated back to senior management. This process 

must be closely coordinated with the policy development process 

and its relation to it as shown in Figure V. 

The developing polIcy evaluation process consists of 

four different stages or phases. In the first phase, any policies 

or major programs for the Ministry of the Solicitor General are 

identified and brought to the attention of the agency heads and the 

Deputy Solicitor General. There is then some selection made of those 

issues about which they wish further information of an evaluative 

nature. 

The second phase consists of the development of ter~s of 

reference for such an evaluation. This may include the description 

of some options for the objectives for the program or policy which 

is to be implemented;it will identify the relevant components of 

the major program thrusts as well as their possible indicators. 

These terms of 

, , 
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reference are then brought back to the senior decision 

makers within the Ministry of the Solicitor General 

(SPAC) and a decision is taken as to whether to proceed 

further with the development of an evaluation. At this 

point, the terms of reference which have been dev~loped 

can either be sent back for revision, reJect!M ~Ompletety, 

or accepted. In the latter case, the evaluation proceeds 

to the third phase of the evaluation process. 

Phase three consists of the development of 

alternative evaluative models for the program thrust or 

pol icy. In this phase. a number of different models, 

with different costs, and offering different levels 

of measurement, are developed in some detail. The result-

ing models are then reviewed and a recommended position 

is brought back to SPAC (Senior Pol icy Advisory Committee) 

for- review. Once again, SPAC has the option of either 

discontinuing the evaluation process if it is ciear that 

the evaluation may be impossible (or none of the evaluative 

models are acceptable), or of continuing to the next phase. 

Assuming that one of the evaluative models is 

selected (and these can vary at I the way from simple 

mon! toring model s to substantial, in-depth, long term 

evaluative research models), then the evaluation process 

proceeds to phase four. In phase four, the actual 

evaluation is undertaken under the supervision of SPAC 

, , 
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with the Evaluation Division assisting in such a way 

that the evaluation is carried out according to the 

original terms of reference, and that reports are made 

on a regular basis back to SPAC. 

'. Throughout the steps In the evaluation process, 

it must be real ized that the evaluation professionals 

do not necessarily have the lead role. Indeed, in many 

of the issues which may be of great concern to either 

the agencies or other parts of the Secretariat, they 

may play simply the role of participants with other groups 

or persons who would assume the leadership for the process. 

This is particularly true of an issue where only a part of it may 

be of interest to SPAC, .and other parts of which may be 

knowledge acquisition for research, or directly concerned 

with programs and operations of concern only to the agency 

where they are instituted. It is here, however, that a 

coordinated approach appears to be useful since the 

evaluation which is of interest to SPAC can be coordinated 

with that part of the evaluation which is of concern to the 

agency or other part of the Ministry. Thus, there is not a 

duplication of the resources and presumably, economies can be 

realized both in terms of financial resources! as weii as 

'in involvement of Ministry personnel in determining the 

~irection for the evaluation, and receiving information from 

it. At the present time, this process has been begun for 

, , 
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the Gun Control Program contained within proposed legislation 

of Bill C-S1. 

In addition, five other parts of that program have 
. 

been identIfied for beginning the evaluation proces~. 

These Include: 

I. the dangerous offender legislation; 

2. the murder sentences, both first and 
second degree, as well as the 
abolition of capital punishment; 

3. the shift In responsibility in temporary 
absences from the Can~dian Penitentiary 
Service to the National Parole Board; 

4. the change in remission regulations so 
that all remission is earned; and 

5. the developme~t of parole procedural 
safeguards for the offender. 

In reviewing this process itself, it is important 

to emphasize that although a large proportion of the process 

is creative, in the sense of identifying pol icy issues and 

identifying alternative strategies for addressing these 

issues, a great deal is consultative in ensuring agreement 

on the priority of particular issues and their need for 

allocation of resources and a great deal needs to be 

implementative and within operational real ity. As we hdve 

suggested, a structured process may be used at a pol icy 

level throughout the development of alternative strategies. 

Perhaps most substantially it can be used in the final 

phases when basic information and evaluative indicators 

must be developed and regularly monitored in order to 

determine the degree of success and effectiveness of the 

program or pol icy undertaken. 

, . 
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tv CONCLUSIONS 

The process proposed in the previous section 

can now be examined in tight of the criteria developed 

in Section I I. We see that it is quite-concrete and 

it relates to present ongoing activities and priorities 

within the organization. Indeed, this identifies perhaps 

its major disadvantage; in that it may not develop sufficient 

longer term objectives for the total organization. 

In the development of prioritles and the 

allocation of activities under them, the process has 

involved all levels of decision making within the 

organization and involves them as participants, ~ 

bystanders, thus insuring either acceptance of the 

implementation, or modification to an acceptable level 

in the development of priorities. 

In proceeding from priorities to short term 

objectives, this process relateS directions intended 

(normative) to present and anticipated ongoing activities 

within the organizatIon. Because it b~ilds on present 

systems within the organization, and indeed inputs to the 

annual budgeting cycle for the organization, it relates 

directly to existing planning and control mechanisms and 

may be of considerable assistance to them • 
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Obviously the exact working arrangement for 

implementing such a process depends on the function of 

the organization and Its enylron~ent. Indeed, it might 

be suggested that this is a disadvantage, since this depends 

to a large degree on the management style or the organizational 

structure and function. As such, it could be argued that 

there may be no obvious transferability of this 

particular method from one organization to another. 

Experienc~ within the federal Ministry of the Sol icitor 

~eneral has suggested an informal working group (~ 

committee) is perhaps mbst appropriate for developing 

the priorities; from them the short term objectives 

(with perhaps simultaneous development of, and relation 

to, long term objectives); and after senior decision 

making input, development of strategies and participation 

in the budgetary process. 

Questions can obviously be raised as to how 

much it assists, especially at the more operational levels 

of the organization in directing activities, since it 

serves merely to summarize ongoing activities. However, 

because of its continua~ assessment by decision makers 

with the organization, it should be flexible and 

adaptable to current needs of the organization. Similarly, 

its I inks to overall government and social objectives may 

be weaker than desirable. 

, . 
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It may be suggested that this is really the same 

traditional planning and evaluation processes described 

in the introduction, but that we have loaded or emphasized' 

the front end of this process. Although we would maintain 

that this is not the case, and that there is a fundamentally 

different method of interaction with, and of gaining 

input from, decision makers, there is undoubtedly a 

question of emphasis. Much has been written about 

methodology for planning and evaluation. However, 

they are frequently, as many authors have suggested, 

appl ied to the wrong prbblem. It may therefore be 

time that we make problem definition and relevance 

to the policy decision or process a much larger part 

of the design and of any social science "methodology". 

Many researchers (particularly quantitative) 

may suggest that multiple criteria decision makers 

could make harder (quantitative) assessment in such 

processes and could involve methodologies for assigning 

weights (such as that involved in the Delphi process). 

While this may be true in some cases, the policy 

pro c e s s, w hie his a t be s t vag u e, m us t be d y n a noi c a I I Y 

involved in defining the constraints, basic objectives, 

and alternatives. Thus, the values and fundamental 

needs, which are constantly changing, must be reflected 

in the analysis to be undertaken. 

, . 
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Obviously, further work is needed for in-depth 
. . ~ 

analysis and evaluation of the ways of approaching such -;." . . . 
problems. Especially at the pol icy level, there is a 

need to explore other means of linking such analyses to 

the decision processes of an agency to ensure relevance 

and, at· the same time, to ensure, as far as possible, 

methodological rigor and objectivity. Work which we 

are now doing will hopefully suggest better means for 

undertaking and developing the evaluation process. 

However, the inherent instabil ity between objectivity 

and relevance will remain. 

The complete assessment of this methodology 

will have to await its full implementation and Us(~ over 

a number of years within an organization. We have 

attempted to outl ine why we bel ieve it has potential 

to be real istic and concrete, whi Ie at the same time 

defining a more general normative direction for the 

organization, and building on previous work. This should 

enable the identification of new thrusts and activities 

which the organization might undertake in the future, 

and some realistic alternatives for proceeding in 

these directions. 

\ . 
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APPENDIX I 

PLANNING PROCESS EXAMPLE 

In order to show an example of the way In which 

priorities are identified and developed at the policy 

level within the Ministry of the Solicitor General, we 

will look at one specific example of the identification 

and development of policy in drug abuse within the Ministry 

of the Solicitor Genera1. 

As Figure A.I indicates, there are a nUmbe'r of 

factors influencing the original identification of drugs 

as a priority policy concern, including the increase in 

charges on drug offences, and particularly public concern 

over drugs in Canada. This identification led to the 

formation in Canada of the LeDain Commission which assisted 

in a better definition of the problem area, as shown in 

Figure A.2. 

The LeDain Commission made a number of recommenda-

tions relating to legislation, control of availability, 

possession, etc., but these were primarily definitional 

rather than relating to the specific pol icy tools which 

l. 
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might be used by the Ministry of the Solicitor General 

to address this issue. 

Upon receipt of the LeDain CommIssion Report, 

the federal government formed an interdepartmental 

committee (see Figure A.3) in order to develop the govern-

mental response in terms of policy initiatives. This 

committGe brought forward recommendations on legislation, 

controls on production and distribution, as well as on 

possession. 

Although many different recommendations were 

made by the interdepartmental committee it must be realized 

that during the early seventies, while the problem was 

being defined and the pol icy developed, the problem of 

drug abuse escalated significantly in Canada. For this 

reason, it was necessary as is shown in Figures A.4 and A.S 

for the Ministry of the Solicitor General to develop the 

specific drug policy, goals and strategies as well as 

programs and pol icies. At this point, evaluation is being 

undertaken to ascertain exactly the state ~f the drug 

policy within the Ministry of the Sol icitor General and the 

future directions which might be contemplated. 

As can be seen, even for this example, the 

progress through the policy development process may not be 

, . 
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sequential but tended to be done simultaneously at the 

operational and pol icy levels. Although there is more 

. , 

consistency if the process if followed sequentially, 

clearly the operational reality will always be such that 

the process will have to be adaptable to such realities. 

It is the flexibility and adaptability of the process 

which we feel is so important, both in its dev.elopment 

and implementation in a department. 

, . 



-'--

APPENDIX I I 

EXAMPLE OF POLICY EVALUATION 

In order to illustrate the way in which we 

feel the evaluation process should be defined, ,and 

particulal"ly some of the additional contraints which 

are necessary, we will use as an example a policy 

evaluation undertaken within the Ministry of the 

Solicitor General, with the provincial governments of 

Canada. This was a federal-provincial evaluation of 

correctional objectives and alternative divisions of 

correctional jurisdiction within Canada. 

At the present time in Canada, the provincial 

governments are responsible for all offenders sentenced 

to two years or less of imprisonment, and the Federal 

Government is responsible for all offenders sentenced to 

prison sentences over two years. Criticisms have been 

leveled at this spl it, stating that it has no rational 

basis and indeed other splits would be more advantageous. 

It was necessary to undertake two such evaluations, one 
I 

with a single province and another with a number of 

provinces (six in all), and the comparison of the two 

, . 
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policy evaluations leads to some rather interesting 

conclusions about the way in which they should be 

structured, the types of inputs, and the relevance 
',I' 

of any conclusions reached. 

As the first step in defining the policy 

evaluation process, it is necessary to obtain informa-

tion on the actual problem area. That is, using the 

first example above, simply saying that there is 

something wrong with corrections is an insufficient 

stimulus for the evaluation. At this point, the 

evaluator needs iriformation on what is happening in 

corrections, both qualitative and quantitative, which 

would include such information as public attitudes, 

costs, number of offenders, and the number of institutional 

programs in federal and provincial jurisdictions. 

However, it is also necessary at this point to have 

input from the decision maker or pol icy maker on the 

objective~ with which the problem should be examined. 

In this case, it was decided for the evaluation study to 

look at the jurisdictional spl it of corrections between 

the federal and provincial· governments in Canada as a 

possible means of addressing many of the areas of concern. 

As a resu I t, two task forces were struck for the pol icy 

evaluation, the first between a number of the provinces 

\ . 
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and the Federal Government, and the second between a 

specific province and the Federal Government. 

At this point, It becomes necessary to develop 

a strategy (or set of strategies) for addr~ssing the 

particular policy evaluation. Several alternatives 

present themselves which must be looked at 12 fn tly by 

the decision maker and the policy evaluators. The use 

of a coordinating staff or consultants is one alternative,! 

the use of a task force representing different interests 

from different jurisdictions, a second, the use of one 

organizational unit, a tHIrd, and finally, there is the 

" man and a boy" operation which simply does a "back of 

the envelope" analysis of the various considerations 

involved. During the development of the strategies, a 

large portion of the decision will be based on how much 

information is available; the type of information which 

must be used for the pol icy evaluation; the objectives 

of the evaluation, to the extent they represent many 

different jurisdictions and interests; and the extent to 

which indicators can be developed for these different areas. 

This is the process used in the regular pol icy evaluation 
process within the Ninistry of the Solicitor General, to 
identify and ensure, where necessary, that major program 
thrusts are evaluated. 

, . 
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In developing the analysis, ~r evaluation of the 

policy in the case of the jurisdictional split in correc-

tions in Canada, there are two basic parts; the first of 

these was to develop the alternatives which might be 

examined (in this case, alternativ.es for the division of 

Jurisdiction). Here, it is necessary to obtain informa-

tlon from decision makers, on feasible alternatives 

(politically and bureaucratically) as well as descriptive 

information, in order to formulate several options which 

may be possible. A second step is to develop criteria 

from the objectives for the study, in order to evaluate 

4 . 

the alternative pol icy proposals which are being put forward. 2 

Here again, there is a need to consult frequently with the 

decision makers to obtain their input on the criteria 

which are to be used. 

It is interesting to note that one task force 

consulted only at the very beginning with the decision 

makers involved, whereas the other task force had continuous 

meetings with the decision makers. At the end of the two 

task forces' evaluations, It was clear that the analysis 

which had constant interaction with the decision makers 

2 Although the program thrust has been chosen for the 
"regular" policy process described as the second 
example, there is a need to describe clternate possible 
evaluation models in much the same wa'. 

, . 



arrived at a much more complete and useful analysis 3 , 

as well as one which was intellectually satisfying 

(the methodology used was not amenable to saying it 

was more or less perfect than the other) to the 

participants as well as the users of the analysis. 

Here, it is often necessary4 to give the decision 

makers examples of the types of analyses which might 

be undertaken in' order to allow them to make input on 

the alternatives which should be examined and the 

criteria which should be used. 

It will no doubt be noted by the reader that 

this method of cutting down on the alternatives and of 

refining the criteria with the decision makers is a form 

of "muddling through", since it is a method for interim 

3'ndeed, the criteria and process develuped in the policy 
evaluation which had frequent interaction with decision 
makers, were eventually adopted (in mojifled form) for 
the other analysis. 

4Naturally, it is here that the conflle: of interest 
arises as was highl ighted earl ier. COllplete conversion 
to the point of view of the decision milker, his biases, 
and indeed, his choice of alternatives. will contribute 
very I ittle in the sense of additional information or 
"objective" evaluation of the issue beIng considered. 
However, a totally separate and often lnintelligible 
evaluation will have an equally small Effect, simply 
because the decision maker will neithel understand nor 
wish to use the results of the evaluation. It is the 
fine line between communicating with tre decision maker 
and remaining somewhat separate which Must be constantly 
assessed, particularly in a pol icy evaluation. 

, . 
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modification (and consol idation of) the total universe 

of possibil ities and concerns to be addressed within 

the evaluation. However, it should be noted that there 

is a difference from the "muddling throughll orientation, 

since in this case, rather than simply cutting down on 

options or comparing them pairwise, the options and 

criteria are gradually modified to reflect ongoing needs 

of the dec r's i on makers. In this way, the criteria which 

ar~ used to evaluate the different options are at least 

roughly consistent across the options, and the set of 

options selected for evaluation remain'to the final 

analysis,S This modification of the scope of the 

evaluation i~ shown pictorially in Figure A.VI. 

After preliminary analysis is made by the 

7 . 

evaluator, there is d need for feedback from the decision 

maker on whether the evaluation IS proceeding in the 

• J t d' . 6 rlg.1 I re c t Ion. It should be noted that this feedback 

5This can, of course, be critiqued for an incompleteness 
similar to the Lindbloom (1959) approach, but there is. 
a Ion g i t u din a I COn sis ten c y w h i chi s ve r y imp 0 r t a r, the r e '. 
Also, any criteria of significant weight would not likely 
be removed at any stage in sllch CI process. 

6The corresponding development in the regLllar pol icy 
evaluation process is the submission of alternative 
evaluation models to senior management or the decision 
maker. At that point, they have the opportllnity to 
select those criteria (at various levels of cost and 
deeth of measurement) as well as alternatives which need 
to be evaluated. Their feedb::tck then al1o'ws the evaluation 
to continue usefully and the dctual evaluation of the 
program thrust or pol icy to be fed back to the decision 
maker at regular :ntervdls. 

, , 



" 

.' 

8. 

must be active and not passive, since the decision maker has 

an opportunity to change the direction of the evaluation 

at this point in time without many of the significant 

costs which might be incurred with a later change. 

With such pol icy evaluations, we have found that 

a dialectic form of evaluation, giving arguments' both pro 

and con within each of the criteria involved, is most useful 

(simply because this allows the decision maker greater 

latitude in making trade-offs). This is, however, primarily 

oriented to those evaluations taking place for pol icy at 

a conceptual level, where arguments for and against may 

be made in verbal and semi-quantitative form. 

Finally. once the evaluation has been completed, 

there is a need for the decision maker to input how such 

evaluations are to be summarized. It is here that frequently 

the most drastic modifications to the evaluation are made. 

For this reason, the decision maker must be involved in 

order that critical issues or criteria are not missed or 

m i s rep res en ted • 0 b v i 0 U 5 I y, IN e can not co [,1 pIe tel yin V 0 I v e 

decision mak::!rs since then a summary would not be necessary. 

HO\oJe'Je r , they lilllSI; be il1'/olved to the extent that they define 

guidel Illes Oi' pr·it·lci~1Ie::. for the way in which the summal'y 

is to be llIade, 

'fhi5 i· d brl:-!f descrqHIIJIl o'r the type of evaluat.ion 

P t G <.: e ssw Ii i (. h a I I ,) W 5 d d l! C i ;, I 0 Ii m a kef' t 0 i n p LJ tat a I I poi n t s 
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during the pol icy evaluation. We feel this provides greater 

insurance for the analysis to be intejlectually honest, 

realistic, and understandable (as well as useful) to the 

decision maker. 
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