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Chapter I 
Introduction to Program Development I-i 

TEXT 

What is Program Development? 

Before attempting a concise definition of ~rogram devel- 

opment, it would be helpful to discuss some of its salient 

characteristics and place it in the context of the General 

Planning Process Model that has been adopted bY many prac- 

titioners in the Criminal Justice System. 

Program ~evelopment is a critica~ part of this overall 

planning model and supports the development of a wide variety 

of activities that have as their common purpose the reduc- 

tion of crime and/or the improvement in the efficiency 

with Which the Criminal Justice system operates. 

The model (shown below) is seen to contain eleven 

"steps," each representing a logical progression in the re- 

finement of plans that move from the normative level (steps 

1 through 6), to the strategic level (steps 7 and 8), and, 

finally, to the operational level (steps 9 through ii). 

The program development process "begins" with the defini- 

tion of problems, which is at the end of the problem analysis 

process that is represented by step 5 in the model; it "ends" 

i. 
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with the completion of planning for the implementation and 

evaluation of a program of activities, which is represented 

by step 9 of the model. 

V - 1  
GENERAL PLANNING PROCESS MODEL 

® 

q) @ q) 
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MP EMENTNG P'A"""O OR H SE'ECT"O PLANS IMPLEMENTATION PREFERRED 

AND EVALUATION ALTERNATIVES 

@ 
H CONSIDERING 

ALTERNATIVE 
SYSTEM 
FUTURES 

I 

I SETTING 
GOALS 

1 
H IDENTIFYING 

ALTERNATIVE 
COURSES'OF 
ACT'ION 
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Stated most simply, program development builds upon 

well-defined problems (step 5), sets goals for dealing with 

those problems (step 6), identifies possible strategies for 

"solving" £hose problems (step 7), selects those strategies 

that are most likely to work (step 8), and plans for their 

implementation and evaluation (step 9). Program development, 

in this model, stops short of the funding of activities or 

their actual implementation, but, as we shall see, this 

dividing line is not always a sharp and Well-def~ned one. 
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Sincethere already existCriminal Justice Training Center 

courses onproblem identification and definition (the Analysis 

Course) and on the evaluation of projects (the Evaluation/ 

Monitoring Course), the program development process is anchored 

at both ends by well-researched and by sound methods and tech- 

niques for carrying out those two functions. Thus, the Program 

Developmen t Course fills a large and critical gap in the process 

that goes from problem to solution. Or stated still another way, 

program development carries the planning process from what should 

be done to what must and can be done but stops short of 

actually doing it! 

Programs and Projects 

Another useful way of thinking about program development is 

to contrast it with project development. This is difficult 

• because the terms are often used interchangeably, depending on 

one's perspective. Thus, a large activity in a small community 

(e.g., a juvenile diversion initiative) may be seen as a program 

by the local people but as a project at the regional or state 

level. This potential for confusion can be reduced by looking 

at the plann±ng process that led to that activity. 

The illustration on the following page shows the two ways a 

planner can think about an organized effort to solve a problem. 

In the program on the left we see a set of efforts all relating 

to juveniles. The lines between the different kinds of efforts -- 

we call these efforts "elements"-- indicate that theyare somehow 

connected or "integrated." The set of projects on the left are 

also related to juvenile justice. However, the lack of integration 
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among the projects suggests that they are just th~t--a 

set of projects that happen to all relate to juveniles. Thus, 

even though both groups of efforts contain common parts, such 

as juvenile diversion facilities, only the one on the left can 

be truly described as a program. As we shall see, this distinc- 

tion is profound in its conceptual and planning implications 

but may seem trivial at the operational level. Let us at this 

point simply state an axiom that is the driving force behind 

the entire notion of program development: 

Since criminal justice problems are highly complex 

and multi-faceted in their causation, their overt 

existence, and their impact, it follows that 

intervention activities must be sensitive to this 

complexity if they are going to be of any real 

and lasting value to society. 

The corollary to this axiom is: 

Single projects developed in quick response to 

narrowly conceived and/or ill-defined problems 

will not contribute significantly to the 

reduction of crime or to the improvement of 

the Criminal Justice system. 

Stated less formally, putting out fires or responding to 

the wheel that squeaks the loudest is not consistent with sound 

program planning. It also does little to improve the professional 

image of Criminal Justice planners. 
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The Role of the Planner In Program Development 

If one were to point out that much Of the planning currently 

being carried out in the various criminal justice agencies 

throughout the country is at the project rather than the program 

level, this would be correct. If one were to assertthat this 

is not likelyto be, or cannot be, changed regardless of the 

desirability of such change, this would hopefully be incorrect. 

In a survey carried out in support of this course development 

effort, it was learned that some form of program development work 

is now performed by most of the 242 planners who responded, 

covering state, regional, and local agencies (i). In fact, 

only 2.1% of the respondents said that they do no program 

development work at all and 20% spend over 50% of their time 

on program development work. The remaining 78% range between 

these two extremes. 

Furthermore, of the 76 tasks initially identified as 

comprising the program development process, 62 of them, or 

82%, were said to be performed at least some of the time by 

over 70% of the agencies responding. Even allowing for the 

error inherent in such survey results, there is still a 

sizable number of planners who are making some kind of an 

effort to engage in ~rogram development, although very few 

of them are doing it on a systematic, regular, and full,time 

basis. 
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Definition of Program Development 

• Having set Program Development in context and described 

some of. its characteristics, the following definition is 

offered: " 

Program •Development is the process of 

identifying, selecting, and designing 

systems-oriented strategies, made up of 

complementary projects and activities, 

to produce goal-directed changes in 

specific criminal justice problem areas. 

The emphasis in the definition is clearly on the notion of 

developing a systems response to criminal justlce problems. 

This does not mean that the program as developed should 

confine itself to the present criminal justice system--the 

courts, police, corrections, etc., but that the response 

should relate to the problem in its breadth and complexity and 

thus be a multi-faceted set of activities, all linked together 

by a common goal. The systems notion also carries With it 

the idea of evaluation, feedback and revision--a dynamic 

response rather than a static one. Finally, the program 

development process is characterized by the need for expertise 

£hat ranges over several areas, and strongly suggests the 

use of a team approach. 

The Basic Steps in Program Development 

Prior to the development of this course, an extensive 

literature review was carried out as well as intensive 
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interviews with a substantial number of practitioners with 

many years of experience in developing programs and • 

projects in the Criminal Justice environment. Based.on a 

concensus of their informed judgments, 76 separate tasks 

were identified as beingpart of the program development 

process. To validate, this list, asurvey form was sent to 

237 planning agencies in the UiS~ and territories to (i) 

check on the accuracy of the list ("is this task part O f 

the program devel0pment pr0cess as you see it?"), (2) determine 

how many of the planners•.actuaily did these:-tasks, and 
. . . . . 

(3) determine how important •they:considered each one to be~ 

Based on the results of'this sUrvey,.a ' Va.lidated model of. 

the pr0gram deveiopment process was developed and served 

as the basis for the design Of this training course. " " ' 

• ' '. . 

(Perceived areas.of.inadequacy were;alsosolicitedfrom • 4 
• , .. , . . . 

practiti0nerst0.•help determinetherelative emphasis thal 

should be placed on Various topics..) : 

The seven major steps in the program Development Model 
. . ~ . .. 

are shown~ below (related course, modules are shown by .Roman . 

numerals): 

• Develop an understanding of 

• Develop priorities 

the problem (II) 

among problems (II) 

• Develop strategic goals (III) 

i 

• Collect and assess information on different courses 

of action (IV) 

.° 

. 

O 
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• Lay out the logic of different strategies (IV) 

• Plan the details of selected strategies (v) 

• Preparefor implementation and evaluation (VI) 

It should be •noted that this model of the Program Development 

process, while more detailedi is quite consistent with the 

General Planning ProcessModei shown earlier. Thus, Modules 

II and III are essentially dealing at the normative level of 

planning--the "ought" stage. Here, problems are defined and 

selected, and strategic goals for those problems are established 

:and approved, thus establishing the overall policy direction 

Of the work to follow. Module IV is at thelheart of the process, 

sorting •out what kinds of strategies can be considered as 

potentially• able to "solve" the problem ••and meet the strategic 

g0als.i Available resources begin to play a•i role. at this point 

.... in the process,, introducing the notion of What ca__~n be done 'as 

dist:inct from What ought to be •done.• Modules V and VI carry 
-. . . . 

the process to the operational level Of planning (the will 

be done stage), spelling out the elements necessary in order 

that the program be carried out as planned, often •including 

Who will do it, when it will be done, and howmuch it will cost 

to do it. Planning for the management and evaluation of the 

various elements that comprise the program is also accomplished 

here. 

The program development process also contains a series of 

decision points--points at which •key decision~makers must be 

brought into the process and approvals to continue the program 

. d e v e l o p m e n t - e f f o r t s  S h o u l d  b e  o b t a i n e d .  I n  t h i s  c o u r s e  we 

• . : .  , .  
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THE PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
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discuss four such decision points: 

• The selection of a set of possible strategic 

goals (A); 

• The selection of a set of possible strategies (B); 

• The approval of a set of elements which will 

implement the different strategies (C); 

• The approval of the completed work plan which 

integrates the different elements and will guide the 

implementation and evaluation of the program (D). 

At each of these decision points the program developer prepares 

what we call a decision package; adocument which outlines the 

options available to the decision-maker and provides the necessary 

background information he or she needs to evaluate the choices. 

The Logic of the Program Development Process 

A simple way to conceptualize the programdevelopment 

process is to consider the reasons why programs succeed or fail. 

In general, there are three such reasons: 

• The extent to which the persons planning the~ 

program understand the problem they are trying to 

address; 

• The extent to which the strategies developed are 

appropriate to the solution of the problem; 

• The extent to which the strategies are carried out 

as intended. 

A program succeeds or fails largely to the extent that all 

three of these conditions are met. A perfectly executed plan 
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will fail if the plan itself was faulty to begin with, just as 

a perfect plan will fail if the plan is not followed. 

Similarly. a strategy may meet all the criteria of logic and 

feasibility but still fail if it is based on an inaccurate 

understanding of the problem to be addressed. 

The program development process outlined in the course is 

aimed at maximizing the probability that programs will succeed. 

It does this by outlining a logical series of steps that tie 

the problem to the development of strategies and the develop- 

ment of operational plans to the strategies. Putting first 

things first we focus on the problem before looking to 

solutions and test the logic of those solutions before 

deciding how best to implement them. We also follow a 

consistent pattern at each step. Before any decision is made 

we first identify as many relevant options as possible and 

then organize those options in a way that makes the decision 

possible. 

We can now see thatthe program development process is 

really a set of decisions, each one representing a further 

refinement of, and narrowing of, the options available to 

the planner. However, these decision points must be 

recognized not as part of a one-way linear process but as 

informed estimates, subject to reassessment and re-definition 

as the process progresses. Thus, goals established earlier 

may be revised on the basis of new information, new insights 
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or newly imposed limitations on the resources available. The 

process should operate as a self-correcting system, with feed- 

back from each step used to reassess the adequacY of earlier 

steps and modify them as appropriate. 

We can also see that the end-point of the program 

development process is difficult to define with precision. 

The best one can say about where the program planning process 

should stop is "it depends." We have said that for purposes 

of this course it ends at that point where the program is 

funded or implemented. But in the real World, program 

development may well continue beyond that point. The extent 

to which that is true depends on several things, but mostly 

on the nature of the elements that comprise the program. Are 

they innovative or traditional? Large and complex or small 

and easy to define? Are they dispersed geographically or 

confined to a small area? Are they research efforts or 

demonstration efforts (or mixed)? Do they cross jurisdictional 

lines? Are the agencies and personnel involved in carrying out 

the elements of the program plan well known and experienced 

in the work involved or is it new to them? Have unforseen 

external events forced the elements to be modified? Any of 

the above factors could result in additional program develop- 

ment work after funding and implementation. But courses have 

to end, so a logical point to consider the process as having 

been completed is at that point where~ the program is ready 

for implementation. 

Sensitivity to the need for flexibility on the part of 
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those who will implement the work is the other side of the 

same coin -- when do guidelines for management and evaluation 

of a project become a straightjacket on effective performance 

at the operational level? When does the detailed planning 

of the program developer become an insult to those given 

the responsibility to carry out the plan? 

At the more philosophical level, we can also see that 

program development cannot be bound by a finite set of steps. 

The entire process is one that can only improve the probability 

of success while reducing that for error and failure. In a 

world of imperfect knowledge and limited resources, the 

results of the best program development efforts will alsobe 

imperfect. In that sense, then, the process is never com- 

pleted; many of today's programs are built on the foundations 

of earlier activities that were the product of other 

planning efforts. There is little reason to believe that 

this process will now reach its ultimate conclusion, even 

with the increased skills of planners that should result 

from courses such as this one~ 

The Skills Needed for Program Development 

The developmen t of a program is a complex and demanding 

process and requires a Variety of special skills. The ideal 

program developer should have: 

o Fact-finding and analytic skills, e.g. skills in 
interpreting research and evaluation materials; 
ability to think systematically about interventions 
and identify assumptions; knowledge of ways to 
access available information. 
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Interpersonal skills, e.g., organizational, 
leadership, communications, and public relations 
abilities. 

Technical, administrative and planning skills, 
e.g., competence in budgeting, procedural dev- 
elopment, staffing and organization, scheduling, 
and developing internal and external feedback 
mechanisms. 

Operational and.content expertise, e.g., sub- 
stantive knowledge of the content areas, 
practical experience with the agencies 
involved in and impacted by the program, 
knowledge of local conditions. 

This brief overview of what Program Development is, 

some of the problems connected with its use, and some of the 

relevant skills and knowledge that those who do Program 

Development need to have; serves to point up the challenge 

faced by a course that proposes to provide training in 

the area. The ideal program developer would appear to be 

someone who has the wisdom of a Solomon, the craftiness of 

a Machiavelli, the brains of an Einstein, the charm of a 

Valentino, the hide of an elephant, and the agility of a 

gazelle~ 

The Role of the Program Developer in the Context of Criminal 

Justice Planning 

The process for developing a program described in this 

course may: seem idealistic, particularly in a period of limited 

resources when the "grand" approach to criminal justice problems 

apprears to be less feasible. In addition, the approach may 

appear to be running counter to the reactive, crisis-oriented 

approach to criminal justice planning which many agencies have 
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adopted over the years. It is true that the process described 

here may often take more time, money, and effort than is required 

by the more typical "quick-fix" approach to planning. However, 

there are a number of reasons why such an approach is, in fact, 

more practical and realistic than the more typical approaches 

to problem solving. 

First, in times of limited resources the program developer 

must necessarily be more selective in his or her choice of 

targets. Thus, a process which deliberately forces the program 

developer to look carefully at the nature of the problems to 

be addressed and the options for intervention is more realistic 

than one that simply reacts to each crisis as it occurs. 

Second, when limited resources are available the program developer 

must be as certain as possible that the interventions implemented 

have the best chance of succeeding--the margin for mistakes is 

much narrower. Third, program development, as described here 

does not necessarily mean the implementation of "new" activities 

or projects--it may often mean redirecting existing efforts or 

providing better ways of doing what fs already being done. 

The process described here encourages theprogram developer to 

use what is already available and to not limit program thinking 

only to those activities that will require additional resources. 

It can also be argued that very little of what is presented 

here is beyond the current experience or capacities of persons 

in the criminal justice planning profession. Most of the tasks 

and skills required in program development are already carried 

out by persons in the system. Whatthis course adds is a more 
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systematic and logical arrangement of these tasks and skills, 

and an underlying approach thatmakes the process explicit 

rather than intuitive. 

We are not attempting to minimize the difficulties involved 

in implementing the process described in this course. To 

work properly the Process must have the support ofmanagers 

and decision-makers. This means that it willhave to be 

"sold"; either as a whole package, or one piece at a time. 

The logical person to do the selling is the program developer 

who is convinced that the process can. work. Oneexcellent way 

to sell the process is to first, create a sense of teamwork in 

the process--program development is seldom a one-person 

operation--and second' to involve the key decision-makers in 

the process through timely briefings and free sharing of 

information. 

Summary: The Characteristics of Program Development 

We have tried to cover a great deal of ground in this 

introductory essay. Many of the ideas will be fleshed out in 

more detail in subsequent chapters. We conclude this 

discussion with several salient points which helped form the 

overall concept of the course: 

• A collection of individual projects and other 
activities that fall within or are assigned to a 
programmatic label do notLusually constitute a 
program as defined here. A collection of 
highly skilled carpenters, plumbers, brick 
layers, roofers, etc., will never build a 
house unless they are working toward a 
common goal and from a common set of blueprints. 
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The elements that comprise a program may be 
of several types, including funded projects 
that went through the RFP and grant process; 
activities that an operating agency agrees to 
do within its own budget; and initiatives that 
are carried out within the planning agency 
itself. Each of these elements requires a 
different approach, different products and 
different skills. Yet each is an integral 
part of the overall program and the failure 
of any one of them may seriously compromise 
the overall program. 

The various elements that represent the end 
products of the program development process are 
likely to require inter-agency cooperation. 
This puts special requirements on the management 
and evaluation functions to insure the 
integrity of the program elements oncy they 
are operational. 

Program development may be initiated and carried 
• out at different levels in the Criminal Justice 
system. Ideas may start at lower levels, go to 
higher levels for further development, integration, 
and funding support and return to the lower 
level for detailed planning and implementation. 

• The various state and local planning agencies 
have routinized and proceduralized much of the 
planning process, partly due to pressure from 
various governing authorities to work within 
prescribed legal codes and guidelines. This 
is not a guidelines-compliance course, nor is 
it one on how to obtain funding. It describes 
a process that can be carried out according to 
certain logical procedures. The variations 
in the way these procedures can be locally 
institutionalized and legally defined are 

infinite, subject to constant change, and 
clearly beyond the scope of this course. 

• Managers of criminal justice agencies should 
serve in a sorting capacity in the program 
development decision process, selecting those 
things that the developer can decide on his 
own, those things that the manager should 
decide on his own, and those decisions that -. 
should involve a larger constituency, such as 
a planning or supervisory board. The program 
developer can facilitate and heavily influence 
these decisions through his technical and 
interpersonal skills, but he or she must 
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recognize that final authority for decisions 
about the selection of problems, the deter- 
mination of goals, the selection of inter & 
vention strategies, and the utilization of 
resources will almost always rest elsewhere. 

The program development process has n opportunity 
to present itself as a force for po__tive 
social change as opposed to a negative response 
to serious and immediate problems. It has the 
scope and breadth to consider longer range 
solutions that can consider, for example, 
prevention activities. This is also why 
programmatic approaches are often harder to 
"sell" and to keep before the public eye. 
Results are longer range and more difficult 
to document. Interest may lag and funds 
diverted to other, more immediately perceived 
needs. ' 

Quantitative factors should play the major 
role in the program development process, but 
qualitative factors play a large role as well. 
Traversing from the "ought," to the "can," to 
the "will" involves selling ideas to the hard- 
to-sell, and convincing the hard-to-convince 
of the logic of your approach. It also means 
knowing when to retreat, compromise, and select 
alternate routes -- all of this being done while 
maintaining the integrity of the program. Such 
interpersonal factors are hard to define and 
even harder to teach. The course will discuss 
their importance and provide some guidance on 
their use, but it will not be able to compensate 
for real deficiencies in these areas. 

Course Objectives 

If some of the above characteristics seem problematic, 

that is only because the role of the planner in Program 

development is being looked at realistically. A course of 

instruction in such a complex area as program development 

does littleservice to the cause of improved criminal 

justice practices by ignoring reality. What such a course 

can do is (i)convince you of the inherent logic and 

desirability of program development, and (2) introduce you 
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to the basic skills and knowledge that will enabieyou to 

begin the pursuit of Program Development in your own agency. 

The stated overall objectives of the course are as follows: 

To provide to those who have Program Development 
responsibilities the necessary knowledge and skills 
so that they will see the need to, and will be able to: 

Assess the adequacy (completeness, accuracy, 
logic) ~f statements relating to criminal 
justice problems within your jurisdiction 
(ref. Module II); 

• Establish priorities among those problems 
for possible intervention (ref. Module II); 

Develop program goals consistent with the 
problems selected and the priorities estab- 
lished (ref. Module III); 

Locate and/or develop approaches potentially 
capable of meeting program goals, i.e., dealing 
with the selected problems (ref. Module IV); 

Select those approaches most likely to impact 
on the reduction of those problems, commensurate 
with available or obtainable resources (ref. 
Modules IV and V); 

Identify delivery systems and procedures that 
can implement those approaches at both the 
strategic (program) and action (project) levels 
(ref. Modules V and VI); 

o Identify those key events in the program plan 
on the basis of which effective monitoring, 
evaluation, and corrective feedback can be 
carried out as the plan is being implemented 
(ref. Module VI). 

The obligation of a training course is to present a 

model of things as they could or ought to be if the World 

were a more rational place and everyone in it were motivated 

by the purest of intentions, while at the same time pro- 

viding useful skills and knowledge for the real world we ali 
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live and work in. No one will be able to use and follow all 

of the advice, guidance, ideas, skills and knowledge presented 

in the followingmodules. But no one should leave the course 

without having at least one new idea that they can put to 

good use in their own planning environment. 
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Chapter II 
Developing an Understanding of Problems 

TEXT 

II-i 

Program development is aimed at finding and designing solutions 

toproblems. How well this is accomplished depends heavily on 

two early steps in the process: 

• The development of an understanding of the problem 

• The selection of problems for program intervention 

In this module (II), this part of the program development 

process is discussed. 

Developing an Understanding pf the Problem 

Program development can be thought to begin when a problem 

is first identified, How the problem is described and explained 

plays a major role in determining how the problem will be 

addressed. People tend to react to the most obvious and dramatic 

aspect of problems. This initial perception, however, may be 

based on inadequate or partial evidence. This can lead to erroneous 

assumptions about the problem, its causes and effects, and how 

it can be "solved." In the General Planning Process Model, the 

initial identification of a problem is followed by a period of: 

careful analysis. Through this process, the characteristics of 

the problem are clarified. Through analysis the boundaries and 

characteristics of the problem are defined, thus confirming, 

revising, amplifying, or replacing the earlier assumptions 

made about it. 
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The major product of the analysis process is a document that 

spells out what is known or suspected about the problem-,the 

Problem Statement. This document serves as the primary basis for 

decisions about whether to initiate a Program to address the 

problem. If a decision to act is made, the Statement can als0 

serve as the major source of information about how the problem 

couldbe solved. 

Problem Statement Format. Problem Statements differ greatly from 

jurisdiction to jurisdiction. In this course we have adopted ~ 

the format and content as taught in the course on Criminal 

Justice Analysis, a companion course in this training series. 

The recommended format for the Problem Statement is shown on the 

following page. This format is comparable to the standard 

format used in technical and research reports in the social • ~ 

sciences. 

According to this format the Statement shouldbegin with 

an introductory descripti0n of •the problem and the major concerns 

and issues surrounding the problem. This should be followed'by 

a detailed description of how the problem was analyzed. •'In a 

good Problem Statement the discussion of methodology should 

enable any reader to assess the technical adequacy and 

limitations of the analytic methods. 

Following the methodology•section, the Statement Should 

next present the findings viz•~ viz the•hypotheses •tested in 

the analysis. The Statement should specify these hypotheses 

explicitly and indicate the theory or assumptions behind each. 

The interpretation of the findings is presented next. •This 

? 

k • 
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discussion should lay out the implications of the findings: 

• . ' • ~i ..i . 

• The extent to which the •findings confirm or 

refute the original assumptions about theproblem 

• Specific•characteristics about the problem not 

previously suspected 

.•. Additional questions 

•findings 

or hypotheses raised by the 

• Limitations in the findings 

• •Alternative explanations for the findings 

• The Problem statement should conclude with a ' brief summary 

of the findings and interpretations and additional• materials, 

calculatiOns, or•technical discussions supporting the analysis. 

Assessing the Adequacy of Problem statements 

Based on a survey of criminal, justice planning agencies, 

discussions lwith criminal justice planners, and our own 

examinations, it is clear that the•quality of problem statements 

produced in the system varies widely. Because the Problem Statement 

can be an • important input tO the program development process, • 

it is important that the program developer has confidence in 

the contentsof the Statement and is aware of the limitations 

and defects •in the Statement. This same requirement holds true 

for any.other sources of information about a problem the program 
• .. , 

developer may use. Consequently', the process described in the 

course provides for a preliminary assessment of the Problem 
. ' . . . .  t 

Statement before any decisions are made to proceed With the 

development of a-program. The purpose of • this assessment is'to 
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identify those Problem Statements that fail to meet certain 

criteria of adequacy and to develop a detailed understanding 

of the problem. 

Criteria for Assessing the Adequacy of Problem Statement~ 

There are two general aspects of the Problem Statement that 

should be assessed by the program developer: the technical 

adequacy, and the conceptual adequacy of the statement. 

Technical adequacy refers to the quality of the information 

contained in the Statement and the appropriateness of the 

analysis used. The criteria to assess technicil adequacy are 

the same as those applied to any other analytic work. Among the 

technical aspects of the Statement to be assessed are: 

• The research design applied by the analyst, 

• The measures and variables used in the analYSiS , 
f 

• The size and characteristics of the data sample, 

® The statistics used to analyze the data. 

Research design refers to the overall analytic strategy used 

by the analyst to answer certain questions about a problem. In 

a good Problem Statement these questions are identified explicitly 

in the form of hypotheses. However, in other instances it will 

be necessary to infer the questions that are tested through a 

careful reading of the Statement. The primary criterion of an 
i 

adequate research design is that it allows the analyst to 

answer or test the research questions posed. 

The first step in assessing the research design is to 

identify all of the questions the analysis attempts to answer. 
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The second step is to determine how the analyst attempted to test 

the hypothesis. Since there are always a variety of ways tQ do 

this, the assessment should consider the relative value of 

the alternatives. In general, a design which permits a 

comparison--between groups of subjects, before-and-after 

comparisons--are more powerful than those which merely collect 

undigested facts. 

A third step in assessing the design is to look for uncon- 

trolled threats to validity. A valid research design is one 

where extraneous factors, factors not directly relevant to the 

hypothesis are accounted for or controlled. This control is 

necessary if the analyst is to be able to state that Factor A 

is related to Factor B. 

Measures and variables. A second aspect of the Problem 

Statement to be ~ssessed is the way in which the data used in 

the analysis was gathered and defined. The first step in this 

assessment is to identify all of the measures and variables 

used in theanalysis. Again, in a good Problem Statement, these 

will be identified and described in detail. 

In assessing the use of measures and variables the program 

developer should ask the following questions: 

• Is the analyst measurZng what he or she thinks is 
being measured? Police arrest rates may be a good 
indicator of police performance and productivity, 
but may be poor indicators of the volume of crime 
being committed. 

• Are the measures land variables representative of 
events in the real world? A concept such as "recidivism" 
may encompass a broad array of specific events ranging 
from a released offender breaking parole to holding up 
a liquor store. By lumping all such events into a 
single measure the analyst may be presenting an 
inaccurate picture of real world events. 
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• If the same analysis were conducted again using other 
data would it produce the same or similar results? 
Many analytic findings are the product of purely 
local conditions and could not be replicated anywhere 
else or even at any other time. The program developer 
must consider whether the findings are generalizable 
beyond the location or moment the data was collected. 

Th___ee Sample. The third technical aspect of the Problem State- 

ment to be assessed is the adequacy of the data sample used in 

the analysis. Did the analyst use all of the data available, 

or was a sample selected? In general, a survey of the total 

universe of data points is ideal, but seldom feasible. If a 

sample was used, how was it selected? Random selection is 

preferable. Otherwise a matching of subjects is allowed if all 

relevant variations are accounted for in the sample. The 

program developer should be aware of any selection biases that 

make one group of subjects more likely to be picked for 

analysis than another. 

Related to the representative adequacy of the sample is the 

matter of sample size. There are no fixed rules related to the 

minimum size of a sample. However, the larger the sample the 

better the predictive power of the analysis. The program 

developer should ask: 

• Is the sample size roughly proportionate to the 
number of variables being gathered? The greater 
the number of variables, the larger the sample 
should be. " 

@ Is the sample large enough that it is likely to 
contain most of the variations found in that 
population (e.g., most age groups, most major 
ethnic groups, most neighborhoods, most police 
ranks, etc.)? 
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The critical question related to the sample is, does the sample 

size or characteristics permit the analyst to generalize about 

the entire population, i.e., is the sample reasonably represen- 

tative of the population as a whole? 

Statistics. The adequacy of the statistical methods used 

in the analysis is a highly technical subject beyond the immediate 

capacity of this course. The reader is urged to refer to a 

good standard text on statistics in making this assessment. 

Several useful works are referenced in the appendix of this 

module. This discussion will be limited to a few common problems 

in the use and misuse of statistics. 

® Percentages are widely abused in Problem Statements. 

The most common abuse is the failure to present 

the whole numbers upon which percentages were 

calculated. A statement that, "40 percent of 

.... therespondentsin our survey indicated that they 

felt police protection was inadequate" is meaning- 

ful only if the number of persons responding is: 

alsoreported. In this instance the statement may 

mean that 2 out of 5, 4 out of i0, or 400 out of 

a thousand had this opinion. It should be noted 

that there are statistical tests of significance 

which can be used to estimate the degree to which 

changes or differences in percentages are meaning- 

ful. 
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Averages are often abused in a similar fashion as 

percentages. For example, a statement that the 

average number of years of education among police 

officers is 14 years obscures the fact that a 

sizeable number of officers may have a much smaller 

educational attainment. Interpretation of averages 

should be accompanied by an appreciation of the 

range and overall distribution of the total popula- 

tion. Again, there are tests to estimate the 

statistical significance of differences or changes 

in averages. 

Correlations are not frequently used in Problem 

Statements. When they are, however, a common error 

is to assume that if two factors are highly 

correlated one factor caused the ot~er. A correla- 

tion only measures the degree to which two or more 

factors change together, in a regular or uniform 

fashion. This may be because of some third factor 

or pure chance. There are numerous examples of 

factors that vary together in a regular fashion 

over many years (e.g., ice cream consumption and 

the number of drownings per month). In highly 

complex systems, organizations or societies, many 

similar correlations can be found for which the 

third common causal factor is not obvious. 
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Technical adequacy is the minimum requirement of any problem 

statement. . Unless the statement can meet minimum methodological 

criteria, the program developer and decision-makers are 

seriously limited in the kinds of decisions they can make about 

the problem. Indeed, unless the statement meets these criteria, 

there maybe little basis for assuming that the problem exists 

atall. 

Conceptual adequacy refers to the ' substantive quality of 

the problem statement--how wellthe statement describes and 

explains the problem. The Criteria to be applied in this area 

are necessarily less precise than those used to assess technical 

adequacy. ~ 

In general, the description of the problem in the Problem 

Statement should be relatively comprehensive. The explanation 

of the problem shouldbe complete and logical. 

Comprehensiveness. The Problem Statement should serve as 

the major source of Televant information about a particular 

problem. It should contain as much information about the pro- 

blem as the limits of time and space allow. At a minimum the 

statement should present information on the following topics: 

• What is the problem? The Statement should provide 

a clear description of the type of problem under 

examination. It should specify whether the problem 

is related to a specific crime, the way the criminal 

justice system works, the secondary effects of crime, 

or a combination of all these. 
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• What is the s~ze of the problem? The Statement 

should indicate the magnitude of the problem, 

If the problem is-one of crime, the Statement should 

state.how often the crime is committed.. If the 

problem is in the system itself, the number of times 

the problem arises should be reported. If it relates 

to some secondary effect of crime, the number of 

people affected shouldbe given. 

@ How has the problem changed overtime? The statement 
° 

should provide a history of the problem. Is it a 

new problem?• A long-standing problem? An old 

problem that has suddenly increased in seriousness? 

If the problem has changed over time, the Statement 

should also indicate how fast the change has occurred. 

• How serious is the problem. The Statement should 

indicate the extent to which the problem poses a 

critical situation for the system in terms of costs, 

public confidence, or the ability to operate. 

Similarly, the statement should indicate how serious 

the problem is for the community or segments of the 

community as a whole. 

• Who is affected by the problem? The Statement should 

indicate the people, groups, organizations, and 

agencies that are affectedby the problem. The 

Statement should also indicate how these people, 

groups, etc., are affected and the seriousness of 

the problem for each. 
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• Where is the problem located? The Statement should 

indicate how widespreadthe problem is. Is it con- 

fined t0 a single neighborhood? A single community? 

A region? Or is the problem scattered about in 

various places? Is it a statewide problem? A 

national problem? 

• When does the prgblem occur? The Statement should 

indicate the temporal or cyclical nature of the 

problem. Is the problemmore prevelant at certain 

times of the year? On certain days Of the week? 

Certain times of the day? Does the problem display 

any regular trends or is it a continuous problem? 

• How does the criminal justice system respond to the 

problem? The Statement should indicate which parts 

of the criminal justice system have responsibility 

for dealing with the problem. If agencies outside 

the system are also involved, this should also be 

reported. The Statement should give an assessment 

of how well the system responds, where response prob- 

lems exist, and why. 

• What factors are associated with the problem? The 

Statement should indicate what is known about the 

root Causes of the problem, the factors that make 

the problem more or less likely, and the secondary 

effects the problem creates. If possible, the 

Statement shouldalso indicate if there are any 
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theories about the problem and what the best think- 

ing says about the causes and effects of the problem. 

Completeness 9~ Explanation. If a Problem Statement 

describes the problem in a comprehensive manner, the next 

aspect to be assessed is the completeness of its explanation 

of the problem. To be most useful, the contents of the Statement 

should form a conceptual whole. That is, the parts of the problem 

should fit together in a way that makes it apparent why A leads 

to B or why the problem has the characteristics it does. Unless 

the information can be organized in this fashion, the Statement 

remains a collection of unconnected facts. 

The conditions and events described in a Problem Statement 

tend to fall into one of the following categories: 

• Presumed causes 

• Primary effects 

• Secondary effects 

• System response 

The presumed causes of the problem are those conditions or events 

that are though t to come before and lead to the expressed con- 

cerns and related events and effects. For example, many persons 

believe that poverty is a major antecedent of crime, other 

factors in this category might include: poor child-rearing 

practices, personality, and economic incentives. Other factors 

are more immediate and might include: peer group pressures, 

opportunities to commit a crime or the subjective estimate of 

being detected and caught. 
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The primary effects of the problem are those conditions 

and events that directly result from the presumed causes. They 

are often the most immediate and obvious aspect of the problem. 

For example, the incidence of burglary in a community may be 

the primary effect of an increase in drug trafficking. 

The secondary effects of a problem are those conditions and 

events that d~rectly result from the primary effects and 

indirectly result from the presum~ed causes. For example, a rise 

in the number of street crimes may result in fewer people 

leaving their homes at night. A high crime rate may result in 
L 

an increase in public fear Of crime. 

The fourth set of conditions and events are called the 

system response components. They refer to those conditions or 

events in the criminal justice system, or some other relevant 

system (e.g., schools, public welfare agencies) that have an 

effect on, or are affected by the problem's presumed causes or 

effects. For example, the ability of the police to detect and 

apprehend drug traffickers will affect the presumed causes of 

the burglary problem. At the same time, a rise in the fear or 

crime may result in greater police efforts to crack down on 

burglary or drug trafficking. Thus, factors contained under the 

system response Category are important parts of the portrait 

of the problem as it is presented in the Problem Statement. 

The Logic of the Explanation of the Problem 

By organizing the components of the problem into presumed 

causes, primary and secondary effects, and system response com- 

ponents the program developer can gauge how com~let@ the 
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explanation of the problem in the Problem Statement is. However, 

a true understanding of the problem requires that these conditions 

and events be organized into a logical structure so that the 

linkages or relationships among the different conditions and 

events are explicit. 

In an ideal Problem Statement these relationships are 

specified andtested in the form of hypotheses. An hypothesis 

is a statement that asserts a relationshi p among either concept~, 

variables or measures. However, very often these relationships 

are not stated specifically but are merely implied as assumptions 

about the problem. For example, a Problem Statement which states 

that ex-offenders who are able to find good, well-paying jobs 

within a month after release are less likely to recidivate than 

those who do not is implying a relationship between two variables: 

employment opportunity and recidivism. Such a statement might 

be based on a detailed statistical analysisof hundreds of 

ex-offenders, the testimony of an expert in the field, or the 

"gut" impressions of a seasoned parole officer. Whatever the 

evidence used to support the statement, such relationships are 

extremely important• • to a program developer. First, they help 

to explain the problem of recidivism in a way that goes beyond 

merely describing the components of the problem. Second, they 

provide clues as to possible ways of dealing with recidivism or 
I 

other problems. ThUs, as a step in understanding a problem, 
c 

the program developer must be alertto identify all such rela- 

tionships, stated and implied, in the Problem Statement. 
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However, while it is important for the program developer 

to be aware of all relationships between components of the prob- 

lem, the program developer should also be cautious in attaching 

too much faith or confidence inany one relationship in isola- 

tion of other possible factors or effects. Many factors con- 

tribute to an event, including many that are beyond the imme- 

diate observation of even the most careful analyst. Moreover, 

these many factors interact in extremely intricate ways so that 

the neteffect of any one may be difficult or impossible to 

detect. Finally, even With sophisticated analytic and statis- 

tical techniques, the evidence of a relationship can be mislead- 

ing. Thus, to return to our example, while recidivism may be 

related to employment opportunity it may also be related to the 

ex-offender's background, his experience in prison, his family's 

encouragement and his parole officer's energy and concern. To 

isolate one factor as the key to recidivism or any other problem 

~s probably a mistake, no matter how strong or intuitively "right" 

the evidence. 

The Boundaries of the Problem 

The final conceptual aspect of the problem to be considered 
r 

is what we call the boundaries of the problem. The boundaries 

of a problem are d~fined as the range of conditions and events 

beginning withthe presumed causes and encompassing the primary 

and secondary effects and the system response factors described 
t 

in the Problem Statement. This area could be called the domain 

of the problem--that segment of the entire range of possible 

events and conditions examined by the analyst. 
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It should be apparent that the selection of one factor as 

a presumed cause or primary or secondary effect is somewhat 

arbitrary. 

For example, consider a causal chain of effects where: 

• Drug trafficking (leads to) 

• Increased burgiaries (leads to) 

• Increased fear of crime by the citizens 

If the primary effect was perceived as the increase in burglaries, 

then the increase in drug trafficking would be seen as the 

presumed cause, and the increased fear of crime would be a 

secondary effect. If, however, the primary effect was seen as 

drug trafficking, the chain could be extended so that: 

• Organized crime (leads to) 

• Increased drug trafficking (leads to) 

• Increased burglaries (leads to) 

• Increased fear of crime. 

This is not a trivial or academic problem for the program 

developer. In assessing the logic of the Problem Statement, 

the developer must determine whether the analysis has identified 

realistic boundaries of the problem or has isolated too small 

a segment of SOme larger and more complex problem. Conceptually 

"the problem" encompasses al__!l of the factors associated with 

the concerns or characteristics first observed. 

Modeling The Problem 

There are three steps involved in constructing a problem model: 

• Identifying the important aspects of the 

problem itself 
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• Organizing those aspects of the problem 

into a logical pattern + 

• Identifying logical linkages between the 

different aspects. 

The important aspects of the problem are those conditions and 

events • which characterize, define or are associated with the 

problem. For example, research on the problem of offender 
i 

recidivism have identified specifi c condit'ions and events which 

characterize the problem. For example: 
+ 

• Economic factors--job opportunities for 
I 

ex-offenders; 

• social factors--the stigma of having a 

criminal record; 

• Psychological factors'-the inability 0f the 

ex-offender to handle frustration and 

rejection; 

• System factors--the tendency of the police 

tO suspect an ex-offender more readily 

I ' 

when a crime is committed. 

These factors, among others, tend to define the recidivism 

problem. T~ey are the conceptual labels or, more technicaiiyi 

the constructs which we use to discuss, define, describe and 

explain the phenomenon of recidivism. 

As this discussion implies, we arrive at these constructs 

through research, debate and reflection until something like 

a consensus emerges and people with an interest in the problem 
I 
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begin to talk in common terms. This is a long and open-ended 

process. But for the programdeveloper, armed only with the 

facts in a Problem Statement, the process necessarily must come 

to a temporary halt. Taking what he has he must fashion a 

response. 

The second step in constructing a model involves organizing 

the important aspects of the problem into a logical set of cate- 
r 

gories. There are many ways t0 do this,, but for purposes of 

this discussion We Propose four categories of conditions and events 

which can be used to organize our • understanding of theproblem. 

They are: 

• The presumed causes of the problem 

• The p r i m a r y  e f f e c t s  o f  t h e  p r o b l e m  

• The secondar~ effects of the problem, and 

• The s y s . t e m . r e s p o n s e  a s p e c t s  of .  ~ h e p r o b l e m .  

The presumed causes of the problem, as the term implies, 

a r e  t h o s e  c o n d i t i o n s  and e v e n t s  t h a t  a r e  p r e s u m e d  t o  l e a d  t o  , 

produce or contribute to primary effects and, indirectly, to 

create the secondary effects. The-system response asPects of 

the problem relate to how the system--the Criminal.justice - 

system or some other formal system--affecgs or is affected by 

'the problem.. . 

The t h i r d  s t e p  i n . t h e  p r o c e s s  i s  t o  . i d e n t i f y  t h e  l o g i c a l  
. $ • 

linkages between the important aspects of the problem. These 

can  be d e f i n e d  i n  t e r m s  o f  p r o b a b i l i t y  e s t i m a t e s , _  m e a s u r e s  o f  

association or simpiy theoretical suppositions. -In a good 

e 

I 
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Problem Statement the linkages are demonstrated through the 

testing of precisely stated hypotheses. More often, they are 

only implied in the facts presented in the Statement. • 

Once the linkages have been identified the program developer 

has all of the components he needs to construct a logical model 

of a problem, i This model can thenbe used to assess not only 

the quality of the Problem statement itself, but also the degre e 

of~understanding the program deve!oper has aboutthe problem. 

A brief example illustrates the process. 

Assume that the PrOblem Statement presents•us with the 

following facts: • 

• Vandalism occurs most often in schools in 

areas with depressed economic conditions 

• High rates of vandalism are thought to 

contribute to accelerated turnover among 

school Staff and ifaculty ~ 

• Vandalism results in higher costs for ~ 

repair and upkeep of schoois 

e Police manpower • is notadequate to Patr01 

areas around schools 

• Only a small percentage 

result in an arrest 

Of vandalismincidents 

The importan t aspects of the school vandalismproblem, according 

• to the Problem Statement are : 

i) Economic conditions" in the area around schools 

2) The level of vandalism in the different schools 
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The rate of staff and faculty turnover 

The cost of repairing and maintaining schools 

The level of police manpower 

The number (or level) of patrolling around schools 

5) 

6) 

7) The number of arrests for vandalism. 

These important aspects of the problem can be organized, 

according to our four-way typology as follows: 

• Economic conditions in the area around schools 

is a presumed cause in that it appears to be a 

good predictor of vandalism levels. 

• The actual level of vandalism and the costs 

associated with repairing and maintaining the 

schools are considered primary effects of 

the problem--the outward and most obvious 

aspects of the problem. 

• The accelerated rate of staff and faculty 

turnover is considered a secondary effect 

in that it is only indirectly related to ~andalism. 

• The level of police manpower, the number of 

level of police patrol around schools, and 

the number of arrests for vandalism are 

considered the system response aspects of the 

problem. 

The linkages betweenthese important aspects of the problem 

are fairly obvious: economic conditions ~ in the area around 

schools somehow lead to increased or decreased levels of 
", , , 
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vandalism in those schools; the level of vandalism is related 

to repair and upkeep costs and to the rate of faculty and staff 

turnover. Because police manPower levels are inadequate there 

are few police patrols near schools so that few vandals are 

arrested for their crimes. 

The figure of the following page presents a crude version 

of the model of the school vandalism problem. In a more complex 

problem, with more important aspects of the problem identified, 

such a model could be invaluable in assessing both the quality 

and adequacy of the Problem Statement and the level of under- 

standing the program developer has of the problem. Even this 

crude model points to some obvious gaps and flaws in our under- 

standing. 

• We know virtually nothing about how or why 

economic conditions relate to school vandalism 

levels. 

• Is the rate of staff and faculty turnover 

related only to vandalism levels or perhaps 

is it only related indirectly due to the same 

depressed economic conditions found in areas 

with high rates of vandalism? 

• What other factors beside the level or number 

of police patrols are related to the number 

of arrests for vandalism? 

Thus, the developer has improved his or her understanding 

of the problem and of the possible logical pitfalls to be avoided 

when looking for possible solutions to the problem. The program 
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developer should not be obligated to correct an inadequate 

Problem Statement. If, in the developer's judgment, the 

Statement is not adequate, the developer should document where 

the gaps or inconsistencies exist and suggest that they be 

corrected before any further action is taken. If a decision 

to proceed on the basis of an inadequate Statement is made, the 

developer will have the information necessary to attempt to 

fill in gaps during development, and will have fulfilled a 

professional obligation to demand the best possible analytic 

foundation for his or her development activities. 

Settin~ Priorities Among Problems ~ 

After a problem has been identified, defined, and the 

analysis of the problem has been assessed and accepted, the 

next step is the decision to proceed to develop a program. In 

an ideal system, such a decision could be made purely on the 

merits of the problem itself, In the real world, however, 

this decision must be made in reference to other problems in 

the system. Because resources, manpower, and time are limited, 

planners and decision-makers are forced to set priorities among 

problems, directing more attention and resources to the solution 

of some problems now, leaving others for the future. 

What is it about a problem that makes it more or less 

important than some other problem? In a universal sense, there 

is no answer to this question. The concept of importance is 

essentially a matter of subjective perception. Perceptions are 

shaped by a combination of past experiences, immediate concerns 
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and future expectations. Since people tend to differ widely 

on each of these variables, it is difficult (and perhaps 

impossible) to reach universal agreement on what is or is not 

important. If tomorrow someone were to propose an objective 

scale of importance against which all problems could be mea- 

sured, it is a safe bet that few would agree with it and fewer 

still would abide by it. 

Despite the inherent difficulty of reaching agreement on 

matters of universal importance, it is obvious that decisions 

must be made and are made every day where choices of this type 

are involved. Over the years, society and organizations have 

devised a variety of methods to make difficult choices: 

majority rule, the enlightened (or unenlightened) despot, 

divine revelation, or random chance. More recently, an entire 

field of research and theory has been built up to study and 

perfect decision strategies. These studies have takentwo 

different perceptions: 

• To improve the use of available information 

in decision-making 

• To improve the degree of consensus about the 

decisions that are made. 

The first of these approaches has led to the development 

of improved information gathering and:handling techniques and 

increasingly sophisticated methods of analysis tO aid decision- 

making broadly included under the discipline of operations 

research. The second approach has focused on the dynamics of 

group decision-making and on the development of techniques to 

O 

O 
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achieve compromises and resolve disputes within groups otherwise 

included under the lable of oragnizational development. Both 

approaches have produced a substantial body of literature 

ranging from very practical, applied techniques to highly 

theoretical, analytic methodoiogies. Both areas of research 

are particularly relevant to program development. Selected sources 

of information in these areas are included as an appendix to 

this module. This discussion will focus on several issues common 

to both areas of interest. 

Varieties of Priority-Setting Approaches 

There are a variety of techniques to establish priorities 

in the criminal justice planning system. Priority-setting can 

be done informally through a process of compromise and "horse- 

trading" with little more than the individual opinions, wants 

and ambitions of the participants to guide the process. It can 

also be done through a very formal process, using standardized 

procedures and weighted decision criteria. Both approaches 

have inherent advantages and disadvantages. The informal 

approach provides enough flexibility for decision-makers to 

reach consensus on their priorities. It provides a mechanism 

where everyone's wishes and needs can be met to a certain degree. 

Moreover, such decisions can usually be made quickly with a 

minimum of conflict. 

The disadvantages of the informal approach arise primarily 

from itsadvantages. Flexibility can easily evolve into an 

extremely inconsistent process. There is the danger that less 
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powerful interests will be ignored or consistently overridden, 

regardless of the merits of the issues they raise. The advan- 

tage of maximizing everyone's satisfaction with a set of prior- 

ities can result in no one's problem being adequately met. 

Resources which might better be expended resolving a few select 

problems could end up being squandered on a larger number of 

relatively small-scale problems. Finally, while decisions can 

be made quickly in an informal process, this speed may be pur- 

chased at the expense of an inadequate understanding or reflec- 

tion on the choices. 

The advantages of a more formal approach are relatively 

apparent. Formal methods: 

• reduce the amount of purely subjective 

input to the'decision-making process 

• reduce the probability that decisions will 

be made in reaction to temporary crises or 

transitory opinions and fads 

• increase the consistency of decisions, and 

• reduce the area of possible conflict or 

disagreement over decisions. 

However, formal approaches reduce the flexibilitY of decision- 

makers and, if taken too far, can make the process overly 

mechanical. There are always certain problems that defy pre- 

formulated criteria and categories. They also tend to reduce 

individual accountability for decisions and reduce the amount 

of detailed assessment decision-makers apply to their decisions. 
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The Need for Consensus. In the priority-setting process 

consensus is particularly necessary. The decisions made at this 

point may• dictate ~ ithe future policies and the resources that 

will be available:for many years to come. For the program 

developer, consensus among decision-makers is also necessary 

if subsequent, decisions and plans are to succeed. Consequently, 

the program developer should be sensitive to the need to maximize 

the • degree of understanding, reflection and agreement among ~ 

decision-makers-at this point inthe process. 

There are specific techniques that have been perfected to 

enhance the:amount of ~greement amongdecision-makers whilestill 

producing quality decisions. These techniques usually entail 

the adoption of certalnbasic principles of group decision- 

making. Unde~ these principles participants should: 

• Focus on defeating the problem rather than 

defeating each other , 

e Seek facts to resolve issues 

• Accept conflict as helpful, so long as 

it doesnot generate threats or defensive 

behavior 

• Avoid behavior which cuts off or limits 

the free flow of opinions and ideas. 

Among the techniques thathave been developed are: 

• Nominal Group Technique -- a group decision- 

making procedure in which interested or expert 
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participants identify, discuss and select 

one or a set of answers to a specific question. 

The technique involves face-to-face group 

interaction under a highly structured set of 

rules and procedures. 

• Brainstorming -- a group decision-making 

process intended Primarily to identify a 

broad range and variety of responses to a 

specific question or issue. This technique 

can be used by staff to bring a large number 

of persons into the process and to broaden 

the range of options fromwhich they can 

subsequently choose. 

• Surveys -- a technique in which a planner or 

program developer can tap the ideas, opinions 

or attitudes of a large number of persons in 

a community without direct contact. Surveys 

are used most often to investigate such factors 

as public opinion, the opinions of certain 

population groups or a particular •group of 

decision-makers and experts. 

• Delphi Technique -- a device in which experts 

or persons knowledgeable on a certain question 

are systematically surveyed for their opinions, 

ideas or attitudes. The technique usually 

involves a series of such surveys in which the 



II-29 

results of previous surveys are fedback to 

the participants. The process continues until 

either a clear consensus emerges or the con- 

flicting "schools of thought" about the subject 

have been identified. 

Each technique places a great deal of emphasis on the need to 

produce both acceptance and quality in decisions, Open sharing 

of ideasand information, and the depersonalization of decisions. 

The details of each technique can be found in several of the 

references cited in the appendix of this module. 

Criterion-based techniques. Whether priorities are set, 

formally or informally by groups or individuals the basic process 

is the same. Invariably priorities are set on the basis of 

certain criteria. The criteria may be explicit or ad hoc. 

They may be applied consistently or they may vary from case 
J 

to case. The criteria may be the same for all decision-makers 

or each decision-maker may make up his or her own. The extent 

to which the criteria are explicitly stated, consistently applied, 

and used by decision-makers as a group defines how formal or 

informal the Process is. 

A further distinguishing feature in the priority-setting 

process is, who sets the criteria? in an informal process this 

decision is usually made by each decision-maker individually. 

However, as the process becomes more formal the decision may 

shift from the decision-makers to the program developer as the 

• most knowledgeable and objective resource person. In those 

planning agencies where the decision-makers rely on the 
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professional planner or program developer to advise on decisions 

the criteria may,in fact, be wholly determined by the developer 

or planner. By contrast, in those agencies where the professional 

planner or developer merely staffs the decision-makers delibera- 

tions, his or her role may be reduced to facilitating the 

priority-setting decisions without making any independent input 

to that process. 

Regardless of the process used to set priorities, the pro- 

gram:developer should have an independent sense of the priority 

of the problems in his or her system~ Even if decision-makers 

only take the developer's recommendations on advisement the 

developer should be prepared to justify these priorities on the 

basis of sound, factual arguments. This means that the developer 

should have a set of criteria to rate the relative importance of 

problems. 

Developing criteria. There are several approaches to 

developing criteria to set priorities. A common approach is 

to adapt existing a_dd hoc criteria into more explicit and detailed 

standards. For example, problems may be typically distinguished 

on the basis of the number of people affected by the problem. 

This loose criteria could be made more explicit by developing 

a scale on which each problem could be rated. Problems affecting 

larger numbers of people would receive a higher rating on the 

scale than problems affecting few individuals. Similar scales 

could be constructed for other broad ad hoc criteria such as 

the geographic location of the problem, the costs the problem 

creates for criminal justice agencies or the prevailing attitude 

0 
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of the public toward the problem. By rating each problem on a 

set of specific criteria, the program developer can produce 

overall scores of importance or seriousness which can be com- 

pared or ranked in a consistent fashion. 

A second approach to criteria-building is to poll decision- 

makers and other informed individuals on their own criteria of 

importance. This can be done through face-to-face discussions, 

or through the use of questionnaires. The responses of the 

decision-makers can then be compiled, compared and synthesized 

to produce a master list of criteria. This approach has the 

distinct advantage of forcing decision-makers to be explicit 

about what they consider important. It also provides a broader 

range Of possible criteria than the developer might produce 

working alone. 

The third primary approach to criteria building is the 

basic process of "trial and error." Starting with a relatively 

broad range of criteria, the developer can gradually reduce Or 

revise the list based on actual experience. Eventually the 

list can be reduced to a smaller more manageable number with 

which the developer and the decision-makers are comfortable. 

Types of criteria. It is expected that no two agencies 

would adopt the same set of criteria to rate the importance of 

problems. Localized factors such as the degree Of homogeneity 

within the area served, the size and scope of the area's crime 

problem and the balance of interests within the jurisdiction 

will dictate what the criteria will be and how much weight each 

criterion will carry. 
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In reviewing the priority-setting criteria of several 

jurisdictions, we noted a general consistency in the kinds of 

factors or criteria examined. In general we noted two broad 

categories of criteria used: 

• Criteria related to matters of fact 

• Criteria related to matters of opinions, 

attitude and value. 

For purposes of this course we will label the first set factual 

criteria and the second set ~ualitative criteria. 

Factual criteria tend to focus on factors related to the 

problem as a discrete whole. They also sometimes reflect the 

agency's internal policies, goals, or the existence of programs 

that might be affected by the problem. Among the criteria in 

this category are: 

• Size of the problem -- How many people are 

adversely affected by the problem? How 

often does the problem arise? 

• Cost of the problem -- How much money is 

spent to address the problem now? How 

much is lost because of the problem? Are 

there any secondary costs which are known 

to exist but cannot be precisely calculated? 

Who bears these costs, and to what effect? 

• History of the problem -- Is this a new or 

an old problem? Has the problem increased, 

decreased or remained at the same level? 
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• Knowledge of the problem-- How much is known 

about the problem? How adequate is the 

research on the problem? Are the presumed 

causes known? The secondary effects? Is the 

evidence clear that the problem really exists? 

Is this evidence adequately documented? 

• Location of the problem -- Is the problem 

concentrated in a few locations or does it 

exist over a broad area? Is it confined 

to a few jurisdictions? What are the charac- 

teristics of the. locations where it is found? 

Among the criteria relating to internal policies and goals 

o Past efforts -- Has the agency ever tried to 

deal with the problem before? If so, what 

were the results? Does a program or project 

currently exist that deals with the problem? 

• Standing priorities -- Does this problem fit 

within existing priorities of'the agency? 

Does it fit within the priorities established 

by other planning agencies? Does it fit 

within the'priorities of relevant operating 

agencies? 

• Commitments -- If a program were initiated 

to deal with this problem would it entail a 

major or minor commitment? Would it require 
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a long- or short-term commitment?• How would 

it affect the availability of resources now 

and in the future?, 

• Expected impact -- How soon would it be 

before the problem would be significantly 

or noticeably affected? • Would a program 

produce immediate results? L0ng-term 

results? 

Qualitative criteria usually focus on factors relating to 

perceptions, opinions, attitudes and•judgments. •Unlike 

criteria addressing fac£ual matters there is considerable room 

for disagreement, conflict and purely subjective judgment in 

this area. 
, . • 

• The following are examples of qualitative criteria Used 

in various agencies aroundthecountry: • • 

• "Importance" of the problem•--Several agencies 

attempt to define•the importance of problems 

based on the Collective responses of decision r 
l 

makers. This may be done•through a r&nking 

procedure in which the decision-maker assigns 

a rank or weighted score to a•set of problems. 

These scores or rankings are assumed to reflect 

the individual preferences or attitudes of 

decision-makers regarding those problems. 

"•; • . 
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• Public opinion --How does the public regard 

a probl@m? How important is a problem to 

the Citizen? Several agencies utilizepublic 

opinionpolls tO tap the attitudes of the 

public. In other instances, the representatives 

of various citizen groups are polled to gather 

their opinion s . 

• Equity,-- In several agencies the decision 

about the priority Of problems is based on the 

~ principle that all elements Of the system or 

all areas of the jurisdiction should receive 

a "fair share" Of attention. Thus, a problem 

raised• by a jurisdiction or agency that had 

not received attention previously might be 

assigned a higher priority. 

e Goal enhancement -- Incertainagencies problems 

may be assigned a higher priority if they 

/pr0videan opportunity to advance a particular 

goal or'agenda, in some instances this may 

be a desire to recruit a particular agency 

into t~he planning.process -- particularly an 

agency that had not been involved~Or had' 

resisted involvemen t before. It might also 

• result from a de:sire to demonstrate a particular 

• .idea or intervention technique for which the 

problem isparticularly appropriate. 
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The examples given here do not constitute a complete inven- 

tory of possible priority-setting criteria. The criteria them- 

selves vary greatly in terms of specificity and content. In 

addition, the criteria vary in terms of the amount of effort 

needed to apply them. Applying factual criteria almost 

invariably involves more work for the program developers and 

analysts than applying the qualitative criteria --which is 

probably why relatively few agencies rely heavily on factual 

criteria in setting priorities. However, if the priority 

setting processis to result in the selection of suitable, well s 

defined problems, a balance should be struck between the two 

kinds of criteria. 

The Priority-Setting Process 

A simple and useful approach to setting priorities is to 

assign weights or numeric values to each criterion. Criteria 

which are considered more important or decisive will be assigned 

a higher weight. Lesser criteria are assigned a lower 

weight. In this fashion a total score can be computed for 

each problem on all criteria. The problems can then be ranked 

according to their total scores. This technique should not be 

followed slavishly. It should be used to help sort out problems 

into gross categories -- high, medium or low. Through this 

technique the number of problems under consideration can be 

gradually reduced so that the greater attention can be focused 

on thoseproblems that rank consistently high of all or most 

of the criteria. 
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In some jurisdictions problems are initially sorted in the 

above manner based only on factual criteria. Those problems 

that fall at the top of the list are then presented to decision- 

makers for their subjective appraisal. This process has the 
J 

advantage of reducing the number of problems under consideration 

to a manageable size and eliminating those problems that are 

obviously less important from the process. 

It is also possible to use a process of successive ratings. 

Under this proces s , decision-makers are asked to make an initial 

ranking of all or some of the;problems. If no agreement appears, 

the problem s that were rated consistently low by all or most 

of the decision-makers are eliminated and a second ranking is 
I 

made. By continuing this process one of two outcomes will 

appear. Either the decision-makers wili gradually reach agree- 

ment on the problems ranked highest or lowest, or a 

clear division of opinion will emerge. If a clear and unyielding 

division emerges several options are available~ 

foolproof or without problems. 

• Problems about which there is a clear 

polarization of opinion can be eliminated 

fromconsideration 
I 

• New information can be gathered to clarify 

the issues separating the decision-makers 

• Compromises can be negotiated in which both 

positions are given part of what they want. 

It should be understood that none of these techniques are 

All of the processes described 

Q 
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here can produceresults which will satisfy no one in the pro- 

cess. A useful way to conceptualize the priority setting 

process is to think of it as a careful balancing of the quality 

of decisions with the acceptance of decisions. If the program 

developer is intent on maximizing the quality of the decisions 

the result will usually be to reduce the level of overall accep- 

tance. Similarly, if the developer is intent on producing 

maximum acceptance the quality of the decisions will usually 

suffer. 

In attempting to reach a proper balance between quality 

and acceptance the program developer should keep certain basic 

rules of thumb in mind: 

• The quality of a decision is usually a 

direct functionof the amount of information 

applied to the decision. Thus, up to a point, 

the quality of a decision can almost always 

be improved if more information can be brought 

to bear. 

® The acceptance of a decision is a direct 

function of theperceived equity and fair- 

ness of the decision. Thus, acceptance 

is easier to achieve if all relevant view" 

points are given an open hearing. 

• The range of solutions should be narrowed 

to those that are both good and acceptable. 

Both acceptance and quality of;decisions are 
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necessary in priority setting. A failure 

to reach consensus may result in subsequent 

blocking and conflict, thus defeating the 

decision despite its inherent quality. 

o Conflict between viewpoints is not necessarily 

bad if it generates new information, clarifies 

issues and stimulates a search for creative 

solutions. 

o Voting mechanisms should not be used to sub- 

stitute for a direct confrontation on issues. 

Although criteria weighting and ranking 

techniques are useful in sorting outproblems 

at the extremes, they should not be used to 

mask real differences. A problem that emerges 

as the result Of a one-vote majority or a 

decimal-point advantage may not be the best 

choice as the top priority problem. 

The Role of the Program Developer in Priority Settin~ 

The program developer may be called on to play a variety 

of roles in priority-setting. The essence of priority setting 

is deciding which of an infinite number of interests, concerns, 

pressures and biases should be given immediate public recogni- 

tion and which must wait for attention some time in the future, 

if at all. It is unrealistic to assume that this type of 

decision can be reduced to a mechanical process. Individuals, 

groups, and oragnizations often invest a great deal of personal 

and collective effort to bring their problems to the fore. 
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Inevitably, some of these efforts will be frustrated when 

priorities are set, generating heightened emotions and intense 

reactions. Given this environment, it is almost impossible 

to channel decisions along purely rational or mechanical lines. 

For this reason, the program developer and planner must be as 

sensitive to the qualitative factors involved in priority setting 

as they are to the technical data and analytic findings they 

employ. 

Political factors. The planning profession, over the 

years, has become much more aware of the importance and legiti- 

macy of politics in program planning. Occasionally a frustrated 

planner will complain about the intrusion of political influences 

in the otherwise "rational" policy planning process. However, 

these statements are heard much less often, particularly from 

among the more successful planners in the system. Conventional 

professional wisdom now accepts the fact that politics is an 

inescapable reality of planning and that in many ways the effects 

of political factors are more complementary to the principles 

of good planning than they are antagonistic. The idea that "if 

only these irrational political influences could be removed, 

we could do a much better job improving the system" is given 

far less credence. A more typical attitude is that planners 

need to work with the political process, not as long-suffering 

prophet of the "one-right-way," but as an active and, hopefully, 

respected contributor to the process. 

The central point about the relationship between political 

actors and program developers is that both are seeking the 
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same end--to solve pressing problems. The reward and account- 

ability system that motivates decision-makers placesgreat 

stress on finding solutions quickly that cause the least amount 

of' pain, conflict, and controversy. If the program developer 

can provide a reasonable approach to making difficult 

decisions--such as setting priorities amongproblems--and can 

also help develop reasonable solutions to those problems, the 

decision-maker is much more likely to seek out his or her help 

in the future. 

Public opinion often serves as a major limiting factor on 

the types of problems that can be addressed and the kinds of 

solutions that can be developed~ It is true that most problems 

in criminal justice are not widely visible to the general public. 

However, the public does have certain fixed ideas about what 

is wrong with the system and what should be done about it. 

Issues related to the level of crime in the community, the 

degree of security from crime felt by the public, and the 

appropriateness of punishments meted out to criminals are 

highly salient in the public mind. In addition, certain short- 

term events, such as a rash of burglaries, a prison riot, or 

an unpopular court decision can raise these broad concerns to 

a high level of saliency, resulting in demands for immediate 

action. The fact that these problems may be beyond the imme- 

diate control of the criminal justice system, that they may be 

much less serious than the public believes, or that they are 

not susceptible to short-term remedies is of little relevance. 

f 
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If these concerns are expressed long enough and strongly 

enough, they will eventually become high priority problems. 

What should be the response of the program developer? 

There are several options. The most obvious response is to 

go along with public opinion and put more pressing but less 

visible problems aside. A second obvious response would be to 

ignore public opinion,hoping that demands for action will 

subside, but also running the risk of a more serious reaction 

in the future. ' The third option is to turn public demands for 

action into an opportunity to create needed changes while 

attempting to address those demands. The final option is to 

undertake a strategy of public education on the issues raised 

by the public. 

Which of these options the developer will select will 

depend on a variety of factors: 

• The degree to which there is• any substance 

to the •problems raised 

• The amount of damage that would be created 

by addressing these problems rather than 

some other problems 

• The damage that would be caused to the 

long'term viability of the planning effort 

if public opinion is ignored 

• The probability that public education would 

Create a real change in attitudes 
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• The Pr0gram developer's personal sense of 

professional integrity weighed against his 

or her sense of obligation to follow the 

public will. 

This is not a new problem or one unique to the critical justice 

planning system. The long-range solution to the problem is 

improved public understanding of the issues and limits of the 

system. The short-term solution, whichever option is chosen, 

should have that broader goal in mind. 

S~ecial interests. Criminal justice is a highly politicized 

syste m . It is also highly fragmented along lines of function; 

jurisdictionalauthority, and Organizational structure. This 

has given rise to numerous public and private interest groups 

representing the parts of the system itself or the affected 

public. Within the sphere of their influence, these groups can 

exercise decisive c0ntrol over howproblems are defined and 

how they will be addressed. 

Efforts to close the gaps between the parts of the system 

have been underway for many years. From the start, the criminal 

justice planning system has fostered this concept of criminal 

justice as a unified system with a certain level of success. 

However, cooperative arrangements across jurisdictional or 

organizational boundaries are still relatively rare. The result 

has been that programs and projects tend to focus on those 

specific parts of problems that can be handled within a single 

agency or community. 
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The model on which this course is built explicitly endorses 

the concept of program planning at the system level. For the 

program developer, this means that problems should be selected 

and attacked as ~stem problems rather than as problems of a 

particular agency or criminal justice sector. This philosophy 

places a heavy burden on t~e developer to work with several 

interests and groups at the same time. It also requires the 

developer to work on the mutual cooperation of these separate 

interests toward a common end. 

From the standpoint of good program development practice, 

one of the best ways to assure the cooperation of these multiple 

interests is to include them in the process from the beginning. 

This means working with the groups at the stage where problems 

care first identified, defined, analyzed, and assigned a pri- 

ority. This may not be an easy task. Nor does it guarantee 

ultimate success. However, if such a mutual agreement can be 

achieved early in the process, the chance that a system-level 

solution can be found is greatly improved. 

Summary 

During these first few steps in the program development 

process we focused on two preliminary requirements: we assessed 

the adequacy of the Problem Statement and any other information 

we may have about the problem, and we tested our understanding 

of the problem itself. We assessed the Problem Statement for 

its technical adequacy; that is, the quality of the information, 

the techniques used to collect and analyze it and the validity 
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of the conclusions drawn. We also focused on the conceptual 

adequacy of the Problem Statement; the degree to which the 

Statement describes and explains the problem. On the basis 

of the information in the Problem Statement we constructed a 

conceptual model of the problem to identify logical gaps and 

assumptions in our overall understanding. Finally, we dis- 

cussed the problems and methods of priority-setting when more 

than one problem must be considered for program development. 
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Chapter III 
Developing Strategic Goals 
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TEXT 

The Purpose of Goals in Program Development 

The purpose of goal setting in program development is to 

focus attention on the desired end-point the program is to 

reach. By ~focusing on the end-point of the program, it is 

easier to begin thinking about alternative ways of getting 

there. It also forces planners, program developers and 

decision-makers to be specific about the conditions they are 

trying to change and, ultimately, whether it is reasonable 

to try. For example, it may be relatively easy to identify and 

select the probl~m of juvenile gangs as a high priority prob- 

lem. However, having made that decision, the question imme- 

diately arises, what is a reasonable goal to set in relation 

tc this problem? Should it be to totally eliminate juvenile 

gangs in the community? ~ Or should it be to merely reduce the 

number of gangs? Or would it be more reasonable to try to 

reduce the amount of crime committed by gangs? If so, which 

crimes? And by how much? Goal-setting forces everyone involved 

in solving the problem to clearly state the ends they are 

trying to reach in concrete terms, thus illuminating the 

numerous alternatives and decisions they will be required to 

make. 
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The critical Word is "reasonable." The desired purpose 

of goal-setting is to establish reasonable goals--goals that 

can be realistically pursued given existing conditions. At 

the same time realism must compete with idealism, the desire• 

to make changes that have a significant and useful impact. 

If strategic goals are set too low, in order to be certain 

they can be met, there is the real •danger that no real changes 

will be • made. A goal should motivate the persons involved in . 

the Program to work hardin expectation that something worth- 

while will•be accgmplished~ Thus, if the program's goals are 

to be reasonable they must refiec£ a delicate balancing of 

both realism and idealism. 

Apart from specifying what the Pr0gram is intended to • 

accomplish, goal-se£ting can be used to solidify the resolve • 

of persons to • attack a probiem. A goal can be a useful device 

to recruit peopl e •to solve Problems. It creates a ~common bond 

between diverse interests and makes cooperation between those 

interests much easier to accomplish and sustain. 

For the criminal justice program developer, goal-setting 

provides an additional occasion to lo0k at problems and solu- 

tions from a system-wide perspective. Few worthwhile goals 

can be accomplished within a single agency or Criminal "justice• 

sector. Consequently,• goal'setting provides an opportunity to 

think broadly and creatively about solutions. 

Finally, goal,setting can also be seen as a decision' 

point at which several very important choices are made and 



numerous alternatives are foreclosed. A useful analogy to 

illustrate this function of goal-setting is the first meeting 

b e t w e e n  a p r o p e r t y  d e v e l o p e r . m % d  an a r c h i t e c t .  . B e f o r e  t h e  
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meeting the architect only knows that the developer wants a 

new building designed. But it could be almost any kind of 

building: a house, an apartment Complex, a shopping center, 

or a cathedral. The developer tells the architect that he 

wants to build an office building .. Immediately t~e number of 

options has been drastically•reduced. The developer~fur£her 

indicates that it should house 350 people. Agai n the options 

• are reduced. In addition, the building should be attractive, 

• distinctive, and energy-efficient. Finally, the•building 

must harmonize with its•surroundings, be located on a quarter- 

acre •lot, andbe completed within two years. 

• ~ In a few short sentences, the developer has drastically 

narrowed the•number of options open to •the architect. • 

while the number of options remaining is still ~ery large, 

and while it is not immediately clear that~all of the features 

can be accommodated, this brief goal-setting exercise will 

have a significant impact on eye'thing that happens from that 

point on. . ~ 

Goals vs. Objectives 

In criminal justice planning a distinction is made between 

@oals and Objectives. The • principal feature that distinguishes 

these two concepts is the level 0f specificity. A goal is 

defined as: 

i 

i !; 
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A desired future state expressed as results 

to be achieved; usually general and not time- 

limited. 

By contrast, an objective is defined as: 

A specific condition to be attained by a 

specific set of activities, stated in time- 

limited and measurable terms. 

Thus, goals are what we want to accomplish whereas objectiyes 

are what we will accomplish. Goals are Stated in general 

terms whereas objectives are described in terms of specific, 

measurable conditions. Final~y, goals are not.normally 

scheduled for completion at a specific date. Objectives, being 

linked to certain activities are normally scheduled as part 

of a specific strategy. 

Levels of Goals ~ 

In criminal justice planning a distinction is usually 

made between normative goals--what "ought" to be done-iand 

strategic goals--what "can" be done. The distinction is not 

merely one of seman£ics or level of specificity. The distinc- 

tion reflects two different ways of looking at a problem. 

Normative goals reflect or express the concerns of decision- 

makers, the general public or key parts of the community. 

From the program developers perspective those concerns are 

hopefully based on hard information and careful analysis , 

but even if not they reflect a serious commitment to do something 

about an intolerable situation. 
O 

O 
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By contrast, a strategic goal reflects a more analytic 

understanding of a problem. The problem itself is a "given." 

For the program developer the normative goal supplies the 

boundaries of the problem and the mandate to act. The strate- 

gic goal (or goals) supplies the policy orientation to be 

followed in attacking the problem. Strategic goals should 

reflect the most important components of the problem, i.e., 

the most important of the presumed causes, primary or secon- 

dary effects or system response components of the problem. 

Thus, the strategic goals might reflect a policy to attack 

the causes of a problem (e.g., poverty, unemployment, poor 

housing); the primary effects (e.g., the amount of property 

loss, the number of injuries, the number of arson f~res); 

the secondary effects (e.g., the fear of Crime, the trauma of 

rape, the relocation of businesses); or the system's response 
i 

(e.g., the number of arrests, prosecutions and convictions). 

Thus, strategic goals can be thought to originate first, 

from the normative goal, insofar as it reflects the concerns 
I 

of'others; and ,from an understanding of the problem as developed 

in the Problem Statement 

The Strategic Goal Statement 

In criminal justice planning, a goal is best set forth 

in the form of~a formal statement. The standard form for a 

goal statement is (a) an action verb followed by (b) a state- 

ment of what is to be accomplished. For example: 



The goal of this program is to (a) reduce 

(b) the number and expense of arsons 

committed in this city. 
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or 

• The goal of this program is to (a) improve 

(b) the abi~i'ty of arson investigation 

agencies to detect and prosecute arson 

crimes. 

or 

• The goal of this program is to (a) remove 

(b) the economic incentives for commercial 

arson, 

The characteristics of a good strategic goal statement are: 

• It should be clear, concise, and understandable. 

• It should be based on adequate research and 

analysis of the problem in question (i.e., the 

problem statement). 

• It should be consistent with existing policies, 

regulations, and laws. 

• It should be responsive to the major issues 

surrounding the problem. 

• It should be endorsed and formallyladopted by 

all relevant decision-makers. 

• It should be subject to change in the future 

if necessary. 
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In addition, a good strategic goal statement should reflect 

a sense of what is feasible, given the current understanding 

of the problem and existing conditions. However, the state- 

ment should also present a challenge to people in the system. 

In this sense it should convey a sense of the "good things" 

that could be accomplished if the g0al is met. 

In writing s£rategic goal statements, there is a tendency 

to equate thegoal with the removal or reduction of the problem 

or some component of the problem. However, it is often more 

motivating to express goals in positive terms. To use the 

analogy of the property developer and the architect again, 

consider the difference between saying, "I want the building 

to be distinctive" and saying "I don't want this building 

to look like all the others." Similarly, consider the goal 

statement that says: 

• The purpose of this program is to improve 

the ability of arson investigation agencies 

to detect and prosecute arson crimes. 

and the statement that says: 

• The purpose of this program is to reduce 

the number of arsons that go undetected and 

the number of arsonists who are not prosecuted. 

Stating strategic goals in positive terms can also stimu- 

late the creativity of the program developer. For example, 

consider the case of a Community that has a problem with crime 

in its commercial district. The factor which brought the 
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problem to the attention of the planning agency was the con- 

cerns of merchants that people were afraid tO come downtown 

to shop. If the community decides to attack this problem, 

a strategic goal might normally be stated as "to reduce the 

public's fear of being victimized in the commercial district." 

However, if the goal were stated in more positive terms--to 

increase the number of shoppers downtown"--an entirely new 

range of program activities is suggested. Such a strategic 

goal clearly implies that more should be involved in the pro- 

gram than merely putting more police on the streets. This 

strategic goal suggests numerous activities, many of which 

might be outside the criminal justice system (e.g., providing 

free parking, making the downtown physically attractive). 

Moreover, stating the strategic goal in this fashion makes it 

much clearer why reducing crime is important beyond the reason 

that crime is "bad" per se. In short, a well-formulated 

strategic goal statement can serve as a powerful stimulus to 

think creatively and comprehensively about possible problem 

solutions. 

Alternative Strate~icGoals 

Strategic goal-setting is the process of identifying, 

describing and selecting the desired set of conditions the 

program will attempt to bring about. There are several ways 

to identify possible strategic goals. A useful place to 

start is to examine the conditions and concerns which first 

brought the problem to the fore. If the problem of residential 
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burglary was first identified through the concerns expressed 

by citizens, it is reasonable to make a reduction of those 

fears a strategic goal. If the problem of juvenile gangs 

was first recognizedthrough the rising level of violence 

in schools, the reduction of that violence is a suitable 

strategic goal. 

In some instances, normative goals may have been established 

befor e the problem was analyzed. The decision to study a 

problem more closely, by itself, is a tacit form of normative 

goal setting--a commitment to do something about a problem. 

Indeed, the analysis may have been initiated only to confirm 

or clarify normative goals that had already been established. 

The program developer should be aware of and sensitive to 

these earlier decisions. The thinking and motivations which 

first placed a problem on the planning system'~s agenda should 

be part of the goal-setting process at this stage and through- 

out the program development process. 

Additional sources of strategic goals are: 

• The individual or collective wishes of 

decision-makers 

• Established agency policies and standards 

• Existing laws and regulations. 

For example, in the model of the school vandalism problem 

several probable ways of attacking the problem are suggested. 

The strategic goal could be to improve the economic conditions 

which appear to contribute to the problem. A second 

i 



III-10 

alternative is to increase police manpower levels or make 

patrolling school areas a higher priority. Finally, ways 

could be explored to reduce the costs of vandalism by changing 

the physical layout or the materials used in schools. 

The advantage of using the model of the problem in setting 

goals is that the options are laid out for the program developer 

in clear and concrete terms, in addition, by tying the goals 

to the problem model, the program developer is in a better 

position to begin thinking about the alternative strategies 

to achieve those goals. 

The Need for Substantive Knowledge 

To lay out realistic and specific strategic goals requires 

a basic knowledge of the problem and the issues and circum- 

stances surrounding the problem. Substantive knowledge of 

this sort is beyond the scope of this course. However, it 

should be understood that strategic goal-setting in the absence 

of sound knowledge can be extremely dangerous for the long- 

term success of the program. If the program developer does 

not have this working knowledge Of the problem he or she should 

recruit persons who do. This may mean going to knowledgeable 

and experienced persons in the agencies that deal with the 

problem. It may mean going outside the system to persons who 

have studied the problem. Finally, it may mean going to other 

planning agencies in the system for advice or technical assis" 

tance. 
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The Need for Specificity 

The definition of a strategic goal discussed previously 

indicated thata goal is usually stated in general terms. 

However, this does not mean that the strategic goals should 

be stated so broadly that the goals have no Concrete meaning. 

Strategic goals should bestated with as much specificity 

as the current state of knowledge about the problem will 

allow. 

Goals which violate this precept serve primarily to create 

confusion, raise unreasonable expectations and may eventually 

undermine the credibility of the system to dowhat it says it 

will do. A Strategic goal should provide a clear guide to 

the search for ways to attack the problem. ~ 

Selectin~ Strate@ic Goals 

The authority to select strategic goals is usually vested 

inpersons Other than the program developer. In most instances, 

goals are set by decision-makers in the planning agency, the 

supervisory board, or the executives of affected operating 

agencies. 

If the strategic goals are to perform the functions 

described in the first section of this chapter, it is essen- 

tial that they reflect the wishes and opinions of the persons 

who will be most closely involved in implementing the program. 

Consequently, the program developer should obtain a consensus 

on the strategic goals from these persons. In practical 

terms, this means that the program developer Should begin to 
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work with the affected persons as early in the process as 

possible, helping them to recognize and define their needs 

and interests. If it is not immediately obvious who the 

persons are who will be affected by the program, the program 

developer should resolve to contact them as soon as their 

interest in the program is identified. 

Everyone will not be equally committed to all of the 

strategic goals a program is trying to achieve. Individuai 

strategic goals, agency policies and past experiences in 

working with other agencies or groups will determine how 

willing affected persons and agencies will be to "buy in" on 

the overall direction of the program. In some instances, 

the program developer may be forced to "sell" the program to 

those who will be affected by the program. This may mean 

that individual strategic goals will have to be shaped to 

encourage participation. A police department may not be 

particularly motivated to participate in a program with a 

strategic goal of increasing the number of persons who shop 

downtown. It might be more willing to participate if the 

program developer can demonstrate how they might be able to 

achieve their own agency goals by participating, i.e., increased 

cooperation from downtown merchants, or an improved public 

image. If the program developer has taken the time to examine 

the needs of the affected individualsand groups and is 

thoroughly versed in the problem the program will try to 

affect, the advantagesand disadvantages of the program should 



be readily apparent. 
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This information and a willingness to 

work with these persons should make this aspect of program 

development much easier to carry out. 

Flexibility in Strategic Goal Development 

The program development process model lays out a sequence 

of activities of which strategic goal development is one part. 

The model implies that strategic goal development is a one- 

time-only event. In reality, this is seldom the way it works. 

At the beginning of a program development effort, everyone 

involved may have certain fixed ideas about what the program 

is trying to achieve. As the effort progresses, these ideas 

will invariably change. New information will become available, 

unanticipated events will occur, previously unseen limits 

will become apparent. In some instances it may become apparent 

that the basic ideas behind the program are incorrect or 

unworkable: the problem is more intractable than thought, 

the solutions selected cannot be adequately supported, the 

cooperation of some crucial person is suddenly withdrawn. 

These events may dictate the need to adjust, expand, or drop 

certain strategic goals. It is extremely unwise to begin a 

progra m development effort with vague or weakly supported 

strategic goals. It is equally unwise to insist on retaining 

goals that are no longer realistic or viable. Once it becomes 

clear that a strategic goal cannot be feasibly achieved or 

pursued, the goal loses its motivational value. The program 
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developer should be prepared to revise the strategic goals 

of the program throughout the process if conditions or cir- 

cumstances require it. This is not to say that the strategic 

goals of the program should be perpetually "up for grabs" or 

that the program developer should not try to make the initial 

set of goals as concise as possible. It does mean that the 

developer andthe other participants in the process should 

remain flexible and modest about the strategic goals they are 

trying to achieve. 

o 
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APPENDIX: NOMINAL GROUP TECHNIQUE BACKGROUND 

Back@round 

An important tool covered in the Program Development 

Course as part of the discussion of both priority-setting 

andstrategic goal development is the Nominal Group Technique. 

The following discussion outlines the major features of this 

technique andindicates how it could be conducted. For further 

information about this technique the following references are 

particularly useful: 

• Delbecq, A. L., Van de Ven, A. H., and 

Gustafson, D. Group techniques for 

program planning. Glenview, Illinois: 

Scott, Foresman and Company, 1975. 

• Huber, G. and Delbecq, A. L. Guidelines 

for combining the judgments of individual 

group members in decision conferences. 

Academ~ of Mana@ement Journal, 15, 

June, 1972. 

In reading this discussion, keep in mind that the Nominal 

Group Technique can be applied at several points in the 

program development process--not only at the point where the 

important components of the problem are identified. 

Nominal Group Technique 

The Nominal Group Technique (NGT) is a structured group 

process which follows a prescribed sequence of steps to reach 



a decision. 

sions when: 
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The NGT is a valuable device for reaching deci- 

• The decision-making situation involves 

very complex issues or problems, and 

• The judgments, opinions, or attitudes 

of several persons must be collected, 

considered and reconciled. 

The NGT has been used in a variety of settings in busi- 

ness, industry, education and government to: 

• Identify the most important components 

of a problem 

i • Establish priorities and goals for 

organizations 

• Identify and select possible strategies 

to sol~e problems 

When used properly the NGT can produce high quality 

decisions as well as a high degree of agreemen£ and satisfac- 

tion among the participants. 

We are devoting space to a discussion of this technique 

because of several virtues this approach has over the others 

described in the previous chapter. First and foremost, the 

technique does not require that the person conducting the 

exercise be an expert on the issue in question. Thus, it 

is possible for a planner to use the ideas developed in the 

technique without the need to master the subject beforehand. 
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Second, the technique involves a minimum of preparation 

or attention to administrative details. Unlike a Delphi 

Technique or a survey the entire process can be completed at 

a single meeting within a reasonable amount of time (2-3 hours). 

Unlike a brainstorming session, the process does not require 

the person running the process to sort and sift the final 

product; the final product is a decision, for better or worse. 

Finally, the technique can be used with persons with 

varying levels of education, verbal skills, personal expertise 

or viewpoints. The technique was originally designed to help 

community groups in low-income areas articulate their problems 

and demands in a manner that could be useful to planners and 

policy-makers. The technique works equaliy well--if managed 

correctly--with persons with a variety of backgrounds and 

even very different political backgrounds. 

As described in this course, the NGT can be used for any 

number of decision-making situations, It can be used to set 

priorities, establish decision-making criteria, select from 

among a set of alternatives or to identify different ways 
4 

of implementing or improving a program or goal. 

The NGT Process. The NGT is carried out in small groups. 

The recommended number of persons to be included in the process 

is from 5 to 9. Research on group processes indicate that 

groups of less than 5 persons often lack the breadth of 

experience and ideas needed to made the process productive. 

However, groups of more than about 9 persons often tend to 
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bog down in factional disputes or the amount of record-keeping 

involved in the process. A technique to•handle more than- 

9 persons will be discussed later in this text. 

Preliminary Preparations. 

cise should make the following preparations: 

Persons running an NGT exer- 

• Each member of the group should be pro- 

vided with writing materials and a free 

area at which to work.. 

• The members of the group should be 
" : ." - 

arranged so that they face ,each other 

and can clearly see the fliP chart or 

b l a c k b o a r d  where  t h e i r  r e s p o n s e s  w i l l  be  

recorded._ " 

-• The room in which the exercise is-carried 
. . . . • 

out should be relatively free of •outside 

noise or distractiohs. . 

• " . ' .- " t  

• Each member of the ~ group Should be given 

a sheet of paper on which the question " 

• .: ' . 

to be considered isindicated at the top:. : 

• . . . .  

The question can also be written at the 

t o p  o f  t h e  f l i p  c h a r t - o r  b l a c k b o a r d - w h e r e  

-.the group's responses are to be recQrded. 

The members of •the NGT group focus on a single question,, 

which,  has  b e e n  s e l e c t e d  b e f o r e h a n d  b y . t h e  p e r s o n s ,  r ~ m n i n g  t h e  

There are six steps?in the process: • - 

• L 

meeting 

., - . , 
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.' . • 
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Each member of the group workssilently and 

independently for 5 minutes to generate a list • 

of possible responses tothe question. 

2. The responses of the groupare collected and 

. 

recorded. 

The group discusses and clarifies each of the 

responses. 

4. A preliminary vote is taken on the responses. 

5. The preliminary vote is discussed and, if 

necessary, the responses are further clarified. 

6. A final vote is taken. 

Each of these steps will be discussed in detail below. 

When the group has been seated the leader of the exercise 
.. . 

should make a brief opening statement which: 

. / 

. " . 

Explains the specifi c purpose and objec, 

tives of the meeting, 

Briefly describes the Steps of th e 

process, and 

Emphasizes the importance of each member's 

fuil concentration and participation. 

The leader then asks • the group to read the question and, 

L • 

if necessary, will clarify its meaning. 

Step 1. Silent Generation of Responses to the Question. 

After the question has been read and clarified the leader 

shouid instruct the group as follows. 

L 
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• The members of the group will be given 

5 minutes to generate as many responses 

to the question as possible. 

• Each member should work silently and 

independently, listing their responses 

in short sentences or phrases on the 

worksheet they were given. 

• The members should not focus on any 

one response too long. The purpose of 

the step is to identify as many different 

responses as possible. The responses 

need not be completed worked out to be 

listed. 

The five-minute limit on the generation of ideas Serves 

two purposes: it encourages members of the group to think 

and work quickly, and it keeps the number of responses to be 

considered by the group to a manageable size. Persons:may 

object that the limit does not allow enough time for adequate 

reflection on the question. However, research on the NGT 

indicates that very little useful input is lost by limiting 

the amount of time for this step. People tend to produce 

their best ideas during the first few minutes of reflection. 

Ideas generated later tend to be more elaborate or specific 

versions of earlier-ideas. These detailed responses can be 

better developed during later steps in the NGT process. 
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The purpose of having eac~ person work silently and 

independently is to eliminate some of the pressure many per- 

sons feel when asked to "think on their feet" in a grouP. 

Moreover, when the group consists of persons with different 

positions and backgrounds, this step provides a safe and accep- 

table way for persons with less status and self-confidence to 

make their input. This is particul~arly important when the 

group consists of persons at different levels in the same 

organizatfon. 

The purpose of telling members to not focus on any one 

response too long is to avoid the premature elimination of 

potentially useful ideas. The purpose here is to identify 

a broad range of responses. Obviously, many of these "brain- 

&torm" ideas will not hold up under closer scrutiny. At the 

same time, manY innovative and creative ideas have been 

developed out of this type of "free association" thinking. 

One of the primary benefits of the NGT is that it can be used 

to develop unconventional responses that might otherwise not 

be considered. 

The role of the leader in this step is to: 

• Keep track of the time, 

• Enforce the rule that persons work 

independently, and 

• Encourage the group to use the time 

period creatively and efficientlyl 
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The leader should answer questions aboutlwhat a good 

response would be by indicating that there are no "correct" 

responses to the question. The leader should also avoid 

influencing the group by giving examples. Such examples 

often end up being given as responses by group members because 

they were "endorsed" by the leader. Finally, the leader 

should set an example by working silently on the question 

along with the group. 

Step 2. Recording the Responses. When the time limit 

has elapsed the leader should ask the group to stop writing 

and give the group the following instructions: 

• The responses will be recorded without 

comment on the flip-chart or blackboard. 

• The resPonses will be collected one by 

one from each group member in a serial 

fashion. 

• The members should avoid repeating the 

same response - if more than one member 

had the same idea the response should 

be recorded only once. 

• New responses, stimulated by a response 

given by someone else may beadded to 

their list at any time. 

The purpose of recording theresponses in front of the 

entire group is to allow all of the members to see what the 

group has produced. This can be a major payoff for the group 
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by itself--a sizeable list of optional responses generated in 

a relatively short time. The purpose of recording the responses 

without comment is to avoid premature discussions which would 

tend to increase or decrease the perceived value of any one 

response. A member whose response is criticized by the group 

before all of the others have given their respones may choose 

to "drop out" of the p~ocess or become overly defensive about 

his or her other ideas. In effect, the recording of the responses 

shifts the ownership of the responses from the individual 

men~ber to the groupas a whole. 

The responses are recorded in a serial fashion. The 

first member provides the first response on his or her list. 

The leader records the response on the flipchart and then 

asks a second member to provide the first response on his or 

her list. The leader continues to go around the group, solici- 
D 

ting one response at a time until all responses have been 

collected. The leader should include his or her own responses 

with the other. 

The purpose behind this procedure is to disassociate 

specific responses with specific individuals. This will 

reduce the tendency of some persons to dismiss the ideas of 

others based on personal feelings or individual status. The 

disassociation of responses with individuals is particularly 
0 

important if the group is to consider the responses objectively 

during the next steps in the process. 

The role of the leader in this step is to record the 

responses of the group members on the flipchart or blackboard. 
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The leader should avoid editing the responses and should 

record them as closely to the words of the member as possible. 

Overly long statements should beshortened or abbreviated 

if possible. However, the person providing the response 

should be satisfied with the way the response is expressed. 

The leader should also avoid prejudging responses by 

suggesting that one response is the same as another response 

already listed, or that one response could be subsumed or 

combinedwith another. At this stage the leader should act 

as little more than a recorder of the group's ideas. 

Each response should be numbered as it is recorded. In 

addition, roomshould be left along the right hand marginto 

record the votes to be taken by the group in subsequent steps. 

Step 3. Discussin~ and Clarifying the Responses. After 

all of the responses have been recorded the leader should 

initiate a discussion of the responses. The discussion should 

focus on one response at a time, starting with the first 

response and proceeding through the entire list. The leader 

should begin the discussion by asking the group, "Does anyone 

have any comments or questions about this item?" \ , or "Does 

everyone understand the ideas behind this response?" 

The purpose of this discussion is to Clarify the intent 

and logic behind each of the responses on the list. The 

O 
person who provided the response is not obliged to explain 

the statement. However, the leader should encourage members 

of the group to ask questions or suggest explanations in 

order to clarify the meaning of the response. 
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Conflicts between members may arise at this point. This 

should not be discouraged so long as the disputes bring out 

real issues or facts related to a given item. However, the 

leader should not permit disputes to become personal feuds 

between two or more members, or allow the discussion to drag 

out too iong. Once it becomes apparent that the issues surround- 

ing a given response have been fullylaired the discussion 

should move on to the next item. 

If the number of items in the list is large, a certain 

amount of editing and collapsing may be permitted. However, 

the leader Should be very careful not to allow this process 

to go too far or too fast. • The group as a whole should agree 

that the revision is necessary and useful. In particular, 

the person~who provided a response should agree that the change 

should be made. If the leader senses that the whole group 

may not see theneed to collapse or delete an item it is 

preferable to leave the list as is. The consequences of having 

a member feel that his or her response was deleted arbitrarily 

can be serious, particularly if that person will be expected 

to accept or act on the group's final decision. 

It may be preferable to set a time limit on the discussion 

of any one item. Although it is desirable to allow the group 

to pace itself in the discussion the natural tendency is for 

the group to discuss the first responses lower on the list. 

This should be avoided. Important issues may not be given 

adequate attention and some responses may not be completely 

understood by everyone. 
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The role Of the leader in this step is to facilitate 

discussion, mediate• disputes and keep the discussion focused 

on one response at a time. The leader should participate 

in the discussion with the others. However, the leader should 

be careful to not "steer" the group because of his or her 

dual role. 

Step 4. Preliminary Vote. Once every item on the list 

has been discussed the leader should indicate that a prelimi- 

nary vote will be taken. A number of voting procedures could 

be used in this step. The ranking procedure described here is 

merely a suggestion. The purpose of this step is to determine 

the degree of agreemen t or disagreement withinthe group based 

on the initial discussion. 

• In this procedure the group members are asked to individu- 

ally rank the responses according to some priority criterion. ~ 

The criterion might be the importance of the responses, the 

relative acceptabflity, desirability or practicality of the 

response s , or some other criterion related to the decision 

• the group is to reach .... The basis on which the group is to 

rank the responses should be •explained and clearly understood 

before the vote istaken. 

The first step in the procedure is todetermine how many 

of the responses •should be ranked. The group Should not be 

required to rank the entire list because the intent here is 

to identify relatively intense differences or agreements 

within the group. By asking the group members toselect only 
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the top 6 to 9 responses from a larger list the members are 

forced to focus on those responses about which they have the 

clearest and least ambivalent opinions. 

As a rule of thumb the number of responses to be ranked 

should be about 40 percent of the total number of responses 

on the group's list up to a maximum of 9. For example, if 

the group developed a list of 15 responses the number of 

responses to be ranked should be about 6. If the list included 

20 responses the number to be ranked should be about 8. The 

group should notbe asked to rank more than 9 responses no 

matter how large the number of responses on the list. The 

reason for this is that most persons find it difficult to rank 

many more than 9 items at a time in a meaningful way. As the 

number of items to be ranked increases the mid-range items 

become increasingly difficult to assess and persons tend to 

make arbitrary decisions. This tends to decrease the value 

and validity of the process for both the person doing the 

ranking and anyone wishing to use or interpret the results. 

When thenumber of items to be ranked has been determined 

the leader should give that number of 3x5 cards to each group 

member. Each member of thegroup should then select the top 

"N" number of responses from the list and write the numbers 

corresponding to those responses in the upper left hand corner 

of the cards--one number per card. This should be written 

in pencil'in order to make it easier for the member to make 

a change. 
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After all the cards have been assigned a number the 

members should each copy the response statement corresponding 

to the number on the card. This serves two purposes: it 

forces the member to check the correct correspondence between 

the number and the response, and it "commits" the member to 

the response he or she selected. 

When the members have completed copying their responses 

on their cards they should each array these cards before 

them, face up. From their array they should then select the 

lowest ranking response and assign that response the lowest 

numeric rank. The rank number should be written in the lower 

right hand corner of the card and underlined twice. The 

underlining is intended to distinguish the rank number from 

the response number when the card is interpreted. The members 

should then turn the card over and Select the lowestranking 

response from those remaining. This process is continued 

until all of the responses have been ranked. 

When all of the group members have completed ranking 

their cards they should be passed forward to the leader. The 

leader should then shuffle the cards to preserve the anonymity 

of the balloting and begin tallying the votes on the sheet 

where the responses are listed. 

There are several methods which could be used to tally 

the ballot. The simplest method is to merely writethe rank 

numbers assigned to a response in the margin behind the response. 

Thus, if response number 3 was assigned a rank of "4" by a 

member a 4 is written after the response. Thus the group can 
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readily see how many times each response was ranked and the 

distribution of ranks it was assigned. (The format for 

tallying the first vote is shown on page 12.) With this method 

it is not necessary to compute an average score or any other 

summary Score for the responses. The presentation of the 

raw tally is usually sufficient given the relatively small 

number of persons voting and responses to be voted on. 

After the vote has been tallied the leader should take a 

few moments to allow the group to examine the vote results. 

The leader may wish to make a few notes on the vote relating 

to : 

• Responses on which there appears to be a 

clear agreement (i.e., everyone gave the 

response a high ranking or no ranking at 

all). 

• Responses which received~only one or two 

extreme rankings. 

• Responses in which the assigned rankings 

were polarized (i.e., Some high ranks 

and some low ranks). 

These notes can then form the basis for the discussion which 

follows in the next step. 

The role of the leader in this step isto facilitate the 

voting--clarifying or demonstrating the process for the 

members--and to record the vote. The leader should vote along 

with the others. During the tallying the leader may wish to 
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recruit one of the members of the group to assist in reading ' 

off the votes or recording the'vote on the work sheet. 

Step 5. Discussion of the Vote. After the vote has been 

tallied and the group members have had a chahce to examine 

the results the leader should initiate a discussion, again 

aimed at clarifying the responses and the vote itself. The 

discussion should focus on one response at a time, particularly 

those items which the group as a whole selected as being among 

the more important. This may also be the time to draw out 

further explanations on specific responses. Individuals should 

not be asked to reveal how they voted or to justify their vote 

to the group. 

The role of the leader, as in the first discussion, is 

to facilitate the discussion, mediate disputes and keep the 

discussion focused on the responses. 

Step 6. The Final Vote. The first vote may have indi- 

cated that the group is already in agreement on the responses. 

In this instance the NGT process can be stopped after the 

first vote. However, in most instances a discussion and a 

second vote are necessary to refine the group's decision. 

As in the first vote, any number of voting procedures could 

be used, including the same procedure outlined for the first 

vote. In this example we will outline a second technique in 

which numeric weights are assigned to specific responses. 

For the second vote the group members are again asked 

to each select a certain number of responses from the overall 
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list. These responses can be thesame as thoseselected in 

the first vote or they can be an entirely new set. At this 

point every response should still be considered a potential 

candidate. In his instructions to the group the leader should 

emphasize that no one should feel compelled to change their 

vote or, conversely, to adhere to their original vote. 

The members should each be given a form such as the one 

shown on the following page. In the first column the group 

should again list the numbers of the response items they 

selected. In the second column they should then write in the 

corresponding response statements opposite the number. Finally, 

the group members should then rate each response on the scale 

from 1 to 10 in which a "i" indicates lesser importance and 

a "10" greater importance. The members may assign the same 

weight to more than one response if they believe two or more 

items are of equal importance. 

When all of the members have completed their voting ~the 

leader should collect the: forms and compute the average and 

total scores for each response as well as the number of persons 

assigning a rank. After the scores have been computed the 

leader should announce the results and indicate what the 

group's decision is. 

At this point, unless there is a need for further dis- 

cussion, the leader should indicate that the NGT process is 

completed. 
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NGT for Groups of More Than 9 Person s 

A technique has been developed for handling groups of 

more than 9 persons in the NGT process without distorting the 

results. In this approach the larger group is broken up into 

two or more groups of between 5 to 9 persons. Each group is 

assigned a leader who leads them through the first 4 steps 

in the process (i.e., through the first vote). After the vote 

has been taken the groups rec°nvene as a whole while the group 

ieaders consolidate the individual group responses. 

Consolidating the responses and the votes from two or 

m~re groups consists of: 

• Compiling a single master list of all 

responses from all the groups, 

® Collapsing and combining response items 

~: where appropriate, 

• Computing overall group scores on the 

i! items. 

In those instances where the different groups generated 

essentially similar ~resonse items the leaders may be able 

to combine the two or more into a single item. When this is 

done the rankings or scores of the groups on the combined 

responses can also be combined. However, the leaders should 

take care not to eliminate responses or arbitrarily combine 

items not clearly the same in intent. This is often a matter 

of judgment and leaders should tend to err on the side of 

not combining responses if any doubt exists. Any combining 
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or collapsing of responses shoUid be clearly explained to the 

group. 

When all changes in responses and the vote have been 

explained a leader should facil±tate a general discussion as 

described in step 5. Following the discussion the group then 

carries out a finalvote as described in Step 6. 

Writin@ the NGT Question. The most important preliminary 

decision for persons conducting an NGT exercise is the selec- 

tion and drafting of the question the group is to address. 

The NGT is a relatively powerful decision-making tool. Persons 

who participate in an NGT exercise very often become highly 

involved in the process and exer~ a significant level of per- 

sonal effort. Because of this, participants may become highly 
f 

committed to the results of the process and demand that those 
i 

results be put to directand•immediate use. Thus, before 

Persons runnfng an NGT ask a group to make this level of effort 

it is important tha£ they have a •clear view of both what is 

to be accomplished throughtheexercise, and how the results • 

of the exercise will be Used. 

There are four'steps in s~lecting and drafting the NGT 

q u e s t i o n :  

l. The objectives of the NGT meeting should be 

clearly specified. 

2.  E x a m p l e s  o f  t h e  k i n d s . o f - r e s p o n s e s  t o  be  

generated should be drafted. 
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. Alternative question statements thought 

to elicitthe desired kinds of responses 
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should be drafted. 

4. Each of the alternativequesti0n'state- 

ments should be tested to de termiDe w~ich 

produce the desired kinds of responses. 

Deciding on the objectives of the NGT exercise is the 

most important of the four steps. The NGT i s a highly adapt- 

able t0ol. However, there are certain kinds of decisions 

"for which it is more useful than others, in.general ~ the 

NGT is most useful.when: 

• Only one decision • is to be made .by the 

group, 

e The options available to the:group are 

relatively open. ~: ~ 

' The NGT is most valUable when0nly a single'dedision 

must.be reached. Because 0f the nature of the process it is • 

difficult for a group to focus •on more than one decision at 

a t~me. • For example, it•would be inappropriate to conduct 

an NGT exercise to decide which components of a compiex problem 

should be addressed'in a program an___dd what the s£rategy to 

address those components should be2 Clearly, there • are several 

separate decisions to be reached here, each of which would, 

• •require considerable thought and discussion. In.this instance 

it•would be preferable to conduct several separate NGT meet- 

ings--the first to decide on the Components Of the problem to 
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be addressed, and the.subsequent meetings to decide on strate- 

gies. 

The NGT is most valuable when the options available to 

the group are relatively open. A decision which has been 

reduced to a simple yes-no choice, or one in which the options 

have already been specified, is not particularly suitable for 

the NGT approach. For example, a decision about which of two 

programs to fund would not be appropriate for an NG T exercise. 

The value of the NGT is that it allows the group to generate 

and consider a range of options, some of which may not have 

been even recognized beforehand. 

The second step, the drafting of the kinds of responses 

desired from the group, is critical in terms of the ultimate 

use of the NGT results. As this stage the persons conducting 

the NGT must Consider how the results will be used and thus, 
i 

what kinds of results would be most useful. This does not 

mean that the persons running the NGT should predetermine 

the content of the responses from the group. It means that 
I 

the level of specificity and the scope of the responses 
I 

should be carefully considered. For example, if a group of 

decision-makers are led through an NGT exercise to determine 

what the general strategy of a program will be, the persons 

running the NGT might be concerned that the responses selected 

by the group will be too specific.: Similar!y, if the responses 

generated by the group are too broad and general the persons 

running the NGT may find that they cannot use the decision in 

a meaningful way. 

O 
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The third step is to draft a set of possible NGT questions 

that are intended to elicit the kinds of responses desired. 

Wherever possible, the question should be a single, relatively 

simple sentence. The longer and more involved the question 

the greater will be the group's difficulty in focusing on the 

issues. A second consideration in drafting the question is 

the background of the persons in the group. If the members 

of the group share a common background it may be possible to 

use more technical or specialized language. However, if the 

group is made up of persons with different backgrounds or 

with different levels of expertise it is necessaryto draft 

the questions in more generic and common languagel 

t 

The final step, pre-testing the questions, should 

be carried out in order to determine whether the questions 

will actually generate the kinds of responses desired and 

which of the questions appear to produce the most workable 

responses. The pre-testing should be carried out with 

persons not involved in the drafting of the questions. 

In addition, persons who might be included in the actual NGT 

exercise should not be used during the pre-testing stage. 

Who Should Participate in the NGT Exercise? The selection 

of persons to participate in an NGT exercise should be guided 

by the overall objectives of the exercise. A major criteria 

for the selection is that the persons have a definite stake 

in the issue being discussed. For example, in program 
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development persons who might be involved in the implementation 

of a program, or who are likely to be directly affected by the 

program are suitable candidates for the group. It is also 

desirable to include persons with diverse backgrounds and areas 

of expertise. The makeup of £he group will play a large part 

in determining the outcome of the NGT process, and the greater 

the diversity within the group the broader will be the range 

of issues and responses. 

Summary. The NGT is a useful and relatively powerful 

decision-making device. Whenused properly itcan generate 

a high level of agreement and satisfaction among participating 

decision-makers. In addition, the process can produce deci- 

sions that are both creative and well thought out in a rela- 

tively short period of time. 

As a caveat, persons running an NGT exercise should be 

aware of the limitations and potential dangers of the approach. 

We have attempted to identify some of the limitations in this 

discussion. However, the greatest danger in using the tech- 

nique is that it may raise unrealistic expectations among 
g 

personsparticipating in the process. Unless the persons 

running the technique have the skillto follow through with 

the decisions made in the group, the counter reaction may be 

very serious. For this reason persons using the technique 

should be very clear on how the results of the technique can 

and will be used and should convey that understanding to 

the group before the exercise begins. 
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In this chapter we discussed the development of strategic 

goals in program development. We discussed the purposes of 

strategic goal development; the distinction between goals and 

objectives and the different levels of goals in criminal jus- 

tice planning. We also discussed the importance of the stra- 

tegic goal statement as the documented end-points of the program 

and the various sources that can be used to identify possible 

strategic goals--including the problem model. Finally, we 

identified some of the requirements for good strategic goal 

development: substantive knowledge, specificity, sensitivity 

to political and organizational factors and a flexible attitude 

toward the goals that are developed. The concluding discussion 

of the Nominal Group Technique focused on both the process and 

uses of a valuable decision-making tool, including the inherent 

limitations of the technique itself. 

In the next chapter we begin the process of turning the 

goals of the program into a concrete action strategy. Goal 

development, although not a single event but an on-going pro- 

cess, represents the last preliminary step in the overall program 

development process. From this point on we will speak more 

about the solutions and less about the problems we are address- 

ing in the program. However, in these first steps we have laid 

the conceptual foundation for the program. How well that 

foundation has been laid will very largely determine how success- 

ful we are in all subsequent steps. 
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Chapter IV 
Developing the Logic of Different 
Program Strategies 

TEXT 

The Concept of Pro@rams in Criminal Justice 

Goals, both normative and strategic, are policy state- 

ments about what should and can be done about the problems 

identified. Programs are the means by which those goals are 

achieved. Stated simply, programs are planned responses to 

specific problems for purposes of attaining some desired end. 

Programs are courses of action anchored between problems and 

goals. AS such, programs really are change processes because 

they are intended to bring about change--overcome problems 

and achieve goals. 

There are many different kinds of social programs because 

society has many different kinds of problems. But even with 

the vast range of possibilities programs share some common 

characteristics. 

For one, all programs are ~oal oriented. A program designed 

to attain a goal of increased citizen participation in crime 

prevention would be quite different from one designed to 

achieve a goal of improved police efficiency, but both are 
% 

aimed at goals. 
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A second characteristic shared by programs is that they 

build upon on~oin 9 activities. The existing criminal justice 

system is a reality, consisting of a vast array of people, 

organizations, facilities, theories, operations, and budgets. 

Any "new" program is unlikely to be so innovative or so revo- 

lutionary that it will be implemented independently of activi- 

ties and resources already in place. 

A third common characteristic is that there always are 

optional approaches which can be adopted. Any program can be 

implementedby alternative strategies; there never is just one 

approach for achieving any strategic goal. If a program is 

needed to increase the professional knowledge of corrections 

executives, the alternative strategies might'be required uni- 

versity courses, management training seminars, on-the-job 

training, or specialfzed work assignments in particular areas 

of corrections. Some strategy may be cheapest to implement, 

or quickest, or easiest, or most likely to be accepted by 

political powers, butthere will always be alternatives. 

Another shared program characteristic is that they 

ultimately are someone's best estimates of what will work. 

Programsare developed on the basis of reasoned expectations 

of what will succeed. Some of a program developer's reasoning 

is based on criminal justice experience~ other reasoning 

derives from knowledge of criminal justice programs elsewhere, 
J 

the printed literature, and the prevailing political realities. 
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A final characteristic which ~ to be shared by criminal 

justice programs is that they represent a systematic approach 

to solving a problem, programs, as they are defined in this 

course, are not one-shot responses to a single aspect of a 

multi-faceted problem. As we noted in the text of Module I, 

the driving force behind program development is the axiom that 

criminal justice problems have complex causes and demand inter' 

vention strategies which reflect this complexity. 

A program is the sum of a coordinated set of strategies 

for attacking a defined criminal justice problem; Many 

different projects and other kinds of activities may be con- 

ducted concurrently or sequentially by different agencies in 

different locations, • but these are all complementary parts 

of the program. 

The Purpose of Alternative Strate@ies 

The fact that alternativeprogram strategies are avail- 

able for realizing a desired end has profound implfcationS 

for program development and merits more detailed consideration. 

Most programdevelopers work under pressure, with many 

demands placed upon their time and talents. It is tempting 

and often expedient to plan programs solely on what has been 

tried elsewhere, or what is currently in'fashion. This type 

of "knee jerk" program development characterizes much of what 

is done but the results are seldom effective. 

Alternative program strategies provide a basis for com- 

parison. Because the relative strengths of different 
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strategies can be assessed, it increases the likelihood that 

final selection decisions will be based on more complete 

information than if there were no alternatives. It is this 

public examination of options, rather than the pro forma 

approval of a single preselected program strategy, that dis- 

tinguishes recommended from typical practice. 

Information Needs in Program Development 

Information is a basic and continuous need in program 

development. It is a particular need at the stage in the pro- 

cess where the program developer is beginning to think about 

alternative ways of attacking a problem. Although a program 

developer may know a great deal about the problem, and may 

have several ideas about how the problem could be approached, 

a brief but careful survey of avaiiable knowledge can materially 

improve the quality of the choices he or she must make. Such 

a search can: 

• suggest approaches not previously considered" 

• Identify particular problems or limitations 

associated with various approaches 

• Identify or clarify the costs or complexities 

of certain approaches 

• Provide estimates of success or failure and 

identify approaches that should not be attempted. 

A brief search for information may also stimulate completely 

new ways of thinking about a problem and result in truly 

innovative approaches to its solution. 
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Of course, the search will not relieve the developer of 

the task of working through the logic and details of his or 

her own program. It may, however, guide that work by pointing 

out where others have succeeded and failed, and why. 

Planning the SearCh 

The volume of information potentially available to a pro- 

gram developer, and the vast differences in the quality of 

that information, counsels the need for a l~ to conduct the 

search. This plan should include the following ingredients: 

• A list of the information to be gathered, 
t 

i.e., the questions that should be answered 

• A list of information sources 

• A framework for collecting, organizing 

and assessing the information. 

Under this latter point, the developer should provide for an 

assessment of the information as it is gathered. The quality 

of information available in the system varies from the very 

good to the totally useless. The developer should be wary of 

making use of information that may be flawed, inaccurate, or 

technically suspect. For this reasona brief assessment of 
r 

the materials that are gathered is a prudent step in the plan. 

Identifying Information Needs 

The most obvious place to begin identifying the kinds of 

information needed are the strategic goal statements--the 

statements that specify what the program is intended to accom- 

plish. With this information in hand the developer can begin 

formulating questions to be researched. 
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Has anyone ever tried to address this problem _ 

before? Few problems in criminal justice are 

so unique that someone, somewhere has not taken 

a hand to resolve them. So the answer to this 

question will usually be "yes" and the real 

question is, who are they andwhere are they 

located? 

What have previous programs or projects tried to 

accomplish? The developer is looking for examples 

of efforts that had goals similar to the immediate 

program. However, this may not always be obvious 

at first glance. As a general rule similarity of 

goals may be less important than that the effort 

dealt with a similar problem. 

How did these other efforts try to reach their 

goal? The developer is looking for details: 

specific activities, schedules, timing of activi- 

ties, organizational arrangements. In some cases 

who was involved in the effort--specific agencies 

or individuals--mayshed light on how the program 

was structured. 

How much did it cost? Costs of programs cab be 

deceptive, particularly if, the scale of the effort 

was smaller or larger than the one envisioned. 

Other factors such as when it was done, and where 

may also distort cost figures. Nevertheless, in 

the absence of other information these cost 
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figures can provide some gross estimates of how 

economical an approach may be. 

How lon~ did it take? Some approaches can produce 

results very quickly. Others may require several 

years before any estimate of impact can be made. 
Q 

These facts can be integrated into the planning 

of the program. 

What problems were encountered.? Negative experi- 

ences are often more valuable than successes. 

The developer should look for recurrent problems 

or problems that seem to be endemic in the approach. 

Idiosyncratic problems (personalities; chance 

accidents) are less useful. It is also valuable 

to look for particularly good solutions to pro- 

blems, if they exist. 

What was accomplished? Success maynot be mea- 

sured onlyin terms of meeting objectives or 

goals. Also look for partial successes. If one 

component of the program or project worked well, 

despite the general failure of the overall effort, 

the experience may be valuable. However, if a 

certain approach shows a consisntently high 

failure rate it should be eliminated fromcon- 

sideration. 
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Assessing Information 

Not all of the information in the possession of the pro -~ 

gram developer will be of equal quality or use. Consequently, 

the developer should be prepared to quickly sift out that 

information that is most valuable, and set the rest aside. 

For this the developer needs a f~amework into which informa- 

tion can be fitted, and a process to screen out unneeded or 

inaccurate information. 

The framework will be provided by the different alterna- 

tives as they are identified. It is expected that as the search 

proceeds certain alternatives will become apparent.' It is 

also expected that the search will run parallel with the 

development of the various strategy logics--the topic of the 

next section of this module. The congruence between these 

two processes will become more apparent in the section to 

follow. For the moment it is necessary only to point out 

that need for specific kinds of information will evolve as the 

strategies themselves evolve. In the beginning the need will 

be broad and relatively undifferentiated--the developer is 

looking for broad options rather than details. As the number 

of options narrows the need will be more clearly defined and 

more detailed. Finally, as the elements of each strategy 

become apparent the information needs will focus more and 

more on specific topics. Thus, the development process itself 

should provide the framework into which information can be 

fitted. 
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Assessing the quality and usefulness of the information 

should be an ongoing part of the search effort. The criteria 

for assessing the information will depend on its nature and 

source. Quantitative data, drawn from research and evaluation 

reports, computer-based data systems or other technical sources, 

should be evaluated for technical and conceptual adequacy; 

the critgria is laid out in the discussion in Chapter II. 

To review briefly, technical adequacy refers to the suitability 

of the methodology used in collecting and analyzing data. 

Conceptual adequacy refers to how well the information presented 

describes and explains the findings of the analysis. 

Qualitative-information, drawn from individuals in a less 

structured or formalized manner must be assessed with slightly 

different criteria. Among the sources that fall in this cate- 

gory are: 

• The advice or reflection of persons who 

have worked on programs or projects 

• The attitudes of criminal justice practitioners 

• The recommendations of experts 

For example, in the course of an information search the 

developer may contact the director of a project that represents 

an approach to the problem in which the developer is interested. 

How can the developer make the best use of this information 

source? There are several possible techniques. 

• The developer should have a fixed set of 

questions to be asked. The best guarantee 
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that the information provded will be useful is 

that the developer knows what he needs before 

he •contacts the source. Thelist of questions 

outlined earlier in this discussion is a good 

place to start formulating questions to be-asked 

to prospective sources. 

The developer should focus on facts rather than 
' . ".- , . 

opinions. Broadly worded questions such as, 

"How successful •was your project? ''• leaves too 

• much room for subjective opinion. Whenever. a 

person provides an undifferentiated opinion about 

a topic the developer should press for concrete 

evidence orexamplesthat support the opinion. 

The developer should depersonalize the discussion. 

• Persons who have invested time and effort into •. 
' , • . " ,. . . 

a program.orproject are likely, to have.strong, 

opinions.about the Undertaking. • Thes:e opinionsl ; 

may bias the responses giyen--th e •source maybe 

overly positive or overly negative about the 
• ,, . 

effort•. Wherever possible,, thel developer Should' 

steer, around topics where thesource's ego may be. 

direchlyin¢olved. Rather, the•developer • should. 

inquire about, topics where • the source is know- 

. - . . -  

ledgeablebut is able to make an objective ' 

a p p r a i s a ' l .  I f - t h i s  i s  n o t  a l w a y s  p o s s i b l e  t h e  

eveloper sh0uld •maximize the use 'of factua.l 
d 

information or focus on specific incidents or 

e v e n t s .  
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b 

• The developer should rely.on multiple sources. 

Whenever possible ~he developer should•contact• 

..several personswhen investigating a particular 

• program or project. When doing this the develoPer 

~ should not reveal what others have said and 
-.- 

/ 

" should be careful to ask comparable or•identical 

~~ :questions~to aii Sources. 
.. • . . . 

• The developer should focus on common•ratherthan 

• unique ;incidents. Programs and projects often. • 

succeed or fail, Secause o~ completely random or 

.• iidiosyncratic events. The developer should ~- 

-. ; focus attention on factors or problemswhich are 

" :Similar. to those :foundin the developer'.s own 

. , .... -situationv ?if~a"project. succeeded only. because 
b 

of the personality of the project director the 

• de~eloper cannot.• assume a similar project would 
. . . . , 

succeed in his or her own jurisdiction with a 

di'fferent director. 

When assessing qualitativeinformation the essential 

criterion is that based on facts Wherever possible. 

Alternatively, When information is strictly a matter of opinion 

it,shouldbe clearly identified assuch and thus given an 

.appropriate level of importance. 

. . .  '. ~ • .- . 

L L 

I 
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Organizing the Search 

Information will be needed throughout the entire program 

development process; not only at the stage where alternative 

strategies are being considered and developed. Moreover, 

the volume of information may be quite substantial and in 

some cases quite technical in nature. Unless the developer 

has a considerable amount of time to devote to the collection 

and assessment of information, it is strongly advised that 

a permanent team of people be organized to carry out the 

process. Indeed, a team approach to program development 

is a useful idea for all phases of the process. 

Under ideal circumstances the development team should 

consist of representatives of several disciplines and interests. 

It should include persons with planning, analytic and substantive 

expertise. It Should also include representatives of operating 

agencies that would be directly affected by the program. 

Finally, whenever possible, the team should include decision 

makers both in~and outside the planning agency. 

There are numerous advantages to a team such as this. 

First, the team approach allows the program developer to: 

reduce the amount of time devoted to collecting the informa- 

tion. A team with a membership ref!ecting a variety of back- 

grounds has the added advantage of being able to assess 

the information more objectively and efficiently. The 

developer need not rely on only his or her own experience 

and knowledge, but can tap the multiple perspectives and 
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skills of the team. This can be particularly valuable when 

the information relates to highly technical or specialized 

matters. 

Second, this approach simplifiesthe process of communicating 

information to decision makers and other interested persons. 

The program developer must maintain open channels of communica ~. 

tion with the persons who will make the final decisions and 

those who will be most directly affected by the program. A 

team approach provides communications channels to these 

persons through the team membershi p . 

Third, a team made up of several interests can bridge ~ 

the gap between the planning agency and the affected operating 

agencies. It reduces the tendency on the part of operating 

agency practitioners to dismiss planning agency activities 

as being more bureaucratic papershuffling. The direct partici- 

pation of operating agency people on the team can reassure 

others that the final product will be realistic to their needs 

and interests. In a real sense, having varied interests on 

the team will be a guarantee that this will, in fact, be 
f 

accomplished. 

In the case of decision makers, the presence of one or 

more of their number of the development team will reduce the 

possibility that plans and recommendations will be ignored 

or overruled. Moreover, it will reduce Or eliminate the per- 

sistent problem of decision makers being asked to decide on 

issues without adequately understanding the subject they are 

deciding. 
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Finally, a team approach can create advocates for the 

program outside the planning agency. Having persons in the 

system who understand and agree with the thrust of the program 

can help overcome resistence and difficulties throughout the 

development process and the subsequent implementation phase. 

Thus, from the standpoint of both technical efficiency 

and political practicality, the team approach can be an 

extremely valuable device for the program developer. 

Developing the Program Rationale 

The culmination of the many activities that go into 

selecting a strategy--the creative thinking, the consultation 

with other criminal justice professionals, the review of 

documents describing other programs, the integration of dis- 

parate information--is called a strategy rationale. A strategy 

rationale lays out the basic logic of the strategy, depicts 

the essential causal linkages implicit in the logic, based 

on the empirical evidence supporting the causal linkages. 

The strategy rationale ultimately becomes part Of the decision 

package reviewed by decision-makers when they are asked to 

decide on the one or more strategies to pursue further. 

Any given program can be viewed as a statement of logic. 

The logic is expressed in the form of a Causal argument that 

links the program to the strategic goal, and ultimately, to 

the normative goal. The nature of the argument is: If X, 

then Y; if this happens, then that will result; if twice the 

current number of police cars patrol the streets between 8 
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and 12 p.m., then the number of burglaries will decrease. 

The strategy rationale is the dOcumentwhich articulates this 

type of logic. It describes the logic of the strategy believed 

capable of bringing about change and it provides the supporting 

arguments and reasoning for the strategy. 

The strategy rationale is the product of a complex creative 

process which surfaces alternative strategies, ensures they 

are considered as possible courses of action, eliminates the 

strategies that will not be effective, ~nd brings the remaining 

viable strategies to the attention of decision-makers. The 

strategy rationale "fits" into this process at the point where 

decision-makers review the supporting evidence for the alter- 

native strategies and select the most suitable one(s) for 

further development. Exactly where this point will vary from 

place to place. But wherever this point occurs, the strategy 

rationale performs the same basic functions: (i) to help 

select out at an earlystage those strategies deemed unworthy 

to pursue any further and (2) to identify those strategies 

which merit the investment of additional resources to plan 

and develop more completely. 

The steps of this creative process have no well-defined 

starting and ending points. It is an i terative process with 

continuous recycling of ideas to new inputs and refinement 

of plans to accommodate unexpected obstacles. While it is 

not feasible to cover the detailed dynamics of the process 

here, we will outline the following major steps: 
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• identify potential strategies 

• identify the logical assumptions behind each 

strategy 

• test the reasonableness of these assumptions 

• prepare the final strategy rationale. 

Identifying Potential Strategies 

The beginning point of program development is an 

agreed-upon problem and the strategic goal. Thus, the first 

step is to identify the alternative strategies that might 

be used to attain the goal, and then lay out the logic of 

each in an abstract way. The purpose of this step is to 

identify as many different approaches that appear to lead 

to the same goal as possible. The concern here is not with 

details about specific agencies, personalities, or political 

climate, but rather with surfacing a variety of possible 
l 

strategies to consider. 

A strategy represents a general approach to the attainment 

of a strategic goal. For example a problem such as c0mmercial 

robbery can be attacked through a strategy of "deterrence"-- 

the courts can make robbery so potentially costly to criminals 

that they will be reluctant co commit the crime. The same 

problem can also be addressed through "target hardening." 

Commercial establishments can be redesigned so as to make it 

more difficult for a robber to succeed, e.g., putting armed 

guards in stores, erecting barriers between the proprietor 



\ 

IV-17 

and customers, installing alarm systems. Finally, the problem 

can be addressed by removing or affecting the causes of the 

problem. For example, unemployed youths who commit robberies 

can be found employment or some other diversion, t~eir families 

can be counseled or provided with additional assistance. Each 

of these approaches represent a different strategy for reaching 

the goal of reducing commercial robbery. • 

Potential strategies can be identified through the infor- 

mation search described earlier. They can also emerge out 

of a close examination of the Problem Statement. The relation- 

ships identified in the assessment of the problem statement 

provide valuable clues to possible strategies. For example, 

if the Problem Statement suggests that a presumed cause of 

crimes against the elderly is the fact that they are often 

isolated from others who might come to their aid, one possible 

strategy might be to increase the social contacts of elderly 

persons. Thus, the relationships identified in the Problem 

Statement are a valuable source of ideas concerning potential 

strategies. 

A second source of ideas is the program developer or the 

program development• team. Many of the most creative ideas 

for solving problems come out of "brainstroming" sessions in 

which ideas are bounced around and new and sometimes outrageous 

suggestions are proposed. In some instances the "germ" of a 

general strategy will be suggested in a specific example. 

For example, when thinking about ways of reducing crimes against 

J 
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the elderly the idea of hiring local youths:to escort elderly 

persons when they shop may be suggested. This is clearly 

too specific to be a "strategy" althoug h it may eventually 

become a possible way of implementing a strategy. However, 

it contains the germ of a strategy--the idea of providing 

elderly persons with additional social contacts as•a preven- 

tive strategy for crime. Thus, by using specific examples 

and extractingthe essential or general approach they reflect, 

the Program developer can derive 

posed to mee£ strategic goais. 

Testing the Logic of Strategies 

strategies which can be pro- 

? 

The value 0f a strategy may not always be apparent to the 

program developer when it is •first proposed. There is a 

natural tendency to "leap" at an idea because it makes sense 
• . . . 

at an intuitive level. For •example, it makes sense that~if 

police are wrfting poor'rep0rts, and thus making it more 

difficult for prosecutors to convict suspected criminals, 

to propose a strategy of additional training for police officers 

on report writing, similarly, a logical response to the problem 

of overcrowding in•prisons is to build more prisons. However, 

before a strategy is adopted it is probably worthwhile to 

examine the logic of the strategy in a mQre concise manner. 

That is, before working out thedetails of thestrategy the 

program developer shouid attempt to determine whe£her the 

strategy can wor k and what assumptions must be met for the 

strategy to work. 

o 
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A strategy is based on a set of assumptions: about how 

people behave, about how organizations operate and about the 

factors and reiationships that Create certain conditions and 

events. These assumptions may be explicit or implicit. They 

may be based on hard evidence or someone's preconceived notions. 

In some instances they may be based on a person's ideological 

beliefs (e.g., crime is a product of economic conditions) 

or on personal experiences. In general, it is very dangerous 

to allow these assumptions to go unexamined. A sweeping 

assumption may ignore important facts which contradict the rule 

• or may ignore the factors which maY limit the generality of 

the assumption. ' In short, before proposing a strategy, the 

program deveioper should identify and test the assumptions 

that lie within the strategy. 

Let us examine a strategy and describe how the assumptions 

it makes can be identified and tested. The strategy is a 

common one for many types of crime problems--increasing the 

severity of the penalty for a particular crime. The basic 

logic behind this strategy is: if the penalty for a crime 

is severe enough criminalswill be less likely to commit that 

crime. What assumptions lie behind this strategy?' One basic 

assumption is that criminals perform a rational calculation 

of risks before they decide to commit a crime. Is this a 

reasonable assumption? For certain types of crimes this may 

be reasonable. Crimes involving a degree of premeditation 

probably would be affected by such a strategy. However, crimes 

that are committed in a heat of passion or by persons with 
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impulsive or reckless personalities are less likely to be 

affected. Thus we have identified one important limiting 

factor in the logic of the strategy. Are there any others? 

The strategy assumes that criminals are aware of the penalties 

involved in different kinds of crimes. Is this a reasonable 

assumption. Again, the assumption is problematic. Some 

criminals, but not all, will take the trouble to learn what 

the risks of committing a crime are, but there are doubtlessly 

many persons who would be totally unaffected by a change in 

criminal penalties simply because they are unaware of the 

change. Thus, we have identified a second limiting factor-- 

the degree to which the change in criminal penalties is pub- 

licized among persons likely to commit the crime. 

There are numerous other assumptions we could identify 

in this strategy; The strategy assumes that Criminals weigh 

the risks of committing a crime in terms of possible penalties 

as opposed to the more immediate risk of being caught by the 

police. It assumes that the courts will actually impose the 

penalties and that juries will convict criminals knowing that 

the penalty is so severe. It also assumes that enough criminals 

will be affected by the Change to make a noticeable difference 

in the crime rate. All of these assumptions must be met if 

the strategy is to be effective. 

For the program developer the testing of these assumptions 

should be the first step in weeding out illogic&l or ineffec- 

tive strategies. For those strategies that are developed 
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further, this testing of the strategies' logic is an important 

step in identifying the critical elements Of the program. By 

identifying the assumptions that must be fulfilled in order 

for the strategy to work the program developer also identifies 

the basic requirements of the strategy. For example, if a 

change in the penalty for a certain crime is proposed, the 

program developer now knows that the change must be well adver- 

tised, that judges and juries must be convinced to impose the 

penalties and that the penalty itself must be credible. 

Preparing the Strategy Rationale 

Once the logic of the strategy hasbeen tested the next 

step is to prepare a strategy rationale. The rationale is 

a graphic representation of the logic of the strategy and 

should incorporate the assumptions that lie behind the strategy. 

For example, the rationale for the strategy of providing a 

more severe penalty for a crime might look like this. 

Criminals commit crime because of lack of severe 
penalty 

• Severe penalty is imposed (Strategy) 

• Potential criminals know about penalty 

Potential criminals weigh potential risk of committing 
crime 

• Potential criminals perceive risk posed by penalty 
as being more severe than is acceptable to them 



• Potential criminals do not commit crime 

• Number of crimes decreases (.Strategic Goal) 
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The rationale lays out in logical sequence the assumed 

steps or links through which the strategy is intended to reach 

the strategic goal. By examining each assumption and each 

linkage with a critical eye, and by drawing on common sense, 

past experience or empirical evidence, the program developer 

can make a rational assessment of the logic of the strategy. 

Note that this assessment does not include a consideration 

of how easy it would be to implement the strategy, how much 

it might cost, Or other "practical" considerations. These 

decisions can come later. At this stage we are concerned 

primarily with the essential logic of the strategy--not whether 

the strategy could be implemented, but whether it makes sense 

to even try. 

Summary 

In this chapter we began the long process of developing 

and refining strategies toaddress the problem, building on 

our understanding of the problem that we developed earlier. 

We examined in a broader context the nature of programs in 

criminal justice and the need for developing alternative 

strategies to address problems. We discussed the need for 

information in program development, how to look for informa- 

tion; what to look for and how to assess it when we obtain it. 

In particular we emphasized the usefulness of a team approach 
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to collecting information and to Program development in 

general. Finally wediscussed the development and the assess- 

ment of the program rationale. In this context we discussed 

the creative nature of strategy development, but emphasized 

the need for a critical testing of the logic and assumptions 

in a strategy. 

In the next chapter we discuss the next step in develop- 

ing a program--translating an abstract strategy into a set 

of specific actions. We have turned another corner in the 

process. We have focused attention on the second major source 

of program success or failure; the identification and selection 

of a strategy that is appropriate to our understanding of 

the problem. What remains to us is assuring that the strategy 

can and will be implemented as we intend. 

0 
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APPENDIX: SOURCES OF INFORMATION 

Over the last ten years the volume of information in 

criminal justice has increased significantly. Information 

on a broad variety of topics is now available through 

• Evaluation reports 

• Research literature 

• Model or "exemplary" program plans and 

otherproscriptive literature 

• Standards promulgated by federal, state, 

local and professional standard-setting 

bodies. 

In addition, human resources have become more readily 

available in the form of subject matter experts, management 

and systems analysts and technical assistance vendors. 

Finally, the planning System itself provides access to a cadre 

of experienced planners and analysts working in planning and 

operating agencies. 

Despite the availability of this wealth of information 

much, and perhaps most, program planning is carried out as if 

each problem was completely new and unique. Part of the 

reason for this may be that program develoPers are unaware 

of the resources available to them. A second barrier may be 

the lack of time and money devoted to developing rather than 

implementing program activities. A third barrier may be an 
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uncertainty about how to use the resources; where they are 

located, what to look for, how to use the information at hand. 

In the discussion to follow we will briefly examine each source 

and provide some broad suggestions on the best way to use it. 

Research and evaluation reports. A particularly under- 

utilized source of information is the growing body of literature 

in research and evaluation. For the program developer, this 

information can provide relevant indications of not only what 

has been done in any given field, but how successful these 

past efforts have been. The evaluation literature should pro- 

vide answers to virtually every question on the developer's 

list. .. 

• Who has tried to address a problem? and where? 

• What have they tried to accomplish? 

• Internal activities--schedules, timing- 

organization, participation, costs and: 

duration 

• Problems and issues 

• Rates of success 

The research literature can provide many of the same details 

as well as indications of alternative theories or hypotheses 

about the problem in question. For example, research on the 

relationship between environmental factors (e.g., building 

design, landscaping) on the incidence of school vandalism 

might suggest an entirely new approach to that problem. 

Similarly, review of the research on the general theory of 



deterrence mightProvide additional insights into a variety.. 

of crime-related-Probl~s.. ... 

T h e r e  a r e  s e v e r a l  s o u r c e s  o f  r e s e a r c h  and  e v a l u a t i o n  

literature available to the program developer: 

• "•The National Criminal Justice Reference Service 

provides services at no cost to persons Wishing 

t o  s u r v e y a ,  p a r t i c u l a r  l i t e r a t u r e .  T h e . S e r v i c e  

maintains a.computerized.sear~h system which. 

can produce a comprehensive •bibliography, with • 

a ~ b r i e f  s ~ a r y  o n  e a c h - s o u r c e . o n  a v a r i e t y ,  o f  

specific topics. -In:addition the-Service will 

loan-copies Of original, materials on request-or 

ProVide microfiche.copies that-can be kept.- The. 

_.-•. address..and telePhone..Lnumber of the Service fs 
t 

listed, in the appendix. 

0 The-National Institute of Justice.supports and 
_ - ' : 

'~ pubiishes evaluation and research efforts on a 

variety oftoPics each year. Although these 

documents often deal with national level efforts 
• • . . 

.and problems~the quality of.themateriais is often 

.superior t0.that produced for individual, smaii- 

scalaprograms .• and projects• This information 
F " 

• can be. obtained directly from.LEAA or the.U.S 
. . . , . • 

• ' . - G o v e r n m e n t  PrintingOffice. .In addition NIT 

als0:publishesand updates a.directory, of'criminal 

~J~stice.information sources,-, a directory of -.... 
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criminal justice associat~ons~•.and directory 

Of newsletters published in Criminal justice. 

• Other federal a@encies can also pro•vide access • 

to:basic research•and evaluation information. 

virtualiy every/agency, both in and Outside 

the criminal justice area, maintain public infor- 

mation or clearinghouse services. Among the 

more relevant sources are: 

The National Institute for Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention; 

- The National Institute of Corrections 

- The Federal Bureau ~ of Prisons 

- The National Institute•of Drug • Abuse 

State Plannin@ A@encies normally maintain files 

of eValuation reports •conducted in or for the 

agency. They~are also likely to maintain copies 

of recen£ publications, journals and major eval m 

-uation studies. 

TARC's (Technical Assis£ance and Research Centers) 

provide both•human•and written resources for 

planners, analysts, evaluators and program 
. - ... 

deve lope rs. 

Professional associations and public interest 

organizations•produce a considerable volume of 

research and evaluations related topics. -Organ- 

izations such as the American Bar Association, 

the PoliceFoundation, the International 

-- . .- . 

• . .. 

2 
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Association of Chiefs of Police, National Asso- 

ciation of District Attorneys, American Correc- 

tional Association, National Council on Crime 

and Delinquency and numerous others conduct basic 

research and evaluation on all areas of criminal 

justice. 

• Colle~es and universities, particularly those 

with departments, of criminology or criminal justice 

are likely to maintain libraries of literature 

on all phases of the system. 

The amount of information available from these sources on 

any given topic will vary, as will the quality and value. 

However, a broad'based literature search--i.e., not relying 

on only one or two major sources--is more likely to identify 

those sources that will be of the greatest Value. 

Model programs. The increased availability of basic 

research and evaluation findings, and theiincreased use of 

action programs as opportunities employing new and innovative 

methods has led to the development of several model or prescrip- 

tive program designs. NIJ, for example, £hrough its Exemplary 

Project program, has made a conscious effort to document 

examples of particularly successful methods or strategies. 

Each report contains: 

• The history of the pr0ject/program 

• How the project/program works 

• Organization andadministration 
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• Facilities, plant, and equipment 

• Costs and budget 

• Effectiveness 

• A guide to replicating the effort elsewhere 

LEAA also conducts evaluations and research on alternative 

program models aiming at the development of generic approaches 

to major problems. LEAA has published numerous monographs 

and prescriptive packages which provide models and assessments 

of alternative strategies. 

Similar efforts have been undertaken by professional 

associations, and in some instances, by individual planning 

agencies. 

Standards. An additional source of information and 

guidance on alternative strategies can be found in the stan- 

dards promulgated by various organizations and authorities in 

criminal justice. Since 1970 virtually,every aspect of criminal 

justice has been examined by one standard-setting body or 

another. The National AdvisorY Commission on Criminal 

Justice Standards and Goals developed system-wide standards 

in 1973. A similar effort was undertaken by the American Bar 

Association. in addition, virtually everymajor professional 

association in criminal justice has developed a set of standards 

for its members. Finally, since 1973 large numbers of state, 

local and regional planning agencies have developed standards 

and goals to guide funding and other policy decisions. 

The standards adopted by these groups and organizations 

can provide program developers with a useful guide to the 
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best thinking on the way criminal justice agencies should 

operate. In this way they can also guide the developer in 

the kinds of strategies that might be undertaken. 

Human resources. The literature will be the primary 

source of information for most program development efforts. 

However, the literature should be supplemented by a careful 

use of the numerous human resources available to the developer. 

This approach may be particularly useful when the developer 

has a relatively short time to identify and select a program 

strategy. The developer should consider the following human 

resources in the~search: 

• Subject°matter experts - As criminal justice 

planning has grown it has been paralleled by a 

similar growth in outside consultants and 

specialized experts. These experts may be readily 

contacted through universities, private consult- 

ing firms, non-profit research organizations 

and professional associations. In some instances 

expert consultants may be retained under standing 

technical assistance contracts with LEAA or other 

organizations supported by LEAA. Such experts 

are usually knowledgeable in a variety of fields 

and may be able to reduce the amount of time 

needed for the literature search. The primary 

drawback to the use of consultants other than 

those already retained under a technical assis- 

tance contract is that they are expensive to 
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utilize for any length of time. In addition, as 

in all other fields the quality of the services 

provided by outside consultants may vary greatly 

among firms and individuals. 

Planning agency personnel - A source of informa- 

tion that is seldom used to its fullest potential 

is the experience and expertise of people in 

other planning agencies. In addition to having a 

working knowledge of the system they have the 

advantage of being able to understand the needs 

of the program developer on the basis of their 

own experience in planning. Moreover, they may 

have had the experience of developing efforts 

dealing with the same or similar problem areas 

and can thus provide direct advice on various 

alternatives. 

Operating agency personnel-A final source of 

information on alternative strategies may come 

from persons in agencies affected by the problem. 

These may include persons who would be directly 

involved in the program or persons in agencies 

that have attempted to resolve the problem. 

Not only can suchpersons provide insights on 

alternative strategies but the simple process 

of inquiring with them may reduce barriers to 

the program when it is implemented. 
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Chapter V 
Planning the Details of Program 
Strategies 

TEXT 

In the introductory section of this text we suggested 

these reasons why programs fail: 

• Because the problem was not understood, 

• Because the strategies were inappropriate, 

• Because the strategies were not carried out 

as planned. 

In previous modules we focused on the first two factors. We 

should now feel confident that we understand the problem and 

that the strategies we have selected are appropriate to address 

the problem. The remaining factor to consider is: how do we 

assure that the strategies are carried out as intended? At 

this stage we are now ready to tackle the practical problems 

of designing the details of the program. In effect much of 

the "head-work" involved in conceptualizing the problem, 

identifying the most important components of the problem, 

developing strategic goals and developing strategies, comes 

down to this step where "the rubber meets the road." Unless 

we can translate the ideas into concrete activities the program 

will flounder no matter how pure our analyses and logic, 
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Defining the Level of Detail 

A basic issue at this stage is, how much detail should 

the program developer provide? Is it necessary to design 

every component of the program? What details should be left 

to the persons who will implement the program? How much can 

the program developer anticipate in his or her plans? 

The answer to this question, unfortunately, is "it depends." 

It depends, first of all, on the level of confidence the pro- 

gram developer has in the strategies he has developed. If the 

strategies are inherently "foolproof" it may not be necessary 

to plan any further. However, if there are questions about 

the strategy, about how well it will work or how easy it will 

be to implement, the program developer may feel compelled to 

spell out the details. 

The level of detail also depends on the level of confidence 

the program developer has in thepersons who will carry out 

the program--assuming that the program developer knows who 

those persons are. Finally, it depends on where the program 

developer is in relation to the level where the program will 

operate. If the program developer is at a state level and the 

program will be implemented by local neighborhood groups or 

police departments, the program developer may not be able to 

supply any additional details because of the sheer distance 

between planner and the realities of the local program site. 

As a rule of thumb, the program developer should avoid providing 

more detail than is relevant to the persons who will actually 

carry out the program. 
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On the other side of the coin is the caveat: "Whatever 

isn't nailed down now is probably going to come apart later 

on." Even at the state level there will be some details which 

must be considered and specified beforehand. These details 

should be inserted--not because the program planner considers 

the people at the local level incompetent--but because the 

logic and relationships of the program strategy may not be as 

obvious or compelling to local authorities as it is to the 

program developer. In short, the program developer should 

provide enough relevant detail to insure that the program 

will work as it is intended, taking into consideration the 

skills, capabilities and experience of the people who will 

run the program and the number of "unknowns" in the specific 

strategies and interventions being implemented. 

A second set of conditions which may influence how much 

detail the program devel0per should provide, relates to the 

demands of persons who must approve the program. The decision- 

makers may require no more than an outline of the strategies 

to be implemented. However, they may require a detailed plan 

showing who will do what, when and for how much. Indeed, the 

decision-makers may still be skeptical that the strategies 

can be implemented at all, and may require concrete evidence 

that the strategies are feasible. 

For purposes of this discussion we will assume that the 

program developer is obligatedto plan the details of the 

program down to a considerable level of detail. We also assume 
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that those details are relevant •tO the persons who will imple- 

ment the program and that the program developer can make some 

useful and realistic judgments about local conditions where 

the program is to operate. We now turn to a discussion of What 

those details might include. 

The Detaiis of the Program • 

A program is made up of a set of related and complementary 

Projects or activities which we call program elements. We use 

this term to emphasize an important point--aprogram does not 

necessarily consist of new initiatives requiring additional 

money or resources. A program is a set of activities which 

are guided by a common normative goal and•organized to meet a 

set of strategic goals. It is entirely possible for a program 

to not•contain a single "new" project in the :sense that term 

is normally •used. For example, a program might consist of a 

new piece of legislation, the reorganization of an existing 

agency or the real!ocation of resources to emphasize an exist l 

ing function within an agency, A program could also consist 

of rewriting a procedures manual or setting up new standards 

of performanceo None of•these "elements" of a program would 

be normally considered a project in the sense of a newagency, 

new function , or new money being spent. 

An element is a relativelydiscrete entity. It is intended 

to implement a particular strategy. It may operate independently 

or in conjunction •with other el~ments tO carry out the• strategy. 
-j 
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It may consist of a single activity or several chosely related 

activities. It may be a continuous effort or it may be carried 

out only once. The elements are the building-blocks out of 

which the program is formed. 

An element is made up of sets of activities. These activi- 

ties require people and resources and produce results which, 

in turn, contribute to the accomplishment of the strategic 

goal. We describe these details of the element in the termi- 

nology of what is called the Method of Rationales (or MOR). 

The MOR depicts an element as a logical sequence in which 

inputs (people and resources) lead to the activities which 

lead to the results. The diagram on the following page depicts 

this relationship. The task of the program developer at this 

stage is to identify the inputs, activities and results for 

each element in the program, and to determine whether the results 

will in fact lead to the accomplishment of the strategic goal, 

called in MOR terminology the elements' outcome. 

Or~anizin~ the Details of the Program 

Having identified details of the~ element, the program 

developer's next task is to organize those details into a 

coherent whole and in many cases, adjust or rearrange the 

details of the elements to improve the "fit." There are 

several considerations which must go into this next set of 

tasks: 

Accounting for possible conflicts within the 

elements, 
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® Accounting for possible conflicts between the 

element and the rest of the CJ system, 

• Determining when the different activities will 

be carried out, in what order, and for how long; 

• Developing reasonable objectives for the element, 

and 

• Estimating the cost and possible sources of 

support for the element. 

Internal and external conflicts. The first two steps in 

this process are intended to uncover potential problems in 

the design of an element: possible internal conflicts, and 

potenti~l conflicts with the rest of the Criminal Justice sys- 

tem. These steps are necessary because a failure to recognize 

these problems early--before the program is up and running-- 

can result in serious delays and even the failure of the pro- 

gram. If these problems are identified early this step 

be taken to remedy them or at least reduce the amount Of impact 

they might otherwise have on the program. 

The problem of conflicts within an element is all too 

common to be ignored. Very often planners have failed to 

notice that they have overcommitted the persons who will run 

the program or have developed a set of activities which tend 

to run counter to each other. A classic example of the latter 

problem is the program in which police officers were placed 

into schools to keep order, break up fights, confiscate weapons 

and drugs while at the same time improve the image of the police 

among the students. Very quickly after the program started 
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the police officers discovered it was almost impossible to 

play both of these roles at once. Students resented the 

presence of the police and even those who were sympathetic 

to the goal of improving order in the schools were outraged 

when the police confiscated knives and marijuana from students' 

lockers. Under these circumstances it was almost impossible 

for the police to appear as '[good guys" and present a positive 

image. Most officers tended to adopt one role or the other, 

thus defeating the goals of the program. The purpose of this 

first step is to examine each element so as to detect these 

possible conflicts before they are implemented. 

A similar problem can arise when the program developer 

fails to take into account how an element might affect other 

parts of the Criminal Justice system or how the systemmight 

affect the element. For example, providing training for police 

officers or correctional guards means pulling people from 

their normal jobs. Unless the program developer can find a 

way to replace those personnel or find some means of providing 

training without interrupting the normal work of the agency, 

that element will probably fail. 

Similarly, the standing policies and procedures of a 

criminal justice agency may seriously affect the ability of 

the agency to cooperate with the program. For example, several 

years ago a major city tried to establish a juvenile diversion 

program. The planners had assumed that the logical place 

to locate the program was in the police department, applying 

the theory that diversion should be instituted before the 
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juvenile has "penetrated" very far into the criminal justice 

system. However, after several months of planning the program 

developers were informed that the police were forbidden to 

make an independent disposition Of juvenile cases under a 

recently enacted law. Consequently, the planners ha'd wasted 

several months of effort andwereforced to rethink the entire 

program plan. 

The example cited above points out the danger of not 

considering possible .conflicts within a program eIement or 

between an element and the rest of the system. Had the program 

developers taken even a few hours to examine such questions 

as possible internal inconsistencies or possible legal barriers 

the program could have been saved considerable expense and 

embarrassment. ~ i~ 

Schedulin 9 and networking the program element. One of 

the knottiest problems for,a program developer is to take an 

abstract strategy and translate it into a sensible sequence 

of events. Merely knowing what should be done is not enough; 

those activities must also be anchored in time and orchestrated 

in such away thatthey produce the desired results. The prob- 

lem is analogous to setting up an assembly line in a factory. 

The program developer must be sure that part A arrives at 

point E in time to be installed in part C. Of course, a criminal 

justice program with dozens of persons working on many separate 

tasks is many times more complicated than a factory assembly 

line. No one complains if a crate of parts sits on a loading 
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dock for twenty minutes while the workers take a coffee break. 
l 

But if a rape victim must sit twenty minutes waiting for a 

counselor to arrive at the police station the whole purpose of 

the program may be defeated. 
1 

The program developer must develop three types of detail 

about the activities of each element: 

• The order or sequence of the activities, 

• The length or duration of the activites, and 

• The dates or times when £he activity must begin 

or~be completed. J 

In addition, the program developer must then arrange each 

activity into a schedule or network to insure that the activi- 

ties can.be carried out within a reasonable time, or more 

commonly, within the time limits established by decision-makers. 

The order or sequence of activities within an element is 

largely a matter of logics Some activities are dependent 

on others. Some activities can be carried out at almost any 

time. Some activities must be carried out simultaneously with 

others. Some will be conducted intermittently over a long 

period. The program developer may be forced to try several 

different arrangements before a sensible sequence can be dis- 

covered. In general, there is seldom " one-rlght-way" to order 

events in an element. 

The length or duration of activities Can be determined 

through experience. It is usually very difficult to estimate 

beforehand how long it will take to carry out a particular 
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activity. The program developer must consider who will be 

carrying out the activity, the number 0f persons involved and 

the relative newness of the activity to those persons. In 

general, most persons require a breaking-in period before 
°. 

they become proficient at any task, particularIy a task with 

which they are unfamiliar. All of these factors, plus t~e 

inevitable delays caused by unanticipated events, should be 

considered by the program developer~ in estimating how long 

it will take to carry Out an activity. ~ 

The final detail in this area to be'considered is~the 

time or date when various activities must be commenced and/or • 

completed. In some instances these times or dates will have 
L 

i t 

been established by others arbitrarily or because of overriding ~ . 
• J • 

political or policy considerations. For example, a program/ •• 

with a great deal of public visibility may have to show Positive 

results very early or face serious public or political•oppo- 
o 

sition. Fixed dates such as legislative schedules, elections, 

funding cycles or fiscal years also create Scheduling problems. 

Converting the above details into a useful schedule land-• 

into a plan that can be•communicated to others--particularly 

decision-makers--requires considerable skill. Decision-makers ' 

may be overwhelmed by amass of details about each of the 

activities within an element. However, program managers may 

require this level of detail whenthey begin to• operate the .... 
• "' " 't ° 

program. Graphic presentations such as a Gannt chart can be 

used to simplify the information f0r the decision-makerS. 

J 
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A more complex tool such as PERT (Program Evaluation and 

Review Technique) or CPM (Critical Path Method) are useful 

for both planning and presenting detailed scheduling infor- 

mation to managers.* These latter methods are particularly 

useful to be program developer when trying to answer such 

questions as: 

• How long will the program take? 

• Can we meet our projected completion date? 

• If there is a delay in one activity, will the 

entire program be delayed, and if so, by how much? 

• What is the most economical way to speed up a 

program? 

However, these techniques are less valuable in planning on- 

going processes, such as an offender counseling program, 

where the same activities are carried out over and over again. 

PERT and CPM are most valuable in depicting the start-up phase 

of programs or elements when discrete activities with definite 

beginnings and ends (e.g., hiring staff, buying equipment, 

preparing manuals) are involved. 

PERT and CPM are not difficult to master. Basic knowledge 

of simple arithmetic is all that is needed to put them to use. 

But better than simply reading about them is to work through 

. 

A good standard reference on PERT and CPM is: 

Horowitz, J. Critical path scheduling: Management 
control through CPM and PERT. New York: The Ronald 
Press, 1967. 
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the process for oneself with the aid of a standard reference, 

such as the one cited on the bottom of page ii. 

Developing objectiVes. The objectives of a program 

element are the immediate accomplishments the element is intended 

to reach to carry out the strategy and thus, contribute to the 

strategic goal. As discussed in an earlier section of the 

text, objectives are distinguished from goals in that they 

should be: 

• Time bound, and 

• Observable (measureable). 

The purpose of objectives in a program are twofold: they 

provide an immediate point of reference toward which the per- 

sons running the program or an element should aim, and they 

provide a benchmark for evaluators and decision-makers against 

which program performance can be measured. 

The objectives of a program element can be developed 
r 

in several ways--some good, and others less desirable from 

a professional standpoint. One of the least desirable ways 

of developing objectives is to pick a level of performance 

that "sounds good." Many program plans are filled with objec- 

tives which have no basis in reality but which are included 

to convince decision-makers to approve the plan. Objectives 

should be more than words on paper. They should not be con- 

sidered only as something to meet a bureaucratic fetish for 

precision. Objectives should reflect a realistic appraisal 
r 

of what actually will happen when the program gets underway. 
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Nothing is as damaging to a program than a consistent failure 

to meet objectives. It undermines confidence in the value of 

a program and, ultimately, in the competence of the program 

developer and the planning profession as a whole. 

In some instances objectives are not developed but are 

imposed on the developer by the nature of the problem and the 

tacit commitment to affect the problem significantly. For 

example, if the problem involves the failure of 300 witnesses 

to show up to testify, one way or another the program must 

find the means to bring all or a significant portion of that 

number into court. In this instance the objective is pre~set 

and the program element must be designed to meet that perfor ~ 

mance specification. Under other circumstances the objectives 

will be shaped by the limitations of the program element design. 

Given a fixed level of resources, or a strategy with a limited 

area of effectiveness, the program developer may be constrained 
] 

in terms of the level of performance he can promise. In this 

instance the objectives emerge out of the development of the 

element posed on a realistic estimate of what can be accom- 
I 

plished. 

The point of this discussion is that the program developer 

should not rely on intuition or use objectives as political 

tools. As a professional, the Pr0gram developer should 

develop objectives which reflect realistic estimates of What 

can be accomplished given the design of the program's elements. 

While it is true that unanticipated events may defeat the 

objectives, this does relieve the program developer of the 
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obligation to make the best estimate possible, based on the 

information at his or her disposal. 

Developin@ cost estimates and sources of support. The 

remaining detail to be developed is, how much will all this 

cost? For a decision-maker probably no other single piece 

of information is as important as the bottom line cost figure. 

This is particularly true in these days of budget cutbacks 

and Proposition 13 sentiments. It is of course possible to 

argue that if a probiem is important enough, cost should be 

no object. From a long-term perspective this may be realistic 

approach--pr0blems not addressed adequately today may well 

end up costing much more to tackle tomorrow. However, most 

decision-makers do not think in these terms, except on rare 

occasions, and it would take considerable skill to convince 

more than a small minority of administrators, managers and 

public officials to adopt this perspective. Consequently, 

it is the program developer's job to demonstrate that the 

money, time and effort needed to implement a program is worth 

it in terms of relatively immediate payoffs. 

Before discussing cost further, it may be worthwhile to 

underscore a point made earlier in this discussion. A program 

does not necessarily have to involve the creation of entirely 

new or elaborate initiatives, agencies or interventions. 

Indeed, because these "new things" tend to be the least pre- 

dictable and most problematical aspects of a program, the 

program developer may be wise to minimize the number of new 
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projects or elements, and focus first on using existing agencies, 

or reorganizing existing functions and resources. In this 

way the program developer can avoidthe uncertainty involved 

in starting up entirely new organizations from "scratch," and 

at the same time save the considerable expense entailed in 

such new endeavors. 

Of course, it should be recognized that no program can 

entirely escape imposing new costs on the system. Retraining 

or reorganizing staff in an existing agency entails costs: 

the cost of supporting substitutes while a regular staffer 

goesthrough training, the cost of meetings to developnew 

procedures and forms, and the often hidden costcaused by the 

temporary loss of efficiency during the breaking-in period of 

a program. Thus, even when the program develoepr adopts a 

strategy of using existing agencies and resources, there wili 

be costs involved. 

The process oUtlined in this course is designed to mini - 

mize (but ~ot eliminate) the uncertainty involved in develop- 

ing cost estimates. Earlier, at the step where the inputs, 

activities and results of the program were developed, the 

program developer identified the major cost factors involved 

in conducting the program. The input factors identified in 

that step represent the individual budget items for the program 

elements. ~s the details of the element are developed additional 

inputs may be added: to accommodate activities necessary to 

resolve internal or external conflicts, to accommodate the 
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Schedule for carrying out the element, and to support the level 

of performance required to meet the objectives. 

Once the program developer has developed this level of 

detail he or she has virtually all of the information needed 

to develop a realistic budget or cost estimate. 

developer knows: 

The program 

• What inputs he or she will need to acquire 

(from the MOR) 

• When and how long those inputs will be required 

(from the network or schedule), and 

• How much or how many of each resources will be 

needed (to meet the objectives). 

The remaining piece of information needed is the cost figure 

for each of the inputs. For this information the program 

developer can turn to budgeting experts, to persons in agencies 

with practical experience on costs, or to his or her own 

experience with other programs or projects. Cost information 
% 

of the kind needed to produce a budget estimate should not 

be difficult to find, although it may require time and persis- 

tence. 

Presenting the program budget to decision-makers for 

approval is a minor art unto itself. A major error many 

planners and program developers make is simply presenting a 

£raditional line-item budget in which costs of a similar 

nature are lumped together (e.g., personnel, material, travel, 

etc.). The reaction of many decision-makers to such a budget 



V-17 

is that the staff has included "hidden" expenses in the budget. 

Under these circumstances the decision-maker may be sorely 

tempted to simply say, "You're spending too much on travel-- 

(with images of program staff flying first class to some 

conference)--cut that down by $20,000." 

A more effective form of presentation is to break program 

costs down by element so that decision-makers can more readily 

know where the money is to be spent. This approach has the 

additional advantage of permitting the program developer to 

specify the benefits (results) of each element in relation 

to the amount of money being requested. It also reassures 

the decision-maker that the cost estimates are legitimate 

and can be justified in terms of the requirements of the 

element and the program. There are dangers in this approach, 

however. A decision-maker may focus on one element of the 

program and, losing sight of its importance to a strategy, 

attempt to bargain the program developer down on specific 

cost items. Under these circumstances the program developer's 

best response is to fall back on the detailed planning work 

that went into the design of the element. Using this knowledge 

the program developer should be able to justify the cost 

figures. 

Non-traditional sources of funding. The gradual with- 
\ 

drawal of Federal funding from the criminal justice field has 

forced many planning and operational agencies to consider 

alternative ways of funding and supporting program initiatives. 

For the program developer this situation presents both a 
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i• 

i 

challenge and an opportunity to expand the range of potential 

sources of support. A variety of non-traditional sources of 

support are described below. You are encouraged to "explore 

some or all of these options in your own jurisdiction. 

• Federal pro@rams other than LEAA-related-- 

Individual elements of a program may fall 

within the range of interest of Federal 

• agencies other•~tha n LEAA. This is true of 

programs with elements relating to housing, 

education, community development, mental 

heal•th, drug abuse or employment. A handY 

sourceof information on the availability • 

• and requirements of these programs is the : 

• Catalogue of Federal and Domestic Assistance. 

WaShington,• •D.c., •G0vernment Printing office, 

(PublisHed •annuaily). If attempting to 

develop funds from these sources would be • 

considered "poaching"on another agency's 

territory, i£his~migh~ be a good basis to L .  

de~eiop ties with other agencies with 
<' .. 

r e l a t e d  i n t e r e s t s .  

Private Businesses and Foundations--Each year • 

considerable sums of money are distributed by 

private businesses and foundations for projects 

that improve community conditions or amenities. 

In theory, there is no reason why criminal 
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justice-related projects could not be included 

in this category. Local businesses may also 

be induced to donate "in-kind" contributions 

to projects operating in their communities. .. 

Major corporation s have also "donated"experienced 

management personnel to state and local govern- 

ments as part-time Consultants on programs and 

0 

o • 

. , '  , 

projects. 

• Local Churches¢ Civic and Social 0r~anizations i- 

Programs wi th  e l e m e n t s  r e l a t i n g  t o  community 

education, or civic imporvement'can benefit from 

ithe.extensive work done by local volunteer groups~ 

-" T h e s e . g r o u p s  can p r o v i d e  manpower f o r s u r v e y s ,  
b 

~ contrlbute office space for neighborhood level 

activities and can provide la~valuableliaison 

service between • the program~and local residents. 

. . •  ' I . ~ c a l C o l l e ~ e s ,  U n i v e r s i t i e s  and High S c h o o l s - -  

: A recent~trend-in education is ~o involve students 

,. in volunteer.work in."the, community as Part of. 

a "hands-on" e d u c a t i o n a l  e x p e r i e n c e .  L o c a l  

programs may find a"valuable source of manpower 

i n  t h e  s c h o o l s  by i n c o r p o r a t i n g  s t u d e n t s  i n t o  

l 

j" 
the plans ofan element. Because these students 

may be receiving academic credit for suchwork, 

ithey, may tend to be more reliable than Other 

volunteer-type groups. College and university 

faculty may also be used as volunteer consultants 

for local projects or elements. 
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Summary 

In this chapter we focused on the "nuts and bolts" of a 

program, the details of who does what, when and for how long. 

In this discussion we examined several issues relating to the 

level of detail the Pr0gram developer can or should develop; 

i.e., when is the level of detail enough and when is it too 

much? How much latitude should the program developer allow 

for the persons who Will actually implement the details? We 

also reemphasized the need for the program developer to think 

beyond the usual forms and formulae of the traditional "project" 

and consider alternatives was of implementing strategies. 

The discussion of the specific details of a program 

focused on the concept of the program element. We discussed 

the parts of the elements: the inputs, activities, results 

and outcomes that make up an element. We discussed the need 

to evaluate potential conflicts, both within the element and 

between theelement and the rest of the criminal justice 

system. We discussed scheduling and networking the activities 

of an element, the development of realistic objectives, and 

how to use the information developed to this point to prepare 

reasonable cost estimates. Finally we introduced some ideas 

for alternative sources of funding and techniques for pre- 

senting the budget to decision-makers. 

In the next and and final chapter we turn our attention 

to the problem of organizing the implementation of the program 

and the evaluation of the program after it is underway. 
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DRAFT VI-I 

Chapter VI 
Preparing for Program Implementation 
and Evaluation 

TEXT 

The design and approval of the details of the program is 

a major step in the program development process. However, the 

program developer's job does not end here. Many well-designed 

and thoroughly planned programs have failed, or have been 

unable to reach their full potential because inadequate atten- 

tion was given to the next critical steps: integrating the 

different elements Of the program, identifying the key events 

in the plan and assuring that the program is implemented as 

it is designed. In this concluding module we will discuss 

various ways in which the program developer can help to trans- 

late the plan into a set of unified-, concrete actions and 

assure that the program will remain "on-track" after it is 

underway. In addition, we will discuss how the program developer 

can integrate the implementation of the program plan with 

the evaluation and monitoring process. In this latter dis- 

cussion we will focus on four major topics: 

• Communicating the plan to program implementors 
i 

• Developing special conditions, performance, 
!. 

standards and limitations for implementors 

• Selecting appropriate implementors 
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• Preparing for program monitoring, evaluation, 

management and technical assistance. 

Program and Project-Level Implementation 

Before discussing the major topics listed above it may 

be useful to reemphasize a primary conceptual distinction we 

have made throughout the course--the distinction between 

program- and project-level planning. Program development 

necessarily involves a consideration of what happens at the 

project level or at the level of the individual activity 

within a project. However, this interest on the project level 

should be guided by an overall perspective of what all the 

projects and all the activities are intended to accomplish as 

a whole. While the developer must be concerned with assuring 

that the individual elements of the program work as they 

should, at the same time the developer must be constantly 

aware of how the performance of Project A will affect the per- 

formance of Project B, and how the collective performance in 

all projects and activities work together to reach the program's 

goals. Thus, if Project A does not provide the right kind of 

job training to the juveniles referred to it by Project B, 

and Project C was set up to place those juveniles in certain 

dedicated job slots, the problem is not just that of Project A. 

The failure of that one project or perhaps one crucial aspect 

of its design can potentially place the whole program ~n 

jeopardy. 
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The program developer is the person in the best position 

to anticipate problems such as these. The developer must 

maintain a dual perspective on the program and its elements. 

The developer must consider 

• How to assume cooperation and coordination 

between the program elements, and 

• How to assure that each element produces the 

results needed to meet its own internal 

objectives ~. 

Obviously, there is a limit to the amount of pre-implementation 

planning that can be carried out by the program developer. 

The developer must allow individual project managers enough 

flexibility and freedom to do their job. However, the 

developer can set guidelines, suggest procedures, and help 

smooth the implementor's path through a judicious use of the 

knowledge and skills that have been acquired through the 

development phase. In all of these matters the "rule of 

thumb" should be that the program developer has an obligation 

to do all that can be done to maintain the integrity of the 

program as a whole within the limits of his or her authoritY. 

Inte@ratin~ the Elements of the Program 

It very often happens that a program is designed by 

groups of persons organized into different task forces or 

committees--particuiarly when the program contains several 

different strategies, or affects several areas of the criminal 

justice system. The major drawback to this approach is that 
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the different groups will tend to work independently and not 

take adequate consideration of how their one part of the 

program may affect or be affected by the other parts. Even 

when the program is designed by a single group or person, 

the developer(s) may tend to ignore potential cross-impacts 

among the elements. Consequently, in this course we advise 

the program developer to examine these cross-impacts as a way 

of integrating the elements into a coherent whole. 

Earlier, in discussing the development of the program 

elements w 9 made a point of considering possible internal 

impacts within an element, and possible conflicts or cross- 

impacts between an element and the rest of the CJ syste m . 

Now we will repeat this process, but this time focus on the 

In thisassessment we are different elements themselves. 

looking for the following: 

e Potential conflicts among the different 

activities, results or outcomes; 

Areas where two or more elements should 

be coordinated because they tend to feed 

into one another; 

Areas where two or more elements could 

share their resources or responsibility 

or otherwise assist each other; 

Areas Where two or more elements should 

communicate with each other or schedule 

their activities together. 
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The products of this step could includethe revision of 

specific activities within an element, the creation of coor- 

dinating mechanisms or joint-management groups to help inte- 

grate the activities of different elements, a partial collaps ~ 

ing of activities or even entire elements to avoid duplica- 

tion of effort or the creation of special agreements or pro- 

cedures to lay out responsibilities and enhance communication 

among personsworking on different elements. Through this 

step the programdeveloper can assure that the program will, 

in fact, be a set Of complementary activitxes rather than 

just a set of discrete • elements under a common program label. 

Identifying Key Events 

It is very easy for a program developer:to lose sight of 

the programmatic purpose after a program has been designed 

down to a relatively low !eVel of, detail. It is very tempting 

to become 4hmeshed in.~he minutia o'f the program,•particularly 

when the program involvesmultiple strategies and numerous 

elements. However, once the details of the program have been 
.% 

developed, the program developer shou!d make a• conscious 

effort to step back and • view thelprogram as a whole ~. The 

process we suggest for this step is what we call "key event" 
. - . . 

analysis. In:thislstep the program developer will attempt 

to identify these•elements, activities or relationships which 

are particularly Critical to the successful implementation _ 

of the program. 

® 
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In theory , almost any part of a program Gould be a "key 

event." In addition, it may not always be possible to identify 

all of the key events in a program before •the program gets 

underway. A large, complex Program simply involves too many 

potential interactions, events and activities for the program 

developer to worry over th~ all, However, there are some 

events which are obviously and logically more important than 

others. This discussion will attempt to provide some guide- 

lines for identifying them . 

• one set of key events are important because they 

assure the integration of the different program 

elements. El@ments 0r activities designed to 
.. -• 

head.off potentiaiconflicts, coordinate activities 

between elements or agencies or Pr0vid e overall 

supervision of the• program are, by their nature, 

almost •always "key', to the success of the program. 

• A second set of key events are important becaus e 

they provide integration withfn an element. 

Those events, developed • tO avoid potential con- 

flicts or coordinate activities within an element, 

are also important because they play a major role 

in assuring the successful implementation of that 

element. 

A •third set of key events are those elements 

q~ 
L 

or activities designed to accommodate potential 

conflicts between the program and the rest of the 

@ 
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CJ system. These events are important because 

they provide the link between the system as it 

exists now, and the program. Given the potential 

for conflict and cross impact, these activities 

or events are critical to the success of the 

.. program. 

• A final set of events are "key" because they 

implement or attempt to guarantee the assumptions 

the program developer made about why the strategy 

should work. For example, if the logic of a 

strategy assumes that neighborhood residents 

will acceptand understand certain educational 

materials they are to be given to help them 

• J 

reduce their risk of becoming a crime victim, 

any and all activities or elements designed to 

enhance the acceptability and understanding of 

the material become "key events." Obviously, 

if a strategy rests on an assumption that is not 

met in the program implementation, success of 

the program is greatly reduced. 

Using Key Events. The purpose of identifying key events 

is twofold in nature. First, key events serve as guides to 

implementors about those aspects of the program, or their 

part of the program, which the program developer considers 

critical to the success of the program. Thus, from the 

implementors' perspective they can help in the management 

of the program by indicating where the implementor should 

focus his or her attention. 

O 
/ 
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The second function served by the key events is to help 

evaluators and monitors to identify where in the program they 

should be devoting most of their effort. By the same logic 

which guides the implementor, key events are the critical 

points which hold the program together and make it work. More 

will be said about the use of key events in subsequent parts 

of this chapter. 

Communicating with Implementors 

The model upon which this course is based anticipates 

that a given program may consist of a variety of elements. 

Some of these elements may involve direct action by persons 
D 

in the planning agency, i.e., drafting or proposing legisla- 

tion, providing assistance to operating ' agencies on changes 

in their internal procedures, or preparing materials for 
t 

distribution to the public. Other elements may involve purely 

internal, no-cost changes in existing agencies, i.e., modifying 

report forms, reassigning personnel or orienting employees 

to the program. However, some elements will involve the 

establishment of entirely new activities requiring direct 

financial support from the planning agency or other sources. 

These are the type of activities which are most readily asso- 

ciated with newprograms. And, because they entail the greatest 

amount of uncertainty and risk, these activities should receive 

the greatest amount of attention by the program developer. 

If the program developer has been able to follow the 

suggestion of working closely with the persons and agencies 
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that are to implement these new activities in the design of 

the program plan, the communication "gap" between the developer 

and the implementor should be relatively narrow. If, however, 

the plan was designed with only minimum participation by the 

implementors, the developer has the burden to clearly communi- 

cate the intent and structure of the program plan. 

There are several standard vehicles for communic@ting with 

Potential implementors. They include~ 

The !'Request for Proposal" (RFP); 

The Pro~ramAnnouncements; 

The Program Description published in annual 

plans prepared by the Planning agency; 

The General Announcements published in 

periodicals, journals and newsletters; 

The Bidder's Conference--a formal presentation " 

to prospective bidders on the program; 

The Decision Package developed for policy- 

makers but often useful in communicating the 

overall intent of the program; 

Polic[ or Procedural Directives--internal 

documents which inform administrators and 

line staff of changes in the way an agency 

operates or the standards it must meet; 

Legislation--perhaps the most effective, 

and certainly the most authoritative way of 

establishing the scope and intent of a program. 
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These vehicles may be directed to the criminal justicesystem 

as a whole, to persons or agencies on a standard mailing list ' 

or to selected persons or agencies with a particular interest 

in the program. How wide or how narrow the distribution 

should be will depend on thepurposes to be achieved by the 

distribution. These purposes are relatively fixed: 

• To publicize the existence of the program to 

relevant persons in the field 

• To attract a range of informed candidates for 

program participation from which to choose 

• To communicate what would be expected of a 

participant, and why 

• To permit interested candidates to make an 

appropriate response to the announcement 

• To inform persons in authority of what the 

program is and what they are expected to do. 

Content. The information in the announcement or RFP 

should enable the potential implementor to answer the question, 

"Is this an effort my agency should undertake?" To do this 

the implementor should be provided with a clear description 

of: 

@ The Problem Analysis--What is known about the 

problem? What is suspected? How does the 

planning agency view the problem? What assump- 

tions have the planners, analysts and program 

developers made and why is a program being 

developed to deal with the problem? 
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• Program Goals--What is the program trying to 

accomplish, not just in respect to the one part 

of the program of immediate interest to the 

potential implementor, but the overall goals of 

the program. 

• Ob~ectives-~The potential implementor should know 

what his or her agency is expected to accomplish 

as well as the objectives of other agencies or 

persons with which he or she mayhave to cooperate. 

• Activities--The potential implementor should know 

how the objectives are to be achieved. This 

includes both the content of the activities and 

the schedule that should be followed. 

• Sites--The potential implementor should know 

where the work is to be done. 

• Eligibility Requirements--This information might 

include the kinds of agencies that are eligible 

to:bid as well as the necessary qualifications ~ 

of the staff or the agency itself. 

• Fundin~ Levels--This may be the critical factor 

.for many otherwise qualified agencies or persons. 

Without this information the agency may be unable 

to assess its ability to meet the other require- 

ments. 

The style of the announcement should be clear and 

unambiguous~ If technical or specialized terms are used they 
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should be defined. If certain aspects of the program or pro- 

ject are not clearly or completely developed this should be 

made explicit. The content, format and style of the announce- 

ment should be such that the potential bidder knows (or can 

find out) exactly what the program developer wants and expects 

in the response. 

S~ecial Case: The Pilot Program. In the case of pilot 

programs or experimental projects, in which the details of 

the program have not been completely worked out, the potential 

implementor may be requested to provide %he details about how 

he or she would approach a particular problem. The RFP or 

announcement may not provide all of the information suggested 

above or may only provide partial information on certain topics. 

Thus, the developer is requesting that bidders or potential 

implementors in effect design the project themselves. This 

may be a Useful approach when the developer is seeking fresh 

ideas to betested through the program. 

Developin~ Special Conditions, Performance Standards and 

Limitations 

The ability of the program developer and the planning 

agency to assure that the program plan is carried out as 

intended depends heavily on the special conditions, perfor- 

mance standards and other limitations built into the original 

design. As a practical matter no funding agency can dictate 

to an autonomous operating agency and no plan can be so detailed 

that certain alterations cannot be (and should not be) allowed. 
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Nevertheless, before a program'is turned over to an implemen- 

tor it is reasonable to specify certain expectations that should 

be met by the implementor as a condition of participation 

and funding. 

General Performance Standards. These requirements cover 

such topics as hiring, allowable costs, reporting requirements, 

record-keeping, and facilities. The states and certain local 

planning units may impose additional requirements on grantees 

relating to those or other Subjects. These provisions are 

usually standard and should not pose any serious constraint 

on recipients. • 

Special Conditionsand Performance Standards. The program 

developer may wish to insert•certainadditionalconditions 

or standards designed to assure the proper operation of the 

program. These additional requirements may be negotiated with 

the implementors or they may be a fixed condition Of funding. 

If this is necessary these special conditions or standards 

should be specified when the program is announced so that 

potential implementors may consider them before deciding to 

bid. 

Examples of special conditions or performance standards 

mightbe: 

o That the implementor agrees to not deviate from 

the overall objectives of the program or project. 

For example, if the project is intended to pro- 

Vide crisis counseling to crime victims the 

Jl 
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project should not be allowed to expend funds 

on marital counseling or job placement services. 

• That the implementor agrees to provide services 

to a minimum number of clients, If a project 

is funded to provide job-training services to 

400 newly-released offenders in a year the project 

should not be allowed to reduce the number or to 

"pad" their clientele with persons in other 

categories. Such a requirement might be particu- 

larly necessary if other projects must coordinate 

their activities with the project in question 

(i.e., job placement projects serving employer- 

clients with fixed manpower needs. 

• That the implementor agrees to meet certain 

schedules or milestones. In a complex program 

where the activities of several projects must 

be coordinated and phased-in over time, the failure 

of one project to meet a milestone may affect 

several activities. 

• That the implementor agrees to employ persons 

with certain minimum training or qualifications. 

If psychiatric services are needed in a prison 

program it may be permissible to substitute a 

psychologist or even a social worker. However, 

the substitution of an untrained counselor with 

a B.A. in Sociology may defeat the purpose of the 

project. 
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• That the implementor agrees to keep certain kinds 

of data and records for monitoring/evaluation. 

• That the implementor agrees to certain limits on 

expenditures. If funds are limited it may be 

necessary to impose certain funding limits in 

order to support all of the needed activities. 

The establishment of special conditions and performance 

standards, to repeat the general rule, should be limited to 

those aspects of a project or activity that are critical to 

the overall program. The developer can identify these criti- 

cal aspects in the plan from the key events. If a key event 

in the strategy rationalerequires that certainassumptions 

must be met for that elementto work, the program developer 

should establish a special condition or performance standard 

in that area. The developer can use the key event analysis 

to identify where a special requirement should be imposed, 

and justify that requirement on the basis of the overall 

program l~gic and design. 

Resolving Inconsistencies 

It is unlikely that the implementors selected to partici- 

pate in the program will propose a detailed plan exactly as 

it was originally designed. After implementors have been 

selected the program developer should begin a process of 

negotiation to resolve inconsistencies between the plan as 

designed and the program as proposed. The developer should 

resist changes in the plan which might jeopardize its overall 

""0 
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integrity or purpose. However, the developer may be forced 

to revise the final plan in order to accommodate limitations 

among the participants or unanticipated problems. If an 

agency must retrain its personnel in order to carry out its 

objectives the developer may be forced to delay the start-up 

of the program. If the developer has developed a detailed 

schedule in the earlier stages of the process these changes 

and their implications can be more readily made and accommodated. 

Post-Selection Planning: Monitoring, Evaluation and Technical 

Assistance 

The final post-selection activity for the program developer 

is the preparation for evaluation, management and technical 

assistance. There are limits to the amount of pre-implementation 

planning the program developer can carry out without running 

afoul of the prerogatives of agency managers and the inevitable, 

unanticipated problems of the real world. In this section 

of the discussion we will present certain measures the program 

developer can and should take to minimize the impact of these 

factors on the program. 

Plannin~ for Evaluation and Monitoring. The planning of 

the program evaluation should begin very early in the program 

development process. One of the criteria for selecting an 

element should be the evaluability of the element. In addi- 

tion, the identification of key events in the design and the 

setting of objectives should be made with an eye toward the 

eventualevaluation of the program. 
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Program versus Project Evaluation. The evaluation plan 

should distinguish between the evaluation of the program 

as a whole and the evaluation of the individual elements and 

activities within the program. The distinction is primarily 

one of focus. Individual parts of the program may work correctly 

but the overall program may still fail. The purpose of evaluat- 

ing programs and elements is to determine whether or not the 

program or element met its goals and objectives and if not, 

to determine reasons why. However, the criteria for determin- 

ing whether a program succeeded or failed are necessarily 

different and at a higher level of abstraction than those 

used to evaluate a particular element or activity. Program 

evaluation is focused on the strategic goals, objectives, and 

key events of the program as a whole. Project evaluation is 

focused on the objectives and key events within a par£icular 

element. 

At both levels there are three primary types of evaluation: 

• Monitoring 

• Process evaluation 

• Impact assessment 

The distinction between the types of evaluation can be readily 

understood in reference to the MOR. The general form of the 

rationale is shown below. 

IINPUTS ---9 ACTIVITIESl , I  SU TSl i ouTco  I 

I 
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When monitorin~ the evaluator focuses on the first two links, 

inputs and activities. The evaluator attempts to determine 

whether planned activities of the effort were carried out and 

whether the resources needed to support those activities were 

obtained. Monitoring is focused on questions of compliance 

and managerial adequacy. 

A process evaluation extends the questions asked to a 

consideration of the first three elements, inputs, activities 

and results. In addition to asking if the planned activities 

were carried out and necessary resources were obta~ined, the 

evaluator also examines the results of those efforts. Thus, 

process evaluation attempts to determine the immediate effi- 

ciency and effectiveness of the effort. 

Impact assessment examines all four of the rationale 

elements. Inaddition to the other questions the evaluator 

asks whether the effort met the goals for which it was imple- 

mented, i.e., did it attain the strategic goal? 

The type of evaluation to be applied will depend on the 

degree of confidence the program developer and decision-makers 

have in the elements and links they have designed. If he or 

she is uncertain about the ability of an implementor to obtain 

the inputs and carry out the activities they will want to 

conduct a process evaluation. Finally if the primary concern 

is with the long-term outcome of the effort an impact assess- 

ment will be called for. 

T _ 
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If the Pr0gram rationale has been planned in detail the 

design of the evaluation, at whatever level, should be rela- 

tively simple. The aspects of the program that were the focus 

of the design effort, the key events, are also the aspects of 

the most concern to the evaluator. Just as the program developer 

put the greatest effort into designing the details of the key 

events, the evaluator will make the greatest effort to examine 

those events during implementation. The program developer 

and the evaluator are motivated to look most closely at the 

same aspects of the program for the same reasons: 

o Uncertainty about the ultimate success of a 

given element, and 

o An awareness that the key event is critical 

tO overall success of the program. 

The criteria for evaluating a program or project are also 

closely tied to the design considerations that go into the 

strategy rationale. That is, the criteria will evolve as the 

developer identifies the critical performance specifications 

demanded of the individual projects and activities. If a 

given project must provide crisis intervention training to 

200 police officers during a year in order for the project to 

meet its objective, that specification will become a criterion 

for evaluating the project. At the program level, if a strate- 

~gic goal of the program is to increase the number of persons 

who shop downtown the evaluator will focus his or her atten- 
L 

tion on monitoring changes in that measure while attempting 
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to determine how much the program's elements contributed to 

those changes. 

The concerns and needs of the evaluator will have an 

impact on the design of the program from the beginning. If 

the evaluator is to appraise the effectiveness and impact of a 

program, baseline data on the problem and its components must 

be collected before the program is implemented. After imple- 

mentation the evaluation may also require the implementors to 

keep certain kinds of data and records. Finally, the evaluation~ 

schedule will have an impact on the design insofar as the 

evaluator anticipates periods of intensive on-site observation 

and data collection. This may be coupled with the scheduling 

of critical decision-points in the program. The decision- 

points are intended to provide the implementor with an oppor- 

tunity to revise or redirect his or her activities on the 

basis of interim evaluation findings. In the case of experi- 

mental or pilot program s , where the level of uncertainty is 

high about all phases and aspects of the effort, the evaluation 

may be a critical element in the plan. 

Planning for Program Mana@ement. Information generated 

by the evaluation will be a primary input to the management of 

the program and the individual elements under a program. The 

monitoring function will serve as a key management device for 

the funding agency and the manager of individual projects. 

The information generated through evaluation can guide decision- 

makers on whether to expand, reduce or continue the program 
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or its individual elements. This information can also be 

used by implementors in the management of their specific 

elements or activities. It can 

• Identify critical problems arising in the 

operation of the project 

- Personnel shortages 

- Schedule delays 

- Budgeting problem s 

• Identify critical problems in the general 

design of the project 

- The effectiveness of certain 

procedures or techniques 

- Gaps or inconsistencies in the 

procedures or techniques 

• Identify unanticipated or extraneous 

factors 

- Service demand levels higher or 

lower than anticipated 

- Unanticipated events or crises 

outside the program 

The program developer can also build into the design of 

the Program certain features which will ease the management 

load on individual managers and provide internal self- 

correcting devices to coordinate the overall Program effort. 

Q 
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The program developer can identify specific 

areas in the program where managerial atten- 

tion should be focused. If the developer 

knows that one part of the design may 

present a particular problem to implementors, 

on the basis of the experience of other, 

similar projects, he or she can identify 

these to the implementor. Indeed, the 

developer could require the implementor to 

address these issues in the management plan 

or make provisions for the problem in the 

design of the project. 

The program developer can identify areas 

that require constant monitoring by the 

implementor. If some asPect of the project 

is highly uncertain or is subject to rapid 

changes the developer can advise the 

implementor to give particular attention 

to that feature. The developer could also 

require the implementor to build in "self- 

correcting information feedback systems" 

so that changes in the way the project is 

operating are immediately "flagged" and 

corrective measures can be taken. 

The developer can build-in certain 

coordination mechanisms between projects 
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and activities. In large and complex 

programs, with many interlocking or inter- 

dependent projects and activities; it may 

be necessary to create mechanisms to coor- 

dinate and correct the program as it operates• 

The developer could establish a standing 

committee of representatives from each of the 

parts of the program. This committee could 

serve as an overall management board to make 

adjustments, resolve conflicts, or improve 
p 

communications within the program. Similarly , 

the developer could design in specific 

communication links between projects• 

in short, the experience and knowledge gained by the 

developer during the design process can be useful to implemen- 

tors after the program is underway. To the extent that the 

developer can influence the way the program is managed, the 

developer can also institute specific mechanisms in the pro- 

gram design to smooth the path for managers 

Planning for Technical Assistance. The last aspect of 

the program developer's post-selection role relates to the 

provision of technical assistance to implementors. If the 

developer hastaken the process through the steps suggested 

and outlined here, he or she should have as much or more 

knowledge about the program as any implementor. It follows 

that the developer can be a major resource to imp!ementors 

as an advisor and consultant. Thedeveloper is also in an 
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excellent position to anticipate when and where implementors 

nay need specialized assistance. Thus, the developer can 

begin to assemble the technical assistance resources of the 

planning agency and advertise its availability to implementors. 

Finally, when possible, the developer can make the provision 

of technical assistance a fixed point of the overall program 

design. 

i 

Chapter Summary 

In this chapter we brought the program development process 

up to the point where the program can and will be implemented. 

The steps we took in this chapter were intended to insure 

that the program will operate as intended when it is imple- 

mented and to build in a variety of mechanisms and safeguards 

to head off major problems while they are still at a manageable 

level. We discussed the necessity of stepping back from the 
• ! 

details of the program elements and viewing the program, once 

again/ as a whole. We discussed the need to integrate the 

different elements of the program by creating coordinating 

linkages, a sharing or collapsing of responsibilities and the 

identification Of areas where conflicts might arise. We dis- 

cussed the concept of the key event and how it can be used 

to both manage and evaluate a program. Finally we discussed 

the problem of communicating With implementors, the different 

methods that could be utilized and the content of the communi- 

cations. Within this context, we discussed concrete steps 

the program developer can take to smooth the path of potential 
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implementors including guidelines, requirements and the pro- 

vision of technical assistance and evaluation feedback. 

Course Summary: An Overview of the Program Development Process 

Having reached this point in the discussion of program 

development it may be instructive to trace our steps through 

the process and see how we got here. At the beginning of 

the process we were confronted with a problem. What we knew 

of the problem was contained in a document which we called 

v a Problem Statement. Before we could proceed any further we 

needed to know two things. We needed to know if that document 

and the information it contained was technically adequate by 

the standards of criminal justice planning, research and 

analysis. We also needed to know if the information in the 

Problem Statement was adequate on a conceptual level; that is, 

did the Problem Statement adequately describe and explain the 

problem so that we could make sensible decisions and judgments 

about it. We explored a variety of ways of looking at the 

conceptual adequacy of the Problem Statement, including the 

development of a conceptual model which attempted to tie the 

important aspects of the problem together into a coherent 

and unified whole. 

This initial eXamination of the problem was narrowly 

focused on a single problem. The next step was to look at the 

problem as one of a set of competing problems and to set 

priorities among them. We discussed several ways of looking 

at problems and setting priorities ranging from the difficulty 

JO 
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of defining~the relative importance of a problem to the prac- 

tical influence of politics and public opinion on the program 

developer's r01e. 

Based on our understanding of the problem we tackled the 

difficult process of developing a set of strategic goals--the 

end points toward which the program would be aimed. We 

explored the different functions of strategicgoals and the 

different ways in which these goals could be identified, 

selected and drafted. At this point we had formulated the 

boundaries of the program. On the one side was the problem-- 

where we were--and on the other side were the goals--where we 

wanted to go. The rest of the process was aimed at closing 

the distance in between. 

The next step was to formulate strategies. We drew on 

a variety of information sources, including our understanding 

of how the problem works, to identify a range of possible 

strategies. We then took each strategy apart and examined 

the assumptions they embodied. Out of this assessment of the 

logic of the strategies we eliminated some and pointed out the 

strengths and logical weaknesses of the rest. Eventually we 

settled on those strategies that gave us the best chance 

of reaching our goals. 

From this point on the process almost drove itself. We 

were now concerned with details: who should do what, when 

and for how long? How much will this cost? What conflicts 

and inconsistencies should be avoided or resolved? What can 

we reasonably expect to accomplish? We resolved these questions 
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at the level of the program element--the building blocks out 

of which the program is to be constructed. Finally we stepped 

back from the details and view the program as a whole one 

last time. From this perspective we saw areas where the 

different elements should be integrated. We identified the 

key events within and between the elements and planned for the 

eventual implementation and evaluation of the program. 

Of course, program development will not end here. Ahead 

of us lie decisions about managing and refining the program 

in operation. Eventually we will make further decisions 

about continuing, revising or ending the program. Throughout 

this later process we may come to question some of the decisions 

we made earlier and perhaps reformulate our ideasabout the 

problem itself. 

Program development, as described here is a process of 

successive exploration, analysis, refinement and selection. 

We have described it as a linear process, whereas, in reality 

the steps often double back on each other or occur together 

in fits and starts. In places the process relies as much on 

intuition, artistry and sheer gall as it does on analysis 

and professional judgment. The political skills involved in 

the process have been hardly covered, but they are as important 

as the ability to construct a conceptual model or put together 

a PERT chart. 

In many respects the process described here is extremely 

idealistic in relation to the realities of planning and / 
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analysis in criminal justice. However, like all ideals, we 

believe the process can help the practitioner in the trenches 

avoid becoming totally overwhelmed by the competing pressures 

of time and politics. If that much is accomplished we may 

have made some headway in the quality of the programs we 

develop. 
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