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ABSTRACT

A potentially powerful design for the evaluation of public programs
is one which combines an assessment of program processes with an experi-
mentally oriented analysis of program outcomes. Relatively little has been
written, however, on how these two evaluation approaches can best be
combined. This paper proposes a framework for sequencing, in a complementary
and integrated manner, elements of process evaluation and experimental or
quasi-experimental design. A number of assessment sequences are proposed,
and the strengths and drawbacks of each are outlined. Five evaluation
studies in the criminal justice field are then discussed in order to illus-
trate the potential of these sequences. The paper concludes with a summary
of how an experimental design and experimental outcomes can be affected by

the supportive use cf process evaluation,
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I. INTRODUCTION

A poteniially powerful.design for the evaluation of public programs

is that which combines an assegsment of program processes with an experi-

mental assessment of outcomes. The potency of such a design can be in-~

ferred from two recent arguments in the field of evaluation research.

The first is that experimental and quasi-experimental designs as evaluation
techniques are plagued by a number of shortcomings.l These include re-
straints on randomization, limits to the number and kinds of variables that

can be tested, inflexibility in the face of program change, and various

threats to external and internal validity.2 The other common argument 1s that

evaluators have generally concentrated on program outcomes to the exclusion
of an understanding of program implementation and operation. Voiced in a
number of ways, the call has been for morz careful agsessment of those
program processes which are expected to result in predetermined outcomes.3
This paper will look at the relationship between these two arguments. What
we are calling ''process evaluation" can be combined in various ways with an
experiment, and each of these ways carries the potential to strengthen both

the experimental design ltself and the overall quality of the outcome eval-

uation.

Organization of the Paper

There will bemfour sections to this paper. This introduction will ‘con=-
tinue with a definition of process evalqﬁtion and with an outline of six
general ways outcome evaluation can be enhanced by a partnership with a
process component. In Part II, a number of evaluation sequences will be

proposed. Each of these will be a variation of what Campbell and Stanley




have called experimental or quasi-experimental designs.4 We will see

that a process component can be introduced at various times in the life

of an experimental evaluation, and that certain advantages and disadvant-
ages will result. For each sequence, the potential effects of the process
study on outcome measurement will be presented. Part III will make these
advantages and disadvantages more vivid by applying the evaluation sequences
hypothetically to five of the studies from our project sample.5 Finally, a
conclusion will address briefly some of the practical iscues invelved in
this merger between process evaluation and experiments. The conclusion

will also capsulize the main themes of the paper.

Process Evaluation: A Definition

Process evaluation has been defined a number of different ways by
researchers who see the need for more explication of those program dynamics
that will supposedly lead to predetermined outcomes.6 Perhaps most common
has been the idea that a process study ~- or whatever else the suthor may
choose to call it -~ should focus on the "black box" between program inputs
and outputs. Robert Yin summarizes that

.. .without more precise knowledge about the activity
(of a program), information about the activity's
effects or outcomes cannot be usefully interpreted.
This problem may be most simplistically characterized
with reference to the standard research paradigm, in
which some causal actior. or activity (typically
referred to as x or a set of independent variables)

is believed to have some effect or impact (typically
referred to as y, or a set of dependent variables)

.+ +Although researchers may be rightfully concerned
with a) the development of appropriate research
designs for linking x with y, or with b) the definition
of various outcome measures -- i.e., definitions of y --
inadequate attention has been given to the problem of
defining x. 7
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Thus a possible definition for "process evaluation'" would be a study which
describes, defines, and assesses those program dynamics and operations
which are to produce some given outcome.

This definition will be expanded some&hat here. While the activity
leading to an outcome may be the primary focus of a process evaluation, in
practice such studies can tell us much more about a program. We may

discover unanticipated consequences of an intervention; we may find that

the target population is receiving the program differently than we had

expected; or we may find that a separate program is affecting our own in
an unforeseen way. Patton discusses the possible range of a process study:
Under field conditions in the real world, people and
unforeseen circumstances shape programs and modify
initial plans in ways that are rarely trivial. The
process evaluator sets out to understand and document
the day-to-day reality of the setting or settings under
study. He tries to unravel what is actually happening
ju a program searching for the major patterns and
important nuanceés that give the program its character...
Process evaluations look not only at formal patterns and
anticipated outcomes, but also investigate informal

patterns and unanticipated consequences in the full
context of program implementation and development.

It should be added that a process evaluation need not begin only after
an intervention has begun. Decision~-makers may have an interest in certain
processes before an experiment begins, perhaps to modify the planned program
or to adjust the experimental design. The study is not only concerned with
the dynamics leading to "y" but also with the program setting -- the interests
and attitudes of various groups, the history of the target population or
area, competing political trends, the existence of other programs, etc.

Such factors may have important implications for a program's outcomes.

For the purpose of this paper, a process evaluation is that which
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describes, defines, and assesses the activities and conditions associated
with an intervention and/or with the setting of an intervention. Such a
study may be used to modify a program, adjust the evaluation design, change
outcome measures, assess in a preliminary way the assumptions and the poten-
tial of a program, or simply to understand program dynamics. The tools for
process evaluation might be ethnographic studies, surveys, interviews,
various forms of observation, document reviews, or any of a number of other
field methods. Analysis is usually inductive, and the evaluation is usually
flexible enough to be developed as it is being conducted and as initial

9
conclusions are drawn.

Complementary Process Evaluation: Six General Advantages

With the above definition in mind, we will see that each evaluation
sequence of process and experiQental components promises several benefits.
Briefly, these benefits can b=z summarized as 1) recognizance of program
setting for factors which may affect the program either positively or
negatively, 2) revision ox confirmation of the evaluation design, 3)
clarification of program implementation and operation, 4) clarification or
confirmation of causal factors operating on program outcomes, 5) discovery
of unintended or unanticipated effects, and 6) assessment of the program
approach and its potential to produce positive outcomes.

The interim repor£ of this project offered the preliminary conclusion
that evaluations too often lack a process compqnent.lo The attempt here

will be to show just how and with what results process evaluation can com-

plement outcome evaluation.

Rvssanmeacst § S

e s e

s s AR
I R SR

II. TOWARD A FRAMEWORK FOR 'EVALUATION DESIGNS: THE. SEQUENCES

A number of authors have argued that process—oriented techniques are
used too infrequently and with inadequate careill This points to a need for .
guidelines. Evaluators may be unaware of the advantages to be reaped by
paying more attention to program processes, and they may be uncertain about
how best to apply what are usually more qualitative techniques. This section
will address the lack of comprehensiveness in criminal justice evaluations
by presenting a number of assessment formats or sequences. While this will
not be an'exhaustive set of guldelines, it will at least be a first step in
promoting the productive use of complementary process evaluation. The aim
will be to provide a systematic framework within which process evaluation
can be designed and adapted to fit particular programs.

Selective design, careful timing, and sensitive implementation are
perhaps the three most important ingredients of supportive process evalua-
tion., While design and implementation will tend to vary with particular
projects and circumstances, there are a number of generalizations that can
be made about the timing of process techniques, Thus while this section
will not propose "prepackaged', comprehensive designs, it will outline a
number of evaluation sequences =~ with their respective advantages and dis-
advantages, —— that are considered to be applicable on a general basis.
Briefly, the process component of an evaluation can be employed 1) before an
experimental intervention, 2) during an experimental intervention, but before
a posttest, and 3) after the posttest but while the program or intervention

is still intact. Various combinations of these sequences will also be ad~

vocated.
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A Design Notation

Campbell and Stanley have introduced a number of experimental and
quasi~experimental designs;lzonly a few of which are found with any fre-
quency in criminal justice evaluations. We will be using their notation
here to display various sequences of outcome and pProcess components. A
Pretest-posttest Control Group Design (True Experimental Design), for

instance, is symbolized by:
ROXO
RO O
where R stands for the randomization process; O is the pretest, X is the
intervention, and 02 is the posttest. The lower line signifies the "control
group" for which no intervention is introduced. An example of the more

comnon quasi-experimental design is the Nonequivalent Control Group arrange-

ment:

Campbell and Stanley also outline what they call "pre-experimental®
designs, some versions of which will be included in this analysis as they
are common forms in criminal justice outcome evaluations:

0 X One~ Group Pretest X Static~Group
Posttest Design -5 Comparison

Because there are so many possible control group arrangements, the
second "line" will be ommitted from theo proposéd formats introduced here.
Thus for a fairly comprehensive use of process evaluation (P), where

randomization may or may not be used, we might have:

P(R)OXOEP
P

- e e
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fTocess techniques would be "turned on" both before ang after the i
, exper

be taking place during the intervention,

Pre—Intervention Design

1) ggentify obstacles to smooth implementation. Appropriate
¢ anges can be made in the program design, or actors and
nstitutions can be "prepared" for the program ?

2) Provide feedback on implementation logistics. How the

Program is introduced to th i '
difference in its success,  Farget population "y meke a

3) Explore and adjﬁst : .
problems in ¢t - ,
randomization techniques). n the experimental design (e

4) Assess and modi f
Y the evaluation approach. Perh
/ - Y a t
experimental design will be deemed an unsuitable z:thgg
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5)

6)

7)

8)

given tHe cirumstances.

Identify conflicting programs or other environmental
constraints. If potentially counterproductive programs

are already operating in the area, they can be altered

or terminated, or the new program can be adjusted accord-
ingly. Likewise, programs which provide similar services
to the control group or additional ones to the experimental
group can be identified.

Judge the suitability of data sources. Are enough sources
to be tapped by the outcome evaluation?

Provide feedback on the appropriaten2ss of the target
population.

Judge the appropriateness of the program approach.
Evaluators may conclude that the program should not be
initiated or that some other approach should be utilized.

A pre-intervention process couaponent commencing before a pretest will

command at least three additional advantages over one which is introduced
afterward:
1) More suitable emphasis on certain program variables may be

2)

3

recommended. Evaluators may discover that some variables
deserve more attention than others, or they may propose that
new variables be introduced to the design. Likewise,
decision~makers or interest groups may want information on
certain program effects which have not been included in the
original design. The evaluator should be aware of these

and make an explicit decision about whether or not they

are to be included. The pretest can then be adjusted
accordingly.

Evaluators can judge the suitability of proposed measures.
Are "arrests" for instance the only measure that should be
used in a given situation? Whether or not the evaluator
chooses to alter the design, he or she should be aware of
the limitations inherent in any single measure.

The timing of the pretest may be important. The gap between
the pretest and the intervention caused by the introduction
of a process component opens the way for sample "contamina~
tion." Indeed, the process evaluators may themselves alter
certain ¢onditions by their activities.

These same advantages will apply to a pre-~intervention strategy where no

ER R e s e

pretest is to be used.
The overall advantage of the pre-intervention strategy --- particularly
if the process evaluation does not continue beyond the intervention ——-

is that contamination of the intervention impacts will be largely pre-

. cluded. Interviewers and participant observers will be relatively free to

conduct open-ended research without fear of altering the eventual outcomes.
Of course, it is still conceivable that suggestions made or techniques used
during the process stage may affect the later behavior of actcrs under the
experimental conditions. The only decisive way to avoid this is to reserve
process~oriented techniques for the period following the experiment, a choice

to be made after the varlous costs and benefitc have been welghed.

Simultaneous-Intervention Design

There are a number of particular problems with quasi-experimental
designs which can be averted by introducing a process element during and/or

after the intervention:

0 XP 0 Simultanesus-Intervention Design
P

As "treatment" of the experimental group begins, activities could be observed,
recoxrds could be monitored, actors could be interviewed, or researchers
posing as clients could be processed into the program. The component might
be a continuation of previous process—oriented research, or it might begin
only as the experimental conditions are introduced.

The advantages of this design include most of those outlined for the
pre-intervention design with the added benefit that alterations will be

more focused and the added disadvantage that they will come late in the

operation. For example, through observation it may become apparent that
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an outside program is interfering with the outcomes of an experiment.
By observing the actual conflict during program operation, researchers
will have a clear sense of the issues involved and the modifications
required. But the new information may come too late to ''save" the experi-
ment,

In addition to the previously outlined points, then, a simultaneous-
intervention design carries the potential to:

1) Detect problems associated with the experimental design
(e.g., attrition, randomization, etc.) Methods could be
suggested to rectify the problems or outcomes could be
qualified.

2) Detect instability in the intervention. If the progrém
has not "settled down" enough to bring about outcomes, the
timing of the posttest could be revised.

3) Provide suggestions for speeding up the full implementation
of the program. The process component would be a’feedback
mechanism, helping the program to reach a stable state.

4) Produce a more fozused sense of implementation problems.
Whereas a pre~intervention design can only conjecture
about the intervention, this sequence can address the
question: "Is the program being implemented as designed?"

5) Pinpoint problems with program operation that will be
likely to affect outcomes. Evaluators with a thorough
knowledge of program processes may be able to predict the
effect of such problems on posttest results; appropriate
adjustments or qualifications might be made with regard
to the test results.

6) Determine whether the intervention is being received by
clients as it was intended to be received. Interviews,
for instance, may uncover a source of misinformation
during program implementation and operation.

7) Confirm or nullify causality. The process component may
identify cause and effect relationships and pinpoint
extraneoug factors that are beclouding the issue of
causality. Such results could be used to alter program
operations, confirm outcomes, or qualify outcomes.

i A A T
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8) Produce evidence of the "Hawthorne Effect." Interviews
with program clients might raise the possibility that
responses have grown more out of the existence of the

experiment than the antifcipated benefits of the
intervention.,

9) Uncover unanticipated and/or unintended program effects.,
10) 'Raise questions about the accuracy or appropriateness of
program goals selected for testing. Again, a posttest
could be modified or the program could be adjusted.

11) Help confirm outcomes or eﬁplain negative outcomes.

12) Serve as a "back-up" evaluation in the event that the
experiment collapses.

13) Otherwise guide both the program and the evaluation as
the need for flexibility and modification arises.

Once again these profits of process evaluation are not the sole product
of an intervention design. Some of them may emerge from different sequen-
ces, but they are the primary advantages of this particular format.

The major risk of this timing is experimental contamination, a result
that might best be avoided by using only "before and after" process compG-
nents. However, because there is the most to be gained from this sequence,
it is highly recommended that unobtrusive research techniques and other
"muting" methods be used to avert the problem. If it can be implemented
successfully, simultaneous-intervention process evaluation carries the
speclal advantages of A) being concurrent with the experimental coaditions
thereby avolding the problems associated with a possible variation in pro-
gram operation either before the pretest or after the posttest; and B) being

able to feed formative information back into both the program and the

‘evaluation.
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Post-Experiment Design

A process component can be implemented after the postest(s) has been

administered, thereby avolding the problem of contamination altogethex.

(0) X 0 P Post-Experiment Design
Most of the issues addressed above would still apply to this sequence,
provided the program remains in operation even after the "experiment" is
terminated. Of course, the design does not lend itself to program or evalu-
ation revision in time to make a difference in experimental outcomes.
Ideally, a new cycle of experimentation would begin after this process
component has fed information back into the program, but funding rarely .
allows such extensions. Probably the main purposes of the post —experimental
design would be to qualify, confirm or nullify the experimental impacts,
and to make suggestions for program modifications. The value of retrospec~-
tive evaluation should not be underestimated, however. An evaluation which
eventually makes a discovery about spurious causes or unanticipated effects
is still several notches above an eﬁclusively experimental approach.

There are other reasons for choosing one or some combination of these
proposed sequences. One, for instance, would be cost. Perhaps funding
will only allow for intensive observations during one time period.

The contention here is that process evaluation should be used as com-
prehensively as possible. In most situatioms, the ideal evaluation would
use process approaches before, during, and after the life of the experiment.

14
Then, following the recommendation of Campbell,

the cycle of experimenta-~
tion would continue once feedback had been provided by the post-experiment

component, This would be the "{deal type" evaluation sequence.
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III. THE.SAMPLE EVALUATIONS

Next we will present a number of conjectured scenarios drawn out of
actual evaluations from our sample of 200. We will explore in each case
the feasibility and desirability of applying one or more of the process-
experiment designs. This should serve to confirm the general applicability
of the proposed designs and to clarify their various advantages and dis-
advantages as they are used in differing situations.

Before the examples are presented, it should be noted that the reports
are not identified by titie, and have not beeﬁ selected because they are
particularly inferior or superior in quality. At this point, we know
little more about the programs than what is presgented in the reports, so
the narratives will be largely conjectural in nature. They should not be
construed as definitive judgements of the evaluators' work. (Some assump-
tions made here may in fact be inaccurate.) The scenarios are designed
instead to illustrate program characteristics that may be overlooked when

there exists an inordinate emphasis on experimental outcomes.

NEIGHBORHOOD TEAM POLICING EXPERIMENT

We will begin with a description of a particular patrol experiment
because it offers perhaps the richest supply of potential problems and
shortcomings remediable through complimentary process evaluation. The
basic premise of the program was a restructuring of patrol activities.

In the new design, 1) police were assigned to neighborhood cars which
were to answer calls locally; 2) team commanders were assigned around-the~
clock~responsibility; 3) professional supervision with consultation replaced

authoritarian supervision; 4) training and education on neighborhood issues
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and the new style of policing was given to the officers; 5) community
relations was given high priority; and 6) decentralized planning took
the forefront.

The objectives of the program were:

~ To control crime more effectively

~ To increase community cooperation in crime control

- To improve police-community relations

- To tailor police operations to the needs of local communities

~ To increase police officer job satisfaction

~ To improve the working relationship between patrol officers
and thelr immedlate superyisors.

The evaluaturs had hoped to use an experimental design with randomized
persomnel, randomized beats, and sufficient baseline data. However, due
to circumstances outside the experimenters' control, the program prolif-
erated too quickly to allow for these arrangements. The authors were
forced to settle for only roughly related comparison groups and no baseline
data. They used a patrol survey, a citizen survey, and departmental measureé
at various points after the experiment had begun. The variables were
analyzed with a simultaneous linear regression equation technique. Because
the various precincts began using neighborhood patrol at different times,
a time coefficient was included in ﬁhe regression equations. A number of
positive results were found, although many remain dubious due to threats to
validity&

A stgeggth of this evaluation report is the attention paid to wvarious
problems encountered during the evaluation. The authorxs are careful to

describe the shortcomings of the document, and fgr that reason it lends
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itself to speculation about the supportive use of process-oriented techniques.
Some of the problems and potential remedies are as follows.

Ineffective Implementation

A number of problems prevented the effective implementation and stabili-
zation of the program. These failings weakened the reliability of the
conclusions and may have detracted from the outcomes. Dispatchers, for
instance, failed throughout the experiment to follow guidelines designed to
keep ( to the extent possible) patrols Vithin their own neighborhoods.
Precinct commanders often misunderstood the team policing concept and mis-
led their patrolmen. Contradictory orders were commonplace. In onme in-
stance, for example, patrolmen were ordered not to engage in conversation
with shopkeepers or to shop in their patrol neighborhoods -- a policy which
was in direct opposition to program tenets. In addition to these problems,
Several actors were resistant to the training and to the patrol concept
itself. Unfortunately, many of these operational problems were apparently
discoverad ex post facto in the evaluation effort.

A pre-intervention process component (P X 0) could have addressed
these implementation difficulties in a number of ways. Observations and
discussions with the dispatchers, for instance, might have uncovered a basic
resistance to the plaﬁned program concept. Perhaps they did not want to
change old habits or perhaps there was a tacit agreement between themselves
and the patrolmen that the conventional methods were preferable and should
stay intact to the extent possible. If interviews were conducted before
the dispatchers caught wind of the forthcoming experiment, they might have
been quite candid about their féelings toward change. With such informa-~

tion in hand, evaluators could go back to program designers and propose
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incentives, training, "bargains", or policy changes that might ease the
dispatchers into cooperative service.

Likewise, the sources of resistance in the department could have been
predicted and the way paved for a smoother program implementation, If
officers feared a loss of autonomy and anonymity under the new program as
it was designed, perhaps tradeoffs could be made or incentives offered to
make the change more attractive. If commanders feared a lack of control
due to the new style of authority, perhaps professionalization could be
introduced by increments or perhaps alternative forms of personal security
could be offered to the commanders. The possibilities are unlimited, but
the pre-intervention design has the unique advantage of making such dis-
coveries soon enough to prompt corrections in implementation policies.

A simultaneous~intervention design (% 0) could conceivably make
similar discoveries in time to adjust the program. Interviews with comm-—
anders might expose their ignorance about the concept or their resistance
to certain policies. In this case, the interview could be more directed,
probing at the problems in communication and resistance to change that
have already become apparent. A special training session, higher salaries,
or a slackening of the 24-hour-responsibility rule might be recommended
as avenues to greater cooperation. Continuing observation or interviewing
might then signify when the commanders have settled into their role and
the program has stabilized.

It should be noted thatithe evaluators did recognize the "dispatch
problem" during the course of the experiment and recommended a number of
remedial policies. The definition of an "emergency call' was changed, to

no avail, and by the end of the experimental period, the authors could
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only suggest that further guidelines be issued and that a numbexr of problems
in data collection be resolved. An effective simultaneous-process component,
however, would go beyond speculation and the issue of data coilectiom, to
a thorough understanding of organizational obstacles. Observers or inter-
viewers would seek out dispatcher attitudes and habits. They would determine
what, if any, internal agréements existed between dispatchers and patrolmen.
and test the proposition that misunderstanding and misinformation were
actually responsible for the problem. They might find that the problem was
"organizational," or they might find evidence that a real assignment problem
existed. It is conceivable for instance that "emergency demand" was high
enough in surrounding precincts to warrant frequent outside assignments.
(These assignments might easily escalate the problem due to the shortage of
units remaining in the original precinct.)

Whatever the findings, the major advantage of the simultaneous-inter-
vention design would be the concentration of evaluator effort on the
particular problem as it arose. Observers could monitor dispatcher work
directly and ask pecific questions about radio assignments as they were
made. If implementation problems seemed to persist, the various ocutcome
tests could be postponed until a more intensive process component was put
into play and the sources of resistance were addressed.

Information about some of the implementation shortcomings of this
program would best have been gathered later in the sequence. This might
have been done either through a modified simultaneous-intervention design
or after the tests and measures had been administered. For instance, one
program element that was designed to make leadership more democractic and

professional was the use of team conferences. Guidelines instructed
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commanders to hold regular meetings with their patrolmen and to encourage

them "to make suggestions or criticisms for improving operation of the
team." The evaluators suspected that what few regular conferences
actually took place lacked significant interchange between members and
lapsed into one-way briefing by commanders. Empirical data were needed
on the nature of officer-patrolmen interaction. Yet there was undoubtedly
the danger that observers would alter the behavior of the commanders and
perhaps affect the outcomes of the Patrol Management Survey. Similarly,
the activities of patrolmen on the beat might have been monitored by "ride-
along-observers," but there would be no way to sort out behavior that was

induced primarily by observer presence.

One possible sequence in such cases would involve introducing the
process component with the intervention, but "turning it off" long enough
in advance of the final tests to help preclude the possibility of a
"Hawthorne Effect." Rile-along-observers might provide useful feedback
and ascertain the integrity of patrol activities under the team plan.
Outcome measures could be administered once as the observaticas ceased,
and once again two months afterward. While evaluators could not be
certain. that patrol activities continued as planned during the latter
two months, they could at least be assured that it was not observer pre-
sence that was producing outcomes.

The post-intervention design would circumvent the contamination problem
with more certainty.

Observers might collect data on the Team Conferences

after the last set of measures was taken. This would allow evaluators

to modify the report with the conclusion that the conferences were in all

likelihood not conducted as designed. While implementation is not improved

S T g Y £

S ——

7 S Lo

W*“w%w« s

characteristics.

with this sequence, awareness of it can at least be reported.

Whatever order process components take in an evaluation such as this,
implementation problems require a thorough documentation of organizational
The Team Policing experiment and evaluation were admin-
istered with the tacit assumption that the police department would react
rationally to intervention policies,‘producing outcomes systemically and
The assump-

15
tion stems from what Manning calls an "adminiFtrative model of policing."” '

predictably in response to various administrative guidelines,

For the evaluators, the formal organizational hierarchy was considered to

be the key to invoking and understanding change. Yet as Manning points

out,

««..the symbolic imagery of policing as a bureau-
cratic~professional paramilitary organization is
not entirely consistent with the actual process
and patterns of social interaction that can be
observed in police departments. Rational/legal
models of police operation do not sufficiently
reflect the range of behaviors and procedures
that can be uncovered through careful field
observation. 16

While the evaluation attempted to explain implementation problems
retrospectively, little attempt was made to identify informal networks,
tacit understandings, reciprocal arrangements between actors, 'unofficial"
policies and procedures, or other elements common to the informal structure
of most organizations. Yet the "underlife" of the police department de-
served attention. It probably had more to do with implementation problems
than any lack of information or basic unsuitability of policies. Don Schon
describes the type of information that can be missed with an exclusive

focus on outcomes:
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In the Seattle police force, according to John Van
Maanen, patrol car policemen have certain formal
relationships with central dispatchers which are
specified in the task system of the police depart-
ment. Patrolmen report their whereabouts to the
dispatchers and respond to the dispatcher's calls;
dispatchers monitor the patrolmen, receive calls

for help, and assign patrolmen to situations.

But, "draped over" these formal relationships (in
Kadushin's phrase) is a complex of informal under-
standings and agreements. Dispatchers understand
that when cops go into Charlie's (an informal meeting
place), they are likely to be there for two hours

or more. Dispatchers will then protect those patrol-
men by calling on others for assignments during that
two-hour period (though they know where to reach them
in case of real emergency). In return, patrolmen

are continually taking cups of coffee and cigarettes
to the dispatchers who are trapped for long periods
of time in their little rooms and have no other
access to these amenities. As a consequence of these
informal relationships and understandings, the police
chief's attempt to introduce a new cadre of female,
civilian dispatchers produced a violent negative
reaction among patrolmen. 17

For the Team Policing experiment, extensive fieldwork, either before
or during the intervention might have uncovered similar informal charac-

teristics and opened the way for more successful implementation.

The Issue of Causality

The Team Patrel Project was deemed a success on a number of dimensions,
but there are several alternative explanations for the outcomes. Some of
these "alternative hypotheses" were mentioned by the evaluators - who
were notably candid about the shortcomings of the experiment - but few were
explored systematically in an effort to either confirm or nullify them.

Because this was not a true experimental design, it is impossible to
know whether outcomes were actually due to patrol reorganization or to

special attributes of the police officers involved. No randomization
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took place and it is conceivable that team commanders and patrolmen were
selected on the basis of past performance. One acknowledged difference
between the experimental and comparison groups was that of age: officers
in the teams were generally younger and less experienced than those in
the regular precincts. It was found that crime rates were reduced in

the team precincts and that per~officer arrests were higher than in the
"controls." Some statistical tests were performed by the evaluators to
rule out the possibility that the team officers were policing more effec-
tively because of their youth, but the change in crime'rates and a number
of other measures could still have grown from this difference.

While it would be difficult to exclude with certainty the effects of
age c¢r other personnel f;ctors, a process component might remove some of
the doubt surrounding the issue of causality. A simultaneous-intervention
or post-experiment design might include interviews with various actors
about their perception of outcome determinants. A large number of officers
and ;dministrators might in such a case indicate that the team success
was due primarily to a few unusually outstanding commanders. Observational
and administrative data could then be collected on the style and effec-
tiveness of these men as compared to the control—groﬁp commanders.

Weighty evidence from both interviews and observations might prompt evalu~
ators to make serious qualifications about the results and to recommend
more stringent experimentation. If, on the other hand, a large majority
of respondents credit the patrol reorganization with the success, evalua-
tors could be more confident about the prograu's outcomes.

The reduction in crime rates could also have been due to an increase

in the use of volunteers by the teams, unique circumstances in the
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neighborhood, or just random variation. Once again, probing for such
causes would be possible with process—oriented techniques, and while
absolute proof would not result, outcomes might be either confirmed or
questioned. Crime patterns, for instance might be shifting from one
section of the city to another due to changes in the criminal underworld,
to the expanding "turf" of juvenile gangs, or to an informal "target har-
dening" campaign in certain neighborhoods. Such changes are not always
obvious, but neither are they difficult to perceive if evaluators observe
and talk with people in the criminal justice system.

The possibility of altered crime-~and-arrest statistics becomes another
potential "causal" factor in the patrol experiment. Team commanders could
have reported crime rates differently or quietly instructed their men to
do so, in an aﬁfempt to answer pressures from’headquarters reminding them
that they were personally responsible for reducing crime in their neigh-
borhoods. 1In this case, a careful monitoring of records and comparisons of

commanders' reporting activities over time might confirm or help neutralize

the competing hypothesis.
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antithetical to the principle of "close community ties" inherent in the
Team Policing concept. The evaluators found that far too many officers
were being moved from precinct to precinct during the course of the
experiment. If evaluators had been able to conduct a "recognizance" of
the area (i.e. discussions with key actors, observations, briefing on
administrative records, etc.) well in advance of the experiment, the
problems might have been avoided by a cancellation or rearrangement of

the career program.

Unintended Effects and Their Causes

One of the primary advantages of the simultaneous-intervention
strategy is the potential for discovering and investigating unintended

program effects. In this case, for instance, interviews with patrolmen

might reveal a "rumor" that criminals are responding to the patrol re-

organization not by curtailing their activities but by moving them into

non~-team neighborhoods. Such a trend would be difficult to prove statis-

tically, but established informante .dght offer confirming impressions.

One surprising outcome of the evaluation was a significantly greater

In all cases, the most informative process component would occur self-reported use of aggressive patrol tactics (L.e. stop-and-frisk, ques-

either during the intervention or after the experiment, for only then can tioning suspiclous individuals, etc.) in the experimental neighborhoods.

fieldworkers observe actual causal mechanisms in action. Such a trend was naturally considered undesirable for a police-community

. relations effort. Interviews with patrolmen, commanders, and administra~
The Need for Recognizance of Program Setting: The Case of a Conflicting Program ’ , ’

tors (especially those not assoclated with the team beats who might be
A pre-intervention design could have prevented problems that arose T '

more candid) might not only lead to an understanding of this phenomenon
out of a conflicting program. A career motivation scheme designed to ) mig y & P ’

, but also point to other undesirable characteristics of the project.
rotate otfficers regularly among precincts was operating before the teams ¥ ’ el

, y Aggressive patrol may stem from leadership demands which in turn may stem
were implemented. Personnei%mobility caused by the program was Bgre \ d 7 P Y
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from administrative pressures to produce more arrests and to intimidate
"the eriminal element." If the quality of these arrests themselves were
investigated, it may be found that more "dirty" or unconstitutional appre-
hensions were taking place in order to inflate outputs.

These possibilities could be missed if /the evaluators relied only on
the "administrative model" and insisted exclusively on counting numbers.
Process evaluation may be no more penetrating, given the cohesive, reticent
nature of police groups. On the other hand, cooperating police officers
could be used with the assurance that their information would remain
anonomously ascribed. In the case of "dirty" arrests, simple court moni-
toring might be sufficient to show that large numbers of cases are not
reaching adjudication.

Another surprise was that various measures of "citizen cooperation"
during the experiment indicated that one precinct showed a marked decline
between the months of April and June. The cause of such a shift could have
been anything from changes in the weather to new policies about how and
when informants should be used. Perhaps the police department was re-
ceiving bad publicity during that period, reducing cooperation from wit~-
nesses and other informed citizens. The only chance of obtaining such
explanatory information is if evaluators are open and observant when it
comes to discussions between themselves and various actors. Patrélmen
might have the idea that cooperation has gone down due to militant activi-
ties in the neighborhood, another possibility that could be verified by
processg-oriented methods.

The "unanticipated effects' discussed here were only those which

could be inferred from the presentation of the evaluation. A fundamental
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problem with insular outcome assessment is that the existence of some
effects may not even be suspected. Open-ended. fieldwork techniques must
be added to an evaluation if there is to be any hope of 'ferreting out'
the unpredictable. This is a primary advantage of the simultaneous~
intervention and post-experiment designs, for with a greater awareness of
"what is going on'" while the program is in motion, eva.uators stand a

better chance of locating unanticipated effects.

Clarifying Program Operations

The simultaneous—~intexvention design also lends itself to a "forma~
tive" role. If the actual operation of the program is elucidated early
enough in the experiment, program managers ﬁay make improvements either
before or after the posttest (dependiug on the degree of experimental
integrity desired). For this evaluation, the concepts of "unusually
effective’" and "unusually ineffective" patrol practices might have been
useful.18 The actors did note that some patrolmen and some teams seemed to
perform very well. From informal reports, it was learned that they had
established effective community relations and had become more aware of
community needs. The éuthors also reported tge existence of extremely
poor performers. Intensive interviewing of commanders, officers, and
residents only in relation to these extreme groups might have proved
immensely valuable. The evaluation needed a clear and detailed picture of
what contributes to successful team policing and what detracts from it.
This may have been best determined in a post-experiment design, given that

the extent of fleldwork needed would likely have disrupted the experiment.




-26-

TEAM POLICING EXPERIMENT #2

In a similar Team Policing experiment, a greater emphasis was placed
on the anticipated benefits of patrol structure. Management was decentral-
ized and investigative operations were combined with patrol operations.

Two patrol areas were reorganized and compared to traditional areas.

Many of the problems just‘diScussed were present in this experiment as well,
despite the fact that baseline data were obtained in this case. Crime
rates were reduced (although the authors are properly cautious about the
reliability of crime statistics) and arrests increased in the experimental
beats. At least three potential advantages of a process component become

more clear in this experiment than in the former.

Problems with the Experimental Design

One of the requisites to an effective police patrol experiment is that
the beats to be compared with each other are similar. Unfortunately, the
programmers in this case were not able to match beats very satisfactorily.
The two experimental beats were significantly different from the control
areas on a number of demographic variables and they were both undergoing
large-scale urban renewal. As the authors point out, the urban renewal
itself may have been in some way responsible for the experimental outcomes.

A pre-intervention design should be implemented even before the
baséiine data (pretest) is collected in cases such as this. More should be
known about the differences between beats before an experiment is put into
motion so that decision makers can 1) change the locale of the experiment
i1f the differences are ungovernable; 2) adjust statistical outcomes to

reflect the differences; and/or 3) report the degree to which outcomes may
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have been affected by the differences.

There are a number of ways such information could be garnered. 1In the
case of the urban renewal problem, crime and arrest~rate changes could be
examined in other parts of the city wﬁere urban renewal is under way.
Experimenters could investigate crime rates in other cities where urban
renewal has taken place. ‘Various actors, including patrolmen, citizens,
social workers, and others familiar with the area could be interviewed about
their perceptions of crime change during the renovations. None of these
methods would be foolproof, but they would help the experimenters to
formulate a general sense of the impact brought on by the renewal. The
patrolmen might report, for instance, that new kinds of crime were being
created by the construction: e.g;, vandalism and theft centering on the
renewal sites.

If the evidence indicates that the differences between beats is
creating a difference in crime rates, the experimenters might seek ot.
more comparable beats. Or they might go ahead with the experiment but use
a "Bayesian" approach to data analysis, Increasing the significance levels
of hypothesis tests so that they reflect the area disparities. In this
way a much gruaater difference in crime and arrest rates would be required
to warrant a "favorable" report. Whatever the case, a pre-intervention
process component would give the experimenters more information to present.
They may go ahead with the outcome evaluation as designed, but temper the
conclusions with information on the likely impact of the urban renewal
projects.

A simultaneous-—intervention design could have addressed the problem

of non-randomized team leaders. In this experiment, the commanders were
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definitely selected for their outstanding qualifications, yet there was
wo effort to determine if their expertise was "making the difference."

As we suggested before, interviews and discussions with patrolmen and
administrators could be used to sort out the issue of causality. Inter-
viewed subjects might make frequent references to g commander's ability to

organize or motivate the team in such a way that arrests are more likely.

While this can be described as a "causality" issue, it also has consequences

for the design of the experiment. Program designers may act upon the
feedback immediately by creating an additional, more randomized team.

Results would then be staggered, but certainly more meaningful.

Unsuitable Goals or Measures

For one of the major crime categories in this experiment, it was
found that while the experimental group had made more arrests, those
arrests were not leading to a concomitant rate of prosecution. The authors
3peculate about the causes of this but never investigate fully the possibil-
ity that patrolmen were making unacceptable arrests in order to fulfill
the expectations of the experiment;‘ Other causes might have operated as
well,

A simultaneous~intervention component might begin by investigating
the low prosecution rate through court monitoring and interviews with
Prosecutors. But process evaluators might also question the worth of
arrest statistics as outcome measures. It may well be in this case that
"ritualization" has taken place; i.e., arrests have become an end when

they really should be considered only a means to the end of crime control.19

Researchers might Propose that some measure further along in the criminal
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justice process be used. Perhaps cnly those cases which make it to court
should be counted, or possibly arrests could be discounted if they are
"thrown oﬁt" of court on an arrest-related technicality. Of course, the
failure of cases to reach Prosecution may not be all the fault of the
arresting officer, so the first Step would be to explore the Prasecutors'
apparent reluctance to pursue the cases from the experimental beats.

The issue of arrests could be unresolvable, but process evaluators
May propose. that a wider range of outcome measures be used to assess the
Program. Victim surveys, for instance, could be used to investigate police
contact with the community. Are the recipients of police service more
satisfied in the Team Beats? While such measures should never stand zlone,
they could be used to support other outcomes.

If new alternative measures are proposed, a trial period might
follow the posttest. In this way, plans that emerge out of a simultaneoug-
intervention design could be tested and evaluated by a post—-experiment
Component. Ideally, stages of experimentation and testing would then con~

tinue.

Another Causal Hypothesis

It was found in this experiment that one Team was making extensive,
unconventional use of "mug shots" in their work, The point was raised
that this "technique" might have made a difference in outcomes. Interviews
with various actors might have offered clues. Did officers, for instance,
think that the mug shots made a significant difference in their ability to
apprehend criminals? If this seemed to be the case, the process component
could then contribute to flexibility in the experimental design. A new

control group might be introduced in which the men were encouraged to make
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similar use of mug shots.

PRETRIAL INTERVENTION PROJECT

In the next sample, several pretrial programs within one state were
evaluated with a quasi-experimental design. Clients were in most cases
selected by prosecutors, defense attorneys, or project staff and diverted
to a project which provided counseling, services, and referrals to existing
community agencies. In general, the goals of the program were:

1) Savings of time and/or money to the criminal justice system
through early intervention in cases which do not require
prosecution for individual or societal reasons.

2) The reduction of recidivism through the provision of services
which meet client needs and the avoidance of the potentially
negative consequences of prolonged contact with the criminal
Justice systen.

The projects were evaluated on three dimensions: Cost, Effort and
Effectiveness. The "Effort" component in many ways illuminated the
processes of the projects, but also excluded a fair amount of important
information. Effectiveness, in terms of client status and recidivism
measures, was determined by comparing clients who successfully completed
the program to those which were terminated early. Data were collected on
clients as they entered the criminal justice system, upon termination,
and for follow-up periods covering six, twelve and thirty-six months.

The evaluation was presented and performed well, given restrictions
operating on the authors, and various problems and shortcomings were de-

scribed candidly. More extensive process analysis would have improved the

evaluation in a number of ways.
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Implementation Ambiguities

There were implementation problems that would best have been addressed
by a simultaneous~intervention design. For the most part, these were
difficult to predict and were most amenable to correction.only after they
had become clearly defined.

The evaluators mentioned in their final discussion of the programs
that the referral processes may not have been entirely equitable. In one
program, for instancg, the public defender prompted most of the referrals,
raising the possibility that non-indigents were being disproportionately
excluded from the program. A simple monitoring scheme might have remedied

the problem by providing client profiles to the court which in turan could

have taken steps to correct for inequities. The evaluation should be credited

for the amount of information that was given on the selection criteria

of the various programs. This provided the reader with a basis for com-
parison to similar projects, at least to the degree that the criteria were
actually used. A monitoring device would have confirmed the characfer of
the diverted population.

At least two cther shortcomings were bared by the evaluation, but
little information was collected on their causes. First, not all of the
programs reached their desired caseload sizes. Second, it was discovered
that only 50% of the total project clients were being referred to community
services. This figure was deemed too low, since one program mandate was
to hook clients up with outside agencies. The evaluators were quite explicit
about several implementation problems, but information collected on these

two is insufficient to guide change. Observers and interviewers could
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have been used to describe in detail the referral mechanisms of the

courts and the pretrial projects.

Modifying Goals and Measures

One of the outcome measures for the project was the employment status
of the clients upon termination. Many of the programs showed a favorable
outcome op this measure, but others did not. Interviews with clients and
program counselors might reveal a difficulty for newly trained clients in ,
finding employment. Clients stigmatized by participation in the program
undoubtedly face discouraging prospects in the employment field, especially
with unemployment rates so high among poor and minorities. A simultaneous-—
intervention component might conclude that employment status should be

eliminated or diminished in importance as an outcome measure.

Unintended Effects

Pretrial programs as a group are vulnerable to a number of negative,
unintended effects. Perhaps the best way to present these undetected
consequences is to formulate a "worst possible case" followed by the
remedial potential of process evaluation. We will see that a post-experi-
ment design would generally have been most successful in pinpointing the
problems. While some of those effects to be illustraed here were not . .
even likely in this particular project, they will all be presented for
their relevance to other programs. Imagine, then, a pretrial project with
the following characteristics.2

First of all, our undesirable prototype is based on referrals made
primarily by the prosecutor, who selects clients not from these cases which

he/she plans to prosecute, but from his/her total caseload. As a result,
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many defendants who would otherwise not have been prosecuted are now being
placed into a coercive program. Furthermore, even those cases that would
have been prosecuted are receiving excessive referrals. Defendants that
quite obviously would have received non-custodial sentences, verdicts of
not~guilty, or dismissals on technical grounds are now being conscripted
into the diversion program. In effect, the "net" of state control over
defend;nts has been widened, an outcome just opposite from that which

was intended.

The problem is exacerbated by the tendency of the prosecutors and
judges to see the program as a suitable 'treatment" for minority and poor
children. Bullington describes this pervasive tendency:

The criminal justice and social work professions share a long-
standing bias against lower-class and minority lifestyles and
social institutions. The capacity of the black family, in
particular, to function as a vehicle for socialization and
social control is repeatedly questioned by these professions.
Diversionary programs are advertised as promoting interactions
such as might be found in middle-clags families. Thus such

programs may come to be seen by judges and probation officers

as particularly appropriate for youngsters from lower-class
and minority cultures.

In our hypothetical project, this phenomenon is inflating even more the
number of clients embraced by the criminal justice system.

The expansive tendency of the intervention Program is related to a
dangerous lack of due process in the referral mechanism. In a number of
cases, charges have not been filed and/or a probable cause hearing has not
taken place. This may not constitute a problem except that the defendants
are often unaware of their rights and of the possible choices facing them

when a prosecutor advises: "The diversionary program would be best."

By law, the choice to enter a program must be informed and voluntary; in
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practice the choice is often made exclusively by the prosecutor. Further-

moré, the defendants are rarely made aware that they can quit the program

at any time and regain their right to a speedy trial. Comsequently, many

clients are leaving the program with an unnecessary "unfavorably terminated"

label. The unintended tendency of the program is to divert large numbers

of clients coercively, who might otherwise have chosen to go to court. -

Due process is also suffering during the background investigation of
potential clients. Excessive information is collected to determine their
eligibility, violating the clients' right to privacy. Investigators often
solicit unnecessary details about the crime and the arrest which can then
be used against the defendant in subsequent trials. Potential clients who
are aware of this practice are refusing to participate in the program.

Stigma is still another unfortunate consequence of the pretrial pro--
gram. While the defendants are not gullty by law, they are often perceived
to be so once it is known that they have participated in a pretrial‘pro—
gram. Various actors in the criminal justice system are treating the
former clients with bias. Police tend to arrest them more often, prosec-
utors take them to court more often, and judges are giving them harsher
sentences with the participation in mind.

As this '"worst possible case" illustrates, the potential for uninten- .
ded effects in a pretrial program are substantial. Gibbons and Blake suggest
still other possibilities yet to be explored and confirmed by)researchers:

«..(0)there outcomes of a &iversion program, in addition to its

impact (or lack of impact) upon diverted youngsters, may be alter-—

ations in police department referral practices and police attitudes,

changes in community tolerance of youthful deviancc and other con-
sequnces of this kind.22
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While either a simultaneous-intervention or post-experiment design
could expose many of these effects, the latter will be proposed in order
to illustrate the following advantages. (In this case, the component will
not follow the last "posttest," for the followup period of the project is
36 months; rather the component will be implemented after a significant
number of clients have been successfully terminated - perhaps one to two
years after the program begins).

First, this type of program needs time to "settle down" while habits
and practices take shape. Problems Suéh as the "widened net effect" may
not emerge until prosecutors learn the boundaries (or lack thereof) of
the program. Most of the problems discussed are the type that emerge only
as the program matures. Second, if observers and interviewers intercede
excessively during the early stages of the intervention, prosecutors (and
the other actors) may respond unfavorably. Feeling self-c;nscious about

the scrutiny, for instance, a prosecutor might underutilize the referral

mechanism, dampening the positive potential of the program. Third, process
evaluators will have a bettér sense of what they are looking for. After a
year of prdgram operation, suspicions about various abuses of the program
will be generally known.

An effective process component would include interviews with all of
the actors involved in the referral process. It would also entail obser—
vation of courtroom ébtivities and conferences between the defendant and
the referral agent, and participant observation where possible. The
"expanded net' problgm might be confirmed by combining various interview
results with an analysis of some sample cases and their outcomes. It may

be found, for instahce, that several defense attorneys and judges are
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fearful that too many clients are being pulled into the program; prosecutors
may not concur, but their methods may show otherwise. They may admit

that their conferences with defendants are short, that the defense

attorney is rarely present, and that a decision to prosecute has often

not been made beforehand. The case analysis may then uncover several
program clients who stood minimal chance of conviction in a regular trial.
All of this evidence might be strengthened by complaints from defendants
that they would have made different choices with more information at hand.

The "due process" problems might be exposed through similar means.
Observers' confirmation that the defense attorney is rarely consulted or
that "probable cause hearings" are never held before diversion would be
powerful evidence. Interviews should certainly include clients who are
unfavorably terminated from the program. Did they know that they could
have returned to trial? If the evaluators cam surmont the ethical issues
and inevitable personnel resistance, participant observation may be the
best way to obtain indisputable information. Researchers posing as
defendants could enter the system and report on the limited information
divulged by prosecutors, the coercive tendencies of the system, and other
violations of due process.

The stigma problem is perhaps the most difficult to document. Inter-
views with judges and police could again be used to support case analyses.
Did a judge consider the former participation of the convicted person in
a diversicn program? Would the sentence have been different otherwise?
The stigma problem is also more difficult to remedy; evaluators may simply
discuss the likelihood of its existence and allow program designers to

welgh it against the benefits of the program.

The key to this post-experiment process evaluation is that it be
gsensitive and unstructured enough to detect any unanticipated changes that
may have occured. Investigators should feel free to expand their work
and follow "leads" as they arise. The process infdrmation can then be

used to reform the program for future experimentation and to modify plans

for similar endeavors.

Appraising the Program Approach

-

One conclusion of a process investigation might be that the concept of
a pretrial intervention is misgulded. Especially if the unintended effects
seem insurmountable, evaluators may conclude that a formal system of diver-
sion ends up doing more harm than good. In the process of performing
interviews and observations, the researchers may find that informal mech-
anisms of diversion are more effective and less detrimental. As Gibbons
and Blake point out, some studies indicate that substantial numbers of
alleged offenders never reach the criminal justice system because they are
handled effectively by parents, shopkeepers, teachers, soclal workers,
and pblicemen.23

Process evaluators might recommend that programs be implemented
instead that will support these informal diversion mecéanisms. They might
back up their recommendation with the idea that "at the very least" steps
should be taken to check the expanding dvmain of the formal diversionary
gystem. Such a recommendation would ideally, of course, come before the
implementation of the experiment. This would be the advantage of a pre-~
intervention component, designed to explore the informal means of diver—-
sion already in place. Acting on knowledge already available from former
experiments, the researchers might intentionally seek out alternatives to

the formal structure. They weuld talk with parents, police, storekeepers,
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social workers, etc., in an effort to understand and describe 'what is
already there." The planned program might then be cancelled, altered sub-
stantially, or at least equipped with safeguards designed to reduce the

foreseeable side-effects.

INMATE SELF-GOVERNMENT EXPERIMENT

The next case will be used to illustrate a number of problems that
are generally associated with the evaluation of prison programs. The eval-
uation itself has been fictionalized slightly in order to make the recom-
mendations applicable to similar endeavors such as inmate group counseling
and behavior modification.

An inmate self-government program, the processes of which are described
in only scenty detail, was tested in a maximum security prison. A pretest-
posttest design was used involving a stratified random sample of 173 male
inmates. Outcome measures were attitudinal, covering dimensions of social
regponsibility, self-esteem, self-competence, acceptance of others, and
acceptance of law and authority. Evaluators found that participation con~-

sistently fostered a more positive sense of social responsibility while

such attitudes, especially acceptance of law and authority, deteriorated within

the nonparticipant group.

Clarifying Program Operation

The most conspicuous shortecoming of the evaluation is the lack of
descriptive data on program operation. It is difficult to judge the out-
comes without knowing how much autonomy was really granted to inmates and
how they responded to it. Furthermore, the evaluation offers little

information for program modification or replication. Observations of
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governmental meetings between izmates and prison staff might reveal certain
practices that should or should not be replicated in other programs.
At the very least, a post-~experiment process component should have been

used to provide program managers with such information.

Clarifying Causality

A number of alternative hypotheses should have been forwarded by the
evaluators and tested through a simultanecous or post-experiment design
(depending on the risk of contamination). First of all, th;re is no
indication that the experimental and control groups were physically separa-
ted during the experiment. The potential for "interactive effects" was high.
Perhaps non-participants thought less of law and authority precisely because
they were barred from p?rticipation in the program. They might otherwise
have experienced the same improvement in attitude manifested by the experi-
mentals. Second, there is the possibility that subjects answered the ques—
tionnaires not as they actually felt, but as they perceived prison officials
would want them to feel. After participating dutifu;ly in a prison program,
any inmate seeking to increase his chances of release would be anxious to
show an "improved attitude." (This hypothesis of unreliable testing would

depend initially on the transparency of the administered questions). The

. evaluators attempted to show that because the inmates volunteered for the

experiment, they did not feel obligated to participate, nor did they see
the program as meaningless. But what may appear to be voluntary may well
be perceived by the inmate to be obligatory, a fact which is well known by
students of prison phenomenology.

A post~experiment process element. should include interviews with the
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inmates, guards and administrators, and observation of prison meetings.
Information should also be obtained from program participants who wouldn't
have a stake in maintaining a facade - these might be men who have been
released from the prisom, who have fixed sentences, who are already "infor-
mers" for the prison officilals, or who can depend on other informal mech-
anisms to get them out on parole. Control group members should also be
interviewed, for they have no stake in the program and yet are undoubtedly
well informed about the "underground" attitudes toward the program. These
sources of information should provide a composite picture of the degree to
which the program is received sincerely and the degree to which control

group members are feeling alienated.

Official vs. Operational Goals

Deutscher has commented on the tendency for actual program goals to
become quite different from those that are stated officially at the outset
of an int:erventiou.24 Prison programs are particularly vulnerable to this
dissonance between goals. While the designers of inmate self-government
viewed increasing self-esteem and social responsibility as the goals of
the progrém, the guards and prison administrators may have viewed the
program as further means to control inmates. Numerous studies of prison
life have shown the complex and informal set of punishments, rewards,
agreements and tradeoffs that exist between actors in the prison environment.
There 18 no reason to believe that an inmate self~government experiment
would not be incorporated into this network. Guards could use threats of
non~-compliance with negotiated agreements, rewards of promised comsent to

inmate proposals, and various forms of bargaining, all designed to make

25
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easier their job of maintaining control.

Techniques similar to those discussed earlier could be used in an
effort to distinguish stated goals from operational goals. Even if noc
evidence is found that the program is being used as a coercive device,.
qualitative data may at least highlight friction between conflicting goals.
It is dinarguably a goal of the prison system to maintain control over its
population. Common sense dictates than any program which is designed to
provide inmates with autonomy and independence is likely to clash with
the general goals of imprisonment. In describing an inmate group counseling
experiment, for instance, Kassabaum notes,

(T)o the e%tent that obedience is the goal of correctional
efforts, attempts to implement a treatment program that seeks
insight into emotional determinism of conduct and increase in

the sense of individual responsibility may be perceivgd by
both staff and inmates as somewhat beside the point.2

The Experimental Environment and Program Approach

A pre-intervention process component might have predicted some of the
problems discussed so far. Ethnographic techniques might have presented
a profile of a prison with strong informal ties between inmates, a pro-
pensity among inmates to exhibit "model," conforming behavior, and a
system of punishments and rewards between staff members and clients.
Such a study might have concluded that it would be extremely difficult to
detect the true effect of an inmate self~government program. In fact,.the
researchers might also conclude that no therapeutic program within a
prison setting 1s likely to succeed due to the tendency of inmates to be

continuously labeled as criminal, and due to the contradictory, oppressive

nature of incarceration itself. The criticism is even more relevant to
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counseling and behavior modification programs within prisons. As the
hopelessness of rehabilitation becomes apparent through process evaluation,
researchers may find themselves questioning the very theories and rationales
underlying such programs. Indeed, Kassabaum and his associates did just
that after a thorough evaluation of a group counseling program.

The most fundamental requirement for further research on the
effectiveness of prison...programs would seem to us to be a

frank recognition that psychological treatment programs involve
assumptions about the causes of crime, the informal and formal
organization of the prison...and the nature of the postrelease
experience, all of which may be quite unrealistic when applied

to actual existing conditions...To the extent that prison holds

a hetergeneous collection of persons, including men who have been
labeled criminal without possessing abnormal emotional or person-
ality attributes, the manipulation of such attributes, even if
successful, will not affect the probability that men f£rom prison
will be again labeled criminal subsequent to their release from
custody.27

We have seen similar problems with the case at hand. A process com-
ponent added at any stage of the inmate self-government experiment would
undoubtedly have raised serious doubts about the validity of the results,
and about the reasonableness of seeking inmate independence in a coercive

setting.

SPECIALIZED PAROLE UNITS EXPERIMENT

In our final example, several parole units were given greatly reduced
caseloads in an experiment almed at diminishing recidivism among clients.
Measures of succes$s were also to include the improved attitudes of clients
and parole agents. An interrupted time-series design was used with non-
equivalent control groups of traditiomal parole caseloads. Questionmaires
and interviews were administered and data were collected on client failure

rates, but no difference was found between the parole units with differing
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caseload sizes. The authors then summarized a number of past parole
experiments to augment their own conclusion that caseload reductions do
not make a difference, and they concluded that more information is needed
on the quality and intensity of parole counseling before real progress

can be made.

Experimental Design Problems

The experiment was crippled by a number of data collection problems.
Some of these might have been remedied by a limited form of simultaneous-
intervention evaluation. The parolee questionnares, for instance, were
filled out by clients who were handpicked by their parole agents. Then,
it was later learned, the agent usually stood nearby while the client:
responded to what was purported to be an anonymous questionnaire.

Both practices severely limited the validiéy of the survey results, and

both practices might have been terminated i1f observers and interviewers

had detected them earlier. This would have entailed a limited amount of
questioning and observing at the time that the questionnaires were dis-

tributed, hardly enough to threaten the integrity of the experiment.

The experiment was also plagued by an excessively low return rate on
all questiénnaires. The consequences of this problem would have been less
serious if more process-oriented evaluation had been planned. Informal
discussions with parole agents and parolees might have revealed much of
the information sought on the questionnaires. Admittedly, the results would
be less structured and objective, but conclusions might have been more

certain in light of other data.
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Alternative Data Sources and Measures

Given the plethora of information available to these experimenters
on the failure of past caseload-reduction experiments, a thorough pre—
intervention process component was certainly warranted. Indeed, the
emphasis on caseloads and recidivism rates Seems somewhat narrowly focused.
The evaluators should have been exploring alternative forms of assessment
and improvement by implementing fieldwork studies even before the experi-
ment was designed.

Obsexrvation and interviewing could be used to obtain a better sense of
how parole agents deal with their clients. The work of unusually effective
agents could have been investigated most carefully for signs of general-
izable technidues. Various treatment schemes could have been developed in
which parolees with different characteristics would receive distinct forms
of supervision and counseling. Kassabaum summarizes the need for more work
on the quality and chararter of parole work:

Parole outcome has been regarded implicity as simply a function of

the behavior of the parolee; this view has resulted in the neglect

of the study of the parole officer as a decision maker.

Moreover, the parole division has not yet been studied as a

complex social organization. Thus we are led to the awareness

that our data on parole success and failure do not provide a

clear indicator of postrelease behavior, since gg do not fully

understand the nature of the parole experience.

With more descriptive information available on parole practices, a
more relevant program might then be implemented. Perhape it would
include training of agents, guidelines calliang for less supervision for
certain types of clients, and new policiles on what counseling activities

should receive primary emphasis. The evaluators might recommend less

supervision and control, and more help in job hunting and other forms of
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aid for the parolee. Services might be oriented not so much toward
changing the parolee as toward changing the mechanisms which tend to label
him or her as criminal, such as frequently required check-ins with the
parole office. Oﬁce an experiméht with these components is initiated,
process evaluators could contlnue to assess parole unit operations.

Emphasis could be removed from recidivism rates and redirected toward

counseling qualiity.

Causality: An Alternative Hypothesis

One interesting cause of recidivism reduction was apparently not
operating in this experiment, but has been suspected in others. Martinson
describes a study in which failure rates were reduced with diminished
caseloads, while a look at client offenses indicated that experimentais

were involved no less in crime than the controls. As the researchers

discovered:

The reason that the experimentals' relatively large number of
offenses was not being reflected in their failure rates was

simply that the experiments' probation officers were using a
more lenient revocation policy.29

The agents were feeling pressured to show diﬁinished recidi&ism rates,
so they simply raised their threshold for parole violation.

Such a trend might only be discovered through a simultaneous-inter-
vention design. Records would be monitored, and administrators, parolees,
and agents would be interviewed. Subtle changes in revocation policies
that might be ignored with an emphasis on outcomes could be "teased out"

by process—oriented techniques.
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Process Evaluation as a "Backup"

If process evaluation had been used fairly comprehensively in this
case, the dismal performance of the experiment might have been less
detrimental. As it was, the experimenters could say little more than that
the design was unsuccessfully implemented and the results ware inconclu-
sive. Even barring a pre-intervention design, much could still have been
learned. Rich, descriptive data on processes is much better than no infor-
mation at all. Especially in this case, process data could have been
used to paint a general picture of program performance and to guide future

endeavors in the field.
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IV. CONCLUSION

Amitai Etzioni has encapsulated many of the problems discussed here
when he wrote:

Since most organizations, most of the time, do not attain their

goals, in any final sense, many monographs are frequently detoured

into lenghty discussions about lack of success, to the exclusion

of more penetrating types of analyses.
Our attempt here has been to provide a framework for "more penetrating types
of analyses." The framework is not meant to be restrictive or delimiting,
for process evaluation by its very nature tends to resist inflexible
systemization. Rather, the attempt has been to give evaluators a structure
within which the various advantages and disadvantages of process evaluation

were presented. It is hoped that the applications of these sequences to

five examples has made their potential more clear.

Two Operational Realities

g
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Two remarks about the application of process evaluation should be
made. First, process~oriented techniques and experimental techniques are
not always compatible. There are very real differences in how field work
is conducted as opposed to experiments, and these différences can 1eaé to
substantial tension between the two evaluation components. There may be
problems, for instance, created by the time~frames of the two components,
or By the nature of the methodologies used. These tensions cannot be

explored fully heie, but the reader should be aware that the merging of

process evaluation with experimentation 1s not always an easy task.

b

Second, the limitations of process evaluation should be recognized.

As was seen a number of times in the narratives, a process study can be no
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more certain about causality and other issues than can an experiment.
What makes process evaluation such a powerful tool is its potential to

help identify, or question program effects —— not to prove or disprove

them. As Patton points out:

Evaluation research is only of use if one believes that some
systematic information is better than none. Evaluation research
has meaning only if one believes that a rough idea of the
relationship between program activities and outcomes is pre-
ferable to relying entirely upon hope and good intentions.
Evaluation research does not provide final answers, but

it can provide direction. Thus, evaluation research does not
lead to final statements about causal linkages, but can reduce
uncertainty about such linkages.31

Processes and Outcomes

While the benefits of process evaluation outlined in this paper have
been diverse, they are all linked, to one degree or another, to the outcomes
of experimental design. We have seen, first of all, thut a recognizance
of program setting can lead to program modification and more successful
outcomes, or to a modified interpretation of outcomes. In the first Team
Policing experiment, for instance, evaluators foﬁnd that conflicting pro-
grams and policies were interfering with the performance of the new teams.
Had the evaluators discovered these trouble spots.before the experiment,

appropriate adjustments might have led to more certain and more policy-

significant outcomes.

Second, we explored a number of situatid;s where alterations in the
experimental design might have clarified or confirmed outcomes. For the
second Team Policing experiment, for instance, it was suggested that a

process evaluation might have contributed to a choice of control beats

that were more comparable with the experimental beats. A more informed
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selection of beats could have resulted in more religble outcomes, or
perhaps in different outcomes together. Likewise, the possibility was
raised that the measﬁres used in the experimental design were inadequate.
Again, outcomes may have been altered substantially if different or more
measures had been used.

A third advantage of process evaluation was the clarification of
program operation and implementation. In the Pretrial Intervention
Project there was a need for a process study to pinpoint just why some
programs did not reach their projected caseload size and why only 50% of
the total project clients were being referred to community services.
With such information in hand during program operation, policy changes
might have contributed to mgre promising outcomes by the time posttest
data were collected.

The fourth advantage of process evaluation was the explanation of
causality. For the éecond Team Policing Experiment it was conceivable
that or: team performed more Successfully‘because of their unusual re-
liance on mug shots. Again, the eventual status of outcomes might have
beeﬁ affected had a process component discovered this practice earlier.

Fifth, a process study can dibBcover and substantiate unintended or
unanticipated program effects. In the case of the Pretrial Intervention
Project, the legal "net" may have been widened to induct more, rather than
fewer, clients into the legal system. If such an occurance were to be
discovered through process evaluation, the outcomes of the experiment would

have to be viewed in an eﬁtirely different light. Even "successful pro-

 gram participants might have avoided court processing altogether before

the experiment was initiated.
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Finally, we discussed the possibility that a pre-program process
component could bring into question the likelihood that desired results
are achievable. The study can become actively critical in this sense,
perhiaps challenging the assumptions, the goals, or the intended means of
a planned program. In the Inmate Self-Government case, for instance, the
prison environment might have been too contradictory in nature to allow
for meaningful, positive outcomes. Again, eventual outcomes might have
been viewed in a different light or perhaps not even pursued had a process

study been conducted.

Summary

In the past two decades, social scientists have learned that experi-
mental design as an evaluation mode can be plagued by the unexpected and
the uacertain. One response to this lesson has been a call for the com-
plementary use of process-oriented research. This paper has shown just how
process evaluation can be formative, feeding information to decision-makers
soon enough for meaningful changes in the program and in the comporents of
the experimental design. We have also shown how process evaluation can
help to modify, clarify, or confirm experimental results. It is hoped that
these advantages can be best reaped by evaluators as they consciously apply
process~oriented techniques at certain points in the experimental design.

It would be impossible to offer a step-by-step recipe for the comple-
mentary use of process evaluation. What we have done instead is to provide
a set of gignposts for evaluators. Perhaps choiges about the systematic
use of process evaluation can be made more constructively with some of

these signposts in mind.
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