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\ PREFACE

.

Section 23.6(a) of Title V requires that each land grant university

.,evaluate the iMpacts of its Title V program on the developnint of a specially

selected target area. The evaluation of Title V. activities is especially

challenging because of the unique nature of this Act. Federal administrators

and congress are interested in the ability of land grant universities to

bring about changes in rural areas through research (ipfOrmation. generation)

and extension (information dissemination) activities. Land grant universities

ng asked:therefore, to demonstrate whether they have the capability

/
to Sidin the development of rural areas aa.they have inthe development of

agriculture. The demOnstration of such aid is a critical issue in future

funding of the 'Act..
.(0

Each of the states is charged with evaluating their own program efforts

and with demonstrating their impacts. State administratons. have been given
.

minimal resources for conducting programs and practically none for evaluating

their efforts. The North Central Regional Center for Rural Development was

brought into the Title V program to facilitate the program efforts of the

several slates iff the region. The Center is prepared; therefore, to help

with the Title V program by providing fuWda,, consultants, ideas, and training

required to successfully complete a Title V program in those states where

assistance is needed. /
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Preparation of this report was supported through Title V funds from the

North Central Regional Center for Ruial Development and is one effort by the

Center.to assist state'llicle V coordinators throughout the region. This

report presents a model, which is still being developed and modified, for

evaluating the wide range of activities that.are part of Title V. Although

the detaifs of the model are stall evolving, the model shouldlbe helpfar-aa,

a tool chat raises certain issues about evaluation, but not necessarily /as

specifying evaluation techniques that provide am the answers: WeAave tried

to present some issues central to the evaluation proCess and whin the

context of Title V programmingprequirements.

,
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APPROACHES TO EVALUATION
ASP

'Introduction

Zn reviewing numerous evaluation models, Steele (1973) observed that

much needs to be done in conceptualizing, ;deling, and testing program

evaluation procedures. To this end, this paper will first explore two major.

viewpoints on the purpose for evaluation, and a suggested model for evaluating

development programs will be developed. Secondly,.the issues involved in

using the proposed model to evaluate an ongoing program will be reviewed and

/
"disdussed.4 Hopefully, through.' this process, improvements will_ be made in the

conceptualizing, modeling, and testing of evaluation methods suitable for

determining the impacts of development type programs.

Limited resources available for social action programs, the growing

emphasis ofgovernment agencies and citizen grokips upon accountability, and

limitati in the current development of evaluation.m ls all provide a...._

rat onale for the model to be presented.

The Conventional' Evaluation Approach

The conventional view of evaluation research defines evaluftion as:

1) providing program admOistrators with accurate information about the

consequences of their actions (Caro, 1969), 2) providing the fact-finding

procedures for discovering the results of planned social action (Hyman,

et al., 1962), and 3).measuring the consequonce04%oal-oriented action
c

(Criessman, 1969).' These definitiOns of evaluation all foclis the eve tion

process on goal -- attainment. This 4.1e, of 'evaluation seeks to determine whether,

1
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.%

or not a program has accomplished its objectives, i.e., did the "arrow hit

the target." It is commonly assumed in using this model that the "target"
.

(objectives) are clearly specified and unchanging, and that%the program

:

"arrow" is unaffected by extraneous variables. Since the use of an exper-

imental design facilitates control of such variables, evaluation research and

the Classical Experimental Evaluation Model (CEE Model) often have beeri

linked.
, \

'1Advantages and Use of the CEE Model

The CEE Mode], has a number.of distinct and important advantages. These

are similar to the advantages of the scientific method and include: 1) ob-

. jective and verifiable data, 2) Causal inferences between program inputs and

products, and 3) generalizable results. Furthermore, the advantages of the

CEE Model permit the elimination of factors Other than the program being

. le

evaluated as causal explanations of outcomes produced (Hyman, et al., 1962): it

arid they eliminate the tendency to confuse progress in marshalling inputs with

the progress toward output targets (USAID, 1972).

In the CEE Model, as in all models, program development and evaluation

planning must proceed together to insure that properly measurable program

objectives are developed and that an,experimental evaluation design is,

feasible. Normally, Collection of data on goal attainment occurs before the

i.

program is implemented and after it is completed. Data maybe collect4d,
...

however, at different points during the operation of the program. Where this
4

is done it is intended to insure that changes disruptive to the experimental

evaluation design do not occur.

7
Ii .,
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Obstacles to Using the CEE4MOdel zh

Major obstacles in using the CEE Model generally include: 1) thC

difficulty (or impossibility) of effectively implementing the CEE'Model in

some field situations, 2) thebnetd for judgments about the program that are

not facilitated throtigh use of a tEE Model, 3) the fact that program objectives

mays, be difficult to dgfine.and(or) operationalize, 4) ethical problems in

the selection and use of treatment and control groups, 5) lack of control by

the researcher over selection of persons into the program, 6) lack of access

to program participants in the study population,
8
andftdifficulty in

implementing necessary' controls if the program already is underway.

After examining the failure of one evaluation effort that used the CEE

Model in an action Weiss and Rein (1969) concluded that:

When action programs are more like Model City FlaniiIng and less
like innoculation with a flu vaccine, an experimental model,for
evaluatingeffectiveness is apt-to be a mistake.

They found that the CEE effort failed because it did not fit the-reality of

the social-action program being/evaluated. It could Apt be effectively im-

plemented-nor could it meet the information-needs pr4ram trators

and decision makers. It would seem that large-scale, social-action programs

often may need to be evaluated in 4days different from those imposed by use.of

art experimental design.

Need for Alternatives Foreshadowed

if an ev,luatfon is to be used in determining whether or not a program

with clearly specified objectives should be continued, the use of the CEE

Model appears appropriate: The CEE Model does not appear to be appropriate,

8.
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however, for assisting program administrators and decision makers to manage

their activities. The CEE Model would be difficult to ule where the program

is new or innovative or where the objectives are'vague, ambigious, or evolving.

If the CEE Model is not equipped to handle these situations, what type of

devaluation is appropriate?

An Alternative Evaluation. Approach

We take the position that evaluation is not just assessment of goal-

attainment but also should include the process of acquiring information

necessary for decision making about the planning, programming, implementing,

and recycling of program activities. Evaluation should permit a probing of

changes in "targets" during the course of program development and identify

how effectively the "arrows" or programs are launched and ways they are

affected in flight.'
. '"`r

As a result of their work, Weiss and Rein (1969) argue for more qualitative

and process-oriented evaluation research especially when action programs

contain broad aims and assume nonstandarized forms. 'They advocate a descrip-

tiye, inductive, systems- process approach-to evaluation research. This

approach foguses upon learning what.is happening in the program (i.e., w t

is being done) tarher than evclusively focusing on what was expected pa

happen. Oeutscher (1974)i emphasizes that program9 must be carefully observed

.to determine whatlis-actually'happenint--not what proposals or program ob-

jectives say is to happen. Thus, rather than necessailly requiring clearly

specified program objectives (and the underlying theory of the program)* from

program administrators 1efore evaluation can occur, the thearpon which the
*

-
program is based, including explicit and implicit objectives, may have to be

inductively discerned as part ofthe evaluatioT procesa.

9
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An inductive apprciach to "process analysis' (what is happening) is a way

to avoid a misplaced emphasis upon goal attainment. and some -of the deficiencies .

of a CEE_Modelapproach% ThisIapproaCh recognize that the evaluator is

involved in analysis of an outgoing social act--one that is seen as in constant

flux and amenable to new definitions. By assuming that things may,be *changing

during the course of a progrlm, the research'effort shifts from assessing

accomplishment of preordained goals to the discovery of "processual consequences"

or to a consideration of "wbat'ishappenlng" (Deutschfr, 1974).

Deficiencies in Current Eveloation Model Development .

As the view of.evaluation has broadened and as deficiencies of the CEE
'

Model are recognized, evaluation approaches have ,proliferated. This proli era-

tion was triggered wherilLes ablished approaches to evaluation (primarily

variants of the CEE Model)were judged inappropriate (Steele, 1975).. There

is a growing realization that a design for projects with well-defined ob-
,

jectives may be different than Where,objdctives arc stated more generally or

are emerging as the project unfolds* (Brack, 1975). The reiiults of model

building to date, however,*avenot been entirely satisfactory. Numerous

approaches to evaluation.are useful only when the evaluator prActices a form

of "pragmatic eclecticism" in utilizingtheory. More than 50 different
0

approaches to evaluation have been identified. Most of these eNtluation. models /

were designed only for specific field situations. Also, most models define

evaluation as concerned with calection of data pertinent to prograp out t
, .

- ,

and generally"omit considdration of the mocesses by which judgments are

reached. One deficiency iri these sgteral approaches is the failure of many
%...

,

f r

0



to deal with value queitions involved in evaluation efforts (Steele, 1973). ,
1

In other words, they have not explicitly identified the major values involved

mdkin ,judgments nor have they provided procedures for doingjso.

A generalized and unifying framework for the conduct of evaluation has

not emerged from these diverse approaches to evaluation. These approaches

have not led to a comprehensive framework that could be used to effectively

guide the evaluation process. A recent exception to this generalization is

work by Alkin and Fitz-Gibbon (1975), who developed a general framerrk for

evaluation that serves to identify issues in the evaluation protest. They

have not, howpver, integrated this issue evaluation back into a model that

treats data-cbllection needs.

Directions and Needs in Developing Evaluation Models

Steele (1973) notes four important.areas that need attention in the

development of evaluation models. Fiist, an evaluation model must be able

to deal with real-life situations and to make contributions in an everyday

-

.environment. Second, there is a need to increase objectivity, but at the

same time retain intimate contact with people involved 'in the evaluation

process. Third, more attention should he given to crys,tallizipg unstated

assumpaIons into firm procedures or guidelines. FoUrth, mort attention should

be paid to purposes, rationales, overall approa6hed, and to outcomes

specifically attributable' to the 'evaluation process. The mode l to be pre-
.

.

'stinted 11 a biginning attempt at developing a' model that can meet these

evaluation needs. It is, hoWever, only in a,deyelopmental stage at this time.

ti

4
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OVE VIEW OF THE INDUCTIVE, SYSTEM- PROCESS
EVALUATION,.(ISP) MODEL

p

Introduction

/ f

Dlifficuluies with the traditional CEE Model; new ditectio s being taken

a '

by the numerous nonCEE Models (and their shormoinings), and th shifting

definition of evaluation all'point up a need for the development of a model

more apprdpriate for program evaluation. There is a real need f r an alter410-

ttve to the CEE Model that is more inductive, systemsoriented, concerned

with processes ag well as outcomes, and has demonstrated field utility.

An initial outline for such en evaluation model is described below and

shown in Diagram 1. Although its several components have received attention

in the evaluation literature (e.g., especially Weiss ,and Rein, 1969; Steele,

1973, 1975; Stufflebeam, 1967, 1968; Alkin, 1969; Moe, 1974; Deutscher, 1974.

1975; Alkin and FitiGibbon, 1975, etc.), they have not been integrated into

a comprbhensive model. The basic components of the ISP modi 'tO be outlined

inciude: 1) negotiating the secenerio, 2) evidence collection and 3) judgments/.

evaluation. Additionally, it is important to underhtand de relation between

evaluation and the phase in the development of the program being eva,luaited.

I. Nezotiatiqg the Scenario

6

In "negotiating a scenario," the evaluator must join with var=s, ipt4St

groups, practitioners,'and administrators in a mutual effort to determine the-

purpose(s) of the evaluatiori, to search out program goals and. reasonable

criteria for assessing them, and to identify the evil fee needed in making

12
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7ound judgments. 'ThIs approach is described by Deutscher (1974) in the

following manner:

I.

tit

is desirable for the evaluator to begin to locate what pro-
gram people are trying to do by watching them do it and listening
.to them talk about it--in situ! There is a cumulating body of
evidence from sociolinguistics that if one listens to people talk,
about what they are doing while 'they are doidg it, chances of
understanding the activity are maximized.

Part of}the evaluator's task then is to discover what in fact is
beingittempted. After watching and listening he will begin to
speculate'about what is happening and can then begin to engage -

practitioners or administrators in a dialogue in an effort to
negotiate the reality of the situation.

Initial negotiations will directly Mold the evaluation process and

affect everything that follows. Negotiation will identify he type of in-

formatiOn that should be collected, how it should be analyzed, and how it
Ps,/

should be reported. Once negotiation of a scenario is complete, the evaluator

can move forward in designing and Implementing data collect' n efforts.

Despite the,importance placed on negotiating scenario, systematic

procedures and guiaelines for accomplishing it have not been developed.

II. Evidence Collection

The next stage in the ISP approach, evidence collection, is derived

from the CIPP Evaluatioh Model (Context, Inputs, Processes,. Product)

developed by Stufflebeati (1967, 1968) which was u;odified.by Moe (1974), and

frOm the seven-level hierarchy of evidence suggested by Benpett and Nelson

(1975). Negotiation of a scenario-and the phase of program development are

important preCussors of the specific types of data to be collected. The

CIPP data collection format serves to guide and structure data collection

13
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efforts by suggesting types of evidence that should be obtained, but it does

not necessarily specify thf techniques to be used in their collection.

Techniques appropriate for use in evidence collection efforts should be

derived from the negotiation of the scenario, not the reverse.

'The_revidence collection" phase should involve evidence related to:

(_ foeilhing the contAct within which the program is to be pursued,
includfhg..establihing some base lines or known starting points
from which planned attempts to achieve goals and objectives can ,

be measured. This includes inputs, activities, and people thit
are involved in eV:rd.program, or involved with the problem in the
pre-planning phase. 'Dtmight also include reactions to the pre-
planning state of atfairi.,

2) Documenting the inputs, the thints,that are done, the programs
and activities initiated and the 44cources used to bring about
change and to achieve goals and objectiVes. This might appro-
priately include documentation of resources,.,activities, and
people involved.

3) Documenting the processes or the ways in which programtare
implemented. It would detail ways in' which planning is done,
the decisions made, the communication channels established,
the interaction patterns that. emerge, the critical incidents
that occur, interpretations of and changes in policies, and
other features. The same elements and considerations mentioned
for documenting the inputs may be involved. Additionally, data
may be collected on reactions, changes in knowledge,"&ttitudes,
skills and aspirations (KASA changes).

4) Documenting the outputs or the outcomes (effects) of what is
done. This may-appropriately include consideration of inputs.,
activities, people involvement, reactions, KASA changes, practice
changes, and ultimate results of practice changes.

The CIPP elements provide guidance as to the format and focus of'data

collection efforts. The model does not customarily requiie,use of an

experimental evaluation design. Instead, it serves to isolate important

considerations related to the program development process and identifies

1 4
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types of evidence appropri to forparticular -dafa coliection efforts.

Although it may not be possible., or necessary, to have a complete set of

data (evidence) four each of the four CIPP elements identified above, the

CIPP format helps in\developing an evaluation that is comprehensive and

v
flexible. Finally, the CIPP evidence collection format is flexible enough

for use where goals and objectives are not clearly specified or are evolving.

The model identifies types of evidence to be collected
-

and. facilitiates an

inductive approach to evaluation, which makes it more, likely 'the; unanticipate'd

consequences of programs will be discerned.

14. Judgments/Evaluation

Once the data has been collected and summarized, the process of setting

"value" on the data begins. This phase is central to the evaluation. There

are two /Major facets i examining the results of a program--description.N and

evaluation. (Steele, 197 ). Description provides evidence of what occurred.

Evaluation involves makihg judgments as to the.adequacy of what occurred.

Judgments are improved when they are made by comparing evidence (data _

collected) about the aspect to be judged against criteria of what should,

exist, or what is valued. Evidence and criteria help in forming sound

judgments, but neither constitute judgment.

Community and human resource development are value laden concepts

(Beal, 1974). Thus, all development programs and their evaluation are

intimately tied to the values of program participants or "stakeholder"

groups. Among the issues to be resolved are "Who will make the necesiary

judgments or evaluation of a development program?" and "How will these

judgments be madei"
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Several alternatives are available in making judgments about program

outcomes (summative evaluation). Advocates who adhere strictly to the

classical experimental model of evaluation (e.g., Suchman) 1967; Ferman,

1969; Freeman and Sherwood, 1965; Longest,11975; Campbell, 1971) argue 'that

conclusions about goal attainment Are strengthened when statistical com-

parisonsparisons show that the programs did, or did not, accomplish their stated-
.

objectives. This approa41 cannot be used, however, Olere objectives are

evolving or a CEE Model cannot be implemented'.

A more refrlistic alternative is suggelted in Logsdon's (1975) "Group

Process Model" of evaluation. Logsdon proposes that judgments (evaluations)

be made in troup rjiscussions involving researchers, program administrators,

and participants. They should collectiv ly review program goals, processes,

and evidence related to the prograi opera qn and impacts.
4

Problems or

failures along with successed)and recommendations should be pemtified, and

value(s) plaed on the program and its activities. Through this "group-

.

process" approach to evaluation, a summary document including data and

evaluation can be developed for use joy administrators and decision makers in

planning future programs. The group involVed in this process should be

fairly small (5-7 persons). tolincrease manageability and to ficilitate inter-

action. The group process evaluatign technique is consistent with the

philosophy advanced by other students of evaluation (e.g., Tripodi, et al.,

1971; Steele, 1973, 1975).

Evaluation also may occur before the program is completed. and the final

results known. Interim or formative evaluation is designed Eo prbvide

immediate feedback for the purpose of altering the ongoing operation of

16



programs. The focus is usually upon inputs and processes as evidence of

expected impacts or results. Evaluation of inputs or procesaeslis normally1
.

; (

'made in terms of their relevance for results desired or expected. This

evaluation is usually an intuitive process; fipal results are of in, they

remain unknown. Formative evaluation of this nature cannot be handled

,within theformat of-the CEE Model. Yet; a purpose of many e luatiOns is to

facilitate management and development of ongoing programs. St ndardization

of procedures for formative evaluations, however, is still nee ed. These

procedures may be similar to those discussed for summative evaluation.

Program Development and Relation to Evaluation

In order tb effectively use the ISP model, as described above, it must

be placed in the proper program development context. Both Stufflebeam (19671,

and Bennett and Nelson (1975) note the relationship between evaluation

processes and program development. Three phases in the program development
op%

prodess may be identifiedplanning, prograhming/specifltation, and imple-

mentation. The planning phase is basically concerned with "what to do,V

Here the concern is with identifying. priority problems and ultimate objectives.

Programming/specification is the program development phase designed to

determine how to utilize resources to meet program goals and objectives.

This is a concern with "how to do it." In this phase shorter-term "enabling"

objectives are selected. Responsibility for reaching these objectives is

accepted by new or existing specialized'organizations, and staff for these

organizatiols4is recruited and trained. The. implementation phase of program

development relates to "doing it." This means actually conducting the

17
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program, including contacting additional peopl,g to participate in it. The

ultimate aims of Ehe program are achieved thrO44. implementation.

In evaluating any program, it is important to identify which phase of

the program is being evaluated and which phase the program is in when the

evaluation occurs. This provides clarification of the program issues and

concerns that. can be appropriately dealt, with in the evaluation since the

program has a different focus for each phase. Also, the emphasis of the

program phase provides directions for evidence collection. Clearly, any

evaluation effort must be placed in and be operationalizeg within, the

context of one of the three program development phases. The general outline

of the process involved in 4valuating each program development phase, however,

need not vary from one phase to'the next. Evaluation effo, should, ideally,

be developed simultaneously with the program. Not only would.a fuller eval-

r
uation of all stages of the program development be possible, but the quality

would be enhanced as well.

The Reality of the Evaluation Context

The reality, pf the evaluation situation is typically less than ideal,

especially with most large-scale federally supported development programs.

Development programs (or many of their indiV'idual projects and activities)

typically have progressed through several of the initial program development .

phases before any serious attention is given to evaluation. Where the need

(or requiiements) exists for "local" participation and coordination with

other institutions and agencies, program development that is less than ideal

tends to occur.frequently. Program planning in'such cases usually takes

1.is
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place in avery short time period. Thua, the development of objectives an

strategies is necessarily general or vague. Initial coned; is with getting

the program going (e.g., funded and implemented). It is only .pfter program
I

implementation has begun that attention is turned to evaluation. The re-

sulting negotiations that occur will tend to be rather limited. The same is

true for the data collection efforts. Adequate attention and data' collection

efforts often cannot be given to all four elements of the CIPP format. An

levaluation can, however, still be conducted even though it may be limited.

A

Limitations will be clear, but following the ISP approach will still allow

the best possible evaluation within the existing circumstances, and it is

better than no attempt at systematic evaluation. Evaluation situations that

diverge from the "ideal" cannot be ignored by the social scientist.
AY.

TITLE V EVALUATION

Introduct1R1.

The ISP model previously discussed is being developed and applied in

the evaluation of rural development activities i Iowa sponsored under Title

V of the Rural Development Act of 1972. We feel the proposed ISP model can

be used in developing an evaluation process for many different types of

development programs. The purpoie of this section is to develop and present

some of the major issues and concerns involved in the evaluation of a state-

level Title V program. These issues and concerns for Title V relate to five

of,the six elements in negotiating the scenario and could provide a beginning

point for negotiating the evaluation scenario in different types of development

programs.

19



Overview of Title V

15

The purpose of Title V, as specified in the Rural bevel4ment .4kct of

1972, is to support programs or rural development so as "to encourage and

foster a balanced national development that provides Qpportuniies for

increased numbers of Americans to work and enjoy a high quality of life

throughout the nation...." The primary objectives of Title V are:,

to encourage and foster a balanced national development that
provides opportunities for increased numbers of Americans to
work and enjoy a high quality of life dispersed throughout our
nation by providing the essential programs of rural development;

2) to provide...(those] involved with public services and invest-
ments in rural areas or that provide or may provide employment
in these areas the best available scientific, technical,
economic, organizational, environmental, and management infor-
mation and knowledge useful to them, and to assist and encourage
them, in the interpretation and application of this information
to practical problems and needs in rural development;

3) to provide research and investigations in all fields that have
as their purpose the development of useful knowledge and infox.-
motion to assist those planning, carrying out, managing, or
investing in 15cill,ties, services, business, or other enter-
prises, pubire'and private; that may contribute to rural
development;

4) to enhance the capabilities of colleges and universities to
perform the vital public service roles of research, transfer,
and practical application of knowledge in support of rural
development; and

5) to expand research on innovative approaches to small farm
management and technology and extend training and technical
assistance to small farmers so that they may fully utilize
the best knowledge on sound economic approaches to small
farm operations. (This last objective has not been funded
by the Congrasi.)

Within these objectives, it is clearly stated that their attainment rests

upon a program for "rural development." What is "rural development"? What

20
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activities and projects of the Titlily-Idqram. are consistent with "rural

dev'elopment," and should therefore belcoatributing to attainment of the

abolieObjectives? As defined in Title V, 'rur 1 development includes:

1) the planning, financing, an& development of faCiilities and
services in rural areas that contribute to making these areas
desirable places in which to live and make private and'business
investments;

I

2) the planning, development, the expaasiori of business and
industry in rural areas to provideratTeaoep employment and
income; 1

3) the planning, development, conservation, and use of land,
water, and other natural resources of rural areas to maintain. or
or enhance the quality of the environment for people and
business in rural areas; and

4) the processes and procedures that have said bbjeciiv6s as their
major purposes.

This specification of objectives andletivities that are appropriate

', for inclusion in a state's Title V program can be used as a guide for

developing and(or) examining the Title V program and its related activities.

Title V also states that each state's program "...must include research and

extension activities directed toward identification of programs which are

likely to have the greatest impact upon accomplishing the objectives of rural

development in both the short and longer term." This suggests that while

each state's immediate Title V objectives may differ somewhat from those

objectives stated in RDA 1972, they should be consistent with the larger

Title V objectives and be such that the state objectives will contribute

or lead to attainment of the larger objectives of Title V.

Y
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4 Purpose of Title V Evaluation

Ev ation of the Title V program and its related activities is ongoing.

Section 23.6 ) of the Title V Regulations requiresthat each state provide

for evaluation of the impact of its program activities upon rural development.

The general pul300seall Title V evaluation efforts is to aid decision

makers and adminisrh
NYCIr

rs at federal, state, and local levels in designing,

adminieacing, and c..Aucting current and future rural development programs.

1 esired with respect to Title V and the criteria _suggested for
", Mr./4 1714.4VNYA6

..
use from the'4Afederal level imply interest in a two-level evaluation. One

level of the evalbation (organizational evaluation) centeta...upcytmakiltx

judgments abbut the organizational adequacy of the overall Title V delivery

system. The second level of evaluation (project evaluation) is to focus upon

the attainment of the goals and objectives of individual. Title V activities.

Diagram 2.M-tows the rtlation and emphasia of the required evaluations

for each program development phase for Title V;,- Each cell represents an

evaluation that could be conducted. When evaluation is not included in the

development Title V activities and because the Title V program is Still

in, process, evaluation must focus o} .,.the and

implementation cells. When the individual Title V projects are different

stages of development, the full evaluation model cannot be applied to all'

projects. The intent, however, is to evaluate each project for as many stages

as possible.

Organizational Evaluation: Judgments Required

With respect to the overall Title V program, officials at the federal

level have identified three elements of the overall organization of the Title

( 2 2
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V program about which judgilents are required. These are:* the orgAizational

adequacy of the delivery system, 2) organizational involvements (kind and
C

extent), and 3) .the nature of relationships between organizations (utilization

df resources). T atter two elements are really processes involved in

shaping the organI.Cation of the Title V delivery system. The major focus,

then, is upon the organizational adeqUacy and operation of the Title V

delivery system. This emphasis is consistent with the fourth objective of

C.4.tle V stated in the Rural Development Act of 197 -2.

Organizotionalf-EValuatien: Criteria

The basic judgments to be made in the organizational evaluation relate

to he organizational adequacy and operation of the deliverysystem., Federal

' level administrators ask.that these judgments be made in terms of the

undefined criteria of "usefulness" and "effectiveness." What this,means is

that scfteconceptualization of "usefulness" and "effectiveness" must be agreed

upon by the various participants in the'Title V delivery system. This will
r.,

require.dialogue and interaction between various groups to negotiate

acceptable criteria for evaluating the "usefulness'! and(or) "effectiveness"

for the organization of the Title V delivery system. Some possible criteria

for evaluating Ehe organizational adequacy of the Title V delivery systeni

might"be:

1) 'Significance Whether (O'r not the organization of the delivery
system is worthwhile when conditions (inputs, situation, context,
etc0are considered.

2) Effectiveness in terms of intent - The degree to.which the
organization of the delivery system approkimates the intent
of state level objectives.

25
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3) Effectiveness in terms of'mission1/4,7-the daree to which t
developed delivery system contributes to'the mission of Title V.

4) Responsiveness -The degree to which the delivery system ist
meeting the needs of those it is serving..

5) Equity The degree to which the delivery smetem is meeting the
needa of selected groups or clients more than of others. .

Organizational Evaluation: Evidence

Data

collection

efforts for the organizational evaluation should center
C.,\,

upon variabl s relating to; 1) the organization of the Title Vdelivery

system and the involvements and relationships related to it, and 2) the

criteria developed for use in the evaluation. The major source of data may

be the actors in the Title V delivery system. These actors in the Title V

delivery system might include: 1) project directors for each major individual

.project funded, 2) members of thestate Rural Development Advisory Council,

3) members of any local Rural Development Advisory Council, 4) local elected

.Alefficials, 5) non-Title V.agency or organizational personnel involved in

activities contributiAg to Title V rural development activities, and 6)

members of the local extension staff.

Data collection may occur through a number of techniques. For an

0. development program, data collectioneffotts might .appropriately

inclu e:.

1) a survey (questionnaire and(or) interview) of the,major'eactors of
the Title V system,

2) monitoring procedures-whereby Title V personnel provide certain
information to the evaluator on a periodic basis,and

3) the evaluator's observations of ongoing activities and efforts.

7
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It should be noted that monitoring procedures. and the evaluator's observations

may be equally applicable to project data collectiort efforts.,

Organizational_ Evaluation: procedures for Making Judgments

An evaluation committee composed of representatives of variods interests

involved in Title V may be used to further complete the "negotiatiOn of the

scenario." This same committee'a.l.so may function in the making'offinal

judgments about the Title V organization after data collection'is Complete.

The actual organization, composition, and operation of such an evaluation

committee in making judgments about the organizational adequacy of Title V

needs to be negotiated before evaluation' efforts

Project Evaluations: Judgments Required

Whereas the organizational evaluation focuses upon the organizational

adequacy of the delivery system, the evaluation of individual~ projects

focuses upon judgments about the attainment of project goals. The emphasis

upon projet:t goals and o ect ves follows from a concern at the federal level

with: 1) evaluating the ess toward achieving objectives stated in

the Annual Plans of Work, and 2) determining the degree to which specific

needs and problems have been identified, addressed, and affected.

Project Evaluation: Criteria

The Minimum basic criterion to be used in evaluating individual projects

should relate to the attainment of project goals. Other criteria may be/
added where appropriate by project directors, Title V administrators, or

the evaluator. Some other polsible criteria may be:

25



1) Adequacy of performance when the performahite is compared to
the total need.

.2) Impact - the strength, of the project and(or) activity influence
upon exposed. individuals.

3) Significance whether or not the results produced are worthwhile
when conditions,(inputs, situation, context, etc.) are considered..

4) Effective s in terms' of intent - the degree to which Performance
approxi tes the intent of the project and(or) activity goals%
and objectives.

5) Effectiveness in terms of mission - the extent to which the project
activities contribute to the mission of Title V (rural develop-
ment--goals and objectives related to).

6) Responsiveness 7 whether or not the project is.Meeting the needs
of those it is serving.

7) Equity,- whether or not the ptoject is meeting the needs of some
groups or clients more than others.

Project Eval,totions: Evidence

A -

The evidence to be used in evaluating individual Title V projects

necessarily will vary from project, to project. The evidence should be

appropriate to the goals of the individual project. Although some data

may be collected for certain individual projects through the data collection

procedures outlined for the organizational evaluation, additional data

specifically related to each project's activities may need to be collected.

This may not be equally possible or feasible in all cases. Development of

dat4 collection efforts for projects rests with the evaluator, but must be

coordinated and negotiated with the individualmiproject director to,insure that

4,4,4

project activities are not disrupted OT adv rsely affected.

The Title V evaluator should have maj r responsiblity for constructing

Yoe
evaluation data collection instruments and initial summarition and analysis
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of data collected. Project personnel, hdwever, may be responsible in some

cases for actually collecting the data as a part of their project operation.

f
The project personnel also may be responsible for identifying participants,

and should assist the evaluator with construction of any evaluation instruments

to be used.

In short, the conduct of project evaluations should be a'cooperative

activity between the evaluator and the project director. Evaluation becomes

more meaningful when enriched by the knowledge and understanding that project

personnel have of their activities and clients.

Project Evaluations: Procedures for Making Judgments
4

As in making judgments for the organizational evaluation, judgments

I.

about individual projects 'nay be made by an-evaluation committee. he same

evaluation committee could be used, or a eparate committee fo d for each

f project to be/evaluated.

GUIDING AND IMPLEMENTING THE EVALUATIO
PROCESS: SUMMARY/CONCLUSION

/ .

. .

. order to satisfactorily develop and implement the evaluation process
c....

for Title V Rural Development programs, a number of major questions or

issues must be addressed. These are:

1) What phases of the Title V program can be evaluated?

2) What is the purpose of the evaluation?

3) What is the role of the evaluator? What is his relation to
program administrators?

4) What crucial judgments must be made to complete the purpose?
How will theseljudgment be made? By whom will, these judgments
be made?
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5) What criteria are germane to those judgments?

6) What type of evidence is needed? How "pure" must it be?

7) What are the most efficient sources -of such evidence?

8) How are the data' collected and the judgments made to be reported?

The negotiation of answers for these questions, will structure the actual

conduct of the evaluation and the data collection activities related to it.

Once the data collection efforts have been completed, the following questions

must be addressed in order to complete the evaluation process.

1)- How does the evidence compare with the criteria?

2) What are the resultant judgments?

3) What do the judgments mean in terms of'the purposes of the
evaluation?

4) What will recommendations or decisions based on those judgments
mean to those involved? How'is the evaluation and(or)
recommendations to be reported?

The 1811 Model provides a systematic framework,ior answetit)g thebe

questions and structuring the evaluation process. Altfi gh specific pro-

cedures and techniques used may dliffer from state t state;the/general issues

/
and guiding principles for the evaluation are the same. These must be

addressed systemdtically and al/a whole. Their efft upon ech other must

be explicitly understood.

,s
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INDUCTIVE SYSTEMS-PROCESS EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (ISP MODEL)

IV. RECYCLING of
the Program and/or
Activities

IDecisi ons/, _

Recommendations

Makin Judgments

Determining value
and meaning of
data

. NEGOTIATING THE SCENARIO

Purpose of the',
"Evaluation I

Role of the Evaluator'

pudgments Required j

'Criteria'

LEvidence I

Procedures For
Making Judgments

II. Evidence Collection

Defining the COntext

Documenting inputs
and Processes

Documenting the Results

Summarization
and/or Analysis

III. JUDGMENTS/EVALUATION
(SUMMATIVE EVALUATION)

Diagram I

dr

v s ono n
Ongoing Program
and/or Activities

Decisions/
Recommendations I

1,410king Judgments_j
A7---

[Determining Value'
and Meaning of Data

AL

JUDGMENTS/EVALUATION
(FORMATIVE EVALUATION)



1. Planning

II. Programming/
Specification

III. Implementation

RELATION OF TITLE V PROGRAM DEVELOPMET PHASES
TO T7 .VALUATION OF TITLE V

Title V Organizational Evaluation

(1

Title V Project Evaluation

Federal objectives -- operation : (1) Federal objectives - -
. of the Title V system 1 . what is to be accomplished

t,

. . in rural development by
. . the system

F

r

(n) State Title V objectives (n) Project objectives

(1) Organization of Title V
. delivery system to meet

state objective (inputs
and processes)

(n) Titled V organizational
system '(results)

(n)

Operation of the organiza ibna
'delivery system through time
(inputs and 'processes)

Organizational development
of project activities and
efforts to meet project
objectives (inpts and
processes)

Project organization and
operating procedures
(results)

Operation of pro3ect
organization and
activities through time
(inputs and'processes)

Changes in delivery system and/
or its operation (results- -
"effectiveness and usefulness")

1

(n) Impact of 'project activities
. and attainment of objectives-

Title V and project (results)

Diagram-
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