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N PREFACE -

Section 23‘6(a) of Title V requires that each land grant university -

an‘evaiuate thg ilmpactg of its Title V program on the developd&nt of a specially
~. . - - }‘ )
selected target area. The evaluatjion of Title V.activities is especially

- ¥

challenging becausk of the unique nature of this Act. TFederal administrators

)

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

bring about changes in rural areas tHrough-reseé}ch (;pfbrmatiod generation)
. ' -

u ' L

and extension {(information dissemination) activities. Land grant universities

-ard ‘be\ing asked, therefore, to demonstratfe whether they have the capability

[

to aid' in the devélOpmeht of rural areas as .they have in the development of

L]
-+

agriculture. The demonstration of such aid ig a critical issue in future
funding of the Act..
v 'h g}

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

and with demonstrating their impacts. Stare administrarors have been givén

—

minimal resources for conducting programs and practilically none for evaiuating
thelr efforts. The North Central Reglonal Center for Rural Development was
brought into the Tit}e V program to facilltate the program efforts of the

several states i the region. The Center is prepared; therefore, to help

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

required to successfully complete a Title V program in those dtates where -
agsistance 18 needed. ) R P/ !
¥ | ——
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Preparation of this report was supported through Title V furids from the
: »
North Central Regional Center for Ruial Development and is one effort by the
-Center to assist state-Tidcle V coordinators throughout the region. This

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

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

the details of the model are sgill evolving, the model should,be helpfual™as, :

;ix . a tool that raises certain issues about evaluation, but not necessari{y/hs

L]

specifying evaluation techniques that provide alidl the answers.’ Weshave tried

to present some issues central to the evaluation process anj/;yfhin the

Yy

. context of Title V programming, requirements.




APPROACHES TO EVALUATION

"Introduction

+

1
v

In reviewing numerous evaluation models, Steele (1973) observed that
much needs to be done in conceptualizing,-ﬁ;ﬁeling, and testing pregram
- v 1
evaluation procedures. To this end, this paper will Ffirst explore two major.

L K

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

development programsﬁwill be developed. Seconaly,.the issues involved in-

using the proposed modél tec evaluate an ongoing program will be Teviewed and
. . . : .ot ) / 8
discdussed. " Hopefully, through’this process, improvements will be made in thg

conceptualiziog, modeling, and testiné of evaluation methods suitable for
determlning the impacts cof development type programs.
Limited résowrces avallable for social aétion’programa, the growing

-

emphasis of government agenciles and citizen groﬁps upon accountability, and

11:;;iﬁigﬂﬂvin the curtent development of evaluation-models all provide a
rattonale for the model to be presented. " .
. I . . . .

‘‘he Conventional Evaluation Approach

The conventlonal view of evaluation research defines evaluation as:
1} providing pregram admlfistrators with accurate informatiecn about the
consequences of their actions (Caro, 1969), 2) providing the fact-finding

‘e “ L
procedures for discovering the resdlts of planned social 8ction (Hyman,

et al., 1962), and 13) measuring the consequenc$p’€?{goal-oriented action

| T .

(Crlessman, 1969).° These definit{ona of evaluation all focus the eva tion

procesas o©n goalHattainmé;c. This 01;& of ‘evaluation seeks te determine whether,
, . X .

- ) - hl Q
. + A ’




oT not a program has accomplished its objectives, i.e., did the "arrow hit
rhe target.'” It 1s commonly assumed in using this model that the “target”
{objectives) are clearly specified and unéhanging, and that-the program

"arrow'" 1is ynaffected by extraneous variables. Since the use of an exper—- 3+

imental design facilitates control ©f such variables, evaluatfon research and )

*

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

-

linked. \
. v - -
Advantages and Use of the CEE Model :

The CEE Model has @ number of distinct and important advantages. These

are slmilar tvo the advantages of the sclentific method and include: 1) ob-

jective and verifilable 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 dtheg than the program being

evaluated as causal explanations of outcomes produced (Hyman, et al., 1962)," ¢

and they eliminate rthe tendency to confuse prégresg in marshalling inputs with

the progress toward output targets (USAID, 1972). .

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

Fi

planning must proceed together to insure: that properly measurable program

objectives are developed and that an experimental evaluation deslgn ls

feasible. Normally, collection of data on goal attainmént opccurs before the

. L .
program 1s implemented and after it is completed. pata mdy'be collected,

however, at different points durlng the operation of the prograﬁ. Where this
o
is dope it is intended teo InsuTte that changes disruptive to the experimental

evaluation deslign do pot occur.




Obstacles to Using the CEE Model o 5

Major obstacles in using the CEE Model generally inciude: L) the
4 : C . . A
difficulty (or impossibility) of effectively implemehting'the CEE Model in

some field situatiens, 2) the}ne%d for judgments about the program that are

not facilitated throfigh use of a TEE Model. 3) ‘the fact rhat program objectives

-

may, be difficulr to define-and(or) operationalize, 4) ethical problems in

-

the selection and use of treatﬁént_&nd contyol greups, S)RIack of control by ~

the researcher ovér selectlpn of persons into the program; 6) lack of access
to program participants in che study pOpulation,‘and ?) difficulty in ‘
implementing ncccssary controls if ‘the program already is underway-

After ¢xamining the failure of one evaluation efforc that used the CEE . «

Model 1o an action Pr1$ram, Welss and Reln (1969) concluded that:

.When action programs' aré more like Model City Planning and less
like inncculation with a flu vaceineg, agn experimental model . for

- cvaluating effectiveness ig apt-te be a mistake. AL

i

They found that the CEE ¢ffort failed'becausc it dia'not it the reality cof
the social-action program being/evaluated. It could not be effectively im-—

plemented™nor could it meet the Information "needs (bof programoadﬁinistratérs

and decision makers. It would seem that large—scale, soclal-actilon programs

¥

often may need to he evaluated In ways different from rhose imposed by usc.of

art experimental design. ' .

Need for Alternatives Foreshadowed

-

If an evdluation 18 to be used 4in decc}miﬁing whether or not a ﬁrogram

© with clearly specified objectives ahoui& he continued, the use of the CEE

g /
Modeld appears appropriatet The CEE Model does not appear to be appropriate,

L8
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however, for asslsting program administrators and decision makers to manage P H

their activithies. The CEE Model qguld be difficult to use where the program

is new or ipnnovative or where the objectives are vague, amblgilous, or evolving.
[ o B

dfm If the CEE Model is not equipped to handle these siEuatiOns, whdt type of

£Lvaluation is appropriate?

An Alternative Evaluation -Approach

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

actainment but also should Lnclude the process of acquiring information <

rs

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

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

ol

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

+

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

affec[)ed in flight.’
. . y
As a result of thelr work, Welss and Rein (1969) argue for more qualitative

and process-~oriented evaluation research especially when action programs
contaln broad aims and assum€ ponstandarized forms, 'Théy advoecare a8 descrip-
tlve, induCtive, s}scems—procqss approach- to evaluation research. This

npbroach foguses upon lghrnyng uhaw’Li}happewing in the program (l.e., u?ﬁt

¢ 1s being done) rorher than eycluslvely focusing on what was expected (o

!

happen. Deutscher (1974) emphasizes rhat programg must be careﬁully obsaerved
.to determine whats Ls° actually: happening--not what proposals or program ob-

Jectlves gay L8 to hapﬁbn. Thus, rather than Qecesaar;ly requirling clearly

. - -
specified program obJQCEIues (and the underlying theory of the program) from -
program administrafors hefore evaluation can oceyr, the theory' on which the

. ) a . -
program is based, including explicit ahd implicit objectives, may have to be

lndugtively dilscerned as part of the evaluatioT prbcesé. . . &\ . ,

V@ 9 . . |
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%, " .
An inductive approach to "process analysis' (what is: happening) 1is a way -

to avold a misplaced emphasis upon goal attainment;ahd-some_of the deflciencles

-

of a CEE.Model approach. This:approadh recogni;z} that the evaluator is

involved in analysis of an outgolng social act-—-one that is geen as in constant

flux and amenable to new definitions. By assuming that fhings may,be‘chanéing
during the course of a progrém, the research'effort shifts from agssessing

accomplishment of preordained goals to the discéggry of "processual consequences"”

or to a consideration of "what is happenlng” ‘(Deutscher, 1974). .

‘Deficiencies in Current.Evaluation Model Dewvelopment .

vr’ )

AS the view of.evaluation has broadened and as deficiencies of the CEEﬁ\\

Model are recognized, evaluation approaches have,prdliferated. Thig prolifera-~

I
.

tion was triggered whentestablished approaches to evaluation (primarily

L}

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

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

jectlives may be different than where objéctives are stated more generally ot

o

are emerging as the projecﬁ unfolds (Brack, 1975). The results of model

building to date, however, -have not bgen entirely satistctory. Numerous
. . N
approaches to evaluatlom are useful only when the evaluator practices a form
* . - H

of "pragmatic eclecticism" in utilizing.theory. More than S0 different
* * e >

approaches to eveluation have been ldeptified. Most of these -evaluatien. models }
I = '

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

* El

. . " .
evaluation as concerned with corfection of data pertinent to program out
e

Ll

and generally ‘omit considération of the prpcésscs by whicﬁ judgmepts are
. B Y ;

. h o . .
reached. One deficiency in these several approaches is the failure of many
A - .

i3

. '" . “ ) ‘ j‘o | “ N " ] . |
s : -, . ) } . .
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to déal with value questions involved in evaluation efforts (Steele, 1973). ,

%
In other words, they have pot explicitly identified the major values involved

in_making/judgments por have they previded preocedures for dolngrse.

‘A generallzed and unilfying framewcrk 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 evsluatilon process. A recent exception to this generalization is

work by Alkis and Fitz-Gibbon (1975), who developed a general Eramegprk for

Ty

evaluation that serves to identify %Esqgs in the evaluation procesf‘ They
. , .

have not, howpver, integrated thls (ssue evaluation back Into a model that

-

treats data-cdllection needs.
. f

Diregtions and'Needs in Developlng Evaluation Models A .

- B

Stecle (1973) dotes four lmpor}ant‘areas that need attention In éhe

devéiopmeht of evalustion models. First, an evaluation model must be able
te deal with rgal;life Situaciqns and to make contributlons in an cveryday
.environment. Secoﬁd; fhere ig 8 need to lnerease objectjvity, but at the

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

-

* proceas. Third, more attentiob should be glven to crystallizing unstated
ﬁbsumpv*bns inte Flrm procedures or guidellnes. Fourth, moré atccntlan ghould

be paid to purposes, rationales, overall approaches, and to ocutcomes

specifically attribuﬁable'to the ‘evaluation process. The model to be pre-~

L4

t T : . ' '
"gented ig a bﬁginntng attempt at developlng & model that can meet these

s . . .
evaluation needs. It i8, however, only in a,developmental stage at thia time.

1

n, O
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.evaluation and the phase jin the development of che program being evaluate

{I.

‘"ﬁ F
' OVERVIEW OF THE INDUCTIVE, SYSTEM-PROCESS
‘ EVALUATION ,(ISP) MODEL
- - ' .

-

Introduction

by the numerous non—-CEE Models (and their shortcomings), and the shifring

N 1

LY r

DAfficulvies with rhe traditlonal CEE Meodel, new dilfections being raken

definltion of evaluatlon all'point up a need for vhe development| of a model
more appripriate for program evaluation. There 18 a8 real need for an alterdfis
tive to the CEE Model that is moge Lnductive, syécems~oriented, c&ncerngd

with processes as well as outcomes, and has demonsgrated field utilicy.

An inicia)l outlin%,for sucb an evaluation Fodel ls described bef0w and
Shﬂw? tn Dlagram 1. Although [tg several components have' received attention
in the cvaluavion literature (e.g., especially Welss and Rein, 1969; Sccele:
1973, 1975; Stubflebeam, 1967, 1968; Alkin, 1969; Moe, 1974; pevtacher, 1974,
1975; Alkin and ?1téucibb0n; 1975, ecc.), the} have not been integrated Llnto

a compréhensive model. The basic components of the ISP mod;i to be outlihed

-

Y

L]

-
-

incﬁude: 1) negotvlating the secenarlo, 2) evidence collecti®n, and 3) judgments/

evaluation. Additionally, iv ls important to underbtand the relatlion between
d.

L}
r

. ' "

£

Negotlating the Scensrilo

In "negotlaving a scenario,” the évaluator must join with varfﬁﬁﬁ 1pré:;d
. ! .
groups, practitioners, and administraters in a mutual efforv to determine the -

1

ubt program goals and. reasonable K

purposgse(s) of the evaluation, to search ©

d .
criteria for assessing them, and to Ldentify the evidepce nceded Ln making

i . - - ) ) ' N

e

-

t

™~
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ound judgments. This\apﬁkoéch is described by Deutscher (1974) in Lthe

following manner:

.. 1t is de31rab1e for the evaluatog 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 doitig it, chances of
‘understanding the activity are maximized.

Part of.the evaluator s task then is to discover what in fact is
being g%tempted 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. . ' o

Inttial qegotiétions will directly mold the evaluation process and -

affect everything that follows. Negotiation will idgntify,Ehe tfpe of in-

8

formation that should be collected, how it should bé analyzed, and how it
. w |- . -
should be reported. Once negotiation of a scenario is complete, the evaluator
“ . o - .

can move forward in designing and implementing dai:/jiiiiiiion efforts.
Desplte the, importance placed on negotiating scenario, systematic
procedures and guidelines for accomplishing it have not been developed.

+

I1. Evidence Collection

The next sthge‘in the ISP approach, evidence collection, is derived

from the CIPP Evaluatioh Model (Con;ext,llnputs, Processes, ‘Product)
.- ¥

developed by Stufflebeam (1967, 1968) which was modified: by Moe (1974)} and

from the seven~level hierarchy of evidence suggested by BenPett and Nelson

(1975) . Negotiation of a scenaria.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




efforts By suggesting types of evidence éhat should bLe obéained, but it does

not necessarily_sagcify the téchniques to be used in their collection. \\x

Techniques appropriate for use in evidence collection efforts should be 5,
de;iﬁéd from the negotiation of the sﬁenario, not the”reverse. /

“Theu?evidence collection" phase should involve evidence related to:
?_1)» ﬁefﬁhing the co&{éxt within which the program is to be pursued,
includfiig, establighing some base lines or known starting points
from which*planned attempts to achieve goals and objectives can . °
be measured., This includes dAnputs, activities, and people tha\h )
are involved in tﬁe~program, or involved with the problem in ¢
. pre-planning phase,. Et might also include reactions to the pre-
planning state of affairs.l * ///

2} Documenting the inputs, the thiﬂgs that are done, the programs
and activities initiated and the reBOurces used to bring about
change and to achieve goals and objectivea This might appro-
priately include documentation of reSOurces, activities, and
people involved. e

3) Documenting the processes or the ways in which programsé. are
implemented. It would detail ways in which planning is done,
the dec¢isions made, the communication channels established,
the interaction patterns that. emerge, the critical incidents ’
that occur, interpretations of and changes in pelicles, and
other features. The same elements and considerations mentioned
for documenting the Ilnputs may be lnvolved. Additionally, data
may be collected on reactions, changes in knowledge, 'E{titudes,
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 requife.use of an
experimental evaluation design. Instead, it serves to isolate important

considerations related to the program development process and identifies

&




ty
oy,
i

‘ : I 1é af’/////f
types of evidéch appropriate for-partiéular-& a collection efforts.
Although it may not be possible, QT necessary, to have a complete set of

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

*

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

flexible. Finally, thé CIPP evidence collection format is flexible enough

3

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

. The model identifies types of evidence to be collected and. facilitiates an ;

L <

inductive approach to evaluation, which makes it more likely that unanticlpated

conisequences of programs will be discerrnied.

v ]

< e
II1. Judgments/Evaluation o _ 7

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‘twoghajor facets ig examining the resultslof a program—-description\fnd
evaluagion,(Stecle, 197 ).- Description provides evidence of’;hat occurreﬁi
Evaluatioo involves maki#g judgments as to the.adeouacy of'ohat occurred.
Judgments are imoroved when they are made by comparing evidence (data .
collected) about the aspect to be judged again;t criteria of what shouﬁd‘
exist, or what isﬂvalued. Evidence and criteria help in forming-sound
judgments, but neither constitute judgment.

Community and human resource development are valuokladen concepts
(Beal, 1974). Thus, all development programs aho their evaluation are

intimately tied to the values of program participente or "stakeholder”

groups. Among the issues to be resolved are "Who will make the necessary
. L. = .

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

judgments be made?"

-

~
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Several alternatives are available in making judgments about program ‘
outcomes (summative evaluation). Advocates who adhere strictly te the

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

L

1969; Freeman and Sherwood, 1965; Longest,®1975; Campbell, 19%1) argue ‘that

conclusions agout goal attainment are strengthened when statistical com-

parisons show that the programs did, or did not, accomplish their stated-
-~

objectives. This approach cannot be used, however, where objectives are
evolving or a CEE Model canmot be implemented. \

A more rﬁélistic alternative 1is suggeééed in Logsdbn‘s (1975) "Group
Process Model of evaluation.. Logsdon proposes that judgmeﬁts (evalué;iona)
be made 1o group discussions lovolving researchers, program admiﬁistrators!
aéd participants. They~sh0u1d collectiyely }ev{gw program goals, proceésqs,
and evidence related fo the progrags op;jlkign and 1lmpacts. ‘ﬁrobiems or
failgres along with Successe%>and recommendationg\should be jdentified, and
vaiue(s) placed on the program and its activities. Through this "group-

n

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

evaluation can be developed for use by a&miniatratorg and decision makers in
planning future programs. The group involved in this process should be

1

fairly small (5-7 persoas)- tolincrease manageability and to facilitate inter-

attion. The group process evaluatign technique is consistent with the
philosophy advanced by other students of evaluation {e.g., Tripodi, eé al.,
1971; Steeler 1973, 1975).

Evaluation also may occﬁr before thé program 1s cgmpleted,and the final
results known. Interim or formative evaluation is designed to provide

immediate feedback for the purpose of altering the ongoing operation of

16
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programs. The focus is usually upon inputs and processes ag evzgence of
] ’ -

éxgecbéd impacts or results. Evaluation of inputs or processes is normally

o ’
‘made in terms ¢f their relevance for results desired or expectéd. This

evaluatlion is usually an intuitive process; fipal results are pot 1in, they

remain unknown. Formative evaluation of this nature cannot be| handled

, within the format of the CEE Model. Yet, a purpose of many evgluatibns is to
. . o )
facilitate management and development of ongoing programs. Standardization

r

of procedures for formative evaluations, however, is stlll peeded. These -

. . . "
procedures may be similar to those discussed for summative evaluation.
Program Development and Relation to Evaluatidn
In order to effectively yse the ISP model, as described above, it must ﬂ

v

be placed in the proper program development context. Both Stufflebeam (1967)
and Bennett and Nelson (1975) note the relationship betweea evaluation
'processes.and program develop;ent. Thfée phases in the Efogram development
pfoéess may be identified--planning, progrghm;ng/specifﬁtation, and imple-
mentation. The planning phase is basically conce;ned d}th "what to do.V

Here the éoncerq is with identifying priority p{;blems-and ultimate objectives.
Programming/specification 1s the program develdpment phase designed to
determine how tO utilize resources Lo meet program gpals and objectives.

This is a concern with "how to do 1t." In this phagé shorter-term "enabling”
objeétives are gelected. Regponsibility for reaching these objectives is
accepted by new or existing specializedkorgénizations, and staff for these “o
organizatiogsﬁis recruite& and trained. The implementation phase of program

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

N
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program, including contacting addittonal peOPLg to participate in it. The -
vltimate aims of the program are achieved thrgﬁgh implementation.

In eyaluating any program, it is important to identify which phase of
the prograﬁ 1s 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 appropria;tel); ‘deall;‘ with in the evalyation since the
program has a different focus for gach phase. Also, the e%phasis of the

program phase provides directions for evidence coilection{ Clearly, any
d%’.

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

context of one of the thrée program development phéses. The general outline

. 1

of the process involved in dvaluating each program development phase, however,

need not vary from one Phase to the next. Evaluation effosz should, ideally,

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

’.ur

vation of all stages of the Brbgram development be possible, but the quality

would be enhanced as well.

The Reality of the Bvaluation Context

The teality of the evaluation situation is typically less than ideal,
especially with mast large-scale federally supported development programs.
Develoﬁ;ent programsl(or many of their in&i@idual projects and activities)
typically have progressed through séveral of the initial program development -

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

{oT rcqui?ements) exists for "local" participation and coordination with

&

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

tends toO OCCUr,frequentlQ. Program planning in such cases usually takes

18
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place 1in a very short time periad. Thus, the development of objectives an
strategies is necegssarlly general or vague. Initial concé!g is qith getting
the program going (e.g., funded and implemented). It is only-éftet program
y; -
implementation has begun that attention 1s turned to evaluation. The re-
sylting negotiaticns that occur will tend tc be rather Limited. The same is
true for the data collecticn eEforks. Adequate attention and data ‘collection

efforts ofteh cannot be gilven to all four elements of the CIPP format. An

evaluation can, however, still be conducted even though 1t may be limited.

Limitations will be clear, but following the ISP aﬁproa&h will still allow

the best possible evaluatien wifhin the exlsting ¢lrcumstances, and it 1is
better than no éttempt at systematic evaluation. Evaluation situations that

diverge from the "ideal” cannot be ignored by the social sclentist.

i

TITLE V EVALUATION

\ . . a

+ Intrtoductign |
B v -

The ISP ;;del previcusly discussed is béing developed and abplied in

the evaluation of:rbral develapment activities ip iowa sponéored under %1:1&
V of the-Rural Development Acr of 1972. We feel the proposed ISP model can
be used In develcping an evaluation process for many different types cof
QQvelopment pregrams. The purpose of rhis section 16 to devélop and present
é?ﬁe of the major issues and concerns ilovolved 1n the evaluation of a state-
level Title V program. These 1ssdesland-concern; for Title V relate tc five
of the six e;ements in negotiating the gcenaric and could provide a beginning

peint for negotiating the evaluation scenaric in different types of devqlopmehc

programs.

19
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Overview of Title V Jf<2 . : ) .

The purpose of Title V, as specified in the Rurtal bevelopment Act of .

1972, is to suppoTt programs or rural development so as ''to encourage and !

- foster a balanced national development that provides apportunigies for B

{ncreased numbers of Americans to work and enjoy a high quality of 1life .

chroughout thé-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
woTk and enjoy a high quality of 1i1fe dispersed throughout our
gétion by providing the essentlal programs of rural development;

to provide...[those] involved with public services and invest- . !
meénts 1n pural areas or that provide pr may provide employment
In these areas thg best available scientific, technical, )
economic, organizatlopal, environmental, and management ilnfor-
mation and knowledge useful to them, and to assist and encourage
them, Ln the interpretécion and application of this information
to practlcal problems and needs in tural development,
to provide research and investlgations in all fields that have -
as their purpose the development of useful knowledge and infq;r
mation to agslist those planning, carrying out, managing, or
investing in faclligies, services, business, or other enter-
prises, publf%¢and private, that may contribute to rural
development;

. .
to enhance Che capabiiitiea of colleges and universities to
perform the vital public service toles of research, transfer,
and practical application of knowledge in suppotrt of rural
development; and .

to expand reéearch on innovatlve approaches to small farm
management and technology and extend tralinlng and technical
agsistance to gmall farmers so that they may fully utilize
the best knowledge oo gsound economic approaches to small

farm operations. (This last objective has not been funded

by the Congress.)

Within these objectives, it is ¢learly stated that thelr attainment rests

upon a program for "rural development." Whar ig '"rural development'?  What

20
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activities and projects of the Tituiékﬂgqgfam.are consistent with "rural
v development,” and should therefore beicoﬁtrlguting to attainment of the

above Objectives? As defined in Title V, Tur&l development includes:

1) the plamning, financing, and development of facgilities and

services in rural areas that contribute to making these areas

: desirable places in which to live and make private and business
N investments; ' . rJ

o=

2) the planning, QEvelopment, the expansion of business and
industry in raral areas to provide'TﬁtTeasgg employment and
income; :

3) the planniﬁg, development, c¢onservaklon, and use of land,
water, and other natural Pesources of rural areas to malntaln or
or enhance the quality of the environment for people and
busindss in rural areas; and :

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

This specification of objectives andliﬁtivities that are appropriate

-

* for inclusion in a state's Title V program can be used as a gulde for

developling and{or) examining th? Tlele V progrﬁ% and [ts related activities.
Tltle V also states that each.sta;e's program "'...must knclude research and
extension activities directed toward identificatlon ;f programs which ;re
likely to have the greatest impact upon accomﬁlishing the objectives of rural

t

development Ln both the short and longer term.'" This guggests that while
each prate's immediate Title V objectives may differ somewhat from those
objectives stated in RDA 1972, they should be consistent with the larger

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

or lead to attalnment of the larger objectives of Title V.
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Purpoge of Title V Evaluation -

r

Ev ation of the Title V program and its related activit{es 1s ongoing.
Secrion 23.6¥a) of the Title V Regulations requires that each state provide

“for evaluation of the impact of Lts program activities upon rural development.

: &
The general pu?ﬂbse»pf}all Title V evaluation efforts 1s to aid decision
. v, .

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

v oe

makers and administnf
vf“w
e v‘“‘ . R .
admin:Lg'tf'%'i“:Enrg,,,"r and cgfducting current and future rural development programs.
» .

o™
ot -
o™ E i ~

., Jud gme esired with respect to Title V and the criteria .suggested for

Yop b
'{u.—vi-l-M!ff:r;%( & »

use [rom thﬁﬁfederal level imply interest in a two-level evaluation. One L

———
—

level of the evalbation (organizaaional evaluation) centenshgpqq‘makinB,A

-

judgments about the organizational adequacy of the overall Title V deliyery

system. The sgsecond level of evaluation (project evaluation) is CO'Eocus upon

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

Diagram 2 shows the rtlation and emphasls of the required evaluations
S

for each program'develoEment phase for Title V, - Ea€H cell represgsents an
evaluation that could be conducted. When evaluation is not included in the

development of Title V activitile$ and because the Title V program 1is gtill

rocess, evaluatlon must focus @ghfhe‘Brogramﬁing/specificgtion and
" H LA

in p

implementatilon cellg., When the individual Tiple V projects are ih. different
gstages of development, the‘full evaluation model cannot be applied to all-
projects, The inctent, however, is to evaluateleqch project for as many gtages

as posasible.

' . K s ) .
o

Organizational Evaluatlon: Judgments Required .

- with'réspect to the overall Title V program, offlicials at the federal

level have identifiled three elements 0F the overall organizavlon of the Title

‘292
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V program about which judg?ents are required. These are: 1) the orgﬁﬁizétiona;

adequacy of the dellvery gystem, 2) organizational invdlvepents (kind and

€

extent), and 3) the pature of relatlionships between organizations (utilization

- - .

of resources). T E:Egtger two elements are rgally-processes involved in
shaping the organIiatiOn of the Title V deidvery system.- The major focus,
then, is upon the orgéhizatioqal adequacy and cperatleon of the Title V
delivery system. This emphasis 18 consistent with the fourth objective of

Tdtle V stated Ln the Rural Development Act of 1972.

Organizpational” EValuation: Criteria -

I -

The bagic Jjudgments te be made in the o;ganizacional evaluation relate

te \he organizational ade&uacy and operation of the delivery system.: - Federal
M L
level administrators ask .that these judgments be made in terms of the

undefined criteria of "usefulness'" and "effectiveness.'" What this means ig

- 4

that sotme conceptualization of "usefulness' and "effectiveness" must be agreed

upon by the éhriaus participants in t;e’Titié v d%iivery sysFem._ This gill
require.dlalogue and interactlon between various groups to negotlate
acceptable criterla for evaluating the '"usefulness'" and(or) Weffectivencss"
: - e

for the organization of the Title V delivery system. Some possigle criteria
for evaluating the organizational adequacy of the Title V delivery system
might "be: -

1) "Significance - Whether ©T nﬁt the organization of the delivery

» system 1s worthwhile when conditions (inputs, situatidn, context,
etc. ) are considered. - :

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

[

,




~

3) Effectiveness in terms of wmission = The degree to which

developed delivery system contributes t he mission of Title V.

4) Résponslvenass - The degree to which the delivery system is,
meeting the needs of thoge it is 9eIrVing..

5) Equity - The degree to which the dellvery sgpstem is-meeting the
needa of selected groups or clients more than of others. ,

Otganizational Evaluation: Evidence

Daga"qg;lection efforts for the organizational evaluation should center
upon variablés relating to: 1) the organization ot the Title V.dellvery

!

system and éhe involvemeq&ihand reiationshipq_telated o it, and 2} the

eriteria agvelopeq for use In the evaluation. The major source of data may

be the actors in the Title V delivery system. THhese actors in the Title V k\
delivery Systém,might include: 1)} project ditectoxs for éach major individual
.project funded, 2) members of the-strate Rural Development Advisory Council,

3} members of any ioc?ﬂ Rurai Devélopment Advigsory Councll, 4) local elgcted
Jd%ficials, 5) non—TitléN%~agency or organlzational personnei'involved in
aceivicies contributfﬁg to Title V tutal development activities, and 6)

-

members of the local extension staff.

Data collection may occu{ through a number of technlques. For an
AY
Oﬁqii;i development program, data collection, ef forts might appropriately
includé:

. . ,
1) a survey (questionnaire and(or) interview) of che_majoryhgtors of
the Title V system,

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

3) the evaluator’s observations of ongoilng actiyities 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 colléction efforts..,
’ - ’ -
Organizational Evaluation: Procedures for Making Judgments

N T
An evaluation committee composed of representatives of variods interests

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

scenario.” This same committee also may function in the making‘oﬁ\final

judgments about the Title V organizatioé after data collection is éo%glete:
o 5 ) :

The';ctual organizatilon, composition; and operétion of such an evaluation

committee in making judgments about the organizational adequacy of Title V

needs to be negorlared before evaluation efforts ngin.

¢

Project Evaluations: Judgments Required

Whereas the organizational evaluation focuses upon the organ%zational
adequacy of Ghe delivery system, the evgluation of individual® projects

L]

kocuses upon judgments about the attajinment of project goals. The emphasis
: upon project goals and obfectives Eollous from a concern at the federal level '
» with: .1) evaluating {z;b;:;;jlss 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 Evaluatlon: Criteria

The minimum basic criterion to be used iIn evaluatiné individual projects
should relate to the attainment of project goals. Other criteria may be
. —~

added where appropriate by project directors, Title V admlnidstrators, or .

the evaluator. Some other pokslble criceria may be:




£

+ . -,

1) Adequacy of gerformance - when the performdﬁ?e is compared to .
the total need. . '

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

3) Significance - whether ©r not fhe results produced are worthwhile
when conditions .(inputs, situation, context, etc.) are considered.

4) Effectivepghs in termg of intent - the degree to which Performance
approximAtes the intent of the project and(or) activity goals™
and objectives. r

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 toJ. » :

6) fesponsiveness - whether or not the project is meeting the needs
of those it is serving.

7)  Equlvy - whether or not the ptoject is meeting the needs of some
groups or c¢lients more than others. - .

Project Evalgﬁtions: Evidence

- ) A
The evidence to be used In evaluating individual Title V projects

necessarlily wlll vary from project to project. The evidence should be

L.}

~

approprlate to the goals of the individual project. Although some data
may be collected for certain individual projeccts through the data collection
procedures outllned for the organizational evaluation, additional data

gpeciflcally related to each project's activitlies may need to pe collected,

This may not be¢ equally possible or feasible in all cases. Development of
. . ’ ®
data collectlon efforts for projects rests wlth the evaluator, but must be

coordinated and negotiated with the individual®project director to imsure that
' S

1

project actlivities are not disrupted ot a?zfrsely affected.

The Tit}e V evaluator Ehould have major regponsliblity for constructing
3

evaluation data collcction instruments and initial summarizdtion and analysis

1
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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.

A '

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

o

activity between the evaluator and the prbject director. Evaluvation becomes
‘more meaningful when enriched by the knowledge and understandiné that project

-

personnel have of their activities and clients.

Project Evaluations: Procedures for Making Judgments

As in making jﬁdgments for the organizational evaluation, judgments
/7 v

about individual projects ‘may be made by an jévaluation committee. he same

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

/

project to be¢ evaluated.
. / /f“,
GUIDING AND IMPLEMENTING THE EVALUATIO : :
f PROCESS: SUMMARY/CONCLUSION
! ’
- In jorder to satisfactorily develop and implement the evaluation proce;s
‘ © y e .
for Title V Rural Development programs, a number of major questions or

issues must be addressed. These are:

1) What phasesgof the Title V program can be evaluated?

.

. 2} ' What is the purpose gf the evaluation? : .

3) wWhat is the rolé of the evaluator? What is his relation to
program administrators? : .

=

4) What crucial judgments must be made to complete the purpose?
How will these! judgments be made? By whom will these judgments
be made? /7 ’ . )

+ '

"
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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'éfficiént sources of such evidence?

8) How are the datd collected and the judgments made to be repartgd?
The negotiation of answers for thesé-questionq will structure the aétual
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 resu;tant judgmentes?

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? “ . .

r
\

-

_The ISP Model provides a systematic framework,ior answetiwg these .
questions and structufing the evéluation process. Alth gh 3p;ciﬁic p;O-
cedures and techniques used may diéfef from state tg/giZte{ th%fgéneral issues
. fgégt be

"

and guiding principles for the evaluation are the same. Thesé

addressed systemgtically and as/a whole. Their effééL upon 9ééh other must

"

be explicitly understood.
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INDUCTIVE SYSTEMS-PROCESS EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (ISP MODEL)

I. NEGOTIATING THE SCENARIO

Purpose of the|.
"Evaluation

[Role oF The Evaluator)

[Judgments Required]

vislons in The
Evidence | Ongoing Program
. ) and/or Activities
. N x ~
{ IV. RECYCLING of Procedures For 1
the Program and/or | Making Judgments Decisions/
Activities { Recommendations
. A
II. Evidence Collection 2
. . Making Judgments
A
[Defining the Context | X
‘ Determining Value -
] and Meaning of Data.
‘} Decisions/ I Documenting inputs| _ _|[_ _ _ _ =
Recommendations i - and Procesgses :
, . JUDGMENTS/EVALUATION
: (PORMATIVE EVALUATION)
[Making Judgments | [Documenting the Results)]
ps
Determining value Summarization
and meaning of __k and/or Analysis
data
- S
II1I. JUDGMENTS/EVALUATION
(SUMMATIVE EVALUATION)

Diagram 1

-
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II.

I1T.

. Planning

kS

Programming/
Specification

[y

Implementation

RELATION OF TITLE V PROGRAM DEVELOPKENT PHASES -
0 THZ ZVALUATION OF TITIE V )

Title V Organizational‘Evaluétion

Ti

tle V Project Zvaluation

(1) Federal objectives--overation ~ | (1) Federal objectives--
. of the Title V system 1, what 15 to be accomplished
. ¥ . in rural déevelopment by
. | . the system
- . :. L] F
L] ' L]
. . :
(n) State Title V objectives ! {(n) Project objectives
i N E ‘

{1) Organization of Title V 1 (1) Organizational development
. delivery system to meet ‘: . of project activities and
. state objective (inputs ! . efforts to meet project -

.,  and processes) ! . objectives (inputs and -
. ' e procasses)
(n) Titlel v organizational {(n) Project organizaiion and
system (results) . operating procedures
: (results)

(13,

(n)

Opaeration of the organizational | {

delivery system through time
(inputs and processes)‘

or its operation (results--

"effectiveness and usefulness”™)
/

1)

Operation of vroject
organization and
activities through time
(inputs and processes) -

Tmpact of project activities '

and attainment of objectives-
Title V and project (results)

Diagram 2

9e.
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