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“ABSTRACT : . ! o _
o As the procedures of evaluation research.have -— ¥

developed during recent years, it has become clear that the results

of evaluation studies have failed to provide policy decision makers -

with useful information. An approach towards designing and

implementing more useful evaluations--the stakeholder survey--is

discussed. Stakeholders are individuals, or groups, who have a direct

interest in the program being evaluated. The central premise of this

paper is that the information needs of stakeholders should be

.incorporated directly inte the formulation of evaluation objectives,

_and thz design of the evaluation to achieve those objectives. A

/ rationale for, the stakeholder survey is presented, and its three

' primary functions (identification, contact and information synthesis)

are described, as a2re application of the ‘approach in a multi-year

evaluation of azational supplemental food program. Also considered

are key issues involvad in applying the approach. The evidence from

this study suggests that such surveys are not only feasible, but also

of considcrable value to the evaluation team. (Author/AL) .
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~ - Tie failure of program evaluations- to provide- jolicy- decision PR ;
makers with useful information is a familiar complaint. This paper -
discusses an_approach towards designing and inplementing more useful
evaluations--the stakeholder survey. Stakeholders are individuais, or
groups, who have a direct interest in the program being evaluated. The
central premise of the paper is that the information needs of stake-
- holders should be incorporated directly into the formulation of evalua-
tion objectives, and the design of the evaluation to achieve those ‘
. objectives. The paper presents a rationale for the stakeholder survey, -
describes its major components, and reports on the application of the ~
approach in a large.program evaluation. ‘Key issues involved in applying
‘the approach are also considered. The evidence from this study suggests .-
\ that such surveys are not only feasible, but also of considerable value

to the evaluation team. . . S ..:
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DESIGNING USEFUL EVALUAIIONS: IE STAKEHOLDER §URVEY<A

YL INIRODUCTION

Soc1aT serv1ces orograms 1nvo]ve both individuals and organ1zat1ons

,‘a x

having interests or "stakes" of various kinds in program operat1ons and

outcomes.- Collectively, this set of constituencies is sometimes ref-
* . >

erred to as the "stakeholders". for the program, and includes those who

It follows that
* %
these same organlzatlons_and.1 d1v1dua]s can be character1zed as stake-

pay for, carry Qut, or receive program treatments

-

ho]ders 1n eva]uat1ons of their programs

As the procedures of evaluation research have developed dur1ng

_recent years, it has become clear that the results of evaluation studies
may be 11ttle used because they failed to prov1de ans;ers to quest1ons
R troubling key stakeholders. Hence, it 1s now cons1dered desirable, and
p possibly imperative, to assess in some depth what various stakeholders

expect and néed from a ijen program evaluation. According1y,ueva1ua-

— » tion researchers have emphasized that, as part of predesign efforts’

23

(such as ]1teratu:e rev1ews, data base reviews, nva]uab1l1ty ‘assessments

etc.), research resources should be directed towards 1dent1f1catlon of
\ ) ‘re]evant program const1tuenc1es, and various mechan1sms for rece1v1ng
and using stakeho]der input during the formula&nve stages of an evalua-
tion. \
This paper presents a rationale for such formal assessnent of
stakeholder informatjon needs, examines the theoretical background and
° available methodolog%es, and discusses the implementation of one approach

_ina survey recent]y conducted as part of a majar federal program evalua-

\
tion.* The process is br1efly described, methodolog1cal\1ssues presented

-\ \\ .
*Research for th1s paper was conducted under USDA Contract No.
53-3198-9-87. Appreciation is expressed for review comments provided by |,

Dr. W. Burleigh Seaver of the Office of Policy Planning and Eva]uat1on,
’ Food and Nutrition Servﬁce USDA. - -
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T T “and Tinally, the fiplications me discussed of this vesearch tool for

: " evaluation research. o : '
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1. BACKGROUND ANb RATIONALL -FOR SIAKLHOLDER INTLRVIEWS \

/
\// F

- = "IN LVALUATION RLSEARCI

The last 20 years have seen rapid growth in evaluation research,
:( parLlcularQy in government ssponsored studies on publlc social programs

One consequence of this growth is wider interdiscipli-

¥ -

(Rossi, 1979).

nary interest in the conceptual, methodo]og1ca], and operational prob-

lems of prograT evaluation, and-the corresponding 19aptation'or gene-
~ ration of mfthods or approaches from a var1ety of soc1al science per-

spect1ves (bavis and Salas1n, 1979 Iann1 and Orr, 1979) Moreover,

~ ~o

cons1derab]e emphas1s is current]y placed on the prede51gn phase of

program evaluation (Ruttman, 1977). The predesign phase 1S SO ca]]ed

not only bfcause it. E.ecede f1nal1zat1on of the actual design to be

used in-the study, but because it essent1a]}y informs the selqct1on or
i"

ref1nement of research approaches or1g1na]]y proposed by the eva]uators.

Prede51gn activities are directed towards construct1ng the evalua-

~_tion so as to maximize the probability of scientifically ‘credible re-

R . ¥
_search results of practical value to dacision makers. In working to

- . For example Scanloa et al.

—structurethe research so it may be more Useful for progian poTicy and

management decisions, evaluators should recognize the complex and fre-.
— ) _ \ .

quently changing program environment withiﬁ which they operate. , And

yet, the absence ofiattention to the dynamic folitica1 and opeyrational

contekts pbth of program operations, and of evaluations themselves as

separate enterpr1ses, has repeated]y been noted (We1ss, 1972; Levine),

1977, Grant, 1978; Rossi, Freeman, and Wright, 1979; Wholey, ]979)

1977) cﬁaracterized two major failings of

¢

evaluatron as follows:

ke
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. Statisticians woriy“hhout two types of ‘errors. :-\

Wy

Type 1 error is xcJLCLan_a_hypuLh034v;wh"n -'

should be acceptedy lype I1 error is accepting a .
hypothesis when}it should be teJected Evalluators :
common 1y _make -two. types of errogs in doing evalua-

! tions: Type Ill error is measuring someth1ng that
! does not exist; and Type IV error is measuring some-

_thing‘that is of po interest to management and o
pol1cy makers. -

Eva]uat1on researchers would therefore seem Just1f1ed in directing part

an

) " of their resources. towards avoiding these kinds of m1stakes. 'As Carol

Weiss notes:

S

i "Only when the evaluator has insight ‘into the in-
terests and motivations of the other actors in the
system, understands the roles that [s/he]..is con-
sciously or inadvertently p]ay1ng, real1z1ng the
obstacles and opportunites that impinge upon thﬁ
evaluative effort, and the ]1m1tat1ons and possi-
bilities for putt1ng the results of the evaluation
to work--only with sensitivity to the politics of
evaluation research can the evaluator be as creative
and s;rateg1ca]]y useful as [s/he] should be" (1975,
p14 . )

M,Mure.recent]y, in addressing- the-need-for-evatuation—standards;—the

case was again made forgunderstanding the complex setting into which

each evaluation should be individually framed_(Béron, %981).

P ; T
Frequently, evaluators have failed to acknowledge
the importance of the social and political context 1
within which th program operates and the evaluation
must be conducted. The failure to recognize and act
upon these dimensions have too often both undermined
the success of the evaluation study and jeopardized
its potential utility...” (p. 165).
- The -value of including decision makers' interests in evaluation
design considerations has also been ‘emphasized by those ageﬁries sﬁpn-
soring and monitoring évaluations in the public sector (Berlin, 1977;
General Accounting}Office, i976). The 'user oriented approach in evalu-
ation is described by Patton (1978) as discrjminating between evalua-

tions which are directly relevant to subsequent.decision making and

* those which are not. , . _ n #
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B o : s lheujocqs in the uL1li.aLion-1ocuscd.approach Lo b7
: ; —evaluation—research—i<—on—dentificatton—ami—or= -
S qan1zat1on of relevant dec1saon makers and infor- ) &

s mation users...Where such a person-or group -was
- - < present, evaluations were used; where the personal
| ‘ .. factor was absent, thereLwas a correspondingly o s

X h C - marked absence of evaluation impact...The reason for
. : ’ identify”ng and organizing relevant decision makers .
) . i .and 1nformat1on users is to be sure ‘that the people
R ) who are goipg to be the primary users of evaluation_
E : ‘findings are the same people who decide what the .
e focus of the evaluation will be. This means that )
. ) the evaluation should focus on their information e
. . needs--not on their speculations about what someone ‘ ‘ ~r-u
,b\' ' else wants to know (p. 64). oA
. Furthermpre,mthe tapping of .multiple perspectives and data sources
in program iva]uation'to capture the most comﬁrehensive view of the ’
i \ ‘ soc1a1 1ntervent1on being studied is the bas1s of the strategy of "data )
> tr1angu]at1on">1n evaluation research (Denzin, ]970 Re1chardt ‘and Cook
é.' ]979) F1nally, attention to the context of program eva]uat1on before
coo ' o | .
f1nal1z1ng evaluation design strategies reflects a recent trend in
a]ysis, and towards emphasizing the “narrative history"o sections of
evaluation research reports as essent1a] to the p]ann1ng anu execut1on
of research studies, rather than as- cosmetic afterthoughts (Campbell,
~ R 1979). As a result, standards have beep. recommended (Standards, 1980)

, & ‘ ]
reflectirg ~ general consensus concerning the need for program evalua-

evaluation rﬁsearrh_iowaids linking -process—analysis- with impact—an= .
tions te responsive to client interests, with specif{c recommenda- ,
o Z  --fions for audien%e identification at the outset. i . o . -
However, while there seems to be a prescription in the ]iterature 1
“for ach1ev1ng at leasc a work1ng consensus among major parties to an ]
eva]uat1on on the scope,tpo]1t1ca] environment, expectat1ons and ex-
|

_pected outcomes of the research, there is 1ittle empirical guidance on

"how to accomplish the task. For example, although Cook and Campbell o

A




1——*.*———_**—"’——_-__——““-
\1913‘ 2),,exp|1cntly define as a "cvuc1a] evaluatlon issue..." the

4

1ncorporat1on 'into the evaluat1on of concerns of various const1tuenc1es

-

with an interest in the eventual f1nd1ngs," no discussion of methads or

supportlng data are 1nc1uded L)
’ "Evaluability assessment! is one kind of predesign activity that is
- i

©

_intended to assist in defining, for example, original program purpose;,

rurrent program purpose, and the perceptions _ ?f and reaégns for dif-
. )

Sty
ferences, if any, between them, the purposes of an eva1j;;gon of the

-

pregram, potential users of eva]uat1ve 1nformat1on the actual expecta-

tions of these identified users for the outcomes of the evaluatlon, and

1

where appropriate, specific information needs of such users. Evalua-
bility assessment is also concerned with many other tasks, such as the

[ . R
construction of "rhetorical" vs. “actual" program models, assessment of

program data availability, and other dimensions, of evaluative feasibil-

y—(Whotey; 19771979 —Rutman;—1986)-— Fhe—part—of -evaluability as-

N»‘;., N

sessment that is of particular {?tereat herf, hoWever, is that in which

are served by this approach;

aﬁe—determined the major dimensions of program impact 6f interest to
policy makers, the existing and anticipaéed policy c¢ontext both of the
orogram during the span of the eQaluation qnd of the evaluation itself,
and fina]]y, the specific information needs of policy makers that are

expeéted to be addressed by the. evaluation study. Developing these

_kinds of predesign data requires that reievant geoups of policy decision
- r]
makers.be firstly identified, and secondly contacted appropriately, and

that thirdly the information gathered be.synthesizud adequately and in

-

time to be incorporated into the eventual study design.“Many purpose§

E

[o3
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Anoiiiétéf_ét-éi (1979) nole that proqram staff are almost always

o

tional aspects of the desjgn (e.gﬂ, initial approaches to state and

e Py

con%?nced of the effectiveness. of .the progvam “they are running, such

conviction being necessary for continued high motivation. Pre-evalua-

tion discussion between evaluators and pregram administrators or advo-

l

cates (or opponents) can assist in surfac1ngpthese biases and hypothe-

*

~ical reasons fon them, reduce the na1vete of the researchers, and
2!

alleviate the danger of the "ivory tower" posture toward program evalua- ,
0 . -

tion sometimes attributed to outside‘eValuators Converse]y,athe ex-

planation by evaluators to key policy makers of the nature, duration, o

- and” type of evaluation prior to the. potentia] programmatic disruption of

b
eVaiuative data gathering efforts_cpn irform evaluators regarding opera-

< . i ?

Tocal administrator;, on-site data gathering and quality control proce-

dures), and reduce’ the threat of evaluation ind suspicion of evaluators

encountered ameng program administrators and participants (Knapp, 1979a;

e e et ——

Iann1 and Orr, 1979).

The three pnimary.functions of the stakeholder survey, (identifica~
P} s . e ' *
tion, contact and information synthesis) are discussed separately in the

fo]]owing'sections.

A. Identification of Stakeholder Set
3 :

Selection of the specific method for identification of key constit-

- . . ’J )
uencies depends upon several factors, including the resources for pre- -
design activities,itne‘;ezeptiVity:of the sponsoring..agency to multiple

,?redesign points of view, and the political salience of the program.

. 0 N
Currently, however, there are only scattered references to methodology

¢ \

for surveying stakeholders, and no recognized or systEmatic approach
exists. At best, guiding concepts can be borrowed from evaluability

q

e

.10




asses smcnts, “Jpen-systcn| Lhuuttos of otgan:latlons as inlevracling

(S

e e cont1nually with relevant environments, and more part1cu]arly from )
- l -~
l management sttateqnes for revea]1ng assumpt1ons in organ1zat1onal prob-

i

v Jem solv1ng% Wholey et al, (1975, -1977, 1979) have developed a number

of techniques for soliciting infarmation on stated program purposes from
5 . ) ] - L DR .

.- relevant program ?dministratorgiand‘pthers in the immediate'progtdm°
policy eﬁvironmeut The major thrust of their approach is towards the
construct1on of "rhetor1cal models" of program operation that expose the- | . .

L assume6ﬁ11nkages between program treatment and program effects By ~i{;w£",
- _ -~ oo Tl

. [ . . :) R
e11m1nat1ng unrea11st1t or untestable assumptgons, an evaﬂuable program o

mode] and testable hypotheses result. _Empirica] evidence of this ap-

— ‘ - - ’ ' N
"proach is concentrated mostly however on program management as the user, D

-—

. .8 : .
- . and there is less guidance as to methods for accessing relevant 'others'

P - ° . b . ’ ,
or affected parties in the program envircnment..

Krause and Howard (1976) ihgroduce the concept of “multiple other
part1es“ in the eva]uat1on context and the need-to_take the interests

of each of these part1es into account 1n eva]uat1on des1gn Two pro- -

&

blems faces the researcher: » "knowing what ultimately matters to each
* party...(and). knowing what findings from what research operations would
‘be credible to, and usable by each party" (p. 294). The early identi-

l fication of these mu]tip]e publics is recommended, and establishment of o

L4 .

a forum for continued interaction and dissemination of research results V'

is suggest d, although aqain empir{ca] evidence of the app]icetTBn of
o

o

ei. . -ne—-this-approach s 1ack1ng

i ; From an "open-system" perspective of institutions, evaluation is
. € cL A _

seen %s a rational determination of fitness- for futyre survival and

action in the face of environmental uncertainty (Knapb, 1979b). The

- .
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" tion-outcomes_(Mitroff et al. 1979). o
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institution's (or programts) scarch for evidence of effeclive .func-

. e Lo ; A
tioning is dependent on what are perceived .to be salient and)yjsible

to

criteria. by - key actors within both the institution and its relevant '

+ “environment. (Dil1, 1962; Thompson, 1967) “ The selection of approo}iate"

"'*s

.sonstltuEnCIes is ]1m1ted to the ldentlflcatlon of central decision
b

/

pakers within- the institution and lts‘lmmedlate pol1t1ca1 context whosé/
oe ’1' a

s!andarpsxand beliefs about program impact are most 1nf1uent1a1

"Sj

\
na]iy fram an ObJeCthE‘S tt1ng theory of the firm which "malnkatns that

ehoner ana]ysls" (Ansoff 1965; Ackoff, 1975) derlves 0rlgz-

the obJecflves of/the flrm.should be derived from ba]anc1ng_the con= .
s . o

f115t1ng c]alms of the varlous “stakeholders" in-the firm: managers,“

-~ c"\ Ml

workers, §tockholders, supp]lers, vendorsT‘ The firm has a responsa-/’f‘

bility to.a]]'of these,and must configune its obJectlves s0 as to give

-each a neasu?e of satisfactiqn“ (Ackoff, p. 62). In evaluation research,

»

the technique can'be'adaoted'to uncover key assumptions on program and
evaluatijon goals from re]evant audlences for the eva]uatlon, i.e., those
managers, po]1ty makers, or affected partles perceiVed to be pr)MaLy .

users of !‘%1uat1ve 1nformat1on or to have some “stake“ in the’ eva]uav
T~ ~ ‘ ., -
Approaches for ldentlfying specific’ agenc1es/personne] in both

public and private sectors for stakeholder 1nterv1ews shod d therefore

%

be similar to those“an organlzatlon w111 emp]oy to deflne ite own "rel-

»
(f

evant env1ronment" for example dlst1nguqsh1ng other agendles w1th whlch

/
regular -ommunlcatlon is .established, “or whlcn are concerned wnth elther

I

t?e flow of resources into, or services belng dellve%ed by the urogram

agency that is lnvolved in the evaluation. Strategies to determine the

-

. A

»”

»
1
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- stakeholder universe therefore may include identifying major organiza-
tional representatiohfat iegislatjve hearings concerning the program to
" be evaluated, and systematically inquiring of prdgram administrators and

gther decisionmakers, in the,brogram itself as to who should be consid-

“ered stakeholders for the eva]uation. .Stakehdlders might,be expected to
'include such aQEncies as. those (1) fund1ng or ccnduct1ng ‘the evalua-

‘t1on, (2) adm1n1ster1ng, manag1ng or de11vev1ng program services; (3)
\
delyver1ng related serv1ces; (4) controlling or monitoring the flow ofx
: \ L .
funds into the program agency; (5) advocating or opposing services

» delivered; and (6). professional societies or other external”organiza-
. ‘ . o ) -

tions of agency personnel.

: o % .
B. Accessing Stakeholder Information

Once stakeholders are defined, the fo]]owthg information can be

~sought (1) how stakeho]ders define the program and its objectives;l(zi

whether there is cohsensus'or disagreement over apbropriate measpres of ;
program performance; (3) what are4stakeho]ders' particular iﬁformatioh
needs rglative to" the current evaluation; and (4) what if any dissatis-
facticns hith prior evaluations should suggest current improvements
q:(Wholey, ]975, pp. 53-54). ;Available methods for soliciting and ana-,
vyiyzihg information range from qua]itative to highly quahtitative de-
pending on the instrumentztion for the 1nformat1on survey and the re-
sources for the analys1s Structured 1nterv1ews¢offer techn1ques such
asfpaired comparisons, forced cho1ce Q sorts, leert scales, or Judge-
“mental rank1ng schemes that prov1de rat1o datazbased upon the subjective

W
judgements of a number of 1nd1v1duals (e. g vy Edwards, 1971).* Suggestions

- v

__*For a discussion- of the Ward Edwards technique and its use in
prlor1t1z1nq public sector agency 1nterv1ew data, see QDrewes. et al.
1976, pp. 17ff ) .




- . have been made not only-to prioritize audience§ (Standards, 1980) but /

also to’prionitjze;information needs within audiences (Wargo, 1981).
Aithough rigorous quantitqtive schemes may be more desirable,

... factors affecting their Juse include the fo]]ow1nq Prioritizing mean=

"‘U‘" ’ 1

ingfully the between- agency responses:imp1ies either aSSigning equa]
Y \\.‘

weights to each response or’ prioritizing agenc1es and Weighting accord-
(t ingly. AgenCies sponsoring,vas well as those condugting‘evaiuations may
be understandably reluctant to make overt their weightings across cen4
stituencies‘in thjs manner Furthermore, it ‘may prove more difficu1t to

-

(1) find and access spokespersons for stakeho]der agenc1es under these /
' . ’ ) condition;, and (2) elicit the frankness and depth in responses encoun-
7 tered in less demanding frameworks. ?a}se pneti§i6n may be associated
{.// ( ) with stakeholder informatien co]]ecteﬂ and q;antitative1y,éna1yzed for
‘/ “ . example, without sampling* a sufficient number of stakeho]ders.within
- each constituency to assure data are representative of the‘constitueney‘
identified. In;addition, development and pretest of the requisite
instrumentation, requiring OMB clearance if ten or more persons are
fprma]iy @urveyeﬂithrough the use of identical qnestions, (0ffice of
Management and Budget, 1976) éan inhibit structured approaches and

quantitative analyses. _ : A . /

C. Incorporating Resu]ts into the .Evaluation DeSign A -~

The stakeho]der survey can affect choice of an eva]uation design '

g

from available a]ternatives both indirectly and directiy. 1ndinect1y,
the deve]opment of “study objectives, researcu qugstibns and associated
hypothesés are instrunental in determining the type of evaluation de-
sign.‘ gtakeho]der empneses on particular target greﬁps for study, on .

‘ ; . . ~—

the procedural feasibility of certain data collection approaches, or on ~




o,

¥y

1

particular measurement

certiin aspecls of program service delivery may influeﬁcefthe selection
of design variables, Alternatively, stakeholders may display biasesfon ‘
concerns that reflect directly on chqiée of study.design, sdﬁh as ;i;-”
satisfaction with previously used study designs, the sensitivipy of

1]

approaches or the length of time between baseline

/

and follow-up data collection points. In the study repoﬁled'here, the

major impact was indirect through identification or refinement of study

~objectives, although some technical concerns were expressed by methodo-

~

logitally oriented stakeholders towards such issues as selection of

appropriate confrols, and representativeness of study samples.

——

[
< R




J' ‘2‘(
&

!

- : 4
CLELS. IMPLEMENTING Hilk SYAKEHOLDER SURVEY

%

" wases

T
The stakeholder’ information assessment described in Lhis paper was

-

conducted during the init%a] stages of a multi-year evaluation of a

’

" S
] . + L4

national supplemental food program.
The purpose of the stakeholder surveys was to.make the research
team more knowiedgeable about the Key dimensions of the programmatic and

political context within which the evaluation uas to be conducted.

‘.MaJor obJect1ves therefore were to

~ ! I
f

=3 def1ne the appropr1atefstakeholder agency set

LN

14

oo 1dent1fy agency representatives and solicit information regard-
. ~, 1 n 4 - - rd
\§ g . B
‘ -- perceptions of the program, i
--. expectations of the evaluation, ’
-~ 1nformat1on needs from the evaluation, " and
--  decisions the evaluaticon data shouid 1nform, o e

== collect and analyze all data during the predesign phase of the
evaluation study so as to permit
-- identification of research quest1ons”f “\ )
-- subsequent refinement of evaluation|” objectives, “and
== input 1nto development of, an appropr1ate/research design.

het B0

The method used to géther ‘and analyze the data consisted of four
) steps:
-~ identifying and se1ecting stakeholders for interview; o {

-~ selecting the method of access (telephone interview, in-person
interview, written response);

== conducting the 1nterv1ew using an 1nterv1ew guide, or letter;
and .
-- organizing and presenting responses.
. .
The research approach was that of a sem1 structured open-ended inter=

b N

view, with content ana]yses performed on the resu]tant data to derive .

central issues and research quest1ons of 1mportance to stakeholder




. constituencies. Specific procedures used to complete the above steps

R are digcussid briefly-below. —",\ L \ T -
L ' } - v Vo
l . A. Ident1fy1ng and Select1ng Stakeholders 1

3
3

L
oo

A preliminary 1ist of stakeholders and stakeholder agencies was
5' generated through: * ’

--  review of leglslat1ve hearings 1nvolv1ng the program agency,
to identify sources of test1mony,

-- pre]1m1nary tracing--by review of documents (e.g., organ-
q@t\ona] charts, position statements) an d1scuss1on with

. . agency personnel at different levels--of the flow of resources

' and infcrmation through federal, state, and local levels of

program administration; : :

JEp———

-- discussion with a previously convened project advisory panel
. concerning relevant audiences for the evaluation; and

--  preliminary. review of previous research on supplemental food
program evaluation to determ1ne 1mportant research constit-
uencies. » :

Major stakeholder groupings emerged as: the agency conducting the evalu-

ation3* abencies_with lTegislative or executive oversight for the program;

national, regional, state and local program administrators; and related

P

professioqa] or advocacy groups and associations.

After review of the list by project staff and the agency sponsoring
the evaluation, the set of agencies was finalized consistiqg of agency
personnel atnfederél_and regional levels, congres;iona] staff in abpro- -

\ priate committees, members of the congreséiona]ly mandated National

'

Advisory Council for the program, and representatiVes of eleven other -
federal and non-federal public and private stakeholder agencies, in-

cluding various key advocacy and professional groups.

-
~

-

*A separate evaluation arm of the overall agency administering the
program. 4 “ o

a




One further melhod of identiftying stakeholders--asking respondents

) i o o L N R ) .- '\\
during the interview Lo recommend other key aclors whé should be con-

A . \ - 3

tacted~-extended thé original list'out of raﬁge, beyond available re-

¥ —— -

[U——— —

sources, an ‘necessitated an arbitrary cutoff point dictated primarily

by the dead]ihe date for a draft report. The bias created by tﬁe se; ’

»

lection of stakeholders predominantly from federal or national consti-

tuent agencies was recognized, and offset by other activities in the

,

predesign 'phase (e.g., a su}vey of all 1,517 Jocal pfpgram agencips;

[

local agency fikld visits, and use of state and ]oca]\ageﬁcy consul-

‘tants). -

B. Selecting the Method of Access \

\

Three methods were used for interviewing stakeholders: in-person

\

_interview, teléphoné, and letter. A national professional meeting for

state program directors that also involved federal and regional repre-

E)

sentatives and a number of the stakeholder groups provided an opera-

tionally efficient way to solicit information quickly through in-person
\ : ) '

interviews with many stakeholders. Telephone intgrviews\were conducted”

with most other respondents, exciuding National Advﬁsory Council members

_ or respondents who indicated they would rather respond in writing. Be-

. . . '\",‘ [ »
cause of their unique position and perspectives on, the program, National
\

A Advisory‘Counc{] members were each sent a.forma\ Jetter 'inviting their
- guidance and assistance in this part of the evaluation. In order to
“minimize the additional progrém-orieqted burden on the respondents'
time they, were fu}ther given the options of}te!ephbning or mailing in
thefF«re%pdnses. A small number of similar Tetters were sent to thg,feQM
respondents to the telephone interview who indicated a preferen&e for

written responses. \




-C.  -Conducling the Interview

-

A%l personal and te]ephone _interviews, and Tetters to National
Adv1so§y Council-members “ollowed a similar format. The interview was
preceded by a br1ef preamble that exp]a1ned Xhe evaluation and @he
purpose of the stakeholders 1ntery1ews in the context of that evalua-
tion. National Advisory Council members and te]ephone interviewees
stating a'preference-for written responses were sent a brief abstract of
the evaluation project accompanying theiletter. A]] identified stake- -

holders, therefore obtained similar 1nformaEnon upon=contact

i

Interv1ewers were in all cxses exper1enced profess1ona] proJect

staff with key proJect~respons1b1]1t1es (task leaders). To maximize the

B

ut1l1ty of information obta1ned in a few c]ear cases_unere it was appro-

priate, 1nterwcewer expert1se was matched to specific respondents (e.g.,
the task leader of the medical component of the eva]uat1dn research team

interviewed representatives of med1ca] professional groups). Interview

emphasis, stressed in pre-interview briefing sessions, was on the two

7 .

. «
pa—

chief componeﬁts of the_interview: (1), respondent perceptions ot theﬁf
_program, its original intent, and current context major changes in
program focus, accomplishments and shortcomindsiof the program; and (2)
purposes the program eya]uation,shou]d serve in its current ﬁontext, f‘
specific decisions the'evaluation could inform, and discrete stakeholder
information needs the evaluation was expected to meet. Finally, respon- -

dents were asked to suqqesL other key constltuenc1es or &ctors to be

l

contacted as stakeholders

I's

-~

Respondents were encouraged to be frank and informative, and each

was assured that spec1f1c 1nformat]on would not be formal]y ]1nked to -.

»

part1cular respondents in tne ensuing report.

'(
i
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Interviews were expected lo Llake approximately 30 minules, and

respondents were gdyisgd of this aﬁticipated durati?n. Although no data
) .

~were collected gn actual interview lengths, it is estimated that the '

- %

mean interview\time'for personal and telephone interviews approximated
) ) - |

\ 45 minutes.
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IV, RESULIS AMD RECOMMENUATLONS
P R SoLts HENOAL - | k
: ~. A. Respondents! . , !

The type éf stakeholder/agency fr9m which responses were forthcoming .
\ and the method of access are illustrative of the coverage of tﬁe survey,

Forty-three stakeho]ders from eleven different constituency groups were

- invited to participafé in théiihterviews. Thirty-four stakeholders

. : e
(79%) responded or were interviewed in time for their contribution to be

X ~ aref1ec1g¢mjn—thewstudy. Eighty-eight percent of the interviews were

- ' evenly divided between in-person and telephone interviews (fifteen each

- respectively) and the remaining four resbondqd in writing. The break-

/
‘al

- oy . \ . . -
down of respondents by agency and by type of response is as follows:

prm—

<. i | Type of Interview i B ' -7
»“_Nin-Persdnﬁw Telephone Written Response
‘Reéional Program Offices . 7 " \ R -
State Program Offices 5 * 1 |
.} Pprofessional Associations - B '
~ ' ) Advocacy Groups 1 ) B . 1. ’
o National Advisory Council 2 o
.Federal Executive _ . T : \
. . Ag?ncie? . ' 2 - ST . 1
' “Federal Leé1s1;tive o Jf
enc{es | ‘ . 2
15 15 s 4 .

¥ 1

| P

A nationak_conference of program directors permitted in-person
interviews with state and regional program administrators which other- e

* wise would have beefconducted by telephone.
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to the- data are included.here.

B~ Findinys -

Because the actual substcative rasults of tqis study are less

central to the'purpose‘of this paper than the methodological isstiss
raised as a function of conducting the survey, only relevant references

In the main étudy, results were orga-

nlzed according to major subject head1nqs in the interviews, and .

P

grpups as’ they related to:

amounted to a considerable volume of data presented in both tabular and

e e et

textual deiall e]sewhere (Lawrence 1980). A brief summary of the or-

ganization of f1nd1ngs is 1nc1uded below, followed by a diséussfqn of

-~

ways in which these f1nd1ngs were useful in refining evaluation ‘objec-
. t‘ , ! .
tives and in consideration of alternative dJsigns. -

®

Results were repgrted by five information categories, corresponding

to the format of the interviews (program purpose, program context, .

¥

evaluation purpose, evaluation context and evaluation information needs).

Narrative summaries were prepared of vesponses in the first four catego-
ries, consisting of agengy and 1nd1v1dua1 perspectives of both the” pro-
gram and the forthcom1ng /ya]uatIOn Evaluation information needs were

firs!g; categorfzed‘by stakeho]der constituency iito five substantive
: ; N N

-- client hea]th and nutr1t10na1 status var1ab1es, |

jF client food and nutrition- re]ated or hea1£n~re1ated behav10ra,
- programmatic behaviagrs; 1 | : .

dgher client mediating yariablesi and . .

--  not-elsewhere-classified information needs.

. Secondly, information needs were re-classified into the three
components of a functiona],service,system model of phe program:
N - ‘ -

P SN P




.- service production and delivery;
- serv]cerptlllzat1on, and
== program outcomes. i:_ ‘ ‘

No attempt was made to sort }estab]e from untestable research

questions at this poiﬁl, since an important objective of this activity

. was to present information needs as they were currently perceived by

stakeholders, and whether or not stakého]deriexpectatidns were realistic

from a research standpo1nt

~ .

The narrat1ve summar1es of individual and agency perceptions of the
purposes and operational contexts of both the program and the. evaluat1on
% -
prov1ded a rich source of 1nformat10n on the varlous and quite d1ffer1ng

e

perspectives of key stakeholders. Critical d1fferences 1nq53rcept1ons

of program purpose were documented, for example, across federal agencies

responsible for administration or oversight of, or coordination with the
program. Greater consensus was noted in both the collective perceptions

of eVa]uation'purpdse and respondent's ,support for the evaluation.

<

The two break-outs of specific information needs permitted some

»

estimation of the preponderance of information needs by cetegory and by

agency as they related to types of variables and program model compo=

«

‘ nents. Further prioritization was achieved by focusing on information

+

needs of a subset of those/ppb]ic sector agencies with immediate au-
thority to direct program policy and administrative decision making. It

.
was possible, thus, to identify more restrictively key information needs

1

of those agenc1es most d1rect]y involved in shaplng the future of the
N . ‘\

.program. - T T
- ‘————-"_‘-"_‘”‘ £l

P

The«data”Were useful in the follow1ng ways. Firstly, prior to

eomplet1ng the survey, the evaluation team had only inchoate impressions

-

%8
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of issues and concerns central to agencies in the WIC environment inter-

ested in or affected by the operation of ihe program.

e '
e -

the program regu]atlons and conversations—-with a limited number of

Examination‘of

program people had until the survey, been the main source of infor-

| : “ mat1on. The results permlbted considerable expansion in and d\ffer-

enttatlon among both sources and types of information relevant to de-

»~

smgn;ng a large sca]e.f1e]d eva]uatlon:. pereept1ons of the program”
expectat%ons,of the evaluation, information needs held by various st%ie-
ho]dersi and the decisiods the evaluation data shoold jnform' As such,

the data were perceired'by the’research team as éivaluab]e‘pert, but

only a part of the.set of initial data gathered during the objective-

prayy

MO
g

" setting 'stages of the evaluation. In_particular, the information was

use€ul .in refining the conceptual model of the program oﬁig{na]]y de-

.
) |

veloped from the literature review.
’ A second outcome was the opportunity to pro;lde 1nformat101 on the ‘
’eva]uatlon to’ thoge interviewed. The informal nature of the survey
permitted the research team to explain eva]uation purposes as develcped
to that point, and the gehera] framework within which it would ‘be con-
ducted. Given tde~varying familiarity with the evaluation across var-
ious stakeholder groups, a upiform descriptien ofﬁiﬁe evaluation was
thus orovided with concomitant opportunities to correct inaporopriate
lexpecté%ion or perceptions. Furthermore, the process of stakeholder
ioterviewing permitted &Pe initial generdtion of a network.of contacts
-_—;_’_____*___;_*,used~repea%€dTy for information and communication purposes th:;:ghout

iy

R tﬁe‘ear]y part of the study.

Qo

Th\rdly, whlle research igsues and questions identified through the

survey c]early exceeded the resources_available to explore them all in

X
. ~ ’ R
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the current evaluation,. selection of the specific study objeclives for .

-

the evaluation as well as deve!’pment and refinement of the research

hypotheses to be Lested were divectly informed by\thg survey results:

_ Although other information sources were used in this process, such as

3

¥

" the literature review; én important part of the justificat%én for §tudy
' objectives-and hypotheses wa§ the abi[it& to document Bpecific stgke;
holder interest (Cook et al., 1981). Through the shaping of the evalu-
atioh objective; aq&'hypothese§ the survey results impacted on the
1 design and analysis stfétegy for themevq]uationf5erimarily thf*bgh
suggesting key mediating and outcome variables of ihtereﬁt, as well as

’ not only specific aspects of‘pfogram delivery and utilization of impor-

- tance to stakgho]ders, but also preferred‘stuﬂy de;igns. For example,
thé implicit concern of major étakeﬁolders to obtain credible comparisgq
subjects from comparable populations in areas not served by the program
strongly encouraged the recommendation by the study team of a noneqqivé-

.Tent cohtro] group degign. ‘ ‘

éina]]y, stakeholders tﬁemse]ves égpeared interested in the find-
iégs, particular?y‘in how other stakeholders viewed the program, its -
purboses and eipected outcomes. Survey results also constitute a source
of suggestions for further research beyonq the resource capacity of the
pregent evaluation. In short, the:surVéy accemplished its purpose,
providing important informaéion to guide the courseizf the evaluation,
and providing alsv an identifigd set of csnstitdencies with‘whom.inforﬁ

v

mation might be exchanged as the evaluation progressed.

N

\
&
n




o

.
— R ~

. ///C. Conclusions . T S

-

. . R
large,»multi-yéar National evaluatiqn.* The survey took approximately

ohe month to complete at a cost of about”$T6:000, which was less than

one-half of one bertent'of total proj%ct resources. We have pointed out

the usefulness of the results in Welping to set the research objectives

" for the evaluation.
In the present ;tuay the infbrmal,nature of the survey wac empha-
R . . o
sized, in that no_attempt was madé to set pgiorities for the information

needs identified. This was in line with the purpose of the survey: to

i - ’ . .’c,.d . -
be exhaustive in the 1dent1f1c§{1on of research issues to guide the

€ LY
»

eva]uatiod.

a

that the respondents would he less guarded in their responses.: Informal

_conversations were Judged more approprlate than frxed~response inter-
views, Since several of the interviéws had to be ggnducted_by phone.

, Still, there may'be situations where the researcher will want to

quantify survey responses and, thereby, attach priorities to the infor- -

mation needs identified. )
guish among the informat%oﬁ needs, or research issues, in terms of

relative 1mportance, project resources may then be allncated to infor-
matlon needs or research ,issues that rank high in the total set 1dent1-
f1ed While several priority rank1ng methoc; are available as already
' .ndlcated overt priority seoting across agenc1es may\EZ\BBTTtﬂcally
'seqsitive.. In addition, research teamS‘need flexibi]ity to, on occa-

sion, weight implicitly, or even ignore a constituency with a particuigr

axe to grind (Sechrest, 1981).
i ~ -

*The other three were: telephone survey of all local agenéies,
review of extand data bases,_comprehens1ve(J1terature review and synthe<
_ sis. . S, P

\

The™stakeholder survey was one of four -pre-design activities in a

The‘unstructured inte}view formaf'§ncreased the 1ikelihood °

There may be a néed, for example, to distin- --

.
. o
L

o
- T
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‘ ‘Finally, it is hoped tﬁat'Lhis_sLudy‘sets phe‘stakeho]der %urvey in
so%é theoret%cal and empirical context, and can seéve heuristically to
guide future pqedesign efforks. In the author's experience prior to
this s%udy, theré%was mof;?rgcognition of the need'for stakeholder i
_ingplyement in eva]uétipn planning than practical Quidance as to how »
‘best to obtain this invol&?m:htTLand*stil]']ess empirical evidence of -
its_advantage;.(Smith,iiggb). It is our feeling, having conducted thi§ -

_survey, that efforts ib‘défine,‘identify and coopt constituency concerns

\ .
into the design of wmajor field evaluations are increasingly warranted. i .
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