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Working With Evaluators ‘represents: a_significant -advance in the development of scientifically tested

prevention programs that meet the needs of parents, s¢hools, youth and communities. This volume has been,
written to assist prevention program stgff to work cooperatively and effectively with evaluators and
researchers to apply their skills; knowledgejand sensitivities in the design and implementation of noteworthy

evaluations. R

resistance and fear ofjevaluative findings that have proven to be so typical of social programing. In contrast

the field of prevention clearly recognizes and accepts the tenet that if the field is to continue to develop

and to emerge in the 1980's as a scientific discipline; this evolution will be based in part on the knowledge
gained from evaluative reséarch and program evaluation. . . .3 - : ' .
N . : .

{

The development of this vglume and®more importantly the National Prevention Evaluation Resource
Network (NPERN); cogently illustrate the many positive benefits to be derived from joint State-Federal
projects. As a result of the consortium of States (Wisconsin, New Jersey, Pennsylvania) involved in that
effort, a system for evaluation had been created that is sensitive and responsive to the unique “evaluation

needs of State and local prevention programs without imposing constraints or inapplicable standards. Just as

sound evaluation results from the partnership-dof a well trained evaluator and a gkilled program staff; so too

will effective prevention programs result from the partn
. A

the Federal Government: = -

3
I

, A
- william J. Bukoski,-Ph:D:

Research Psychologist ] R ’

] Prevention Research Branch s
— : Division of Clinical Research :

. = National Institute on Drug Abuse -

_ S 77,439_‘_39.... e S e S S
The prevention field-has taken signifidant strides forward relevant to evaluation by breaking through the

ership of States; communities, families, parents and
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i# in’ watching nothing happen.

v  * The alh}«:asuilﬂdisegse)preve

S Donald Millar, M.D.

- o ‘ ...~ ____ __  Centers for Disease Control
) : 7777 77 T{New York Times, Jan. 20, 1980)

- The real pleasure in évaluation Is in Wﬁtéﬁiiﬁ; .
thus helping learn to make - it happen.

.
.

Anonymous

~ .And the real pleasure in creating this monograph on prevention evaluation was in working with and

'ihi:bij@h a stimulating network of pebple. In addition to the authorsg and edjtors; many people contributed

significantly to help shape the monograph. - . 7

" - Early outlinés of the monograph were reviewed in depth by David Twain, Rutgers University Graduate
School of Criminal Justice; and Nancy Kaufmann, Wisconsin Bureau of Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse. A
final.outline was prepared in a tW’o’-déy intensive work group attended by most. of .the contributing authors,
and editorial staff. , L o .

 Following submission of several chapter ‘drafts by each contributor;.a five-member national consumer

review group of prevention and evaluation practitioners was convened, selected with- assistance from the

~ National Institute on ‘Aleohol Abuse and Alecoholism; the National Institute on Drug Abuse, the Nationa)
. Council on Aléiil(iblﬁiﬁ;.thé Center for Multicultural Awareness, and many individual prevention specialists.

up inciuded Barbara Bell of the New Jersey Division of Narcotic and Drug Abuse Control;

e Rock Island (Illinois) County Couneil on Alecoholism; Patrick Ogawa of the Japanese-

_ The review gr.
Barbara Kline of §

and Community Center in Los Angeles; Carol Stein of the National Federation of Parents

for Drug Free Yduth; and Richard Stephens; Cleveland (Ohio) State University. :
_ . R R P e ,,L,- ol s~ B
Thie consuimer review members each independently read and critiqued the tirst full draft of the

- monograph, then met with the editors as a group to consolidate suggested changes, and reviewed a second
- draft incorporating _their suggestions. Hugh Cline. of the Educational Testing Service provided an
independent technical review;? : ) '

< " .
>

; ;_.: . ; . 7 . ' [ 7.
- . . _ _ _ L, _ : . _ _ L e . N
John F. French o Court (?. Fisher Samiuel J. Costa, Jr.. .
O - * . New Jersey Department of Health _ ;
' b Alcohol Narcotic and Drug Abuse Unit -~ -~ L
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION | .
D S
(What It's Mostly All About) 7 - R

Evaluation is about | .

]

« ;These are hot words we normally associate with evaluation, but they are elements of the basic purpose and
message of this monograph: to foster ’plii'ticip’ati!ih; empowerment, learning, ung survival in aleohol and drug
abuse prevention programs.’ ' . >, R : : e

. H -

i

. This is a monograph about evaluation for managers (and other decisionmakers) of prevention programs.

. It is & product of the National Prevention Evaluation Resource Network (NPERN).

. .

. NPERN is a program of the Federal Department of Health and Human Services; National Institute on
Drug Abuse (NIDA). In 1978 the Prevention Branch of NIDA started NPERN to improve the number and

. -quality of evaluations egnducted by and about 'drug abuse prevention programs. The National Institute on
Alcohol Abuse and Alcofblism (NIAAA) later added its support to encourage greater-hccess by alcoholism

prevention programs to gbaluation resources.

NPERN works priffarily by bringing experienced evaluators together with alcohol and drug prevention
_programs to help the programs meet evaluation needs. This direct on-site technical assistance was provided

first in a 1978 pilot project, in six States. A larger scale national technical assistance phase opgrated
through 1981. e | ) * S | -
" “As part of NPERN'S program several publications were also written and publisheds' A Handbook for

Prevention Evaluation is-a summary of evaluation knowledge and technique applied to the prevention field
. “@nd is written primarily for evaluators. This monograph, Working with Evaluators, is a companion to the

'Handbook #1id"is designed primarily for prevention program managers. .

. RN -, S SO
) Alﬁthbughiiftﬁi;?gvfrjgén with the assumption that you—as a program mmaggfjwy‘v_iﬂ hdve direct access to

evaluation consultahts through the NPERN network; the fmonograph will also be useful to mamagers in
working’ with evaluators generally. Indeed, it can help you to understand, design, and conduct your own

- program evaluations even if you have no outside assistance and-expertige to help accomplish this: (
. . ; . o L. : . : : i X .

tion program manager wi}l bring different sets of experience; interes!

_ _As a user of the ﬁibﬁgg'éﬁh, you are .encouraged to read—or skim—it through atleast once from
_beginning to end. EBach prevention ”
Bn\:edtogis monograph, and you will each fimd different chapters or sections to meet your interest. {Some .
" redundancy-{s built in from. chapter to chapter to maintain continuity, but the monograph as a whole is .
shaped b??é following structure: . - - T " : ’:?— '

¥V __Chapter 2, A Model for Program Change, introduces a tonceptual framework for evaluation as part of a_

niné-step. continual process of program planning,. feedback, and change. Evaluation of program process,

outcome, and impact is introduced, along with ways to categorize information and target areas. Chapter 2
_1ays the groundwork for more detailed” discussion of thé process and eontent of evaluation in later chapters.
R should be reviewed by every monograph user and is must reading for programi managers: with little
evaluation background % . R S T : o
107
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Chapter 3, Program"® Issu’i;m Preventlon Evaluatlon “8hifts focus to hlghlight some. characteristlcs of

alcohol and drug‘ abuse prevent'lon and its _programs in relation to the evaluation model of chapter 2. It

presents four major questlons that preventlon program managers must ask to participate effectively in
evaluatlon B

4 .

, Chapter 4; Evaluation Issues in Prevention Programs, puts the program manager |nS|de the evaluator's
- :head, to- understand basic design and _methodology questions that must be considered in condu agtmg any -
evaluation. - constructing dnd oritiquing one case study of a poor evaluation, chapter 4. hifhlights

"technical issues hat managers. and evaluators must examine together to assure useful evaluation. Chapter 4 .

also describes and comments’ extensively :on-basic quantitative and qualitative methods and provides an-
introduction to_cost-benefit analysis. . Chapter 4's focus is on the content moge than the process of

evaluation and may be useful as a continual reference for prevention program managers.

Chapter s, Preparlng for the Evaluatmn, eIaborates the 9-step model mtroduced in chapter 2. It takes

program managers through each step in detail, emphasizing their responsibility and paTtlclpatlori with the

evaluator. Chapter 5 can be read and used as a checklist for good evaluation process:

Chapter 6, 'Case Studles in Prevention Evaluatnon, ties the earl|er, more dlfdactchL drscyssmn of

evaluation content and process into  three case studies. Emphasizing real-life process, the case studies focus
on communlcatlon Between program decisionmakers_and evaluators; and the relationships among thesé

;mte’rpersonal commumcatlons, progran'(\reatltles, and evaluation needs that: encourage or hmder useful
- \ . S - - \ .

hapter 7, Polities and Sclence |n Preventlon Programlng, also US€s case materlal but focuses on the,

’tance of the program‘s external polltlcal context for the success or failure of both the program and its
el:aluatlon o
e L

0verall this monograph discusses evaluatlon as partlmpatlon, empowerment, lem'mng, and survival.
i'-I'hese themes flow from the experience and unde'standlng of evaluation shared by the authors. -

Participation ié'ﬁaﬁaaaéﬁia Startmg in chapter 2 whlch describes evaluation-as part of a process of
_ continual progrdm change;-the need for program managers and evaluators to collaborate is emphasized. ' Thls
* is not snmply a matter of good personal relatlons but follows: from the nature of evaluation itself.

[

N Fundamentally, evaluatlon is a-way to descrjbe selectively and then to judge the value of somethmg——m
. thls case your prevention ‘program. The:political and orgamzatlonal history of evaluation reinforces an

|deology—and a reality-—-that this process of descrlptlon and Judgment is "sclentlflc," carrled out by experts
' on less expert people and programs , o . N . o _
|8 - .
i This monograph affirms that science and prertlse are indeed-involved in the evaluation of preyentlon

~% _programs. But it affirms something> more--that evaluation is not simply "objective" science composed/of
facts: outside your own interest and influence. Good (and bad) evaluation, like good {and bad) science; is
‘-:mdementally a human activity shaped by the intentions, kgowled@lfanfdﬁ _values of 7t7he people who-do it.

.That includes you -as a_ prevention program decxslonmaker. As manager, your prlmary _responsibility is

iniually to define and to carry out.the ends and means; goals and methods; of your program. Evajuation

Jdsah. exténsion of this. same responsibility at.a second level. To the extent that you contribute to defining

‘ih’e goals and metﬁod§ ot‘. an evatuxhon, you will influence, if not control, lts prucess and outcome.

f Pﬁrtlclpate' ) : . . . P o : >

’onograph is also about empowerment-—yours. One mtentlon is to provnde you as a prevent!on

~program manager with enough of the "stuff" of evaluation, its values; lagfuage, and techmque, that you can
participate mtelhgently.and effectively with ,evaluators and other ecisionmaleers in_the. conduct’ of

evaluation, \The mohograph won't turn.you info a full-time evaluator. It can help you 7become a better
’ contrlbutor tc]; and user of your own progi‘am evaluatlon, and thereby an even better manager.

Aithougthechvﬁcal aspects of evalaation are discussed throughout the monograph chapter 4 contalns .
. the most concentrated discussion.. Asgyou delve into this; remember another fundamental characteristic:
evaluation is- about'-the certainty and uneertainty of. what people know and can know .about the world, :

including preventlon programs. Evaluation’js about reducmg the uncertainty of what we know. All the more

techn;c&l ‘aspects .of evaluation, mcluding the modt abstract, complex; and specialized scientific or
~mathematical issues, are fundamentally 'about ldentifymg different kinds of uncertainty and reducing it.

Evaluatlon is also about understanding that any ‘approach to redueing uncertannty in the real world has

accompanymg eosts. Keep this Pl‘lﬂClple in mind as you use: the monogragh to increase your own knowledge
- and power. \‘ i v oo ,
N 11 N
| A2 R o
—’ ; L . .
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Empowerment comes riot, only from learning the content of evaluation, but from participatiig in_the

evaluation process. In chapter 5; the authors take you step-by-step through the %@é}; of preparing for dn
KY

evaluation and werking with an evaluator. Both this chapter and the chapter § chse studies try ta capture
the feel for assertive, intelligefit give-and-tuke between program manager and evaluator that is the
hallmark of good evaluatibn process: : DR : ' ’ .

Participation and empowerment are twin aspects of your process as a manager in program evaluation.

ifeﬁi'iiiiig and survival are likewise twins—but they are the goals. R,Biilii,ﬁ,tiﬁdij,§§ﬁ3§i@9,§ natural tension . |
between acting in the world based on current belief agd knowledge and remaining opeh to new experience

Com—

and knowledge that may change belief.and action in the future: " This ‘is-the tension between growth and. T

change; continuity and status quo. It is a tension and balance that affects each program, the field of ‘alcohol
and drug abuse prevention in general; the larget society; and the political economy. . :

-

- Chapter 3 explores some of the prevention program issues; including changes in the preventjon field
itself, that contribute to the change/survival dynamic. Chapter 7 likewise focuses explicitly on the survival

service emphasis from learning, change, and growth to a more survival orientation.

value of program evaluation, emphasizing how recent political and economic changes have shifted the human.

_ How does your prévention program fare.in the midst of thefe changes? What criteria are your funding
decisionmakers using to divide a probably shrinking pie? Assuming you're still in-the pie, what criteria and
information are you using for your own program and budget decisions? ‘This,- too, is the stuff of evaluation;

You may even find that asking these questions—challenging your own and your program's actions and beliefs-
-can become. as interesting as the actions and beliefs .themselves. ~To incorporate the questioning

"evaluator" perspective may contribute to your becoming a mofé committed doer-and manager.

‘Read"the monograph through; pick and choose what interests you most, read and use again. We hope ' '
ogT rough, pick i ) _

you find the monograph as useful a8 we found it fun.to create. Try it! -
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CHAPTER 2: A MODEL FOR PROGRAM CHANGE
(It Goes Round and Round and Never Stops)

impact . .. process = _ . outecome . - feedback
~ target group ' goals objectives :
L cost effectiveness : .
" aredherring - - _ " . . program development
" indicators ' o resea: _
vatidity o - reliability . | random sampling

The above terms; among: others;-appear numerous times fhroughout this—monograph. Such is the

langiage of the prevention evaluation field. If evaluation is used not siniply as pruning shears for funding
agencies, but as a_means of aiding program development and renewal, then most of the terminology can

It would be best for program decisionmakers and

become part of the everyday program vernacular,

'éiiiliié_tb'f'é to speak the same language.

&

=

et R o
. 'The purpose of this chapter is to deseribe an evaluation model based on constant feedback about various

aspects of a program to promote continual program development. But first; we must discuss the. need for a
model, and following the model description, how to tie the model to various phases in a prograin's

development. 7
. S~

~ NEED FOR AN EVALUATION MODEL

and alcohol abuse prevemtion, as a new kid on the"block of human services, especially needs to prove its
worth to various sources of pressure and funds. Taxpayers, Government agencies, foundations, and others all . -
seek more effective evaluation of programs in the human services field. "More effective" implies that past

* evaluations have been lacking in effectiveness. This is a justifiable implication, but the need today is to

Funding for health and human services is always tight but has become more 86 In the recent past. Drug

build from past problems rather than to tear down past evaluations. The potential for evaluation research is
enormous. The field itself has contributors coming from the many scientific disciplines involved in the

* evaluation. of human services—psychology, sociology; anthropology, political sciénce, statistics, operations

these fields. ‘
One of the most often criticized aspects of evatuations is the underutilization of the results. One of

the reasons is that the questions of the decisionmakers who could best use the results are not always. =~

"considered during the early phases of the evaluation. If decisionmakers are not asked what information they

need, the evaluation may not even address the appropriate issues. The audience of decisionmakers we Fefer -
to could range from funding sources or key program administrators to program staff or community activists..

For example, if a funding agency wants a strict cost-efficiendy analysis; the program manager's interest in - -’
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demand.

L

Because the importance of usmg evaluatxon results cannot be overemphasxzed 1t 1s repeatedly stressed
throughout this monograph. If the results of an evaluatxon are ignored, or never reach the critical

declslonmakers, the eva:luatxon plxn vias not, weﬁ thdught out or 1mplemented ln the case of the evaluatxon

improvement. ™ : . :
(] ’ 4 ]

_A program manager is not expected to keep abreast of developments and techmques m the eyalyatgon
field, of course. THhis is why there are evaluation consultants. That a good evaluator will be aware of ‘the

appropriate techniques and applications for various methodoiogxes should be taken for granted; but onepf

the problems in the past has been methodological déficiencies. An evaluator has to be flexible, willing, @
able to divorceé himself from his favorite method if it does niot fit the situation-at hand. But hdw does a

manager know whéther or not the evaluator is suggesting an appropriate method? By being a critical

consumer of evaluation services. A good manager will demand to be informed of the potential uses an
limitations of alternative designs for thge program_ evaluation. A good manager needs to know the costs

(financial and mformational) of one method compared to another. Even if the manager has no control over

blanche to t‘md out only what the agency wants to know-—the ‘manager has the rxght 39, rgnow \ghat is tgerng

looked at and how it is bemg done. Ideally, good evaluator—manager ‘team will develop, pooimg their

To buxld cooperatxon, a consrfent frame ot‘ ret‘erence and languagef is needed for decisionmakers and

evaluators. The evaluation research model developed several years ago under the auspices of the National

Institute on Drug Abuse's (NIDA's) Prevention Branch (Bukoski 1979; French and Kaufman 1981), building on
work by Waller and Scanlon (1973) and others, _provides the context for the evaluatxon issues, strategies, and
methodologies presented here. ) ) ,

} No rigid, standard form of evaluatmg prevention programs. is proposed. Rather, a flexible model is
* presented to encourage the incorporation bf new developments in both preverntion programing and evaluation

methods. This framework provxdes a rational approach to program. evaluation and shows how evaluation
methods can be mcorporated mto a program in a manner most helpfiil to the prevention program itself.

THE EVALUATION MODEL
_ This model can be used with any alcohol or drug abuse preventxon approach. It features three levels of

evaluation: 1 S ‘ °

V- process, outcome, and impact

categonzes mformatxon mto three types.

-

descnptxve, comparatxve; and explanatory

and can focus on one or more of four major target areas:
individual, progrant, service system, and societal.
A - -

. . . - - ' . - -
These three evaluation parameters—level, information type, and target area—are discussed below. 1

Level -

P Each level of evaluation (process, outcome, impact) has its own set of indicators and methodologies.

' Ways to measure what isgomg on—methodologies--differ among._the three levels; as do the things that are
measured—indicators. The three levels are discussed below, with a bnef overview of all three followed by a

_ more thorouqh dxscussxon of each. .




i .~
-}'ﬁ i,

Ptocess evaluation xs thorough descrlptlon of the various aspects ot a prevéntion praéi-é'rﬁ.;; it_

attempts to present a Mmplete picture—the dyhamiés and characterlsticsfof gnﬁogeratlonal 7ongomg

prevention program. Process evaluatlon examines the target pogulnﬁon, the personnel operating the

‘program; the services delivered; and the utilization of resources for program components. These and other
aspects of the brogram all prov1de |nd|cators1§at this level of evaluation. v >

Outcome evaluation is what most people think of when evaiuatton is mentioned. It is concérn’éd With
measuring the effect of a program on the people participating in it. Outcome ‘evaluation attempts to answer
the quegtion: "Has the program had a significant effect onparticrpants and is that effect in the desired

direction?" In essence, this level of evaluation is an attempt to determine if the program has met its -

objectives in produc g changes in perceptlons |tudes, behaviors; or other effectlveness |nd|cators among
its targeted client gr ) . > w —

Impget evaluation examines the total effect of pteventlon programs on the communlty as a whole. The
key word here is community, which’ may be defired as a school, ‘nej 3hborhoodL town, citgg,jtatgl”etc.

Community-wide indicators such as incidence and prevalence of substance abuse, felated criminal activity,

and institutional/societal policy and change are measured through methods such as epidemiologic studies or .

community surveys. The attempt is made to gauge the impact of a program operating over an extended
period of time or of several programs operating within a specnt;ed géographic ares. 'i7 !

-

Process evaluation.—The informatlon gathered during this evaluative phase reflects all of the inputs

into a program, the patterns in which these inputs interact, and the varjous transactions and interactlons

that take place within a program. Important process information includes the theory on which the program

operates, needs assessment, policy development, program design; and the characteristics of program clients,

continuous feedback to use for internal monitoring which can help guide and dtrect resource allocation;

organxizational decisions; and ongoing program development.,

Process mi‘ormation can also contrlbutet to mccountability and replicability outside of, or external to,

fthe program. How can process information from.different programs be compared? One cannot simply
compare programs without considering their operating contexts. These contexts are, themselves, parﬁtﬁo{ the

process mt‘ormatlgn. By categorizing this information into four general areas—human resources, physical

resource variables, contextual variables; and program specific variables—it becomes easier to identify
variations between or among programs. . :

,,,,,,,, -

Physrcal resource variables include descrlptions of the physlcal plant, equipment, and maﬁterlalfs’and the
'program functions and activities which utilize these resources. Financial resources and expenditures are

important program mputs which also provide a basis for cost analysis.

Contextual varlables describe the communlty and institutional environments in which a prevention

program operates. These directly affect the workings and effectiveness of the program. The demographic
and socioeconomic makeup of the community are important factors, as are com munity attitudes and rates of

various Social probleqis (e.g., arrests and substance abuse related medical episodes)

_ . Program-specific variables caj
dellvery, and participant/staff/pro ’amﬂnteractions.

Organizational Structure.—An analysis of an organization can yield important information regarding
lines of authority, com munication, and decisionmaking as well as the history of the program. For instance,

there may be important differences between a freestanding prevention program and one that is part of a

- staff, physical plant, decisionmaking structure, and financial resources. These types of data can provide.

-
h

/ be rougth div1ded into organizational structure, program service

larger organization. "Over time; most facets of an organization can be expected to change,~and a description

of the evolution of the current structure—-and plans, if any, for future change—is very important.

Program Service Delivery.—lnformation regarding program service delivery includes the needs being

addressed, the assumptions/theories underlyinig the particular prevention strategy, and actual program

practices. The last involves the structure of delivery as well as content: Is it a sequence of presentations or
sessions or is it a one-time delivery? Are the sessions schedulfigi advance or given on demand? Are the

. 6 S
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timing and structure of delivery the same ‘as that originally planned? The services actually delfvered need

to be looked at in relation to the program's theoretical base in two ways: first, does the program actually

carry ‘out the planned prevention strategy, and second, do the services respond to the assessed needs?  As-

discussed later ‘in this chapter; the actual program delivery may deviate from the interided delivery at

several phases in a program's.development. ' o :

S S + ~ Lo o

. Participant; f/program interactions.—Participant/program interactions include referial or selection
procedures, client expectations, and the time.and quality of participation. Regardless of modality -and

program; some identification or referral of clients is ‘needed: It could be a formal referral network or

simply membership in a group identified "at risk"—for example; junior high school students in a particular
school district: Similarﬁ: all’ participants have expectations regarding the program and its potential effects
on them. These expectations influence the degree or quality of participation in the program. Someone With

less motivation would not be expected to invest as much energy as someone who wants to gain as much as

possible from the program. "]

_Participant/staff relationships involve both the frequency and duration of interactions as well as the

quality of contact between clients and staff members. .Counts can be obtained and examined relatively
easily; qualitative assessments are more difficult. Client and staff perceptions of the "what; where; how;

and why" of the interactions are important, as is the comparison between these perceptions.

Staff-staff and staff-program relationships can be examined to see how _staff get along, work together,

and share common goals. Absenteeism and turnover rates can highlight problems. Also of importance is the
congruence between intended and actual staff roles as well as the staff's expectations for both the overall

program and individual roles within it.
.To summarize: | - - ] . !
: process evaluation is a fancy way of \
answering the question

"What's going on?"

in a new program, process evaluation_

is the only way to know what's going on;

rocess evaluation

~ tells you if whyt's going on is
H what you warited to go on.

and in any program,

>

_  Outeoine evaluation.—Information, gathered dfiring this phase usually addresses specific program

'gbjec;jvgg concerned with changing pafrticipants' bghavior, attitudes, values, or knowledge.,_ The ultimate
goal of all prevention programs is the reduction of drug and/or alcohol abuse. However, depending on the
theory underlying the program, a more immediat¢ objective may be something like “iflcrease self-value" or

"improve social skills." These objectives are thegrized to be associated with decreased substance abuse. In

other words; the program attempts to reduce tlie risk inherent in some state such as low self-esteem, poor
school performance; or maybe simply ignorgn
substance abuse. 7

To assess whether program objectives hgve been met, they must first be identified. This is not always
as easy as it sounds. Using process evaluatign, both intermediate and ultimate objectives can be identified

by examining the development of the program. Even if a full-scale process evaluation is not being done,
some process information must be collected to identify the program's objectives. What was the problem or
need leading to the prcgr’am’"sir)iit;ati’on?w: me

low does the program purport to alleviate the problem and meet

hope. to hgve on its participants? = Will it change attitudes or

the need? What effect does ‘the*progran attitudes o
change behavior in a more immediate way? Does it attempt to clarify values or increase knowledge of

risks? How long must clients participafe in order to benefit from the program? How long are program

effects expected to be sustained?

, agers may find such questions simple and the answers clear. These managers will
also have a good understanding and clgar statement of program objectives. However, some ‘managers will
not know their programs' objectives immediately. And the objectives of some programs are not easily

Many program managers may fin

specified. Thus one benefit of an evaluation may be the learning process undertaken to articulate the

objectives of the program:

- Most programs have multiple

N sbjectives, dll of which need to be identified. Different interested
parties, whether staff, participants;

unding Sources, of others; may emphasizg. certain objectives more than

.
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others./ All these factors rieed to be considered’ when objectives are listed. if some important objective is

omitted, an outcome evaluation may fail to detect a significant ‘contribution of the program.

Depending on the program; the intermediate objectives may be to produce changes in one or more of -

the following areas: _ ) _ 7
“Attitudes - Intended future use .-
Personal adjustment _ Interactions-with family and peers

Knowledge about drugs/alcohiol . School performance
Criminal activity .

_ Social-recreational activities. - 3

This list is not. exhaustive; and some managers may immediately identify other areas where their program

seeks change. The program_manager needs to make sur? that all relevant objcciives are identified before an

outcome, evaluation is actually.conducted. / - .

To*summarize: : .

outcotie evaluation tells yggi whether ‘

__what's going on F>

_ changes the participants:
Impact evaluation.—Information produced at this level of evaluation is broader in scope than process or
outcome information. There_are; however; parallels between outcome and ‘impact evaluation. An ocutcome
evaluation measures changes in program participants, whereas an impact evaluation measures changes. in the

entire population for whom generalized effects are expected. The identification and estimation of impact -

are particularly important_in evaluating prevention activities. .- For example, the results of an impact .-

evaluation can be used in decigions about program expansion. The results of an impact study on an entire

high school population where only some students participated in a prevention program could aid in expanding

- the program to reach even more students; perhaps in other schools: ]

Generalized effects of a program occur throughout the community—however defined—and across

prevention programs within a community: Thus these effects are often measured in sggregate-or cumulative
form such as incidence/prevalence levels; rates of drug or a,lcoh?i arrests; and hospitalizations: - A decrease
results. For instance, an improved school

in_substance abuse in the community may-have many other |
environment and lJower maintenance costs may result from reduted substance abuse. .Of course, one task of
the impact evaluation is to determine how much of the overall improvement is attributable to the

prevention activities operating within the community. )

Before program impact can actually be assessed; some ‘important barriers that limit the extension of
» if ‘@ program .is aimed at a very limited
population, then the magnitude of any

program outcome must be carefully considered: For example

subgroup_(by age; race; ethnicity, geography, etc:) of ‘a high rigk pc i
meagured impact on the entire population might be quite small. \.Other factors ito be considered for an
impact evaluation include a'definition of community related to a program's size and impact; intended and

unintended effeets, and delay and durability of effect.

tion of community.—The probability of a prevention program P

is obviously related to the size of both the program and- the group. Th&definition of commiunity should
relate to the scope and objectives of a program and be limited to an area i\ which detectable impacts may
result. Take the ease of a program limited to one class within one school. ‘§he impact of the program will
probably be limited to families of the students involved, some of their peers\and perhaps their neighbors.

The definition of community should be so limited. Compare that to the case of a t&levision show where the
potential impact, and thus the community, are limited only by the séope of the broadcast (local, regional, or
national broadcast): L S
___Intended and unintended effeets.—By definition, intended effects of a program are always positive.
They are; after all, based on program objectives. Unintended effects may be either positive or negative.

For instance, a program aimed at decreasing one type of substance abuse—alcohol—~may increase a different

type-—cigarette smoking. Though these effects are not expected, knowledge of them may help in modifying
the program—for example; adding & lung cancer film to the filu on alcohol related brain damage!

f effect.—If an impact evaluation Is implemented too sooh after a program i

initiated; no impact may be found. Obviously there may be a delay before any generalized effects are

measurable. To assess the durability of the impact of a program, timing is again important. If possible, a

followup study would indicate the length.of time that the overall impact of a program can be sustained;

. 17
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© The issues of intended and unintended effects, as well as of delay éﬁa,dﬁréﬁiéty of effect are as

important for outcome evaluation as they are for impact evaluation. Or, evaluations must 8onsider

what happened, expected or not;
_ how long it took:to happen,
. - _ how long it did (or would) last. ,
Al of these factors need to be taken into account by the program manager and evaluator. Developing a
rational plan at the impact level may be more involved and more costly, but the knowledge gained can be
significant. N ; ‘ -

To summarize:_y o
o _____ impact evaluation shows whether
‘\ i , what's going on changes the larger community.
Finally, lookirig at evaliation as a whole: ) .
N \ - o« _ o L .~ ~ “1,
: each evaluatioh level can lead you . - v
- through feedback loops -

to program improvement; or
to put it graphically,

Outc‘omej—ﬁ Impact ———— s

_Figure 2-1 illustrates

of evaluation: Note that process and outcome evaluatjon focus on effects within the program, whereas

L)

list developed by NIDA of major indicators and)approaches for_the three levels

impact evaluation focuses on'effects at the community leyel. Relevant to this model; various methodologies

are discussed in chapter 4 of this volume and in the Handbook:
N \ - b .

Y|

* A second parameter of evaluation is the type of information that can be generated, Three types can be

identified: déscriptive, comparative, and explanatory. Desgriptive information is the easiest and least
expensive to obtain. As the name implies; this type of information describes the program, the clients; the
staff, the environment, and so forth. Much of the processilevel information obtained in describing_a
program is necessarily descriptive. Hence, it is important ‘that the program records from which the
information is drawn are adequate: A straightforward management information system for recording

descriptive information ean be started early in a program's development or can be the first step in an
evaluation process. ) :

Comparative information involves variables thought to significantly affect program functioning, but
does not assign causality. For example, staff attitudes concerning prevention can be compared to the

program participants' attitudes toward preventipn. Both sets of attitudes may affect program functioning,
but determining which set caused the other is the old chicken and egg problem—which did come first? The
cost of comparative information will be higher than that of descriptive information in, terms of time, effort,

money, and design; but more complex issues can be examined.

Explanatory information is used to try to answer even more complex.questions such as, why dogs the

program work? If two groups of 12th grade students show different levels of substance abuse, can the
difference be attributed to_the prevention activities of one group? More importantly, what program

components are responsible for the effects? Obviously; gathering and analyzing this tyje of information

requires even more sophistication in terms of design and theory testing, as well as more figancial and other
resources. But if the purpose and goals of the evaluation require it, the fort expended i rthwhile.

" In general, the type of information sought is a function of data availability (what data are already
gathered and what can be obtained), evaluation design (within the constraints of availability, what does the
manager want to know) and analytic technique (in what form does the evaluator want the data).- A fuller

_explication of the process of choosing information type(s) is found in chapter 4.

o
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- Focus of evaliation .~ Prevention program effects \ Aggregate or cumulative
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. | level
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~ delivered " Actions: _morbidity -
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o Fmancmg resources utlhzed Sehool achievement | Youth/parent mvolvement
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Y R .
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\ Evaluation ! ] R
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~ studies
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; _ i {,’ . 1-9 :
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-

Figure 2-1; Drug abuse prevention evaluative research model (Bukoski 1979)
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A third facet of t@feﬁ%ﬁlgaftjgggypcess, is ‘the target or focus of the program and hence the focus of the
.. evaluation. For exafhple, are changes in individuals over time being sought? _Are ‘community (however
- defined) or societal changes in attitudes/behaviors of interest? Dgpending on where the center of interest

- v .
~
-

- iies, different questions can be asked of different people. The evaluative focus is ysually one of the
following targets—individual, program, service system (comprising: several programs), or societal The

« choice will depend on the needs and resources of the decisionmakers involved in the evaluation, process. For
example, a school board in an urban area may want to evaluate various prevention projects thropghout the .
school distrigt as a whole, or one principal may want ta find out if a specific group avtivity is succeeding.in
its prevention activities. These two situations will result in different types of evaluation activity; with

. moré emphasis placed on community-wide impact evaluation inthe tirst case than in the second. However,
an evaluation focused on one target area can still have an effect on others. For instance, an ‘evaluation
concerning a group of students in one prevention project could contribute to a better understanding of the
overall service system of which that program is a part. ; . ) , 9

~ The three 5&5&55@;5’—’1&61,iﬁfbi-"ﬁiétiaﬁ type, and target area—and their relationships are graphically
. . displayed in figure 2-2. . e :
‘ ' i
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_Figure 2-2. Evaluation Considerations (Frencfl and Kaufman 1981)
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~ DEVELOPMENT OF AN EVALUAB%E PROGRAM® 7 .
™ . ~ . ~ N .

- . - . . ~
. . -

_ Every program is evaluablesome information is always available to indicate what's going on. A major
objective of program evaluation is to use this information base for decisionmaking: Continual program

improvement is contingent on feedback to the manager and other staff regarding program development and <

implementation. With this in mind; 'evaluation should become an integral part. of ongoing program

development, supplying appropriate feedback to decisionmakers: Cartain issues of program relevance, .
program quality, etc., can be examined at different phases of program development and operation. ' The
. information obtained can provide & foundation from which criteria for further development and ‘management
decisi8ns can be established.. e S A .

. -

program .development. Fof example; a process-evaluation documenting the earliest phases of program
~development can provide information that would otherwise be unavailable. However, regardless of when the -
‘evaluation takes place, feedback can enhance thechances of further growth and improved program effects: -
n . ’ ’ - N . R . ; *

S S . - - D 2
The greatest power of evaluation will' be realized if evaliiation has a role from ‘the first stages of ;-

_,Five major phases of program development were delineated in the Handbook f 1 yation,
e distinctions are presented here, emphasizing the information needs of the manager and questions
te for each phase. The phases are: | ) . ) —

needs assessment v S Py ¢
policy development: ! _ _ a
© program design- : S
‘program initiation

Opropri
K 3

- - . -~ . X

00000

program operation: : ‘ - . .

 The discussion below looks at the first three stages as plahning phases and the last two as
implementation phases: ‘ S . z . . :

o

Planning Phases . . _ o »

Needs assessment.—The initial phase of program development is establishing” whether and to what

extent a certain problem exists within a given subgroup in the community. For example, is there & growing.
substance abuse problem among a high school’s student body? Once this information is obtained; a specific
cause of the problem is postulated-leading to the definition of a need for & specific process to overcome the

problem: For example, if the problem. is_causéq by a lack of organized activities involving high sechool

students, then an slternatives progran for high school youth would be proposed as a means of ameliorating .

g ‘the situation. If the problem is inaccurately measured; or the causal assumption is wrong, then the program .-
may eventually be found ineffective. The manager.needs to have accurate information to confirm that the .
program is based upon the correct assumptions eoncerning tﬁ'g problem while the prevention program is stil

in the planning stage rather than when the program is in full operation: ;
. 2 )

The ideal—problen. assessment leads to the definition of need;

The frequent reality—th§ problem assessment is used to justify what R
somebody already believes. . . '

____Policy development.—During the second phase, the goals and specific objectives of the program are
defined; baséd on the theory postulated in the previous phase. Many different factors; not all of which are
internal to the program; need to be taken into account at this point. Financial rescurces; values; attitudes, _
and concerns of various individuals (policymakers at the levels of; rogram, local goveriiment, State and

Federal government, program staff, and potential program participants) need to be identified and their -
impact on program poticy assessed: Depending on the specific problem, goals and objectives may have to be:’
limited in a realistic sense to fit the sociopoliticat environment: *Given the context of'these variables, the -

- manager will want an accurate translation of the theory into policy. A clear understanding of. the factors

' involved—whether they would support or impede the program’s development—is needed to ensuré a rational
policy development. o L . ‘ _

‘objectjves flow from prdgiously formulated theory. : :
The frequent reality—programs can operate foMyyears without .
formulating anything but the most obvious oals.

* The ideal—goals and objectives flow from pre
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Program design.—The final planning stage transforms the program poliey into significant program

%@gt{gtgﬂstjgsg ‘Specific program components and activities must be developed in relation to overall policy. =~ *
This is the operationalization of the policy, where the. program decisionmaker needs to know what has been -

_ done previously to meet similar objectives. - How can_the sarfie thing be accomplished now, given existing

* ' resources, program capacity, staff size, faaility limifations, staff background &nd qualifications; and

:ciggmy’rjift’gfgbg@qger.istics? All of these factors need to be taken into account in order to produce a fully -
detwiled program design. . | - R o e '
" The ideal—program components and éé’tiv‘?ié's are rationally justified by goals and objectives.

The frequent reality—trial and error. »
_ The introduetion of an evaluation at any of these planning stages can increase the amount and quality of
feedback: To bring the: reality éltysc?;ftbﬁ the ideal, the evaluation should do more than just assess the.gy
attainment of specific objectives. ‘If stated objectives are not reached, information concerning stages of
development before program operation becomes critical. At earlier stages an evaluator can ask questions . -
that..would also be of interest to the program manager. For insténce, at the needs assessment stage, the

assessment of the problem can be examined. if the objectives of the program are met, but the problem does
fiot really @xist, should the program be labeled a success? Or maybe the assumptions regarding the cause of

the problem or the definition of the need are erroneous. In that case;.the objectives may not be met in even
_a smoothly operating progtam becayse the policy developed and implemented may have no bearjng on the
problem. A : ' : ‘
s .

The fotindations of process-level information are found in all three of these planning phases. Evaluation
. at this time can provide information on the flow from T : :

B S N e ,” : ) - 2_”** ’ T e
probleqn = need = theory = policy = goals = objectives = design

" Information needed for process evaluation may be availablé later while the program is jn operation, but it’
“would probably be of more immediate help to the manager if available during these planning stages.
Information would also tend to be available more éfficigntly with less qést in terms of time, effort, §nd

money before program implementation. iy ; ,

s v

_ Program initiation.—At this stage; the progrdm is established.and implemented; translation of theory
~ into action takes place.” The manager can now see if the implementation matclres the program design. That™
% is, information on participants; rebources; and jc’bii’sii‘éiﬁtiééii be compared with those in the program e

design. This stage can also be viewed as a debugging phase where probléms in implementation are corrected .
and the- program is set up for smooth operations. Is the program operating as designed? Are_staff
assignments recognized, accepted, and carried out? Are thé participants receiving the types of sdrvices
planned? o, ‘ _ : > )
. o, B k )
The ideal—bugs are' recognized and corrected. o , ]
The frequent reality—the bugs survive. - ' .

¢ _ Program operations.—Once the program is fully operational, it does not simply run by itself. Godd
management and direction are needed to keep the program functioning-and improving. In addition, a

" program does riot operate in a vacuum. Continual upgrading and development of the program must include

mechanisms for adapting to changing needs and-problems in the client population and eommunity. Some -
changes may be the result of the prévention program, as measured by outcome and impact evaluation.

Others may be due to some external forces, such as local, State; or Federal political decisions; changing

levels of community involvement; or changing supports and constraints of funding sources.

The. ideal—-operating programs continually increase their ability to meet objectives.
~ The frequent reality—maintenance of the status quo or irrational change.

—n_

Noiie of these phases necessarily repregsent discreet, mutually exclusive perieds of time. 'Program

development is a dynamic process, with constant feedback and improvement. ~Different aspects of a
’ program can be in different stages of development &t the same time. As needs of the community change, so’
too must the program.evolve. Evaluation is one tool that can be used to aid in that dévelopment. The model

presented in this chapter -is one method of ensuring a rational approach to both the evaluation and
development of the program. CL ’ : 7 N
. . - 1'7 B . "
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The scene is the dxrector's office of a local prevention program. Scattered across the desk are all the

signs of & late—evemng vigil; including several books opened to dog-eared pages; The titles tell most of the.

story. An evaluation is being considered; and dusty volumes of college textbodRs-on statistics and. | research -

“methods are being frantically reviewed for long-forgotten definitions: chi squares, t-tests; and Type I
errors. The director appears to be wondermg what possible dxrectlon she ¢an give to the evaluation when

v TECTEIRI OO WAL YOV IS .

she d@n’t even remember what a quasn—experxmental design looks hke.

k]

_ The director's predicament is not uncommon. Most conscientious program decisignmai‘gers are aware -
_that they have a role to play in the evaluation process. Some have watched evaluation Studies take place
within their own programs or have begun to explore the literature on prevent on evaluation. "Unfortunately;

k]

too little has been written on the specific role of the program manager, L g

Some J)rogram profesmonalsl as in the examgle above, try to. become c@versant enough with research

terminology to at least participate in-planning at some level. “Others, who have little or no background in

eyaluation research may fail to see the importanée of their mvolvement and turn the entire task over to an
.evaluation consultant. . .
b Y ’
” Undoubtedly, the manager needs to know enough about evaiuation to ask-critical qgstigns ggncernjhg
.. the methods being used. Other sections of this’ monograph address concerns_ab evaluation models and
‘measurement. The focus of this chapter, however, 'is on -program knowledge rather than evaluation ~

——

knowledge. Amid the work and anxiety of an evaluat:on project; the program decisiognaker frequently losee
~ sight of the fact that: : v

'l‘he most significant contribution program managers make to development of tl! @uitio*n liei in iiﬁt

they know aboiit the program rather than what they Rnow about the evaluation process.

L e

N To appreciate the sxg'mficance of thxs statement, it is lmportantito understand what mgkes an

‘evaluation work. Weiss (1972, p. 6) makes an'important distinction between research and Mevaluation"
research by noting that, in the latter case, the questions to be .considered are those f the program ra'.tner

than those of the researcher. Sooner or later the decisionmaker must consider these issues: ;

What do I need to know about the program"
What decisions am I prepared to make?
How should the evaluation resi:lts be presented toghelp make those decisions?

O 0 0l

Many elaborate evaluations have failed to yleld valid or useful results because the eviluator made

) maccurate assumptions about the program itselt‘ or because the users of the evaluation findings had not been’ ;
- clearly identnfied. — -

'

Program mformatxon from the perspective of the decisionmaker is crucial to the evaluation process. lt
represents a view of the program the evaluator does not have and provides a contéxt for evaluation

activities. Program considerations affect every aspect of the evaluation process, from the selection of

questions to the choice of instruments to the use of results. They influence what Kind.of evaluator should be ‘

, consulted and what kind of staff adjustments_ will be necessary to accom modate the evaluation.

3 - ) . . ;
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_ In some ways it might seem presumptuous to devote & chapter to_explaining prevention programs to
program decisionmakers; After all, aren't most managers already familiar with the resources and services
of: their organization? « Yes .and no. " They usually. have information about the program, but need to
understan¥’ it from an evaluative point of view. . - _—
DecisionmaKers usually keep at their fingertips such program facts as the annual budgetj a description

* of services;-and an organizational chart. However, at times the manager needs other kinds of information.

For example, in long-range planning, questions must be asked about -the program’s mission, the consumers of -

its services, and its potential for chang®. In the same way, certain aspects of thefprogram need to be -

considered in preparing, for ajj_evaluation. However, many program decisionmakers have not-been shown

these connections. Too often, evaluatipns are not geared to the needs and circumstances of the program; .-

Aand the’ program staff's questions are never incorporated into the design. There is always the risk that the

" trué partnership, can develop between the evaluator and program personnel.
— . . bl . _ ! - -

~ be integrated for the'evaluation to be successful. - )

- in early phases of a study. - Most importantly;

s
Ll

-

program will serve the evaluation rather than be serviced by it.
_ Asking important program ijiiésfiiii;s at the Beginning of the evaluation process Helgs to. ensdre that the

. -

2

 If this chapter, prograf issies rélating to evaluation will be groupefl.into four areas and discussed fgom
a manager's perspective: . C - ‘ . 7 - 7
What is the program and wha%f it meant t30? "
What are the evhluation quésfiins to be as

What kind of evaluation will fit a particular program? .

- Will'the evaluation be worthwhile for the program? ; _ R o L

L T s A .
Reflecting on a prevention program from

A Y

0 0 00

. Reflecting on a | this perspéctive is not. only; helpful for_ the program
decisianmaker, but as Patton (1978) points out, equally valusble fer funding -sources; line staff, and

consumers. Péi‘éébﬁt_ibﬁ’s?ﬁbijt program goals and services. are not alwhys shared among_those involved at
different levels. ‘An-evaluator may receive very différent impressions of the same program when _it-is
“described by an administrator,; a staff member; or a client. As many program perspectives as possiﬁlé should
P

’ . :

The . program manager should be<involved throughout the evaluation process. Programing .issues.

concerned with interpretation and utitizatiog of findings are’ equally as significant' as those that take-place

- .
» ..

o .
.

. ' the decisionmaker's knowledge .
of the needs, purgoses, and goals of the program . ' )
is essential to evaluation. S S ‘
P . ";. . T . . v
) WHAT IS THE‘PROG_RAM AND WHAT IS IT MEANT TC.). DO\?':' o )
' l x v . { o ’ <. i e
r which eyery program manager has & ready response. All

This is the simplest of‘questions; and one

programs havE goals and objéctives; even’if®
identifiable program to evaluate or even agreeNy
with this ambiguity.. Many note that cpnsultation
and reexamining program goals. \;' Cw

1pnt. about ithe program's purpose. Evaluators cannot work
s with preventiolprograms frequently begin by backing;up
- 5 o L.

{ .

' Evaludtors encounter two common problems with program 6‘!;3*63:&\795;7ﬁiifijg:fjgsijiééjé do .with the
relationship between objectives and the iili);’cig'i-_iiiﬁprbjéggsiﬁq outcomes. A prevention program_rmay have a

beautifuily written action plan that nq:longer describes the services ourrently provided. Perhaps. funding’
was cut. Perhaps there was staffsturnover, qr &' particular project was ¢hanged slightly.: ‘Maybe the program

- evaluation may proceed on a meaningless joiirse. . .
R . / : -

never did reflect the stafed obJectives, ghithave been—writtenorigin

audience: . Without objectived that accurgtely describe the program's current intended outcomes, :the

"The Second problem is mope complex but no less common: -Many. programé' stated objectives deseribe

only program effort or process.” For example, a prevention program directed toward sehool children might
include the following obje¢tive—deliver dight teacher-training .sessions dyring the school year, This

objective is clear and measurable but describes osly¥the process, not the outcome of that activity. Such

resuits will be genuinely useful. False $tarts due to misundérstandings or confusion are ‘elig\inated] and a

ns to be asked by the/program? | ST

ey are implicit and unwritter. - Yet, there may.not be an -

»

.
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alone do not-link the-activity to—ita_outsome; The evaluator may be unsure what outcomes to-examine.
Even worse;: the program may include an impressive array| of prevention services without any clear

“~— indicatiop of ‘the ;specific results ei%gejc ed.« Both qutcome and impact evaluation rely heavily on well- -
s)(sh SRORInt A

statements of program précess are necessary for the evaluator to understand the program's services; but

defined statements-of what condition(s)(should exist as a result/of the program. In addition to'a description -
of prograim process, objectives setting Yorth the.intended program outcomes are essential. i .
__Leaying aside the evaluator's use of-outcome Objectivesy their importance as a guide for the program
decisionmaker is uniqyestionéd, Stated another way, "If you don't kniow where you're goinig, you may end up -
- someplace else." A Erggti;ﬁjjﬁg{jhbv? all kinds of resulfs; but it is difficult to judge success or failure

without some objectives against which to measure those resflts. : C

. o v , - T B
" Goal setting is the first;major .task in prepiring for an evaluation, and one of the mansger's
fesponsibilities. Da you. have clear arfd concise goals:and objectives relating to program effort as well as to

outcorne? €an’ your services be clearly identified dnd defined? -Is there agreement about the program's
. Intended results? Do you have a clear sense of.what represents suceess or failure? How much change is
. satisfactory? “ o . L - i
. R R R R Y S ] R »
. . Programs with articulated, measurable outcome objectives make both daily management and evaluation .
- 1,design much easier. Valuable time and resources that would otherwise be spent on goal setting and program v

o planningypan instead be used to discuss specific evaluation methods.
ST 7\7,:' _ '7 7 ) ~ = . i 7',7 ) v . 4 . .,,i o )'7 =
* s _ Other aspects of the program may also help tg i'déh’t/ifj’r its structure and purpose t6 -both the manager

and the &valuator. In thé prevention field; for exaniple, prograris cari be categorized in a number of general”

ways that ‘help to describe their goals as well as their strategies of service delivery. Although these
-+ program dimensions may not be specifically written down, they are no less important to decisionmakers in

- des¢ribing thé program: ‘ o | .

- R Lo ' . ) ‘

gt M . .
V . N

Prevéntion/Health Promotion

i !
L) .

.. . Prevention g;qéﬁims employ riot only widely different strategies, but try to effect different goals. The
- most notable distinction, perhaps, is between programs intenided specifically to prevent alcohol and drug

problems and thoSe with more general goals, such as health courses with substarice abuse modules. Within an

evaluation, recognizing these distinctions is important; they help evaluators appreciate the kind of program
.. -Tresults acceptable or of importance to decigionmakers. : o : _ _
) o

. R . N : ’ ‘ e - ;}
+ Indirect Service/Direct Service - T P ot ‘ . S \\7.

2y

. Many prevention programs deal with intermediary groups to promote change in & target group. In such
cases, program goals may be stated in terms of the eventugl’change desired in_the target groups, For

example, a_school-based program may have ‘as its goal the development of social competericies akiong
elementary students. However; the program .activities may be directed toward the training of teachers and
school administrators. 'In this case (as in similar activities like information distribution; training, and

consultation), the program manager must distinguish ultimate consumers frém those directly affected by
program activityy, C ' - :

4N

Spective on the causes and prevention of alcohol and drug abuse. Some base

____Programs differ in their pei leohol and :
their services on models of individual attitude and bghavior change: "Others approach the problem f!'grp”g

perspective of social standards or cultural norms. Implicit in every prevention program is a set of beliefs

about what causes people to develop problems and what preventive strategies are likely to be effective.

__ Identifying these beliefs is extremely important'in defining the kinds of results sought. - For-example; one————
community adopted a prevention program designed to change norms regarding pubMc intoxication. Although
the community organizers used familiar strategies of awareness and community education, evaluators would
have missed some of the program's substanice had they looked only for measures of individual change:. A
clearly articulated program philosophy is essential in creating an evaluation design;” deciding what to
measure, and choosing measurement tools. : '

.4«1 R S' . L ;,,f
) w25




% The program purpose, Written or unwritten, is the cornerstene om which all other evaluatiori questions.
rest.  The evaluatqr's role’ is to determine actual effects of program sefvices. However; the role of the

X

program decisionm

gkkrs begins with a clear statement of what they intend| to aceomplish. |
o TR T . B . , z - . e NN
. : : ‘ . . - . . ’ o

© " WHAT ARE THE EVALUATION QUESTIONS TO BE ASKED|BY THE ﬁf{ﬁéﬁAM?éy- ot

» _
I o :

. . - N S ,;,,',',,%’:,, ,,,:Q',.,,, el "7”'”7; - ' . ST - -
Orice the program decisionmaker has. defined goals and objectives/of the program, It is time to ask .

similar questlfons about .the evaluation. Evaluations st also have goals and:objectives. Evaluators and - s

program administrators alike are often dismayed by how few evaluation studies yield results useful for

program direction.” To be sure, part of the problem. lies in conditions outside the evaluator's control.

. Nonetheless; more often  than not the program decisionmaker finds fthat the stqdy;hﬁs failed to address

" essential Guestions. ,

i

+ goals apd objeetives, evaluation questions should be stated as speci
g ! _ C s

5
o
5

-

+ - Exoept “f!c‘;rv the fundamental questions regarding the program)
i-vev‘aluatio:h' is{ more important than developing the gyestions that

fged to be answered: -'As with progra
i i‘égﬁ‘y’, as-possible. For éxample: -

. .

. intended outcomes, no aspect of the”

By the end of the project year, can an increase be shown in the number of schools using the eritire
curriculum developed by the program? o ' o "

Can # decrease in the number of-arrests for driving
over the first 6 months of the project? =~/
Can test scores of program participants,show an increase in'
use during pregnancy? : . _ %v

intoxicatedsbe shown in Baker County
wwledge regarding the risks of drug

/while:

' Obviously, ‘the type-of change the evaluation questions examine depends on program oltdome objectiyes

set forth by the organization: These first two phases of preparing for the evaluation are interdependent.
? ' ..

Because_funding sources and: program managers sometimes wapg different -things from an “evaluation,

the manager may want to set some priorities: Certain questions may Bé mbre,j'njgbr.}agft to the organizatjon P

than others or may be more answerable given the time an

resources of the study. For examp

director may be interested in comparing two different prevention strategies. However; t ind_of

comparative Study may be less pressing for the organization than havjng other information available to the

‘county for the next funding cycle.

0. 0l

. program. At other ti

As in, the goal-setting process, a number of col |
. .questions. The manager must ask why and for whom t He evaluation is needed. Program evaluations are
conducted for many different rea¥ons and audiences, for example:

i

fisiderations are helpful in developing evaluation |

P

To provide feedback for internal management to guide developmgt of the organization. *
To assure accountability to\some external ‘source:  With decreasing: availabilit%’of,fjiiéﬁéiél
ihued funding.

resources, programs are called upon to use evaluation results to-justify new or contir
In some cases; the manager mhy know exactly what criteria the funding source will use to judge a

mes, tholigh, the prograin is forced to make assumptions about what kind of

evaluation results will be convincing to author

ties. , S

- To market new and innovative program methods. Other services provided by an organization ma

_be well accepted in the community, and a/ manager may want to use the evaluation:to add

credibility to more recently developed serviges. In particular; evaluation findings-may be used to
support decisions about réplicating pilot programs.. . (.~
To meet requirements of a grant or contract. The manager should; of course; look. beyond the

program's. mandate for evaluation to considef ways in which the research findings can be useful for
P Ao | s P o

both the program and the mandating ageney, . ¢ % o ;

To satisfy"the duriosity of someone in the prganization (particuiarly in programs where innovative
strategies are being used). Although sucll questions may have little relationship to. the stated
program objectives, some of the most dramatic program effects are discovered through the

-personal—conviction—and—questioning-approach of -someone deeply—involved tn the delivery of ..
.. serviees.- - L e S .
. To. respond to the needs of users. Evaluation is_best formulated with particlpation by users

ings will be used. - Don't forget anybody:

s, funding source representatives, boards

refarding the questions to be askéd and /the way f

legislators, school board members or county commissio

many user groups as possible should be incprporated intdithe evaluation questions.

.of directord, program administrators; line gtaff, and co@mers. The concerns and viewpoints of as

A3
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‘Program decisionmakers must also recognize wheri an evafation might be inappropriate. For example:

0 When you don't know what the program is—there may be no agreement on progsam goals and. . .
. objectives, or they may not yet be sufficiently defined. . . ™~ - o SR
- o When you don't have the resources t6 answer the questions you need to answer,. .
e o When the answers won't make any difference—wheft. the potential ugers of the evaluation results
~ are unable dr unwilling to take action based on those-results. il

RS

' These factors should  be considered seriously by the manager before _undertaking an_evaluation.
Although pressure is increasing for prevention programs to become involved :in 'evaluation efforts;
decisionmakers should recognize when evaluation'is incapable of yiel 3 ’;us‘eful results. = - oo

WHAT KIND OF EVALUATION WILL FIT THE PROGRAM? -

Ea

¢ Even program decisionmakers who appreciate their role in developing program objectives and.research
" questions may believe their involvement ends when evaluation inethods are discussed.. Minagers with little
or no background in research techniques may be inclined to withdraw and simply wait until results become
available. In faet, the evaluation design and the selection of appropriate instruments should begin with yet -

another set of programmatic questions best answered by the manager.. In too many cases decisions regarding
evaluation design and ‘methods are left entirely to the evaluator. This can lead to problems, including the
* possibility that the resulting data cannot be used. Selecting a’ppljtsprhte-evnluation methods begins at the

program lével with the question ‘ _ ‘ S L
| ' How ean the information be collected and presented el

7 o . ina way that will be convificing and useful?

" ‘Program managers,can ensure the usefulness of evaluation findings by: playing:an a

Cholme e

] sure t| ing..an active role in -
determining ‘methods.. Evaluators are human too. They represent-a number- of disciplines giving them a
variety .of perspectives and experiences. ‘The’manager should ¢hoose an appropriate evaluator to help
answer the program's questions. The major consideration is the consultant's willingness to work in

partnership with the program. . However, other factors-influence an evalgator's ability.to respond to program
‘needs. - - : : _ I R RS 4 R
o~ An’ evaluation may address issues ranging from changes in individuals to effects on entire

communities... Inevitably, evaluators have varying levels .of -experience with different areas of

. social researéh. One consultant may ‘be excellent for measuring change in individual student

- attitudes bat have little bifckground in evaluating a community organization project. The skills

" . % necessary to measure individual change or social change are not mutually exclusive, but the
. manager should look for an evaluator experienced with the Kinds of quegtions being studied.

o The evaluator must besensitive to the program's cultural and ethnic factors. Ethnographic studies,
for ‘example; demand that the evaluator become intimately familiar with the cultural community

" being studied. Even with more traditional techniques,:the importance of cultural sensitivity on the

part of the evaluator cannot be overemphasized, In multicultural or ethnic communities; it cannot
be assumed that standardized instruments will yield valid results. Not oily do issues such as |
langiiage and methods of data.collection come into play, but also the community's norms for.such

things as drug use, social interaction, and healthy lifestyles: . -

o Evalustion methods can generally .be divided into two types;-qualitative and quentitative.

’. Traditidnally, only quantitative methods were acceptable in sound evaluation practice. - More
‘recently; a number of noted evaluators—Campbell (1975) and Cronbach et al. (1980), for example—
"have moved away from _jnsisting: on quantitative methods, and-opened up the possibility of -

qualitative approaches. These include participant observation, program journals, and unstructured .

' interviéws.. Depending on the prevention program, quantitative or qualitative—or both—methods
. " may be-called for. Evaluators, however, may be more comfortable or skilled in one area, and the

“‘manager must strive to match the evaluator's style with the needs of the program.

-

" These approaches .are-not mutually exclusive. Many evaluations combine qualitative and quantitative

methods and attempt to.measure change at both individual and group levels: Based on training and
. experience, ;evl.ﬁuaftg;sf may, approach :the project with a set of biases. Perhaps they have a favorite

instrument used successfully with other programs, or a conviction about good evaluations that does not allow

-
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for a broad range of techmques. In any case, evaluators influence the design, and it is crmcai t hat they b

able to respond sensitlvely to the kingds of evaluation questions being addressed.

Other program lssues determine the kind of evaluation to be conducted, lncludlng the needs and

capabilities of the orgamzatlon

o Money' Good evaluatlon need not be expensive, but certain direct cost decisions must be -

corsidered. “Will clients be pald for thelr partlclpatxon in the evaluation? Will other professionals -

need to be hired?
o Program recordkeeplng Does the quallty of exlstlng reeords meet the .lnformatnon needs of the

-

planned evaluation? }

Data analysis resource
analyze the data collected?

Q!

g - . Time constraints: Will the results be- avallnbl&when they are needed? . - SR
o

Program staff avallablhty and expertise. How. much are program staff expected to contrlbute to

each phase of the evaluation" W|ll they be able and willing? = . 7 ,
o Money! ‘ z 7 -

,The kind of evaluation that f|ts any smgle preventlon program depends, in part, on all these variables:

finding an evaluator with appropriate experience, matching an evaluator to the cultural dimensions of  the

program, decndmg on the appropriateness of - qualitative and quantitative measures; and looking. carefully at

the resources of the organization. There are also other factors outside-the organization's influence, such as
the mandates of funding sources.  In each case, the program decisionmaker must play an integral role in

designinig the evaluation. The study itself involves: far more than simply choosing instruments and

lnterpretlng printouts. It is a process of decldlng how to.ask appropriate questions and how to represent the
flndmgs in a useful and convmclng way.

WILL THE EVALUATION BE WORTHWHILE FOR THE PROGRAM"

In even the best-planned evaluatlons, where program objectwes haﬁveﬁbeen artrculated 7guest7|9ns7 glggr}y
stated, and a study design developed, there is usually some sense ot‘ hesitation on the part of the program

decisionmaker. Will the evaluation process end up costing the program more than it offers? For whatever .
féasons the evaluation is conducted; will the flndlngs warrant the amount of timé and attentrbn it lnvolves" '

managed if some of the potentlal costs and benefits of evaluatlon are fu'st analyzed.

An evaluation pro]ect can cause dlsruptlon within an org'amzatlon in countless ways. Evaluat,\on studles

often bring with them additional forms to fill out; new.assignments for staff, demands for clerical .
assistance, and iﬁ@l‘éé&éd attention to program details. An evaluation procgss frequently means that new

and urifamiliar faces will be lnjectfed into the program's daily operation. Staff may feel the pressure of

having their professionatl activities scrutlmzed and awareness of outside accountability usually creates some
degree of anxiety. - , o . .

* Left uﬁéiiéﬁaéa these dynamlcs can result in serious resistance to the evaluation process.’ All other
preparatory steps are useless if the staff does not maintain program conditions necessary to complete the

study. It is essential,, therefore,: that. the manager serlouslx examine all possible ways in Whlch the

evaluation mlght negatively affect day—to—day operatxon of the program. . 5 . o
To thBextent possxble, persons ‘affiliated with the program should be drawn mto the evaiuatlon planning - ;.

These are nmportant questlons for the manager to consxder. In every case; the process can be better

N

from its inception. Evaluators should becomeé familiar to staff, and the reasons for each component of an T

evaluatlon design should be thoroughly explained at each stage of the process. >

an evaluat|on deS|gn. For example; lf the evaluatlon requires data on a program's parent;gdugatggn
component, more emphaS|s may need to be pldaced in this area for a period of time to develop a large enough'

sample for study. _ . >

Other. clashes may occur betWeen the program phllosophy and aspects of the evaluatnon design: (Many" :

of these issues can be avoided through the kind of design planning discussed earlier:) For example; some’

orogram professionals be11eve it is unethical to randomly ser\ie some clients but not others, a feature of

v = ~
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some evaluatiOn designs. Issues may also emerge regardmg the use of conhdential information or the

presence of an evaluator as an observer in group activities:

These kinds of situations cannot help but be disruptlve to a program. However, to the egctgnt thgﬁtsuch

changes are well pianned and thoroughly explalned they need not have negative effects: Poteptlal disruption

to both the program and the evaluation process can be minimized if the manager ant|c|pates and plans for
such possibilities. A

1

Other aspects of . the evaluation process may have unpleasant - repercussions if they have not been =

considered. For exariple, Soffietimes evaludtion is initiated without planning for possible niegative results.

Partlcularly where an evaluation may be used to justify the program's funding or continued exlstence, the
manager must carefully consider the potential effect of less-than—positive findings. In the same ‘way that
-staff resistance or other internal effects of an evaluation process mist be examined, the manager must also
—lpok at-the ability-of- the-program-to-accommodate - indicated -or -recommended chang ‘The -evaluation—
.process can be partictilarly costly to a progranr that is prepared to receive only erfhusiastic validation.
"Even negative evaluation findings can be used constructlvely if the program is resilient enough to accept

crmclsm and consider change. _ <

. Program d1sruptlons caused by eva}uatlon can be offset by potentlal beneflts. In addltlon to prov1d|ng
external accountability and support’ for prevention programs, . evaluation can influence _internal

decisionmaking and provide cont¢inuous feedback to staff, helping to modify or improve program practices.
For consumers of prevention services; who either participate in the program or are concerned about -its
effectiveness, evaluation assures some medasure of quality control. Finally, whether the results are

anticipated or.the findings are of any significance, evaluation can prevent what Weiss (1972; pp: 116-128)
refers to as "barnacle-encrtisted" programs. In other words, just by 1ncorporatu1g the process and rlgors of

For the manager, the lmportance of moving througN the planning stages described here cannot be

overstated; each stage building on the other. Without\a clear sense of what_the program intends to
accomphsh |t is |mp0331ble to ask meanlngful evaluatlon questlons. Wlthout speclflc qtiestlons“a roprlate

program, the evaiuatlon threatens to harm more than' help. Without adequate resources to analyze and

interpret. data, the best measures may come to naught. Without clear and relevant presentation of findings
to evaluation users, the whole effort may be fruitless. .

These are program issues. The success of any evaluation is intricétéiy tied to the manager's active
participation in reflection and planning. This chapter began with a director wondering- what possible

direction she could give. to an evaluation: when she couldn’t even remember what a quasr—experlmentai design
looked like. The answer: a considerable amount. Old college textbooks on statistics and research methods
are useful, but the manager's primary contribution to the evaluatlon process is understanding the program

and what it needs to know:

A
&
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) f CHAPTER 4: EVALUATION ISSUES IN PREVENTION PROGRAMS . s
s B (The: Heavy Stuff—What Else?)

é, This chapter looks at evaluation from the evaluatof's perspective and is designed to provide program
decisionmakers with technical information so that they can: . -

appreciate the difference between good and bad evaluation design,
" 4o_—.__.1___better understand what evaluatorsdo,
become more active participants in the,evaluation process, and
. ' " become wiser consumers of &valuation. ‘

_ Technical aspects of evaluation are -presented throughout the chapter. . Evaluation terminology is
emphasized so program decisionmakers can better understand and communicate with evaluators.

' Evaluators, in designing an evaluation of & program's effectivéness, have an overriding responsibility to
set up the evaluation so the question of whether the program produces desired-effects can be answered as
accurately as possible. Accurate answers demand attention"to many issues in eyvaluation design. .Mahagers

must understand these issues for two reasons. First, in-using evaluation results to make decisions; program

‘managers need to be wise consumers; able to judge the quality of evaluations, rather than forced to take

results at face value with no understanding of how they were generated. Second, managers in the process of -

having evaluations designed for their programs will be' better able to understand the evaluator's activities.

Evaluators often do; or ask program staff to do; certain tasks that may seem a waste of time at best, or

‘costly and_disruptive of program functioning at worst. - Well-informed program managers who understand

"what is at stake with various aspects of the evaluation can contribute to the quality of their program

sevaluation. A director may well ask, "What will it take to convince others that my program is valuable?"
-An adequately designed evaluation that documents the nature of the program and then shows  its
effectiveness is at the root of answers to that question. & , : - -

ISSUES iN EVALUATION DESIGN ' R

. An easy way to consider design issues is to scrutinize an evaluation. First, we'll describe an evaluation

design. Then we'll backtraek and examine it to show how, through faulty design; an evaluation can lead to

incorrect conclusions about the program. We will then consider issues of theoretical and technical .

importance in the evaluation process. = -

tikal example was created to illustrate poor evaluation and issues of evaluation

? N

~ Prevention program.—The program was intended to improve self-concept among junior high sehool
adolescents in seventh and-eighth grades. The program's theory was that improved self-concept would cause

a decreased desire to use drugs as an escape from the difficulties of adolescence, as well as an increased
resistance to peer pressure to experiment-with drugs. AThe program wés designed specifically for children
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—___who_were. struggling with their adolescent development-reflected by academic dlfticulftiesand Jn;gtgiems m

reiatink to family and peers. The program consisted of groups of students meeting with program staff once
a week after school over the course of a semester. ,

Prggam staff.—Two staff ‘members each ied one student group. The ii’igi was the school guidance

the School system the worth of such programs. The second was a foreign language teacgr who was thinking

of going back to school and changing careers in the direction of working with adolescents in a counseling
setting. She wanted _to try leading -a student grot to see if she would enjoy intensive contact with

and had run the program once ‘at a local community center. She introduced the program to.the school and

trained the foreign language teacher just before the Semester begsdn:

Buﬁcipants —Program participation was voluntary. The program was advertised in the SCthl_t[i!pyg!L -

" a ‘poster campaign. Each group leader also solicited students to insure adequate part?cipation.; Finaﬁy, ahll

teachers in the school were asked to encourage their homeroom students to participate; especially those
who seemed to have problems. }

Evaluation.—The guidance counselor wanted data showing that the program was effective in improvmg

was developing and had aiready tested on some high school freshman and sophomores: Because he was
interested in data from junior high students; he agreed to analyze the data in exchange for having the use of
the results for further development of the test. He suggested that the guidance counselor. administer the

test at the begmning of the semester as a pretest and at the énd of the semester as a posttest: Since the
program was ultimately supposed to prevent or delay the use of drugs; the school psychologist also; -
recommended, and the gundance counselor adopted, a well-known scale of self-reported drug use.

counselor and 19 with the lalguage teacher. Participation waned s0 that by the end of the semester only 18

participants remained, 13 with the guidance counselor and 5 with the Tanguage teacher.

Becaiise the gundance counselor was concerned about data confldentiaht ,she7 }nsggctgg thfe stydents;

not to put any identifying information on their pretests or posttests: The only information she kept was
which were pretests and which posttests. i

; The school psychologist also strongly recommended gathering sei!—concept and drug use information on
students not participating in the program, taking these measurements at the same time as the pretests and -
posttests. The language teacher asked nonparticipating students in her classes to voluntarily take the test
at the beginning and again at the end of the semester. She got the highest résponse rate from her advanced

language class and ended up with 20 pretests and 17 positests. -Bhe also did not require 1dentifying
information 9n the tests, but merely kept pretests and posttests separate. o s

The schiool ps?cholog",t analyzed the. data using the. t-test to assess whether average self—concept score
was higher on the posttest /than -on .the prEtest. i He apphed the t-test separately to group participants and

'showed n change in the dverage scores on the drug use test.. “The guidance counselor; clearly disappomted
in the results, concluded that her program had no beneficial effect on participants. .

improvmg self—concept. The. schooﬁlfpsychologist ponnted out that it would also be helpful to obtam a

measure of change in self-reported drug use.
X

It must bg recogmzed that the results of evaluations are used as a form of BE“"E!‘SQE!Q'J; gsfg megns of

persuasion. Unfortunately, not only did the counselor and the psychologist neglect to consider whether they
were asking the right qdestions, they also failed to identlfy the prime ‘users of the evaluation f1ndmgs and

adequately assess the theoretical bases of ‘the program. R o - 41 4

What is to be evaluated is at once a pohtical and a theoretical question. Often N _programs mounftedfggr

"drug prevention programs are not directed to drug use itself but rather to improving life skills, with the
expectation ‘that a number of self-destructive and antisocial behaviors will be affected. Thus a self-concept “
program, offered as a drug prevention program, might also be implemented by the juvenile justice system.

The underlying assumption would be that similar connectlons exist between poor self-concept and.criminal




"behaviors suchms—vandalism or’ delinquency In both ,instances-self—concept ‘would- certainly be measured. ', :

But emphasis on the thorough measurement of drug use rather than criminal behavior would, in part, be:

occasioned by the agency funding the program; the concerns of the audience for whom the evaluation is 2 "
‘intended, and the theory on which the program is based. Each of these factors needs to be considered
carefully to sharpen the focus of the evaluation: . ; _ —

. Syppose the guidance coiinselor and her friend had sought a meeting with the school principal before
conducting the eval’ n. They might have found thﬁt the principal: : : :
o . didn't 56,,
o didn't beli

o] d:dn‘t have the final authority to decide whether the program shou}d continue.

h the worth of self—reports of such behav:ors as drug use, - .,, B .
tat improving self-concept had anything to do with reducing drug ‘use, or -

- -A—~Such a- meetmg couild have raised many i issua _that_might_have been resolved to_ increase the. 1mpaszt Qf'__;___

the evaluation. -First, the value of self-reports is a measurement issue. The worth of a measure; that is; its S

relxab:l:ty and valldity, is an empirical question—one that can be answered by collecting and analyzing data
or by reference’to past research. -

l .
Secend, the link between changed self-concept and reduced drug use is an issue of the validat:on of a
theory; which also can be empifically tested. The questions to be asked in an evaluation are derived.from

~

the goals of the program and theftheory behind them. Third, the question of who has the power to use the -

information leads back to the motives for the evaiuatlon.
4

Three quest:ons which ycan lead a manager to a usable evaluation are worth repeating-

what do you want to know"

[ \ ___why do_you want to know it?
. ~ how Wlll you use the information you get?

The f1rst the .one most often asked, depends on the goals of the program. The second depends-on the’ goals

of the individuals who seek the evaluation. And the third depends on the quality of the information as

perceived by those who will use it in- some decisionmaking process.

Obvmuﬂy, 7th7efse three questignfsfoyferlap The motives for the evaluation will dictate in _major part
‘what research questions will be asked and how the answers will be used. Suchmin (1967, p.143) named _
several ways in whieh evaluations can be abiused. Some of these are:

5 Byewaah—evaluatmg only those program aspects wh:ch are expected to look good

«informatlon, such as testimonials.

// Sii:marine—seeklng 1nformation on program Weaknesses in order to. destroy rather than improve the )

-program: . L S o

Posture—seeking an evaluation only as a gesture to dlspiay scientific objectivity: .

Postponement——usmg evaluatlon as an excuse to delay decislonmaklng

B Such abuses are sometimes based on the desire to support unfounded beliefs about the program or on the o
esire to acquire or maintain power or status. These' motives are not reserved for the conscious abuse of -~
evaluation research. To some extent, they motivate all evaluation. Directors without faith in their .

programs are rare. The school guidance counselor wanted to show others that the program worked; and her
belief in the theory was the cornerstone of her motives both f'T- starting the program and evaluating it.

At a different conceptual level, evaiuations can be motlvatedsby the_desire to improve a developing
program_or by the desire to6 demonstrate that a fully developed program is effective. .Of course, nothing
prevents the evaluation from serving both purposes. In our example, the. guidance counselor was apparently

satisfied that the program was operating according to plan. For instance; she gave no indication that she

was interested in improving the program by identifying group leader characteristics that might guide the
selection or training of future leaders. Relevant to the Second motive, program evaluation can be motivated -

by a-variety of reasons—to meet funding requirements, to enhance acceptance of the program, to test 1ts-,= P
theory, to support expansion, or simply to. satisfy a n&turﬂ cunosny T S T

’ .




G Clearly, ‘therg is a relationship between théfproﬁ n's: stage of deveiopment ‘and the purposes best -

' served by an evaluation., Even replications.of ll-established programs are.appropriate for evaluation, if

=t T — e

_only to increase effectiveness rgla’tive 1o cost of' 0. monitor activities to ensure that they accurately reflect

the intended program modél: “In 'such. cagesathe ‘pr'ogram administrator is typically the decisionmaker who-

_will use evaluation f)ndings. “Evaluatibnis ‘of .more mature programs are more likely to be used by several
decisionmakers. - In either case; there is a.neéed to, unders,tand the ‘mbtwes. of all key actors and’ information

7 users to diﬁlop a pertlnent evaluatxon des’ign. PR

) Chritying program jggi.ls.—-'l‘he theol;y underlys’ng thl rogram a;so geterrmnes what should be

/ measured: A program begins with a set of goals: These goals get' translated inte program activities which;

it is assumed; will affect the behaviors encompassed by the goals. ; Until the goals of a. progeam have beeh

clearly“d‘eflned, and the link—front goals to activities to outcomes—has been made, wﬁefhave nb guidelines

for what to measure: In our sample evaluation; the guidance counselor.-gave, lnsut'flclent consideratiqn to the

— potential effects of the program: Changing- self:‘conceptls an_intermediate-outeome; nat, a[LQnththsLelfL-~
The -goal of the program apparently -was," by improving ~sélf-concept, to produce’ a ‘further. Wbehavnoral
outcome-—preventlng or. decreasing .drug use:. ' :But lmprpved self-concept mxght manifest itself ‘in "other: o
areas; suchas school performance or improved. relatlonships with family and peers. Such potentml qutcomes _
have to be specified and 1ncorporated into clear operational goal” statements. These statements gulde 7the
. choice of variables to be measured in the evaluation. * Good .evaluation {s preceded by & careful articulatiog
of the goals of a program. In our sample evaluation no such actw;ties appgrently preceded the choxce of .
measires, hence the paucity of dimensions of outcome considered. An evaluator car be very useful:to -
program staff in helping them define and artieulate goals and turn these into testable evaluation questnons. R

A}
-

The 1mportance of clarlfymg every step 1n program development can be lllustrated by returmng to the
theory behind the sample program, which can be stated as a set of three ordered proposntions, each bunldmg
on the previous one: : 7 L . Gl e

o 'There is an assocmtmn between self—concept and drug abuse.» Those who vnew themselves

positively tend to abuse drugs less:

-0 A change in_self-concept will cause a change in drug abuse. As self—concept 1mproves, drug abuse
(or its potentnal) will decrease.” o i

o The program, as desngned and 1mplemented wnﬂ xmprove self—coneept. -

This theorj lmphes as its conseguence that t participants in the program wnll have reduced likelﬁnhood of

LY

drug use. A theory is affirmed by testing its consequences.. If the program has no effect on the drug abuse
patterns of participants; then at least part of the theory is false. The associafion between self-coneept and -
drug abuse has been documented in the literature, but the evidence to support the claim that changes in

self-corlcgpt ‘cause a reduction in drug abuse potential is not clear. The falsity could lie here—in thg second -
. proposition above—or it could be found in the desngn and implementation of the pfogram. Improving self-
concept might reduce drug: abuseLbut the program as implemented might not improve self-concept. In any

event, when the 1mphed consequence is false, then at least part of the theory behind lt must be false.

H’o’lee\?érJ when drug use is reducedLone cannot loglcally conclude that the theorllsftfrueunless no other

possible exptanatlon exists for the change: In an infinmite universe this is a practical impossibility. ﬁoglcaﬂy,
the truth of any theory cannot be proven; it can only be:inferred with degrees of certalnty. At some point;
however, the weight of the evidence becomes great enbugh so that it is reasonable to act as if truth has

indeed been proven. The. majority of people 4 the world are probably not aware of Newton's Law. of

Gravity. Fewer are aware that this Law does not ‘explain-the phenomenon as well as Einstein's much
" stroriger, more inclusive theory. Even r wer would be wnlhng to test the truth of e1ther theory by jumping

out of a tenth-floor window<

.

'l‘he strength of a theory can be 1ncreased in two ways. First, if one tests the 99'!89999'1“3? segerg}

“times and. finds it- true each time, theﬁpflausnblhty of the theofy is lncreased. ~;But this_requires enough
1nformatlon on program activities to repeat.them accurately. The literature in the field of substance abuse
is filled with- evaluations that describe prograrmis so 1nadegLuately that their activities cannot be’ repeated.

ﬁlthough these evaluations- can draw conclusi about progtam . outcomes, they allow no opportumty to
repeat the study. It is claimed (Patton 1978)fhat one team of evaluators paid so little heed to program
activities that they actually evaluated a socfal program that had never been implemented!. Luckily for
science, the team found.the _nonexistent pro

am to be ineffective. -Outecome studies are incompléte unless
am goals ; and their underlying ratlonales.

A second wuy to—-increase the plausnblhty of a theoryiiis to test it agalnst a reasonable, -explicitly
tormulated alternatwe theory and its 1mphed empmcal consequence. . The more competlng theones




To give an ldea of the’ complexity of testmg a theory, here are some of the competiné explanations that

' might have been considered in developing the sample evaluation deslg'n. Do

&udents might simply outgrow the tendency to abuse drugs ,
. The-charismatie influence of the group facilitator causes the change. o
- Personal attention being paid to students causes the change. @ = o

‘Students who choose to enter the program bring to it an intent for change that could have occurred

without the program.
o The ava11ab111ty of drugs mlght have been reduced durmg the time the program was in operation.

00 O O

concern is changed. If the ‘evidence that c,lgmges in self—concept cause changes in drug use is sufflciently
strong, then emphasns should be’ placed on the program's translation of theory to goals, strategies, and

specific program activities.

~ The more competmg theorgsfweﬁdlfscgunt, o ' / .
the better able we are to claim that our chosen theory is plausible:- , k

'I‘he most frequent complamt of evaluators, shortly after initial’ program contact, is Qat program

_-objectives are not clear; specific; and measurable and sometimes are not even articulated. Often the goal -
statements written in funding proposals reflect the politics of obtaining funds more_than actual expectations’
for the program._ Program objectives, derived from the goals, are concrete statements of measurable
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~ actions or behaviors regarding thé intended accomplishments of the program. Such statements are oﬁfte_n

referred to as operational’ statements. - Because of conflicts §hat sometimes exist between various interest
groups, as well as often uniconscious resistance to evaluation, thé process of both identifying prog'ram goals

;.and translatmg them mto ‘operational statements can be difficult and painful.

‘ b

ign —Lookmg back at the exafhple's negatlvefresultsl wé must 7a§[<,

* Scrutinizing the evaluation_de:

, whether the program really had no effect or whether the evaluation’ design might have allowed a real effect
‘+to go undetected. The opposite is also true; an. .evaluation that yields positive results may show effects that
do not ex1st or are attrlbuted to the program when they are really caused by somethmg else.

“N, 4 . .

2 In the case: of the examplejvaluatlon, there are substantlal reasons to expect negatnve results; even if

“th& program were effective. These reasons span issues of both process and outcome evaluation. Keep in ’

mmd? that evafluatlonflsf abgut the _identification. of differerices and their cofparison, whether stated of
tiﬁplléd. The evaluator's job is'to locate the sources of differences; or variation. Any part of the variation

g that cannot be explalned xs called tmcontro]led varmbillty, and any source of uncontrolled variabllity in the

. Issuw of process eva.luation.—Process evaluatlon of the sample program was nonexistent. _ \{process
;,evaluatlon questions could have been asked that could have reduced uncontrolled variability. . First, what

about: the service dellvery aspect of the program" What did the guidance counselor and the language

.teaches gctually do.in runmng their groups? - Perhaps the guidance counselor went beyond the curriculum,
- whereas the language teacher, who had no prior experience, had to striggle to present the material.

Technical competence is not the only poss1ble source of difference between the group leaders. The guidance

counselor. beliéved strongly in the .program, having introduced it in the school; but the language teacher—— ‘
. sought the. gosmon to gain counsehng experienice, not because of personal‘ commitment to the program. , “

5,’- D:fferences bet.ween the two group leaders were a fu-st source of uncontrolled varlabllity in the deslgn

What\about the nature of the gartlclpants" We have no 1nformatlon about_them. Note that there were

a number of routes irito the program: A student could volunteer without any\contact from theé school staff

or could be drafted into the program. _ Possibly the students drafted by the guidance counselor were a select:
group with special problems, whereas those drafted by the language teacher were especially bright students -

becausg' they were taking foreign languages early in their academic chregrs. Finally, all teachers were

‘ asked to refer students. 'l'hus another Source of uncontrolled variation was the nature of the particlpants,

s What about the extent o artlclpatlon of the students" We don't know whether each participant
i actually experienced the program to the same extent. Maybe some “students attended all sessions while
others attended almost none. .This expands ‘our second sotirce of uncontrolled variati‘on to encompass not

only who the prog'ram is reaching; but to what extent as well:

B 4 What of the qual;ty of the relatlonship betWeen the  group | leaders aﬁnﬁdﬁ part1c1pant;" We have some
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of the initial participants, whereas the language teacher retained only 26 percent. For"a—given level of
technical competence, some staff will have better relationships with participants than others, producing yet

a third source of uncontrolled variation.
3 .

Note that while this differential attrition, or dropout of participants, might reflect the quality of

relationship, it might also result from the different technical competence of the two leaders. Or there
might be some simpler explanation. _For example, thé language teacher had a.number of advanced studeiits
in her grqup and the local high school started a speclal program for them that conflicted with the schedule

of the self-concept program,

< ’i‘he evaluatlon design has obvnously failed to give any. 1nformation algouﬁtfthﬁe nature of;thefgrogram as
deliveresthieinature of - participants and :their level of partlcipation, or the quality of the relationship
between program staff and participants. The bottom line is; we don't know whether as designed

was _ever delivered to” the participants for whom it was intended, Without this information, - i]uestions of

whether the program worked seem’ e1ther presumptuous or preposterous.

Eues of outcome evaluation.—-Let us assume that a program . .of known chafracterisftfncsf hEQ,P,eg'J

delwered and that participanis did receive - the program as: planned. - In that case, issues of outcome

evaluation are at the heart” of the: judgment as to whether the program had the desnred effeet on

. participants. These: 1ssues encompass four phases of an outcome evaluation: -

o; At the. design ‘phase, how" partlcipants and nonpartxcipants Were selected. i
o At the .measurement phase; how the variables - were ¢hosen, and then how they were meaguredf I
o At the analysis phase, whether the appropriate statistical tests were employed and whether the”

R AR -evaluation design‘was sensitive enough to detect progra effefts if they existed. o
o At thei ntel_'pretatlon phase; to what extent one may gife meaning to the data and generahZe the
’ . findings. _

o Design- wse.—When we ask ‘whether a program is effectnve, we are really askmg whether partncipatnon
‘in the program_has changed individuals from the way theuould have been had the program never existed.

It is not endugh to simply measure changes within program partncipants. No matter how much change takes

place; we have no foundation to argue that the ehange is due.to the program.. Thdt argument can only be
made by comparison. The ideal comparison would be created by turning time back—by repeating historY

with the one differerice of interjecting the program ‘during two otherwise identical passages through time.

—n- the example, we ‘would then compare the mdnvnduals with themselves' 'at the conclusion of tHe two time
_' presence of the program—we could then

L7

prove causahty

Smce tlme cannot be turned back other, less than 1deal comparisons must be found by playing a
scientific version of the game, N

“

What would have happened if...?

We can approximate what would have happened if the program had not existed by comparmg two groups as
‘identical as possnble except that one group does not participate. = The expernmental or tredatment group
partlcipates in the program, the comparison group does not. If ‘the two'groups aré comparable at the outset

and differ only on the variables of interest after program mterventxon, program participation probably

produced the difference. -
ig‘

The comparai)ihty of the groups is critical The sample évaluation mcluded no systematic construction
of comparabie groups; only extraordinary luck might have produced participant and nonparticipant groups
.that were initially comparable..So, B . _ i _ S

s e the best evaluation'requires o o
=~ : comparable treatment and comparison groups.’ i : :

: Another, less. elegant - way to approximate "what would have happened if" would be to conduct an
extended series of measures over time on the participants, both before and after the program. Then; if a

sharp discontinuity emerges in ‘this time series once the program is introduced; the difference between

expectations based;on past m res and actual later findings is probably due to the program. A major
problem with this approach is that"we still canhnot rule out the eftjects of history, of events of conditions
- that.in addition gtojhe program might influence the measures. It is far easner to rule out such confoundmg

xist, using & compar#on group.

effects, if they
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_ The major problem In making comparisons is in the Sglection of subjects. Problems relating to subject
selection continue throughout the evaluation. Even when' comparable groups’ have been constructed,
attrition of treatment or comparison subjects during tlie evaluation weakens comparison. At the design

phase, attempts should be made to estimateé the amount of attrition and tg devise ways to minimize it. In

the sample evaluation no consideration was given to this problem. . -

_ Matters of design go beyond subject selection. All matters of process evaluation are ideally settled at
the design phase; before the evaluation begins; and not as an afterthought once the evaluation is started. It
is possible to have designs that are unable to detect program effects. Evaluators have the responsibility of

desighing evaluations that can detect effects of programs, if they exist. The number of participants is a
critical part of this issue. ‘In the sample evaluation, the number of participants was abysmally small, parti-

cularfy at the posttest. . o o~
_ "“Confidentiality and informed consent are also design is$ues. The guidance counselor in the sample
-evaluation weakened the already insensitive design by not providing the information necessary to match the
pretest and posttest of individuals. Confidentiality does not require a complete lack of identifying informa-

-tion. One can ensure confidentiality and still be able to match pretests and posttests. Finally; ethical issues

of withholding potentially bgneficial treatment from participants assigned to.comparison groups must be
thrashed out at the design phase. .. \ 3 :

Measurement phase:—Issues at the measurement phase can be classified in two categories: what should

 Measurement of outcomes is usually equated with the administration of paper-and-pencil tests, but
measurement goes beyond this. Behavioral observations at the one extreme and formal records at the other

extreme can be used to measure the same variables: Regardless of the approach to measurement; 8 number

of standards must be applied. Are the m§asures suited to the population being measured?_The guidance
counselor in the example evaluation did rib{ consiger whether the stiidents could understand the items on the
self-concept test,-a test that had been tried only with high school students. The content of the measure is
critical: for example,-items about whether individuais feel confident of being accepted.by a good college.
are better suited to high school students tifamto younger students. T :

_ The reliability of a messure, its stability over repeated measirements, is also a oritical matter. If the
same test measures something twice; and the scores of individuals change unpredictably, then the measuring
instrument is unreliable. We would; for example, throw out a bathroom scale that showed our weight to vary

by 10 to 20 pounds each time we got on the scale. Such measures with a lot of "wobble" introduce another

source of uncontrolled variability in the design. In the sample evaluation no attempt was made to establish .

the reliability of the measures; that is; to find oiit whether the measures were stable. R
_ An equdl problem is whether the measures are valid. Just because the school psychologist thought he
had created a test of self-concept doesn't mean, in fact, that the test measured self-concept at all. The
validity of a test, that it measures what it purports to measure, needs to be established. Just because a
measure is reliable, does not guarantee that it is valid. However; reliability is a necessary condition for
validity. It is pointless to ask what we are measuring if we are unable to measure it in a stable way.

- Thus evaluations may fail to show program effects due to measurement failures in reliability ‘and
validity. The school psychologist's self-concept test was of unkfiown reliability and validity. It is possible

that the participants’ self-concept did change, but that the self-concept test; being unreliable; invalid, or .

not suited to participants, failed to detect the change: In the same manner, the sample evaluation's drug use '
measure may have been inappropriate for this particular group, for example, by emphasizing drugs that
students were not trying, while failing to consider other drugs that were popular. :

“In a good evaluation, great effort is expended to develop sound measures. For example, the evaluator

could ask $Qitry out instruments on individuals Similar to the participants, and perhaps to test them more
than once. He might ask staff members to participate in the process to study the test administration

procedures. In validating a self-concept instrument, the evaluator might ask staff members to identify some
students with good self-concepts anu some students with poor self-concepts and then see whether the test

scores concur with these judgmeris. Where school records-are used; the evaluator may want to check on

their accuracy before using them in an evaluation. The sample evaluation failed to deal with the issues of
evaluation. ' Lo

ﬁiéééiii‘?eiﬁéii’t that are at the heart of g«
Analysis phase.—Some evaluation dgdigns are unable to detect real effects of the program. When we

say ''detect real effects” we mean that @/sta‘istical test confirms a true change in some measure;"
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- ’l‘he ability of a statist:cal test to detect real effécts is c"&lled ‘the jow& of th( test.’ Statnstically .V

speaking, we call the change from pretest. to posttest averages the fystematnc effect. But in addntion to
systematic effects; there are other; uncont olled sources of variability. Statistical tests work by comparing .
the extent of systematic effects noted in th® data with the amount of uncontrolled variability in the data.

The sample evaluation reveals numerous sources of uncontrolled vanabnlnty—two vastly dnfferent group
leaders potentially selecting vastly different types of students into the program, with unknown levels of

partlclpatlon using measures of unknown reliability and validity. To use nontechnical terms, all this noise or

" slop in the design obscures whatever systematic change might have existed. As designed, the evaluation was
-almost doomed to show e1ther no change or unlnterpretable change before the data were ever collected.

Much could have been done_to increase the poyyer of the example design. Ways to 1ncrease~power

include increasing the number of participants; linking the pretests and posttests of individual participants,
lo%kmg at the effects of each group leader, -and gathering other pretest measures that are related to self—
Jo) cept. . r , ;

! . s

J . - . !
' lnterpretatnon phase.—Let us pretend for a moment that the sample evaluatnon had been prOperly e

deslgned with comparable treatment and comparison groups; and that approprnate data analysis led to_the
‘eonclusion that self-concept had improved by virtue of program participation in the gundance counselor's
group but not in the language teacher's group. How may we generalize the findings  for future

nmplementatnon of the self—concept curriculum? First, we must ask to what population of children the

results apply. Second; ask to what extent the program effects would generalize to other group leaders and
to other ways of measuring the same outcome variables, such as self—concept

'l‘he answep®to the first questnon is. obv:ous. 'I‘he result} apply only to the populatlon of 1ndmduals from

whom _the participants were drawn. Does this mean ghat if the program worked for these students, it will

work for the student body at large? Not necessarlly. These. partncnpants, selected through volnnteermg or -

being drafted;, were not representative of the school populatlon. With more complete information on the
participants we could generalize abaut the type of student who might respond to the program. ‘The findings

cannot be generalized because  the evaluation falled to identify a clearly defined target populatlon and draw

a sample representing this population; -
*-s;v

Another problem appears if the program works with one ‘group leader but not the other; We must then’

return to process questions about each leader and the qualnty,of her relationship with the participants._ The
possibility exists that change. was due to the. characteristics of the group leader rather than of the -
curriculum. Change can come from a variety of sources. Thﬁame sort of question can be raised about the .
measurements: was any change or lack thereof peculiar to thé particular test employed; or would the same
results have been found with other measures of self-concept? In all, we ask to what extent evaluatnon

~ findings are peculiar to our prog'ram and the measurement.of igs outeomes.

3
e

T

__ The valldity of a an evaluatlon.—Every nssue dlscussed S0 far speaks t’o whetheh evaluatron results gwe a
vahd picture of program effects. Four frequently dlscussed types of vahdnty provide a Way of thinking about

the quality of an evaluation. =~ -~ : o

_ Constriict validity. TjVefganf grgtnn!zefa jrggranf by asking whether -wehave done what was lntended
when we translated the original theory to program goals and then operatxonahzed the goals to the program— :
activities.. To begin with; we have a set of abstract notions; or consfriicts, about what we are trying to

; transmit through the program. We also:have what we are trying to measure as outcomes of the programs,

for example, decreased drug abuse, improved self-confidence,’ increased acceptance of responsibility. The
extent to which; first; program theory relates to prog’ram\practnce and then_ to evaluation activities is

referred to as construct. valndnty. ol o ‘ : R
3 T

decreases after a big crackdown on drug dealers in the towny we wouldn't be able to clearly attributé’ the

decrease to the program tinie.§§ we had some da;ta from an appropriate comparison group. The.ability to:
attribute change<to:the program as opposed to change from other sources is the internal validity of the -

change is attributable to the prdgram.,or to some ‘other fac or. For example, if paﬁrtnglpantsjfgrgg;!e_

evaluation. Whether an evaluation has internal vahdlty is largely determnned by the presence of comparable

nonparticipant gfoups in the designs »

Extémaualid;&y —All questions of to whom, and to what situations, the results of an evaluation can be .
generalized are matters of external validity. A design may be 1nternally valid-but have poor external.

validity du€ to the highly restricted sampling of the participants or the unique conditions under which the




' : A . ;
. Statistical con&lbsion validity mconchrﬁomaliditx.—:gi!e@ttjmes weﬁ have ques;jgpeq wfhetherf,the
design was powerful enough to detect program effects yy.a statistical test. In fact, any set of data may be
analyzed in-a number of: ways, some more appropriaté than others. Issues of statistical power and appro— -

priateness of analysis: can be summarized by asking whether the statistical manipulations of the ggtgflefq to

..an accurate_assessment of whether or.not the scoresof_program participants changed. These are |ssues of
statistical concluslon validity, or conclusion validity oo P i

1o

. In essehce, accurate evaluation tindings ‘that' are scientifica.ﬂy sound and programmatically useful are

difficult to achieve. Thé review of the example revealed numerous threats to validity; or . failures of the
design to permit: sound conélusions about program effectiveness. For example, the small sample sizes and

- the unreliable; ‘mepsurements ‘are threats tostatistical conélusion validity; the lack of jan adequate . _

. Comparison- grbup iS_a threat to_internal validity; the lack of documentatipn of program activifies is a threat
- to eonstruct vﬁlldlty, the lack of documentatlon of the nature of participants is a threat to external validity.

o - : i P " 4 \ §
-:To sunir;iariza’; éb’l‘ifusi’o’ﬁ CAN OCCUPr - [t i T T ' ’ R
at the beginning ' R | —
i SIS : inside : . :
c g ST outside . o : ,
' E ' and at the end: : ‘ CS o
S ’ss E IN E ALﬁAT‘léﬁ METHODOLOGY . = .
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'I‘he prev;ous discussmn of evaiuatnon issues has separatea them into those of process and outcome
evaluatlon. _ We continue this distinction addressing first techniques and termmolog'y in process evaluation;
then some important techmcal issues of outcome evaluation. o o ‘

s

, 5 ; ) .
P N ; . : .
Y ) . . . ”

the gathermg of “information on- prgg‘ram procm as evaluation., Some purists would claim that. since

evaluation by definition makes. judgments of worth, any informatiom which simply describes an object or

phenomenon is not;jin the true sense .of the word; evaluative. Others argue that since description is'a
necessary prerequisite for: determmmg worth; ‘it is qntirely appropriate to. consider it as an evaluative
activity, at least by implication. We take the latter position and claim that, depending on the. stage of
program development,. it is reasonable to develop an evaluation design-that consists solely of. process

mformation. Obviously,’ outcome evaluation provides. more information, but even the best outcome

evaluation will mclude and build on process evaluation. o . ;
l

: Process evaluatlon can be used to provnde feedback for i’cﬁfn/al ’m’b’iiitorma to gunde resource -
,Aallocation, and_ aia ongoing_ program development., _It_can_be_use - to ppg@gggccquntapilitg ia_gungjngg_ﬁ —

sources and to |uummate the changing nature of a program as it evolves. In this Sense process evaluatxon is
no more nor less ‘than management mformatlon and can be an end unto ltself .

evaluation tests hypotheses about the mfluei}pe of specific program characteristics and activities on various
outcomes. A careful process deseription of the protram is necessary to understand the fmdmgs and to

replicate both the program and its evaiuatxon. ‘
A basic dlstmction in. process evaluation is between ilgut and proeess. 7Iqrappreciate what happensﬁ;nf

aiaa&m, it is; necessary g0 know what has been brought to it. These input8 include human and physica

resotrees and’ trge milieu in whlch the program opérates. Each contributes diréctly to the actual operatlon
of the program.r i ,.,_:- _ i . ; g

o hoirim ﬁ@t&—ﬂuman resources mclude mainly staff and partlclpant characterxstlcs brought to the
prqram. Important staff characteristies include quahficat,gns ag measured by ediicational level, training,

and experience.. Formal education alone'is not a sufficient measure to judge abilities. Consideration must

,,,,,,,, C iy fantolN o,

also be gx‘Ven to training and experiencé specific to ‘the field of alcohol and drug abuse prevention, -
Involvement in workshops, conferences, work activities related to Qreflentionl gnﬁdﬁ community involvement - "
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aiternatives strategies. Sich skills are also important. for administrativé staff, alorig with experience In
their expected roles. One basie meastre of staff effort is éxpressed as full-time staff equivalents (FTE). -

. These can be calculatéd by type of staff ag%ﬁj_;ﬁ for bo? paid and volunteer staff.

—

- Client characteristics include  range of demographics, dependent to some extent on the type of

_ prevention program. Basic demographics should be collected; such as race/ethnicity, gender, age, grade .

level, family structure, or socipeconomic status. This information can help to determine._if the program is . -
serving the intended target population. A major issué is the'extent of cultural disparity between staff and

participants, and ‘its effects, both. positive and negative, on the progrgm process. These effects are a

question for both process and qi}tcoirié evaluation.

Both staff and pﬁriicipani i-nﬁiiié Qﬁéiii'a'5 be measured -at program_ingeption and at key points during o

development and at the study's conclusiom This allows the choice o6f- . stable period for analysis and
provides information on changes 6\76?;:ti'riiéf that could have a direct bearing on:program outcome. ‘ / >
: The beliefs, values, and attitudes brought to the program by staff énd clients alike will have a major
_ - ‘impact on program effects. _Staff and participant attitudes toward alcohol and drug abuse; and the extent .
' . ' to which these views are similar, are important input considerations. Staff attitudes toward prevention will'™
" greatly affect program activities. It is a truism that.events often coincide with our expectations of what
" ‘will happen: Staff attitudes toward.drug abusers and beliefs about the etiology of abuse will greatly affect
' the_approach to program tasks. - Stated role expectations for both staff and participants will influence

" performance. Organizational as well as individual expectations; and any diserepancies that -exist between
" them, will greatly influence program process. T L T vt

_ Basic demographic data should be collected for all participants and staff. Personnel folders should

detail past and ongoing staff education; skills; and_training. - Data on vattitudes and expectatidns can be

gathered from interviews (ranging from structured ‘to open-ended) and observations by trained observers.
“Phydieal resources include space, equipment, and supplies: Each type of resource can be disaggregated

for future analys§s in relation to program functions and activities. - Physical resources are more amenable

than human resources to easy conversion to a common measure—money. Money, in and of itself, is not
viewed as a true resource. Rather, it is a means of obtaining commodities and measuring their value. If &
. program has a cash balance of $50,000, this means littleqexcept as it is translated into the -number of

counseling sessions or the equipment it will purchase. Mogetary conversion of resources, process, and
outcomes becomes a foundation for later standardized cost ébi&jﬁris*oﬁs; : T

Environmental variables directly-affect the workings of the program. Desecriptions of the socio-

% >~

economic structure of the community and its population aré necessary to develop a needs assessment that

clearly identifies the potential-participant pool. The incidence and prevalence _of social problems are
important; particularly those diréctly related to alcohol and drug abuse. For school programs, measures of
variables s'"ch as disciplinary actions, school grades, and vandalism are needed. L . :

Iput data provide a basis for determining if the program as implemented serves the intended target

population, and if this population adequately represents; those shown in neéed. Other relevant questions are

-—T—Whethehthﬂtgff~m‘eétffiiéé&§éii§f~<§t&ﬁd&i*d§_iﬁd _if _resources are sufficient to accomplish program -

objectives. Specific questions must arise out of the particular program situation.
' quéntitative indicators. Three basic aspects of a program's functioning should be examined during a process
evaluation: ~ ES o : R

. Program process.—As with inputs, program process can be measured using both qualitative and

. . o i I3
o organizational structure-— -

o patterns of interaction

o

program service delivery. , I 5 L

-- The field of organizational analysis is growing rgpidly; with increasing sophistication in methods. For.

example, structural analysis compares formal patferns, as found _in organizational charts, with actual

meastring the dynamic aspects of the organization. ' One.useful way to describe the organization is

presented by Cline and Sinnot (1880), using five interdependent di‘rﬁehs%bﬁs; 3

pafterns of authority; responsibility; and communications. Systems analysiseis ‘'more concerned with

The task dimension describes. the organization as a set- of tasks interconnected by -authority and

iic*co*untabili__ty relationships. Major tagks dnd the activities undertaken to achieve specific objectives are




curriculum and job descriptions. R

B The functlon dnmensmn descrnbes the" orga ”lzatlon as-a set of operatmg umtsﬁ jpterconpectefd t)y 7t7he'.
ways in_which they act argh react to_one another. _ Whnﬁleﬂthe task_dimension focuses on activities within

" units; this dimension emph4sizes the interrelatign of units in achieving organizational'goals. A common ddta -
source is the orgamzatlonal chart, whlch is aken as a starting point. for examining actual structural

relatlonsmps. . ..

declsnon points. _This d1mens1on is closely rel ’tgdwtfo the task and functnon dnmensxomﬁ,ﬁig’ thmt decislon-

makmg is part of the formal functions of various individuals and units. 'l‘hls dimension represents the first
*-step in-'an analysis of the decnsnonmakmg actlv ty. . :

. The fiscal dimension describes the org 1zatxon as monetary reéotirces connected Py budgetary and - -
atcounting relationships. The major focus is gn the allocatlon of resources; which leads to measures of cost - ' -

- effectiveness. Budget and expendnture statéments are the basnc source of information in describiﬁg this.

dlmensnon : 7 » . , : ; _ : dos

The personnel dnmensmn, whnch descrr S the orgamzatnon asa group of persons mtgractmgonfaidgnly
basxs, is probably the most difficult to expre in quantifiable terms &nd is more likely to be described based -

on obseriiatlorié of mteractlons This is at me-consummg process, wnth the observer's major ‘task being to -

An alternatwe to Cline and Sinott's a proach encompasseﬁ the: three basic as ‘cﬁ'oi‘ 'fijiiéti’o}i ;éifeaay
mentloned--structure, iﬁteraction, and se’vnce delnvery——and develops a comprehé si\’re; description of the |

'Quahtitwe'and quintntative 'iiié’ '—Only recently have.the arg'uments about the relative merlts,,ot
guantitative and ‘qualitative approaches started to reach a resolution. Cronbach ef al. (1980 p223)
provides the evaluator vgtth a cautionary note: - : C _ g

summative methodology or a qualltatxve—naturallstlc-descr1pt1ve memodology He can
draw on both styles at app74>prlate times and in. . appropriate amounts. Those who advocate

an evaluation’ plan devoid/of one kind of mformatxon or the other carry the burden of

" justifying such exclusion. /

M

Qiiaiitntatwe methods leadir /to. hypotheéi's; testing view the program as a fixed stimulus applied io the
é’ocnal system. These. methods . émploy experimental ‘designs_and statistical techniques to deterniine if -
hypothesized effects.oceur. It is in -this sense that Cronbach‘ ﬁSeS the term, "manipulative" methodology.

tion of an exlstmg reahty. T . , _ _

ine the program as a system into itselt, and as a part of larger systems. _The
am is and does as seen by those involved. In the past, qualitative methods -

researchergf(number crunchers) only .as a_way to develop and formulate

subJecttve approache, to exam
emphasis is on whag t/ the prog

were viewed by qu ntltatlv’i L
~hypotheses for future exam atlon by objective. quantltatlve methods. Now there is a growing recogmtion

staff and commumty 1s A major factor in determmmg tﬁheﬁstructure, dgnamlcs, gntj outgqmeﬁofithe progfragiﬁ.'

The evaluator who/ doesn't appreciate the enormity -of cultural effects throughout the entu'e evaiuation
process is likely to do a/ disservice to the program. - . T .
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essential for the evaluation.. .Within resource constraints, limits should be set to allow enough. freedom to
1dent1fy Rey elements related to goal attainment, w1thout taking away from the full richness of the program.

practlcally limitless. The ‘major problem for the.evaluator and the program manager is to decide what is

xS S -

2 Outcome Methodology T N

B L

rs "hat are critical to |

“evall atlon design and analysns. First; we cove 'of comparable exp:
"groups for an evaluation design. Here, we consider threats to internal validity, which are either eliminated

or produced by the construction of the’ experlmental and comparison groups: Second; we consider concepts

- -of statistical inference. Finally," we review some concepts of measurement, expanding upon definitions of
\reliability and valldlty T .

Threats to_ internal vahdlty ——Attrlbutmg change in program partlclpants to the program |tself requlres'
i proof that.participants are more different after experiencing a program than they would have been had they

] _ The strategy used to make the participant-nonparticipant gompérison is to
at do and do not partlclpate and compare: the :groups at the same pomts in

not experienced the progra’
o cdnstruct comparable groups.

. "An obv1ous way to select comparable groups is to match two groups on unportant varlables. However,
. there's a trap in this—which variables to match. 'In a self-concept program, for example, we would want to

match on variables known to be. related to self-concept. While we may not be sure what those variables are,

we suspect the list is long. If we" try to match but miss some. critical variable related to seif-concept, then -
we can't _claim comparability; our evaluatlon is’undermined before we begin. Our theory for prevention
rieeds to be carefully assessed to’ gunde the varlabie selection process. oA

’I‘rue experrments —-Another approach mlghthe !Q,t,@f(,% aﬁllwthgegrndlllduaglsgghogcould be partlcrpgnts at -
" any point -in time and’randomly divide them into partlclpants and nonparticipants: If this is done with

reasonably sized groups, (e.g:; N=30), the resuit will be two groups theoretically comparable on all variables,
But how does sampling theory lead us to this statement? .

imaglne spllttlng a group of 100 people randomly into two groups by fllpplng a coin to determlne each

.person's group l’nembershlp These groups should be approximatély equal in height, education lével, needgfor
approval, anxiety; in fact, in évery characteristic one might name: Why? Because the outcome of the co!n

‘toss is in no way related to any other varlable, and the laws of probablhty are permitted to operate fully.

'Ttie_coin cannot tell how tall; how well educated; or how anxious anyone is. These varlables (by ¢hance) will
be dlstrlbuted equally across groups. :

ev’aiﬁaiian.. Experiments or evaluations using this method for constructlng groups are called true
* experlments or rand’0m|zed experiments. . . '

Quasn-experlments —Aithough true. experiments are .the most desirable; sometlmes they _cannot. be
‘consfructed. For example, if the whole fifth grade of-a school is to receive a program, no fifth graders
remain to serve as controls. Ethical issues may also preclude wnthholdlng the program, even témporarily,

from some poténtial participants: These situations call for quasi+experiments; a_category in which the

"experimental ,and control groups are not constructed by random .assignment. Unfortunately, in quasi-
experiments, some internal validity is lost. This means that |f one does find a difference between treatment

and comparlson oups at the end of the experiment; one cannot be certain that the difference was due to

the program's effect. It could be due in part to differences that already existed between the groups.

So _profound is the différence between true” and quasi-experimental designs in yielding answers to
-evaluation_questions ‘that the groups jn the twa types of designs are called by dlfferent names. In a true
_ _experiment, the nonparticipant group is culled a control group. In a quasi-experiment .the nonpartlclpant

i group E cailed a c0mpari§on gi-aab T . R

Co ln}erml validity in true versus quasu—experiments.—The reason for having control or oomparls0n groups

is'to mitigate threats to internal validity; that is; to eliminate confounding effects that prevent attributing
outcomes: to the program. To illustrate, figure 1a shows one possible outcome of a_true experiment
involving a school prevernition program.. Both groups increase drug experimentatipn over the semester, but

the group that particnpated in the program showed less mcrease The program apparently retarded the rate

? ' ) ," R

imental and comparison



~ : . ' - _
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of mcrease in driig use. Now consider the same effect in a quasn-—expenment in which. volunteers were

partxclpants and nonvolunteers were controls. In figure 1b the comparison group also showed a greater

increase_in _experimentation than the participant _group: lsvthxs difference clearly attrlbutable to the

program? No. The self-selected treatment group was less prone to. use ‘drugs than the comparison group: .
before . the program began. It is- possnble that the different initial levels of drug use; regardless of the

prog'ram influenced the rate of increase in drug experimentation. The main threat then to internal validity

in quaSI-experlments is the selectlon factor that brmgs the treatment and comparison groups into the

experlment o : R ,-—L : G weod ) T _
I Control . o Comparlson . -
S : -0 ' o R
Amount Amount f o . |
of drug > 5 a7 o
o Treatment- * = ;,/ Treatment
Pretest Posttest ' i Pretest . Posttest
a. True experiment ' b. Quasi-experiment
/4 Figure 1. Some outcomes of true ang quasi-experiments

t -—Randomly assngmng individuals to’ receive or I

not _ recewe potentlalty benef:cxal treatment is contrary to the belief that treatment should be readily
available to all who wish it. A way to achieve random assignment _and ultimately to have everyone
participate is to delay but not to deny partlclpatlon to some mdwlduals‘ This useful technique for achlevmg

random. assignment is tllustrated in figure 2.

o -

Fretest Posttest:
i Immediate + {
v treatment < oo .

Kééii'rﬁijlate e Amount i
nameson :| .  _|Randomly of drug —
waiting [ . assign. v use. "o
list. P X
~ A . \. i o
N W% Npetayed bpo — ;
i};} ; o . treatment  Pretest;  Pretest; Posttest
e 7’ . :ﬁ:\
p ) Figure 2. Waiting list technique for achieving random assignment

to ‘/ . - o [
éiibp’qs?e there were more applicants for program participation than program slots. One handles this by -
aving people wait until slots become available. Assume there are 60 people on the waiting list and only 30

lots:~ aniting list is used to construct true eXperimEntal and control groups randomly assigning the 60
1dividuals to one of two groups. An immediate treatment group enters the program without delay and a
elayed treatment group enters the program after the immediate group leaves. The delayed treatment

roup serves as the control group. as shown in figure 2.

All individuals are pretested at the same time Next the immediate » group receives treatment. When

he | sdiate group. completes the program, both groups are tested again. Finally, individuals in the
elaybd . reatment group receive their posttest at the completion of treatr}!eg /R.
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- Attrition destroys the benefit of random isslgvfment.—eroups constructed by random asngnment at the
beginnliig of an. evaluation should be equivalent at the end of the evaluation if membership in the groups
remains stable. Dxfferential attrition, or mortality, of participants from the groups destroys the internal

validity of true e:qferlments.‘ In evaluatlons,_; every eft'ort %uld be made. to keep subJects in the groups ‘

P throughout the experlment.

1_as ram components.——'l"here are not always wa:tmg hsts. in Soiﬁe circum-
stances, even temporary nonpa ticipants.  cannot be designated.- ‘The evaluation ‘then may be'.a: contrast -

among variations in prog‘rammg, rather than ‘between program and no program. ljorfe)@mple,ilg there isa

conventional program against which a novel program might be compared, then the random assxgnment might

be to the conventional versus the novel treatment."

.—In statlstlcal armlysns there is_a tendency thh repeated measures to regress

‘toward sxmllarlty, or to the group mean:. This is called a regresslon effect; regression artifact; or statistical

regressioh. This problem is particularly acute when groups are selected on the basis of _extreme scoreg, e.g.,
hi 5h drug use versus low drug use. True experiments cortrol. this problem to & large extent because groups

.are randomly selected: rather than preselected. .In- quasi-experiments. these effects can be troublesome. .
because of the process of formmg comparison groups.. Comparing volunteers ‘in. a _program_ with non-
volunteers in a comparison group is a very poor approach. The uncontrolled selection factors tha determine

who will yolunteer undermine attempts to attrnbute any posttest dxfferences to the prog'ram itself.

-~ S‘

'I‘hns is_another dimenslon to the problem that arises when selecting subsets of individuals from two

different groups so they match on specific vgriables. Far example, suppose & prevention program is mounted.
in a school with substantial drug problems.while the comparison.group for_evaluation might be drawn from
another school with less drug uSe. An- approach might be to test children of both schools on drug tse and to

select subsets of children from the two schools whose drug use levels matéhed. While this may appear to
solve the problem of noncomparable groups on drug use, it does not due to regressnon efF ts.

Regressnon effects occur because measures are not perfectly reliable._ It the drug use scale is given
‘twice; there will be different amounts of reported use. If the test were unreliable, a respondent with a very
low drug use score o the first measurement would likely have a higher score on the second measurement.

Why? Tests do not have perfect reliability because respondents.change some answers between two test

administrations. If<a student gives-a very low estimate of use the first time he took the:test; the only way
Ke can change his answers is to report Highet use levels. In contrast, if a respondent reports very high-use

_the first time, the only way his answers can, change is to lower levels. 3 7‘5‘

Regressnon effect has nothmg to do wnth the triie level of the behavior.

- 1t has to do’ with the unreliability of the measure.

For example, suppose the sest asked ';How many tlmes d|d you smoke marlju@i last month’" and

alternative chonces were 1-5, 6-10, 11-15; 16-20, 21-or-more times. A frequent user may puzzle over. the-

choices 16-20 versus 21-or-more, but can't really decide; and_arbitrarily picks 21-or-more. He's got a high

use score. The next time the subject encounters the item, he still can't decide and randomly ¢hooses the

category 16-20. The ﬂbject's drug use hasn't changed. What's changed is his random choice of responses in

an uncertain situation. The same argument goes for the low end of the scale.
- a-yk

High )

\ B | ~ High scoring on first testing
Drug S
use - .. —_—~o Low scoring on first testing
score = ’

. Low

i o
Test Retestaﬂi f‘f‘!';' F
Lo Figure 3. Regression artifacts in a single group
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The extreme scorers on the first test administration have scores closer to the average (or middie) of the

drug use range of their group on the second administration. The amount of change is a statistical function
of the reliability coefficient of the test being used. The:less reliable a test, the greater the chance of a
regression artifact.?2 As shown in figure 3; one could not attribute any change in outcomes to program
effects. One could not conclude that the program lowered drug use levels for high users or that the program

increased drug used behavior of those in’ the low-use category. Obviously, the process of selecting

treatment and control groups: has serious implications for correct interpretation of evaluation data, given
the imperfect world of measurement. ° . . B L .
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One way to attempt to achieVe comparability is to match students on drug use from two schools, where :
averli’giggij’g use levels differ. This situation is illustrated in figure 4. h ’

ngh, - i . ;_‘ 4 3

Average use in
experimental school

Average use in .
comparison school

1 Drugusein . ~ b.  Dgug use in - c. Possibilities for
experimental comparison ) matehing on

_school schoo -© . drug use:Scores

< Figure 4. Pretest drug use from two schools

There are several major problems with this matching approach. "The experimental school has a higher

werage drug use than the comparison school. Students from the two schools are matched together by use
icores.  Only those students in the shaded area in figure 4c can be matched because the school averages are
lifferent. The greater the difference in average scores, the fewer matches can be found. Thus the first’

roblem with this approach is that the sample size available for analysis is smaller; reducing the power of
he analysis. -0 : . : :
_ Further,_the students are being matched on only one factor—their drug use scores. The unstated and

ndoubtedly false assumption is that students in the two schools are similar in all other respects which have
bearing on drug use. However, introducing, othefmatching variables would further reduce the number of

ossible matches; leading to even smaller sample sikes:

High

Experimental

sthool

Comparison » s <

school

N I
Pretest Posttest oL
Figiire 5. Results of matching from ﬁaﬁéquj@igﬁt groups

(Each group regresses to its own average.) 4 4
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 Finally, the matching approach can substantially increase regression effects. The lowest scorers in the
experimental school can be expected to have a higher average score on retesting. For the same reason, the
highest scorers in the comparison school will have lower scores on retesting. And.these are the very

students we have chosen by matching scores. As figure 5 shows, it will appear that the program has caused
increased drug use, while comparison subjects (with no intervention) will appear to have decreased drug use. " _

__Statistical regression, or regression effects; operate whenever extreme groups are used in designs.
They are subtle and treacherous and most likely to creep into éVélﬁétib}Q{dééi’g’ﬁé when matching is used to -
achieve apparent pretest equivalence in quasi-experiments. -~ ¢ SR T T e
To summarize: . - ' '

true experiments are more desirable because

they overcome threats to internal validity.

___Concepts of statistical inference.—When we do an evaluation our interest goes far beyond the particular
individuals who participated in the evaluation. We wish_to generalize to other individuals who might

participate in the program. = Put another way, concluding from an evaluation that a program worked and
ought to be continued or tried elsewhere, really predicts that the program will work in the same way for

other individuals in a comparable setting. 7
 We base conclusions from our data on the rules of statistical inference, which constitute a logical

‘system for making such generalizations based on probability theory. We will review this logical system
defining many of the terms associated with it as we go.

~ Populations versus sar .—The first necessary distinction is.between populations and samples. A

‘population, for our purposes, is a clearly delimited group of individuals, say, all the fifth graders in a-
particular school system. . A sample is just a subgroup from that D'opula,ti,,qn;,O,qr,,evaluastion on randomly
selected samples from a population allows generalizations about that population; and statistical inference is -

the basis of the generalizations. If we could study the whole population, we wouldn't need statistics.

_ Power and Type Il errori—Although the purpose of statistical inference is to generalize from samples to’
populations, it's easier to understand statistical inference if we work backwards. Assume two populations of
individuals who are identical. More specifically, they are identical on the variable of self-concept. Put in

the usual statistical terminology, the two populations have identical self-concept. arithmetic means.

Arithmetic means are what we commonly describe as averages; they're usually referred to as means in_the
context of statistics. Now suppose we ,‘?iiiﬁ one population to a self-concept program and _the other
- population serves as a control group. At the end of the program, the mean self-concept score in the

population that participated in the program.is five poirits higher than that of the control population. That is,

there is a true difference between the population means. We concliide, all other things being €gual, that the

program prodiiced the five-poinit advantuge. - : P i !
e e X - - - .z o
Given _this true difference in population means, suppose we do the following exercise. Draw a random

sample of 25 people from each population and note the difference’in mean self-concept in the two samples.

Having recorded this difference; we return the people to the population and draw another pair of samples,
note the difference between their means, and return thém to their populations. If we do this repeatedly, we

will observe that the difference between the means will usually be around five*points, in favor of the sample -

from the participant (treated) population. Sometimes the difference will be greater than five points, still in
favor of the sample from the treatment population, and at other times, the differénce will be.smaller than

five points. In a few cases, perhaps, the sample from the control population has a higher mean score:

¥, -That is, individual samples do not perfectly reproduce

the populations from which they were drawn.

To continue, suppose that instead of having repeated measures of the populations, we could only look at
‘one pair of samples. On the basis of the sample self-concept means—in the treated versus untreated

samples—we would have to draw a conclusion as to whefher the program worked. What sort of rule might be
used to reach a conclusion? We could use a rule that says, "if the treated sample is above the untreated

sample by any amount, decide that the program worked:" Now, for most pairs of samples we drew; there
would be a difference in favor of the treated group; and we would correctly conclude that the treatment
caused a gain in self-concept. In statistics, a correct-conclusion is one that peflects what is actually true of
the populations from which the samples were drawn. /e 1 ¢
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In most instances, we would correctly conclude that the program” had ‘daused an increase in self--

concept.-But for some pairs of samples, those in" which there was no difference or perhaps a reversal, we -

would incorreetly conelude that there was no effect. This sort of error is called a Type Il efror—more about
this later. Note that this problem of failing to detect a difference that really exists in the population is

precisely what we were concerned with when we discussed the statistical power of an evaluation désign.
Power and Type II errors are opposite sides of the same coin, that'is, detecting versus failing to detect a °
true effect of a program , , . - .

- . .

Or,inother words, ... oo s L. S

= .+ . whenyouimprove the power of a design, = . . 1. .

. Type 1 error,~Now consider another situation: Once again; begin with two identical populations, and
treat one This t gram has no
effect; that is, the two population self-concept means are identical.: Again,.-imagine taking pairs of samples

_population with-the self-concept program. This time, however, assume that the program has no

from these populations and cglculating the difference between their means over repeated samplinigs. Most
-differences will be about zero. But, from time to time; the-mean of, thé sample from the treated population
will be somewhat higher than that of the control sample.. In those instances we can make the.error of
concluding that the*program worked;, when; in fact; it did not really work in the population. This sort of
error is called a Type I error. - : : o e F '

" Keeping in mind equal population means (the program had no effect) versus unequal population means

. (the program had an effect), we can differentiate the two situations in the form of & pair -of hypotheses.
One hypothesis, the null hypothesis, says that the group means are equal; the program had no effect._ The
other hypothesis; the alternate hypothesis or research hypothesis, says that the program worked, that ig—,ff}ié

group means are unequal. .Note that these two hypotheses exhaust the possibilities fori the ‘'outcome of an
evaluation. If we can amass evidence that one hypothesis, the null hypothesis—of no effect—is false; then -

we are simultaneously amassing evidence that the alternate hypothesis—there is an effect—is true.
Now, iri the real world we have rio knowledge of the population; we are trying to infer what exists in our

population from looking at sample data.
©}  Based on probability theory _  _ ‘ )
.+ we make conclusions about the population(s) . . .

- and then qualify those conclusions - ' -

by stating the odds that they are wrong.
Again, let's say we observe a five-point advantage in self-concept in our treated over our control

sample. We make the statistical decision to reject the null hypothesis; .that is, we conclude that the
- populations must be different because the samples are Wifferent, as in the Zfst situation discussed, But
there's another possibility; the population means might really be the same, as in the second situation, but by
chance we've drawn samples that make it seem that the populations are different. Through probability

theory we are able to determine the charce that we will have made an error in rejecting the null hypothesis,
that is; a Type I error. o N . o T

The probability of a Type I error is called the level of significance of the statistical decision to reject

the null hypothesis. In evaluation reports, you will seé. sentenices like, "The treatment group had a

significantly higher self-concept mean than did the control group (p<:05)." "Significantly higher" says that
th‘%g“,u',",YP?E'!E?,",ST“E@,,E???F!E, Mmeans are equal—is being rejected. The (p<.05) in parentheses gives the
probability that this conclusion is wrong: This is another way of saying there is less than a § percent chance

(p<.05) that the decision to reject the null hypothesis is wrong. Note that we are worried only about Type I
error when we are rejecting the null hypothesis, that is, concluding that.the groups are different; or that the

program_worked. A final point, the lower case Greek-letter alpha ( « ) is sometimes used to indicate the

_probability of Type I error. When people ask what alpha-fevel you're using; they're asking how much Type I
error is associated with your statistical decisions. It is only by convention that no more than 5 percent Type

I error is acceptable to reject the nuil hypothesis. ‘ =

o

Power analysis.—Historically, science is 7¢6nservﬁijﬂ;': Herice ‘the emphasis has_traditionally been

placed on Thpe 1 errors. Nobody wants to conclude thétsome intervention or treatment has an effect when

‘itedoesn't. In the context of program evaluation; however; there also should be enormous concern for Type Il
errors—of failing to conclude that an effectivie program is effective because the power of the design is very
low. The lower case Greek letter beta ( (3 ) is used to note the probability of a %511 error.

! - -
i : 4
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' &fi‘ype I error (false rejection) would be if the null hypothesis were rejected. If thep;obability of

LA
RN

P & design deperids on a number ‘of facfors, sich as the magnitude of the program's effect:

ol
;. ..The power o
samples from the two populations could sometimes be expected to have the same means and to lead to Type
il errors. _If the difference between means in the populations had been larger, say a 20-point difference, the

L :_' In the previous situation .in which the treated population was five points higher than the control population;

chance of drawing samples that showed no difference would have.been much smaller; thereby decreasing thex

probability of a Type Il error, or conversely increasing the power of the design. . e

_ Uncontrolled sources of variability i an evaluation design decrease the.power of the design. To

- -~determine the power. of a- design, -copsiderthie amount of difference between .the populations relative to

uncontrolled variability. The term effect size is used to mean the amount of difference, or the effect of the

program, relative to a measire of uncontrolled variability. The amount of uncontrolled variability is always

considered relive to the number of 'subjects in the design: “Increasing the sample size increases the power:
of the design. '\ e : ) ' .
An analysisb the power of 4 design is best performed while the evalustion is being planned. To
accomplish this, an estimate of the effect size (differerice relative to uncontrolled variability) is required.
‘Evaluators will often ask if any pilot data for a pregram already exist ot can be collected before a'\fdil-scale

evaluation is mounted, to make an estimate of effect size. With such an estimate, the number of subjects .
réquired to detect those effects-in a evaluatiory design can be detefmined: Sometimes the effects are so
smalt that_enormous numbers.of subjects would b required to detect them. .In Such instances, using large

numbers of subjects, thé execution of a labor-intensive and costly evaluation may not be warranted:

' Power ‘snalysis may also be performed after an evaluation. This is particularly critical when the

evaluation has detected 'no effect of the program (the null hypothesis was not rejected). In this case the

* concern is whether the design was so weak in’terms of statistical power that an effect that really existed

could not have heen detected in the design.. . : :
- ' T A S A A é e
' Some common statistical tests-—Statistichl tests are calculations to determine whaf tffe probability of -
1
then we would typically reject the null

error is low based on a statistical test, say less than 5 percent, the

. hypothesis. . _ o 3

¢

_very common tests. The simplest'is the t-test, which tests'whether two groups are different or not on some
measure, using the mean. If there are more than two groups in the depigri, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) is
used for the same purpose, to test whether the several groups in the design differ: :

‘Many tests can be used, and the choice depends ‘on the mature of the data: Here we mention only some

Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) is a statistical procedure that does what ANOVA ‘doe but also

adjusts for initial uncontrolled sources of variability, increasing the power of the statistical design. For -
example, if participants vary widely among themseives in self-concept before the program begins; then it .

will be difficult to detect later changes. ANCOVA reduces this uncontrolled variability by linking various
pretest and posttest measurements on each individual. ’ ’ N

el el Rl i~ 2 N
In quasi-experiments, where ‘the treatment and comparison groups are not equivalent, such statistical

procedires miist be employed to tease apart two potential sources of différence betyeen groups at the end
of the experiment: the effect of the. treatment, and the initial differences between the groups. Any ...

statigtical adjustments are approximate at best—they do not guarantee accurate estimates of the. effect of
the tment. S : : S B S , . .

.

~ Coricepfs ' of ‘measurement.—When_ we scrutinized. the sample evaluation, we identified two important
properties of measures. : First was reliability, or the stability of a .measure. Second was validity,.or the

extent-to which a test measares what it purports to measure:

. Reliability.~-The definition of reliability really encompasses two aspects of measurement, stability and
internal consistency. Stability means that if gne takes a test twice and doesn't change on the trait being
measured, then the test score aiso should not vary much over repeated testing. The usual way-in which this
type of reliability is established is by administering the same test twice to a group of people and computing
a measure of the extent of agreement between the two test results. The basic measure used is called a
correlation coefficient: The ceefficient .will equal 1.0 if there is perfect agreement between the two.
measurement points. It will equal zero if there is no" relationship between the scores at the two

measurement points. It will be negative, somewhere between 0.0 and -1.0, if §E6Fe§ get reversed over the

twS measurement points; that is, if the high scorers at the first measurement point become the low Scorers
at the second measurement pojnt and vice versa. The’correlation coefficient is referred'to as a reliability
’c’dérfit:i’;iit in this context. = | ‘
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: The second ,aspect of rellablhty, mternal consnstency, is & measure of the extent that all the items or
~Qquestions on a test igrge with one another, or;measure the same thing. If we have a self-concept. scale; a

person with a poor self-¢ancept overall .should respond in the same way aeross all items on the self<concept

scale:3 A comrnonimeas’ur’eﬁoiff _such reliability is Cronbach's Coefflclent ‘Alpha, another index that equals
. zero if there is no consnstency among items; and approaches 1.0 as internal consistency lncreasés. The -
Kuder—Rlchardson formula is ahother common measure of internal consrstency

These measures are approprlate only with homogeneous tests; those where all the lndlv1dual ltems are
measurmg one thing. It is possible to increase reliability of the score on the whole test by" lncreasmg the
_ number of items on the scale. Statistical estimates, have’ beéntoreated of the extent of increase in

mllablllty to be expected by mcreasing the number of items. 'Ihe classmal estlmate is the Spearman-Brown
prophecy formula. ' : : , 1 , .

» Hahdttg.—Vahdnty of & measure is a brogq concept.” There are.a number of ways t5:establish iialiiiity

- At.the lowest level is face validity; that is; the content of the items seems to agree witlhwwhat the test is .
supposed to measure. For example, in a test of depression, if it appears that  people who are depressed will

.respond in one way, while nondepresed people will reSpond in another way, then the test has face validity.

v |Coneurrent- validity. means the agreement.of the test with other measures of the same trait taken at the
same time. If psychotheraplsts identify a group of clients who are depressed and a group WEQ,!!E!!'E <

depressed, and test scores agree with these judgments, then the test has concurrent vahdlty Predictive

_validity. means that the_test ig able to predict accurately what will happen in the future. If we construct a

‘scale of Propensity to Experiment with Drugs, and scores on this test taken at the beginning of the sehool

year are related to the amount of drug experimentatlon that occurs throughout the follownng school ‘year,

then the test has predictive vaiidlty -zl 4

Construct ‘validity is the most complex and abstract of the validity notions. It considers how the -

measure of a variable relates to other variables, on some_theoretical basis. For_example; oepresslon might -

be closely related to poor self-concept and lack of hope for the fiture. We might not-expect depression to .. -
be 'gliated to lntelhgence. Assessing how well a measure's association or lack of association with measures &7

®

er constructs adheres to our theoretical notnons is at the heart of establishing construct validity.

The assessiﬁént of the valldlty and rellablllty of tests and other measures is an arduous process. Often'.

\ evaluators will suggest that exlstmy tests on which validity studies have been performed be used, in ordel‘ to
a test created especially for a partlcular evaluatlon.

avoid havmg to study the vaildlty
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\The Worth of the Qgram 7 :

"

So. far, a major thrust of this chapter has been on the ways in which outcomes dan be specnfned and

- measured. Effective outcome evaluatidn design and analysis can provide an answer to the question of
whether a program causes effects that differ significantly (in a statistical sense)Wffrpmf no_program or in

comparison to other types of programs. But the question remams—ls ‘the program worth the effort?

Worth, or value, is deflned at a number of levels and along many’ dlmenmons3 717n a most generai way, . al]

redefinition of worth; o o, . .
o - —

‘Much of our social and political life concerns the valuing of materlal things, even as we-link these to - .

more symbolie, ideal, or spiritual concerns. -The material resources available to maintain andyenhance

human: life come in limited quaritity. 'In most circumstances, therefore, we must make continual choices to -
use material resources for some purposes, leaving fewer for’ other purposes. All such choices involve both

material resources and the purposes we want them to fultill. : v - L

In the last: quarter century much work has been directed at developing methods for valunr;g the material /

worth of social. programs; :under the generai categories of cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness analysis.

Much of the foIIOwing discussion about the ‘worth of the.program focuses on basic concepts from these
analytic approaches. Remember, however, that any such economic analysis applied to aleohol and drug

abuse prevention is itself worthwhile only in conjunction- with other social and political approaches .to
valuing. ' Economic analysis is an extremely fruitful way to look at a prevention program but is not a--
substltute t‘or continuing concern—and conmct—-about the§ uman values programs are intended to enhance.

El

_ _When we ask; "Is the prog'ram worth the effort"" in economic terms, Wq are real]y asking about the .
relationship between the valiie of résources consurnied and the value of cutconies produced. When resources

are invested in an activity, we expect that the activity wili be effective;in producing benefits and thét the

=y . 39 ‘.: | ':, . 48
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o effectiveness . : .
o ‘the relatlonshnp between the two. : ' S , 7 x

Consumptlon ot reeourcw.-—’l‘he costs of a drug program are the values of the resources “Sed, for lts

act|v1ty.,Costs are most often expressed in units of money. Money, then, is a measure of cost; it is not in

~ itself a resouree. . Thus we can talk about the cost in dollars per mile of .a vehicie operated for a program, or

dollars per hour of a group facnhtator's time as measures of the va,lue of thése resources.

To the economlst, the cost of a; resource lS the value of its next best alternatlve use. If we have $100 -
_ ., and _only_twa choices for disposal—put it in a savings bank at 5 percent.interest or buy a one-year h
fmembershlp in a health club—the dconomnst would eclaim, and rightfully so, that the trud cost of' the

. membership in the health club over a .year's time is $105,%the value at the end of the year if we had ‘invested
;w4 the $100 in the spv;ngs account. In the same way, the cost of a facility for a_prevention program equals the
i vaiue of what iight have been produced by using the same facility for other purposes. This:is a fine

. distinction but an important concept. ' In using. resources for prevention.programs;” we' deny: “their- use for =/

other activities. The dost of the resource is; then; its foregone opportunity—what we lost by not using it for :
other purposes—not what we paid for it. However, in a competitive, egconomically motwatedimarket, the

market.value. is the true measure of cost. zt faclhty that is rented to the program at the gomg rate has a

. . cost equalito the rental fee:

But where a market is not perfectly competltlve or dpes not exnst, cost estlmatlon becomes more

complighted: For example; the use.of a facility may be donated to a program.. The foregone. opportunitgy
cost for the facility might be assigned based on current rerital rates. But what if the facility has: bekn

vacant and no one else was. interested. in Using it? Although there are several ways ‘of imputing costs in such -

situations, one common approach is to. lgnore the costs of otherwise unusable t‘esources, on the theory that
"the only free }unch is the one nobody else will eat" (Yates 1980, p.47)

~__ Costs 1nc1ude ‘more than physxcal resources and salarled staff.; Resources such as volunteers, student -

interns; or evaluation consultants contribute to program operatlor\ 'The values of these resources are in the
:worth of their time. Participants' time also has value. For example, @ summer. alternatives program might

' prevent partlclpants frorn gettlng a job. Thus the opportumty eosts of human as well as physlcal resources

must be considered in calculating ‘total program costs.. .
' 3

: J .
DmecLand4nd1rect _costs.—Anothé& dxmenswn of costs is the dlstlnctlon between direct and indirect -

e costs. Direct costs are represented by the use of limited resources for producmg services that woiild not be .f
uced if the problem did not:exist. If alcohol and drug abuse were not problems, we Would not need

preyention or treatment programs or law enfo;;&ement and criminal justice activities directed at the_ 3
1Ems. ,lnstead these resourcés could be used other activities that would enhance the social welfare.

,1119}"95’!, costs represent the loss to society of what could haiie been produced if drug abuse did not exist.
Rufener et al. (NIDA 1975) base their estimation of the indirect costs of drug abuse on the foregone earnings
of abusers. This requires the assumption that increased unayallablllty for employment is causally related to

drug usage. This unavailability can range from: unemployment to work time lost  for treatment;,

. incarceration; or to the ultimate loss§‘premature deAth, Society must forego the goods and services that

could otherwise have been produced, the problenﬁnot exnsted v

o

perspectlve. It lncludes coSts. to the program _ and to various components of the commumty. While this

perspective is comprehensive, the estimation of many soci&l costs is-difficult: This difficulty can be avoided
by taking an operations rather than community perspective. The operatlohs’perSpectnve merely looks at
-accounting entries in the. program's books. This approach does niot provide a complete listing of resources

necessary to operate the program in the future and does not consider the foregone opportunity costs of
- resources. The operatlons approach also tends_to bias: .codts in_ favor of prograis that are socially appealing

. or that qre located in communities that can afford dorhtlons Qf time and other resoUrces
on Y

-3

IR bet us assunie that the operations approach is taken tq‘ ‘”Y»mate the costs of a drug preventlowprogram.
Y. rganizat;lofi wit;h abpit one-third of full-time

The program is located in space donated by a local compiu ~third of" full-t :
equivalunt stafftime congisting of. volunteers;’ Th'é'rosult g costiestimate qpuldinot be nsed as a gauge to -
predict what a *similar prograyn would cost in another ,communi’t:?, where donated /space might not be -

available or where volunteers migh,#,not be forthéoming. Also, costs could not be- compatred with' other, ldim [
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There is not & clear dnchotomy between com mumty and operations costs: At a program level, one could

decide to include costs and benefits that are not reflected in accountxng ledgers.

at the same level of generalizatlon. S .

—Resources are consumed over time. If comparisons are to be made of the values of

two resources, one of which will’ be_ consumed 1mmed1ately and the other at some pﬁoﬁnnt in the future, then
there must be some way to standardize the values to take the time difference into account. The economist's

approach to this problem is to convert all resources into their present value.’
g,y

alternative uses until that time, producing a return. A penny saved is indeed a penny earned. The economist

takes thxs lnto account through present valuing. Present valunng aliows standardnzed comparisons between

_ Suppose we’ mtend .to speﬁd $10; il’(l’t)‘i each year for three years for a drug | ﬁéeéﬁiiaﬁ program. . Assume

discount rate. Since the value of a resource is equal to what Would be produced by thefnﬁe;gtf best alternative,

“the present value of the $10,000 to be spent during the first year is only $9,091, because $9,091 invested
today at 10 percent would produce $10,000 at the end of a year. Using the same procedure, the'second
year's expenditures have a present value of $8,264 (which would produce $10,000 at the end of two years if

1nvested at'10 percent 1nterest), and the third year's expenditures have a present value of only $7,513. . Thus

&2
When we discuss the development of cost effectiveness and benefit analysis, it will become evident that

the choice of discount rate plays a ‘major role in comparing programs. Different rates produce conflicting
results .depending on the time frames of expenditures and benefits. For this reason,fmanyfanalystsfgjll

report ?results using two or more discount rates in order to determine the effect of the ratées on the findings"
\

all costs are ea..ily expressed in monetary terms. The level of detail in collecting data and reporting 7cost§'

must be based on a consideration of how much accuracy is added to the final cost figures: Data must be

available in sufficient detail to allow accuracy in reporting costs:for variables that represent the greatest
use of resources, without being unnecessarily specific. Certainly office supplies represent an important

cost; for example; but one would not count the number of ball point-pens used. per month. But knowing the

major costs of a program is only the first step in assigning worth. 'I‘he second is in knowing the benefits, or

‘ positive effects, produced by the program. ‘

Effectiveness.-—When an analysis of costs and outcomes is conducted, the- importance of identifying and
testingii‘or all relevant outcomes is brought home forcefully. For instance, although reduced delinguency

‘might not be an intended program goal, if ;,t occur‘s as & result of the program it should be considered as part
of the\%\h orth of the program. :

ave already discussed the major methods for determiniﬁg if program outcomes are statisticaily

0

w

be able to specify the: amount of change due to the program.. It is not enough to sayl fpr instanfce, that the

experimental’ group had a- signiticantly greater improvement in self-concept than a control group. We must
know how rhuch change can be dlrectly attributed io the program.. ’ .

Very often; we can obtain outcome data on a‘level of g greater specificity than we can’ cost data. _Most-,
evaluation designs not only allow, but also require information regarding change at an individual level.
- Repeated tests of self-concept give the.amount of change for each participant. However, it requires more

effort. to gather cost data specific enqugh to give the exact cost of the changes produced in individual

participants. Therefore, for mpst analyses, the average change is used. However, this depends on the type
of deecision to be made, as we shall discuss later.

Effectlveness ‘can be stated in three ‘major ways. First, one could measure marginal variables, wHlch

‘ b
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concept" How do we éxpress in, monetary.terms the beneflts accrumg from preventlng~ one person from .

e .
) < ~ ’ EERY -
€ to I't ‘

example would be the change in self—concept score before and after program partlclpatlon ﬁpical

evaluation deslgns use these klnds ofcomparlsons.

Another way 1s the. goal referenced comparlson, where effectlveness is' measured in terms of how close

the program comes to achieving its stated objectives. The cateh, in this approach is that quantification of-
goal statements. is often done intuitively, and only after the evaluation effort can program administrators
adequat'ely state expectat% ns for program performance. To satisfy the needs of funding sources, the

ctxve which says something like "At the conclusion of program activities, illicit

manager may write an obj

drug use among participants will have. decreased by(40 percent " But where did the 40 percent come from? .

Is it a réasonable expectation based on prior experiernce, or is it a number concocted to satisfy the needs of
others to know what they should expect from the program"

2 ’
,,,,, If a goal is reasonable given past expanence, theri @omparing performance to the goal is & good, way to
assess effectiveness: But if the goal sthtement is either overstated or understated; then any c rison of

actual performance to the goal statement has no meaning. - Thls illustrates yet another aspect of the

=

program manager's quandary.in develbpmg statements of objectives. Very often the information needed to

state the objective’arises only from the evaluatlon that is supposed to be in part based on the statement:

The fmal maJor reférence for efféctlveness varlales is the aggregate level of perfprmancej or the

_norm: A program could be judged on the strength of its ability to reach the population norms for its

‘objectives. A problem arises; however; when the norm is not- a measure of what is desired. If arpreventlon

program is dlrected at a group. of adolescents whose drug use is higher than the norm (as determined, say, by

effectaveness, we can now. move closer to_the lssue of worth—the. relatlonshlp between the two. Cost-

" effectiveness is the general expressnon of the relationship between-the values of resources consumed and

outcomes produced. If ecost and ‘éffectiveness are expressed in the same terms; usually dollars, then the

'relatxonshxp is referred to as "cost—beneflt."

The outcomes of soclal programs are not simply expressed The problem is in assigning monetary valﬁ

to enhancements in the quality or iength of life. What doliar valie do we place on an improvement in self-

thd elderly;, who have no future earmng potentlal9 How can thls human beneflt “Be expressed in monetary
terms? .

. One solution to the problem of valiiing outcomes' that have no market valiie (or an equivalent) was

developed when .economists attempted to evaluate the effectiveness of alternative military weapons

systems. Given two systems with the same objective; it was not necessary to convert benefits tchonetary
terms. Instead; the one that achieved the desired objective at the lower cost was che sen. . The major

wedkiiess of this approach is that eomparisons ean be made ofily between programs where the effects can be

expressed in the same exact terms, such as increase in self—concept as measured by the same test.
[ ]

ln preventmn _We can express in m’one{ary terms such outcomes as reduced treatment or lncarceratlon5

costs; increased earnings, and the like: The same issue of present valunng that was discussed relative to
costs applies to benefits. To determine the net value of a program; we must first discount benefits; or
convert monetarily expressed outcomes to present value. Having done so, it is simple to sibtract the

present value of costs from the present value of benefjts; The result is the present value of net benefits—a

that the present value of costs exceeds that of prevention beneflts. L

A third expresslon for measuring worth is the internal rate of return;’ whlch is. equlvalent to the interest

- the program makes on its investrient. This rate is the one that, when applied to the costs, will equalize the

present value of costs and benefits: If the internal rate of return for the program is higher than the

?accepted interest rate for social or private investment; then the program is worthwhile.

\

,Here is an example of the three methods. Say we have estimated the present value of costs for a drug-
program to be $100; OUO with a present value of beneflts of -$110,000. The difference is $10,000—the
3 - ,
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present value of net benefits.  This tells something about the program's value; but another program wid -

achieve the same difference with a cost of $20,000 and a benefit of $30,000. The. second pregram has

invested fewer resourees to obtain the samg-net” beneflts, and_.a simple comparison of the present:value of

net bénefits does not reveal that fact. Moré" mformatlon results from calculating the benefit to cost ratios.

- The first program has-a.ratio of 1.1 ($110; 000/5100 000). The second' program has a ratio of 1. S-—surely a

significant dlfference. #

Fmally, calcijlatmg the 1nternal rate of return provides even more mformatxon. With a 10 percent

'mternal rate of return for the*flrst program and for the second program a more sizeable 50  pexcent, not only”

can the two programs be compared to each other, but also each can be compared to the accepted investment

interest rate. The results of this third critérion; the internal rate of return; might not. be congruent w1th _the

other criteria because of differences in the timing of expenditiires of resources and the accrual of benefits.

Results are also completely dependent on the choice of discount rate and on the time periods over which we

diseount costs. and benefits. As the discount rate increases; the present value of future benefits declines
sharply. .

When maklng a choice between program approaches which achieve the same objectives, you need notﬁbe‘ :
.concerned with expressing benefits in monetary terms. To compare two approaches for improving-s: f—.

99!‘,9‘?",‘,!,0“,,13}99?9‘ a common measure and compare program outcomes and costs. In this case the megsure
might_be increases in scoresjon the. Piers-Harris or some other wetl known scale: Such a meas re lS.

acceptéed in the same §pirit asimoney is accepted as a common measure in cost-benefit analysns

.4

_Of course; there are compllcatlons. In cost—beneflt analysis, assumptions are made about money that
might not apply to scores on a self-concept test. Certamly we would be quick to say that a 10-dollar bill is

worth 10 one dollar bills: But is a 10-point ineregse in self-concept by onegerson worth the same as l-point

increases °by 10 peopie? Are we w1ﬁmg to ‘accept these two changes in self-concept as equal in value and

"deserving of the same? No economic market establishes the two values as equal or unequal

~ Average and marginal costs.—Costs can be looked at in two ways in cost-effectiveness comparisons,
based on the question to be answered. If we can continue to support only one of two existing progrars; then

- the average cost per unit eff*tlveness is_the first chojce for a measire. If we wish to increase the capacity
. :

of one program or the other; then the flrst choige is margmal (additional) costs.

- -/As;suﬁmeﬁtﬁhatwa program's effectlveness is measured by reductign of marijuana usérs.  Without
calculating the exact cost per part1c|pant, we can obtain an average cost per unit of outcome by dividing
total costs by units of outcome. Say that in a given time period the number of users is reduceslby 2 percent
for a total program cost of $10,000. Then the averagd cost for each percent rediction is $5,000. Compare

this to another, similar program which'is able to achieve a 3 percent reduction for $12; 000—an’ average cost

- .of $4,000 for each percent reduction. If forced to choose between programs; we wouid’\oose the latter,

which achieves the same effect for $1,000 less per unit. ) . .

a o .

If, mstei} of choosmg between programs;. the question’ involves mcreasmg or reducmg ailocatlons to

competing programs, then an analysis of marginal costs i§ called for. Marginal costs are those that are

neceééary to increase or reduce the effect by one unit. Of two programs, say one involves awareness groups,

the major cost being personnel; and_the other is a fine arts elub; with a- majer expense in art supplies.

Assume that the programs have equal total costs and effectiveness. Unless the first program were filled to

capacity and had to hire a new staff person just for the sake of one additional participant, it’ would probably

be more effective to give the additional funds to this program. Increasing aiiocatxons to this program would
give a better return for an equal added lnvestment . _ )

B Cost~effect|veness analysns ;usmg average costs. fe’qﬁiré's .only aggregated: data at the ﬁiagééﬁ level:
Marginal eost analysis requires some data at the mdmdual level. But these techniques only inf'o'r'rgi decisions .

to support effectxveness, not to |mprove ite , . s e
PN v ° N . N

The Régaa;é'é-caaﬁaﬁéﬁi Model ) S

Everything_discussed so far is defined by Yates (1980) as assessment. He considers analysis as the

process" that develops . information after considering cost constraints, process characteristics, and

effectiveness criteria. Program decisions are constantly made to shift resources to reduce cost and lmprove_

effectiveness, Yates' component-resource model nicely portrays the issues considered by any good admmis~

trator. It starts simply, with the path of resources supplying a process that produces an outcome
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' dysfunctlon the exnstence of mental health serwces cannot ‘be Justlfled "o .

_a
-
! .

r oty . - R
¢ P’ ;

v.health "dysfunctlons or at )east their. potentlal m the communnty, are a necessary resource because without ,

.o

and there are constramts in both. Staff can. always be better trained and bett,er,gble to apply that trglhlpg-
The constraints on tec,hnology are measured by the best outcome possible. If use of a certain technology

urider ideal conditions-prevents "only"; 95 percent. of ali drug abuse; then there is a constraint on that.
technology. We cannot stop the other ive pércent from usmg drugs. Thé constralnts on the delivery System'
are measured by the difference between the constraints on the technology and the actual outcomes that the
program |s ab[e to achleve. . .

Outcomes.—-’l‘he major outcome m preventlan ls self;e\ugent. Inﬁ cliac;sg)nmgklrrgj-‘
considers other possnble outcomes as welly

proportion of youth who are taught: declsioamaking ‘may use these skills to reinforce values considered
deviant by society. “The possibility should not be ignored, but rather should be investigated, for certainly

; knowledge of who mnght have negative outcomes and’ under what conditions can be helpfui both to’ avoid the

'\t

s evaluatlon based on the expected return for the investment.

negatlve outcomes and improve the technology. ST _ ;

7Apphc§ftgon7 ojfthg’m@l.—-’l‘he compétent manager consnders all aspects’ of ‘the system for deciston=
making: These considerations may be quahtatlve, or what many would call subJectlve,i)ecause they-are riot
easily amenable to measurement_ and have not been externally validated by sc)efntflflcwmfethoggi 7(}afre7fyfl
cost-effectiveness analysns cap help validate decxs:onmaking as well as improve it rougp new and relevant:

information: At thx level of a sipgle program; analysis of the cost and outcomes of specific components in

the context of restraints can prainde 1nformatnon to 1mprove program performéncé by altermg act1v1t1es th

o produce 8 specmed level of effectxveness with mlmmal costs,

o. develop an optlmal mlx of costs and effects g o ;'

rate than the guidance counselor If We kinew the success rates, as measured by the self—coneept and grug,

use scales of each group leader, we - “might_identify dlfferentml ‘outcomes related <30 (a) different’
””””””””””” d ltéad to decisions

'regardmg tralmng or partlclpant assng'nment. ‘

Cllent routes of entry into the program mlght be related to differences in outcome Of the varib'u's
types of selection (self, othermstudents, theitwo group leaders, or otherfteachers) it mightfgejoungfthgt

some types have better outtomes than o 'ers Further, some activities within the overall program might be

more effectlve relatlve to thelr cost than o ers. As the number of vamables to be consldered 1ncreases, the

The . program decisionmaker must deCIde howimuch of ex1st)ng resources shou)d be directed toward

‘ / . : R
Careful cost~effectiveness anulyses basecl on 'accurate evaluations of outcomes can justify the
continued operation of a good preventlon program. But remember that all sych analyses are based on the

assumption of scarce resources.” If resources were unlimited, costs would'not" have to be justified. In theory,

- at least, unlimited resources imply unlimited technologies. All problems could 'be solved. But in the real

worid, many resources are getting scarce,; and the need becomes.gteater to. justlfy’ the use of resources by:
improving the social. welfare. It is at this point that the goals of the action researcher and the program
decnsnonmaker fully merge. - . _
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Notes -

1This Merlin-like _approach is ascrlbed to Relchardt (1981) who purports to have taken xt from Rubin (1973)

2’I‘here lS a result in the drug preventlon yterature whlch 1s chlllmgly hke}e present examgle lt has been s

_suggested that drug infarmation programs, while perhaps decreasing use frequent drug users, may well
lead abstainers or infrequent users to use drugs. .If you imagine a drug prevention program intervention
between the two.test administrations in Figure 3; you will realize how regression arfifacts may eonfound our
interpretation of evaluations. A randomly assigned control group for the high and low users would have
clarified the. meamng of the data, as in Figure 1a; in which there was less gain in drug use in program

participants thap in randorgly aSSIgned eqntrols. = —_— .

,3Thlé sor? of con31stency IS more cleariy grasped in teﬁ of ééhiéiiéiﬁéiit éﬁa'éﬁiﬁiy tééié On ¢ é test of

the question becomes because more than one alternative ean be plausible.
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. CHAPTER 5: pns’nmo FOR THE svxwm'rou
- . iThey Say It's the Light Stiiff . . . But)

It's your program that's being evaTUated.

A program decislonmaker should be involved in every stsge of thg, progranL evaluation—planning,

" implementation; and utilization—just as:' in any other major program activity. Each’stage requires a -

particular set of skills, & particular-orientation, and a particular involvement. The manager's réle.in aaeh

-, stage is descnbed in this chapter; with emphasis -on what to expect, what to do, and ‘what pitfalls to avoid. ‘

——_:_ _selectmg_thejvaluator et e L

'Ihe role of the evaluator will also be dnscussed as Jt garallels and_intersects ‘that gjftfheﬁjt@gram

_ recnplents wnii be emphasized. . A

First, the requnsntes for planmng wxll be dnscussed, covering such issues as:

- ' 7, . o= -
. -4 M
* . ECY [

o preparatjon of self; staft, and community o ) ,
.0 eoritractmg with the evaluator. o : ”, - St Y

w ?

1981) . ' ;. .

. step 1—analysis of decisionmaking activities - . ~ . ' . . : o
step 2—anaie!ylsis of program activity o T
step 3—devélopment of alternative evaluatnon designs = planning

step 4—initial selection of a design o . v

step 5—operationalization_of the design - .

step 6—field test of the plan

- step. T—revisjons resulting from field test . ]: implementation

step 8—collection and analysis of data -
step 9—utilization of results. —~. —_— utilizatiiii

The chapter will emphasize how success _at each step dépends on satnsfactory resolutlon of previous-.
steps. Discussion of jthe ninth step, in particular, will demonstrate the dependence of utilization on all that

has gone before and will also discuss the impact of the politlcs of an evaluation (internal and external: to the

program) on the utiiizatlon of the evaluqtion.

\ . REQUiSITES FURPfANmNG o .o
é e .,

= :The following is & true story: A Stateagency nnformed a local- program director that his program was

scheduled for evaluation during the year. The director was pleased, saying that there were many questions
he would like answered. The State evaluator told the director that the agency ‘wanted its questions -
answered; not hxs—-questlons pertainmg to the success of the local system in adhering to certain statewide

standards ) v _ _ . .

.



—
- :

The dlrector sa|d he was aware of no such standards. The evaluator replled that hlS team had only Co

for draft standards. Not to worry, he was assured; they would become official standards ‘once the legal -
offla's rev1ew was complete and would then be lmplemented statew1de. r _ o

' .

' recently wntten them, and they were stlll in draft form: The director objected to being held accountable

777777 When the dlrector”objected to be|ng held accountable for draft. standards of questionable legallty, the
evaluator reminded him. that the state contributed two-thirds of his funding. With that, the director

relented and.asked for a copy of the standards. The evaluator: then told. hnm that; unfortunately; the State

agency dlrector had prohibited distribution pending legal clearance.

Thus, the local d1rector found his program being evaluated by h1s funding source, on its terms, w1th its

;evaluator, accordlng to unof flcml, legally questionable, and secret standards.

" The local program staff reserited the evaluation, finding the evaluation team obtrusive . and

incompetent. Hostile letters were exchanged The evaluation report; after a_delay of several months; was

distributed simultaneously to the local director; several funding agency staff, community representatives,
and elected officials. The report, which the director was denied permission to review before dlstrlbutlon,,

"contained several factual errors and many mterpretatlons subject to dispute:

Thls anecdote is a textbook caseé of how not to do an evaluatlon. The pltfalls eVident in the example

can easily be avoided by adhering to the plannmg requisites and the mne—step process presented below.

w K

The motives for an evaluatlon w1ll haVe major lmpact on what is e\%aluated, ultlmate use of the results, L

- the manager and program's partlclpatlon, and selection of an evaluator: " o ; .

Generally; evaluators may come from three sources-the fundlng agency, the progpam I;Self, ‘or an’
organization independent from both. The fundlng source may not only insist gpon an evaluation; but. may-

also provide an evaluator: The program may hdve an in-house evaluator®or it may hire an -external _

evaluator. _ Selection of the evaluator may be_ the prerogative of the progrm managegffundmg agency,
board of dlrectors, or the llke, depending on the impetus for the eveluatlon and who is paylng for

- .An imﬁortant issue is to whom the evaluator is résponslble, sﬁlﬁcef the evaluator will give primary
alr glance to that person. Allegiance is ‘@ major coneern bec: l:lse “all steps of the program eyaluation will be
mfluenced by the relationship between evaluator and employe Everything will be affected |ncludmg what

“is°'done; what is lnferred, what is sald (and not sald), and who hears it.

. In general, ,,°§t,PE°EE§"1m§',‘PEE"S,, ,‘,Y!,l,l,,?!'efe" not havmg an evaluator selected for (or forced on) them, o
and will prefer to have the evaluator accountable to them. A manager who recruits,, 'selects, and pays the
evaluator will be in a stronger position to monitor-the aims, process, lnterpretatlon, dissemination,; and use

- -of the evaluation. No matter what direct :authority: the : nager has over.'the evaluator, several factors

should be ccmsndered to assess the evaluator,s approprxatene

2 . . d N S

—By educatlon and experience; does the e\Laluator have knowledge and-

9@99@“99,,‘,9 do the job? Can the candidate establish.evaluation goals? Devélop sound designs? Select
"""""" Analyze and interpret data? Write a cohererit sentence that is also

approprlate to the audience?

Versatllxtx.-—An evaluator w|th a repertmre of techmques will be more llkely to meet the program's

needs. As Patton (1978, p- 31) says, "The burden rests with the evaluator to understand what kind of

evaluation is appropriate for different types of programs rather than forcmg all prograns into a single
evaluation model " -

The obllgatlon of the evaluator is to_evaluate a program as it is; unless the manager agrees to program

changes. ‘An evaluator must have the flexibility to conduct credible .evaluations without IIEOdlfiyl[g; the

program ahead of time simply to meet evaluation needs. Put differently, effective evaluatlon is partly an

art, and there's no reason to belleve that Rembrandt painted by the numbers.
-

.—If & program serves a community with a sxgmflcant number of- language or ethnic .

minority _gnembers, the evaluation will need to address issues relevant to those groups. Different goals and
different-assessment’ techmqg‘es may be needed. In addition to-technical knowledge of measurement issues

o | R . 50 *

47 . e L




N . - . N

involving those groups, the evaluator must be famlllar with the values of the groups lnvolved e)éhnbit respect

for such culturai diversity as it exlsts, and be acceptable to the com munlty.

7"’tor Relatlonshjs

. Th& relatnonshnp betweg managers and evaluators is s often stramed. Weiss (1977) suggests four sources

ofconfllct ) e S e , .=

‘Personality differences.—The manager and lthe evaluator are usually different types of people, whose

i very differences drew them to separate fields. where. their differences were reinforced by experiencés
Evaluators see themselves as Scientists contrlbutlng to the knowledge base of society; program managers see

‘themselves as helpers. who_contribute through service, provision. The former are data orlented the latter
are people oriented. Such dlfferences provide potentaal for confllct . B

Role - dlfferences --Evaluatlon lmplles ]udgment, the evaluator carries the aura of the judge, the’

‘manager the judged. This role h|erarchy is heightened when the evaluator is the agent of the funding source
‘‘or‘some other outside, controlllng group; and complicated when hé is hired by the manager.

1

Lack of boundary clarity.—An evaluator's role can be as limited as the a nalysis of exnsting data, or as
broad as helping a program identify its goals, conducting a full-scale outcome evaluation; and then helplng

the manager make changes indicated by evaluation results. Becaii§é thé evaluator's role boundaries are
often left undefmed tensions are probable. , —_

Resentments over dlftemnuaLrema;ds.—Evaluators may recelve.more pay than program staff and _may
be percelved as less hard working—"We" ao e work; evaluators read charts." Even the appearance of the -

' 'evaluator's name on a flnal report canbe a s rce of friction.

_That program managers and evaluators have; dlffermg and occasxonally lncompatlble world views is
nowhere better illustrated than in an article by Weiss (1977), who conducted a survey of partlclpants in 10

evaluations of human service programs.: .Two major differences in perspectives were found one in the way

participants view evaluatlons, dnother in the way the. pﬁrtles view each other.

- Both evaluators and managers~expressed—general—uncertainty about the _purposes of the evaluatlons they

participated in—whether the ‘studies:were to segi;ve the _program, ltsﬁt‘unders, or knowledge in the field.
Managers saw evaluations—-practically if not ideal i
» AN

] o a ritual to secure fundlng
.. "o an opportunity to vindicate#the program
o aguide to change and 1mproVement )
o ﬂ, . 5
= In contrast, evaluators had somewhat more ‘ideallzed v1ews about evaluation functlons‘

. © assessment of program effectweness to enabledecnsnons tcrbe made : 'q: N
o an opportunlty to contribute. to bas|¢ knowledge. . ;3 > : . ; ’_ p i
R N K . toe

program development) whereas evaluators preferred those—emphasizing outcome and effectiveness  to
facilitate judgment of programs. When evaluatlons conformed more to the wishes and beliefs of evaluators,

Further, managers generally preferred evaluatlons focusnng oh-proce& and deve]opment (to gugde f'u;tul;e'

managers tended to lose 1nterest m‘?he evaluatlons and to Wlthdraw support.

" » Weiss (1977, pp. 33-34) also suggests a fundamental m1strust' of motlve and vnewpolnt between managets';

and evaluators. Evaluators dre credited- wnth flghtmg "for the lntegrlty of thelr dqta" lnfthe”tf‘aqe of -

grant autonomy ‘to evaluators "Iess from ' respéct for the lntegrlty of research than from unsophlstlcatlon

about possible effects of evaluation." Then, as sophistication increases, "there may be more ifterfererce

"~ with the .plannlng and conduct of evaluation research." Evaluatorssee managers as hampermg evaluatlon,
"often out of lgnorance " : . -

z

e In another artlcle, Weiss L1975 . 15) wr tes that managers "are not 1rratlona1 they have a different |

/v.;fn'odel of rationality in mind. They are concernied not{t with today's progress in achieving program goals;
but with bmldmg long-term support for the program. ccompllshlng the goals for which the program was ;

set_up_is not unimportant; but_it is not the only; the largest; or- usualiy the most immediate of the concerns
on the administrator's docket." . .

" _:‘ ’ R - . 5’? T .‘;_‘5.
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As these quotes suggest; a common view aligns

evaluators wnth knowledge and 1ntegr|ty,

) ' managers with ignorance and resistance; _ ’
)

suggestlng not a little condescensnon ~

. Trylng to Ccompare managers and evaluators along a good—bad or posltlve-fegatwef7d17rnen§|9n is
inappropriate. Far more productive is viewing each party as possessing integrity, ability, and devotion to

certain kinds of truth: Both are dedicated to doing the best possible job; but they have different jobs with

different success criteria. Eyaluators believe in and fight for the integrity of their data; managers equally
believe in the 1ntegrnty of their programs. As a respdndent in the Weiss (1977, p. 34) survey said, "Practi-

‘tioners have to believe in what they're doing; evaluator? have to doubt.”

Career-orlented managers and evaluators a]so share a need to be successful in their work, but success is

differently defined, and for neither is career success dependent prxmarxly on the ef fectLveness of programs.

Evaluators develop careers by conducting_ methodologlcally competent evaluations usefiil in guiding social or.

program policy and contrlbutnng 'to genep knowlnge through | publlcatlon.f Whether the programs evaluated

are successful is not their primary cern. For program managers in human service programs; success is

usually defined il terms of Igngevity, growth; size of staff and budget; and number .of people served.

Because many human service/programs are never adequately evaluated, and because evalyation reports are-

filed and forgotten more often than not, the actual effectiveness of a program may have little impact on a
manager's career and reputation. . Q e

,;,’\

themselves not as, antagonlsts, but as complementary and even Synergistic -paf
program evaluation. ‘ ,

-

’

v

Preparation for an evaluatlon requires fo'usmg on both techn|cal and context lSSUeS. fh’e f’or’mer

involves analyzing the stage of program deveélppment, assessing information needs, and determining:

teadiness for evaluation, issues whieh*will be deve ped later as part of the nine-step pro¢ess. The context

refers to the psychological and political readiness o ram—attitudes; beliefs; and interrelationships

of managers, staff; service recipients; and advisory or governing boards.

— 0\

Typjcaily, evaluations are perceived Ry staff ¢ as threatening. At the least, evaluatlons w111 cause some

disruption—there will be interviews, recotd reviews, and“more forms to complete. At the worst,. evaluations

icast doubt on:program effectiveness and staAff competence, threatening Hie esteem and job security of .

- progeam staff:~The' lives of staff are inevit ly affected by an evaluation; to degrees ranging from mild
dl‘sruptlon to distinct threat. . 4 . )

'

= Service recxplents, too, may be directly. affected by an evaluation process. They may find themselves

-

. being interviewed by strangers; having questionnaires .or _psychological tests thrist upon themm, and signing

releaSe forms. Further, any disquiet felt by the staff may- be passed along to recipients of service:

'».

Flnally, parent organlzatlons, such as local health departments, communlty meﬁtal health centers, or ..

99 s of directors, may also’be interested in the evaluatlon and should be involved in the preparatlon
prodess. -

-

To create the best possxble context (or an evaluatlon, two actions should be taken by the’ manager:

First, anaiyze the relative_ importance of the motives for the evaluation and. lts potential effect on the
program. It is easy to fotus too much on an imposed evaluation or on the temiporary disruption of the
prpgram, but the real significarice of an evaluation lies with its potential impact. An evaluation report

based on a month of frenzied activity may be filed unread;at the State agency; alternatively; an unobtrusive
analysis of file data——conducted with little or no immediate effect on staff or clients—could have a major
effect on the program's future. ‘ -

evaluation process. Effective involvement of these partles, although no panacea, willt lmproi/e _the

evaluation process; create a. broader -sense of ownershlp, and make program changes easier to put |nto
' effect- - ~ (—'K
: o 58
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Others migt be also involved, but. there's nio simple guideline for determining who. It will depend not

only on the evaluation circumstances, but also on a program's organjzational size and structure, relationships

» Wfth consumer groups, and place (if any) within a larger organization: In addition to the director and the

evaluator, three groups should bé considered for involvement in the evaluation: planning process: staff,
recipients; and advisory or governing boards: o - - .

For any program, key staff must be involved, however that term is defined. It is usuaily helpfpl to

include at least one person who has a clinical or provider (as opposed to administrative) orientation.

. L : o IS SN
Consumer or recipient involvement may prove more difficult to obtain. If you have an.active consumer

group in your community, the program is a step ahead. ‘A citizens' advisory group may provide an

-appropriatg representative. The population at which the program is aimed has a legitimate invagtm@t not
only in h,eﬁ'qgra'm but in its evaluation. : : ‘ .

Signifjcant cultural or linguistic diversity within the target population will complicate consumer inbit,

but make’it more critical. Differences may exist between Qultural groups as to program goals and criteria
for success: For instance; u program aimed at adolescents‘may have as stated goals reduction of alcohotl .
use, increase in participation in school activities, and- enhanced self concept. While one cultural group may ,
want no alcohol use by children.under 16, another group may tolerate alcohol use at ‘home; and a third may
be more concerned with alcohol-related arrests than with drinking per se. One group may be more
interested in their adolescents having after-school job§ than in whether they write for the school paper or

play in the band. And, certainly; the definition of self-esteem varies among cultures and gconomic classes.
Accordingly, evaluation goals must reflect the diversity within the target community. .

____Measurement issues are also affected in pluralistic communities: While the controversy over the
applicability of standardized: intellectual measires to minorities is well publiciZed, measures of personality
and attitude should' also be cuiturally relevant: The numﬁe[bfﬁgql’tl{r}iﬁlly _tested measures is small; afnd\

" managers may legitimately expect evaluators to be aware_of those that do exist: As & rule of thumb,
trapslations from English into, say, Spanish or Vietnamese, will not yield measures of comparable meahing or ;

validity. Review by representatives of the cultures concerned cah help ensure not only adequate goals,a
measures, but also acceptance of results. ' :
. . -

‘ L . I . - i .
. Finally; depending on organizational Circumstances, the evaluation should involve advisory of governing

boards and concerne®managers of the larger organizations within which the program may be placed. Before .
the evaluation officially begins, three basic questions should be answered: What g being evaluated; how, and
< what will be done with the results? Involvement of key staff, consumers, and concerned community or
gb?ﬁihg‘ agencies in answering these questions is fundamental to prepare for an evaluation. :

Contracting with the Evaluator - oy o -

_ The ééﬁéf'ﬁéf with the evaluator need not be a binding legal document, but should express a clear
,,,,, # (preferably written or part of a legal contract) of ‘the responsibilities of the evaluator and the
program, and the boundaries betweéi ‘them. Seven critical and potentially troublesome issues must, be

resolved prior to format irgplementation of the evaluation.
,,,,,, sion_of labor.~Who will collect the data, who will distribute forms, who will cénduct interviews,
and who will provide necessary training? The answer to any of these’ questions could be the evaluator,ithe
prbg'i-&ﬁ}; staff, students; or volunte_ercs,' ete. The worst Answer is no answer; these are questions to be

- considered in Evan"ce;

KN

. Division .of resources.—A related isshe has to do with acceks to resources: Who provides typing,
‘photocopying;, envelopes and stamps, computer time; paper; and the like? - :

. Timetable.—Spedifying well in éayfé%é when steps in the process gre to oceur, or to be compléted, will
help all parties budget theig-time. Particular attention should be piid ta time of delivery- of the final
‘product. Few things can dilute the usefulness of an evaluation more. than résults delivered too long after -

data were.gathered. Proggam.people lose interest, funding cycles may be missed, or_circumstances may
have changed.”§t will bemore:helpful to have a finished evaluation 2 months before rather than 2 weeks

after a budget is\due. BRER

v

Y - .

)

A oo NGt e
- . Deli s.—What you expect from the evaluator should be stated at the onset. Make it clear if you

want a preliminary report. What kind of final report do you want? How many copies? Will you want some
- public presentation or presentation to the staff? ey '

. wmt Byt e
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[)lstrlbutronA;I—results ——You'd probably rather learn of 7the resyfltisﬁdlrectly from the evaluator than
from the local newspaper.. The: fmal report belongs Indivnduai or:group. that provnded the xmpetus fOl‘.
‘the_evaluation and paid for it. . (,enerally, program ‘mang

repol to whatever extent possible. ' R

~

- .1 b

p ’lght of prevnew —Related to the issue of control ' e report's dlstrlbutlon lS control of nts conitgefnt.
Without invoking debate about the integrity. of* data, the:issue here indolves rnterpretatlon and emphasis:

= lVIanagérs ‘will usually wish to see a prehmﬁmry or draft report and have the opportunity to recommend

changes, make correctnons, and discuss interpretation. The self-protective stance behind this"wish is obvious
time, an evdluator hoping to make a contribution to a’program beyond _the_simple

' i

analysls of data will recognize the risk of Pyrrhic v:ctorles mherent in surprise attaeks“'
oo
Authority to renegotiate.—Chances are that thmgs won'tngo exactly accordmg to plainfﬁsftfaff won't
"cooperate, clients won't show up, computers will malfunction, evaluators will decide to get married, or mail

. will get lost. Changes in agreements will be made; and the original negotlatlon should maRe specific who
has the authorlty to approve or to insist upon changes .o .

s o
THE EVALUATION PROCESS |

e e -

Planning the Evaluation

) Eaﬁchio,f the followmg fnve p'lanmng steps is & prerequnsnte to conductnng an evaluation. The activities
comprising some. of these planning steps may be familiar to program managers; and most will have highly

“developed skills in these areas. Nevertheless, evenffamnhar act*les are worth describing in some detail;
rocess:

especlally hrghhghtmg the ways they fit into the overall -evaluatio

iproduces mformatlon for: decnsnonmaklng The éiialﬁator will suggest methods for gathering . valid .

information; but the program manager is responsible for ensuring that information ‘gathering is guided by

"the correct questipns-—questions whose answers may be used to lmprove program effncnency, decrease -

program costs, increase program. effectiveness—or plan for the prog'rams future. These questions will

provide the overall’ conceptual framework of the evaluation, and their content, scope, and focus Wwill

mfluence each step in the evaluation planning process. As Patton (1978) has no’t’ed evaluation reports

placed oif_the manager's bookshelf and never used are almost lnvarlably based on qQuestions not relévant to

" the managers dec1s1onmakmg activities. From this perspective; it is difficult to spend too much tlme in the
analysis of, program decisionmaking and the development of evaluation questions. . :
To develop questions that ‘provide a useful framework for the evaluation; the manager must oyﬁsltlér

both short-term and long-term decisions and the information needed to make them. Put another way, the
manager and other relevant decnsnonmakers (funders, staff) should develop a list of statements which. follow: .

the form: S S ,

WE NEED TO KNOW é-sﬁcausg WE NEED T@DECIDE ..

. . For example; the manager of a program emphasxzmg com mumty planmng groups mlght make the statement

-

_WE NEED:TO KNOW which alternatnves programs are most appeahng to area youth BECAUSE WE
NEED TO DEC’DE directions the planning groups should take. |

Slmllarly, the manager in a multlprogram agency’ may make the statement

WE NEED TO KNOW Whlch of our programs are most cost effectlve BECAUSE WE NEED TO DEGIDE
where to plan expansion. .

The development of the We—need—to—know—because-we-need;-to—decnde list (which is; in fact, the'flrst draft

set of evaluatlon questlons) mvolves three separate activities: _ -

o analysns of the stage of program development

o assessment of information needs and development of evaluation questions
"0 assessment of the program's readlness for evaluatlon and change.

w
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: Analysis of the stage-o it:=Program development is a dynamlc process wh}ch can’ ‘s
-be roughly divided as T_ﬂows- S s DDLU mIn Tl L LmEtEocran
R . . . . Lo B‘ .

needs assessment - f T L
pollcy development e c ' _

program design : _ _ oo ; : S
program initiation e . S . =i

program operation;

000 00

i It is incorrect to view program development @s.a linear process w1th each phas&complﬁeiﬁedgggtjorefthe;; 5 .C

next.is begun: Rather; a program may be in different phases simyitaneously, ary all program elements may
not develop at s1m|lar rates or at the same tlme. The manager w1ﬁ=ask dlfferen questlons dependlng on the L

of dec)sxonmakmg activity is: to determine the stage of program development of
* evaluation will address. o , - _ : : .
L . - - . ; - ' S e L ‘
v A maJor task for the manager in analyzmg prbgram development stages lito divide elements o( the
program into those relatively stable; and those that are evolving. Al too often: evaluatlons .address
outcome-type questions (is this program_ eleiment ¢hanging drug use?) about program elements that are not {j

Ose program element_s t_he B

=" ‘stable'in either concept or implementation. An evolving program element is much more likely to: 7fai’lg the
test of outcome evaluation; and a potentlally potent program element may. thus be unnecessarily ehmxnated}

from  further consideration. Because the evaliiator will generally view the program at only one cross se¢tion

in time; he will have duffuculty assessing the relative stablhty of various prograr;i elements, The manager,{

" with in-depth knowledge of_ the program's hlstory, is in the best posntlon to determine which prog'ram
elements a,re stable and whlch are not. . } . »

_ Tharp and Gallimore - (1979) describe the condltlonsnecessary for a social pnogram to reach stabxllty."'
Their discussion suggests three criteria of stability. The <first is longevity. The history of prevention

programing reveals numerous false starts and blind alleys. As a rule of thumb, a program element requires
. at- least ‘6 months to a year befdre it can begln to stablllze, and some program strategies (communlty .
R - organization and social policy change) may require several years before stablllty is reached. -
, R R .
. The second criterion is stablllty of values and_ goals: . Preventxon programs and program elements seek
to remediate specific drug and alcohol abuse problems or. their précursors. .Accordingly,: program. elements
will be-staple only-to-the: I able problems in ways consistent with stabl&communiq%:
values. The manager's needs assessment data and feel for the climate of values in the community wnll prove

particularly useful m applymg the cr|ter|on of goal and value stability.

»

The third_ crjterlon j stablllty ‘of funding. - When different program elements are funded by different
sources or on dll‘ferent fgnding cycles {often the case for prevention programs); a review by the manager of
fundlng‘ stablllty will be §nost useful in developlng' questlons and focus f’or the evaluatioh. . o

)mportant to examine t e stage of development of staff responSIble for prqg'ram |mplementat|on.ﬁ lgecagse -

of high staff turnover gates in many prevention programs; a well-established program element (siich as a -
drug curriculum moduld) is often implemented by a new or relatively new staff member. When this is the
case, the manager mayjwish to postpone outcome-orientéd evaluation until the staff membefrfhfasf had time
to fully learn the new role.. Sometimes the competency with which staff Jmplement various program

elements is itself a focus of the evaluation. Even when this is tHe case; a review of which staff members—

are doing what tasks will elp the manager develop questlons for the evaluatlon. ;

s

T~

A flnal maior lssue for the manager to cons1der in analyzmg the stage of program de%elopment is the

extent to which various program elements have llnkages to, and support from, the ‘community. In their

Design for Youth Development Policy, Bird et al. (1978, p. 142) note that-a given program ."...acts

' simultaneously as a subsystem charged with handllng one or.more of the problems on a broader scale for the
community and the societal system of which it is part." ‘Prevention professionals recognize thlsflisfsue,iand

" program managers have actively sought to use their community linkages to improve the quality and impact
" of,_their program elements. However, the development of such sharing of resources may take considerable
time and effort, especially in larger communities where numerous agencies compete for the resburces

needed for prevention. To the extent-that the progra is a _C¢redible member of a communlty network; the
manager can-expect more stability in; and effect fro ’’’’’
particularly well linked to other eom mumty agenci

. ‘enhanced. R s ‘ .
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 .Having completed an assessment of program linkages, i_iié ‘manager_will have a good feeling for the
- stage of development of the various-program elements._The analysis of ‘the stage of program development . .
will prove farticularly useful in choosing the appropriate level of evaluation (process, outcome, or impact)

and,in;choosing among, varjous methodologies (qualitative: and_quantitative). This analysis provides a ’
background against' which the manager may begin to consider-informption needs and t6"de\z¢rl%‘§v;ﬂuation 5
- questions. S e L f . : R 123
- i N . : s . R . . - oo P .
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Assessmient of information needs and development of evaménonquesuons.——-Stayjnﬁngﬁﬁgm’gqqi’ymg9{_.
the program's stage of development and using the guidelines se} forth in chapter 2, the ‘manager may now

——begin-to-assess the program's unique information needs; guided By the short.and ifig term decisions faced. ; -
This_will ensure that the evaluation.addresses issues relevant to the manager's role as a -decisionmaker. '
However, the manager is not thé only decisionmaker -needing information from the evaluation. Funders;

staff, community members, and eveg program participants and their families have valid needs for program

~— b2 ——gs T S St 3t i .7 S S et LTI Prvt PRt T —--— @B —mwo-— - - —-— P : N
= _- information. The wise manager identifies individuals who face decisions or need,questions answered about
T ‘the program.. I Lot et L e e : o

Qéiiaﬁ (1978; p. 284) suggests that people ‘whose information needs should, be @onsidered include peoples . -
‘ ron e e SR T E S R hel 'f":r"z.'. . L T

i

who can use information - SR g
to whom in’fOrmago‘nf‘méRéé adifference. ‘. LTS
with questiohs théy want to have answered =~ - - ¢ % . " LR .

who care about ?nd?oefre willing to share respoWsibility for the evaluation.and its utilization.. *;

0. 0:00
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" ‘As Patton notes, this list boils down to those who coine to mind when thoughtfully consi.dérilwarvin Alkin's -
(1975)-question: T o e S ' e
: .. 7L ¢ ' T"Eyaluation—Who needs it? Who cares?" .- e
_Onece the mansger has developed a list of relevant decisionmakers and information. users, a set of
evaluation questions should be solicited from them. This may not be an easy. task, especially i program
staff or participants; for example, are not used to. having input into the eyaluation planning process. . One .

useful technique for soliciting evaluation queStions is to ask these indjviduals to develop a list of we-need- -
to-know-because-we-need-to~decide statements like the ones described garlier.” = . s
B , R U S L
Siich statemerits can be obtained in a number of ways, ranging from formal focus groups. to informal
meetings and telephone calls or mailed questionnaires. 'The method will depend in part on the pérsional style
of the manager and in part on situational constraints. For example,.individuals may be-geographically:

scattered or simply too busy to attend a formal session. The manager may also wish to alter the we-need- -

to-know-because-we-ieed-to~decide format.- Patton's (1 978) original example used an I-would-like-to-know
__ about-this-program format; and the manager will surely think of other useful formats as well. The
particular format is not nearly as important as its ability to elicit important evaluation questions.

I

. Usually; the infdrmation users and decisionmakers (including the manager) will identify a number. of:

. similar issues of program effectiveness, efficiency, and cost. As a side benefit; the manager often gains - —

new insights into the concerrs of staff;, board, funders, participants, or community. For many managers,
these insights alone are worth the effort to gather these statements. The program manager should combine
the suggested evaluation questions into a single, unduplicated list. If these individuals are brought together °

in a férmal meeting, & number of techniques exist for developing a group consensus; for example, the.
Nominal -Groups Techniques {Delbecq et al. 1975). However, ¢consensus concerning the list of evaluation

questions is_not necessary or even always desirable: The finished product forms a first draft of the

evaluation guestions for which the evaluator will later devise methods and measures to answer:.

' Assessment.of the program's readiness for evaluation and change:—Once a first draft of evaluation - ~

». questions has been developed, the manager's analysis of decisionmaking activities . is almost complete.

" However, before proceeding to the practical issues. involved in-analyzing program activities (the next major

step in evaluation planning), the manager should pause to corisider the climate for evaluation and change

within the organization, and especially among program staff.

It Wil fiot Sirprise anyane that a Iarge literature (Delbécq 1974; Lippitt et al 1958; Hage and Aikeri = -

1970)_suggests that individuals and organizations. resist change. As the program managers are well ‘aware
(Kiresyk et al. 1981, p. 221), . : ‘ S M
Ty - 'one of the.most pervasive barriers.to change is

SR a generic fear of change in general, - —~
* . adesire to maintain the status quo.". - : ,‘
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By its verv nature; evaluation portends change and becomes a threat to the statiis quo. 'But there are

- other reasons why program staff and others within the -organization may resist evaluation. = As most .
. managers Know, from a purely practical perspectlve, the evaluation means more work. Prevegtion programs.
. dre often understaffed and underfunded. It is the rare program that.has staff with time reserved for’

evaluation aetmties1 . The evaluation may be vnewed as -an added burden w1th no apparent benefit to,those
taklng on the addltlonal work. . .

Staff may also feel that the evaluator’s tools are, mcapable. of measurlng whatr st‘aff are really “doing:
Thls concern may be general; such as program' activities cannot be adequately portrayed through scientific
1nquxr§ r, it may be quite spécifie, e.g., the. approprlateness of a given set of measures for the program's

partlclpants Staff who have had bad pdst experiences with evaluators will have little inclination to repéat

the experlence._ Finally, staff may feel that ‘they, rather than the progrgm; are being evaluated.. .

evaluatlon, and ‘who may. even’ attempt to under'mlne one that is forced on them: Within such a climate, an

evaluation”. effort “will-be at best dlfflcult -and”at the worst a waste of ,everyone's - time ‘and effort.".

6verall the manager may be faced with a staff who ‘would just as soon forgetf tﬁheﬁwfholeildea of ‘

Fortunately, the manager can- lise. two stra’tegles to encourage acceptance of and even. enthuslasm for the
evaluatlon ’ : . A ] . oy <oen

g. . . 7

The first; already suggested, is. mvolvmg staff 7m the development of “the evaluatlon questlofnis.ﬁ ThlS

- strategy helps build pwnership of the evaluation.and provxdes tangible benefits_from coopérating: the staff's
information needs will be addressed, they wlll be. worklng for ir own 5enef|t. Moreover; involving ~.
program staff in the development of questions gnd other" 9@1@9'18,?;9,5,&'399 valuation a level of credibility -
vx’ell above those evaluatlons seen as’ belongmg; someorie else and addressing sonﬁebne else’ s~concerns. R

\”rather than impede; their’ dally activities: _Evaluations; éspeclally those Teldted to process; can provide
program staff with mich needed monitoring mformatxon and - short-term, Fedback. For example, one staff

member- of an alternatives program ¢8nfessed that he whs often at a 1955 to remember important specifies
* of planning meetings with program participants.” A’ “semi-structured log for these meetings bath met the -
staff member's lmmedlate need and formed an |mportant part of the program's process etlaluatlon. As'part °
ofthe design of 8 process of outcome evaluation, tﬁhﬁeeyﬁalyatﬁqr .¢an also helgstaffﬁtﬁo7r7edes71gnJ streamline,..
routinize; and even,computerize recordkeeping to decrease the amount of time these activities take: Once
\ staff becomte’ awargdb the ways¢in which evaluation can aid. them in |mproying the dayito:day‘operation of

the program thEys o’irl i)ecome av1d subporters of the evaluatlon.

' The second strategy to. decrease resistarice is to show s aff ways in whlqh evaluatlon canﬁfacflllftaftej

.

i1

deyeloped the- conceptual framework for the 7evaluat|on, |nclud|ng a fglr idea of the guesftxpnsftofpe:_:_ K

addressed. There will be some notion of the appropriate levels of evaluation for each program element and'
the begmmng of an orgamzatlonal cllmate to foster implementation of the eva'luatlon.

——

Step 2—Analy515 of program actnnty——Before beglnnlng to design the actual evaluation with the
assmtance of an evaluator, the manager must examine certain aspects of the program to determine their

adequacy for-ihe requ1rements of the evaluation. Specifically, the manager w111 need to: e

C . X ST
- S assess the adequacy of program objectlves, ’; ' : : °.“‘ Y

review and catalog current data collection methods, gnd R

: revnew staff and other resources for evaluatxoh.

'

Dependlng upon lev, fl' of sklll and experlence w1th e\(aluatlon, the manager may wnsh to Qyﬁst the help of an -
‘evaluator in compl

tnng sOme or all of these activities.

ives,—In almost all cases, the manager and others w111 want the

evaluatlon to examine program effectlveness From the evaluator's perspective, this question. is always-

asked in terms of the program's . outcome. objectives.. While most program managers have extensive
experience in writing objectives that are useful for planning and m’anagem’ént, a significant number seem to

have difficulty writing objectives usefut for evaluatlon. ' - ‘,_:g_;

outcome obJectlves flrst step calls for llstxng program goals. Program obJectlves areﬁoften developed'
-that are only tangentially related to program goals._ Specifying goals will help in developing the objectives:
‘Well-stated goals are outcomme oriented. They specify the condition(s) the program hopes to address and the.

target popuiatnon the program is expected to affect BecauSe goals are so:broad in scope (e.g:, reduction of




;»- - . . _# . . ' ”~ i
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marl]uana use among mlddlg-school students in Lake Clty) most preventlon programs w111 have only one or

two goals ' o , . :
. . . /

The second step requlres the development of lndlcators of goal attainment Cantor et al (1981, p. 4) )

define indidatorf as "spevi fic; observable changes in attitudes, knowledge,gpr behavior whioh are linked

either by -theory orSloglc to goal attainment.” Examples of goal attajnment indicators for reductlon_l)
marijuana- smoking )might include improved ab)llty to resxst peer pressure, -increased knowlédge of

alternative highs;-or lncreased ablllty to cope w:th stress. Program staff and even program partlcxpants (or .

- potentlal participants) may be lnvolved ln‘bralnstormlng indicators of goal attalnment

criteria to select indicators include the significance and relevance of the indicator- for ¢he program's target
population, the importance of the indicator to, program decisionmakers; the ease with which the |ndlcator

can be measured, and the abllitlof,thé,prognam_io_haye arlepact o the indicator. . .. S -5
;‘

The flnal step in’ Cantor's process is the translatlon of ﬂldlcators |nto measurable object|'es

.lVleasurable objectives included statement of thefﬂdlcator the identification of a taget pqpulatlon ‘a time

3 The thlrd 'step is the selection of the three or four best mgxcators of goal attalnment Qa@gr'sﬁl‘gur-

y expected Thus

frame, and the amoﬂnt measurable objectives take the form, >
I T S - s

"By Apl‘ll '8, l1982 *stud its &t
parttclpatlon in alternatl es actmtles," or .

"ts at Grant Mlddle School WIl} ::eport a 20 percent increase in their

l "By January 11, 1982, 7

thho%ﬁugs." ;o b - ~ ’ .
“;l\iote fhat Jhese Bbjectiye { aip stated as pro&ram outcories or performance, niot' asprogram effort. There 13

a temptatﬁl to write ;pragraim objectives which relate‘to -activities rather than outcomes. For example

3

"tea her tralmng’wul given in~five schools during the spring semest%‘ " Such process objectives are

useful for pr program management but they are’ of limited value for evaluating program effectiveness.

"/—

and quality of the records they keep. In Some &hses, all the data collection necessary for the evaluation will

already be in place: Ga ] S W in
‘event; the evaluator will; wish to know exactly what records are currently kept; and he wil want ah
&ssessment of the quallty f these ret:ords. .' ' : S : o / .

9, -
", AN = -

~

1.

Basically, four categorles of data are ;regularly required for. prevention . program gvaluatlon.
" participant, staff, progiam actlv1ty, and. proéram cost

. referrmg to the_ a'lj,iysls of declslonmaklng from step 1: Working from
a Data Needs Checklist ¢can be developed. For example; if one. evalugtion questlon -refers to community
reaction to the program, the Data Needs Checklist will indicate a need fof some kind of community attitude

survey.;. Even the skilled evaluator sometimes; finds that not- all thé ne essary data hds been gathered to

.answer the complete llst of evaluatlon quéstlons o ?

With the Dpta Needs Checkllst in hand a8 manager may begm to consxc}er‘ the data and records currently

ayallable _ Client intake and exit _intervjews; school records;. needs assgssments; client records;, and
‘'telephone logs are obvious sources. Howevery the manager may find that staff and even clients are keeping

records such as logs and diaries that may be uséful for the evalpation. Even if many of these records need
reformating for. the purposes of “the ‘evaluation; data collection currently going -on will facllltate the
lntegratlon of the evaluatton lnto the day-to—day operatlon of the program § .

’I‘he evaluator w1ll want to know abotit the quallty of these data. Simply. speakmg, the quallty of )

records depends on three characterlstlcs regularlty, cons1stency or rellablllty, and val|d1ty
Regularlty re-fecs to the extent _that the records are kept up—to—date. ] Whlle busy staff may_ sometlmes
neglect paperwork without many. negative programénatic consequences, mlssmg data can be a dlsaster for

-

the evaluation: Accordlngly, quality records are kept rellgmusly R

Cons1stency or rellablllty refers to the extent to wh1ch the same event 1s recorded in the same 'way

time after ‘time. 1f; for example, classroom actlng—out is recorded, each-similar instance bf acting-out

should be recorded |n the same way 'I‘hls requlres good deflnltlons of the events to be rekorded, and it
Even such simple: definitions as what

B4 ; i

: £
- . Revnew and’ catalog current data_ collectlgg methods.—Prevention programs varypw1dely in the amount’

Not all these categories will be required for any

- -given pgevention evaluation.. The_manager can begin to get a good Néa of which ddta will be required by .
e draft list of evaluation questions,

( —percent of the4sevent]1 graders w1ll report an increased ablllty to cope\s

In general, however, riew data collection methods will need to be. developed. In any’- -



r

constitutes a prggram sessmn may vary w1de1y from iAdividual to individual. _Co”isténéy of deflnl,tio@
cannot be assumed: ” " c S SRR ‘ T

- i

R . : . ’

Flnally, valldlty refers to the extent that the descrlptlons in the records accurately reflect what

actually happens in the world. - For:any number of good: réasons; responsible individuals put things into
-records that simply are not true Often people do not die from the causes listed on.their death certificates

"or aré fiot charged with the ¢rimes they .actually commit; participant drug use may be o (erreported or
&)ses are valid

underreported: The manager must be concerned that those records used for evaluation pur

reflections of the program. L

) The anager wnll more than llkely dlscover that other data- collection devnces |l be neededﬂfor;tfhe
l"}‘ ° iection devices ww be need

oy j'consldermg whlch ‘staff mlght do what.

LR

{evaluatlo
checkllsts, and so on, the program ‘manager may also w1sh to begin searchlng for addltlonal data collectlon

devrces. Readlly available sources of instrument descrlptlons inclide:

- .

ion.—The avallablllty ofJ)ersons w1th varlous 3

wnth free time) wnll probably be the slngle greatest constramt -On 'the ‘éxtensiveness of”tﬁ’e eva uf

« 2

Basi'cally, a11 evaluatlons requnre lnd|v1duals to collect, code; and. analyze data. All ]ese ind|v1duals
the possible exception of data analysts) ‘ean; proba ly be found within the ranks of program staff. A

ief descrlpnon of Ahe tasks. that must be ‘performe :fbllows and wxll allow the manager to- begm

-

5'i/'-‘<,.- ..i

o . , ) . -
. X - PR

Data collectors fall |nto three basic c"tegorles lnteryiewers aaéstiaﬁﬁéii-é adjﬁinistrators, and trained

observers. Of these, questionnaire . admlmstratoréi require the least tralnlng, "while - interviewers ‘and-

rally need & formal introduction to their ‘roles. .. Ini .no case, however, is aﬁcadﬁeﬁm}c

‘Observers will .generally rnes ‘formal . introduction to tl

preparation d?f'"q'ly relevant: it is more important that these indnnduals be comfortable around and enjoy -

péople. Usually |ntérv1ewers and observers can be trained in a.1-day session; although a complex-interview

or observational protocol may require-a somewhat longer session. Questlonnalre a,dmlnlstratqrs may also

"require a smatl amount of training to insure consistency of instruction gving and interpretatipn of items,

but this tralnlng shéuld rarely take more than a few hours. In general; the qualities found in most preventlon_,
program’ staff (conecern for and interest in others, some . ulnlcal 1ns1ght good commumcatlon skills) w1ll,‘

make them\excellent data, collectors once properly tramed. o N .

" Data coders are responSIble for ~data storage and for ige codlng of queétlonnalres, lnterv1ews, and

- observational protgcols. Their task may be as simple as transferring numbered responses to &ode sheets or
as difficult as:deciding whéther an interview response fits into one; ,or another category. Iri general, the
work of the data coder is niot dlfflcult -and almost "everyone can help out” in this role. Data coders must,

 however; be able to do‘detailed work accurately. The quality of data codifig’ will have a dlrect lmpact on the
overall quallty of the eva1uat|on. » . .

~

. Data analysts take the raw data and prepare summary statlstlcs, charts, tables, and graphs Dependlng
on the gvaluation design; they ‘may also perform statistical tests of evaluatign hypotheses that range from
r’elatlvely simple to highly complex. Ordinarily, graduate training in- the soelal Sciepces, or statlétlcs is

necessary for any but the mdst rudimentary statistical analysis: - How-to books on the statistical analysis of

data do exist (Fitz-Gibbon and Morris' How to Calculate,Statlstlcs is: one good example),, but these are -of

limited use. Unless the manager or staff have training in data analysls, other resources for this aspect of
7 ﬁ . .
Besides person power, the manager w111 nieed to flnd omme resource for computlng Unless the

.the evaluatlon should be sought: ’ .

evaluation is completely qualitative (which is rare); or only a‘%malliquantltyfof;qataflfsicollectegfeventhe

simplest data analyses become overwhelming without the aid of ‘g computer. Some agencies will have access

to _computers through a school system or local government, and a lucky few may even have their own

. eomputing resources. However the man,aEer will often have to‘look elsewhere for a compuier

- HappllyLmostpreventlonprograms are close enough to a college or university to share in the wealth of

knowledge and resources these institutjons offer. Most ‘universities offer eomputing facilities equipped with

packages of” programs for statlstlcal analysis. Moreover; many professors are more than happy to have;‘

\,\ o ﬁ‘: - - . -

. ’é’gj. e
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] fits, {o analyze. A call to the chalr of psychology, soclology, health education; industrial. - -
j engineering; soclal w rk or statistics can sometimes lead to H‘n arrangément for analyzmg data. . But be -

sure‘your data needs g 1et-—not just theirs.

- A
The umverslty as a resource is by no means limited to data analysis. Unlverslty students can also serve
" as interviewers; interviewer ttainers, data codersl observersl and data analysts, sometlmes free of charge.

Most socidl work programs and many social scnence programs encourage or require their students to gain

field experlence “An offer by Yhe manager of an opportumty for such experlénce may be welcomed by the»'_._

Step 3—Development of alternative evaluation designs.-~The manager is now well prepared to. develop

evaluation design- options. Here the services of a skilled Flaluator will probably be necessary. -Before

arriving on site, the evaluator will want to review as much material cpneerning the .program as possxble. =

The analysis of decisionmaking activities :and of- program activities will have génerated a. number o?

documents: draft evaluation questions; revised program outcome objectives, a Data }{eedsighecﬁkllfstf, an
copies of current data collection devices. Copies of these documents along with relevant fundmg proposals,

brochures; program work plans; and the like should be forwarded to the evaluator well in advancelof the .
consultation vnslt - oo
The development of evaluation design options lnvolves two activities: | = .
decldiﬁg on the scope of the evaluation

. ,. . 7 developlng the deslggdoptlons themselves. o | ' : o

Lo

‘I general the evaluator will take the lead role in both of these activities.. However, the manager will have
" to remain an active participant to prov1de the evaluator wnth the lnformatlon and data needed, as well &s to

r;f.'make necessarydeclslons. < L . AR - .

e

Decldmg on {he scope of the evaluatlon ~The scope of the evaluatlon will be expreSSed jn tel‘ms of the .

amount of .data collected and the elaborateness of the .evaluation desxgn., From. the - program manager's

perspectlve, scope will translate roughly into the number'of evaluatron questions that can be’ addressed and

the certainty of the answers produced.. There is a tradeoff between.the number of questiohs and the
certainty .of the answers; “The manager will need to conslder the uses.of -the evaluatlon mformatlon to -

balance these two factors. _ .-

The evaluator w1ll take several factors lnto account in helpmf’the manager determlne the scope of the

evaluatron. These- factors include the program's readmess for evaluation, its current data collection

. methods, and its rcesources for evaluatlon., After reviewing the program's materials, the evaluator will be

able to _give a rough assessment; siich as; "We should be able to do. & thorough job on the process questlons, . :

but we'll be somewhat limited in our ability to measure effectiveness for all program components.” Taking

off from this roygh assessment, the evaluator will then spécify exactlyawhlch evaluatlon quesflons on the
draft list dre to be included; and which postponed or dropped. \

S

Almost lnvarxably, the draft list of evaluation questlons developed by tﬁ'é manager W|ll exceed the scope
possible for the agency. Acesrdingly, the manager and the evaliiator: need to prune the list. As Patton

(1978, p. 137) notes, the usuglsolu s of the evaluation in terms of their

otes, the usugl.solution to this problem is to rank'thg goals of the evaluation in terms of thexr_
importance: Patton further notes, however, that priorities set in erms of lmportance may not result in the

most efflclent use of limited evaluation resources (emphasis in orlgnnal) B . .

The fact that_a g al is ranked first in 1mportance does not - necessSarily
decisionmakers and information users need information ‘about attalnment of -4 'atfg&kmore
than they need mformatlon about & less-important g : ¢
ire_also prioritized by applying “the crlterxon of usetuiness o?

evaluative information. . . The ranking of goals by the importance criterion is often quite
~ditferent from the rankmg of goals by the usefulness of evaluative information eriterion., :

preventjon program outcomes are often the jnost distant ahd difflctilt to measure. So, for exatiple, the,
most important gutcome of a smkmg preve tion program. may be a decreasé-in the prevalence  of chronic
disease. However, Jthis outcome may be impossible to measure. Measurlng a less xmportant, intérmediate.

outcome (e.g., being able to refuse a cigarette in & soclally acceptable mannel') may be more useful to =
L evaluate and lmprove the program. .

. . . B : v~ . :

[Kc
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A key reason that lmportance and use}umlness yleld dlfferent prlorltles IS- that the most 1mportant




v

A 5
R
R AR

¢

(

/i

- ‘- R T

Al ther reason is .that; "the manage:masL be: able to obtain high-quality mfoi'matlon withaut using
expentive eyfaluatlonfresourceg (Patton 1978). For .example, a sophisticated sociological study of classroom

"“climite is unnecessary if the'ménager can get all the needed information by visiting classrooms and speaking -

with teachers. ' This is notwto suggest; of course, that sr.tch a study may not be necessary under other
clrcumstances for other prograrqs - - ,

- [ -
Y

Working together, the evaluator and. the manager will refine the draft list of evaluation questions to -

measured. ‘agdinst the. scope of the evaluation that the evaluatpr deems feaS1ble In the ideal case, the

brmg the mogt useful areas of evaluatlve inquiry into focus. -Several different lists may be developed and
information dsers and decisionmakers who helped develop. the draft list wil
this process as well. Minimally, however, the final list of®evaluation questiol

mdivyals before the actual implementation of the evaluatlon

be involved to some degree in
s_should’ be reviewed by these

-

" Development of design options.—When it is time to develop evaluation design options; the évamét'ésr‘*
may wish to work offsite, closer to resources stich as a personal library and_colleaguies. While the manager |

may view. this as a:loss of control over the evaluatlon planning process, it can reasonably be assurqed that
inputto this point and the,r.gfmed list of questions will guide the evaluator in appropriate directions. In any.
event, thermanager will have an opportunity to rev1ew the EValuator's design recommendatlons and assess

their adequacy in meeting information needs. v s
! ' R

Ch pter 4 has described in detall the lssues the evaluator faces 1n7 des1gn|ng an ‘evaluation. Here let us

\, briefly ‘review these issues in the context of developing evaluatiop design options.. Basically, the evaluator

\will proceed by resolving three issués for each of the evaluation questlora on the refined llst ;o

Type .of information:—-The flrst, and in many ways most basic;- issue is the type of mformatlon each

areds requires different evaluation strategies.
Déscriptive questions ask such things as who, what, Where,: when, and how, and are most often
associated with process evaluation. "An example of a descriptive guesggon Ls,f'ijﬁvgfrnany boys yersus girls

attended the alternatives fair?" While descriptive questions can 4nd should be answered with- great rigor,
they do not requlre elaborate research designs or sophlstxcated statlstlcal analyses B .

evaluation_question requires—description; comparison, or explanatlon (cause and effect) Each of these

eomparatlve questlons ask about the relatnons among variables without assxgmng causallty. Such-;". a

questions often concern the relatlonshlps between characteristics of the partlclpants (age, sex; risk status) _"-.‘".';;'

or characterlstxos~of— staff (expertise, training, enthugiasm) and.program_oltcoies. An example of a

comparatlve question is; "Is rock climbing a more effective prevention alternative for boys than for girls?"
The evaluator may choose to mcorporate such questlons as formal features of an outcome evaluatlon deSIgn,

)
. é'ha‘nges in the attitudes,
ns. of. tghns type are almost

knowledge, ‘and/ot behavlor of the- <progran partlclpahts ‘#hd othe :
always addressed by evaluatlons designed to rule “aut glternative e:(planaﬁ )

for :the, changes observed. As

explained in chapter 4, a number of design optiops exist which Vary m'the'ablllty ta rule ‘out alternatives, U

-thus supportmg the® clalm that the program isc responsmle for observed outcomes. Often there'is a tradeoff
‘between the“extent that a given desqgn option can .rule out alternatlve explanatlons, and the cost and

difficulty of that optlon o . RS
. Type of measures.—For any glven evaluation question and for any of the three mformatlon types '
(descriptive, comparative, and explanatory), the evaluator can choose from a wide variety of measurement

techmques* These include observatnon, various types of mtervxews 7(str:uctured and unstructured), QUestlon-
naires, psychologlcal tests and measur%s, and rev1ews of archlval records: - ; . .

v
In makmg initial choices from among-these optisus, the evaluator will be gunded first by the. speélflc
question to be answered._ But considerable weight must be given tq.the appropriateness of the measure for

the specific target population, the expertise necessary to use the rneasure, and the co.st of_ the-measure.
Wherever feasible, the eyaluator will wish to gather data concerning a given questlonim ‘more ﬂl‘i“,?ﬂ*?,ﬂal

Overall; the evaluator yill atténmipt to maximize the quallty of the data while’ m1mm|zmg cost and dlsruptton
of the program's day-to-day activities. - ' ) C .

Who will be_ measured.—It is‘almost a-truism-that the larger the sample obtained in the evaluatxon, the
.more accurate the results will be, Howeif" ‘the law -of diminishing returns (sée, for example, Hays and
kaler 1971) applles especlally when re ces ‘for evaluatwn are limited. In many ways, the 'Breatlve use

. - T T s \:6‘/ : e
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of various sampllng techmques is the evaluator’s ‘most powerful tool for maxnmlzmg th§,£§§°95065 avallable. )

The ‘evaluator .may also need to overcome such obstac/les as school-lmposed restrictions on who can be

measured, and issues of 1nformed consent,

. The tradeoff m thls éase is between the numberiof individuals who can be (neasured and the scope,
a maileckguestionnaire can reach large numbers of

mdivnduals, but an exploratlon of nuances in_meaning/ is lostL " Alternatively, small puﬁmp,erfs of, individuals

measurmg a sample large enough to be representatlve.
>

Overall; _the evqluator will develop varlous'combmatlons of measures; samples, and evaluatlon-

strategles. .Now the manager and the evaluator f” e the difficulf task of choosing among these varlous
des1gn optiops. : : :

Step l——1mt|al selectlon ff a des:g'n —In chdoslng among_ various des;gn optlons, the manager wlll

perhaps confront the major trg deoff in the entire evaluation “planning process: :§triking . a balance between -

the usefulness-of the entlre” valuaﬁon and the amount of nollars, staff ‘and o‘ther resources that can be

committed to it. _Unfortunate
servnces bemg evaluated

. Happlly, much of the evaluatlve information that is most useful is also the least expensnve to gather.
Often, the refiried list of evaluation questlons will be somewhat welghted boward process evaluatlon, and the

manager may wish to choose a design optlon emphasming the process level.

- Of course all preventlon program_managers. must -concern themselves with outcomes, but the kinds of

- data ‘derived from a sophisticated randomized experlment may well be unnecessary for decisionmaking.: In
some cases; qualitative outcome data may be;sufficient; and in many cases, & relatlvely unSOphlstlcated

outcome: desngn ,wnllibe all tha! the manager reqlﬂres. .

-

decisions to be made bas8d on the data. Cjértalnly the manager wnl[ not want to b@Si,’DEJQE decrsrons on

weak data; but neither should precious resdurces be expended on a rigorous study relating to a relatively
tr1v1al deClSlon. ’I‘he prxorltlzatlon of evaluatlon questlons can be used to guxde the dlfferentlal allocation df

One flnal cons!deratlon in choosnng among design.. optlons is the 'ease wnth ;whlch lmportant
constituencies such as funders and legislators ecan understand the: design.

appeatl and the'simplicity of their logic: Instead of a- tempting fiashy new technique with an air of scnentlsm
and high* technology, choose thé simplest design possible that will meet information. needs. - When the time

comes to disseminate the evaluation findings, the flashy design with its complex logic and statistical

ter an asset lt will be.

understand; the, ,

-

‘évmaibe"mn have been

Step. 5—Operanona1'xzatnon of the desxgn ——'fo this po}nt the manager and , A
deallng essentially in abstractions. However, an_evaluation becomes a specific set of actjvities; performed

by & @groip- of .individuals, accordlnitoa detailed workplan:: In operatlonallzmg the design, pragmatic-

corisiderations” are primary. The myriad practical constraints associated with implementation of the

evaluation must now be considered. The evaluation design may have: to be .altered to f1t .the operatlng
context but generally thlS task is one of worklng out the details. .; G R

Nt
-

> Program staff are partlcuiarly lmp?rtant actors in this phase of evaluation plannlng They are the ones
most likely "to know whether this orfthat evaluation act1v1ty can be comfortably incorporated int

to respond to varlous rgeasurement devnces. For example an e, aluator may ‘plan to use a particular measure

\Because p program staff will be partly. résponsible for various aspects bf lmplementlng the evaluatlon, their

lnvolvement in the design will h.elp build owhershnp Anienthusmsm Coa

-’I“wo of the most important tasgs at this step of thk evaluation are: '

L
n

o selectlon and development of‘evaluatlon lnstruments, and

o development of detalled Tlmellnes and-workplans;

1!‘ N . .-'.,"

RIC
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the -

- program's operatnon. They ‘may also be‘the best resources in te;ms of the ability of the program participants .

analysis aaﬁ a deterrent to clegr communication. All else being equal, the easier an evaluatlon design is -
to describe &nx g!& oo - St '
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-ih general the evaluator will take ‘the lead in operatnonallzmg the evaluatlon plan Howevec, !hei
involvement of the program manager and staff in this phase of evaluation planning is. crucial: Unless ‘the-’

¥

evaluator is very fumiliar with the program and the commumty (and most will not be); the evaluation ;ﬂan

may. lack sensmwty to rrevailing communlty values and may require activities diffieult or lmpqssw19 in
llght of the program s day-to-day operation. , ‘ -

r . ¢

Selectmn and development of evalijatio'n' instruments.—Almost all evaluatlons reqmre “some
' measutement -instruments. =~ Reports of behavior, _behavioral intentions, knowledge, attitudes;, and
© psychological variables are. all regularly assessed in prevention evaluations.  In some rare instances; the
selection of instruments will be a-happy task-of wading through several dozen eh |ce§1(7&sfgsfthiefgafse for-
self-esteem measures for white, middle-class youth). Often, however, ﬁbw if any publlsjped instruments exist

that are approprlate for the target populatlon § .
-, . . N . . ,y.

Though diffieult; ‘the process of instrument dev pment need not present tnsurmountable p’l'oblems As

_ noted earlier, several compendfmﬁms7of7|nstrllment itefis for preventlort eualuation cUrrently exnst and. most R
“evaluators have had some. experience in the development ‘of instruments, = The use of newly developed or.:
revised instruments_ will;"of course; reane additional time for pretesting anﬁdrevnsnon (see step 6 Below):

suffice it to say, this time wnll be well repaid in. the quallty of the evaluatlon data

Ultlmatelv, the manager, ogram staff and even program part‘lclpants are |n the,P?,St,PQSILQDJO,JUQgQ‘

: the approprlaténéss of a. glv \ _instrument for their e'omm'u'nity’ If the- |nstruments suggested by the

el I I D T T T s T L e

measﬁrement technigues. Failiné to, do SO : l‘ISkS the quallty of the entlre evaluatlon et‘fort, doing so

increases costs. s . :
. L. | . e,

v D’evelop:"ent {1 detailed timelines and workplans —Ot‘ten the role of managing the evaluation will fall

to the program- manager or a staff miember. : Logically then the manager.or. designee should take primary
responsnbllltyAt‘or mapping oyt an eyatuation workplan. - Ideally; the evaluation will be managed using the
same techniques "as ‘other- agency busmess If formal technlques are employed for. brogramimanagement, '
such.as Management by Objectives or Gantt charts; ‘these should also be employed to develop the evaluation - 5

' workplan. . t general, however, the key issue is to determlne in_advance the various evaluation tasks, the

necessary persompower, the work assignments; and some method for ensuring the timely_ ‘completion of. the
evaluation. Jn developlng a: w0rkplan for tﬁe evaluation, be,sure to allow enough tlme t‘or each evaluatlon

task. To paraphrasea"‘old saymg, : © . DT

‘e

vee-quarters of the evaluat)on wnll take three-quarters of the time:
> c;e’malmng quarter wnll take the other three—quartersj

R

L}

evaluatlon actnvntles may tend to underestlmate tlie tlme that tasks require:

56 f;ul gmdam‘.e here, but a tonservative timeline, that aliots tod mueh time for

o

av' ;

: 'testmg of partlegpanig ;:c:i]roat
-too often evaluatiomn ph{:hs schedule pretests during sunJmer vacatlon, posttfests Q‘!E'J,‘g,ﬂlf—' manager's

; 71 : vacation, anddatwanalygls Wwhile ‘the eomputer is tledep‘Wth other business:. Here; as elsewhere; the active:

- partlmpntlon of rarg.staff in development of. the € valuatlon workplan’ can avoid problems and greatly )

famlu;ate in ’1 eutatlon ©

= ;m,
»[é )i;ua'je'montatnon st {g e‘of “‘egsteps in the evaluation process: 7 #’

- _ l

le,,',, ‘ . . . .

,f'- Mcp 7——re‘751‘?5l0(1$ resulti m ﬂ!ld test* : e
PN (I - ;8 é

: T step 8—~cnlle and annlyms’of data., ‘2 b .

- ,‘._,;74.7-‘*.7.. T ,”‘4_ Aot K K S g

" <.: Sep.6—Field tesg oL We plan.—<At th AN, Jae. pily gﬁngnpf ‘the ev‘bluatlon have been establlshed

. progra ATt ¥ the - cvillugtigni dlegtd ™ Y iAwole 'ed,\-mnd medsurement linstruments selected:

Torrlptqﬂlor\ YA lentiins” mmljdmte implementation of the plan. However;

Cf-ﬂ'li A “bre
it _iss demipnt e*tx "mﬁf,' YA rpcuh!
\ couypofents 5{% pmﬂi;mg it

-”E:"v!xluatlons essential; to field test the evalqﬂtlon

e
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A field test is a pj‘actlce evaluatlon A small sample of service recipients will be lnvolved in trymg out
the queﬁonnalres antl‘mtervnews Data will be analyzed, and presentation formats examined. The purpose

is to determjne whéther the plan works. The Handbook for Prevention Evaluatlon (Frehch -and Kaufman

1981; p- 19) says this about fleld testing:

All aspects of the evaluatlon plan should be pllot tested mcludlng sampllng, meastires, data -

collectlon plans and analytic procedures, and utlllzatlon act1v1t1es The pilot test determlne L .

with mlmmal gasruptlon to program act|v1t|es, if the data belng collected are valld whether’

the variable# are reliably measured, if the costs of data collection and analysis are on

- target; and whether the resultlng information is used as 1ntended by the decISIonmaker
‘.Q -
This comprehenswe order can be broken into three basic components: testing the desngn, tesm the

process; and testing usability of the data. The des1gn may call for providing certain services to some, people
and something different. to others. :Certain types of data will be ‘collected. The. field; test shpws 1f the.

design works: . Can the procedures be applled as planned?- Will respondents be available- and cooperatlve" Is.

“the data analyyble if collected in that manner? - ) -

Pretestlng the planned process may prove that - questlonnalres are too lengthy or amblguous,

_psychologtcal measures invalid; or antlcipated file data too sketchy. ‘More extensive training of interviewers

o

may be required. Pockets of reSIStance among the staff may syrface, and everythlng may’ take: lon%fr than 4

antjeipated. R S e ‘ _ .
f W '-].;' . . . . . o ~

Fmally, a fleld test should help clarlf'y whetherevaluatﬁm data will be useful Wlll the types of. r_esults
anSWer the questlons the manager wants answered" St not, the evaluation will not serve its full purpose

3

The manager may reasonably expect that the evaluator wnll be expert in determuﬁtg how extensnvé a. .

fleld test iz needed and degigning an apprOprlate one. ’I'he role of the manager in the fleld test mcludes

() ‘assessmg the value of fleld testlng : . - A ,
o partlclpayhg in.planning a useful test ' X :
3= conveying tp the staff and relevant others the need for a fxeld test
' 0- ensuting 4gsqurces;and cooperation necessary to complete the test

o helpifg reviéew test results w1,th‘an eye toward those aspects of the evaluation over whlch the -

41

program_manager has control -
o worklng to effect any changes needed in the evaluatlon deSIgn

a

J}’ The manager's most difficuit role may be enllstmg the cooperatlon of the staff; who may consnder the
evaluation itself sufficient nuisance without needing practice first. The manager's attltude and approprlate

involvement -of staff in previous phases of the evaluatlon w111 be the best levers in obtalnlng staff

cooperation:

«

Step 7——Rev1snons recultug from fleld test —-The mtent of the fleld test |s to perfect the evaluatlon

plan; ellmmatxng such bugs as may-be found,” ‘For examg e, service reclplents in one program were asked by
staff ‘to ‘submit voluntarily to interwvieWs. “As a result; the volunteer rate was quite low., Staff resistance
proved: to be the problem, and efforts were increased to bring staff into the evaluation™f oceas Another

evaluation Tequired correlation of pretreatment demographic: varjables with posttreatment behavior: Field
testing revealed deficienciés in pretreatment data gathering; wh;tch were corrected.

In a thll‘d case; fleld test results mcluded BN unexpected’ negatlve correlatlon between treatment

conditions and posttreatment attitudes of Hispanic clients. The problem was found to lie in the transiation
and interpretation of the Spanish- language questlonnalre

'l‘heﬁe. examples lndlcate the types of problems yvhleh can be spotted through field testmg and that
require the active involvement of the program managﬁt‘i ‘Each example involved @& condition the manager

wopld like to dvoid; such as antagonizing clientsZa problem that could reasonably be handled, such as p@r
records and staff reSIStance or a problem thal,iegsened the V&lue or usablllty of resuits.

‘Other problems of evaluatlon design; tech Heal

e Epge"ts qf data analysns, or problems lh\hﬁtrumentatlon
are legltlmately withln the domain of the qu;l&atot‘I,' i 2

- Step 8—Collection and amalysts of deta —'I‘hm §tag@ has thrge substages lmplementatlon analyqlq, and
lnterpretatlon ‘ ;p_

-

.

3

R
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Implementation.—At this point the evaluation is in progress. The bugs have beeh worked out; and the
procedures smoothed. The manager's role now is.to monitor the process; to e€nsure that the evaluation is
being conducted as planned and that program's services continue to be delivered wnthout significant

*

_alteration or disruption. Clearly; not only those evaluation actn ities under direct programacontrol such as
mtervxewmg clxents or dxfferentxal client treatment but all eval tion activities should be monitored.

Analgs:s.——’l‘hxs is a fairly mechanical stage in which the gathered data are analyzed The anatysis may
. be as elementary as frequency counts or as soph‘1st1cated as multivariate statistics; and the responsibility for
conducting the analysis will be the evaluatdWs. Remember, thotigh, the type of analysrsﬁ and the format in

N

which results are ultimately presented should- have been declded upon much earlier in the process; tried out
during the fxeld test; and should have the manager’s: concurrence. '

lntergetatnon.-——Each of the nme,.ste[.‘;s being dxscussed is dependent on the success of the precedxng

steps "However, this substage has a hlgh.degree of |ndependence Even the most clearly phrased question
! _ ».may "yield murky answers. _The clearest of ans'wers may contain not a clue as to explanatxon The

presentatxon or. wgrdmg of results caniafféqt how, results ar'e interpreted: . o

- . R

ﬁ In one mstance, a school—ba decxsxon~skllls program for preadolescents was found ‘to have no )
fheasured impact on later ‘drug usey ‘This" Faxlurelmay have been due to 1mproperrprogram 1nxglemengat19n by .
t-hg,staff poorly trained or. xnexberlejlgsed';perswn" or_applicatioh of the program to. the 'wrong populatxon. ]
Or perhaps it was just a bad ideagsr Wl’n‘&h of  theghibossibilities should be dlscussed andfor emphasized.in the

. report? How should the result gﬁ,e It -Who gets to make the deClSIOB?] These quesﬂons,@xll be of

deflmte consequence to the ma el

WX

Further; suppose the progrzism -y
Consider the different mterpretatxo

“The p program yielded only a155 prjcem reductpqﬁ:r d
‘ The.program ynelded a 1 N fj, ‘ce redggtxon

negatwely Consider the dlfference in emphas1s between these stateme‘nts
7

- Although program rechlents teﬁded notto rate the program favorably, they o

dld show a sxgnrf:cantly lowerra‘ter of%ubsequent drug use.. R

" L '
: Although a ,sg’émﬁcant reductxon in subsequent drug use was demonstrated,

< program red“pxents rated the program negatively. . Y

o ,-'

_The consequences of mterpreta;mn will generally be. felt in one of two ways: decisions internal and

decxsxons external to the program. In the first case, decxsxons to. change or not change._ programs | will be

. based on. mterpretatnons of results with emphasis given' 'to somme results more than others. Interpretation and

emﬁhassz"may stem entnrely from the evaluator; be left to the manager; of jointly derived: The manager's

) . goal'is make or receive as accurate as possxble an mterpretatnon to make the best possible decisions.

. "ources, of cougse, deserve accurate fnterpretatxons Program. managers will be legitimately concerned not
o onlyfw:th accuracy but wlth the polltlcal and economic context within which decisions will be made. When

the context places. thé program in a_vulnerable status, managers will prefer some statements to others.
-~ "Only 15.5 percent" and "15.5 percent" are equally accurate information but differ in connotation and may

lead to dxffer;ent decisions. The argument here is not for skillful deception-but for decisionmaker

involvement in the form of data presentation and in the interpretation of resuits.

Step Q—Utlllzatlon of results.—Sometimes evaluations have to be done promorma, the fact that they ai“e
done is sufficient; with no requirement; expectation, or hope of their. use. lde?;lly; however, evaluations will
be used, and from .the outset conducted with ultimate use in mind. Chapté&r-10 of the Handbook for

Prevention Evaluation contains a discussion of factors important tQ the uses of evﬁuntion' The core of its
message is to ) "%

‘ build utilization into your desi'gn from the bcg‘mn;ng . e e
AR

. Davis and Salasin (1975) cite a collection of artictes on critical evaluations of - Fedéral programs. . In
each case, the evaluation was forced on the recipient agency by a supérordinaté agency and was deésigned to ;

mect the Iatter's neads: And in each case, the managers of the evaluated programs spent their energiles
, 62 NN )
\)‘ . ' C ¢ i
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cr1t|c|71ng |nstead of using the _evaluation. Btlllzatlon," Davis and Salasin (p 623) note, "may be more

apparent than real whon mapdated by auth
representlpg the program be;ng evaluuted‘"fr

Patton (1978; p p: 63)7 makes Y‘he pomt that "People, not orgamzatlons, use evaluatlon 1nformatlon," and

‘reemphasizes that the intended users of an eyaluation should help plan it. Patton's survey of Federal

decisionmakers indicated that two characterlstlcs influenced the use of evaluations: polltlcal and personal.

Potiticatl considerations are essentlally external to the pngram, mvolvmg social issues, budget cuts or
growth, or large-scale social program success ar failure. These issues ghe discussed further in chapter 7.

For nowy it is useful to recall that a prograft is often the result of a political process and its evaluation may
be part of the? sgme or-a.new political movement (Welss 1975): Although evaluation is a scierntific pracess in

search of truttf-at. doe&;not always avoid fighting and is often ‘also a method of flghtmg thhm the potiticatl
arena (Lindblom. Tfﬂjﬁ) = .

sclentilflcfdemonstiratmn of 1ts success. Elected offlclals who helped 1n1t1ate the program thus might pore
through an evaluation. lookmg for words of praise and ignore pages of crltlclsm” Or, in times oif decreasyig

public budgets and general dlseryzhantment with human service programs; an evaluatlon finding only
moderate success may be read as a condemnation of the program for not Reing perfect. However; an:
unevaluated program may be able to prove noth1ng about it except 1ts exist®hce, and thus is vulnerable
to any attack weighed against it. S# - A b

— ! .

-

Whatever the polxtlcal cl.lmate, a program manager has to work w1th1n it and may have llttle or no

impact on it. Thus; the second of Pattons two critieal factors, personal will usually be a more” appropriate

focus for the manager. By personal; Patton (1978, p. 64) means "the presence of an identifiable individual or
group of people who persondlly cared aboit the evaluatlon and the information it gerierated.” Wiier this
1A e'waluat

factor is present, the evaluation is more likely to be used. Consider this. statement made by a
surveyed by Pattdn (1978, p 66): -

,,. ’ -

’ Where there were aggresswe program people; they used evaluatlon whether

< they understood them or_‘gi)—used it as leverage to change .. his program

Another (p 67) said an evaluatlon was-used "becauie the declslonmaker was the guy who requested the
evaluatlon and used the results. It was the fact thatkt}fe guy who was asking the questions was the guy who
was going to make use of the answers." ,U§9,9f the #valuation will emphaticallyf8epend on this personal
factor, most often that of the manager, whose mvolvement from day one in gll st8ps will set the stage for

-

usablllty of evaluation. Glaser and ’I‘aylor (1969) compared un”f

found the followmg contrlbuted to success:

involvement of potential consumers of results
readily dlsscmmatcd flndmgs _

0

o study deslgned by n full-time prmclpal mvestlgator i o .
o commitment of the host agency R : -
o evaluation aimed uat a felt need of the or‘gan]?atlon ~

)

0

q N - . )
) mothodologlcal quality . :
o methodological nppropriateness ‘ \
o .
0

timeliness of evaluation o ) ~ )
timieliness,of the final rcport o ) ) C !
o whether findings were positive or negative i ) '
o "supprisingness” of findings--were results expected? -
o whether eentral or peripheral progruﬁmﬁgouls were ovnluntod .
o existence Qf_retmterd findings elsewhere
o .resources available to implément changes . N ~
0 evdluntor-manuger interactions: . ) R ' ’
’ - ' \ -
~
; 63 7;d )
\)‘ »- = v i ' - 2
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,ultlmate use As Welss (1975 p 19) sald an evaluatlon "ls most likely ta affect decisions when it; accepts -
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consnde'ratnons o “‘ 171} sgnd recommendaflons

‘i i; ‘q : . - | ?’

Weiss and Weiss (1981) surveyed social scnentnsts and decnsnonmakers to determme their views on what
impeded and promoted effective uf,ihzatnon They found appreciable agreement between evalyators and

.decisionmakers. Some ma]or 1mped1ments over which managers have a hxgh degree of: control - wqr;

tendencies fof: - . - t

declsnonmakers to 1gn9re 1nformatgon ,C,OD![‘@[‘Y to
policies to be arrived at by politics; not research ks .
agencies to ignore findings contrary to their policies N

decisionmakers to have difficulty defining research needsﬁﬁ,

ir own ideas

1l

lack of communication between declsmnmakers and evaluators:

.0 0 00 0

There were also factors that both groups agreed contribyted to evaluation usefulness:-
o topic of study is of.particular interest or releyance
o, .study looks at variables that decisionmakers.chn do som
Zo_jxeport is understandable, not overly techmc&l S . L
! ecnsnonmakers plgced more emph'asns than d1d evaluators on t|mel|ness of the reports and on 7the‘

St of the user in-the population studied. Evaluators were more likely to be concerned with studies of

A% social concern and with dissemifation of information. The number of factors,is gartly arbitrary and
fantic, What is important is the relative value of each in a given situation. Noté that none of these

o
) féctors arnses at the €nd of the evaluatian. Each may be anticipated from the butset, and failure to

anticlpate them vnrtually guarantees failure‘of - the evaluatlon.

< e e

. However, thetconverse is not nece arlly true Antlclpatmg the future does not gudrantee tlT&t; the

fature” will rarrive s’ antlcumted Davis and Salasin (1975) advise:on tactics_for effectively.presénting

"""""""""""""" iy S "j_""""s, and;changes which may result from-them. They clte several |mportant

o
o Essentlal 1nformatlon 1s repeated and restated ofteﬁn”f ]
o A combination of logical and emotxonal appeals is made, without exaggeratmg the latter. -
o., The benefits and risks of-ehange are made clear. _—
o Reconimendationg are consisteiit with the values ofﬁ'gclgents of the presentatlon. . v R
L"'\ ‘0 Objections are anticipated and dealt’ iths » . . et :
*o Freg expresswn of resistance |s encouraged , N '

77777 Nﬁanagementf gf chanﬁgejsfatofpic c§ut51de the scope of this volume. HoweVer, the prmcxpl s of mvolvmg -
key personnel from”the ogtset and of Intelligent’ preparatloh of results and recommenda’tx i -
Téffective groundwork for.maklng needed changé : o

A’ final issue concerning use of evalyations ‘is h0w to deal with negatlve results. There ‘are many *
potential teasons for negative results: improper concept, improper implémentation, iMpropér évaluation, or
external factors beyond the, prog’ram's control. Sofie evaluatfon designs may help identify the.causes of

failure, others may not: Occasiohally; failure-is built into the program For example; to secure funding;
planners may promise more than -~/pay be deliverable or promise to deliver results more rapidly than is
. possible. In such cases, the evaluation v 1lf find that goals have not been,completely met. Independent of

such contrived dilemmas, howeyen, newer programs often fail to meet even ratnonal expectations. The

recommended rule of thumb for ﬁéh qas S is this: A\
R .

Programs must be allowed to .k

’I‘he appropriate resporise to negative results from evalugtlons of newrprograms is often ‘not radical .
program change, wholesale fnrmgs, or funding cuts. Rather,\unfrenz1ed program |ntrospectnon, helghtened

take risks nnd be creative; or to meet 1ntended needs. ¢

*In sum, utilizatidn is the raison d'etre of evaluations: Planning for utilization should be an integral part
of plannjng all components of the evaluation; from the ln\JtlHl stages of identifying questnons to the end stage

of presenting ttg’nnswcrs, v
s
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' CHAPTER§; CASE STUDIES IN PREVENTIONEVALUATION L
" . a4t " (What Really Goes On . .. Inside . I .. o

) 7 - - S .
R S RS . -+ .AN OVERVIEW - ok

.- The three hypothetical case studies in. this chapter are intended to emphasize the realities of the
_evg_i'qatiqn process as experienced by prevention ‘program managers, staff, and evaluators. ) o

ST e S T T R IS ,;;,ﬁ;'f,i,_?f,;f" Ky g
The ‘case studies present prevehtiori programs at different gtaggs of devélopment and reflect varﬁ ~n

V- .

“prevéntion modalities. Each case study emphasizes, different. steps of the evaluation process described in

--brevious-chapters and has-its own unique motives and‘primary audiences for the results of the evaluation. Tn.

;;%ése ‘euge, studies -the #ntgractfbns between the program managers and the evaluators are the most-
_sthdikg present a slice of evaluation Jife; the reader shpuld undérstand that a

iticantaspect of the riatragives. - R _. .
VA3, Alffiough these case ‘st ader shpuld undérstand
oty brogder range of designs, asures, analytic strategies; gnd issues occur in an.actual evaluation.

How&®yer, the maletial presented dods capture the essence of the evaluative experience.. The stofies are

B
g
bt

pentitiede:
is lighthedrga
evaluations oc¢

a a

N~

ible: Trouble, Four Thrillipg Discussions, and One Suspenseful Melodrama. The dialog’at. times
¢ W ;iﬁ?g;jij each case study is esséntial to the theme of: this volume—good
Mmanagers and evaluators work cooperatively on an evaluation. : :

"By e -
r when pr

DOUBLETROUBLE . - ° & o«
. s : . J‘-,c 2L A . .

L ; -
. . -~

_ o B ’ 7, i ‘ - i

Alternative Designs for Alternatives Programs . - v &
. e S et L S
The’ Brightside Youth Center, located in a major midwestern ‘eity; was_established 7 years ago to:

provide prevention and intervention services to troubled youth. It iS housed in a com munity center: and
currently delivers services in two broad arcas: drug and aleohol prevention serviees in _the public: schools,
and a program of social and recreational activities for youtHs from 8 to 18 fears of age. .The Brightside
staff consists of 12 people; most of whom are counselors and social Workers. Their funding comes from a
mixtire of State and local drug and alecohol prevention gran,tse-iand UhitﬁUuy wppért;iuppleﬁiéﬁt’ed by

small amounts of private donations. * oy

__ Donna Campbell is, th# director of the Brightside Youtly,Center; a positioh stie hgs held for the past 3. -
years. Two other staff members, Joanne Martinez ¥nd Jim Cdok; dfe assistdnt diref#rs inscharge of thd =
drug and aloohol prevent!ﬁomponentin;l the sacial-recrea{L@i;—.&g;ti?itléé component; respectively.

I - - : O o= ST Ai"}"ﬁiu-"f o M o __ = ‘

____During the past séveral montHs, Donna, Joanne, and erif‘.jﬁglaé}mgd their needs for evaiuation of

the Brightside programs. Although none has a background in*e \@g on (in fac%"jbeyhave.always been !
i

pretty resistant to'the whole notion);-they recognize that theit funding’ agencies’ arp.increasingly asking for

gyaluation information of a fairly sophisticated nature. Moreover, Donna afid her #taff have recently begun
to welieve that perhaps some evaluation might help to ideptify’mo

naps some evaluat help fy.smore effectively. she atrengths and -
weaknesses of ‘the Brightside (pnogm‘ms; So _a few weeks .ago, DonnaYcalled' the Natisnal' Preventioni
Evaluation Resoirce Network (NPERN) to ask for some techriédl assistance to_ heip: them® d,eyelop an
evaluation strategy. NPERN responged to her request by éi:l:fgiiig for a consultgnt, skilled ‘ip ‘program e
- . p i ‘ _ 7 : I o
- - 14 ~- . - :—65 & B - . N .:,‘" ﬁ'a _“z e LL
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evaluation to workcdoperatiClywith the program. 'The consuitant; Ron. Fisher, is a research psychologist
who specializes in the evaluatin of drug and alcohol prevention programs, . In _préparation for his 2-dgy visit, -
Ron and Donna talked briefly on the telephone about: the purposes and func¢tioits of -the consuitatior visit. 2

~_ During Ron and Donna's initial.meeting»ig%_gﬂge,- they discussed basic_matters relating to the
Center's organization and history (objectives, $maffing patterns, and the ifke). She also shared her motives
for the evaluation with Ron, at which point he expressed pleasant surprise. : L

s’?l-;':‘f?\ .

. ."You mean you're not under heavy outside pressire? That's as rare, ajsomeonedééiﬁé to an alcohol" .’
* counselor on their own initiative." : : \ ' A
Joanne joined the meeting as they begdn analyzing the functions and activities of the drug and alcohol *

prevention program. Joanne described the program's major activity as-the provision of broad prevention
services to two large high schools and three junior high-schogls®n the soiith side of the city. (The south side
population. is ‘24 percent Hispanic, 28 percent black, and '48. percent: white, mostly second and third-
_ generation Polish and Italian.) .The Brightside staff conducts semiester-long classes #¥ these schools called
. Positive Directions for Youth, which include sessions on interpersonal coOmmunicatiofysy- stress management,
self-conaept, family dynamics, and drug and alcohol use. Teacher~{acilitators assist” the Brightside staff in -
the conduct of .the cldsses. Approximately 20 percent of the student population is assigned to the classes;

plans call for a gradual expansion of coverage to include the entire student body eventually. .
" ©  As we look in on the meeMng, Ron is about to discuss potential evaluation designs with Donna and
. Joanne. R S S W e FE

¥ think niow I've got a pretty good idea of how your drug.and alcohol preventibn program runs, its
goals; general strategies, and so forth. So I think we're ready to start tatking about sorme possible- evaluation

designs you might want to implement: How's that sound?" Donna and Joanne look ‘at each other, then at

Ron, nodding affirmatively. SO -2

T T S S S
: j'BgI%i"e we go on," Ron continues, "I_hope you had the chance: to read NPERN's Wo With =

Evaluators: Not only can it save time in defining terms-and the evaluation process, but one of the case

studiés in that monograph bears a striking resemblance to your program and, in fact; with our discugsionso
~ far." Everybody nods vigorously. [ ) : e ‘- ©

wOK, Very good," Ron goes on. "Now; as you might know; there are two basic kinds of evaluation=

. process and outcome. With process evaluation our first ‘interest is an accurate documentation of what kinds'

of sefvices and activities your program actually engages in—the exercises you use in the class sessions; what * -
the kids actually do; etc.; and second, Who receives the program services:—the types of kids who are ih’,thszs
- program. With good documerntation you can go on to more sophisticated process analysis. On the othet

hand, outcome evaluation is used to—" ’ ’ ‘ e a

.

. ' "Hold it please, Ron," Donna says, smiling, but with-an upraised hand as though stopping traffic. "This s

is all pretty new to us, so let's take it one step at a time. *How is 'process evaluation' useful to us?""
o ji;'m' sorry !ii RO", grij-i;s'fsﬁgggﬁéﬁii:f?iééé,fe?eff"_ﬁéé to stop me and ask dﬁéﬁt‘ibﬁ?x W}iéﬁé\?éjjj’gyii‘;éjjqi'
sure of something: Well, process evaluation can help,you in a couple of ways. ‘It can be a management tool

to help you keep track of whét.is actually happening in your program and what your client population looks
like at any point in time. This kind of information can also be used for annual reports, reports to funders, in
grant applications; and so forth; to show external funders.and agencies what you are doing —and that you
have solid information about what you're doing. It's pretty basic stuff we're talking about here; the kind of
documentation: 3[1’;@&}‘6 ‘some degree, every program shouid have. And; of course; that lays the groundwork
for cost-efficiency and other more complex analyseg." . -

M see," Dorina nods. "And outcome evaluation?", ’ v
e . - ) e e ]
- 3 wOutcome evaluation is designed bagically to assess the extent to which your program is achieving its
@ jor goals. In your case, Joanne, outcome evaluation would attempt ‘to determine how well your program .
actually prevents the use and abuse of drugs and alcohol among the kids in the program.” C
_ "Biit we address fore basic issues of adolescent adjustment in our program, not just drug and alcohgl— .
use." Joanyie asks, "s{suldn't we assess program effects on such dynamics ﬁéfself-estgem'{; communications
skills; and so_forth?" ' R o N

- — N . . . e
- _ Py . Ly
) , f L4




i "Most deflnltely," Ron rephes ifutcome evaluation _should address those objektive$ that are usually
consi’dered intermediate objectives or/correlates of drug and alcohol abuse; including attitudes toward drug
and -aleohol Se. HOWever, it's important to keep in mind that for a drug and alcohol abuse preventlon

program, the &’u’& of outcome evaluation should remain on drug and alcohol use."

Aevldence of effeet on drug and alcohol use in a rather brief time period. 1 don't want to pin ‘the enture
assessment of our program's’effectiveness on behavnor that even we feel won't show effects for some tlme "

"I agree completely, so “we'll probaply build several levels of meaﬁsuresr into our outcome evaluatlon.

But we're getting a little ahead of oursefVes: Let's first talk about the genera design; and then we can get
into the speclflc aspects of the outcome criteria. Shall we talk about the proce evaluatlon flrst""

"No, I'd prefer to tatk about the outcome evaluation d'ésngn possxbtlltles flrst n Donna suggests;- "1f

that's OK, Ron—~that’s the one tgg\at scares met"

"That's fine. Now, as i understand it; the students who attend the Positive Dlrectlons for Youth (PDY)
classes are a cross section of kids selected from a larger pool So you are taking only a fraction of those
students who arenehngle, rlght"" o o E -

»

" "Yes, that‘Sz rlght " Joanne agrees

' "Can we 1dentxfy a pool of eligible kids approxlmately twnce the size of the pool that you wnll select: "

for tile classes"" Ron asks. -
"You mean at each school 2" B AR “'# e S ' : "‘ '.
Pyest S | o i L
"o dont see why n§ ' says Joanne. _ EP s -~ S -

ir

"In that case, we mxght have an opportumty for & true experlment—whlch is & very powerful outcome :

evaluatlon des1gn," Ron polnts out. z . : S

v

"Sounds pretty ambltlous : an 'experiment;' " bonna interjects: 'ﬁ'riéw:aaéé that v'vrorlé"’fi

. "Well lets say that at a gwen school we ldentlfy maybe 100 klds Who are ellglble for the program. We
then randomly assign them to either the PDY classes or to a control group—whetever class or condltlon they

would otherwnse be assigned to." o i

"What's the advantage of random pamgnm ent?" Donna looks a blt skeptlcal- e

Well |ts just the best way to |nsure that .we come as close as poss1ble to havmg equnvalent groups to
"omjjare, that the kids in the control group will be as much like those in the PDYclasses as pessible, in,

te;ms of background motlvatlon, and so forth.” -

Ly
tw

"And’ " Donna pl‘OmPtS ) ‘ " : \__; , i

lons skllls, etc; -—whatever dlfferences we find can be attrlbgted ;to the program. Pe@le can't _say, well, the

‘eason for the dlfferences is that the PDY group was smarter,»or better motivated, orighatever:" R
- ﬁ ) N 7T e
‘ "Do outcome evaluatlons always use, random assngnment""q.lqanne S. LT > oL
1lNo, not at all on explalns "ln some. lnstances, program staff may provnde semrvites t& v1rtuaHy all )

ligible -clients, 'leavig no clients to; .assign to a control group. Or the program staff may have strong.

eelings about 'denying' services. to- anyone——although that kind of stance occurs less often with prevention

rograms than with intervention or treatm rograms, since prevention: servnces typlcally are not almed at

iarticular individuals who are clearly |n need some’ ifnmedlate ass1stance "

‘ "l see, " says Joanne "But what would we do 11‘ we could not randomly assngn students to PDY or a
?trol group?" A . : . L N

LYl
[X
o

[KC
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M understand that," says Joanne, V"but 1 also Rnow |t's dlfficult for a greventlon program- to show;

U oalm T '
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"’l‘hen we would pro§ably try to |dent|fy a group—a class in thls mstance—that is as snmllar,as possmle

" to the PDY group and usSe it as acomparison group." o ) » ) ; .
‘ "And collect outcome lnformatlon on them at the same time as the PDY group"" Joanne asks.
— . . e * .
- "Yes, that's rlght," Ron replles "Another optlon would be to collect the: outcome mformatlon on boths

- the development of your evaluation than_ choosmg

groups at several points before, durmg, and after the PDY services are delivered. That's called a 'time
series desngn, by the way." :

T . L)

'"But these strategles aren't as good as the paridom assignment é'ﬁsrdéch;r asks Donna.

"No, they aren't but they're deflmtely better than no evaludtion at aii!"

- __,,"What kind of outcome measures should we use"" Donna quiertes: ’ ;.

. "Well, the partleular outcome measures‘we use wlll depend on several consxderatlons, lncludmg the

objectives of your program; the characterlstlcs of your clients, and how much tlme and resources you have
to devote to outcome data collection.".- — ) - S

"All that; huh?" Joanne smiles, lookmg over at Donna. 5
) ”‘“““ : e

ical step in :
ey're. the

f the des:gn, theré's fo. more erl

""tcome ‘measures. | ° Remember, t
¥

yardstlcks by which your program’'s impact will be, measurogi"Yo ant to m¢
‘what. you: think ‘your program will achieve: And of course we want to be sure that they are. valld and

'~'jrelmble—~accurate measures of outcome." / - : _
“.';_7{'-_’ B "Shall we start by lookmg Etour prog’ram 's ob_]ectxves"" asks. Joanne v N

substance use; lncludmg alcohol drugs, and R

" although measuring stress managemerit . skills may-

\ .

-

N
es. Fortunately, you folks have done A flne Job oﬁ developlng reahstic, measura;ble ob_]ectlves." Ron

aterlals ‘Donng had sent to him; developed as a result of her
to me that jthey reflect six general types of outcomes:

)acco; a ttltudes toward substance use; self-concept; stress’

prior conversatxons thh NPERN: it seemr

nam ies: Is that accurate"" /

%

"l see.” Well, some fairly good 1 truments are avallable for the mgasurginﬁentfofh tjjeﬁseﬁoutcomes,

resent p’rob}em’s: These instruments are designed for use
~l5 el that PDY serves. However; we're sure to encounter

with client populations of the'same age and gre

some reading problems, don't you think?"
»

"Yes,\We will;" Donna answersw "Perhaps 15 percent of the students at the junior hlgh schools will have

very low reading skills. Somewhat fewer at the high schools. How do we hindle that?"

"Usually we admmlstér the lnstruments verbally lt would help a lot if these students were prekusly

1dentlfled Can we do that?" i ; ' S ) : -
M ’ s ' ' N v . :

"Probably," ys Joanne "Let me check on that thh school Staff "
: 4

. s Jike *§sKks Donna: "We already
trledﬂto go throu school records’ for our kids, but the way they keep their files, it's Apractlcally impossible .
to hunt down da for individual students in our PDY prog;am "ot t

"’l‘hat's a shame," Ron says "'l‘he more lmportant questlon |s whether theres rea, on to belleve that

"Whét about other outcomes llRe grades, dlsqpllnary records, and so forth""

"OK n*bw w&lat about consent from the parents for the data we'll be collectlng"" Donna. contlnues.

P
 "Welly both lhe parents and students will sngn a formthat deScrlbes the reasons for theg‘l{ata collectlpn
Q'JQJDP 7type,o‘f ‘topics covered in the instruments--what vme “call 'mforrqed consent.’ gmd course you'll

negg to get agreement from the school authorities to conduct “tre study.” ° { _ .

; ’ - 7 g8 7
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"So ‘eﬁe reé bas1cally talkmg about a set of paper—and—pencll mstrum%nts-——attntude scales, checkhsts,'

}’ that sort of thlng——as our measures for the outcome evaluatmh"" asks Donna

"Thats Elght " - L 3

Tel ;?“,‘; - v

"Well, l have a couple of concerns about that approach." Donna look r troubled o "Flrst, how can we be

sure that those lnstruments will really measure the kind of impédct we thlnk our ,prog'ram has on the klds""

"’f‘here are no guarantees," Ron admlts* "'I‘hlgjxést way to help insure thet VE@'J‘?}LC?EPQ“EIXI“QQS!UDS
program. impact is to use instruments that have 'a.good track record-—that ls*bsychometrlc data on their
reliability and valldlty-—and for us to -examine carefully the items on the -instrumeénts to- _satisfy ourselves
that they tap the kinds of attitudes and behavnor that the PDY program is designed to affect. One of the .

things I can-do for you is explam why some items that don't appear to directly address the issues mlght be -
useful. Those items, in our jargon, don't have 'face.validity." Some of us call this the 'interocular test'—if =

_the reason for its being there doesn't hit you right between the eyes, it doesn't have face validity. But there .
are lots of good measures that don't " : , . :

N "l see " Donne nods. "My other concern is. that we mlght be relylng too héavnly on paper—and—pencll,‘

types of measures Shouidn't We do some observm’g or mterwewxng—-or somethmg -other than just the
lnstruments'7" : W d i

; : Y
"Yes we could " Ron agrees. "in fact, it is best to use more than one mgthodto measure anythmg 2

. Observatlons, for instance; may. be the best way of looking at the ‘whole dynamic of your program without .
limiting ydﬂrSelf to_the preconceived notions that tests requ1re. But that depends on your .resources;

|nterv1ews ‘and observatlons are vepyEonsumlng of staff tlme, as you've already, found w1th the school
r cords " S

o LA S '; . ' .‘ I o . f : .“5 - -
© ' \Well; -let's. at -least consider those possxblhtxes after we. see what kind of resources the Whole
: ,evalua ion process wlll requnre——OK"" asks Donna.. ..~
"of course."' \

B V-

f‘know; _ _ S
"Well withthe klnd*of data we'll bé collectmg and the desngn weé re usmg, thé only real 1|m|tat|ons on
the analysis will be the amount’ ofrreso,unces you can:devbte to lt—-partlcularly the avallablhty of GOmputel‘

facllltles AndJ should be able to ass]st you at that point:"

l K3 r

"Check mto that in some detall Donna. All these da:iwon’t be much gooﬁhf we can't analyze them "

"Could you glve us an example of what kjnd of statls cal analysns mlght be used?". she asks.

r

-

. "We'll probably use Analysls of. Covarlahce on most of -the outcome data." <.
; St et S

"Explam that, will You Ron—m snm’ple term’s, OK"" R =

soores of PDY knds on the outcome measure" at the end

. - 7"Sure Basncally thls analysls wnll coy i
of the PDY sesgions wnth those scopés of | w i0 go not participate iin the PDY program—st

adJustmg the scores for any dlfferences thatﬂexlst between the groups on the pretests."

\

level of thelr scores, rlght"" asks Donna; - o _\/\,\

. _5"."

"So we're essentially comparing the amount of gh;mgg in the two groups, rather than “the bo ute.‘I

B "Yes, baslcally that's co@ct ", L ' - o }

- i ' "Wllr we be ab}e to ‘measufe the comblned éffects of the program across all tche outcome measures-—
. sprt of the overall effects"" Joanne querles.r L - ot a. i
’ K PN Ca ' Y o - .,

; "Yes, we can, but that wm‘ requu"e the use of Multivariate Analysw of Couariahce - There are
Stradeoffs here On one side, it wilI cost more ln computer tim::?and r.équire substantially more analytlc
. PR " h 8 e : .
~ ‘- ‘ . , ‘\0‘ ~‘-,_ N

—_ o ';!-; : -89 - '
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effort by a well-qualified statistician, and_interpretation by us. Onthe, other side, the additional
i,nfprmgtjgn;ithat could be developed may tell you more about the interplay of -thé different compoRrents of
the program:" o o o o

' ? : . : . o ¥ P

[ R

- . (Donna, Joanne, and Ron then discuss how. the. outcome evaluation will be implemented, including
specific roles and respofisibilities. Ron emphasizes the need for a pilot test of the instrument pack#ége on a
~ small bt representative sample of students: They discuss in great detail the resources required to prepare
for, collect, analyze, and interpret the outcome data. Donna i§ especially concerned about this, since she
was "burned" in her prevjous experience with’an evaluator who drew up an elaborate design and dropped it in

their laps. “Only later did she realize that they did not haye anything near the resources needed to carry out
this grand evaluation. ) . .

Their final decision is gigh to include Multivariate Analysis of Covariance at this time, given resource
constraints. They then moy y & -discussion of the process evaluation. As we rejoin the group, they are
summing up the plans for the pess evaluation.) - 4 o N

" we're doing it!" she laughs. : B | .

"OK;" Denna says. "Let me make sure we understand what this precess' evaluation is about—and why °

"Fair e/’géuéh: ‘ Go to it!" ' i /

- wyelll havePobservers in the PDY classes fecordirfg the-session events;on a form that you'll help us
develop. These observations will produce narrative descriptions of session events. This narrative could serve

- as a foundation for the future development of a forma), guantitative rating scale. of both student and
teacher behaviors during the sessions. Am-iright so far?" . : T -

e e R S i e
- "Right:- And .the number-of-times you do the observations--the schedule for sampling the session

depend upon whether your own staff does the observations or whether you can enlist some volunteersit Also, )

remember our discussion about the importance of the observers gaining the.trust of the students and the
facilitators, and remaining detached from the conduct of the sessions."” el : o - g -

e, ¥ \ a . e -

" our services—-the PDY sessions—ate actually being presented in the way we intend—<orrect?" '
"Right again." T 7 e ST SR
- e < - . e ,*,,”,77

(After a break;" the: grougjéc_ijilivéﬁés to discuss & second evaluation design for their alternatiyges
program. -At this p6int Joanne Martinez leaves and-Jim Cook, director-of the alternatives program joins' '

. Donna and Ron. Jim begins the discussion with a Jéséription of the program, Qulled Brightide Alternatives:
and utilizes its extensive recreational o

for Youth (BAY). BAY is housed in the Brightside Youth Center

and a game room with ping-pong and pool tables. = The- orgaMized sports activities include. baseball,

- faeilitiés, which inelude u basketball court, @ room containing a%ﬁi'g’ ring and weight-training equipment, "

basketball;, boxing, volleyball, and weightlifting. . The social activities- consist mainly of teen dances held

every Saturday night at the center. Jim has three staff members who double as counselors and coaches.
Counseling is done on ‘an informal basis: _as gtaff identify needs or problems in a youth visiting the center,

the youth is asked to step into the counselor's’of fice to "talk for, a while." Ron is now asking, Ji
youths who are in the BAY program:) . S L L T
- . R < . ': . »0“', L ;(’(;.,A

#So the kids who are in thew are of all ages, and mostly Hispanie?" - - 7

»

" WYes; iTheir ages range from 6 to 19.or 20. Most of them aré*Rispanic; the rést are a‘mix of blacks
and whites; from mostly wogking class families." = . o .. i - '

I LR S .
"Hew many kids are in the BAY program ”m . . ; :

v

AT . P - . .

- "That's hard to say,” Jim replies: "It depends on whether you’count.the af ter-schbol dropins, the kids -
who come to the dances; or just the kids on the teams. I could tell you who's on the téams, but we don't
keep track:of the dropins or the kids;who come to t;ie dances." ; P Lo }

g"Are any of the kids referrals from the courts or troubled youth programs, ete?" -,
"A few," Jim replies, "but nearly all of them are just kids from the neighborhood. ¥ . T ¢

-

'n see;" says Ron; looking a bit perplexed. < . 7‘{’) I

m about the -

" vRight—yes, we can't forget that," agrees -Donna. "And this inforthatioh will help 4o~tell us whether : -

Y

: L , Sl .
_ . ) ol N - d _ . B S
> S 70 %‘v T
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3 Lo ~ B ) e
"l gliess it ioui@E klnd of d|sorgan|zed huh?" Jlm laughs. 2 T o T _ )
> - ot i ‘ _ . v EE .
"Well it's prettﬁyml’oose and free-rﬁowmg,i 7bgt7that7sﬁho!7the§e 3$ 8O- Now’ your mal sh
. of objectxves says that your programt is intende _ of | _,
neighborhood youth . . . actlvmes that can serve as rug and alcohol abuke and deRfiquency
-is that right?" ' , ‘ o .

;;f‘hai;s it.”

= -.:‘

. "OK“’*Ron pauses; see ngly po dering the situition and what'evalua-tlon desngns might. be used wijt
the BAY program. After aﬂg snlence,rhe continues: = - - . ‘ (,7 B

. ,7are out. er coulgl possibl |dent1ry a comparl

n'group in the communlgyL but that woul be tlme-consummg i

Ta d would probably result ¢{n a very noneqmvalent comparison group. I think the best we/can hope for here is

to |mplement a process—or_ nted evaluatlon, perhaps cembined with a longltud‘nal outcome evaluatlon."

t . v

. MA what L Jlm looks 'nzzled

, .“u.r

r"s that flrst we shbuld concentrate on gettlng sage mformatlon on. the

"jim» sorry Wh‘at 1 mean-is tha
documentatlon is -

~often meaningfuf fundrng' agencles, and lt, help you to determlne whether you're servmg the kinds of
.kids —-ages and eq\m‘c mlx—-that you want to." o C
- . : . - ey
, "And how do we do that"" Jim asks: U __ N ; . : .
"Do you have a membershtp'hst"" - co ;-7 . _ ',;:;.1.._ : r L 7 '

"Yes, but it's not reeIly very. accurate r ht now I suppose we ciad update 1t "

’

- " "That would be helpful Also,_ can we. get some baS|c background lnformatlon on the klds for your
- ,membershlp ~flle:»;---ag'e ethmclty, reason for commg to the center, ete.?" . . ) A

i’ L "Probably " Jlm looks toward Donna "Do you t'hlnk Carlos could get that mfoqnatio’n for ij,'s?"

5T wRs T . . A }

B "Yes, I thlnk so, she answers, "although it will take at least several weeks " - : : ..
:. . - -1 —- 7 Z

S "'Phat's l'me.r Now"ts there any s1gn-|n procedure when the kids come into t.he center”" Ron asRs

' ﬁ? . ;. "Yes. But l"m not gure how well it s followed, 1 could check that out too."

- "Good An accurete..membersmp list, wrth; seme ‘background information will tell us—and othefs—who's"
“in the BAY program and an accurate s1gn'—m procedure wul show-how" frequently they use t!l’ﬁfacllttles and
for what purpose L o ) ) R -

e . = -

L o ‘ ) "I llke that " Donna'approves "lt's somethlng' that I've been wanting to do for some tlm\e anyway. “But‘-

What about outcome evaluatloy, Ron" Are there any poss1b|l|t|es here?" - . &
.« "Yes, there ares . . pOSSlbllltleS, but they're llmlted as I ipdicated before. 1 suggest that we use a
longltudrnal ‘approach, ‘sélecting a small; fairly representatlve,sample of kids as they enter the program and

" féllowing them over an extended perlod of time "y : o el

'

"Oh that’s what yo’u meant b -8 'longltudmal outcome evaluatlon,' " says Jim. "How long wguld it be"" S~

"At least several annths Perh’aps as long' as 3 to 4 years, if that is posslble l

-

“Four years' You gotta be klddxng' we mlght not even be here then," Jlm explodes. . }

. Al N -
"’l‘hat S, true But you have to remember that preventlon programs may‘ltake that long to demonstrate

that they actually help prevent Tuture substanee abuse. .You have to decide the tradeoffg between how

|mportant this lnformas‘on could be angd the cost to get it. You might get enough information, to guide yon

in @ shorter period of tifie, say 1 or 2 ywears." , o v i
— = R . f

- - . - ) . - 8 Q ) " ¢
T . - ’ . : o
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"And howaould we collect lnfx:matlon from them = ol' what type, ete.?" asks Donna._
L4
. "One way to go woulé be fo <elect kids ‘ﬁged 10 to 14 since the main goal of the pro
. preventnon of al®ohol -and: drug- abuse and delmquenéy, and the age ol onset for these forms-o ,dev;anp iS5 2
K roughlv in* that range. ‘As they enter the program, fne of your counselors could conduct ] falrly exten lve s

. mtervnew with them.", Ron says ‘2 W N ) i v .

. . "H'"w extensw$ 'asks,Jmﬁ "Covenng w&'topics’r?" 23 - A ' R Lo e
. " Lo ' ~

‘ “’l‘hez interynew should cover cur ent and past behavior related to drug and alcobol use and devnance-——‘
for example; the past 30 days; the pa t year, and initial €xperierices. It should dlso include some gggment ; {

of attitjides and intentions as well. Family environment and peer relatlons might also be tapped, since. these

~

may act as moderator varlables ", ;J'.; N , s oo o ) oL v
"What are moderatbr va'rlables"l‘ asR§ Donna. ° r\ ; 3 {7_. ‘i'-;-": FO - R . T
. r ) . L

/( \s/
Thjngs which may mfluence, or modergte; the impact of. the. progi“am on the undwvdual - For example, .
we might find that the BAY experlence is he?b‘l‘ul to klds from a supportlve f’amnlypenvnronment but not for
others "N A - o ’

b

. .-:,, . 1Y
1Y

K . _,-‘r

sports, what they lnke to play, how often and so forth"" N LT j o !y. - /“* e

‘ 1 "Good 1dea Jnm ’l‘he lmpact of the BAY program and tts actwmes will probably be lﬁfluenced by the
stan e the R‘nds haye already taken toward theSe actnvmes when they ente?he program TP .

. . R
r - T

P "’l‘hen we w6uld conduct 'the 1nteerews agam ~later”" ;T T R : .
SRR < TR _
‘/ .. "Yes I Would sugpest at pomts 6 months and'1 year after jommg thevprogram "e 'L‘ o ;‘“;‘.. o g '& ;"
| \/ ‘ "Now '&)onna asks br1$kly,' "how w111 we get thlS mterWew develqped"" TR q:- .:‘f . . o
R, it ficuit task for me to assemble axdraft lntet:uxew lnstrfumqntf, put;;lOU'llhayé.to trali[l;your ) ,‘
. yers and/conduét a. careful pilo f- the instrument. - A pilot te$t on three or four kids, coupled '

"'Witnon Sf the res ults, would glve fowa Better ﬁotxon of the re§ourc"es 4hat will be refinred for-
N N . - 6':&!

- — —

ctual mtervnewmg l' 'rrreq about.r pr qny k;ds are we talkmg

7 . ——g v
L ' N
*6: s gL N R . oNE .
& ' bty 36 e B o " \L/
es. "Probably no More than 30 ds ower a4t _6 ma;ith pernod——assumlng _

'

o

- . \ : J ) .- .
"No prob We probably have at leastftwlfcerthatln: ' 10}9 14 We éroup*entermé the BAY ‘
progt‘am over a month perlod And if those are the numbers th’at we're  thik;j g about—30 or so--my staff ;;
--..can handle |t e - . / o - v
) ’_.. .l oA v’ . . < cor 3
v . "Are we gomg to need the computer to analyze thes data too, ﬁon"" asks Donna . ;,". v 3 '

qu1te small, 7aﬁnd the andlyses will be ~mainly
you'll be doing w1th the PDY date: Still; just - ° ,'.:
; unre time from xour staff—perhaps as jiich as -

FOR - A

% st

/' Donna.’ 0ur §ample snz:e will B

. ) ,.,No,ldont thmks e §i
descrnptwe and qualitatife; not the kind of complex- analys

the mantal tabulatien off data énd qualntatwe analysns will re
%«/cral.wocks-of tnme." \

. ~ . ‘ < : - ) )
' Hinm;'" Donna looks concerned. "This 'eyajuati_on work ’s'u'i-'é Ean devoir rés'o'urceé. What if'_'we 'can',t ‘; -
spare qeveral v&eekq of qtaff time?" T SN - . : . L
- L . . R - . . 1 [

’
]

- [ "Well you've_got a couple of optnons as I see it.. One. you can »dr:op the outcome evaluaflon for the

BAY program and just concentrate on the proeess ‘evaluatioh. Twa: ‘you can cut back on the }ength of the 2
mterynewand on the amount of analysis. But you can't reduce it too much or you'll have very little of value.
Remember; your ‘return on your evaluation deollar'; -as it were, is fairly meager with' thn typée of outeome

evaluatnoq—-m contrast to the PDY- outcome evaluatnon," Ron points out : 5 \ﬁ s

- v . ¢ [N

g . ~ A2 aa : B P g




e ' :
('I‘he group then launches lnto a dlSC‘USSlon of speclflc roles and respons1b|llt|es for the BAY program
evaluation. ; Ron's visit i$ coming to an end, so theyconclude with a summary of the overall design and how

it will be carried-out, over the next several months. Within 1 month, Donna will send Ron an outline of the
plans they have formuIat,edjor both évaluations. Besides helping to prepare the instruments; Ron wm also S

be available to review. the pi‘lot test data and to provide assistance w1th the analySIS — T
s " .‘ . ’

Several months pass The evaluatlo%s have been |mplemented and Ron has return‘ed to.. the Brnghtsnde ST

ntef ults to date, interpretation of the findings, and utilization of the

results. We look in‘on the group as Ron strides into Donna's offlce to meet wnth Donns; Joanng, and Jlm ) \ T

"So—1 hear you folks have been conductlng an evaluatlon;" Ron grlns mlschlevously ' T : ..

~ - "More or iess, Ron." Donna smlles, too: "We certamly have’ put_a lot "of wor&g into-it!" Maybe you 'c’ann
tell us whether it's been\worth it." . " '

"You mean it's not evident by now"" ,'-5 S o o

"Well, actu} ly, we're already more dware of our stren ths‘“ and problems;" Donna hdmlts, "but we do
14

need a- little r\elp m qeclpherlng these results. You did get the drafts descrlbnng the resuilts of the analysxs'\

Rn'," ‘a,?‘ : ) _. o . B .
"Yes, I did. Shall we start by looklhg over the results of thg.gﬁx outcome evaluatloﬂ"" I

. \‘LP/lne," agree§ Donna.

~.'_

] "Well the results -refject an interesting mix of outcomes “You show some lmpact-—SIgnmcant '
- dxfferences between PDY kids and the contfol kids—on’ self-concept, attitudes toward substhnice use, one of

_the stress management subscalés, and one of the mterpersonal skxlls subscales. But no-effects on famlly-
IEE ._".’.-. '

- dynamies or on séif-report of: substance use D
\( - ‘i

Y4 rought:along | coup;*e of 1llustratlons of the data in
if Yoft ook at the top of figugglsyou'll see a portion of an An
- extra ted directly frofp the computer’ output and shows the results of the 'F testi"for sigmflca.pbe betwéen

1]

o VL A P°"t'°“ of Analys.s of Covarlance summary table for self—concept o P i
v s it I T B
Source of  Sum of Degree of Mean ©  _ . Probability of
___Vapiation Squares .. Freedom Square ~ F . _F ‘
. Group 18- * [ AR TSR X 7~ es T

. Error’ 12524 620 S 20:2 _'0

w
S

” S h
t N i - : b
o Ve ) L8 ‘,
. ; ~ . . " -,
] 5 . x PDY grqup ) : '\./7 : _,.' ST - .;—.
3 . ! R . O -controt group s ¢
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dlft’erenpg.ij‘he bottom part :of figure 1, whlgh -1 sketehed out fqrfyoy, iﬁl}gstrates this difference

'Qaphncally. Both groups haye e§sentlally the sank e“self-concept as measured by the pretest; but_the PDY
hi

oup_has improved considerably’at the posttest. is difference—which looks substantial even to ihe naked
'ye—-ls what was found to be sngmﬁbant in the data ana'lysis " ’

i )
Y ‘

- ="Analyses of these outcomé measures by sehool and ethnlclty," contlnues Ron," show no sngmflcant

differences or intéraptions—" N .

- "What do you mean by th'at;,-'Rbn?" asks Joanne. 1 -

"Yes " . . ' s ) e . S » u;:"" . : i . L;,“
: i - “ ‘
L;, it mea#that the effects, of the PDY program are the same. for each school and ethnic group.
However, there are some lnter6§tlng differences by;sex. W . &
" "How so?" asks Donna. = D S e o w 5
r 5 ' )
. ijr some reason, tﬁe«f’bY program has a greater impact on trf% mterpersonal skills of the bcys than of
the glrls "o — S _

"1 thlnk the boys appear to learn more of the social skllls than the glrls," explams Joanne, "because of

the sessions where we focus 'on ways of relating and communicating: We emphasize to the boys that it's not
effeminate to be social and express your feelings. I think most of the girls already had falrly Weu—deVeloped
- 1nterpersonal skills befare they jolned~PUY "o . ) N

: -

. "Certalnly a plaumble lnterpretatlon," Ron says "In fact, that's what the data show ‘if' you ib"o’i’( E;t
.. figure 2, which I also sketched ‘out, you can See How Joanne's explanatlon is reinforced. As the first graph .

,,' mdncat} the mterperscnal skills of the PDY group are much hlgher than those of the control group at the

t ; <
»
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‘? TR g = f—_;.%?ul ,!: E m—}f‘
1 - - 8 R O ",.x'f-
o T ,.‘,'. l?} ” A ? '”,7’ C R _"\;n‘," L
) Bd ',%the 'Iuteragﬁon' beﬁ(ﬁe’en s@ﬁ and gr Qﬁi ‘Jlustrated.i in the bottom two grabhs which show the
- scores. ﬁin boys and girls in?’;botthgro ‘ ,he gt T’ both groups scored higher than the boys in:the pretest;

rence between the groups at the posttest is due to * .
why gw ‘effects on famlly dynamics or substance use?

but in-the PDY group, the. boys a
difference between _theg two. groups. The sngmflcant
~ the improVement “of the boys in the PDY classes. N6

ﬂhese are pretty central criteria for your program."

p" to the- E;rls at_ the posttest. -So that's the keijtowthe overall—/——- ==

P
.7.._ ) U H

,:.', o "wtu I don't thmk we should t)ave expected tQ,'i’f\ nce. famﬂy dynaniics through ?DY " says Joanne.

"I would agree, and, ‘as we dxscussed before, T dan't think you should be dlsappointed by the Iack of
impact on actual »substance use 'in this short a time-period. , To really-‘assess the effects of the program on
substance use, you should follow these kids for another year or 2 when 'they are in the hxgh-rxsk age range—

15 to 18:" .‘ ., : _ o ‘-

"Oh boy, more work down the; road." Joanne casts,:a bemused look at Donna. : - ' M}
. . - “ oy

eep you_ busy, Joaiiiie," Ron l&ughs. "I was happy to see that ‘you could use a standard

or all of the analyses.. By the way, whp d|d the computer analysls for you"" e :

S5

itw - L - e - R
- - B4 . M
i . PR PP
..,,-r,w . ;

ha e' youI pa|d for auuthis""

-

I,
v

o »
"A combmatlon of gre student volun}eers and & small grant from the University Computer Center; ..
» o’

through Hal's goed ausplc Donna—rephes. oo

later. How are you planmng t;p uhllze /d!ese fmdmés mternallygéf 7o L e

"We've already uséd t‘hem to alter ‘the 'PDY sessions for the coming year," answers Joanne. "We're

__t_akmg out the famlly dynamncs sessions; and expanding - the stress management component to 'try to show
more impact in that area. Also, our process observations show that meither the stress management nor ‘the

"

mterpersonal SklllS sessions: aT‘e impﬂ’nented in the way‘t‘e intended." . L A .;,

-
,

P

h g "How s0?" asks Ron. . o : B L _ N
. L B , = : &
"Well, both components are suppos d; to be bufﬁ around behavxorai exercises. For éxample, the sgtress .
management - sessions were to include the'actual practice of Telaxatien techniques by the students, and the
interpersonal skills sessions were to be based on Several role-playing@xercises. In fact, we foung that most .«

‘of the sessions were of the lecttire-dlsctissmn varlety—the students oftem appeared bored_and’ dlstracted. (,,I .
thmk that's one of the reasons We didn't have as much unpact on outcome measures as we'd hoped." . ".x» T
al

. - o I 7' A ' ) i
t

S _ L

ailv measurmg the Qrogram as it was 1 ~to be.
. ma or

Instead you Were measuri’ng,

problen’ts, eh Jlm"" : v _ )

 “"Yes; I'guless yoh j ax t,het,-d After we pilot tsstsd,yqur,lat,ez‘zleﬂ,lnsttl}merjtr@cn,\gﬂd Ywelr /7
for the most part; by t —-|t became clegr tMat, at least at this point, our staff just didn't ha time 9
to devote to’the, mterv ews—at least: to do them Wlth the depth and eqith:.we thought was require R
S S , L S
"Threw in the towel, huh?" Ron laughs. /} B : L &\/' ‘ x . . q‘ e
Ny 4 . p -

o "Noi really' We're not qulte ready to abandon the outcome evalﬁ:a l% In/fa/ci lf we get the grar}t
we've applied for, we'll add & counselor, then we should have the’ tlme to do the-nutcome bveuuatron Erns o

coming year. So we're hangm' in theret" . -
_ "Well, I' thlnk you made the wise decision: ii‘s iﬁtéf-és Eﬁiﬁﬁé gaaé iﬁiﬁé Eéppéﬁé& iﬁ ihécﬁiﬁRN

c§§e study, but pro@ly just to cut down space. Our ‘m t,we 1§ _diffe f t. ‘ngg;tbund out, throl.‘giﬁ pllot

- g A e } . ’ =
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evaluation 2

D "Yes. That's gome;
- and document the dally flow

C b

mbers ip lists on a map’ and 7fougd outNthat we haven't

t nearthere—so we've started a recruiting driye in that

been attract'mg kids fro

area. -We've pitked up some kids from._ there in the past cbuple of months. Also: an- anal_szxs of our dily

sign-in sheets showed a huge number of Kic ho were dropping by the center, but who weren't members of - o
any organized actmtxes. That's OK, of course, but we're trying novjjtb persuade S0 f them to get more ,
mvolved We ve plotted that Qn a map, too; twhelp us focus our eneugles "o L ;T

"

_ ,A-.’/ A sal -~ A, 4,7"1 .
. e;lEhat's reat. -;;g;llke the idea of ‘the map—graphncal d lays aren't use . uently enough. ’l‘he'y dgn " .

- also hélp ye u-to getf"i’hto the data and explore its meamng,@often produc a *'D rmatxon you Weren't lookmg
for When you started out. o - S w ;

i PV »
,‘.4,5 {

"Was there any reslstance to the data collectxon on
N e

S , "Both " Jim answers Ron with a laug i, ! " but only in the Qeglnmng After he first couple of weeks or so, :‘
2 theg all settledinto the routlne pretty weﬁ J : S :

’\'a 4 " L . . :',
"Well, I'm glad to hear 1t. Good lucR on the grant moL - ) ’ . b
oo o . . e C ” .
"’I‘hanks I'm sure we'll need,. 1t'" g y — . L L e R ©
O - . - . ‘ &G&) )
"Now;" Rop asks Donna. "HOW are you plﬁﬁﬁlﬁg to utilize this inforﬁatioj;égéf'ﬁiiﬁyw LR ';“}
L St
Jmfr, as you kniow, we're putting.together a comprehensxve*l’éﬁbrt on oth eval:uatwns. Thxs will be
sent to the State and the United Way-—our majﬁr funding ggencies;" RN E .
; —— e T < kN T ‘5’, SO
SR '.;:‘.'- & : »' o e . '"7, L
, ‘ e TEC LT 0N e e «#
- at's: & Lw-e ve pIanned . . ‘;, R “ ) B o ," ’.; :

rs. Flrst, l thlnk.y i ft)uld dgvelop a condenseﬁxecupve sﬂmmarﬁ'of your

¢ schools anfl ofpegy¥iio, may be interested jh_your indings—such as the 5 -
. r thi I ’ot§,report. Second, I think you should send -
it _Jocal organjzations and pogemkia] funders.. Don't forget thd® eadh

‘mayor's ofﬁeeﬂaut who don'f
. thesé findifigs_ to -other rele
organization rfhy be_int
hear more about the Y
your imfct so far-

arrange to make s}ome-pers

na dnfferent aspect of the evakation. Siﬂllgle/ fol“examplepnixghﬁant to,
rocess and its’ evaluation;’ the m ayor’s office may be more concernéd withs

you've, done - tosimprove the pr tam. In addition tg, sen_dmg them

[\ - -t

gzl prééefliatnoﬁs as vgfll. I thmk theéy ﬁave more xmpact." ‘
DT

"Ihose al‘% l Ood lde&s Roﬁr NO’ 2 'we can flnd the tlm% LEEN .7 . nna adds l'l.iqf ‘ , ‘» ) ‘i.'v
g ’ 3 . -
. _ — \; \ - “ 2 L

’"ratﬁla.ted Domg program :

i s
ys em&atxcal\ias Jiﬂ?me and Jim nod mag’reem

“than. hshought it would be.”

undersﬂﬁd. Look,, ot
eval_ ation E no ea§§ task:"

[ ,7 7777777777 & s BN : 3 g
It trange gﬁ that's the 1ca1 responSe l she'ar from p'ogra;{ns afte—@e cqgnmgie T
evaluatnon. Wﬂ‘&bly it has m%re utiity than they thought 1t would." o o
. ( - ' AL
= “’Thank you for your asms(t e, Ron," says Donn@\;}’o 'v eally been a help to, us Q0 o ; ~ i
N B ¥, — i bl I
\"Glad to dpiit . - 3 o - U n > '
;..' T “ - : oA
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. © Pamela Rayeri. &E& C;nnamo?’ Bend Ui‘iified

. School Distriet. 3 Cﬁ B .
o Lacey Strait. Cinnamon Bend Schooi Biétrict deputy superintendéﬁ- for urriculuni N 3 N
o ; Cénrad, Bizér. A local gvajuation” cotisultaw; referréd to: the District by NQERN in Fesponse to a’ . P
.request for gssistance:» | _° fo - ‘

. .0 Rllen Compass A second evaluation consultant referred by NPERh}, and a colﬁagu 61‘ S

First ﬁiscuss10n. ‘A bright, ci‘ﬁ day n lhte faﬂ Gom'ad Sizer and Allen Com ave just entered the
””” | Raven afe seated around.a circular table.. éy fise and Bhake the ¥
¥y Sizer, declined by"Compass) trade a féw eomments about

pencils and pads. - A tense: silence threate‘ns to setfle: Somé ~a
throats cle?;% Then, as it it uere gxpecte ¢he discussmn begins. S _ PR , '
‘/ . . N . ¥ .
i

\ Strait. We asked you fotks to. comg to this meeting, so. i guess n gtart it o,ff no 3 A K g . '

-

Compa,__" Sounds reasonable. v : :,—;_‘ R j’; i ST R

- - ’ . € Ry Yt . ;A
onei Dr. Sizer Pam Raven here has dev
m. 'It's intended to be a sort of indirect
by adolescents, but it seems to havg aot of other things going for it, too. It

‘ \' -a_year now; nun by several teachers in two Schools.  The ‘progrdm’is really

wg W@ Cooperate a Pr ess Project, or CAPP, by the way In fact, juSta?out _e\?

Strait. As 'I think I old you‘ on the ph

A ‘love it,\Ehé Kk  it; «ﬁndﬁarqnts"iove it . " S i Z» APURRE .@’
Sizer. ‘Wait a. minute. Do you meﬁ?i tﬁ say at~ the 's z who does;? love it" It‘that’s the caﬁﬁ,z this -
mus‘t really be a first in education' R Y oy e
¥ & - s i
Straj Oh, of course ﬁere were d few parents who didmwahﬁthétz Rid§ ;o he e
) fringe groups who have complainedia few -letterg}o editors "tyfnew o e
RS compared to mgst of the new programs wege tried, there haﬁnt re:gy been much. crjicism.f spite '

the factthat everyone likes the progra

7. Edacation meeting last month Wltg
eache imngjundsmouid”b aiﬁ next fiscal y ar, *7

us out of the biue that all specia
they announced .thel: jintent
(a)mmce therﬂjust” side

n, our school district isina tundi‘r'i'g crunch!’ _15 ent to g/B of
1» expecting to request. ‘more money for expafision, and they told f

"L’ . \‘_/ 0 - v

'Si Hmm . -t 'P* o
'\E,l _ x 7 w
* Ra Yes, we got a reprieyea. Rath ting us iﬁiﬁiédiatEiii, Dr. Strait @a*’
: nsider continuation onlyy at program works. -

: ! 1\ -
Sizer: &{”it looks hke we know w'o we ar evainating f&. Not?e qdest’i't(in
. ""works?" -~

’ed about showmg that it prevents substance abtJSe and o l

L b

Stmit. I got ar m elf sinde we know the program %
got angry ": 3 progrs 7g

iré the program is wﬁrﬁi

S kids are g?rmg '

' Sizer. But how \Fyou be

: % their fgées, talk to them a little - I 1 :
S‘ zer: i—la\? you‘done the sﬁhg thlng'Sﬁfiﬁ ki'd§ ’ i’a’ss’ésj:"

aven: Ayg ave to do Is lotik at t the clkes, look at how th

t areni't in-the program/i\\
‘- 3 ’s ~: 7 I o < ” '71 : \ - - P (R - * )
Q - =t e - T P N Qﬂ B A oo ., - -
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™ .

A

Raven: .Welk hot as much, I suppose. E@ L still know, L : .
Strait: Thns is turnmg into a’ debate ‘abott the need for-“outcome -evaluation; whlch is. ; all very interestlng', but
is not _what we're heie for today. If;we want to contihue; we've got to evaluate the program, So we may
s well start with_ ghe assumptlon that that's what we're going to do. ) » / : i &
17;" P Ll ’ N ¢ -
Sizer: That's a perfedtly g'od'& re{son to hgye an eﬁ]uation. In fact, most eval\xatlong 7have survwa}fag at
. least a partial motive. I think theré's a -positive value in-doingd careful and controlled gvaluation—
VL sometlmq; in conjunction with a’ sfmu&n“ﬁeous collection of subjective imﬁessxons of sensitive
, observers partlcipants, and so'on., S T : ﬁ . : .
- Qrt ot' tﬁie praéééé evaluatxon that ashould natnrally accompany thh outcome
. N/. ] ?. ocb . N E ] ) . ;,
Sizer: Yes, it is, but that‘s closer to th!v-i&nd jectlve evaluatiop they've a‘h'eaay dont. and P was;
to draw a dlstlnctlon. . . o e
(A brief snlence ensués. ’I‘hose with coffee sip ) _i . :,_ X ‘. ," L L : o’%

’.“;Compass‘ You know, e just reallzed somethlng I den't really kuow wﬁt we're t:alking about'f’Were p
. supposed to be discussing the ‘evaluation of a program, but the only.thing I“know about it is_ t wé .l

dlscussed on the phone. Po you think we couid hear a descriptlon et'rxt‘P o E : B

‘- . N Iy . . AR

» .
Stralt Yes. that's hdw I mterfded to start, but We seem ‘to have gotten sidetracked‘ Pamela, since you

developed the program and know the most aboutltr,why don't you glve a brjef descrlptlon of it?

1: . I'd be_ | 13 ques’txon Weli, the
proyect got started out of dissatisfaction with some of the other a el Fug prevention with.: " -
" adolescents and pre-adolescerits.. So lﬁany programs have tried to approacdh thesprt head-on, vglgfj, . '{)}\‘
" horror stories, rewards—the kids often see tlfem as bribes—or large dpses :

Raven: .- I'd be glad to. (Looks at visit tors:) i’lease interrupt me whenever yon:fia

N It
, from watching: some of the programs in pperation and froni talking t 1é of the kids; that these )
r‘ect approachgs made’ the klgds resistant; suspicious; and negamw& They saw .it as propaganda _being f" .
orced on tier by narrowmjinded adults. +Sg, I thought a more jndirdct-approach’ might yvork betters - Iri :
thlnkmg about an indirect approach, it seemed to me. trgt msteac?of focusing, on drug us r se; oty

"even on attitudes specifically about drug iise; it might be better to Jocus on_some of the ps hological ", "~
factors ‘which seefa to. predispoge kids toward. .using drugs—if ‘my reading of ‘the research li erature
. _,ci;rect-thmgs like low setf—es%em,
. control;® andathe . “Th > ideg; ‘then,;
" effects.on thege! d;s of s things fairly d

eelings of personal control over_the environmént; low. self- .~
8-10', develop a gchool pragram whlch would have me eangngful '
_the: gctly, angd wou theﬁ mﬂuence drug use aind drug ﬁ(}zudc‘s’7

.Ughﬁyiuencj theswch_‘Tglcal factors. o d.‘, _ R N ;;

lxke‘)your thinking, but that. doesn't seem like a v
yo,u call them, sound hke th &

._-

Raven} 7V§’eﬁll fggs}, thank
' . ‘at first,. vghen § saw—w

"Lacey-~ s,hov\f. g ‘'some descrlptlons of "é,ooperatlve leé
-. classrooms segrbgated classroa ahd classrooms with andlcapped or Umainstregmed" chil

- _have shown-**éﬁééfs on some of very same variables that have been found related fo—drug use in -
g Wi ado 1éscents and preadolest nts _to see if"

;ladolescents. S6;"it Seemed like it might be worth trying witH adolescents and preadolescents ) set
it did have some effects ‘on drug use and drug attltudes. e~ worked up g program and got so@

r_the comp‘hment. As for yof r

ch psychological factors had bee found to be_ related to_drug use,
ning 'grqoups.". They've been used. !h i

' ,teﬁers to try |t in two schools, as hacey said. .,
v

fCompass- -What do. these coopefﬁ}@ups do?: Ho}"

o ;
. ,"e Use the same curric 1lum as the Teglil
by‘theriSelves afff mayb® competing wit

it therfiSelves affd ma mse, ete:; we try to set it™p 8o
that they benefit from each gther's lgarmng.- We use a method c”' "Jlgsaw,'J 'developed by Elliott
. _It's caled Jigsaw bec ’ hich are fltted
the Kids in a group. Say. the class s « ring & unit on t e Clvil War.

ifto siNg ngronpz and- you divide the Civil War Feadings into gix sections: f'";member of each'
. oul} is PEsponsible for. learnmg.one of the" th and then, teagbing that se to all'the other
~ members of Nat group’ Before;teachmg t%e*s ito the other : mbel Te kids-from each'®

R * - 3 78 '?.J *lﬁé:’:'“- : ; . ",:.': )
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learn that material

‘ the grorqfs Who have the ‘same_ g ctnons to teach get together and lTelp each other

“and decide on the best ways to teach it to the other Y . Eac smber_of the group
- becomes responsible for the learning of all of the mem . Th gets graded asa’
- whole on that unit of the curriculum; so.no one individue - ‘the group’ members
learn the material well:' Aside from learning the. eurriculum very - wé ' ch shown to have :
' pﬁwe effects on academic achievement—kids in these classes lea ~to n fo_the needs of -
r r kids, to adjust their teaching so that each of ‘the othérs masters_ rntobg "~ -
g concerned about other people, and they learn that they can really make a sxgmfncant‘con-trlbutnon toLthe

welfare of evei‘yorle tﬁthe graup. _ This helps them to feel better about themSeIVes. If you watch a class ;
* that's going well, you can see this happenitGg!;, - . ) ‘

A-, .
S—

. szer. tWeil, we \Lan't use g’radeﬂas a measure; since the klds are graded by t;ﬁelr own' teachers.. Uo you use -

b

standarqized réadmess or achievement tests? S e e . I B
ot - )

Raven:- Sure. Every class levoi has a proad achlevement test at the beglnmﬂgL and end of ea¢h school year. : 5

- !

— T e . '..'- 3 c v

- S?;er' Where do they keep thd'sé records" , . 7 ;-_ g R ' R § P o

Strant- _Oh, ong that fancy computer' Do you knour-that" whnle they're ﬁ-ylng todcyt gac_k teachéb trﬁnmg
they re plannmg to buy an even more expensxve ong_—after only 3 year§ : ) .

P

. Sizer: What other student reeords do th’é%ep on:_t" g

Slzer- Gr_eat. That w111 cut down on data collectlon costs lf we.d'

pencﬁ’ tests“are my sto%t’rade, but behavigral megpures are’ usually the best, broﬁded they éﬁi L
.directly relateg,to the ob) es. TBe standaﬁed testsishould.be good measures o[ academie chaﬁd&
- Absences havet been shown to be assbciated WREH substance abuse and; in fact, -} host of delmquent .

_ beha\nors. .Dlsclpllnary a'ctlons speak for themselves: . , L

RS gl '
Sttplt. We've got»t‘o be concerned w|th cost, because the board won't glve us any extra money for the :
evaluathat’s ‘one o£ the reasons we called ¥ KA - . , -

C&ags* We'll keep that paramouht when we dev;li
_tosee, one$$ these classes operating Are any of th

Slzer- I‘d llke to see one, too.

o .

B

Raveuﬂg Yes; th@e are. severa:t, and you'd be‘ most welcome tg come and insit
- ‘-'. . 7’7’7 ks ™' L;\T;——‘ ' -/ _ L .7,\,
Strant- Befo'Fe we set up an speclfic VlSltS, W)}Qomuéomments on whetﬁer or not the: prog?% 'be

evaluated.' Fo - R (T s 5, TR

'ﬁﬁ/r- It seems to | e, from what ve heard so.far, that a

gle evaluation desngn co%ﬁe devel‘oped*
»‘ You seefn to_haye a fanrly ‘clea de& of the major;

es you are otrymg to influence, bagh directly *

# and indirect®; and at léast a.rudinientary~theoretical model that.lays ouf some of the fechanisms-of .
influence® The process ln,thgetelassrqq,,,@yn@ Jaigly well Specified Bhd_observabl&; i 'e'i P
. measures of some of the psychological factors alreduy’ exist. #'d like to see some of the class”, oms i X
*sedion before makingd final decision; but as of- rlght notw say that a decent _evaluation can: probabl o

bf developed What do you-think, Allen" ? |

Cormpass: lf.eel certa|n that a g
But fll‘st, cey._ commentf

g 5 achievement. You might be e

. continuing the prpgram next yg&e,"

some(iof the prelim; narles nowy.

> Stralt.' Well; let me make a su x estion‘, ‘then You.and Pam. can set up s e v1smssrooms in the next : Si
[ bt it for 'a while. Read some of* this_material-we've put' ‘togéther c on the . 7
Prgject (Kgnds SiZér sev. ments); discuss ¥with gach other, talk to Pam Q

-it ‘has operatecf in¢he past’year* or 8" we‘re‘ - i' -
ut it % dégfmn give P a call and let meé ow. if: youirennterested in -

on, 1f w1thaus. Meanwhlle, I'l]; go o theAyo: ! .
. ’

. o . - .
. - . N

' "ﬁi’formatlon ‘about- the p




]

o Slzer nght A S : ' : 7
Compass. Sounds good ) X;_.‘"_. . .. - . : gj_ | . | . ] - : '7 g co >
- . oy o ;

‘Second Discussion. A du 1, cald 'day in early wmter The'same four’ people are sitting around an oblong
table in a meeting room jn’ th‘ié avaluators' offices at the umverslty. Tables around the sides of the room -are
g plled neatly with s(acks of computer prmtouts. , o . . : « .

IS

3Stra1t..-_l, you know, the board approved’ our contlnuatlg" \based on our summary of the llterature on

- academic achievement, but-we stlll have*to show that it wbrks here.” So let's look at the evaluation
draft: You folks really did a nfde—and, what's even bétser—a quick job developmg the draft of the

» B =t

evaluation plan._ I want to_say I'm really glad you decided to take this on. I think w,ke going to work

. well together. ‘Pamela and I do have some guestions*about a nun;bgr of polnts 1n your plan, so maybe we

" can just go through them. My first-question is: thlS. why on esith do you have those observers in there"
) f-lt's gou}g_'to disrupt. the classrooms! d R ) oo

. L . S o S BT
Raven. Lacey, please' Calm down.. . _3 - I F . g )
. ‘ ' - . &~ -L

Sizer: Well there are a lot of things we need tqlook at. We need o look at the psychologlcal ch nge and
~ academic achievemerit that.are considered the most d|rect ‘outéories of the program, and we nged. to

" look at the more direc Sy preventlonhrel&ted varlables. And, fmally, we- have to see what's tuaﬂ
gomg on in the classroo > :

T,

~ Stralt. ‘Yes, tiht the number ot‘ hours of; ob§ervat|on you're callmg for is gomg td/ wceck the prog'ram. The i
teachers won't stand for |t. _ N : e e i ' .
: N - TE R R T v
' Ra@en gi afrmd I ag'ree w1th thet._ Remember, wa have two major 1nterests. We want to get some ideas -
about the psychologlcal processes being- affected, but"we also have to satlsfy fhe board, just to Reep the .
pro;ect gomg. ST ) o - . v s ﬁ-‘:; R
Sizer: But don't you want to know, in_ some really well—dooumented sense;’ wheth&&t"s hav; ng ;zhe effg\'st 7
* .you think it has? AhRd if it is efSéctgve, arztt you fsinterested in having it adopted Y ’oiher},school -
dlstrlcts" S 3° o i h K . . BN
. .. : NPREI ' o
; ¥ 7,;3
Raven: Well, of course; but— ERERER . E : 3
. R A A | L 2 .
v VS|zer'7” ' 8y K y‘ the most re oﬁsxﬁblgﬁvgaﬁyﬂto;,gei the prOJect firs wn, and later :fj )

Y e

] Aat 'say this fadon't think the hlstory of educatlonal fads, bears out 'f hat you say; except’ g E
i ""responsrble" p mean a}g@,of thlngs" have been ta;ken on. w1tho ,ny reﬂ &vldence at all, ‘

h't want thrs @,‘I‘g,,t pecome a:fad.

to be fairly well umQerstood, then‘it shy
ted, at lea‘étav@fy w1dely, no matter‘ ho

,cou e, but §urelg \we

ons- or xis ffects seet

uldn'i\é ad

— 4

GWN 1o be ffect‘lve, {‘
e adopted. “Short of - -
jctive and mtrlgmng

nd out the )
t the amount -

e @ fad—ln o e'

next. We it to be "sqlid," and if it taRes tlght

Raven: Actuaily; } hlnk l agreé mth you: We dbntt 7
‘ Qf_ set ’tlon Stlll bother?me. S '

we have to ass
- stage, bu&we'l}

.-

oo

At mﬁt l“l"’to d'raw the desxgn out so they “Can T




) i . A Sl ) - = :

- . . ) ’\ « . oo 5 R - ) i )
- . - o, R - N - L
. . _ . . L A3 . . - %
+ . B Nes o L A S, v L ) [ 7;

RavL% Ihopeitwmhelw-g o ' : "L AR "':_‘ . U ',’:_T

Sizer: &{, what =We have is called a?x 2 X 2 X z fact jal design, that is mth 2 sz:hools, 2 grades (mth 8

classes in eacﬁl 2 tracks and 2 teachmg methods .l‘: this (gomk’to the blackboérd) L «

£

L e
ooy “'

‘Sehools:

aas Y

(€ for Contro}f. <There are 32_clasdes iif all;
#  School A has elght fifth grade classes.and eig
—. and four of each are.in; the law tr

< weicah ran ly select two of the Iour c

’I'he row of bax%;epresent the: actual cla

~ _a ; it's as, tight as we can make it gwen the overall situa
N chtrack—grade-school ¢ombination, and 32 claSSe
-more elegant. 5

é‘verall, but the p.@gra R

e —

e and. est the ¢

nse to your sqeond quitlon, 1o vule out -otl
classesLWe have tg meas

s,
ifferencedbétween the~two school$if the atrm mosphere @ /o env1ron§.eiirt di
proposed design;-we can also see if Jigsaw seems to work with one grade or track betfer t an the other. °

' f M we just lumped™all the classes together and selected half to get ngsaw, we might just E@ertan’t&

‘effects canceling each-ether out in the data, showing I‘\‘Foveralf effect and have no way~ of’breaklng thS

. resul'ts down. : - P _,/_ : i
\ - . ~ N ¢
ra? Weﬁ, 1 have ?earer pmturer the random aﬁﬁiﬁeﬁt, but I¢ 1ll have a quest . Isn't the puppose ; *
of ,ndoﬁg jignient_to make the experimental and control grot (3 Ybijr experipiental .
~'de y Galls for” two testing pesiods du ing the year. -Ag ' retests in\the fall and & set of ct
pring it if-the randoﬁ assignment-ha¥ made’ fB two .groug > ’u1 yalent at the
e ‘experi ,ental ‘year; why can't éhe testm‘, simply~he 7 ed-to the Xgri ’g (or pos_t) L

< -

T

the fll‘St place, ’just domg the random’asagnments 1sn't Y{u the data t'q T
in an jent has actually resulted fn‘equipalent gf ththe start of the
nd ¢he characteristics whic 'you mostawant to be. eqmvale it at the staM ar the ones you'l‘e/

to hange——the very thuiﬁ’s you measure; as the’ ﬁjor utqome bles. Whlle th%t's Tsufficie

BT S N

Me




* ?()“ - T I i » ; - - PR
. S n » )
‘ T emg e 0% kel 3 ‘ -
X reasqn, the “Hir iatoanre | taliing about random assigament of classrooms, rather than individuals,
_—Thakes-assessir} ' ablgs:dt Wi start of the jtgdy%n more jmportant. We're talking about a
-rglatively sma : l'and"16 coqt’rgl,jliljijﬂlj, even though our major

alyses:will involve group-level agg'regatlons. 1t's

essential -to .detl ¢ eiss ’éiiiﬁiiient 1o }eaching' methods has re?ultea in__
* equival = , R
TSRS O ’ﬁ Do
traxt. l!‘hats very conv ‘o’g\%t.‘ ;- . .
“ Raven: 1 have a diffe rent i Jestivn. ifguess1 have a kxnd/ of ptoprietary interest in thg:prgggqm: *

Oh, other pgople .- ve wopkéd on it with me; but,well; it really was my_ idea.\* Anyway, ‘we have
~ . carefully coﬂstructed fout: of several elements which fit together just so. And Iget the feeling that

" ... this_ evaluation s loo %-one piece; then another pie@-—sort of pumng thgai win but and looking at. .-
'them one at a time. J, jui 7jl3ndgr hqw it's % ng_to arrive at'a picture of the whole thing—it's an *™: -
organic_system,; not just the: of its parts. fhink you're planning to look at the parts--the 1nd1viduai L
‘pieces, btﬂnoﬂ at the whole. . : C

. i
N .

d it's' one l s&mgathize ith. I'do £hink we have a wag,of getting at =

. a bit underplayed_in the proposal draft—you may not have’

‘We have two ways ofghandling it; one more quantitative and one more qualitative. -
ygggyf-althouglj we'plin to measure a number of variables individually and one at &

e;Iiiiiiied to looking at them individually, at least not all .of the analyses.

stica "f JUALL

-the complexity,,we recomme
r§ -will 'go m

_procedures to @de\ ntify patternd of variables. That i§J

_of the program “and the program’'s effé¢ Buti:
Nsensitive

elnssroom observation. A number.:
the classroom& and observe the general aspects ~t jeir social

tterns, ¢te.Nnitially, these analyses will be done in ently of

i nalys ter, the two Sets of analyses will be looked at together.® We expect
w the quahtatt & analy%é will help add

. ¢ that the "qualitativé "analys€s will help adc lesh to the Quantitative ones, help us in their

- inten tions, and elp identify new,var lqbles and new waysto investigate th?ﬁ’uantltati data. The:

’ quaptiWitive data will similarly provide emplrl Eﬁimhor;or the quglxtatlveepeculatlo . Each; we
hopd, w111 strengthen the other. ) o

Raven- _ OK; here's anothermgu on: Your proposalfstr Sges gs;eq@hg the adequa’ brog'i"é'inj_i
2 .  eneral:

1mplementz;tgon,L process me. ment,gnd the hke. I\thini I understand the purp
mean, i4's nice o know that people. are running progr%m \right and all tha;f' But,

retty good ide 1t the program. and in t?aecond place, t
can do about it anyway if¢it's not being run correctly, 1s ? 2

N1

think I fave a pretty good idea about the | program

7‘(; - ;5';’5 S '\u )
it &f _prégram - -

| if you
g:’ft?e, bug ——j
m to the

v Snzer- There are both’ program gasons and eva;yatig .reas
_, implementation. You can something gbout it if-it'sTq
~I~. kpow about what's happening. Yeu may have €004 ldea ¢

1 doug a careful assessm

ng§ done right. That is,

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ut howiwell th®prograin is

need much more specific mformatlon o rglate that sense of Rnowmg the c’

"*ntltatlv ¥data, ¥ #

Fhad: a mxsconceﬁtxon. i thouéht tj@tﬁ onegouse

~ you'd be §,tii" withi what you ge, p&npnd thdt you douldn't use the r
the progrém the middledf thtwaluation. - J .

”p a formal evaluatroo o! A program,
arch results to alt’er the operation of

f§i’zer: Whét you had was only a part;al mlsconception; o °

Raven- 1 don't knqw* wha@ou: me?n, but 1t makesie feel bett(op

JO p;béeﬁ/ Lion f the prog'r leads you to believe that the lnxtiai?r

at-tw8d or three of the- progrdam. elements, even though 1 ane being im ment}?‘\veli,

1;1roi)-;->jad you should'try to restrain yourself. Making®uch changes might be good\ 1y
though it Would be difficult" to_document “that it was, short of doing a second

e W EEMTTE

T Wpuld be disastrous for the évaluation. To evaluate a program, thesprogram has to
InEBIE. .~The_process observations help. in the definition. ‘But if the program ¢ es into
/'_soméjhjng dif ferent -h yj?y_zhfough, the evaluatlon cannot clearlygenerate information about the .

prog After the éhangi istinguished from the program fbefore the change. Thu®y it would be-. iy

r ges in th fx\heyoccur in the course bf doing the evaluation,"*" -.

ﬁrogram (which would‘a be mgormed by. the . - .

. ’:,."‘ "-?g
- - ,




atlons _show that the prdgram is; th belng |mplemented as orlglnal;y

plxnned it is perfectly pernjissible tg bring this to_the attention of the program implemeénters and to °
trﬁy,;t’ et ‘it changed so that it bécomes adequately “implemented. If the program is ‘not: adequately -

But if the process 'obs

ited, it is not the program which is bemg evaluated, but a d1stort|on &t the program;,
o B
Raventg 9& ‘does that really work? Is it really ‘possible to tralq |mplementers so well that they all produce :

S r, and equally adequate, versions of the prograrg After all, people vary, their-skills vary; and
_ «their temperaments vary. It seems aimost 1mpossmle knd if it is |mp6s31ble, what does that do to youf ‘

1ittle evaluatlon-deslgns" : : : .

0 - .
. L Ty

Slzé Well, youre rlght, that can be a very serious problem. There are some ways of. I@ndhng it.: But

g before 1go. 1nto them, ‘tell-me; héw much variation do you think there is 1n the, way the teac’hers -:' i

. ~ v
i N

Raverx A great deal! All of the teachers are volunteers, of course ut even so, there are great dlfferences. .

« A few of them seem to understand the prograjph completely, are very interested in it; and da it ver
1 ry

9:°  well. Some others work really hard but, don't qmte seem to get the |dea, And others really show' a ;

, pretty low level of involvement. - N .
N N ) e ";;, ;

Sizer: Have you worked much w1th the teachers who are 1ess good at impleménting; the program" . -

Raven: Oh Yyes; at least we've trled We do ~most of our work thh the. people who want to do 1t and are= - \

willing to _work_at it, but have difflcult;es with it; With thosélWho are really not interested, there's not

much we can do,} I guess what has kept us gomg is that"the program ‘looks so nice with those teachers
who do it well. ; 3

Sizer: It's a crucial’ problem; and one of the major' uses « gprocess data, as I just_ suggestedffrsfto get
useful evidence quickly :about where and to what exte"f individual. teachers may be going wrong. Of -

course, an intensive Eltlal training mvolvmg class tryouts and frequent feedback is also essential. It's

also important for teachers to hage a say in the definition of the program—that is, io helprlfngfdfefclde the - .
best ecmc ways to |mp‘1ement the prOgram in th classrogﬁuf Po you involve teachers ;n the plannmg
Al

at al ! N . : . ,..§ ’: ._,,'& oL "7 4/, X . : ) k.. {

J—— ! Ry
xwe've had a few teacher represen atlves Work xylth us. _ The 7a7ct7ualfpart7|c'rgants get a loﬁ)f
1 ) §d in planmng

3Qcansee that it might e & good 1dea, th\gugh

7\ . 4. .v i, PN .
, 1o tw O reas |n‘th¥ flrst placel gfwgllfgr’eatlfyi ir gr%ve tﬁ:program. _
& Teachers know the I hmgs wark in it better than anyorje else. . You'll find 5
that they. have a1t ofﬂ(isef lgde ys ta ruake the program s#orif Secondly, teachers:

~

/ﬂo havé a reai sa§ ;n deflnmg the p

’)117 lo‘gyerything they ean' t6 make. it work! Teachers #ho
yed..on them—e #f ‘they have "Volunteered"—-a ich
t- to the program.gg%ls ..

.
) @he uses of the process data. what kinds of data are you

;%-; mporfant that it'be a real Say ghdenot a token, #ill
gy

, @e}.that so”me;hlng -olgan{ialy
. more hkely to be indiffereht any’ veér

o
, Raven: ’Iﬁ\fatfmalfes sensg-%ef\g‘;?b E&
o tﬁlkmg about? t s . ¥ “K{

_ Y . !
szer &}eye@l [qn’ ‘,dm, it's important 4o emphaslze that all of the data will be 3
gt ‘confiden level..\And the teachers must be T
v ";é < have ‘tﬁ make: ‘teachers. Now, all of
2y t’is.done by the trainers. By th

R the program shouB:look when ideal}
lteactters gointo the ‘classrooms withithe

- 7:  trfiners mGsy make f i 1 tMmmms ag the tquchers attempt to iMplemSpt gle® -
A @ ia8 ' : ‘ ; d&aék wu;g&e fairly infénmal observation, although —
, . Yol 3¢ aid, it Band to_riak® '




" Raven: All that is ifmpressxve, and l}ahisfeefthaft you've reallylthought about |t, but after all the traming, all
‘ _the 'visits; andsall the feedback, there are still going to be dxfferences m\the way dlfférent teachers do
the program. > e S S e .- - ! ;o . , L e \

—ls - rl
" >

Snzer .. I'm sure theri wnll, ﬁo, but i hope that after all. the trammg, yxsxts,. and so on, at leaSt the

dlfference§ will be in_.a. falrly,@arrow range._ Don't forget; the process, data will have An- unportant
résearch function, as well as the prograi quality control function. Ih the first place, it

;”  _  document fairly rlgorously exactly what the program was, 8s delivered. Bu
* differences do “occur; we will be able to see what oflngs ]
lmglementatlon Have on the measured program outeomes Mg

n’program. ~%
Fideht give some :imt!al\evfdence about’
4‘7 e prgg'ram %re more important than

whether; some elements (partlcular teacher s‘lrnlls, for 4

Strait: I'd like to heaf'-tioré"'* olre g tp dea} with teacherfsfwho t.hmk‘yo iy eva {
them, or that som ‘ _ ta for that pﬁrpoge. I mean, you're gomg analyze data, =
~~ i write.reports,.pul {if 1 know you guys). How will teacﬁ'érs*know that theffeddata won't be:

" identifiable?, Can 'nonymous when you collée@i_;?-‘- :

-

ous. For one thmg, we want the tramers ‘to

Slzer No, we can'tl\malé Have: aGCess to lt, as,i@ald
gram _delivery where it is needed. Begides that,)

TR to help them improve
" analysis; we'll need to B
‘;But the: LQe ity of the tea

tigaf badls;, in’ terms off re

1t 1S ne forepurposes of the data
the different kinds of data that come from the saffie class.

away by any of the reports: Results wili’be reported on
ablest

opshiips: | bles; ‘in "terms_6f tha performange of

eachers. &tfﬂ at somx level, the teachers wxll e to”t st us:, We'll have their data; we'll
S that it .won't be used'z‘\qr ,evqluatlon and it won't be revealed. 1 hope that we'll be able to -

> estab lsh good euough relatlonshl RS *1th thetn smthat they 1ll belleve us and feel Secure and safe wnth

R : . - T
2 ] .
T : - . X e » :

Raven‘ I think most of the teachers. wrll accept that, lf y’ou'es §bl|sh a really good rapport. But I’d uke to .

v get back to the pracess data afid analyses for a minute. You've mentloned two uses t‘or lg.‘ Are there

P I D T .

any others" What beneflts will there be ta the brogram" I ORI

TER

-4+ Jused to determine the” effectiveness of the program is a benefit. Not only will it give an
& s VQluatloE)of the effects of the pmgri?'n (in combination with theother data we'll get), but it wil
g -gome objective evidente .abgt_program component® which _might, need changmg OR possibly ehm' ,

'1 The datd w:ll bg useful m otheg wbrds, for making revisxo'ns and 1mprove?n§nts in ‘t’he pmram. 3

T 3
Slzer. Well I thmk both of those uses wxll benefit the program. ‘Producmg data for analyseswhlch gnll be

ite. Do’ you realfly thlfﬂc your Etg_,ysesﬂwul pe/gopﬁefgulcﬁly« gq@ugh s0 that we'll be able. to use the
to justify ué,-ontmuméxthe progegin? I've. ﬁxd exper{ence thh program ewaluatxons befare, aml gettmg
results out of those folks takes. Torever! .t ‘. SR .y e
* Sizéry’ "ell, it's hard to ma'fce gﬁ?ﬁé that invoive thi ’_Wyoﬁ: dm'f, hime qomplete’jgohtrql. ggerf(fhike “‘ ’
- computer. crashies), but-we'll certaifily 'try. ‘We usually gry -to. se our wark, so that we gét .so
overalt results (quite quipkly (startmg with tie-purely’ dg\sgrlptlg’patal and move %ter tg the rpore y

" fme-gramed an aetalled yses. o r o ) e " ¥
S i &% N b R %» J 7-.%; o MR i
Straltu Wh?én fsee it, I belz’eve ite Spe’ ng of the-¥ata,\though; there are s ”’ffhons anut that that/ -

‘ ‘e .

—ys—g

we ought to-taik about.ig oing t Jutinidn ag ot of, informagiog about thls prog'ram' :
fow is that information gding toibe;used" ‘ J ANy T . .

bly othef audience h results co¥é

a be em



Strait: ; Now wait a mmute You're ";'_‘ﬂ*!il q& X r re going to be in compl Fo dontrol of, whal's ‘sa -
whom. Don't forget this is our prograur™Wou're Nst ‘being called in_to do tfe e evaluation. Sol th{nk we' &Y
shoulq have fmal say 3ri all matters concer mg inte pret*&ttpn and dlSSemmatlon. )

Sizer: Ican't agree wdh that. My assumptlon has bee’ that we woqld determlne thﬁefcpgtfer;tfpf gilgeports N
that describe the evaluation, and that you wou d detdrmme the zontg 4t:iturepm'ts that present or; i
describe the program( Reports that-do both weé couid, prk on .oy ny

,,,,,,,,

' .evaluation repoft will heed to have. at least a briel de
approval for the poi'tlon of an evaluatlon whlch desc b’

am). Or, we fould get ¥

eeY operation and goals. But thé B
By ¥rrésponsibility and must be under 7

our control. : _ . ] & : LD
. -}‘ . e .

L e 2
e

-

' Raven: That sounds’ re asona le to.me:

ﬁn’t think it looks good when a program appears to be
evaluating itSelf~ 'Results are more conMirieifig and . .credible (especially positive results) when. tf

evaluation lS fiearly seen to have been doni ,ﬁ'ld reported by some independent g‘roup.

7Stra1t You've got_a p‘omt there. Not a good”one‘ but.p pomt, it thosé are the only condltlons under whlch '
yqu'll take on\hns-job I guess we'II have to go along w1th it; but frankiy, it makes me a little nervous.’

- - -

Snzer and Compass‘ @hy’ ' » e . .-\' & < T S " .- -,,’f'

K \ C o ‘o

there are datfeirent*wayﬁvof Iookmg at: th g§. You don't know" the ins and oyts, -

xons, the specitif. catchWards-that are boung to set 6ff one pr another community .
%TZ'EU" to review any

d want to have the-chance (and maybe this should be 1o
reports you prepare anf}/(o maRe suggestlons about wordmgs, emphases, and the li

7

*

. A 4{' RS
[ can and even welcome it (smce you do have such extensxve knowled e of your school
dlstrmt and your & co unity), as long.as it- is understood that any‘conxments or suggestions are advisoiy :
and not mandatory. -W& would certainly considef any of your suggestions very carefully and,fserig@lﬁsly*,
and would probably acGept most

éiZer Ican agree to that

ept_ hem, but L dgn't want to be bound to that beforehany. There's X1

addltlonal mechamsm ould use. I quad ariy dxs&iiéém@ you cou)g Elc
as an‘addendum 'to%ny o the reports. _

, .Stranﬁ 'ﬂfdoesn't compietely -‘{?lsfy ‘me, but g\ K% 77777
1 = 7 A p g o, |

. Snzm‘f What%bout |t'7 }‘/'" \j\ ':‘
‘ A Pfe@'j M !hes%f/ap{y reportg ‘l th

s
i Pl H i
Caeee
Y L

¥ ; quld take on the jobof -

'Stralt Well smce you're g

,O‘.,

O\ [ a e
\ - M

' -Slzér\ We should do" that t ether. I!Iﬁ( sﬁm{ld declde, }alrly Y ly ol ’ Iythow nft ﬁyf_rep’orté—ﬁ"e,t
ant toshave; direct T 1N —prepared‘at which 0 e ~We ' \y‘ Gis 1gpg Before -
there pre any r&Sults.”Th 1 ? ug!ienc declded

. 7; on earlgqrfﬂo ma}er h_ow )
- steaits ;;Chﬁt'S.'éj%gght iR priniciple, b

» the 'findings Y. they're negative
Q‘t it if it doesn't teﬁ't em’

? Slzer- That,s probably try
.. select.’ Those ) —..-,-.'

4\—\

Rav;n—:’\l mk tm «:hscu sion ‘is a;::htﬁe sﬂ . SiRefa
&be gfeat! Didn

i yéu don't mmd 1d llk ~to turn €0.0

. program Hs wwvgpfen hning it so fén’;-we,h’
1 our lofig-range intent is ot ﬂuei]ée drugyse
" ",.some of thekids in the program:gome ‘questions ghout
< wowe ga{ten gome pre re-'—l W 92’7"‘:

DT - T
jA ol _ IR

o o

e ca&expeet fo“'be asking .’ C

- time to tJme' -in the past,




,,,,,,,,,, IR - L
one it, but since you'll be colledlingsmdre thorough and more systematic data, Jou .

”””” pressures everi more strongly than we have. How would you handle:that? |
Sizer:  Before we collect any data on any topic from anyone in this project—teachers, students, anyonefwe

will make it very clear that this information is confidential and will be seen onl%project staff a

one else under any circumstances. This includes parents who ask to-see data Syt their children;\ant
40 We, cah take on this projeet

teachers' who agi ':@ € dgta about their students; as well as anyome else.
only if this is undérgtbod from the start. . . : ‘
,,,,,, e T R 3 e I
Raven: Thafhs good,we agreé on that. Excépt the part about teachers seeing their students' data. " If its

N

nanincriminating material, like self-esteem scores;.feelings of personal efficacy, and the like; mightn't
it help teachers toplan' the best academic program for their studef®s if they know about some of these
characteristics? What would be the harm? o o

Sizer; .All of ‘this is personal information. It may not He incriminating, but it is pFivate.. We feel it's -
essential to assure confidentiality, both because it .incrieases the possibility. of truthful responses (since

the children can assume that no-one who knows them” ill see them), and becaugé it's a way of stowing
i'éiiiéét for the ii‘iiEg"i‘ity‘bf the individual. - . . Lo ’ ]

Strait: My; my!

' ) v 1
you. ..except... . ; R RN
SREER . ] L .

v
. . - . PR
. - . ’

Raven: 1 think I'm going™o like working :

5 ,iiéi;t.éi&séﬁt what?

. ‘Bhven: Well; we've had a pretty.in and_free-flowing program up to how. We've had some general

guidelines; but people. have do uch what they wanted; when théy whnted. Now -you're going
_ 1o _come in, make us. define the m very spécifically, determine what skills ate negded, what all -
el ents are; train ole by R A A

f people- DU ST

. i - - LT .
a_liff.ii' quite a ‘while, if you remembet; Pam. g .

< 1

: Tve been tryipg to get you to
LR il ,,,,,',,;,;ﬁ,,«;_' C B S L N S N U SR (R
i Raven:_Yes;.well it just seems the ‘whole character of the thing is going to change. We'll pgygjfg’gg rigid -

— ard\precise; we'll have to dec a set of procedires; and then not change for a.whole year. "I'm. ' §

- afraid all the fun js going to go

Wer: Just fthink of .®.ps .i‘éiéérifii’g?' d_ne ¢ .in the life of the program. Yoy have coripleted  the

@ experiiftental phase, developed so/he:procedies, 'tried apd discarded 'Some, looked at some intrigying

"} hypotfieses. dow you've reacheds point where these procedures and hypotheses caif be pyt to the test.
- To'do that properly, you have t8_ keep: gireful gontrol over the definitjom~pf the ot

: . nitjompf the glements of .the! -
3 /)"p;bgr’am; -over theé,ways in~which -theg- are /operationalized, and over

,,,,,,,,,,,, e, Ways In_ hegr / shé specifics of- their
implementation: It may- not be the $hme kind of'fun you had when you were fifst developing the igeas,
p ] r ~7 ond hunathoecoe nra urnrthliscce (€ ¢thow e MAUASE 11t ¢ tho trat * i .
and hypotheses are worthless.if they're never put to the tést..\ L

and procedures; but ideas

&.ﬁﬂven: I uriderstand that, in a Way, but/I 4an't help wo c?ﬁ'ng whether by standardizing and. routinizing the
7 procedurestatdt vverwhelming “everybody withedata™ collection; we might be stampingout the very .
& elements that may have been-most important in making the project successful (and, as I told you, I kndw
: wast)_when it was’;small nd experiméntaj—the enthusiasm, the excitemefit, the uncertainty about =~
where it Wwas leading. e ' o St a : \ﬁ

***** Well; in gisense; thosesre componefits of the program, along with specific program activities. Any .

. wilf be more @éééééfﬁi with, enthusidsm and commitment than without them? But I hobe it will = ' «
Y- PR WP - ey I e e P B e T e T B e T R A R il | Pt U kbl ) Joietet T 7Y Sl
o7 Sl ] prog@am rigorously and ecompletely without eliminating these "emotional” qualities.

' hers haye been ng this for %/,Yeﬁi'; ‘If the thing is hardled properly, there ./

xcited jas last year. I think ,?t you have
c

0 . ! 5. enthusjastic “and ?
. ‘expressed is an importént ¢dncern that we should all be aware of;apd try ib-iﬁké_éttéﬁs,i@ count act

”””””” now:{ Do you, P[h"% ‘ =

=T N e
Strait: Well, ['dgn't seem to h
Y

* e N i;"rn. - P
", Ravghe No: i

e ' a

Vi

- o R - ’\;,”” e ',',,,,‘,,,, ”:”,'7”'”7' < .
ko incorporate-ome of. the things we discussed today; andthen N
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O : g - %
Strait: S S S ;
o ST s o

o L . At R .- .
Raven: ® ‘\ T . '

Compass:

~Third /Di sion. More than a year later, lag sprlngL Conrad and Allen have ;]ust entered Lacey's
office; cg(-rymg severdigapies of the evaluatlon report-s Our four characters sit around. t;he conference

table; reddy to work.

Raven: From our, talk on_

Slzer. 6!;, let's tackle that one by tatkmg about the board's: primary ‘concern first — achlevenlgnt resu.lts.
To clarify it; I'll' make notes on the blackboard as' we" go along As you rememberfﬂe have a design

-including (writing.on thc\a board): . “ . CoNLS ’ . /
,,,,,,,,,, L) - i . . n
" Eactors - A ‘ R , R .
tactors - . _ < S

. : & 0 B S
Schools (). o e
Grades (G) v, : . _ o .

Tracks &1) RO , .
\ . ST n

Methods (M -
e g ) i \. : . 7 . .\ -‘gw
" 'So, within.each’ of two schools, We have two gradgs (¢ifth and s1xth) within- eaéﬁ grade we hgve tivo

tracﬁlgsﬁ(ﬁhlgh _and low); Withmieach track we hat'e twd methjods {Jigsaw and Wtrol).. Well; our. qum. -

is-—does Jigsaw lmbmve academic achievement? Nows thal tifjght be” the; cdse in only one schoolyoRe:
grade, of one track, or-in any 8f thé combinations of. thése,fagﬁsrs' - Our goal is to find oul statisticglly = "~

« If &ny’ of,the variation in scores can be attribited  to’ any of ‘these. Let me lay ouf the possible *
. combmatloni on. the board My la{tass cor*npels me toZuse tHe abbrevmtlons S, G, T, * hd M fgrthe~
N factm:s’ " S 3 R ;\, e g
. S . .. . ) [ - 7 ) _."- . ' .._ ) .ﬁ;' ?:4' \\ - .: - P - Vo s ]
é Effec% _. Sigﬁnirficance;' F R o . . S
o Pre—tes.t,. L L SO : - : e
5
o
but -
iMeant =~
. r
» youl
that the_ e‘ffect of the method differs betweén-the tracks, gr,gih th g 5& ;
- l;ni:gbftﬁhejflgsaw classes as a) whole alf d sig lf}pgmly fromy';
.‘? saw classes. S i i
/ o ""‘ e v

factors. ‘ So yau' an go to the@oard and'i. - 4
71|n the low. tnack’ scoréilﬁgher than 1hc;1r '

ontrol °classes.
Controls."

ngh-t

L]l
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' S - - S S N SR L

Strait: So Jigsaw improved academic achievement for the low-track classes and-didn't affect it for the high
track. ele AN L

.* - Compass: Exactly. The results for self-esteem are more straightforward.~ The only significant effect was

for method. That is; the Jigsaw classes had, overall, higher scores than The Controls. . :
- - . I3 - d

‘Strait: Regardless of the other things—er, factors?
Sizet: Yes, both the other factors and all the interactions were fot significant. So on this; you can simply

tell the board, "Jigsaw improved self-esteem." : B v o

{ " Raven: Then we should be able to satisfy the board. Even tii’g’iigii not all students improved academically as
) That's

E,!'Pé!‘l!'f?f,Eﬁf”ﬁz,sl"?i Sure.they'l] see the importance of the change in the low-track classes: That's
really exciting!' But’l don't think that the board will be impressed with improved self-esteem; even

| though we see it as being associuted with behavioral change. :

[2F Yl

‘Compass: Well; we did find one difference in actiial behaviors: When we went back to the sehicol Feccrds.
‘ and checked attendance,; tardiness, and disciplinary actions.for the last 4 years, wek found that the

Jigsaw classes had significaritly fewer digeiplinary actions this gear than'the Controls. - : .
§ﬁ-§it:/§it what about attendance arid tardiness?

LY

Sizers There were no differences in either direction for sither of those variables. So en this—
¥ . - o o ’

Raven: We'can tell the board, "Jigsaw reduced disciplinary actions.”

- Sizet: Wrong! Isaid that they had fewer-than the Controls=I didn't say that they decreased from previous

» years. In fact, they increased! But they didn't increase as much as the control classes.
» i . N

Strait: That's understandable: As students' get older, they tend to have more disciplinary actions. What
" you're saying is that Jigsaw reduced this expected increase. . : o
[y - : ¢

Sizer: Right! And that's what you can say. to iﬁé}déra. —

Compass: There's another important element to this. .Remember that we have to consider as many plausible
alternative hypotheses as we can. Let's suppose that Jigsaw teachers didn't make referrals for, the same

, @jsﬁcipliﬁﬁryp’vi-bblélﬁ’s; but instead handled them in the classroom. To consider this possibility, we also
analyzed only nonclassroom related disciplinary actions. We got the same results. And our observations

_support this.

Raven: Tell us more about the observations. We certainly got a lot of help from the immediate feedback

the observers provided on the implementation of Jigsaw. Some of the teachers improved tremendously

e in their ability to use it.

Compass: As my partner said, the observational data supported the significant quantitative findings. Buit

more than that, they've provided us with a’ wealth of information in three general areas, as they relate

to the Jigsaw-process. They are training; teacher; and student characteristics. The details are covered

in our report to you, but I should comment on the highlights: The training would probably be _enhanced

by increasing role-playing and foeusiag on teacher versus student control in_the classroom. This issue
; -seemed to underlie some of the implementation problems. In fact, several.of ‘the teachers said exar%

that to the observers: - 7
,,,,,, R ST R N
Sizer: That ties in with teacher ,éhéi-a,c,,teristics;«i might be that better training and teacher selection could

be achieved by taRing something like authoritarianism into account:’ But that's a hypothesis for future

testing. D _ oy . -

I4

Compass: Arid another 'one that really interests me is similaF. fo the question of: tracks. We kow that low-

- track classes.improved with Jigsaw compared to high-track classes. But other student characteristics.

may cause effects. What about girls compared to boys? Or, what about differences in motivation?

Sizer: It .interests me, tob; but they . would need s sizable grant to get-to that level of detail, and right now
o they just want to survive. But it is important to note that the observers saw significant differences

between Jigsaw groups even withijn the same classroom; and that one of the major comments was that

groups that had more girls seemed to function better.

: ST . 8_87 .97
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ﬂRaven- ’I‘erﬂxble, we’ dldn't eve‘ﬁ' g‘et B

- R AR S e e e S e N e T wge - .
. >N [ L . - L - four . * Yoot . & .
.- e L’~‘ . T Y. _ . LN { ” !,:? 2 ,}\,., AR Vv

- ! LY R >

St'r;ait OK, wé vhaVe the reports and" your claﬁfrcat’ions. ‘They shoulﬁ guldé us ﬁ deve ldbmg the ve’rba'.l“
‘ presentations to the bo&rd< We're ‘Feady : for tﬂe DT -: . 3'*’4»‘— -
. v‘. A " ‘ L d . oS AP e "J:

Fourth Discussxon TWO we&s 'm"tpr, Sizer and Gompass aLeplone‘in“S‘izen s oftlce dls?ussihg* Jigsaw and “*®

wondeging what happened at the Board of Edugatron meetmg ’I‘h,e pha.ne rings. * -
P PR 4- " -~
Siiéi; Helfo" . P L :“ b " N .'fg"' SR PR
i ORI B wb‘ e ' é-t ‘ .)@;’\ t e
e '42""

Raven Conrad" LT f' B i R R
- N @'-u .t . _:%“ ,'F il n’ E’)’ . . R
Slzer-‘ Yes’-Oh Bi Pam, we ve'beeli hoplng ydu'd cal} In fact M‘leﬁ ihagp%ps to be here rlgh

.* get on the other liije RS ',%.,.;
Raven: éK i.aeeys on an extenélon Her’e. éu. :
A
e PSR
Slzer' Great-—so how did |t go’ E (‘3&; ,,

.

Qe s ?"“‘d“'
SpAdp T, . - ! .- ‘w o v
s g ;{: :‘)

P uf v et -
Strait: The board presldent phoned day b;ff'oé yeste;day, éaymg theu' %udget éommlttee haé'ijil !eWec{* %
the latest fiscal year. :figures, and. there was. nq Wa& jtl!ze,y;could ebntinué outSIde teacher trﬂ
Jlgsaw or anythmg e}se;;;t"--- I R 7, - w -~§M,

ﬁaVen- I'm so depressed. I spent the Who*le déy y@terday lettmg the Jiggaw teachers know about the "
board's déeision. -

t S J i o
4\4 . . .

é‘izer Hang on a rmnute,~ Pam. I wanf to hear about that also, but rhke to know the whole story qn the
. beard flrst. . » .

- ; v . "’ : . 3
Raven nght. J‘m just stlll angry ceee . . S

v“ i “

' Stralt So .the preSIdent«sard she whs sorry but dldn't thmk theré was any pomt in makmg' a boal'd'

presentatlon if the declsmn was already made and took us off the agenda.
Compa;s. And that was ite " 7 L R ’ ° .
Raven: ' well; maybeone-or two glimmers in the gloom: ‘. . ) R
sizer: Like what? . S ~ .

;Stratt' The preS|dent said both she’ and another board member—-what's hls name, Pam"

Raven: Lengenfeld. ’

1

- o . o S - 0 g IS o
'Sti‘ait' Riéht. I éaﬁ ﬁéi?éi‘ Eéﬁiéﬁibéi‘-ﬁiiﬁ f6i‘ §6iﬁé i‘éﬁ?bﬁ Aﬁyway, §h€ ﬁifd Léiié’éﬁféli‘] hﬁi‘] bﬁtﬁ i‘éﬁi‘l tﬁé

results and might try to help tis find some outside support, foundation or whatever.

: &
— .

Raven: But tiow real can that be" - : QL

) -
Strait: Well, I'm not sure. It may just be a bone to soften the blow, but I had a feeling there may be some
real interest there——at least she talked as if she. had actually 1 read the thmg and it seemed to have

gotten her more interested. She was askmg all kinds of questlons cees

: : S : 98 ; ’

R S o . o

-



’ ) ;" o Te :;_‘*:3 o o S 3
: 4Compass H'f mm;, that’s somethlng to consnder. I'm still. reacting. rhyse}t‘ o oote When 1 thnnk of the hours wk %

'2;'{; R put into.it, to'say nothing of your tlm.e, and the teachers-—it's just disappeared downa tube . ... .
. P , .
How dn i the teachers react’ Pam9 . cl

'A‘ctu ’lly, twgf ways, whqt 1 thmk about |t—-*maybe that's the other ghmmer. Everybbdy was '
gmﬁ d; of course, but:the thing I found mterestmg ns t-'hat two of them—you remember Nancy and
roffi the B school sncth grade?

\ FECEI
e PESFwLI L. . N ‘ e L

; ﬁlzev nght—: he two who were always a!;kmg rlghteous .ﬁuestnons"about our evaluatlon deslgn. FE :
¢ '_' 'a ,.o M .

wg-—an_yway, they came to me at the end. ot‘)ﬁfe day and said they had been talking *!P?EEJE
thiere was e way the' cUrrent Jngsaw teacher gxoup could get together and do some in-house
t year. { e . REEAE ;

(fémﬁass; ’i‘hat is mtefestnrg ;/’»';:; ' o o > 3/ FE ;

N - y Lo e
Strant { wﬁat' 9 dnsagpmnt'fng to gaehs Somehow Just as the evaluation seemed. to be actually/ helping -

mcrease mterest the rug gets pulled out N ] _ \
- - . .

e ws‘ S‘l?@",‘, [ ,know. ;‘ wns. thmkmg the same thing, but maybe it's not lete loss: The two of you should be\ E

1" thinking: abput how to ﬁunld, 6rv what-the presideht and teaches®spid. . T .

- J1 4 . """

N . ‘e Ram", b

." q»fifw

me, I’am. I’m gettlng all the Jigsaw t;achers together next. week to talk athut it at‘ter I've .~
out jt. g, g

had—-and they've had~--a little more time to think a
' N

74/— 77777

3 ,'leert T&’ 1 wgnt 1o thlnk aliout it; too. Look, I'd like to talk some- more wnth you ina dasyor so, but Allen S0
and I have 5 meetmg this afternoon we have to prepare for. Could we get back to you? n,\\

I .

; ' Strant Sure. Ah, there was’ one other _thing. When the pres1dent called, she mentloned thet she dndn’t gu:.te T

understand one of- the analyses in the report, At the tiyne; I was too hot to even focus much on what she |

_was saying, but suggested she could glve one ot‘you a call;aboyt it. - ’ ¢

“

Compass- Oh, maybe stie was. really mterested—maybe(we could |nterest her m our commg in for énother ;
valuation: . . E
}e . _: - - ‘ 0l
. Slzer' Allen! One step at.a ti’m'e ‘We arid they ve both got a lot to conSIder. ft‘ she caﬁs, she calls, but: let's

sort ‘of let it sit for a. few days. ' . .s = i

2 1o - %
.

Stralt Pam, please-—l thought we agreed you'd stay ot‘t‘ that pun— - - . L, : I e L o
. .Raven: Oh, sorry. It seemed just right. Myway, we'll talk to you again in a r’s’v.aayé;' RO
-2 SO
SnZer. nght, say Thursday. ' . s e LTl
Strait: OK, We‘ﬁ call in the morningt - : 3 R ) o '
- l ;'. : i ¥
Compass: See you then—bye. ; o ~
, v p—d .- - RS2
. B . B ; . ;o
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- the-usual process of program development and evaluation. Every problem that a

_“problems are seen by each as being caused by the other: - - / .

~the prevention me

Taa .

J
a

»
h
)

;i

. about Michael Anthony fippearing at her door with a seye

.

]

.-

-

-
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ONE SUSPENSEFUL MELODRAMA - k T e
[ ' S . " ~ R ; ' -

Critical Moments in a Media Campaign Evaluation S ' oL s

~

This vighette illustrates a number of b'ri;is}éﬁi; that program decisionmakers|and evaluators encounter {n .
1 proc: ises’in the unfolding of 'this '
Even more, mary of |the

drama is shared; aithough both primary actors see each problem as their o

As the drama-starts, the-immediate problem is a'time constraint; caused by a change in the theme of

. But time Is the fundamental resource; and its limits increase the awareness

of conflicting and uncle

Characters: - SRR, \}'x e T e J : o

. b Beverly LeBeau. -The young founger. of L&éBeau Associates, a media production company specializing: -
. in public sefvice mass media campaigys, and project ‘director on the State-funded media gampaign
) for Project Straightalk; a new, three-year aleohol abuse prevention demonstration project. y -
. .o Walter Stauback. .A program evalugtion spécialist and project-director on the separate State
o contract toftondict a ‘"t,hii'df—tjﬁi'gg!' b’tjajo”n"ie and impact evaluation of Project Straightalk. T
o_ Alicg Stfback. Waiter's wife. | e : : P
- . - .. 4 ’ - . . 3
chair, saying to two of her Key

R SR S
Beverly LeBeau walked into the staff e and

taff lounge arid flopped jnto the af
people; "He didn't lo#k too i%’p'py; but I'm going $o0 meeét with him again tomorrow."
o e i ‘\ , “y L /‘ - . .

_ Beverly i, director of Project Straightalk, the Hew, highly publicized mass media campaign to prevent
aléohol abuse by teenagers. Beverly has already produced four. publi¢ seryice media campaigns, two of them °
on drug abuse prevention. She knows how to deal vg':)h the many péoplg who cdn help or hurt a project like

tion schedules.and budgets. _And she designs ef fective

Strajghtalk: She knoWs how to manage tight produdtion schedules. :
‘media products-—creative, hard-hitting spots:that grdb, thazaudience and deftly deliver the message. Beverly

messages tha®speak to people.

_strives to meet the commercial adve_'rtise;\i()n their own ground, Wiﬂih high-quality production values and

e \

- Beverlj a\fsodbndeg herself on bei# a realist. She is resigned to the fa% that public service money

coffies with many strings and that a’big part of her job is keeping hef projecth from becoming entatigled.

Straightalk is State-funded through a' cor
"medja productipn shop.” The contract r

tact between the State Alcohol and ‘Drug Abuse Agency and her

uires that deal every day with bureaucrats, advisory groups,

" evaluators, and other pains-in-the-neck. - But_knowjhg there are no "free lunches" in the public sector;

Beverly is usually“able to sthy philosophical. Some imds o gf"ﬁparticularly' frustrating day; she fantasizes
g at h hAigure check and saying, "Beverly, just go ddb it
tHe way you know™it should be-.done." Howevef, Beverly knows that the work and the ‘shackles are

inseparable:’ . .- L
SR S . o _ - e . :
” Today promised to’be one of those.bad days. Beverly Was not looking forward to- her'first major

meeting with the "outside! evaluator, Walter Stauback, since she gnd her staff had decided to change the— =

campaign theme, Like Beverly, Stauback had written'a proposalsn response to a State request for proposal
aiid had won the evaluation eontract. That cohtract. was huge, aliost half the size of the 3-year; -$950,000;

‘media contract. Because of its size, Beverly knew that the State was serious about the evaluation.

. Five.months have passed since both ;.contractséwere, awarded, and for different reasons both Lebeau and
Sthuback have been under gtress during-those months. Beverly has felt the pressure to firm up the campaign
theme so that'seriptwrifing and production can proceed.on schedule. This means constant coordination of

< ./ the cfeative process with fmarket research and the project's advisory board: The original theme; the one

~ 7 :that had been presented in the proposal and had won Beverly the contract, bombed in the early research.

-.-° Small’ -gtoups of* carefully selected teenage volunteers had been brought together to discuss the theme

4

~

s

“nAlcohol is a -drug!" ard to see rough storyboards of television spots based on the theme:. Beverly had
rug:’ oug : a on .

.

devéloped the theme: after reading surveys showing, that many young people regard alcohol, and beet in
particularfas a.natural, infigcuous, and harmless way to get high. "What's the problem? It's orly a beer,"
was thé attitude suggested by the survey data. In the proposal, Beverly had written, "Beer is regarded as the

pﬂchcucti\_(é equivalent.of a soft drink by a sizable proportion of American youth."

THe siauing Voliinteefs in the discussion groups; called focls groups, yawned¥t both thetheme and the

~

‘ Sfbi-yi;ifo_ard;s:flﬁé\tead‘o't‘ tesponding; "I didn't realize that!", the teenagers reacted with "Of course;" or "So

- -
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what"" The beer drlnRers in the groups,‘even those least experlenced just didn't belleve that they were

taking any serious risks. Their own .experience had convinced them that they could drink without

2 2R TR _ & gl L

encountering trouble. And the nondrinkers, what few there were, lready regarded alcohol as a drug; "I don't

””” \ None ‘of the kids seemed to.think tHat .

need a crutch to have a good time" was their most typical response

Beverlys theme would charige anythlng or anyone. ‘ -

e

éasgéaaé 7777 5{-66&& Barren for developing a - good ‘campaign: - So Beverly and her stajj jad _closeted

themselves for 2 days and emerged with-a new idea. There was no time or money to test the new_theme as -

the old one had bekp.tested, but Beverly had learned a lot about kids from the earlier focus groups and she

was absolutely _convinced that the _new theme would work. Besides, she and the staff had hit upon & .

tremendously excmng format for the TV spots; one that would dehver the message W|th great vnsual power.

Beverly's pro;ect officer at the State Alcohol- and Drug Abuse 7Agency‘ Molly Sorensen, hadn't b;en

‘enthusiastic about the revidions; she wasn't sure that all of the project’s goals would be directly addressed by
the new theme. Beverly persuaded her to approve the changes by polntmg ‘out tha; the progect's tnmetabie

- would have to be revised if_fiirther delays were ericountered. . Since’ the beg)nnlng, Mplly had .emphasized )

that the project ‘must produce~all the deliverables on schedule. -Beverly was even ble to persuade Molly

that another meetlng of thé adwsory panel would be an unnecessary delayy<¢he advnsor's reactlons to the

Only when she ‘had gotten Mol’ly's approval in wrltlng did Beverly call Waiter Stauback_to tell‘him that

with Beverly clarifying project objectivts, monitoring the' development of scripts,- and: discussing the

the ‘campaign's theme had been revised. Walter reacted with understandable anger—he had Sﬁent many hours.

evaluation plans to make_sure they would be.responsive: Waitex‘ was also under the gun. _He wanted the
Ppretest guestionnaire to focus upon the campalgn strategy; so a good deal of his"work thus far might need
redoing. But questxonnanres had to be delivered to the survey firm’ within 10 days. The pretest survey was

scheduled to begin in_6 weeks in both the nearby experlmental city apd the hlgh'ly similar comparlson cnty on

the other side of the State. : o Lot

As a gesture of good will; Beverly had offered to drnve the 26 mlles to Walter's offlce to explain the

.

changes and to help determine -thelr lmpllcatlons for the evaluatlon.

A few minutes |nto their meeting; Beverly realized that Stauback was threatt{mng ‘her stereotype of

evaluators. Even under the strained circumstances; Stauback laughed occasionally. He spoke English and

not just "Research." He was  trying h his best.to understand- Beverly's new |deas about the campalgn. To her

surprise; Beverly found herself enJoylng the conversation. . A
Stautgack L?!,me,sgg,lf I'\(e got tfns stralght. You're saylng that now you want to put across the message
that "Alcohol is for losers. The only way to be a winner’is by working for it." L .
. N e _4~

LeBeau. That's the basic 1dea. ) It's time to stop dapcmg around the crltlcal point.' in theé long run; the only

* ‘way to really feel good about yourself and to succeed is to work hard at the things that are important to

you. Maybe some people will say it's puritanical; but it's trye: One of the hidden -dangers -of regular
drinking is that it causes kids to waste time they could be spenéhng stretching themselves in some way.
It also undermines their ability to push themselves.. ‘And too many kids rationalize that beer is OK,

thlnklng it only has a "little" alcohol . B

Stauback: So you re prlmanly lookmg to- change kids' attltudes toward beer, especlally the|r perceptlons of

the costs of usmg 1t—costs to their _character and competence, not physnolcgical or legal costs. _At the

LeBeau: That's rlght. The message has two components. If possible; we won't just be telling them; we'll
alsofbe:shgwlngitihe’m’;ﬁ'I]\el;e'snoftfmygh7varl’at7|on7|n the way kldsget loaded; but hard work comes in
many forins. Athletics, arts, scholarships, buSiness—there’are plenty of paths for—kldsftoitake.f Showing
how:a knd can work hard ?: one of these directions will be the positive side of eacH seript. Contrasting

"kids drinking beer—cutting back and forth between the two—plts the positive

bgainst the negative: In each spot, hard-working kids grow,-$weat, hit and miss, progress, achieve

- something and feel good, *while the drinkers continue to cruise, listening to music or playing the

darcades, complacent, stagnant, fallxng behind. - i , . -
— Lo .

Stauback: You can show that in a 3§0-second spot? .’

A
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LeBeau: 1 think so. It'll be tricky and tight, but I think so. We can do it with the TV spots, not the radio
- spots. Radio requires a different approach--same message, but we will bave to tell it rather than show

e . - , -

it : . :

Stauback: What about the other objectives? What about knowledge gains? And which behavior changes are

.. you looking for now—reductions in first-time use; in experimental use, or in regular use? .
. 4 - .

LeBeaii: 1 guess we'll have the biggest effect on abstainers or kids who have just started drinking. We've
*_ read the research articles you gave us showing that kids who alreadj«drink regularly aren't influenced by

mass media: _ , P . . .
% &

Actually, Walter's questions about other project objectives’ had Surprised Beverly a bit, so_she was

. pleased that she remembered the research studies and appeared to take the question in stride. .The. truth
was that: for several days Beverly had not been thinking at all about Ychanging behavior;" or increasing

_"kriowledge," or about anything except the new campaign idea and’how to effectively translate it into TV
spots: Walter's questions about objectives had reminded Beverly of the terms of her contract with the State;
whicki specified that the media campaign was to "increase specific knowledge of the pernicious effects of

aleohol use, promote greater understanding of the risks and thereby reduce thé abuse of alcohol by young . .
people ages 12 to 18." | _ L . . -0z )

Beverly wondered for a moment whether shé could be crititized for ignoring the contractual objectivess

Legally she was covered—she had Molly Sorensen's formal signoff and had _effectively neutralized. the

.advisory panel—yet she still felt a twinge of anxiety that perhaps she had neglected or overlooked something
truly impertant. But there simply wasn't time for indecisiveness or backtracking; and the new spots wa(
going to be the best she had ever done: : :

- o . . _ _ R SN ,,,,‘,  ean-
A half-hour later, Walter Stauback decided to cut the meeting short and schedule another one with

LeBeau for the next day: Walter was upset and he needed tirme to think. With great enthiigiasmi, LeBeau had

described in detail the scripts for four different spots. LeBeau was a gifted storyteller and Walter had

appreciated the visual and dramatic impact of each script: However; LeBeau's impressive presentation did

not alleviate Walter's increasing concern; rather, it added. to his worries. Walter ceuld see that Beverly had

"invested much time and energy in the scripts and was firmly committed-to .the new concept. He could

understand how. the niew theme might be a major improvement on the old;, but from his own perspective the

theme did nothing to solve the complex, intertwined problems that plagued not only the evaluation but

the entire project: . 1 e

That night Walter asked his wife's advice; as he usually did when he was considering major decisions.

Alice was a wonderfut listener: Often she simply asked a questjon here or there and let Walter find his own

b a

solution. : — -
. ) 2 L 4 s

Walt

er: The biggest, parts of the problem are the m;r,éaiistifc; expectations and the lack_of time. First, the
State's goals for the campaign are pie-in-the-sky. Mass media campaigns do not produce major
attitudinal ¢hanges, let alone behavioral changes, The State people think that changing kids' decisions

about alcohol use. is-like changing decisions about which soap or toothpaste to buy. The media people -

do, too. Show the kids the spots a.few times and they'll straighten right up. But decisions about
whether to use aleohol are a lot more complex and hard to .influence than choosing a brand of tissue.
considerations. In the last few weeks-I've reviewed nearly a dozes evaluations of public service mass

media campaigns and not one found a major shift in behavior: .

These are not superficial choices like Kleenex or Scotties; these are behaviors that depend on dozens of

Alice: Have you explained this to them? ~ -

Walt

er: - Not really. I didn't realizegt until I'd read the evaluations, and I'm positive thiey don't want to hedr

the bad news. And who am I to tell them about the media or alcohol use? The media people half
_ believq in the theory that information changes attitudes and attitudes change behavior. They also

Ve 7'7'1;7i7r§!§”i7tmtﬁcgmst:{l or success and it will sell." I'm not sure what results they expect, but they
y aren't worried whether the campaign will be successful. ‘

_ Asfor the State people; they want to show the legislature and everyone else that they're doing their
job; which means changing behavior, I guess. They seem most concerned that all the "deliverables"—the
products—get produced and get produced on time; F . .

: " 102
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Walter: - It all depends on how you define success. The media people cdn get thenr message across. They can

get kids to remember and understand their campaign idea if they do a good job. Meybe-—maybe-—they
-+ scan get some attitude shifts; espegially if they can keep the message in front of the kids for a long time
v’and if théy can focus it on a Specific attitude. And they may be doing that with their new jdéa. But I

v wouldn't bet on any behavioral change, even if they have a huge’ budget for buying air time, which they

; don't have a_hundredth of. They're spending most of their money on TV; producing 30-second spots and
' - .buying air time, but TV is a very |neff1c12nt and_expensive Way to.repch tepnagers. enagers watceh,
| * less TV than anybody else. ! think they would get a lot more for their money they%fsnce’ntrated an
[ ’ radxo, biﬁboards, and buscards Even sehool newqupers. ' i - =

Alice: TV's a Iot more excmng to them I‘ll bet: There's one thmg 1 'don't understand: You think they are

makmg blgﬁistakes, but really, none of this makes your job harder, does'it? : . -
B D;‘ \ . .
Walger. It makes my job easier: I£~my ermary reg:onsl |ty is meamrfng ohanges infgeneral pehavior and

attitudes regarding aleohol; I can just go ahead and ‘finish the pretest q§stionnaire }nd run the-pretest

survey without worry};\g too much about what their theme is or what th particular. spots will be tike.
". . .  Medsuring the géneral or ultlma‘tﬂe, effects, if there are-going to be any, is easy. I've already gotten _

C most of the general questionnaire items I need by pulling them from previous, surveys.and ‘evaluation
C studies. Measuring the specific or lmrﬁedlat&,eftects of* the particular theme. requires_that I know
. exactly what they're gomg to be saying or doing, so I can_include questionnaire items _that show changes

from pretest to posttest in kids' recall or recognitian of the theme, in specific kinds*of 7knowledge or
: eoncerns; and so on. Those items [ have to write-myself and try out to make sure they work.

Alice: How can you do that" You're out of time: l thought you had: elready ‘finished the questionneire.

Walter- I thought lt was flnlshed—-untll they changed the theme. ’I‘Liire is the el Rlller here. 'l‘he media )

people are being forced to rush into productijon before they should, an g belng foroed to run the
pretest prematurely. The State thinks it's protecting its lnvestment by holding us to the timelines; but
- it's ensuring that the money will be squandered. .

Ahce. Dldn‘t you know that the time frame would be tlght before you blr‘l on the project?

Walter- I kneW ltfand I dldn‘t know it.. When you‘re wr,ltlng a propoeal, you tend to go along' with what's

demanded .and to adopt the’requester's perspective. Youy're hungry and you waht to pléE: . LWIt's

" different afterwards when ybu have to live with the day-to-day pressure. In actuality, it's never@s

simple or smooth as you hope it wnn b(e beforehbnd. : ——

-

s B ;-
- S .

5 . . -

o )

Alice: So what_ a,re your optlons? )
) S . 5

Walter: esﬁaagiy the smart choice is to Stay on the sidelines and do ‘the genepal.outcome evajuation:
That's certainly the easy thing to do. The alternative is to make trouble for evﬁyone including myself;.
to tell the media people where I. think we're all making mistakes and see how they PQQEQT!SL,I( they

react positively, I'll do my best to focus the evaluatlon on their final product. But they can't afford to
listen to me—and I can’t afford to do anythinq either—unless the State backs off on the time schedulg;

Alice: 1 haVe a bunch you've made up your mind already. -

PR

— - - -

Stauback: Yes. Maybe I'll openen of thns up with-LeBeau tomorrow; s o S

‘The miext afternoon, Beverly y had two reactions to Walters concerns. One was m‘ ation. She just didn't
_have time to deal with this, even with the-part that made some Sense. But she was also. sugprmed and

SO lhipressed that waiter cared enough about the project to have wrestled w:th these issues so-senously
/ l [
' LeBeau: Look. I'l be strdlght.

I thmk you've got some. good ponnts, hﬁt that you re way offbase on some

others: But really that‘s irrelevant. ‘We just don't have tlme to redesugn anythmg And you don't,

_r  either. = - ' < S
.Stauback: You're rlght, unless We can renegotlate the schediile and tho\dellverables. We can go to, Molly

together if we want to. What have we got to lose?. ; . .

-

spend talkmg to Molly Not to mention the dues We‘ll pay oneé way or the other over the next two ahd a

‘half years for searing her and helping her to see that thi dre more’ serewed up than Qre reahzed.
ngs

Staijﬁiéii. Maybe so. Maybe so. At least fell me your reactlons to what I've said. . S i . .

. _ "'.0 ,:?4,;; , 103 S 7
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LeBesu: OK.:I'll make it short and sweet, and we can go from there.

=

o o ) ) - ) N e 7,”77,,:7, B - d ' -
One. You're obvlously right about the time crunch: I need the extra time'just as badly as you do.

- You're absolutely right. < !
* Two. I guess I don't really believe that this project

will produce behavioral change by itself, but I

) 7do think it will change attitudes and awareness. And that's a significant result in my book. Even if the
‘ tampaign affects only one or two of dbzens of factors, maybe that's worthwhile. If kids clearly or more

". deeply understand the risks of drinking—that's important. _It may_net pay off behaviorally in the short

" run, but maybe in the long run it wilk Kids don't really understand the type of risk we're focusing on. -

< Three. I don't think ‘we arg-Telying too hea

‘too heavily on TV, aithgigh I'll admit that TV's where the

professiona® payoff is greatest’for us media types. Remember, ¥e can-aim the spots at who we want by

putting them into the rightShows and time slots. We're buying air time, not aski

< us public service time.{ You know, the 6:00sa.m. and 2:00 a.m. \time slots. _

the stations to give

programs that give us greatest "reach and frequency;" which means the greatest{ number of exposures to

the spots by the greatest number of kids for each.dollar we iéii’d;

-~ There's another point that you've got to understand a

bout TV. Wk want peop

-

»

e'll buy time on the _

other than the kids |

& ‘themselves to see the spots. "We want _parents, older brothers and sigtérs, teachers, you name it, to seeé

the spots. We want the message talked about in the

home, in school, wherever, and we.want it

understood by everyone—so that it will be supported from all sides. “TV is the way to get people talking

about something like this; because it is the mass medium. If we're lueky, and if we handle this right,.

~ the TV exposure will stimulate sofne neWspaper and m
- cpverage—publicity that will be priceless for spreading
. short; TV is the way to make a lot of thinggT®gQen. |
. R S
Four. I do“want you to do the specific evaluation._

agazine coverage, maybe even some TV news

and supporting ﬂf‘messagé. So don't sell"us -

We need that level of-precision to know what

really happens. It makes me a little nervous, but«f'm deeply curious to know liow much we really get

* . geross to kids., I sure don't want to put all our eggs in the behavioral-change basket.

Stauback: I need more time if I'm going to do a specific evaluation. Il need to know precisely what youlre

-~ going-¢o be doing all alorg. You'll have me looking over your shoulder for 2 more years.

LeBeau: 1 ufiderstand: That's OK with me. And I know ‘that
Stauback: Let's go see Molly:

LeBeau: -Let's go see Molly. .

that you can firish the pretesting first. v //

I'll have to delay the start of the campaign so

_r P

N

Working as a team; Bevérly and Walter were able fo renegotiate the time frame for the project. Their

sSuccess came not so much from the astiteness of their reasoning as from convincing the State staff that'a

specific evaluation would be in.their interest as:well. Aft

enhanced by a general evaluatich that showed no effects. With measures of specific outcomes added; thé

er all, their agency's reputation would not be

: eyaluation was much more likely to supply some sort of evidence that could be used to justify the State's

.investment. Of course, Beverly and Walter's cause was also aided by the fact that they were not-asking fosr

more money or a reduced workload, just for a revised schediile.

L

Beverly and Walter came to understand and trust each other more as they continued to work closely*and

talk hone€tly about”their ideas and concerns. Problems arose often, but most could be handled to their

satisfaction. And their growing respect’ for each other helped them _acce;it the dccasional* sacrifices each

had to make t‘o’i';the other. : .
— N / . . .
A
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~

Evaluation of social programing, like the prog_-rammgitself does not exist ina pgyfticai yacyym.ffl‘o the

other eiements defining the context of “social programmg—the source- of funds, the organizatiogal

introduce their own political necessities. . i

Evaluation has always_been part ‘of ;the learmng process by which’ social orgamzations profit from.
lessons of the past and evolve into stronger, more effective institutions. Anthropologically, the strongest
motivation of all social organizations has been self—preservation, ang, those that have survived over. long.

periods of time havi learned their lessons weil. '

" Today, it is difficult to think of evaluation simply as a natural learning process. quning”!vith'

Suchman's classic text (1962) and building on a" historical foundation of educational evaltation, evaluation
T@séareh as we.know it today has emerged as a new discipline, blending knowledge of economics; operations
research, and almost every aspect of the social and psycholofical sciences. Concomitant-with this evo'lution

have* been the wide-ranging social f)ffaé”ag latinched by the\Great Society legisiation of the middle 1960's,

which called for evaluation at ‘every level of planning. anc rogrammg _This.-recent history has cast
evaluation into a special light, sensitizing evaluators and progralwgersonnel to the political implications of

evaluation: It has become such 8 s specialized dimension of social pre ming that ohe can lose sight of its
role _as the basic_learning which accompanies all healthy programing, whethér special -evaluation research *

studies are finded or not (see Bittner 1972, for further discussion of this point). : . \ .
’ - . 3

Wmﬁé, as well as this chapter; focuses on the interpi:etafién of f%veluationf as ‘a ]‘ormal study,
rathet t also -

as a naturally occurring tool for learhing. Of course; the formal evaluation study shpuld also
help. those managing a prevention program to learn and tp make that program more effective.

. The _strongest polmcal aspect of an evaluatlon study is its potential threat to the survival of the
evaluated program. In times when funds for even Basic social serv:ces——education, health care, and public,

safety—are in short supply, the th Jeat to. funds for recently conceived social services such gs prug abuse-

prevention is even greater. -In a. political c¢limaté when every. competing program is being carefully

scrutimzed, negative fm,dn;gs in an evaluation ‘report ean endaqger a prqgram's very survival. ! SN

But even though Programs and the fundmg agencies ‘must_ contiryxe to cely on evall't ations to learn how r
‘;weu ‘the prevention progrimgs are performing, neither the evaluators nor the programgihgmselyes need be

H’élpless vietims of circumstances. The central question addressed by this chapter, therefore, is how, in an '

incregsingly changing political and economic’ context; ‘one can have sound evaluation that supports the
grow of alcohol and drug abuse prevention programs and that helps them survwe and m}prove rather than

provni ammunition for thexr opponents. N . rL : @ - -
One approach to this issue, i’n harmony with the messages, of preceding chapters is presented below. 2
”» IO

evaluation of alcohol and drug abuse prevention programs. - .
H

) Second, 1t lS important for the program manager and the evaluator to errlve at an- open, shared o

: accompnshéd{m pn atmosphere of mutual trust:

", ,/. . .. ”\7' - 96 103‘
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o '!‘hlrd, it is lmportant to deVelop a comprehenswe plan before the evaluation starts.f A critical

element of that plan concerns how the political implications of the evaluation research are to be

;_addressed-—spelling out the complementary roles, Y this regard; of the evaiuator and the program
manager. .

o\ Fourth, throughout the evaluation ‘the evaluator and the manager maintain g close working

' relatlonshlp. so_that they can solve,.:to their mutual satisfaction, the political issues which are .

.

likely to arise at each stage of the: evaluation. , o

< also be inecluded in this process. Advanbed plgnning—is<essential, but it can only go so far in

7 o Finally, jo the extent possible, all~othe sigmficant deci’slonmakers outslde the program Sh°"ld

- anticipating the manner in which these political foreces _actually develop around an evaluation:

" Real effectiveness in dealing w d?\gthese isses must arisg from tontinual interaction wnth external

powers, which initial understan and planning can do much to assure.

, Another purpose of thls ¢) apter is to show ‘how to present evaluatlon data; results of which are almost
u_iways ambiguous. That is, dgta seldom point to a prevention | program . either as a resounding success or as

. an ébjec Iallure =~ Usually, they point up s engths and weaknesses in a complex fabric of fmdmgs and .
interprez tlons. ™ The limitations, seen in pnoper light; provide opportunities for iinprovement- «and the
strength hig light the achievements that the program has already accomplishéd - - f ‘

The manager and staff of a program can be expected to examine findings which point in. awulety of
directions and discover the lessons that can be learned. But persons outside of a program are leso m'(ee
ite.

ponder & complex pattern. The news media especially like to have their stories etched in black and whit
Therefore, this chapter_ siiggeSts ways: in which managers and evaluators can present complex, ambiguous
evaluation results simply, in a manner that benefits the program and satisfies the need of more remote:

audié‘nces. . - s :

i - s
lt is assumed that the evaluator has undertaken to assess program effectiyef ’j wnthﬁmfafrﬁamework

. that the program itself defines—that is; in terms of the program’s goals: Ideally; thé evaluator is detached,
and willing to give the program a fair test of its effectiveness. But the tacit '(sometimes explicit)
' _understanding is that the evaluation will accept,_the goals as the program defines them and, in terms of the

underlying theory of gleohol and drug abuse prevention, will.relate those goals to the problems of the
participants As Ca Weiss has stated in genernc terms (1975, p. 19): L.

First, eval atlon research asks the questn n: How effective is the prog'ram mfmﬁeetiﬁngits

goals?. - Thig, _it_ acéepts the desirability of achieving those goals: ° By testing the
o effectwene rof the program agajnst the goal critéria, it not only accepts the rightness of .
- " the goals, it dlso tends to accept the premises undetlying the progrém. There is an implicit

.assumption that this type of program strategy is a reasonable way to. -deal with the problem, * -

that there is justification for the social dlagnos1s and prescription that the program
represents. Further, it assumes- that the Lrogram has ‘a#realistic chance of reaching the 7

goals; or. elte the study would.be a frittermg' away of time, energy, and‘talent. These are
- N ( polltlcal statements with & Ztatus quo ‘cast. ,

- -

ThlS imtiai wﬂlmgnes to seé the world as the program sees it, at least qovxsnonaﬂy, ls a !pajor paiitical

stance that most evaluatord take when they do an evaluation. This stance must go even a step -further;
‘namely, evaluators shpuld be committed ‘to seeing the results of their work used to strengthen the program

whenever possible; This commitment is theJ6undation of the mutual trust and: understanding’ that are -
. essential if evaluator and manager are to ork together- Wdth external forces to deal wxfh\t:hé many |ssues

v surroundmg an evaluation. R

v, - -
e
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The remamder of thisihapter is orgamzed mto fi%e sections:
s . »
gFotir Case Studies T : 3
¢ Issues Relating to Values = -
o Issues Relating to‘Evglga't‘ion Desigh
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I-'br several reasons, the.chgapter focuses an outcome evaluation, ‘with_only occasionaﬁlﬁ references to

vprocess and impact evaluation. Most_extérnal pohtlcal issnes arise froln outcome evaluation, primarily
because lt lS the type thh whnch non—evéluators are most famlhar and or wmch they have the clearest
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expectations, Process evaluation- results are typically used wjthin the program context, and ‘impact
- evaluation results have the same#xternal political ramifications as p ' E

utcome results. =
i . ' R ] ","‘ _ N ! * - .

5 ; [ - 'FOUR CASE STUDIES ' .
" ’ " ! o o ,’ R . - . R o 7; o 7”7”7"5}:‘7777 e R
The issues raised later are illustrgted here:with examples drawn from the evaluations of four prevention
programs gonducted by the author or his associates. Obviouslyy these case studieg do not reflect the full
scope of prevention programing. Adl involved programs were designed to prevent “drug ablises in_youth,
adolescents; and 96iiii§,§diilt§.'—¥iﬂ great deal of contemporary drug and alcohol abuse prevention programing
‘focuseS.on other special populabions.” ; ' T . .
.- i ) . s

Because of the sensitive nature of the issues being discussed, the four case studies are anonymous. All

identifiers have been changed, and some fictional illustrations have been added: -

- > - . : ~
. fo

4

Project é'o’iiim’ﬁﬁig ' o ) .

U ,:,,,,’,";”7 v me " ae :Jﬁ’ . ". . .’;: U ]
Project. Commune was ar early intervention project, providing_individual counseling, a limited amount

of group counseling, and referrals to, other programs for specialized help: It served high séhool students and

young adults who ‘were experimenting with drugs and were self-motivated or were encowraged by their
families; teachers; or friends to seek help before more serious drug use caused real harm. _The setting was &

" suburban univerflity town, Los Verdes, Arizona, providing the program with a white, middle-class clientele.

~ | The most intere$ting featurs of the program was that it was-based on Maoist philosophy and was run by a

.+ The New Life School

was Elliot. , e _ :

collective of seven female managers, the "Committee"; no one of whom was officially more in charge than
any of the others. The principal evaluator was a male, and both outcome and process were evaluated.

The Cﬁiﬁésé;@'ﬁtﬁ Club (CYC) ' Co T _ - 7

7 77; e 7”’{7”:‘7” i L - - B . o j;”
- The Chinese Youth Club .was a storefront program located in the Chinatown area of Big City,
California. It served a_population of secondary school stiidents who had recently immigrated to “Big City
from ~Hong Kong, Southeast Asia, and mainland China. The -program used: the facilities of neighboring

.,

schools and provided tutoring, Chinese arts; sports programs; and-individual and group counseling to the

- students and their families. The students lived in an inner-¢ity community characterized by a considertible
" amount of drug use, drug dealing, and gang membership on tHe part of Chinese youth and others., “The

program's cliehtele did not’ have a history of any drug usé -on entering the program. - The prograp was -

evaluated from both process and outcome perspectives. - The program manager was Sue and the evaluator

t —— )
-ty T : . P
[ . . . .
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The Mexican-Amégican Youth Alidnce (MAYA) .- - L , . .

- " -

-

T N S e S o
~ MAYA was a prevention outgrowth of a community-based heroin treatment program. After a number
of years of providing effective trealggit of addicts in thjs Mexican-American community, the members of -

the community sought to prevent the development of heroin a&dictionAby working with secondary school

youth. They provided a Chicano prevention.counsélor in the thrée junior high schools and the one senfor high.
school that served this imher-city Chicano community -in Central City, Texas. The prevention' workers

conducted values clarification sessions in social studies chasses, provided individual counseling’ during the—

day, and conducted a cultural glub for Chicano youth after school which included gports, arts’and crafts,
outings; and group counseling. Maria was thé program manager and Thomas. was the évaluator. Process and
outcome evaluations were undertaken. . - . o . : .

¥ .
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" The New Life School served Saddle Creek, New Jdrsey, a large hedroom community of a major eastern’

city. Like Project Commune, it'Was an early intervention program; helping secondary schdol youth who had

begun to experiment: with drug use: It provided an alternative school setting; which was strictly enfol'ced as

_couriseling groups: for parents.. The clientele were black and white middle-class students. They spent a year

" drug free; and in which students could reestablish their commitment to doing well in school. It also provided

v . ' S - v 7 ) _.

. ‘-;" ' v R ’ s
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B ;_. : away from hoine in this specialized s&hool {¢ prevent limited experimentation with drugs and aleohol from



: b’lossom’i’riir into a fuIl blown drug‘-—orlented llfestyle The school was evaluated wlth botm process and

~

* outcome evaluation 5. The program manager wps Sharon, and the evaluator was Ml 1chael.
v : . . ; o oo o
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" The Evaluator Has Values

. évaluatlon Beware of evaluators who deny this, for they are unllkely to Rnow the1r own. values and

,therefore, cannot take them into account in efforts to be obJectlve.

. Managers must know the evaluators' values and be able ‘to dlscuss them openly and frankly Often
evaluators feel some_ culfural distance between. themselves, -the program, and its setting, even if they are

from the same culture: For example; The New:Life Schdol serves a middle class suburban community on the
east coaSt, .and Michael—the evaluator—grew up in a suburban middle class corfimunity irfthe midwest. Not
only are the two communities geographically different, but also youth culture has undergone & : dramatlc :

transformation in 20 years. In-addition; because the program. _manager and staff averaged about 10 years:
younger than Mlchael he felt out-of-tune to some degree with the.staff, and even more sq wlth the -
students. o : : . . : s .

. The cultural distance becomes much greater when the manager, the staff and the Qllents come from a
cultural .background distinetly different from that of the evaluation team. Consider the Chinese ¥outh Club -
in which all staff and clients were recent’ 1mm1gr‘ants to the United States—all within the past 12 years, '

many havmg been '1n the Umted States less thana year. 1‘he evaluator, Elllott, on the other hand, grew up in j

was most of his hometown S . r

. " Most ‘of the CYC staff and about one-thnrd of the students came from Hong Kong.® Until the:
normalization® of relations with Chlna and the llfting' of imgpigration restnctions, the majornty of “the

Chinese immigrants to Big City came from Hong Kong._ But since the political shift; nearly three-quarters

rof the immigration to Big City is from the mainland. | The Ho'ng Kong Chinese speak English. well and are
comfortable dealing with occidentals. In contrast, mainland immigrants usually have po Knowledge of

~.English and are more timid wnth occldentals, at least until they become famillar with the- Mnguage and the
3 fulture ] _ :

therefore, felt comfortable workmg with Sue and her staff. He probably would not-have felt as com fortable

had the program been staffed by Chinese from the mainland. As a result, he was mchned to be favorable i

towards the program, a bias thqt was nonthfeatening to Sue and the CYT:

. On the other hand | Elliot's research assnstant——Robeqt--was ‘an lmmigrant Chingsgﬁworking on his -

doctorate at Big: City University.~ He was inclined to be critical of the way the CYC operated; and would -

have liked a8 more professnonal staff, with #dvanced. degrees .in counseling or education. Although Elliot
necognized these feelings in Robert, hé did not feel that he knew him well enough to discuss them. Sue and

the CYC staff seemed confident that the tone of the. final report would be in Elhots hands; and that he
ld fllter out excessive negatmsm on Robert's part. : )

i T I
A program w1tj£ strong polmcal orientation cannot ordlnarlly find an evaluator w1th a shared outlook; :
lt~can, therefore, -expect~ to feel some disecomfort with almost any evaluator. ’
+ .‘ -
Mutusl openness is important with respect to this first issue: In 1nstances where the mana°ge? selects or
partlclpates ln the selectlon ~of the evaluator, the manager should reque t at the evaluator 1dent|fy those

C-

background. If a candldate evaluat: seems unwnllmg to bé frank, seems uncommumcatlve, or expresses -~
values that’ make the manager. uncomfortable, rejecting the candldate mlght be wise. . ' .

. 3 PR

lime and resources probably do not permit an exploratnon of the values of all m‘émbers of»an evaluatnon i

team.™ Normally; however, because the prinecipal evaluator will have the greatest mipact .on _the evaluation

and orf"the manner in which results aré presented, understanding that person'sﬁélues is normally suff|c|ent.
. . P4 :
One actual .instance illustrates how disastrous the consequences can be of %‘amng to- recognize. a blas.

. -

l’l‘wo prmcnpgl mvestlgators were awarded a grant to evaluate a national, multi-site prog‘ram n_for juvenile

s © 108 - ./ B
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delinquents. These investigators: held strong personal theories of delinquency and privately expressed their

v\ _ hope that these programs would turn out to be failures. They therefore undertook this evaluation to "prove"
the programs. ineffective. .The results confirmed their expectations; the published outcome was exactly

. The phenomenon of researchers' finding whagZhey are looking for is not always s blatant. Even when

evaluators have only a latent belief about hiow thirms should turg out, the results will quite likely support the
validity of that belief. Citing -excellent psychological research demonstrating the frequency of this-
phenomenon, Martin Orne has labeled it the "demand variable" (Orne’ 1962; Orne and Evans 1965). To.the -

extent that managers can control the Situation, they must ensure that no*"demanq variable” exists to cloud
_the evaluation results. T i :
. 7 o - ; - o o . E * R .
~ And the Program Has Values Too ’ . "

Of coursé, an effective collaborative relationship requires openness on the part of the manager as-well
as the evaluator, although the two parties need not share the same or similar values. What is necessary is

that they understand each other's values and that the values of neither party work against a reasonable
evaluation: Ofen the evaluator and the manager have strikingly different values, but both parties have
dgreed to respect their differences as best they can:

_ Project Commune provides a striking illustration. In this rare instance a drug abuse prevention program
founded on a Maoist feminist philosophy was funded by & State criminal justice planning agency. The grant

required that the pragram secure an objective outside evaluation. The seven managers approached a friend

_ at a local university; who helped them find an evaluator, George, who then hired a small staff and designed a
process and outcome evaluation study for Project Commune: :

it is inherently problematic to deal with more- than one manager. In this case there were seven; all

nominally equal to each other—a structure which George had to respect. However, the situation was made

somewhat easier because the managers' deeply. held extreme political views were remarkably similar,

obviating much of the internal value conflicts which might ordinarily have been expected.
{

George was at the time & rather liberal Democrat; but from the p’éis’p’f%
was not much different from an extreme right-wing Republican. So from {he start, all accepted the gulf
- - separating their outlooks and values. -To work together, they negotiated a compromise around the
distinction between process and outcome evaluation. The process evaluator would; of necessity, have to get
close to the program, whereas the persons. collecting the outcome data needed to maintain their objectivity
and did not need to "infiltrate" the program. George, in conjunction with the Committee, selected a woman
graduate student in sociology at the local university to work half-time as the process evaluator since only
another woman could probably have secured*the trust of the Committee and the staff. Although not a
radical, the woman had strong liberal views, and was regarded by the Committee as co-optable: .In.fact; to

tive of a Maoist, his position

some extent, she was co-opted as the study progressed, casting some doubt on her objectivity. However,

given the political nature of this program; the selection of a woman may have been a necessary condition for
process evaluation data to have béeen collected at all. R

. This illustration provides a clear example of how an evaluator and a group. of, managers solved ;é".' .

difficult situation of dissimilar value orientations and were able to'carry out an effective evaluation:
Mutual respect for each other's values, formed during an initial collaboration, made it possible for thé two
_parties to work together throughout the evaluation. In general, the degree to which the ‘evaluator and
manager can understand and respect each other's values, the more likely they are to sustain mutual trust
throughout the evaluation. Mutual trust is essential for working through thorny political problems that
typically beset the presentation of evaluation findings for & program in the public eye. Thus, establishing
reciprocal understanding and trust is a critical first Step in dealing with the politics of evaluation. '

The Community and the Political Leadership May be Watching - . S o

-

" Brevention ‘programs operate in a context of .community values, of significant bureaudrats, and of
political leaders. This larger, external context is usually foremost in people's minds when they think about
thé politics of evaluation. The values internal to the program and to the evaluation.interact with these -
external values inthe resolution of the evaluation's political issues. S L .

_ _ n o S ol N A ,,,'I,,,,,;i.,,;f

The evaluation of the MAYA prevention program illustrates issues associated with & concerned

community: In this inStance, the Chicano community, with serious heroin, addiction problems, had been

. ‘ 100 7 109




- idea. of gettmg a grant to set up a heroin treatment program. They were successful, and the MAYA program
~ came into being. The founders, however, were not good administrators, and the requirements of the State

funding agency forced them to hire a professional administrator, Maria; who came from a Chicano drug
abuse treatment program in Big City; Califernia. Soon after her arrival at MAYA; Maria applled for a

prevention grant.

The community was uneasy. It did not want to rellnqulsh -control of program_ adm|n|strat|on toa
professmnal and an outsider. The second grant, the prevention grant, also affected the. operation fothe

agency, including - the requirement- to let a substantial contract for an evaluation. In time, community

m mbers on the board.of directors were replaced-by members from some of the agencies that MAYA' dealt
with, including a gputy superintendent of schools; a probation officer, and a member of the sheriff's
department, all of%hem Anglos. Gradually, Maria felt constrained to act as a bridge between two cultures

with little mutual_ understanding—the local Chicano community and the Anglo, middle-class bureaucys cy
that fRovided the funding. In many instances, it seemed as though actions that pleased one constlt
only u and confused the other. ., :

Thomas, the evaluator, felt at once beset by tHis strain and mxstrust when he arr|ved to evaluate the :

MAYA prevention project. To make matters worse, becausSe of its distrist of Maria's commitmient to

‘evaluation, the State funding agency had speclfxcally selected Thomas as an evaluator. But Thomas and his
staff were Anglos; only one of whom had experlence dealing with Chlcanos and could speak a little of the
~*-local Spanish dialect. - . , . , A
~_ On the positive side; Thomas and Méi‘ia soon. réjiliied that_his presence and Anglo Baéiiéioiind could help
give_the prevention component of MAYA credibility with_ the Anglo funding source. The_ community,

however, was anxious that the Anglo influence and the professional character of Maria, her staff, and half of
the board of directors not undermine MAYA's focus:on Chicano concerns; values, and culture. These were
the shared concerns of Maria and Thomas as they mapped out the evaluation. - '

- Whereas the MAYA program needed to work within the concerns of the local community, the New Life

* School focused on the politics of the school system and the board of education. The New Life School had

been founded—over the superintendent's objection that the school system was doing all that was requu-ed—

because of the personal commitment of two board members. - Once established it also had strong support~
from the Asslstant Superlntendent for Alternative Schools, under whose authority the program fell.

The evaluatxon was planned and undertaken y the Division for Program Assessment; who hired Michael,;
an outslder evaluator, to evaluate the prev |on school. chhael and hls staff were h|red by a competltlve

superintendent’s. office decided. to.have it evaluated, with the expectation that the fmdnngs would be
available to the board of education in t|me to consider the school's refunding &

also included the director of the Division for Program Kssessment, thus/creating the potentnal for qonfllct

between program administration and evaiuation. At the time of this first meeting; Michael was fairly new

to the scene and only sllghtly aWare of the polltical h|story of the sehool. ~ He did feel that the meeting was

H

After a llttle |nvest|gat|on, and deve10pment of a closer. collaboratlon w1th Sharon, Mlchael began to
sort out the nature of the polltlcal pressures. It seeinied clear that the "pro-school party" consisting of

several board members and the asslstgmt supermtendent, were looking. for a favorable evaluation: The staff

of the Division of Program Assessment were neutral, and wanted only to see the evaluationh carried out
professionally. Although the superintendent and a few asssociates were probably slightly hostile to the

program because of the manner in which the board had pushed it on them, their negatjve feelings did not

seem very strong, and they were wnllmg to support the program if the board continued to want it.

-

_'The case of the New Life School is typical of many instances in which a prevention program has drawn

conslderable attention_to itself at the time. of its founding; resulting in some polarization of key political

forces. At the same time, most political situations are complex. It is often most clear who the committed

0 supporters are. Other key actors, often neither for nor against the program, may be somewhat threatening
‘because they cannot be rel|ed on to support the program if findings are not favorable. Usually there is also

a_third camp, which continiiés to bear_a grudge against the program. These individuals do not necessarily

-lean on the evaluation for negative conclusions, but they would probably be pleased at such an ocutcome:

e gy




Such foreesjed to be understood and.sorted oiit before an evaluation can be undertaken since they:will
s : | I

come intd pla} when a report is released. - -

1

The World of Macro-Politics

‘ S L I
Macro-politics may affect any social field; but at times changes at this level are especially radical

The budget cuts for social programing now in effect could alter the very structure of prevention programing.
Major support responsibility has now devolved upon the States; a few of which are enjoying exceptional -

wealth because of fuel severance taxes whilevrxét are facing serious fiscal problems. The resulting picture,
especially’ in the poorer States, is ¢ne in which drug abuse prevention ‘programs must_compete for limited
Federal, State, and local tax dollaks with a wide range of heaith programs, most of which have strbng
medical and consumer. constituencies\_In such a climate; prevention programs need extraordinary support to
maintain and expand their funding ba istory has ghown over the past two decades that favorable
evaluation resilts are seldom, if ever, a deciding factor in such debates: 'But favorable evaluation results
can be added to other kinds of supporting information to build a more compelling case for the tontifiied -
support of prevention programing. In this context, senmsitivity to the larger political picture takes on an
unusual degree of importance for evaluations. . : : :

—~ ' ISSUES RELATING TO EVALUATION DESIGN ¥

Anyone in the prevention field comes to realize hat the categorial boundaries by which Government

~ . agencies address the-world of education, health, and Human services often make jt difficult to .encompass
*'/‘gg'gl ‘world problems. Prevention of alcohol and drug abuse provides an especially poignant example of how
the "official" versions of the world differ dramatically fi-'o@ the experience of programs dealing with

prevention "on the street."

Preventing behaviors destructive fo the individual's health and well-being, and potentially destructive to.

others; of which drug abiise ‘prevention is_just one aspect, is by its nature a unified generic problem.
Evidence from a number of research studies suggests that among adolescents; alcohol and other drug abuse .

‘are associated with each other and with. delinguency, teenage pregnancy, problems of family life, and poor
school performance (Jessor 1979). Problems demanding prevention initiatives are found-among young adults;

the middle-aged, and senior citizens, each with their own peculiar generic mix. A look at the Federal

bureaucracy reveals that intrinsically related prevention activities have been funded by the Aleohol, Drug
, Abuse; and Mental Health Administration (ADAMHA); by other agencies of the Department of Health and
. Human Services (DHHS) concerned with aging; by the .Department of Justice; and by the Department of

Education. Several other Federal and State offices, agencies; and institutions have funded research and
demonstration projects relating to one aspect of prevention or another.

In this context; local programs hav® at times shifted their emphasis from one dimension of prevention
to another, shifting, for example, from drug abuse to delinquency prevention and doing a credible job of
‘both. Some progress-has been made linking prevention efforts involving drug and -alcohol abuse at the

‘ Federal, State and local levels: S ) S i—

Program managers generally recognize that their prevention efforts; in most instances, have generic

impacts broader than alcohol and drug abuse prevention alone. Program effects across the range of -

destructive behavior depend on the nature of the prevention modality and the risks associated with a
particular population being served. In addition to drug sbuse in our four case studies, the risks of

destructive behavior include alcohol abuse; delinquency; and failure in school.

The model of drug abuse onset and other destructive behaviors proposed by the Jessors (see, for

example, Jessor 1975; Jessor and Jessor 1975a; Jessor and Jessor T9755) Suggeésts that changes in destructive ——
behavior form a predictable pattern. Thus, a_genuine change in an adolescent's lifestyle away from drug
abuse would probably be accompanied by changes in other aspects of life such as school attendance,

academic performance, and the tendency to.commit delinquent acts-and status offenses and other disruptive

behavior. This model, therefore, jlistifies a program's efforts to correct behavior more generically; rather

than to focus simply on drug and alcohol abuse. For certain preventive strategies, therefore, it may be
important to collect clusters of appropriate prevention outcome data to understand the degree that

_prevention efforts result in broadly based life changes.

' - 02 111




- Jn three of our four cases, addltlonal data were collected on dellnquent and actlng out behavnor (CYC,
MAYA, and the New Life School).. In two of these cases (CYC and New Life); information was collected on
aspirations toward the future (another dimension of the Jessor model); and for the New Life School, detailed

information was also collected on school attendance and académic performance. In all instances the kinds
of clustering of outcomes that one would expect from the Jessor's model were noted.' .

’l‘he ablllty to demonstrate outcomes ln\a number of areas of publlc concern may be ‘helpful in devel351ng a

For a program with hlgh publlc VlSlblllty, the collectlon of a w1de range of outcomesimav be advlisaibflef

manager; and other decisionmakers: . 3 LA

P

‘may have 51gn1f|cant pollt1cal‘overtones and should be & collabokative effort of the evaluﬁtor, the program

Control Over the Evalﬁation Report - ’ : )
. " . . . \,‘
Evaluators, in ‘general, are rewarded, in part, by havrng their work read used, and appreciated A‘ .

- spectre that hangs over the evaluation field is that the commissioning agency might suppress the repprt and

prevent the evaluator from making the findings public. Such suppression may be reinforced by highly

restrictive language in the evaluation Study contract which gives.the contracting agency complete control

over the findings and any reports produced:, However; once word gets out that an agency has exerc)gedfsuch

authoritarian control over a report; it may be: dlfflcult for them to ‘contract w1th rgputablé evaluators in the
future. ; T e

__ Uriderstandably; of course, managers are concerned that an evaldation report will contain material that
in their view is totally m|slead|ng or erroneous, and that they will not have an opportunity to detec such
problems before the final version of the report is publlshede Or, even if managers do see a draft, théyjworry

~ that evaluators will cling stubbornly to erroneous views; and that needlessly damaglng or mlsleadmg reports
will see the light of day, without any opportunity for the manager to express a dlssentmg oplruon. :

This problem can be avoided if; at the design stage, the evaluator and aaa&géi work out a mutually

vacceptable set of gu1del|nes to govern the preparation and lssumg' of publications. Following i$ an example

1

o . ’l‘he evaluator agrees to show the manager a f1nal draft of any reports or articles which are to be

published concerning the study t&fﬁlow the manager to review and comment.

o ’l‘he program manager agrees to rev1ew and comment on any draft materials in a timely manner

¢

all the changes which the evaluator is w111|ng to make have been made; these dlssentmg oplnions

may appear as an addendum to the report. If the material is to be published in a journal of book

- form; where there-is.a serious concern that mlsrepresentatlons may damage the program, the

manager-should-have-the right to msrsborranonymrtroﬁtheprogr&m i - -
!

Guidelines like these assure the evalu,btor of a right to present findings in all approprlate channels and

assure the manager of means to protect the program's interests. Even when the program and the evaluator
are on harmonious terms, as was the case with the CYC evaluatlon, such guidelines are best expressed

formally.

The Selection of Goal$ to be Measured o

Another major concern is whether the stated goals of the program ‘are the g;oglg aﬁcﬁtuﬁallj pﬁursued. 'I‘he

author once participated in an evaluation of a drug abuse_treatment program in which the published goal was.
to help adolescents gnd young adults stop using drugs. Soon after beginning the evaltiation,” he was amazed
to find himself 31tt1ng in on an employmeriit interview in which a eandidate for a staff position was being

[kl il i S o R byl

rejected in part because she did not take enough drugs. " The actual goal of this program turned out to be to
legitimize what the program regarded as appropriate drug use behavior_ in that community. Any evaluation

which had judged the program in terms of its stated tréatment goal would have been completely out of tune

l




with reality. * The program ,Wbiil'g;hgié appeared a failure to external powers, and the manager and staff -
would have foundithe evaluation-tetally irrelevant. '

This issue also arose with respect to both the outcome and the process evaluations in the case of the

New Life School. In the outcome evaluation, fhe program's stated goal was to help secondary school

students stop using the drugs with which they were experimenting. .In her review of the draft evaluation
report, Sharon, the manager, stressed that the program goal was to ensure that students spend the school -
day in a drugfree environment, rather than to try to stop their drug use in nonschool hours. This cHange in
the program goal had apparently occurred sometime between.the proposal to the school board and inception
of the evaluation study. .The outcome evaluation had measured a goal that no longer applied to the program.
Much effort could have been saved had_the evaluator and the manager fully discussed the program's goals

and objectives during the design of the evaluation:

;' _major share of the process evaluation data collection-on assessment of the counseling component at New
y‘lﬁt}ﬁch‘@’l’; - He later discovered that Sharon and her staff were not professional counselors and did not
regard counseling as a primary compgnent of the program. They were teachers and had concentrated on .

those elements they could best deal‘w%h; such as discipline, attendance, and academic performance.

' Michael, the evaluator, partly at the reguest of the Director of Program Assessment, had focused a

Obviously, Michael could have been more efficient hiad he carefully reviewed his plans with the funding

agency and Sharoh before going afiead with the evaluation. Instead, his priorities were set by the funding ,
agency representative; who wanted the New Life School evaluated in terms of its published objectives. The
situation would also have been helped had Sharon reissued the statement of objectives, so that the school

administrators responsible for the evaluation could understand the intent of the program.

_ ' Are the Tools of the Evaluation Appropriate?

! Another technical concern with important political implications is the relationship between the

evaluation methodology and the objectiyes of the program: In the evaluation field, certain focal areas have:
received the most attention in terms of measurement; instrumentation; and analysis, Three factors combine

to create a dilemma in the measurement of program goals and, therefore, in the ability of the program to be
evaluated: - v L .
o  Some existing instrumentation does not cover all variables of interest.

'o\’\— Some existing instrumentation may have debatable validity or reliability. . ]
‘ 0 Rarely are evaluation resources sufficient to develop and refine new-instruments based on unique
L program goals. 5, '
P s - S
The evaluator may have -to select an instréfmerit that does not correspond exactly to program goals. This
problem arose in every one of the four case studies examined in this chapter, and in two instances it had
serious political ramifications. ‘ - ‘ ’

in the €YC, a focal objective of the program was to work with the immigrant parents to help them
' understand their neighborhicod street conditions. The Chinese parents lived in an insular world; they knew
almost no English; could communicate only with other Chinese adults; and spent most of their waking hdurs

.working in factories and restaurants. - —_—

__ The evaluator could§pt’locate an instrument that would assess changes the program tried to produce in .
parent knowledge, attitud®s; and behaviors regarding child-rearing practices. The manager pressed this

point because it was such a central goal of the CYC program. The fallure of the evaluation study to
document achievements with the parents undermined the.credibility of the program with the head gf the

Tp—

State funding agency.

In the case of New Life School, the main goal was to maintain a drug~free environment during schoo

hours:.* Unfortunately, the evaluator was unaware of any instrument which measured the prevalence of drug
use during ‘aspecifiéd portion of the day, so that no attempt was made to evaluate this pdrticular objective:
Overall prevalence of drug use was assessed using a standard instrument. But the inability of the evaluation

study to focus specifically on the central goal of the New Life School had a consequence—the marnager felt
acute political repercussions when the evaluation could not "prove" attainment of a major objective:

_ ~ “ ~ ~ . o . . .
~ The manager must understand that only rarely will an outcome evaluation provide existing instrumenta-
tion tailored to the program. Therefore, managers and evaluators must assess in advance which goals and

objectives the available instruments will measure accurately and which they will measure poorly or not at
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R ’all; Antlclpatmg thle lmbalance, they should design the overall evaluation to minimize negatlve political

:-\:‘\ implications by commumcating evaluatlon constramts to external decisionmakers and negotiating mutually
- acéeptable evalua{{o‘n objectiVes. AR - oo -

~ v oL 3 S
- S . .~ .

Slmnlar problems anse wnth respect;v ;o process and lmpact evaluatlons A problem for process

o evaluat‘lonsfls,\that adequate methods are seldom available for recording the substancei of the preverntion
' - modality as it is actudlly’ 1mplem nted. The political lripllcatxons of instrumentation problems are usuaily
" _not-as far-réaching fbr process ‘and impact evaluatnons because pubhc admlmstrators and the community

have much less. -exp;er:ence with iﬁéée t T

__\‘; : -"“;;, : - < . . ‘
DTty ISSUES RELAT’ING TO THE PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS P

, g -3 A

' - .- s

i, S - -
Throu h&t the -precedm‘g discussion on politics and evaluatnon, Peceptlon o[ 7the fmal report has .

LA

recewed,,emphasxs, even though the issues concerned mostly predesign a‘nd design phases of the evaluation :
study. Usually, the politically sensitive issues of preventlon programing .do. nqt come into_play until the
devaluatlon findings are reported outside program confines.’ In smaller studies, such as our four cases, this

sually oocurs\after _the study is completed and the final report is prepared. Larger, longer term studies
ay report fmdings from txme to tnme _throughout the @_urse of the evaluatxon : .

Y If the recom "ended plannmg occurs, and if the evaluator and manager have developed a collaborative
relationship, then:a strorg’ foundation is laid for dealing with any political issues that arise when fmdmgs are
presented to the community and to concerned publlc administrators. . . ) e

he evaluatlonfof social ‘programs in general) [n fact, evaluation results were

somewhat amblguous for our four case studies, as evndenced by one aspect from each:

o ProJect Commune revealed a sharp decrease in drug use among part{clpants who stuck wnth the e
program; however sriany of those who entered the program left long before they had completed it.
Those who left early showed no change in drug use. '

o CYC gave a similar picture. Recently arrived 1mm1grant youth, especxally boys, tended to begm
experimenting with drugs dnd other forms_of acting-out behaVIor If they were regular CYC
attendees, this experimentation. was short-lived, and they contihued to be essentially drug free.
If, however, they left the program at or before this point, they-sometimes adopted a destructive
llfestyle, based or association with Chmese‘ﬁreet gangs who both used and sold drugs—a pattern

common l‘or both boys and girls.

o The MAYA _program definitely helped boys reduce acting-out behavior. Hawever;, Chicano
teenaged girls in Central City were "over controlled."” The impact of such experiences as values

clarification was to encourage the girls to act out miore; including more experimentation with

drugs--aithough their overall level of experimenting and of actmg out was less than that of the
boys, both before and after the program. Comparison group girls acted out less and took fewer

drugs than did program girls; wheregs comparison group boys acted out considerably more and

were considerably more likely to use drugs than were program boys:

.o The New tl?e School flndxng was that program youth—based on a number Q!,SQ!EQES; pjﬁev!dence

but not strictly on outcome data——did experience a drugfree school day. The atteridance record
and the quality of the School work for the program Students was considerably hetter than those for, |
‘the comparison group students. But the quantity of overall experimentat nﬂyyftfhﬁdrugs was- -~

unchanged throughout the program year for both program and comparison group\students.-

In all four instances, the program could be judgedftfofmalgefanf 1']1!?9!“99! :'2"}[![)!]}{ ’nftg 7drug abuse
prevention. However; these findings could also be presented to emphasize the aspect andto make each of
the programs appear a failure. Note that in each case we are considering only one central ambiguity; other -~

findings showed similar patterns, making a more complex tapestry than we can deal wnth here

o 7lnfeach study, the evaluator was committed to a posmve approach; trymg to help the program build on .
its accomplishments and improve ‘its programing. In two of the four cases, CYC and New Life’ School, the,

; s
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program was able and willing to take advantage of the negative findings and make important course

corrections in program strategy. However, Project Commune and MAYA became entangled in problems " -

with their communities sufficiently serious to produce the demise of both programs. They never had the

opportunity to try-to correct deficiendies in their program strategies. o ’
- - &

" In both instances, the process evaluation tried to place the problems with the community in perspective

to help the program understand and deal with them. Project-=Commune's ‘managers did not take the written
observations of the evaluation seriously, perhaps because of the lack of trust between the evaluator and the
seven radical managers, growing out of their ideological gulf. MAYA's community problems werée so far
advanced by the time the evaluation was underway that a solution to the problem was probably no longer
possible.-. : s 7 : : :

nmijﬁjb@éj@i@;’@gﬁiééi-é,Bﬁaiiiéi select evaluators with commitment to constructive use of evaluation
findingss Evaluators who approach their work pﬂméy;& as "judges" and who classify programs into only two °
categories—successes and failures—are out of tune with the ambiguous character of most evaluation results.

When such evaluators bring with them a generally negative outlook, they can be quite destructive and should
- be avoided. - ‘ _ o o . A | ‘ !
| ' . (

.

' The Presentation of Findings

_ - -~ [ I § oo

__Even if the evaluator and the manager are prepared to deal with ambiguous findings intermaily-and to

R make them a point of departure for comstructive change, pgesentation of ambigyous résults to the ‘funding
source; to concerned public administrators, and to the community is still difficults In all four cases; some
community groups were interested in-the findings; and in two of these the interest .even attracted media
attention: In three of the four cases a State-level funding agency was interested in the effectiveness of the
program. In the fourth case, New Life School, there was an interested local funding source. In all four

cases the evaluation results could affect the current funding agency's detision to ‘continue program support.

Finally, with respecy to all four cases, other important public administrators were potentially: interested in
obtaining the evaluation findings. i 18 : =

I R S : . R G
‘ One quroaqh was trigd in each case study to help clarify evaluation findings and enhance their

potential for use by exter al forces. - Summaries and presentations were prepared that minimjzed the .
complexity of the findings and presented them constructively. The case summaries 'wére prodctive, while
the two kinds of presentations—to funding agencies and to public bddies—were reactive. It is always

desirable for the manager and evaluater to chart a more proactive campaign to disseminate findings.
, ; -

Responding To Audiences™Creatively . .

" The evaluator and the manager mist be.sensitive £o 'the breadtti and character of the issues of concern
to a potential audience and to stress these issues in their presentations, even if those issues: were less

critical when the evaluation was originally designed. “For example; a prevention evaluation started several - -
years ago and only now about.to present findings may not have paid much attention to cost-benefit issues.
But. recent dramati¢ reductions in Federal support to health and human services have made _cost-benefit

arguments crucial. ‘'Changing circumstances may require organizing even data collected for other purposes
to make as compelling a case as possible. .Managers and evaluators need to have éonsiderable flexibility:

_ o o . = ‘ : ‘ - . ! '

Some other ways to present evaluation findings in their broader contekt are tot -

. . L ' S o A S S

o - discuss the community's prevention service needs and the program's overall “contributions to

. meeting them .~ . = P - - . e B

o present the findings to illustrate.the human pathos of the program context . 5

o) capture the enthusiasm thdt participants, their families, and interested community members may.

- -~ --spontarieously express toward the program._ . .. .. . . R

_ - P N B

Written reports, even concise general summarigs; may, not be an effective way to communicate program
accomplishments to members of the general community while creative use of other media can help reach a

broad audience. - i

. ,

 CYC provides an illustration of the innovative use of media_for reaching the community._ The agency -

rented the elementary. school auditorium across the_street for a Sunhday afternoon meeting. The choice of

‘time was critical, because a.large percentage of adult men in the community worked in restaurants




evenings, and many women worked in garment factories on Saturdays. Sundays were the only days during

which both men and women were available for such a meeting., ) . .

. The immigrant Chinese adults were too tiréd from working 60, 70, and mgre hours a week, to want to

attend a meeting about CYC; but it was important, given the politics of Chinatown in Big City, to obtain the
interest and support of the eommunity. The manager hit on the idea of showing a_popular Chinese movie

free to the persons who attended the Sunday afternoon program. The resulting meeting was a total success.

About 300 adults from the community attended. They.saw the first half of the. movie. Then duting a break
. the manager and her staff presented some of the evaluation highlights in a manner interesting to the-
community: The evaluator was introduced to the audience, although he did not make a presentation because

he did not speak Cantonese. After the half-hour of CY.C presentations, the remainder gf the film was
shown. Afterward, refreshments Wé’ré,%{i&é’d in the school cafeteria. During the reffeshmént period the

manager and staff mingled with the audiefce and discussed the prbgram with them. As a final attraction,

participants' paintings; calligraphy; and other arts and erafts were exhibited in the foyer.
N o . L . _ _ L L _ . .‘77 ,' _ B : : : - ~ ~ ‘ L
Subsequent feedback indicated that the afternoon affair had made a strohg positive iﬁiéié’s’siiiﬁ,/;,’lhe

resulting support filtered through the active Chinatown grapevine and was helpful in suppressing opposition
from competing programs-that, regarded CYC as a threat to their sources of funding: CYC illustrates how
the presentation of evaluation Yindings can involve creative, sensitive approaches.

In some instances, the program is the focus of media attention whether it wants it or not New Life

School, MAYA, and Project:Commune were all sought out by the newspapers and radio and television nev’v?-

reporters. The CYC program, however; wished to obtain favorable coverage for itself, and sought out new
coverage in the local Chinatown newspaper and the Chinese radio station in Big City-
Whether contacts with news media are- reactive or proactive,

lia are- rea. keep 'in mind the following two
considerations and deal with the media appropriately. ‘

' F%t of all, remember that the news media sieze upon drug abuse dafa. Newspaper editors_like to build

their h¢adlines around such material. - AImost invariably some infarmafion regarding the prevalence and
incidence of drug use (and possibly of delinquency or other kinds of destrlictive behaviors) will appear in the
report of an outcome evaluation. The media tends to blow this informatidn out of proportion, distorting the

-

real meaning of the findings. - . ) 7 -

-

To counter this tendency, the evaluator must develop @pproaches that play down such statistics or their

uniqueness. He might mention, for example; that such levels of drug use are typical for adolescents.in the

- area. The important thing is to anticipate a focus on drug use data; and to prépare responses designed to

refocus attention by helping news people place the matter in perspective.
___ A second concern when dealing with the press, radio, and TV is the media's tendency to prefer simple;
either—or findings. They often base a story on answers to a few questions asked in the course of a five-to-
ten minute telephone.conversation. This aimost &iw

often to the detriment of the program.

ays results in serious oversimplifieation of the findings,

The manager and the evaluator should not.allow themselves_to be trapped in this no-win situation. If

reporters seek information about the evaluation and/or about the program, they should insist on a face-to-

face meeting in which the reporters are willing to commit at least 30 minutes of their time to talking about

the program. If they have serious professional intentions; the reporters will probably agree. If not, it is safe

to assume that the potential story would not have been very helpful in presenting the program to the public:

_Assume that the media will be interested: Even-if such interest seems unlikely at the time the
evaluation is being developed, unforeseen eircumstances can arise that draw the attention of the media; and
put the manager and the evaluator on the spot. For example, MAYA did not expect media Coverage.
Central City had no Chicano-oriented news media; and Chicano programs seldom attracted the attention of

the ‘Anglo-dominated news media. Near the end of the evalua®on; however; a murder occurred in the
Chicano eommunity—an organized crime assassination—and the manager was inadvertently connected with

the event. Suddenly MAYA was briefly in the news. The manager and evaluator were both sensitive to the
program problems that such coverage entailed. . Although they had not planned how théy would deal with

news reporters, they held, a meeting and mapped out a strategy. Their coordinated approach was effective,

and they received in—depth favorable coverage from Central City's two newspapers; from & major television
station, and from an important radio station. ; ' ) . ‘
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CONCLUDING GUIDELINES -

_ Four conclusions summarize the major points in this chapter and organize them into broad guidelines to

help the evaluator and manager deal with evaluation politics: .

[) Political issues cgn subject the evaluation team and the program to considerable pressure,
‘especially when the evaluation findings become public. To counter these pressures, the evaluator
and fhe manager must develop a strong collaborative relationship based on trust; respect, and

] understanding. Such a relationship arises from an open sharing of relevant values,and a joint

L exploration of the'larger context of values in.which the evaluation program is embedded.

o o e SR
o  Evaluations tend to focug on the stated objectives of a program, using tools which are available to

. the evaluator: An effective evaluation, which will both strengthen the program_and sustain it
through political storms; is based on a sound design developed collaboratively by the evaluator and -
the manager; both parties must also understan ‘the implications of the methods selected and their -

_relationship to the program’s goals ard objectives.
i o e . o e UNT e
o Effective evaluation regtires apgropriati communication of findings to all interested parties;

the program ) sourcf concerned public administrators, and the comMunity.
. * The evaluator and the manager must D _their_joint effort into devaloping and carrying out
creative and appropriate means to communicate the findings: Evaluations presented in a positive

including thie program, the funding sourc@ concern

‘ light can do much to help a program gain support and evolve into a more effective resource for -

the prevention of drug abuse:

. . @ source of opportunities: If the manager and evaluator work together to face these issués with
- appropriate planning and full awareness of the political context, the program, if 'actually

. &  Although the politics which surround evaluations can be a set of thorny problems, they can also be
o - effective, should be able to maximize public and funding support. S

. — U

' . . L
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The aiithior wishes to share his appreciation to his colleague, Robert Emrich; of the General Electric

-.Company, for his wise observations on the topics discussed in this chapter. : ’
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