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Emphas is placed 11 maxhnizing tDe usefulnek

.
of program evil tio in decisionmalang
gram priori es an modificatipms

clea.:

Harmo ai program,: evaluation wItIl aVail-
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able reso es.ts challeuge;' program\ evaioation,44,14...2
especially e coIlctzon of evidence, can be' costly.
Analyzing mpacts of Extension Programs presents
-oPtional le els oftviden wi varying degrees of
expense.

Schne of tM ideas in this publication are yet to be
verified, b t are presented to guide thinking about,t5.
n,xtensiOn rogram evaluation and to lead totested
principles if evaluation.
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/ This publication presents a framework, guide-
lines, strategyi.and methods for evaluating Extension
education prOgiarns:ExtensiOn programi are vieWed,
in terms of seven levels of Objectives and evaluatiVekievidence! ,( f ) inputs; (2) actiVities,,(3) people
involvement, :(4) reactions, (5) .change of owl-
edge, attitudes, skills, and/or ispirationt, (KikSA),
(6) practiee change,. and (7) end" reWlts.
- Levels-I and fcharacterize ExtenSion' .efforts.

tensionLevel 3 includes the people involved by
and the nature of 'their involvement; l els 4
throUgh 7 cover the responses by' thee /people and
otherSt 'Responses range, from the i,mmediate and

dir4to the long-terin and indirect onsequenees of
Extcpsion s actions.

e foregoing levels vary in (a) the extent tot
wh ch they can provide evidence of, Extension1

(b) the amount/of, resOurces required
for,obtabaing evidence. Evidence of Extension
pirOgram impact becomes stronger in ascending the
levels.' However, obtaining eyidence at higher levels
generally requires more evaltiatiVe resources. The
ley (s) of evidence chosen for a particular program
.eval lion will varY -with the dcasiorciiis to assist,'
the n re of Ole program, and the circumstances
of.it evaluation. Proxy indicators are suggested, in
order to maximize strength of evidence in lower
cast-a ssments' of EXtension's effectiyeness.

-Progr us evaluations may be relied upon to .

assist isionmakink to 'the extent that they provide
hi uality evidence of accoMplishMent .of pre-

.

°gram objectives and identify Extensiim's extent of
- contribution to such accomplishments.



By Claude F. Bennett
'Specialist, Educational Methodologj:and Evaluation
.Program and Staff Development

INTRODUCTION
"Are ExtensiOli Programi Succeeding?" is a ques-

' tiOn asked frequently by Officials at all levels Of
Governinent, legislators, university aditiniStratprs,
and EXtensioir workers themselves. ThiS pulifintion

- provides gnidanCe, in eyaluating!CodperatiVe-
,EXtension,education'Programs.1

Judgmentsfabont yrogram effectiveness Will be
,made one way or another. HoWeyer, there is mount-.
ing demand ,by legislators, policymakers, and
adminiStrators that program effectiveness be demon-
strated throUgh formal evaluations. Tyese de-

reinforce the desire byf Extension staff to
: obtain soUnd evidence of the' eXtent to which Exten-
sion programs are successful. Formal eValuation
entails:cOnsciOus procedures for placing valtie on
programS according to (1) expliCit Ciiteria and

'designs for collection and analysis of evidence.. .

program evaluation is part of, the overall program'
..development process, which includes: (1) identify;
ing problems and selecting long-range objectiVes;

*.(2), specifying these objectives aild the strategy;
actiVities, and budget designed tO achi,svc.them;. ();/'
conducting activities; (4) evqluating the program'§
strategy apd impact; and (3) 'usink this evaluation'
along WiA other information in, subsequent progr
development.

Impact eValuation is asseisment of a program's
effectiveness in achieving its ultimate objectives
or assessment of relative effeCtiireness of two or more
programs *meeting cominon ultimate objectives.2

.\&

The major purpose of program evaluation is to
_assist-in reaching decisions on future dircctions, .

.deSign, -and funding of programs.3 Decisions on
whether progranis should be terminated, curtailed,
maintained, or expanded arg aided by pnigram

A evaluations..
Sikh eVahiations may also suggest reformulation

Of program objectives, strategy; delivery organiza-
tion, educational methodology, and intendek:'
andiences.

T)11is" publication identifies seven broad catemies
of criteria which are useful in formally evaluating
the effectiveness'OLExtension, programs and attempts
to proyide guidance in choosing evidence regarding
these catepries.

A CHAIN OF EVENTS IN
EXTENSION PROGRAMS

Figura- 1 shows a "chain of events" assumed to
characteriie'most programs of Extension education.
Although the events selected oversimplify reality,

/they -pfovide a "mind...hold" On Extension programs.
1/,4- The events, chart the behavior ofboth Extension

iand the people inyolved in ts programs.4
."Inputs".flower left of fig. 1) are selected on

the assuMption that problem solution may require
resource expenditures:With these inputs, "Activities-
ean be performed; e.g., .publicizing programs Or
"putting `across" educational content.

Aelivities 'Involve People" (participants) who
- have "ReactiOns", i:e., some degree of interest

.e

I

Cooperative Extension education is 'defined herein as
noncredit individual, group,. and mass instruction directed .

ioward practical Problem-solving. Usually conducted
off-cainpus and informally, Cooperative Extension ptogtauls

. are an outreach of Land-Grant Universities and Colleges.-
Cooperative Extension Service programs are generally
mutually funded and directed by local, State and national
sources. See U.S. Department of Agricultute, National
Association of State Universities and Land Grant Collegei
'Sindy Committee, A People and A Spirit, Fort Collins,
Colo., Colorado Stafe University; 1968.

Sctiven, Michael, "The Methodology of Evaluation,"
Perspectives of Curriculum Evaluation, Ralph Tyler,
Robert Gagne, and Michael ScriVen (edS.), pp. 30-83,
Chicago, Ill., Rand McNally, 1967.

Stuffiebeam, Daniel L.,_'4Toward a Science of 'Education

Evaluation," Educational Technology 8 (July 1968),
pp. 5-12.

Wholey, Josepb S., John W. Scanlon, Hugh G. Duffy,
. James S. Fukumoto, and Leona M. Voght, Federal Evalua-

tion Policy: An Overview, Washington, D.C., UFban
Institute', 1970.,

8Stuffiebeam, Daniel L., op. cit., and Joieph S. Wholey,
op. cit.; see also Warner, W. Keith, "Feedback in Adminis-
tration,", JournaF ol Extension V (Spring 1967), pp. 35-46.

'Several elements of the chain have ,been identified by
Kirkpatrick, al I:Suchman. See Kirkpatrick,;Donald L.,
"Evaluation Of Taining," Training and Development Hand-
boot, Robert L. Craig and Lester 'R."Bittel (eds.), yp.
87-112, New York, McGraw-Hill, 1967, and Suchman,
Edward A., Eyaluative.Research, New York, Russell Sage
Foundation, 1967.
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, in, and like_of dislike for, tee activities in Whiab .. At each level of the hieraichy, "P" (fbr planned)
z-.

they are instoli,ed.5 (Reactioni to activities depend syinbolizes an objective to be reacheit; For example,
on both the .activities themselVes .andctthe valueS, - an 'objective at level 3, "People invOlved," could
leaining ability, and social interrelationships of the be to involve a certaihrtiumber of ,eliehtele having
people invblved.) To the extcnt that 'partiCipants" prescribed _characteristics, Placethent-of "P" on
interest can be held,,zthey may change their knowl- ... the sloping line at the left of each level is shown' '
edge:attitudes, skills, and/or aspitatihni .("KASA"). by a dot. The height oLthe dot' opposite "P'
Wheitas attitude denbteS feelings (approval Or .: indicates the magnitude of the objective. That is, a
disapproval), aspiration indicates thebse of feelings.: ,-. , dot.representing an objective to reach 200 clientele
in goal se)ection or -choice among 'altetnatives. i; would be plaCed higher than if the objective were

`Practice Change' (adoption) refers to individual' - to reach I-00 clientele. The staircase of objectives
or collective application of acqUired laiowledge, reaches toward solviiirtat the seventh level)
attitudes, skills, and aspirations to worknr life some Overall problensTot clientele or the larger

,ystyles.° BUt4 practices are not nSually adopted society. Placement,Of aotszin figure2-is-for the sake
.fortheir oWn sake; certain benefits ar anticipatea ' W illustration. IliAvever/at levels I through 6, a_

to accitic from individual% and c ll tive practices basis foF:setting;dbjectives is their sufficiency toWhatever benefits and consequences follow from : move to thopext higher level-(s) and, finally,-to ,the
practices may be _called "End Results.',' These- i desired end:results. ...

- results, hOpefally, include attainment of the ultimate '-' Figurei2-abbrgvi) ates.:twO dimensidns or broad
objective ( s) of 4ExtensiOn Programs. .. .

criteridat each level; spetific examples of these andBefore continuing, it should be acknOwledged other .crlieria are provideir-beiow: '
,

that individual or group.chahge may not always
proceed strictly in accordance with the above
sequence of events. For 5xample, reactions prob-

1. At the inputs level:criteria-are within-plans
,

(objectiveS) to allodate certain ldnds and aniounts .ably occur prior to arid during participation as Well of resources to a program, such as:
as after inv lvement. Also, practice chaiige.maY
occur befo the attitude or knowledge: change . Time of paid staif and, 'volupteers (e.g., "five
intended by rogram ohjectivei: . full-time equivalents per year Will be expended

z on-a consumer eclucation progratn")..
A HIERARCHY FOR PROGRAM Staff qualification=paid ana volu nteer ,(e.g.,
EVALILIATI-ON;: .;" (. . program assistants to be recruited inust beIn figure 2, the foregoing chain of events is eon- 'opinion leaders'2').. : ... ,. -

verted into a hierarchy of objectiveS add evidence -',_. .,for pro ram evaluations. Six levejs :a output are ', ..,. I At the activities level, crikria aie,within plans
. 'it, based ujion inputs to Extension. 4,, ' to PerfOrm,through, the above inputs, a certain '

nuniber.. of specified activities in order_ to induce
. education, spch as -'

Initially, it matters little :.vvhether,, partiCipants are
interested in the educational.tontent of ,SctiVities.,, for

, .
ample, some participants may.at!first ittend andeyalue;
discp 'ons on grain production or nutrition because they,
enjoy the soeial interaction',:kd::',notlbecause 'they are °
pariicularly interested in the subji4.i wider digcuSsion- .

°Of course, KASA change mny sirnply reinforee e?cist-,
ing Oactices. Clientele may be expectedtO exhibit.no .

practice change, as in education to prevent utenf harmfti,l
drugs.

1

*..collectinr; at preparing° eduatinnat Materials
4assist volunteers 'in 'planting 20 plots to

deinOnstrate reseal-Oi.findings").
:Publicizing piograms '( e.g., "publish five.news-;

paper .notices of :environmental activities")._
,,Tiansmitting subjedt Matter content through

massk,Mediai Meetings, and other.eveints .(e.g,
aschedulegfiVe showings of videe-taPe- on chow tod

liear..she'ep"). ° ' d,
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Figure 2:

'HIERARCHY F EVIDiNCE FOR PROGRAM EVALUATION.
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3. At the people involvement level, criteria are
within plans that certain types and ;umbers of
persons, groups, oir communities will be involved in
the activities, sucli as: -

Number of.participants in ents; tours, meet- ,

ings, or clubs (e.g., "2,,t . more:4-H club
memberS will be enrolled in livestock Projectsr) .

,- Psychological and socioeconomic characteristics
of participants (e.g., "at least 90 percent of program
clientele should be low-incomen.

'Continuity, frequency, and intensity.of face-to-
'face or mediated interaction between eliatele and ,

Extension (e.g., "80-Percent.of 'new Officers of
community development councils should attend
leadership training -meetings").

14. At the reactions level, criterfa are within plans
to obtain certain reactions to involvement,in activi-
ties, in terms of: -

Interest in educational eventS (e.g., "there
shOuld be a minimum Of.75 percent .pkAive reactions
to topics chosen for discusiion at child develop-
ment meeting").

-Acceptance of persons leading activities (e.g.,
"leader of soybean marketing meetings should be
rated ,as 'highly cOmpetent' by two-thirds of those

. in attendance).

5. At the KASA change level, criteria are within
plans that certain knowledge, attitudes, 'skills, and
aspirations (KASA) will'ensue from participants'
engagement in prograni activities,1 including:

Direction (content) and extent of KASA
changer(e.g., skills"80 percent of homemakers,
rather than the-present 10 percent, to be .able to

.suitably arrange furniture in their respective
homes").

At all levels, but especially at level 5,,6, and 7, the
question of whose objectivesExiension's or clientele's--
are involVed may become an issue. The degree of congensus
on objectives at these levels will depend on the adequacy

''N4Rf Extension program planning. See Stake, Robert E."The
Countenance of Educational Evaluation," Teders College
Record 68 (April 1967), pp. 523-540.

N 'Durability of any KASA change (e.g., knowl-
,edge---!"95 percent of farmers io recall sources of
safety rules for handling pesticides one year after

learning.about them"). ./ ,

Intensity of attitudes to be accepted "all
youth in the Qitizenship seminar should*come to
.condemn very strongly the neglect to vote"):

- Height of aspiration (e.g., "each couple repre-,rt
sented in the family resource management workshop -

should decide to prepare a legal /will within '1
mOnth after the close Of ihe workshop").

,

6. At Vie practic' e change level, criteria are Within
plans for certain changes in individual prctices,
technology, and/or social structures. These conse-.
quences of KASA change are in terms of:

Individual Innovation and adoption (e.g.', "80
percent of farmers to-adopt new, superior variety
of wheat within 2 \years of release").
'0 Cdllective (structural) cpange (e.g., "25 per-

cent of cominunities to establish land-use planning
boards during each of 4 ucce-ssive years").

"Individual innovation" is distinguished from
,"structural change' in that the latter refers to /
change in social relationship's, laws; and institutions,
including associated physical facilities. For example,
if a solid waste d4osal systeni is created in a
county, a structure within thal county is changed.

, ,
7. Arthe end results I vel, criteria are within plans
that certain effects will be.achieved fhrough praCtice

,cbange. These plans are called ultimate objectives
and emphasize the preventicm checking, reduction,,.
or solution of overall problems of:

e4tidividuals (e.g., "one-third! of 'isolate' youth
attending,camp to gain increased self- and p6ei--
acceptance").

Groups (e.g., *the community will increase to
5 percent its annual rate of real economic growfh").

REACHING PROGRAM OBJECTIVES ,
Figure 2 shows that actual outcomes or achieye-

mentS, "A" as well as objectives, pertain to each
of the seven levels discusSed aboye: The height of
the dot opposite each "A" stiows the magnifude of
actual outcome.

1 0



8 Figure 2 also shows a variety possible.relation-
ships between "P" and-"A". If the "A" i; above the

,..74P;" pore hat bean atttined than planned as-shown
at leyel 1 (e.g., seven, rather than the intended
five, full-time equivalents are expended on the
program).`If "A" is below fq:'," fess has been ac-
complished than'planned, as at level 6 (e.g.,zer
a 4-year periodonly 40 percent, rather than 'MO
percent, of communities established land-use
planning boaids)Of course, if plans Have been
exactly attained; "P" and "A" are the same, as
depicted at level three (new officers of county de-
velopment councils reach the objective qf 80 per-
cent average attendance at. leadership training
meetings).

There are many factors which enter into value
judgments of programs. However, in genercil,.the
more nearly the objectives of a program are ,

reached, the rnora positive the judgment of the pm-
gram, i.e., the higher the value assigned tp the-
program. In turn, the more a program is valued,
the more likely it will be continued, intensified, or
-broadened (unless need,for the prOgrard has been
lessened dub to the program's success or to other'
factors).

Before continuing, it should be acknowledged that
comparing objectives and achievements is by no,
meats the only approach to evaluating Extension
programs. Evaluations of prpgrarn, impact may
be based on the entire array of program effects;
wheeler or not related to program objectives.

"Side" effects-may occur at `any output level, of-
the hierarchy, but apPly' especially to level. 7.
"S0e" effects are unintentional and usually On-
expected ft"nd may be beneficial or harmful. For ex-
ample, new, industry obtained by a community
thrall& Extension's assistance may alter 'establishe
social relationships in unexp'ected ways. Other ap-
proaches to program evaluation' include comparing
program objectives and accomplishments with
the mission of Extension as an agency.8

°Steele, Sara M., Six Dimensions of Program Effective-
ness, Madison, Wis., Program and Staff Development!
University of WisconsinExtension, 1972. Also see Stake,
Robert E., op, cit.

SEL CTION OF LEVEL OF EVIDENCE
As previously outlined, Extension programs

us ly haveexplicitly or' implicitlyobjectives at .1s veral or all levels of the hierarchy depipted in ,figUre,
. At which of the seven llkels should'evidence '
f program accoMplishments be obtained in evaldat-.

i Extension's effectiveness? Guidelines A, Bb C,
an D are offered' to help answer this question.
These ,... 9 .es, as well as others in the paper, are ..
offered on .the basis of experience and logieal
plausibility. Althoug the idelines have not been
tested systematically, they are p vided in order
to organize thinking about formal evaluation and
fo leachoward cumulation of *tested principles about . .

evaluation itself. L °:
Guide A: Evidence of program impaVt be-

comes stronger as the hierarchy is ascended.
(01 CourSe,such evidenee maya indicate attainment,
or lick of attainment, of objectives:), Guide A states,-
in effect, that evidence at:tile two lowest levels .4"
provides little or no measure of the ektent to which
clientele benefit from the program.
.. Level Ymerely provides one way *of meaguring

possible. opportunity for education to. occur.
Evidence at the "people involved"1 level may sug- .

gest the extent to which some kinds of benefits are
being receiiod by participants, However, evidence
at this level (e.g., participation rate) doe% not_'`
nteceSsarily indicate progress toward ultimate pro-
gram objectiveS: high participation may occur .for
some reason unrelated to the benefits intended to
accrue from the'prograM.

As9ending to tee fourth level,-"reactions,' can
roviae some*hat better confirmalion of whether

given activities are helpful as intei31ed. ,But such
evidence indicates less satisfactofil than evidence Of
KASA changes the extent of progre toward uiti- :,
mateprogram objectives. Knowle ge, skills, ete/to ,
be aCquirrici are frequently considere cl as merely
"stepping tones" to adoption of mo e desirable .

patterns of behavior, although there are differing
philosophies on whether practice Change is ffiways
necessary to successful Extension education.
Practice change assessnIent is desirable when pro-
gram objectives include .patterns of: (a) utilization
or tpplication of new knowledge and skills; (b)
-exfressicin of changed attitudes; and (e) :follow-



Finally, assessing practice change is usually n.

.through nklv aspirations, decisions, or

clientele Or the society. Thereforp, ideal evaluatiorl

ments.

:Mate program objectives. Extension is often held

'probably:be in terms of whether desired end

accotintable for the extent to which it is cp.ntributing.

of impact of most Extension programs' wotild.

td solution or checking of overall probfems of

quite apart from assessing:accomplishment of .ulti;

results are achieved, plus assessment or any si
icant side effects.

. ,

However, a reason for infrequent assessment..
:of itnpact at the top lev e s of the hierarchy is set.1.

:forth in Guide B: The di .culty and co'st of
obtaining evidence on program accomplish-
ments generally increbses as the hierprchyti is aicended. EVidenee .within lo er level's of the.
hierarchy provides little. indicati impact but is

. comparatively inexpensive and easily gathered.'
As the hierarchy is climbed, difficulty and resources

' ! required to measure aduel program outcomes
gener'ally increase, due to: "'a):increasingly greater

: difficulty in setting precise objectiveS as guides id
obtaining accomplishment dataexclusions of
alternate objectives within a level-are more difficult
to justify as the hitirarchy is ascended; (b) ,increas-
ingly scattered sgurees of eVidenCe----Extension
clientele often apply separately what they learn - -,
through 'participation in,grotip EXtension activities;
(c) increasingly great= thne-lag following program' '

, activitiespractice changes and end results may
occur mohths to years after Extension activities;
and (d) increasing difficulty Of separating Extension
accomplishments from accomplishments by other
sources of change--L-i.e.., the higher in the hierarchy,
the more chance, that soine agency, or a cominunica- ,

non source other than Extension; had a role in
bringing about any observed change...
. Guides A and, 13 ,both assiae evidence of..com-
'parable quality from one level tO another: Theie ,

uides(A) evidence orimPaCt bqcorpes stronger
In cue ing thehierarchy, and (B) more resources
are 'required to collect evidence of accomplishment
withinitigher levels=are advanced only solong
as the quality of evidence remains Constant from
level to level. The quality ,of the evidende is dis-

, cussed later in thispublication.

.4k PYRAMID OF EVIOENCE FQR
PROGRAM gVALUATI911;

Figure 3 depicts..0 pyramid which-guicIts toward
-the advantages of asseksing h program avseverat..
levels of the hierarchy, including th, inputs levg

Figure 3 cdmidates previously Atscussed Jevels of .

evidence in proceeding from Evidencepuslers I
to VII. Chister I, simply the "inpu§" level, consti-
tutes 'an Underlying component of all the other
dusters of evidene& Cluster IL adds a second level,
"acliVities." these. two levels themselves constitute
"building blocks" kir Cluster III, and so on.

eC EvtiNfitiorts are strengtheneikby dssess-
xiensiO4 programs at smieral levels of

hierarchy including -tht inputs level. This
e is advanced for three reasons.

st, alqng with other agencies,, Extension is
bet asked infreasioil to report degree of Output
(leilelS 2 through 7) in relation to inputs or colts
(level 1 of the hierarchy).. This entails analysis
of program delivery effieien6y and:of cost effective-
ness or 'Cost bendlts.6Clustert with .higher numbers
("highU clusters) Frq1d6 for analysis' of program
cost in relation tolffeCtiveness criteria closer to
problem sOjution (level 7)..

The second 'reason for Guide G is: the greater
the numb.er of PYograrn objecaes shown to be Met,'
including those at varying levels,:the better the .

evidence of effectivehess. For exadiplepevidenCe of
intendecLknowledge change improVes certainty that
clientele adoptions of recommended practices
were' made for the correct reasons or because of.

what clientele learned through participation in
Extension.

A third reason- for' obtaining evidence at two Or ,

more levels prthe hieiarchy is to check on hOw
far the prgrom has proceeded toivard ieachingits
ultimate objectives. A ,program may,fall short of
inducing practice changes, but effectiVely induce
intended,KASA charms: external constraints may
prevent Extension clientele -from putting .into
ptactide knowledge, attitudes, skills; and asPiratiohs
adjuired through participation in Extension pro-

7,

lit*,

Thpodi Tony, PpillipFellin, and irwin
Program Evaluation, Itisca, F: E. Peacock, 1971;
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Figure 3.
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Objectives arid achievaments are assumed, as represented in Figure 2.
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grams. Similarly, objectives for practice change .

may have been achieved,. without sufficient time
having elapsed for clientele to realize the envisioned -

,benefits from the practice.
High clusters of evaluative evidence should be

selected to the degree that resources for formal
.evaluation are available, as higher numbered clusters
provide stronger evidence for program evaluation.
In the higher clusters, one or. more of. the levels
may be omitted, in line with the purposes or con-
straintS of compiling evidence for evaluation.

The paper, to this point may be partly summarized
and also related explicitly to the chief, purpose of
program evaluation, by stating Guide-D: The higher
the cluster of evidence for program evaluation, .

the more useful the evidence for making
decisions on present and future programming.

EVALUATION CAITERIA AND
QUALITY OF EVIDENCE ,

Assessing program effectiveness generally require's
specific criteria which can provide a'basis for
measuring the extent to which program objectives,
have been attained.

Criteria withiti program objectives .are gener-
ally definitions or subdivisions of objectives at
each leVel of the hierarchy.1° Criteria are a primary
basis for Selection'of evidenee as to the extent of
accomplishment of objectives. For example, if the
ultimate aim'of a program (level 7 of the hierarchy)
is to achieve "desirable land-use," how would
"desirable land-use" be defined? Would it bedefined
in terms oqrade-offs among preferred (a) "living .

Space," (b) "population growth," (c) "economic
growth," 4.K1 (d) "environmental status"? If so,
how would (a), (b), (t), and (d) be defined?
Repeated subdivi'sion of the Components of (a),t(b),,
(c), and (d) would continue until triteria are
sufficiently specific and clear to guide the.selection .

of adequate evidence on the extent to which ultimate
aims of the program haye been achieved.

The process of defining specific criteria for .

I.
"Criteria for evaluating program imr;act may be unre-

lated to program objectives. For example, Criteria may be
based on philosophical, ethical, or personal considerations.

eyaluation is essentially one of moving from broad
to'Specific objectives at eath level of the hierarchy.
Therefore, planning for.obtaining,evaluative evi-

:der= cari and should occur simultaneously with the
process of preparing multiyear wrams, annual'
plariS of work; and lea,. niug nr!i

Guide E: :Evalualian is ger- lgthened to the
extent tke specific criteria j, wfluation are
defined, prior to conduct of the Ettension
program. Specific criteria are needed in order to
obtain quality eyidence on degree of attainment ,

of program objectives: (a) prior to program aetivi.
des ("benchmark" evidence), and, (b) following
such activities. Early timing in planning for evalua-
tion can clarify program objectives and, thus,
also Strengthen the planning and conduct of Exten-
sion programs. Timing in obtaining evidence will
be discusSed in some detail later.

Evidence on the extent of accomplishment of
objectives may vary ih qUality. Variation in quality
of eyidence is often referred to as "hard" versus
"soft" data. Data:(i,e., observations) are "hard" to
the extent that they are valid, representative, and
quantified." Figure 3.indicates that "soft" or
"hard" data (or both} may be collected at ,each
level,of the hierarchy:It should be emphasized that
"hard" and "soft" data constitute a continuuhi;.
a dichotomy is depicted simply for the sake of
convenience.

The degree of "hardness" of dati actually selected
depends upon trade-offs between ideal data for
thc evaluative purpose at hand and the resources
available. Hard data are usually ideal; however?
"hdrd" data are also more expensive and difficult to
obtain and' should be collectO only when the
bencfits tO decisionmaking, anticipated frnm superior
evidence cleatly, outweigh thc costs of obtaining
'such evident .

1There are many situations where''soft" data on
degree of accomplishment of objectives are all that
can be obtained; for example, program participants,
and especially nonparticipants, are often unwilling

" For an \:troduction to validity, quantification, and
representativ ness,. see Selltiz, Claire, Marie Jahoda, Morton
Deutsch, and Stuart W. Cook Res arc
Re ations, New York, Holt, Rinehart and Winstont 1961.

14



44

12 or unable to'be observed or to respond to instru-
nients which require detailed answers and extensive

,+ time for completion.
Figtrre 4 illustrates the three prinqpal dimensions

of "hard" versus "soft" data. Observations are
valid to the extent that they truly reflect thescharac-
teristics of individuals, groups, or situations under
study. For example, regarding the Measurement
of knowledge (level 5), validitY of responses by
workshop participants to the following question
naire item would be rather uncertain: "Please
indicate whether you can recognizes potassium
defictency in wheat plants: (1) 'very confi-
dent I can,' (2) 'fairly confident I can,'
(3) 'not sure I can'." (A participant's selec-
tion of one of the three responses could be observed
and, therefore, be considered as data). A wholly
valid measure of participants' actual knowledge
would entail direct observation of the degree to
which they can, in fact, accurately identify 'potassium
deficiency under given conditions, such as develop-
mental stage of plants pres9ted, etc. Precise
definitions would be needed- JO speêify observable
actions indicating correct reCognition'of potassium
deficiency.12 .

Nonvalidity of data may arise from several
sources. For example, awareness of program evalua-
tion by participants may cause them to speak or
act as they think they aie.expected to for the sake
of the evaluation, rather than.in.uecordance with
their own inclinations. Lack of validity may also
arise from faulty instruments'of observation, from
observing too small a range of nctions by Exten-
sion participants, and from perceiving participants'
actions inaccurately due to personal bias.

Validity of observtaions is demonstrated by the
extent to which they are consistent with other ,

relevant evidence concerning characteristics of
individuals, groups, or situations under study.
Giuide F : Evaluations are strengthened tO the
extent that validity of observations has been
demonstrated.

Although true differences in characteristics of

San Francisco, Fearon Publishers, 1962.

D

units may be observed as differences (validity), the
questibn as to amount or degree of difference remains.
This poses fhe dimension of quantification. The
degree of differenceAay be shown by the assign-
ment of numerals to represent quantities. Thus,
quantitative data indicate how much differenCe
th in individuals or structures which are ob.-

participants of a tour of feed lots
rate various displayed practices to

nunii _e.environniental pafiutiOn as "acceptable"
- or "unacceptable" for their own use (a measure of .'

their attitude toward each practise). Such a rating
does not permit measurement of whether one
piaetice acdeptable .to the individual exceeds his
acceptance of another. The participant's responses
couldbe quantified by asking him to rate each
pollution control practice on a scale of "zero through
10". "Zero" could represent "totally unacceptable,"
and "10," "totally acceptable," with varying d'grees
of acceptability represented by nuffibers 1 through 9.

The third aspect of hard data is that of represent-
ativeness. Representativeness is the extent to
which observations conCerning individuals, groups,
or situations under study apply to some total popu- .

lation of individuals, groups; or situations. Repre-
sentativeness may be dbtained by conducting a
census or selecting a repres'entative sample:In pro-
gram evaluation, a census obtains information
froni (or on) all the actual or potential program
partiCipants. A representative sample may be choSen
so that the information -obtained ,corresponds -

closely enough, for the purposes at hand, to corn-
parable census fi'ndings. Every tenth recipient of a
consumer economics newsletter might be a suf-
ficiently representative "sample for the purpose of
evaluating the newsletter.

The weight -given to an evaluation in making a
/ program decision should depend upon hardness of

the didence. Guide G: The harder the evidence
for evaluation, the more an evaluation may
be relied upon in program dedsiomnaking.
Table 1 shows examples of "hard", and "soft" data
at each level of the hierarchy.
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Table 1.`'
Examples of "Hard" and "Soft" Data in a Hierarchy

of Evidence for Program Evaluation

amples.

"Hard" data "Soft" data

7. End results Trends inprofit-loss statements, life Casual 'perceptions of changes in
expectancies, and pollution indexes quality of health, economy, and

environment

6. Practice change

5. KASA change

4. Reactions

Diredt observation o se of -.. um- Retrospective reports by fanners of
. mended farm pr cries .7 use of rectriihiended farm -

:,,Of years ractices

Changes in score d meas- Dpinions on extent of change in
ures orknowledc_ ;kills, participants' knowledge, attitudes
and aspirations skills, and aspirations

Extent- to which randor a.n1e of
viewers can -be
watching a demm.-., on

3. People inwilver t Use of social p c-5...r..z.jo

based on recorc ls of
. attendance, hol: . of -ship

positions, etc.

2. Activities'

1. Inputs

Recordini the views Of onlY those
who volunteer'. to express feelings
about .demonstratiOn

Casual observation of attendance and
leadership by participants

Pre-structured o --ra.`.._ -.1 A activities Staff recall of how .-.-1:ies were
and social prbces : Or- --. partici- conducted and the e... to which
pant observatior .o and they were completed
audio tapes, etc

Special 'observat time Staff's subjective 'repo: regarding
.0expenditures, as .:_d motion" time allocation
study



13ROXY MEASURES
' Extension frequently lacks, sufficiit resources
tO obtain quality evidence of its extedr of .

effectiveness,. especially at higher levels of the
hierarchy. In such ca'ses, inferences of the degree
to which objectives are attained can.be made if
proxy or substitute measures have been established.13
Proxy measures are based on research-tested

' relationships between the achievement of objectives
at loWer and higheilevels of the hierarchy, e.g.,
between KASA change and desirea pracike:change
in a youth community development/program:

.

On\ the basis of such previous research, reaching
a lower level objective in a program permits
inferring or predicting attainment of a higher level
objectiVe. Of course, caution must be exercised
as tohow far previous research can be generalized as
a basis for assessing program effectiveness.

With their more confined scope arid variation,
demonstration and pilot projects permit ceOction
of "high" evidende clusters with resources
comparable to those necesSary for collection of
"low" eVidence clusters on full-scale programs.
An efficient strategy for an agenda of formal
evaluation is thisi collect high clusters on pilot
projects and; in so doing, identify within -
lower levels of the hierarchy proxy measures of
impaet. These proxy measures can provide a basis
for interpretation of subsequent low evidence clusters
collected onany ensuing full-scale program.
Similarly, if Extensyn can evaluate fiill-scale
programs periodically through high cluster
evaluations, then, between such evaluations, low
clusters can be used to make inferences about
achievement of objectives at higher levels of
the hierarchy.

Through application of the above strategies, a
schedule of evaluations can be designed to provide
systematically over a cycle of years for efficient
formai evaluation of Extension's programs or pro-
gram components. Guide H: The efficiency of
program evaluation can be increased through
studies which identify Proxy measures.

" Wholey, Joseph S., John W. Scanlon, Hugh G. Duffy,
James S. Fukumoto, and Leona M. Voght, Federal Evalua-

, Ir.an
Institute, 1970.

.
DEPIGNS FOR IDENTIFYING -
SOURCE OF IMPACT

StudY, esigns suggest sChemes for collecting
evidence of Extension's impact. Designs varyin
strength of scientific evidertejegarding the
eXtent toI / which .KASA ciange, practite change,
or end results were brought about through
Extensi n rather than through other solarces of
change. Of course, Extension often works aldng
With other agencieFfand institutions in addressing
pioble s.

The e ,is scientific evidence of Extension's impact,
.tio the degree that evidence can exclude:or

.

take ikito account other possible causes of ._
1 4

achievement ot program objectives (e.g., other
prog ams, chance events, maturation of participants,
effec s of being observed or tested before the .

prograin, Special .motivation of clientele involved
in xtension etc.)," .

nide 1: .4 study 's. usgfulness foi program
decisionmaking is if hanced to the extent that
it an identify Exte'hsinfi'S degree of .contribu-
don to achievement of program objectives.

he following are only a few.of the possible
st dy designs. First presented is the field experiment, '

w ich provides strongest scientific evidence
o the degree to which obserVed change is
p oduced through Extension. Other designs- are
presented lit rder of their capability of identifying
tpe agree 'Ur which Extension contributes to
ibserved attainment of program objectives. The
esigns are not neceSsarily limiteaakke ,orikt
hich they_ are described below.: eMgmaylre

more or less complex in being adapted\tO
varying conditions. The designs are defined and
illOstpted below to show a range of possibilities
for identifying Extension's contribution to
change. Finally, the designs are described in
relation to program objectives, in order to'
show their relevance to- program evaluation as .
defined in this publication.

15

" Campbell; Donald T., and Jar., C. Stanley, Exari-
mental and :Iasi h;
Chicago, Rand McNally, 1963. AlsO Stouffer, Samuel A.,
"Some Observations on Study Design," The American
Journal of Sociology 55 (January, 1950), pp. 356-359.
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16 THE FIELD EXPERIMENT .

Two instances of field eXperimentaLevaluation
.studies In'Extension are: (a) the national impact
evaluation of Mulligan ,Stew, a televised nutritien
program for youth,15 and (b) a study of Extension
training impact on managers of Iowa retail
farm supply firms."'

The field experiment requires making the program
available .to clientele selected randomly (through
chance alone) from some audience. The' part of
the audience selected for no expesure to the
program is the; "control group." For example,
farm and family Extension- aides could be assigned
to disadvantaged rural resklents in half of the
counties of a State. These counties, selected
at random:would contain the program- group of

-disadvantaged rural residents. The. other cennties
would contain the :ontrol group. Observations
before and afotrer the program, activities within
both the "Progiam ::nd control groups are usually
desirable in field experiments. However,
observations only af ter the activities are permissible
In tr:rle conduct, of field experimenfs and may be
preferred' under some circumstances.

Figure 5 depicts -possible observations in a.fielcr,
experiment." In figure 5, levels of the hierarchy in
whicn no opservations are made are represented by

broken lines.: Observations prior to program
aCtivities ("before" observations) are made
simultaneously at levels 5, 6, and 7 in both
the program and control groups. The "situation
or benchmark" in each group is the same,
as shown by the identical location of "Ab" relatiVe to
the sloping lines of levels 5, 6, apd 7. Turning
now to "during observations," the action strategy

,s and reception actually occurred as planned,
as shown by the coincidence of "P" and "A" at
levels 1, 2, 3, and 4 in the program group.

results ai-e made as soon as it is reasonable to
eipect that the intended changes at these three
levels have occurred.

The interrelationships among objeCtives and
observed.' achieviiients mligii3 in figure. 5 suggest an
effectiye Extensioh program. First, "A" reaches "P"
in:the four top jevels of the program group.
Secondly, although each "A" in.the, control
group is hia.thari in the. "before" situation, the' rise
is leSs than dirrise of the corresponding program.
group "A." ,The contribution,of sourceS of
change.other than Eitension is shown* compaOng
the "before:after" observation within the \control
group (Ab compared with A). A'significance" test
can iauge the odds that any greater increase in
program group achievement over 'that of the
coal group wis brought about. by the presence
of the program rather than by unControlled

qactors or chance:
The field experiment should be useti when it is

essen:ial to have maximum certainty about the
extent of Extension prograM inact.sIn many
Situations, the field experiMent ieunattainable
because of complexity or cost, or undesirable
,because of ethical or,political Considerations.
Unci ... such conditions, it is ne,cessary tp settle
for OL:signs which proVide evidence less
concIL3ive of Extension's impact.

MATCHED SET DESIGN
The comparison set design is similar to the

field experiment except that prograni availability
tzi a portion of the potential audience is on
'other than a random basis. Rather, a Program group

and a comparison set are usually selected
on the basis 'of, their similarity. For example,
.(a) a study, in New York State" compared
progress of farmers in an Extension farm

"After" observations of KASA, practices, and end management program and progress of similzz

"Shapiro, Sydelle S., Richard L. 13L
and!Tom Cerva, An Evaluation:of th:
Televisioti Series fOr Extension Servic,
II, HI, and IV, .Cambridge,.Mass,.:

. 15WarrepRichard, *George M.,...pea.
The Experimental Dealer Traitiiltig.Pro:
State University, Rural Sociology Ilepc-

'Benneti, Claude F.,. and Rikett

'since Scardino,
.:!ligan Stew 4-H

= :DA, Vols. I,
-ociates, 1974.
ld Joe M. Bohlen,,

Ames, Iowa
3 6, 1966.
leonard, "Field IA

5,.

Experimentation in Rural Sociology," Rural Sociology "
(March 1970), pp. 69-75.

" Alexander, Frank D., Lnd James W. Longest, Evaluation
of the Farm Management Fiase bf the:Farm find Home
Management Program in New York State, Ithaca, Office
of Extension Studies, 'New York State Extension Service,
1962. ,
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Figure 5.
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18 nonprogram farmers; (b) a Maryland study"
compared progreA Of fainilies in an intensiVe,

, nutrition education program With,th,e progress
of.families who were friends of program families, but

not themselves program participantg;
) (he in., t. u a community improvement

program in Kentucky was studied through .

matching program'and nonprogram communities."
The basic lfmitatien of the matched set 'design

is that matching car be onlY partial, and not
complek.21 To the. -mterit that matching is
hircomplete,ihe matched set design fails to
identify accuratel-: Extension'econtribution to
change (as comp_-_-_-ed to other, sources of change
The matched set =sign does not pro;ride for
statistical tests to zetermine the,..odds that
extraneous factor: are responsible for any greater .

change in progra= set "A" than in compargon
set "A." Statisgc:._. techniques Suet as co-variance
analysis or multi:7.1.e regreSsion can correct- .

. -
partially for such extrafieous factors, but cannot,
substitute fully fcr the random assignment in
the field experimarn. The matched set design
should seek to identify factors in addition to

_ Extension which may effect Change; so that
at least these factors may be accounted for
statistically in assessing Extension's degree of
contribution to accomplishnient of program
objectives.

TIME-TREND STUDIES,
T ese studies follow. clientele's KASA change, ,

pract e change, dr problem solutionOver an
____AKiended (e.g., multi:year) period.,There are

two major variations of this. raethod. The first
is,time-trend ,orojection of preprogram data vs .

actual observations after program implementation:
Program impact is identified as the-difference, r

between observed "after" progArn conditions,

and projected condition& based on rates of chanc-
from title periods prior.to the program." Of
'tburse, to =aunt for th. :mount of change *

which 'has occurred, iC is necessary to :ook for
plausible explanations other than the .-Ektension
program. This, desighls appropriate when there-is a
trend that seems likely to have cohtinue4 if
the program had not,been introdnced rate
Of inerease in averagi*Mber: of patine:, Of
milk ,Per cckt; per:-Yeikfd:

A second type Of tinie-trenctstudy is onewhich
obtains rekated measurement of .clie=ele
progress ,relative to program objectives. A prime
example "of this desigkis the national pvaluatibn
of the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education,
Program. In tis program, clients 'are enrolled
as program participants, thus facilitating obServation
of their KASA change, practice change, and
degree Of problem solution over,the length of
their participation. Observatioeof self-reported
food conpumption has been made beginning

..

with, entrY'of the client into the program and every
6 months thereafter.23

"BEFORE-AFTER'!. STUDY '

This.design requires observations both before,
and. after an E tension program, as could be ,

shown by the ogram group portion of figure'S'; no
comparison set or,"contro. ;Imp" is used.
The before-aftef-design has been-used in Many
Extension studies and is weIl exemplified by the
evaluation of a..Texas,Extension progiani for
low-income, farmers., : , : '

The ."before-after" design tests -only Partially 4-

the extent to;whichany changes at.firgher levels in the-
hierarchy are produced by Extension inputS,
activities,-etc: But,.it is Plausible that Extension
produced part of any obseived7imPact, to the

" Green, tawrence W., Virginia Li Wailg, and Paul H.
Ephross., "A Three-Year Longitudinal Study of the Irpact
of Nutrition on the Knowledge. Attitudes and Prac-
tices of Rural ccr Homemakers." Paper presentPrl to
American Public zlealtb Association, Atlantic Cit.:, Novem-
ber 1972.

"Street, Paul, 'The Appalachian 'Community impact
Pr-Oject; Comparison c, Change Among the Adults and
Youth, Lexington. Ky.. Cooperative Ettension Service, 1972. .

'1 Alexander, Frank b., "A Critique of Evaluatioii." ;-
lournal of Extension Winte. 1965),' pp. 205-212.

r 3
2 1

7 t

..22Hatg:I1arry P., kichard E. Winnie,. and Donald M:
Fisk,,PtacticalPrograin Evaluation foc State and Local
Government. Officials, Washington, D.C.. The Urban ins:
tute, 1973:

" Econorniellesearch Th? Expanded Food ar ,
Nutri, . Education Piogram 1969-1973, Washington, t ..2.,

1.,,partmént of Atriculture; 1975.
Ladewig, flowqd. and Vanice W. Edmonson, The-

Effectiveness of Nonprossionals in Cooperative' Extensic'.
Education for LoI% -Meer::: Farmers, College Station, Tex.,
Texas; A&M University, _972;



degree that other p4sible source of KASA change,
practice change, etc., May be ruled Out, logically.
However, simple cornparisOn of "before": and
"after" program data,may be misleading due.to
unusual or normal fluctuations such ai seasbnal
variatiOns.

Although the designs described above() field
experiment, (6) matehed set design, (c) time-
(rend studies, grid (d), before-after StUdy----are
desirable, implementation of these designs

, can be .cumbersome, expensive, and difficult to
complete soon enough to asSist decisionmaking on

.futute programming. .
general use of data "On the hard side"

in the tour deiigns. above accounts for much
of their expense and tittle consumption. Wreoyer,
as the designs above select evidence increasingly high
in the hierarchy: (d) the longer it,. is uivally
neceisary to wait "till the data are in;", (b)
the more things Can complisate the study, inch as
attrition of program participants; 'and (6) the
more expensive the study is to. complete.

':+4

A frequent.upshot isuse of the designs below which-
are leSs Capable of controlling for "rival
explanations" (Lel, attributing 'observed changes
to sources other than Extension).

THEAURVEy .

In ,comparison with experimental, matched-set,
time-trend, and,"before-after" designs, The
survey design requires fewer resources per ,
program'participant observed. No Pbefore"
observations are made in,the surveY, which may ;

be depicted by the :`aftee', (and also perhaps by the
"during") observations shown in fignre 5.
Surveys in program evaluation may dOmpare
Extension clientele and nonclientele within
higher levels of the hierarchy.

Or, the survey may compare a,t, one poiiit in film
achievement of'program oblectiv,es by Ektension
clientele with different Cha'racterstics, including

Hays, SaMuels 11., Jr., Evainatinr,, Developinew Pr'ojects,,
Varis,qmPrimerie poudin. United Naiions 'Educatignal, .-

.Scientific and Cultural Organization, 1965:
.

Rose, DOnald.W., A ComParative Study of Two Pat-
terns of Cooperative Extension Organizationdn Colorado.
wui Their As,sociati4 wikh Goal Achieveme4t, JobbSatis-
f(lction and Clicrafle Satisfaction, Ph- D. Dissertati91,
,Universiiy Of Utah, 1971.

4

Y

high ".'eisjistw degreeof program :_nroliement. - V
In!such a survey, participants 6:with a low degrep of
involvement constitute a partial subStitute for a
"comparison set."

Primarily because of lack of situational.data
prior to an Eitension program, thesurvey
generally proyides rather weak Conclusions about
the extent to which] Extension, rather than Other
'forces, produces° anybserved-differences between
Extension clieitele and nonclienteie izimitatiOns,
to iuch inferences frgli surveys include self-selection
as a partidiPant in Extension ..ind the effect
on survey.o ervations of any "drop-outs"' froqr
the Extesio program..Even with complex
statistical ,analy'sis the sUrv,cy Usually provides
limited_capacity to accOunt for the-degree tcv
which Extension prOduces achievement of
'higher level objective's.

An:important use of the surveY ki to collect
data on Peceptiorts Or opinionsabout the activities"'
andoutcomes of Extension programs." A random :

sample of opinions as to effectivenesi of Extension
programs may be evidence sufficient to meet
evaluative needs.

Opinions may be obtained regarding a wide
variety of areas, such' as: (a) the extent to
which Extension progranitibjectives have been;
achieved; .(b) the extent to which Extension
and other actors, agencies, etc., have:produced
given,putcomes; and (c) the degree to which
Extension clientele are satisfied with Extension'i,'")
programs. Nutherous studies using this methockiltsgT
have been conducted.2° &modified form of
survey is elicitation or retrOiPectixe reports on
participants' status prior to their program
participation. These reports:provide a partial
substitute for "before" measurer_ :Its RetrospeCtive
reports ;;T:. ;rally tess tru..i respotnse,s
reflecting present, except wiliere substantiating
records ,,are available.

Despire, its many limitations, the survey design

Davie,-Lynn, Terry Patterson, Dorothy MacKerachey,
and Richard Cawldy. SHAPES: Slutred_22Losdl,s.,rthrtniaion----------
System, Torontp,Can., Ontario Institutclz tudies in
EducatiOn, 1975. .

'Oldham,'Mqvin D., and Clancle,F. Dennett, A Con-
certed Ejiort ik"..Bural Developnzer.: An.L:vsis and Evalud-

Stillwaier, Coopera Exteris:-.:n Se: ice, Oklahoma
State University, 1975.
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20 lends itself to many evaluatiOn situations. It .
is cornparatively simple and flexible. The survey
maibe employed after a program is irnplemented,
without the prior evaluative planning required
by soMe other desigSs. .

FinallY, coMpared in terms of th: number of per;
sons or participantS included in a study, opinion
surveys .are usually less expensive than are the .

study designs discussed previously. .

THE CASE STUDY
' Case studies observe in ensiveiy one or only a

- few selected individuals, groups; or communities. ..

Observation may,involve exaMination of existing
records., interviewing, or palticipant observation.,

Case studies seIdbm carry the rigor or formality
of the preceding designs. They often use soft data
(especially hi items of questionable representative-
ness) and seldom,emplo° statistic:I analysis.- In
contrast to the desig iscussed above, few, if any,
exPlitit comparisons unade: the case selected
for study is Compared only implicitly with ether cases.
casually observed or reniembered.

, ,
The weakest form of the case study, as used in

Extension evaluation, is the isolated. "success story:" '
which documents the progre S of only one or
several cliepele. Such case iudies provide weak
scientific evidence of ExtenSi j'n's impact in a
community, state, or natio /I becaase: (a) even
if data on each easels vali ; the cases may nnt be
representative of Extensi ti clier_:ele, and (b) the
question of how much progressentele and poten-
tial Clientele would probably have made without
Extension's aid is usually not ans-,.ered satisfactorily.

Stronger case studieS are those conducted by

outside observers using their own perceptions of -
,program process and impact and drawing on the
observations-of key observers.28

The case study can draw together many diver4/-

pieces of information into a unified interpretation ,

and-may provide important evaluativb insights.
Thus, the case study can provide leads regarding the
conduct and interpretation of studies which use
more definitive designs. '

Table 2 suMmarizes major characteristics of the
six designs above.

USING AND APPRAISING
EVALUATION STUDIES

Evaluations of, prograM effectivenesS' are utili±e
most fully &their implications fordecisioniaking
are noted explicitly. Guide I: Usefulness of
evaluation reports is maximized when çliey
include alternatives and recommendatt ns for
future program developMent. InterpretatiOn of
evaluationfindings for decisionmaldng should
include appraisals of 'the quality and completeness
of the evaluation,study.

The collection, .analysis', and use of evidence in
judgihg degree"Of program effectiveness should
itself be assessed for effectiveness. If acquisition
and use .of evidence on program impact is vieWed
as an ,"activity" through "inputs," then a number

. of questions follow, based on the fherarchy for :
evaluation presented in this paper. Examples .6f
these questions are:. "What has been learned. by

Niederfrank, E. J., trancis S. Mansue, and Chester R.
'Smith, Helpiuk Neiv Jerjey qrban Youth Help Themselves,
New Brunswicic:-N.J., CboVekti,tive Extension Service,
Rut ers University. .

Table 2:
Characteristics of Designs

Impacts of Extension Pr
r Analyzing

ams

Evaluation
design

Observations

"Before"' "During"

Comparison set Evidence can

"After" Aised Randomly assigned' apply. broadly

Field. Experiment Ma-:-be Yes Yes

Time trend Ye: Yes Ybs
"Before-After" Ye; Yes, Yes
Survey Nc Maybe ,k ,e.yes
Case, study May-2e Maybe 'Yes'

;fres Yes

No
Maybe

No

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Maybe



the collection ancIanalysis of çlata, in relation to
degree of etpected improven/ent in knowledge about
program effectiveness?" "Have program decisions
been influenced by knowledge of program effective-
ness acciuired through 'evaluation' studies?"

Appraisals of evaluation studies can suggest needs
for 'further program evaluation, or related analyses,
to assist in specific.decision issues.

-SUMMARY :/W CONCLUSIONS ,

The majorlaurpose of evaluations isto assist in
program decisions. formal evaluations are worth/
doing onlyif they hai.re a chance of.Affecting Such
decisions. °

This publication presents Options and guidelines
relative to: (1) selection of strength of evidence
of Extension's impact :and (2). resources required

. for obtaining evidence. SeleCtion of strength and
expense Of evidence on 'program effectiveness vary
with informational needi-,and resources of decision-
makers.

'Selection of evidence for, evaluation studies
should be.-gultied by the following question:29

1: Which levels of evidence for program evaluation
are desired for decisionmaking'relative to program
continuation, direction, size, methodology, audience;
.etc.?

2. How ."hard" should the evidence be, and what
kind of study design is needed to assist materially
in decisionmaking? ,
3. Are resources available to obtain desired level(s)
and hardness of data, and to implement the de-
sired study design?

4. If the answer to question 3 is "yes," then fine! ;

But if the answer is "no," then:

a. Can additional resources be obtained to
qiiire the needed evidence? If the answer is again
"no," then:

5 _II

Adeqvate judgments Of program value and sound
progiam planning decisions can be made only by,
comparing clear criteri4 414111cient evidence
regarding program accomplishinents.
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