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L _ educatlon éjrograms Extensnon programs are vnev:f/
., lin'terms of seven levels of ob]ectwes and evaluative.
: 'ev1dence (1) 1nputs, (2) acn\‘fitles (3) peoill/ :
““involvement,: (4) reactions, - (5)" change of wl-
- edge attitirdes, skills; and/or aSplratxons (
2.(6) ,pra'cti'ce' 'ch'ah'ge‘,-'- and (7.), en'df're'SMts.»

(

Level 3 mcludes the people mvolved by Xterision

* ‘and the nature of theu' involvement; l¢ els 4
through/ 7. cover 'the reSponses by ‘these people and
- others: “R¢ ‘ i ;
dtrect to the long~term and mduect onsequences of .
,Extehsmn s actnons. i T

1m abt And (b) the amount/of resodrces requlred
fo/r obt&mg evidence. Evndence .of Extension - .-
' p/rogram-lmpact becomes stro ',ger in ascendmg the
‘levels:- However, obtammg ev1dence at h1gher levels
generally requlres more evaluatlve resources. The :-
leve (s) of ev1dence chosen’ for'a particular prbgram n
tlon will-y vary with the. decmloms to: assnst
13ture: of - t;t@ program, and’ the- c1rcumstance
of 1t evaluatlon. Proxy mdlcaﬁ)rs are Suggested m

ssments of Extensnon ] effectweness
i evaluatlons may be relied- upoh to
1s10nmakmg’ to the extent that they provxde '
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ANALYZING IMPACTS
OF EXTENSION* } o
PROGRAMS

'INTRODUCTION . o 7

.}.\»_.__
coa.

tlon asked frequently by officials | at ‘all levels of .
. I Government legislators, un1versxty admnus\trators
’ .' ,and Extensxon workers themselves Thrs pubhcatlon
: provxdes guldance in evaluatmg CooperatWe -
_ Extensron educanon programs.*

. Judgments. ‘about ] ‘program eﬁectlveness wdl be .
- /made one: way or another ‘However, there is mount-.
Lo ing demand by leglslators pollcymakers “and’
_' / .. administrators that program effectiveness be demon-
L strated,’ through formal. evaluatlons These ‘de-
";'mands relnforce the desrre by Extensxon staff to
: .obtain sound evidence of. the" extent to which Exten-
sxon programs are successful Formal evaluatron‘ »
entatls conscious procedures for: placmg value on.

programs according to (1) expltctt criteria and v

'(Q)de.ngns for collection and. analyszs of ev:dence
/7 Program evaluation is part of the verall program
v development process, which inc udes: (1), 1dent1fy-
* _ing problems and selecting long-rangé ob]ectlves
(2) spec1fy1ng these objectives and the strategy
* activities, and budget designed to achlﬁve them; (3

. conductlng activities; (4) ev uatlng the pro ram ,
gram’s

strategy | impact; and (5) usxng this evaluatlon'
along wij other 1nformatlon in, subsequent progr
development g

Impaet evaluatlon is assessment of a program S
‘ eﬁectlveness in ach1ev1ng its ultlmate ob]ectlves
.o or assessment of relative eﬁectlveness of two or’ more
' programs m meetlng common ultlmate ob]ecnves 2

1Cooperatlve Extens:on educatlon is ‘defined herein as
- noncredit mdmdual group, ‘and mass instruction’ directed.
- toward practical problem -solving. Usually conducted -

" off-campus and informally, Cooperative Extension programs .

. are an outreach of Land-Grant Universities and Colleges. -
Cooperative Extensxon Service programs are generally
‘mutually funded and directed by local, State and national
sources, See U.S. Department of Agriculture, National - *
, Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges
A Study Commiitee, 4 "People and A Spmt Fort Collins,
‘‘Colo., Colorado State University, 1968.
"~ +* Scriven, Michael, “The Methodology of Evakrauon, ,
_ Perspectives. of Curriculum Evaluanon, Ralph Tyler, .
Robert Gagne, and Michael Scriven (eds. ), PP 39 83,
Chlcago, 1L, Rand McNally, 1967. - '
o Stufﬂebeam, Daniél L, “Toward a Scxence of Educanon
. \ N .
Q
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" “Are. Extensron programs succeedlng?” is a ques-.

-t

//[‘

. ‘have “Reactions”

By Claude F. Bennett N
-Specialist, Educational Methodology and E'valuatton
Program and Staﬁ‘ DeveIopment

oV
The maJor purpose of program evaluatlon is'to-
- assist’'in reachmg decisions on future directions, .
{
- design, “and funding of programs Decisions on
‘whether programs should be terminated, curtailed,
. maintained;’ or expanded are alded by program .

Lo evaluatlons

_ Such evahiations may also suggest reformulatlon
of program: objectlves strategy, ‘delivery- orgamza- _
- tion, educational methodology, and mtended '
' aud1ences » -
. This’ pubhcatlon 1dent1ﬁes seven broad categqgies
‘of criteria. which are useful in formally evaluating :
the eﬁechveness’oLExtensmn programs and attempts

to prov1de guldance in choosmg ev1dence regardlng
; these categorles '

'

" A CHAIN OF EVENTS N - F

EXTENSION PROGRAMS e
Flgurgl shows a ‘“chain of events” assumed to
characterlze-most programs of Extension educatlon

Although the events selected oversimplify reality,

/ they pfovide a- “mind-hold” on.Extension programs.

The events chart the behavior of -both Extension
~and the people involved in its programs.
o “Input.s*"‘ (lower left of fig. 1) are selected on

the assumiption that problem solution may require
' resource expendltures With these inputs, “Acnvz“nes ’
“ean be performed e.g.,.publicizing programs or
“putting across” educational content.

Actlvmes “7nvolve People” (participants) who - -

, l:e., some degree of interest

ST

¢

_ ~ Evaluation,” Educatlonal T.echnology‘S (July 1968),
C.vPp- 5120

Wholey, Joseph S John W, Scanlon Hugh G. Duffy,
James S. Fukumoto, and Leona M. Voght, Federal Evalua- N
tion Policy: An Overview, Washmgton, D.C., Urban

) Instltute 1970.,

- ’Stuﬁ‘lebeam, Damel L., op. crt and Joseph S.- Who]ey,
-op. cit; see also Warner, W.- Keith, “Feedback in Adminis--.
tration,” Journaf o} Exterision V (Spring 1967), pp. 35-46.

“Several elements of the chain have Jbeen identified by
Klrkpatrlck,a Suchman See Klrkpatrlck -Donald L.,
“Evaluation of ‘raining,” Training and Development Hand- _
book, Robert L. Craig and Lester R. "Bittel (eds.), .pp.
87-112, New York, McGraw-Hlll 1967, and Suchman,
Edward A., Evaluative, Research, New York, Russell Sage
Foundatlon, 1967
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~ ;n and llke ot drslrkc for the aotxvrtres in whrch N At each level of the hrerarchy, “p. (for planned) -
A they are involved.® (Reactions to actjvitles depend symbohzes an objective to be’reache¢: For example, ¢ _
.on both the" activities themselves and’the values,” — - an objective at level 3, “People Involved ”.could . o
learning ability, and social interrelationships of the . be to involve a certaiii iumber of <liehtele having .

-/, people, mvolved.) To:the. ‘extent that participants’” ' = prescribed characteristics. Blaceihent-of “P” on '+ _

1: interest can be held, they may change their knowl- . . -the slop1ng line at the left.of each level is shown
- ‘edge, attitudes, SklllS -and/or aspiratibns. (“KA4SA”). by a dot. The height of.the dot' opposite “P**

Whereas attitude denotes feehngs (approval or - . indicates the magnitude of the objective. That is,a- "+
drsapproval), aSprratlon indicates the, ‘use of feelmgs s . dot. -Tepresenting an objective to reach-200 clientele °
’ 1n goal se)ectron or. thoice among alternatrves -+ . would be placed higher than if the objective were . ) .
. ‘Practzce Change” (ad0ptton) refers to individual ~ to reach 100 clientele: The staircase of objectives . ’.‘
“or collectlve application of acquu-ed knowledge, . reaches toward solviig-€at the seventh level) A
- attitudes, skills, and aspirations to work.orlife v some overall problestof clientele or the larger - s
-i styles.®  But, practices are not usually adopted Co v b soc1ety Placement, of dots,in figure, 2-is-for the sake R
_ for their own sake; certain benefits ar, antrcrpated ’of 1llusfratxon waever/ t levels. 1 through 6,a ., " -
. ‘to accrug from individual: :and collective practices. '_ baSlS for, settlng db]ectlves is' their suﬁ"lclency to- T
T -Whatéver beneﬁts and consequences follow from . —- - move to the- pext hrgher level(s) and ﬁna.lly, to .the .
o pracnces may be called “End Results.” These: fre ‘desired. end’ msults : : s
©  results, hopefully, mclude attainment . of the ultlmate *. Figure 2 abbrevrates 0 d1mensrons or broad e
. ob]ectrve( s) of Exténsion ; Pprograms. - LI criteria”at each level; spetific examples of these and " -
- . 7 Before continying, it Should be acknowledged - other .crrtena are provrded’below IR
.,* . that individual or- group. change may not always . - - n o - .
" proceed strictly in accordance with- the ‘above - | ‘1. At'the.inputs level; cntena are wrthrn plans - JM
b sequence .of events. For e‘Xample reactlons prob- (objectwes) to allocate certatn 'kmds and amounts o
ably occur prior ‘to and dunng pal‘tlcrpatron ‘as well f ‘ of resources to a program, such as: o o ’d L
as after invglvement. Also, ‘practice changeamay R ! ” ST

occur beforé\the attitude or- knowledge change o K3 Tlme of pald stat‘f antd volunteers (e. g . “ﬁve e
Ll mtended by rogram ob]ectwes : L ; N full-trme equivalesits per year will be expended
: ‘ ‘ona consumer education program”) .

‘o,

R _A HIERARCHY FOR PROGRAM St tj,fe-" _.® Staff qualification—paid and volunteer (e 2ere i~
N EVALI:IATION ¥ R ,’. “a S F:*‘-,;_' ' ‘all program assistants to. be recruited 7 must be -
' *. In figure 2 the foregomg cha1n of events is: con- opinion leaders’ 45 R e o
-, verted into a hierarchy of ObJCCtheS atidr evrdence < Taen e b,
! for program evaluations. Six levels: oﬁ output are T At the actzwtzes level crigeria ate wrthm plans =
-« & based u?on inputs to Extensron : T F *+* to perform, through, the above inputs, a certain °
o D number.of specified . activities in ordggr/\to 1nduce :
. r educatron such ase, T
- -8 - . c ) u > o " --A K
) ¢ ; " Ty s eCo"ectlno agd nren..rmg educatlonal‘ matenals
: e (eg, “assist volunteets ‘in plantmg 20 plots to o
: — : IR L Jos derhonstrate research ﬁndmgs”) : N "‘
- "Initially, it matters little; he‘h‘“’ Pa"’c‘Pa"“s art, ey Publlcrzrng programs {e.g., publlsh five. néwss .. .. .
interested in the educational ; coment of acuvmes, for ezr- ) . Lk
. ample, some partlclpants may: at' ﬁ'rst tténd and' value T '_ pap;l’ Dotices of envrronmental actn,vmes ) T DR _.L]:z_
- discussions on grain production or xiumnon becausé they, - = < ® Ti'ansmlttrng sub]edt matter coptent through B
¢ enjoy| the social interaction - :ot: Because ‘they. are S mass‘medra Hreetings, and other,evehts Lle.gl, 7 o
. partrcu]arly interested in" tHe subjdt;t inder drécussron . schedule five Showmgs of a v1deo~tapeondrow {0 .. s
-® Of course, KASA change: may srmply reinforce- extst--" - hearf.sheep”) ) . - N : ] :
ing -practices. Clientele may be expected, to’ exhibit - N0~ ) . o et
practice change, as m educanon to prevent uge of harmful - ) R ) M. Ly ) , e :
'drugs S A ’." . e . .“" xplx o _;”.,' :,‘,‘ . - . ‘_ e . . »'\. .
" ' . y u; i . ‘e “8' P > Py .
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' “Snde” Effects

.

lndwuduar lnnovatlon

s |rect|on and Extent
~ Duratlon of Change

‘ ".-':.Inter.est_ln.Actlvltle_s;.a L e

A '}'Number and Ch@ractenstlcs :
of "‘ontm.uty and l’ntensnty

EdUGétlonal Methodology, o ‘
Subject Matter Conveyed

- Time: Expendedi .
Staff Quallflcatlons '. .-

o

P
.

'?.»?’L,p’,j‘_.—; Planned (ObJecuve)

-t_"ULTIMATE OBJECTIVES;

Structm%ﬂ Change j;?e]

v .'ACceptance ‘of"LeﬁdEréhip e




» o ,,\ . ‘. R
y . . B . . .- e __," - ““‘ . / e M
3, At the: pe0pIe mvolvement leve] criteria are . e Durab111ty of any KASA change (é-g, knowl- e
‘ " within plans that certain types and numbers of - . -edge—*95 percent of farmers to recall sources of :
- persons, groups, o( commumtres wﬂl be mvolved in - safety rules for handling pestrcrdes one year after
”'the actwmes such*as: = - - Ty learmngva'bout them”). -~ /| - /\ )
o PR 7 -~ e:Intensity of attitudes. to be accepted (e.g}, “all -
- }' . N_umber. of participants in pgvents, tours, meet- , - youth in the citizenship seminar- should “comie to -
~~ . ings, or clubs (e:g.,“2, more 4-H club ~ £ondemn very strongly the. neglect to vote”)

_ members will be enrolled 1n leestock -projects”); _ ;,‘;. e Herght of aspiration. (e.g., “each couple l'epre-ng
SR Psychologrcal and socioeconomic characteristics - sented: in-the family resource management w0rkshop .
o participants (e.g.; “at least 90 percent of program - should decide to prepare a legal ‘will within’ 1. L

clientele should be low-income?). e month after the close of the workshop") A
* ‘Continuity, frequency, and 1nten51ty of face-to- I
" ace or medrated interaction between cliéntele and” + At 'the practlce change leve1 crrtena are w1th1n

- Extension. (e.g., ““80- percent-of mew officers of - plans for certain changes in- individual practlces, S
commumty development counc11s should attend - technology, and/or social structures. T.hese conse-.
leadershlp trarmng meetmgs") e > o quences of KASA change are in terms of N
/4 At the reactzons level criteria are wrthrn plans e Indrvrdual 1nnovatron and adoptron (e g', “80
! to obtam certarn reactlons to’ mvolvement Jo actlvr— percent. of farmers to adopt new, supenor var[ety
. ties, in terms of N e . ', of wheat within 2\years of release), Y
. ' A ' Collective (structural) change (e.; g., “25 per-.
l . Interest i educatlbnal events (e g., “there . - cent of communities to establlsh land-use plannmg o
" should be a minimum of. 75 percentp@we reactrOﬂs - boards during-each of 4 duccessive 'years™). '
to. tOplCS chosen for. dlscuss10n at child deVelOp- . v “Indlwdual innovation” is’ dlstxngulshed from //
ment meetmgs”) o S “structural change” in that the latter refers to-. '/
‘. Acceptance of persons leadlng activities (e.g., change in social relatlonshxps, laws; and mstxtutlons '
-“leader of soybean markéting meetings should be - including associated physical facilities.” For exampIe
rated .as ‘highly competent by two-thirds ‘of those if a solid waste disposal"system is creat,ed in.a.
. .' m attendance‘f) ’ R S county, a structure. within that county is changed. It
a k4 . ' ,(
5. At the KASA change level crltena are within ' 7 At the end resultsl vel, cr1ter1a are w1thm plans
plans. that certain: knowledge attitudes, Skllls and °  ‘that certain effects will be achieved: ‘through practice: . ., .
asplratlons (KASA) will’ensue from' part1c1pants ~ . change. These plans. are caIled ultimate’ objectives .
engagement in program act1V1t1es,7 including: ~ and emphasize the preventigiy checkmg, reductron,,_ L

-

. or solution of overall problems of::

e Drrectron (content) and extent of KASA

change (c 8., skills—*“80 percent of homemakers, .o -!s}ndxvxduals (e.g., “one-third of 1sola1e youth o
" rather than the: present 10 percent to be‘able to . attendmg camp to gam mcre)sed self— and. peer- S
.suitably arrange furntture in therr respectlve - - acceptance”). - .
homes”) — B ‘ ..o Groups (e g., f*the commumty wxll mcrease to
o T ' - .. 5 percent 1ts annual rate of rea"l economic growth”).
T L REACHING PROGRAM OBJECIIVES L
" . TAt.all'levels, but especially at levels. 5,6, and 7, the < Figure 2 shows that actual outcomces or achxeve- 4
. question of whose objectives—Extension’s or clientele’s—- - ~ ments, “A” as well as objectives, pertain to each o
L. are involved ‘may become an jssue. The degree of consensus =~ of the seven levels dlscussed above ‘The hexght of . o

7..% on objectived at-these levels will depend -on the’ adequacy - - th te ea h o« A”
"‘\Qf Extension program planning. See- Stake, Robert E. ,.‘The acfu:(l)t OItJ (I:J:r:e c‘ Shows thc magnl..ttl.d}evolf o
« Countenance gf Educational Eyaluation,™ Teﬂ<ers College - ou U o S e T
Record 68 (Apnl 1957), p- 523-540, : : ' ot -
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Figure 2 also shows a variety poss1ble relation-
ships between “P” and. “A”. If the “A” is above the
~ %P more ha8 beén attﬁlned than planned, as- shown
“at level 1 (e. £., seven, rather than the 1ntended
five, full-time equivalents are expended on the .
. program). ‘If “A” is below #P,” less has been ac- -
- “complished than'planned, as.at level 6 (e.g., er L

a 4~year period-only 40 percent, rather than '
.‘percent, of communities establlshed land-use - °
planning’ boards) ,Of coursg, if plans Have. been
exactly- attained, “P” and “A” are the same, as’
dep1cted at level three (new officers of county de-.
velopment councils reach the objective qf 80 per-
" cent average attendance at.leadership training -
meetmgs) o .

‘There are many factors whlch enter into Value .

" ]udgments of programs. However, in general ‘the

,,'\

more nearly the objectives. of a program are

' reached ‘the more. positive the judgment of the pzo- -
" gram, i.e.,

the higher the value asszgned o the-
* program. In turn, the more a' program is valued,
the more likely it will be continued, intensified, or ~

“broadéned (iinless neéed for the progrdin has been

lessened dut to the program s success or to other B
factors) .

_ Before continuing, it should be acknowJedged that
‘comparing objectives. and achlevements is ‘by-no,
meahs the only approach to evaluatlng Extensxon

programs. ‘Evaluations of pregram impact may . -«

be- based on the entire array of program effects, -

- whefher of not related to program objectives.

“Side” effects‘may occur’at any output level.of
" the hierarchy, but apply especially to level 7. ¢

““Side” effects are unintentional and usually in-

expected ¥nd may be beneficial or harmful. For ex- -
ample, new. industry ogtalned by a community
. througlr Extension’s assistance may alter ‘establish€

social relatloushlps in unexpected- ways. Other ap-..

proaches to program evaluation’ include: comparrng
- program_objectives and aCcomphshments w1th '

~ the mission of Extension as an agency

le
. -~
y; B T

8 Steele, S'ara'M Six Dimensions .o'f Progrt;m Effective- :
.-ness, Madison, Wis.,’ Program and Staff- Development”

Umversxty ‘of Wxsconsm-Extensron 1972. Also ‘see Stake. .
.Robert E., op. cit.” . - .

-provi
{given activities are helpful as inte

, SELECTION OF LEVEL OF EVIDENCE '

. As/previously outlined,  Extension programs
ly-have—explicitly or 1mp11c1tly~——ob]ect1ves at_

us L
sf)\;ral or all levels of the hierarchy depigted in ﬁgure T RS

At which of the seven 18vels should' evidence

f program accomphshments be o,btarned in. evaluat- :

Cing Exteusxon s effectiveness? Guidelines A, B C

~and\D are offered to help answer this questlou
es, as well as others in the paper, a‘re
. offered on’ ‘the tbasls of experience and logical

- plausrbrhty Althoug the

tested systematically, they are provided in order -
to organize thinking about formal evaluation ‘and
fo lead 'toward. cumulation of tested pnnclples about
evaluatron 1tself ‘

Guide A: Evidence of program 1mpact be-
‘comes stronger as the hterarchy is ascended. "

o (O‘f course; such evidence may. 1nd1cate attamment
' or lack of attalnment of objectives;). Guide A states,

in effect that ev1dence at 'the two lowest levels

provides little or no measure of the extent to Wthh

clientele benefit from the -program. . .
* Level 3'merely prov1des one way of meéSunng

. possible..opportunity for education to- occur.

Evidence at the “people involved™ level may sug- .-
gest the extent to which some ‘kinds of benéfits are
belng recel;@d by participants, However ev1dence
at this. level (e. g, participation rate) does; not.”’
ngcessarily 1nd1cate progress toward ultlmate pro-_ 3
gram .objectives: high part1crpatlon may occur’ for .
.some reason unrelated to the beneﬁts 1nteuded to
acctue from the program. ~ * -
- Asgending to the fourth level,” “reactlons "c n
rgen somewhat better confirmation of whether
ed. \But such .
than evidence of
toward ultr-

evidence mdrcates less satisfactofil
KASA changes the extent of progre

mate program objectlves Knowle ge skills, ‘etc /to »-“- -

“stepping Stones” to adoption of moge des1rable
, patterns of behavior, although- thereVare dlfferlng
phllosophles on whether practice change is aflways
‘necessary to successful Extension educatlon
Practice .change assessrnent is* desirable’ when pro-

be acquir ifed are frequeutly cons1dereias merely’

B gram objectives include -patterns of: (a) utilization

or ppllcatlon of new knowledge and ‘skills; (b) -

8] ressron of changed attitudes; and (c) follow--

idelines have not been ,' .
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through ‘on’ n{\:v asplratlons, ,,declslons or commt.t- -
Flnally, assessmg practlce change is usually

qulte apart from. assessing -accomplishment. of .
-mate program objectives, Exténsion is often held
accountable for the extent to. which it is contributmg
- to'solution’ or. checking of overall problems-of -

- chentele or the society. Thereforg, ideal evaluatlon

of 1mpact of most Extenslon programs would,
probably ‘be in terms of whether desired end -

. results are achieved, plus assessment of any sngnrf- :

Jicant side effects. »
~ However, a reason for mfrequent assessment.
“-of ifpact at the top leve]s of the hrerarchy is set
- forth in Guide B: The #cult‘y and cost of
obtazmng evidence on

-

program accomplrsh- »
~ments generally incréases as the hierarchy
. s ascended. Evidence within.loyler 1eve1s of the
hlerarchy provides littlé indicati

S

. As the hjerarchy is climbed, difficulty and resources
reqmred to measure actual ‘Program outcomes '
generally increase, due to: t‘a) increasingly greater
“difficulty in setting precise ‘objectives as guides nf
obtammg accomplishment data—exclusions of

. alteinate objectives. within a level.are more d,tﬂioult
to ]ustrfy as the hu;rarchy is ascended (b)i mcreas— ,
mgly scattered squrces of- ewdence———Extensnon -
clientele often’ apply separately what they learn -
through participation in.group Extenslon act1v1t1es,

acnvmes-practlce changes and end’results may
occur months to years after Extenslon activities; -
and.(d) i increasing difficulty of separating Extension -
accomplishments from accomphshments by other
squrces of change-——x e., the hlgher in the h1erarchy,

- the ‘more chance.that some agency, or a communica- .

tlon source other than: Extensnon had a role in -
brmgmg about any observed change...
- Guides. A and B’ both assurhe evidence of,com-

E parable quality from one level to another. These

- uldes——(A) evidence ofzmpact becomes stronger .

. are required to collect evidence of accomplzshment
wzthm‘hzgher levels—are advanced only so.long
- as‘the ‘quality of evidénce remains constant from-

‘level to level, The quality of the evidence is dis- -.;

- cussed later in_ this’ pubhcauon

7, e
. «&?-". .

L}

{Ru. -

_ of impact but, i 1s ;
- comparatively i inexpensive and easily gathered.’

&

(¢)-increasingly greater time-lag’ followmg program”

ing the, hterarchy, and (B) more resouraes :

ﬂ PYRAMID GF EVIDENCE FQR
PROGRAM EVALUATI?N&
Figure 3 depicts.a; pyranid Whlch‘ gmd’bs toward
the advantages of assesslng a program at/severat,
levels of the hlerarchy, in¢luding- th/e !nputs level
Flgure 3‘ climulates preyiously ,dlscussed levels of
: evxdence in proceeding from Evidence Clusters I.
to WII. Clister I, slmpl'y the “mpuﬁ‘ level, consti-
. 7 tutes an underlylng component of all the other
‘ cI'usters of evidenet: Cluster IT,adds a segond level,” =
acthltLES »” 'These» two levels themselves consntute
* “building block‘s” for. Cluster I, and S0 on.

Ny

X

e

ing xtensmn programs at several levels of
. th Iuerarchy zncludzng the inputs level ThlS
e -is advanced fo.r three reasons..
: st,; -algng with other agenczes ExtenSzon is
bei) 'asked i creasmgly to.report degree of output
: (Ievels 2 through 7) in relation to inputs or costs’
* - (levell of the hterarchy) -This entails analysxs "«,"’.
_of program deljvery efficienéy. and: of cost effective-
.~ 'ness or ‘cost ‘benefits.® Clusters with ‘higher . numbers
> (“highZ clusters) pro(nd& for analysis of program .
cost in relation to eﬁgf:tlveness criteria closer- to -
problem solutian (leve .-
The second reason for Guide C is: the greater

A

o

o

.. Gui eC; Evaluatzons are strengthertefl by assess; .«

, the number of program ob]ecttves shown to be met oy

. mcludmg those at: varymg levels, .the better the :
. evidence of eﬂ‘ecttve‘ness For example,,ewdence of
. intended. knowledge change improves certainty ‘that’
clientele adoptions ‘of recommendéd practices
" were' made for the correct reasons or becauseé of
what clientele learned through parhclpanon in
' Exten,snon o
~ A third reason for obtammg evzdence at two or ',’
more IeveIs T the hierarchy is to check.on how-
far. the program’ has proceeded toward reachmg its .
ultimate ob]eettves A .program may fall’ short of
. inducing practice changes, but effectively induce
N ‘1ntended KASA changgs: external constraints may-
prevent Extension . clientele -from ‘putting:, 1nto

’

1
N

~ ptactice kr‘lowledge attitudes; skills; and asplratxons . -

acquxre’ﬂ through partxclpanon in Extensmn pro-_

1 - . i -
) &
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. . h»' . v
h - ¢
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mpodl Tony, Phillip- Féllm and Lrwm Epstem Sacml
'Program Evaluatton Itasca, I]l F. E. Peacock 1971
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- Objectives and achievements areé assumed, as represented.in Figure 2. -

o P




© grams. Slmllarly, objectrves for practlce ‘change

‘may have been achieved, without sufficient time

‘having elapsed for clientele to realize the envmoned
 benefits from the practice. . - -

‘High clusters of evaluative ev1dence should be

“selected to the degree that resources for formaI
- evaluation are available; as higher numbered clusters R

provide. stronger evidence for program evaluation.
In the higher clusters one or more of. the levels .

" 'may be omltted in line with the purposes or con-
‘. straints of compiling evidence for evaluation.

. The paper to this point may be partly summanzed
and ‘also related explicitly to the chief. purpose of-

prdgram evaluation, by stating Guide-D: The higher
"the cluster of evidence for program evaluauon,
. the more useful the evidence for making-

deculons on present aml future programmmg

EVALUATION CRITERIA AND
QUALITY OF EVIDENCE

- Assessing program-effectiveness generally requrres
specific criteria which can provide a "basis for

. measuring the extent to which program ob]ectrves
"~ have been attained.. N .

"

Criteria withih program objectives are gener- '
ally-definitions er subdivisions of objectives at

~each level of the h1erarchy 1 Criteria are a primary
" basis for selection of eviderice as to the extent of

dccomplishment 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 be’ defined*

in terms of/;Prade-offs among preferred (a) “hvmg
Space,” (b)’ “population growth,” (c) “economic;,
growth,” .and (d) “envnronmental status”? If so,
‘how would (a), (b), (c), and (d) be defined?

Repeated subdrvrsxon of the components of (a),«(b), -

(c), and (d) would continue until \:ntcn't are
sufficiently spccific and clear to guide the selectron
of adequate evidence on the extent to which ulumate

" aims of the program haye: been achleved

)

- The process of deﬁnmg spccxﬁc criteria for . 9

»

. o 7

Cnterm for, cvaluntmg program. 1mrlact may be unre-
lated to’ progrum ObjCCthCS For example, criteria - -may be
based on philosophical, cthical, or personal considerations.’

evaluatlon is essentlally one of moving frorh broad , 11 -
to specific objectives at each level of the hierarchy. -
Therefore planning for obtaining evaluative evi- '
,-'dence can' and should occur snmultaneously with the
process of preparing mnltxyear fograms, ammal
'plans of work; and le. Luing Be? i
Guide E: Evaluauon is sti: 1gﬂtened to the .
extent the specific criteria ;. :valuation are
deﬁned prior to conduct of the Extension
program. Specific criteria are needed in order to
obtain quallty evidence on degree of attainment ,
©of program objectives: (a) prlor to program activi-
tles (“benchmark” ev1dence), and, (b) following
_sich activities, Early timing in planning for evalua-
 tion can clarify program objectives and, thus,
also strengthen the plannmg and conduct of Exten-’
. sion programs. Tlmmg in obtaining ev1dence wrll
be discussed in some detail later. :
- Evidence on the extent of accomplishment of *~ =
f ObjCCtheS may vary in qdality. Variation in quality
of evidence is often referred to as “hard” versus
“soft” data. Data’(i.c. observatlons) are “hard” to
the extent that they are vahd representative, and
quantified."* Figure 3: indicates that “soft” or.
“hard”-data (or both) may be collécted at each v
Icvel, of the hierarchy..It should be emp’hasnzed that -
_th ard” and “soft” data constitute a continuusn;
a dlchotomy is deplcted simply. for the sake of -
convenience, R
The degrec of “hardness” of data actually selected Ty
dcpc.nds upon trade-offs between ideal data for
- the evaluative purposc'at hand and the resources - - -
available. Hard data are usually ldeal however,
“hatd” data are also more expensive and dnﬂicult to
obtain and’ should be collecteg only when ‘the e
benefits to decjsionmaking, anticipated from superior - -
evidence cleal’ly outwcxgh the costs of obtammg
such eviden [
"There are many srtuatrons where "soft” data on
degree of ‘accomplishment of objectrves are all that
can be obtamed for example, program participants, -
. and cspecially nonpartxcrpants are often unwnllmg

L

1
’

1 For an \:troductron to validity, quantification, and
representativencss, seé Selltiz, Claire, Marie Jahoda, Morton

Deutsch, and Stuart. W. Cook,- RPML!MMMLS&ML_.M

Q
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or unable to be observed or to respOnd to instru-
ments which require detailed answers ‘and extenslve

. time for completion.

Figure 4 illustrates the three prln(upal d1mens1ons

* . of “hard” versus “soft” data. Observations are
‘valid to the extent that they truly reflect the charac- "

o -

-

. sources. For example, awareness of program evalua— .

" indicate' whether you can recognizes potassium

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 followuig question~ -
naire item would be rather uncertain:. “Pléase -

deficfency in wheat plants: (1)
.dent I can, (2)
(3) -
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

‘very 'conﬁ- :
‘fairly confident I.can,’

deficiency under given conditions, such as develop-

mental stage of plants: prese ented, etc. Precise”
definitions would be needéd jo specify observable
actions indicating correct recogmuom ‘of potassium
deficiency.'? b

Nonvalidity of data may- arise from several

"q—'.

tion by participants may ‘cause them.to speak of
act as they think they are expected to for the sake
of the evaluation, rather than: ln“aécordance with _
their own inclinations. Lack of validity may also.
anse from faulty instruments of observation, from

‘not sure I can’.” (A partlcrpants selec-

" observing too small a. -range of actions by Exten- .

sion participants, and from perceiving participants’

-actions inaccurately due to personal bias.

Validity of observtalons is demonstrated by the
-extent to which they are consistent with other -
relevant evidence concerning characteristics of -
individuals, groups, or situations under. study

uide F: Evaluations are strengthened to the
extent that valrduy of observauons has been
demonstrated.

Although true differences in characteristics of

Q

E
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-units may be observed as dlﬁerences (valldtty) the
question as, to amount or degree of difference remains.
This poses the dimepsion of quantification. The
degree of diﬁerenceﬁy be shown by the assign-
ment of numerals to represent quantities. Thus,’
quantltatlve data indicate How much difference

- uiat participants of a tour of. feed lots
v rate various displayed practlces to
e cnvironniental pofiution as “acceptable”

. or “unacceptable” for their own pse (a measure of

.thejr "attitude toward each practlce) Such a rating -
does not permit measurement ‘of whether one
practlce acceptable .to the individual exceeds. his
acceptance of another The participant’s responses
could.be quantified by asking him to rate each
pollution control practice on a sczrle of “zero through
10”. “Zero” could represent “totally unacceptable,”

,

~and “10,” “totally acceptable,” with varying d?grees .
of acceptability represented by nushbers 1 through 9, -

The third aspect of hard data is that of represent-
ativeness. Representatlveness is the extent to
which gbservations concerning individuals, groups,
© or situations under study apply to some total popu-
lation of individuals, groups;-or situations. Repre-
- sentativeness may bé obtained by conducting a
.. census or selecting a representative sample. In pro-
gram evaluation, a census obtains information
from (or on) all the actual or potential program

g in-individuals or structures which are ob-

‘ participants. A representative sample may be chosén.
so that the information Obtained corresponds -

-closely enough, for the purposes at hand, to com-
_, parable census findings. Every tenth recipient of a

consumer economics newsletter might be a suf-

ficiently representatlve sample for the purpose of -

evaluating the newsletter. .

The weight:given to an. eva]uatron in making a

/ program decision should depend’ upon hardness- of

the evidence. Guide G: The harder the evidence

jor evaluation, the more an evaluation may

be relied upon in program decisionmaking.

Table 1 shows examples of “hard” and-“soft” data

at each level of the h1erarchy

NP N

San Francisco, Fearon Pubhshers, 1962
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' - Table 1* ‘ E
. _ Examples of “Hard” and “Soft” Data in a Hlerarchy o ¢
- ~ of Evidence for Program Evaluation ‘ ' '
' ' Lt " <amples.
“Hard” data “Soft” data
7. End results Trends in profit-loss sratements, 1i_fe, ‘ Casual perceptrons of chaniges. in
o N expectancies, and pollution.indexes - quality of health, economy, and
] . o Lo .7 environment '
S foo < o s A , :
-6. Practice change "Direct observation o° e of “-om- ’ Retrospecuve reports by farmers of .
g o : - mended farm pr- - :» ous . eries { - use of recammended farm o
of years i sractices - § Y
‘5. KASA change ) Chang_t_é's" il_i score. vz ...::d meas- ~ Opinions on extent of change in
T ures-of ‘knowledg  utsi-.::  kills, participants’ kpowledge, attitudes .
‘ - and aspirations . ~ skills, and aspir'ations
4. Reactions ./ Extent to which rancor .znole of Recording’ the views of only those
' viewers can be Jisimzc.. om .© who volunteer to express feelings
: : . watching a demnc. =zon ¥, about.demonstration - o
- 3. People involver .at -~ Use of social p- “:cipzticn :cales Casual observation of attendance and -
‘ : . based on recorc  -bser. .. .1s of .+ leadership by participants ' :
' o . attendance, hol: . of lex. ship ‘ . e
‘ P positions, etc. . : et
2. Activities” - . Pre-structured o -vai-1 of activities Staff recall of how --iviies were - -
_ ' . and social proce:-: : thr . partici- conducted and the ¢ - to which -
. e . pant observatior -0 and they were completed ' _—
o \ ) audio tapes, etc. o . - - _ :
L. Inputs ' Special ‘observat .. time - . StafP’s subjective repo: : regarding -
: : . ~ kxpenditures, as .. “_:-: :.d motio” time allocation . -
i o _ "7 study - : : . ,
. . . . -t v B - - . .‘ ! ) .

ERIC
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: to obtarn quallty evidence of its exte

Extension frequently lacks- sufficient resources
of .~ ;
eﬁectrveness . especially at higher levels of the

. hlerarchy, In such cases, inferences of the degree

‘ _ impact; These

- to- whrch ob]ectlves are attained-can_ be made if

. proxy or substitute measures have been established.? -
_ Proxy measures are based on research-tested L
_ relatronshlps between the- achievement of objectives

at, lower and higher levels of the hrerarchy, e.g.,

: between KASA change and desired practice: change. -
’ \_/ Th

\a youth community development/program

" Onlthe basis of such’ previous research, reachmg

a lower level objective in a program permits

- 1nfemng or predicting attainment of a higher Tevel o /"

ob]ectlve Of course, caution must be exercised

_as to, .how far previous research can be generalized as

a bas1s for assessing program effectiveness.
Wrth their more confined scope and vanatron

demonstratron and pilot projects pernnt collectron :

" of “hrgh” evidence clusters with resources
- comparable to those necessary for collection of /

“low” ev1dence clusters on full-scale - programs

. An efficient strategy for an agenda of formal . - ' -
' evaluatron is this: collect high clusters on prlot

projects and; in so doing, identify within

lower levels of the hierarchy proxy measures of
proxy measures can provide a basrs '
for 1nterpreIatron of subsequent low evrdence clusters
-collected on:any ensuing full-scale program
Similarly, if Extensrpn can evaluate full- scale
programs penodlcally through high cluster
evaluations, then, between such evaluations, low _
clusters can be used to make- inferences about -
achrevement of! objectlves at h1gher levels of -

- the hierarchy.. '

Q

E
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* gram components. Guide H: The efficiency of

Through apphcatron of the above strategles a.

* schedule of ‘evaluations can be designed to provide

systematrcally over a cycle of years for efficient
forma] evaluation' of Extension’s programs or pro-

program evaluation can be increased through
studies whlch ldenufy proxy measures. .-

) . . A

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

DESIGNS FOR IDENTIFYING L\/z.

' 'SOURCE OF IMPACT -

Study, esigns suggest schemes.for collectrng

- evidence /of Extension’s impact. Designs vary’ in
.strength of scientific evrdenuegardmg the ~
.extent to' which KASA change, practi¢e change, ~

or end results were brought about through »

: Extension rather than- through other solurces of -
} changeLZOf course, Extension often. works aldng

‘with other agencm" and 1nst1tutrons in addressrng
proble s. '

ere is screntrﬁc evidence of lfxtensmn s 1mpact,
<o the, degree that evrdence can exclude or . -

take to account other possrble causes of -
achrevement of program ob]ectrves (e.g., other

programs, chance events, maturation of. participants, '

effécts of being observed or tested before the ..
program “$pecial motlvatron of cllentele 1nvolved
in. Extension cotc.) 4 - :

" Guide I: - study’s usefulness for program
dec:swnmaikmg is
it can ideniify Extenszop s degree of contribu-
‘tion to achievement of program obj jectives.

he following are only a few-of the possible *
‘st dy designs. First presented is the field experrment ‘

haniced to the extent that -

-which provides strongest scientific evidence - ot

R4

~of the degree to which observed change is

: produced through Extensron Other designs- are "

gresented rder of their capability of identifying
e degree b which Extension contributes to’
bserved attainment of program objectives, The

Eesrgns are not necessarrly lrm;ted e way' i
hich they are described below: e%x may e

more or less complex in being adapted \to

for 1dent1fymg Extension’s contribution to .
change. Fmally, the designs are described in - .

| relation to program thectlves in order to’

show their relevance tg program evaluatlon as -
' defined in- this publication. L

K
:~:.' o
S,

u Cumpbell Donald T., and Jtﬂan C Stanley, Experl-
mental and Quasi-

TEW; UNEton, D.U,, Urban |
Institute, 1970._ L o '

.

Chicago, Rand McN}rlly, 1963. Also Stouffer, Samuel A
“Some Observations on Stidy. Design,” The Amerlcan
Journal of Socrology 55 (January 1950) pp 356-359.

e
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varying conditions. The designs are defined and
: 1llustfated below to show a range of posslbllmes
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16 \THE FIELD EXPERIMENT . :
Two instances of field expenmentaLevaluatton
studies 'in- Extension are: (a) the national impact
eValuatlon of Mulligan Stew, a televised nutrrtlon
program for youth,** and.(b) a study of Extension
training impact on managers of Towa reta11 L
farm supply firms.*¢™ :
The field expenment requ1res makmg the program
" available .to clientele selected randomly (through
chance alone) from some audlence The'part of
the audience selected for no expOsure to'the:
- program is thé “control group.” For example, ,
farm and family Extension aides' could be assrgned
- to disadvantaged rural residents in half of the -
+ counties of a State. These counties, selected
- at.random, would contain the program- group of
-disadvantaged rurz_ residents. The. other counties
would contain the -ontrol group. Observatiozns
before and after thke program, activities within |
both the* program =nd control groups are usually
- desirable in field experlments However, L
ObScTV&(lOI‘lS only cfter the activities are permissible
'in the conduct, of ficld experiments and may be
preferred under some circumstances. -~ c
Figure 5 depicts wossible observations in auﬁeld
experiment.'”. In figure 5, levels of the hrerarchy in
whica nb observations are made are represented by
broken hnes* Observations prior to program
~ activities (“before” observauons) are made -
simuitaneously at levels 5, 6, and 7 in both
. the program and control groups. The “situation -
or benchmark” in éach group is the same, - -;{
. asshown by the identical location of “A,” relative to
the sloping lines of levels 5, 6, and 7. Torning
now to “during observations,” the action strategy
..« .and. reception actually occurred as planned,
as. shown by the coincidence of “P” and “X” at
levels 1, 2, 3, and 4 in the program gfoup.
“After” observations of KASA, practices, and end

o -t
° .

" Shapiro, Sydelle S., Richard L. Bz
and, Tom Cerva, An Evaluation. of th:
Television Series for Extension Servic:
II, III, and IV, Cambridge, Mass:; A-
.., BiWarrep;- Richard, ‘George M.,
The Experimental Dealcr Trawlug Pm:' m, Ames, Iowa
State University, Rural Sociology Repc- 16, 1966.

b Bennett, Claude F., and Robert C. _eonard, ‘erld g\

.
L.

“7ince Scardino, .

quan Stew 4-H
N ,DA Vols. I, .
Associates, 1974.

Y

-3¢ Joe M. Bohlen,-

’\

results are made as soon as it is reasoq ble to
expect that the intended changes at these three

0

levels have occurred. = . » <
"The mterrelatlonshlps among ob]ectlves and

observed' achieverments sh% in figure' 5 suggest an;' v

effective Extension program. First; “A” reaches “P”
in'the four top levels.of. the program group. - ;
Secondly, although edch “A” in the control- .
group is hlgh%than in the: “before” sltuatlon the r1se
is less than th& rise of the correspondmg program
group “A.” The contribution,of sources of - L
change other than Extension is shown by comparing
the “before:aftes” observation W1th1n theicontrol
. group (A; compared with A). A “significance” test
can gauge the odds that any greater increase in
‘program group achievement over that. of the
conzol group was brought about. by the presence
of tne program rathér than by uncontrolled
. «factors.or chance. - * ' ;
The field experiment should be used when it is
- -essenzial to have maximum certamty about the
“extent of Extension program 1mpact In many
situations, the field experiment i’ unattainable * ' }
- ‘because of complexity or cost, or undesirable - i)
-because of ethical or polrtlcal considerations. - - {!
‘Und:. such condmons it is necessary to settle !
for dusigns which provide evidence less -
conclL->xve of Exten51on s 1mpacL - S

MATCHED SET D:SIGN o ;
TEe comparison set design 1s similar to the f~ :

ﬁeld experiment except that program availability |

;to a portion of the :)otentlal audlence 1s on

other than a random basis. Rather a prograr: group

(set) and a companson 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’

management program and progress of similz~

Y . T

L
3 o
N 1 .

. .

Experlmentatlon in Rural Socxology, RuraI Soczology 35=’
(March 1970), pp. 69-76.
13 Alexander, Frank D., znd-James W. Longest, uvaluanan
of the Farm Management Fiase of the:Farm and Home'
- Management Program in New York State, Ithaca, Office
- of Extension Studxes, ‘New ““ork State Extensxon Serwce,,
1962 e ;
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oo “BEFonE" " «puRmGr. uAFTERS Ty e
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L “After” mcludes steps 5-7 : S b _

T / .
2 . .




18

Q

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

: complet‘é * To tz= =xtent that matching is - _
ufcomplete “the matched set desrgn fails to -~

* extraneous factor= are- responsrble for any greater
~ change in progra— set “A” than in companson :

- tices of Rural

“Journal of Extension :

RIC

nonprogram farmers, (b) a Maryland study19
compared. progress of famthes in an intensive
' - nutrition education program with,the progress

of.families who were fr1ends of program families, but
W Y' Y v

~ not themselves program partlclpants
. ) tlxc Iz -2t 01 a4 comnunity 1mprovement
program in Kentucky was. stud1ed through .

" matching program‘and’ nonprogram communities.® .”

The basic limitaticn of the matched set design
is that matching car be only partial, and not

I

identify accuratel- =xtension’s contnbutlon to -
change. (as compzred to other sources of change)
The matched set —=sign does not prov1de f’or vl
statistical tests to ==termine the _odds that ‘

set “A.” Statxsgﬁ’c:~ .echmques such as co-variance
analysis or multi—= regressxon can correct .
partially for suck =xtraneous factors, but cannot
substitute fully fo- the random assxgnment in-;

the field experim=at. The" matched set desrgn
should seek to-identify factors in addltlon to
—oxtensxon which may effect c'hange so_that

statistically in assessmg Extension’s. degree of
contribution to accompllshment of program
ob]ectlves i LA e

A s i
\

TIME-TREND STUDIES =y
These studies follow. c11entele S KASA change
prac e change or problem solution over an L '

Xtended (eg multr-year) penod ,There, are
two major variations of this. method. The fiist
is-time-trend orojection of preprogram data vs. 7.
actual observations after - ‘program- 1mplementatlon
Program impact is identified as. the -difference K'.t
between observed “after" program condmons

'J

. Green, Lawrr-nce w., Vtrgnma Li Wang, and Paul H '.\:f"- By
: prross, “A Thrzs-Year Longitudinal Study of the T

of Nutntion Ai de: on the Knowledge, Attitudes and Prac-

Homemakers " Paper present~d to

American Pubhc -1enlth Assocxanon, Atlannc Cit:, Novem-

ber 1972,

. "‘Strcet, Paul,‘i’he A r)palachian._Commumty impact
rb}ect Comparison o, Change A4mong ‘the Adults and

Youth, Lexington. Ky.
2 Alexander, Frank 2., “A Critique of Evaluatxon,”v;-‘;,

\Wmter 1965) pp 205-212 2 1

. . - . 3

_coo'peratxve Efzension Service, 1972. .

and “projected conditions based : on rates of ‘chanz
from time periods prior ‘to the program.? Of
course, to account fm the -mount of change
which *has occurred, it is necessary to ook for
p1ausrble. explanatlons other than the =xtension
- program. This design'is appropnate when there -is a
- trend ‘that seems likely to have continue. if '
the program hac 20t been 1ntroduced i g
of i mcrease in averag !
milk pet cow pEr e
A second type of ‘trend: study ic one whlch
" obtains ‘repeated ‘measurement of clier=sle @
« progress relative to ptogram objectives.- A pnme
example of this desxgn,,ls the national evaluation -
-of ‘the Expanded Food and Nutntlon Educatxon
Program In tﬁrs px:ogram clients are enrolled

-rate-

© . as program participants, thus facrhtatmg observatlon .

of their KASA change, practice change, and
degree of problem ‘solution over thie length of.

‘their Jparticipation. Observation® of self-reported

. food congumption has ‘been 'made beginning ’_* ’
-with_entry’ of the client into the program and every

’

6 months thereafter. o S e

BTN

5"

"‘BEFORE AFTER”,STUDY c
at least these factors may be accounted for 1

“This desxgn requxres observatxons both before
and after an E tensxon program, as could be ., _
shown by the ogram group portlon of ﬁgure 5, no
comparison set or “‘contro. zroup” is used.

. The before-after” de51gn has been-used in many
_ Extension studies and is weil- exemphﬁed by the

evaluatlon of a.Texas Extension. progﬁam for

low-lncome farmers o -
The “before-after” de51gn tests only partlally

the extent to ,whlch -any changes’ at. hxgher levels in the- '

h1erarchy are produced by Extension inputs,. '.@
- activities;-etc. But, it is plausxble that Extension ' ‘

- produced part of: any observed 1mpact to the

= Hatry, Harry P Rlchard E Wmme, and Donald M
Ftsk .Pracrical Program Evaluation for State and Local .
Government O[fcmls Wnshmgton, D.C. The Urban Ins:
tute 1973. -

T Econormc “Researct: werwce Tk Ernanded Food ar:-
Nutr/f Educanon Program 1969-1973, Washlngton, T..,

.« US; Lepartment: of Agricultuge, 1975.

™ Ladewig, Howaid. und Varice W. Edmonson, The
Eﬂecttveness of Nonpro:sssionals in quperati\'ﬁ EXxtensic::
Educatmn for Loy -Incor:e Farmers, Collcgc Statton, Tex..
Texns- A&M Umve*sxty, 9727 ¢, T e '

‘ . ‘. .
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degree that other p&srble source of KASA change
practlce change etc., may be ru'_led out, logrcally
* However, s1mp1e comparlson of “before” and °
““‘after” program data.may be mlsleadnng due to,
- unusual or normal ﬁuctuatlons such as seasonal
vananons e ’

) experlment (b) matched set design, (c) time= "
" trend studles and (d). before-after study——are

. des1rab1e, 1mp1ementatlon of these des1gns LT

~.. - +.can be" cumbersome, expensive, and difficult to ’
e ' com;flete soon enough to ass1st dec1s10r1mak1ng on
ure programming. o e

futy
\_The gengral use of data “on the har srde”

- in the four desrg,ns above 4 agcounts for much " * R

o . Although the designs descr1bed above—(zi) fleld:

. on survéy’o

" statistical ana]ys1s< the surv;sy usually prov1des -

Cg - R v o
hlgh versysi. w dcgre&of program "no]vement - (/ 19 .

oIn !such a survey, partlcrpants swith a low degree of
: 1nvolvement constitute a part1a1 substrtute for a

. comparison set. W e A
Prlmarrly ‘because of lack of. s1tuatlona1 data -
prior to an Exténsion program, the’survey oo

generally provides rather weak: ¢onclusigns about
the extent to which Extension, rather than other - .. ;
forces produces anyy observed ¢ drﬁerences between S
- Extensjon chentele and nonclientele. L1m1tatlonsa ol
to such 1nferences frefh. surveys jaclude self—selectlon .
‘as d part1c1pant in Extepsion-dnd the effect - e I
ervauons of any “drop-outs” fromr .
‘the- Extensm program., Even ‘with complex _‘ .

S

'
IS

-"«; * of their expense and.time consumption. Moreqver, hmlted capacity to account for the-degiee to: - ° RIS
RN o .as the- des1gns above sclect eV1dence 1ncreas1ng1y hlgh Whlch Ex\tﬁ:nsron produces achlevement of Ly L
T lin the hierarchy: (&) the longer it.is. usually @ hlgher level ob]ectlves : I
necessary to wait “'till the data are iny”, (b)+ + * - . An 1mportant use of the survey is to collect,. S
‘the more thiggs can compllcate the study, such as N data on pefceptzons or oopinions .about the activities; -
-attrition of program’ partlmpants and (¢) the ~ and ‘outcomes’ of Extension programs.®® A random ; o

.more. expensive ‘thie study- is to: complete.
A frequent upshot is use of the designs below which
Aare less capable of controlling for “rival. '
éxp]anatlons” -(i.e:, attributing observed changes
to sources other than Extensron) IS

AU THEQSURVEY : o

=l In gomparison with experlmental matched-Set
t1me-trend and; “before-after” desrgns the - - .
. survey des1gn requires fewer resources per
program part1c1pant observed Nao #before™
‘ observatlons are made in the survey,. which may -

e be dep1cted by the “afterr (and also perhaps by the
“durnng ) observations shown in ﬁgure 5. .
Surveys in program evaluation may’ compare”

" Extension clientele and nonclientele wrthm
. h1gher levels of the hierarchy,
Or, the survey may. compare at one poirt in tim=
achiévement of- program obrcctlv,es by Extension
cllentele with dlﬁerent charactcrstncs, 1nc1ud1ng

Sy

_ * Hays, ,Samue]s 20 LIE, Evalitating 'De\elopment Pro!ecm'
' . Parjs,"Imprimeri¢ Boudin. United Natiops" Educaugnal
) -Scientific and Cultural Orgamzauon, 1965.-
™ Rose, Donald W., 4 Combarasive Smdy of Two Pat-
“terns of Cooptr(mw Extension Organization.in Colorado .
“and  Their Asrocmnon wnjz Goal Arluewm(;ut JobeSatis-
* faction and Chun;le S(mrfacnon Pf D. Dlssertau&l

Umversnty of Utah 1971. TR | . '
o 4 e

v':@

Y evaluatlve needs S g

1
.
* . .programs, Numerous stud1es using this methoddle

[
- szimple of opmlons as to effectiveness of Extension ;-

‘programs. may be evrdence suﬁicrent tomeet f .

Oplnlons may be obta1ned regard1ng a w1de i
varlety of areas, such'as: (a), the extent to
which Extension program m_objectives have been: : :
achiéved;. (b). the: extent to. which Extension
“and other actors, ‘agencies, etc., have; produced:
g1ven,,outcomes and (c)_the degree to which -;‘: i
Extension clientele are satrsﬁed with Extensron $

have been conducted.?®"A _modified form of
survey is e]1c1tatlon of retrospectw.e reports on
participants’ status prlor to the1r _program

{r -participatiop. These reports provude a partial gf

+ substitute for “hefore” measurer: x1ts.” Retrospectrve
‘reports sirc o cerally iess: réliabic, thi.: responses
reﬂectinz the present, except }vy.here substantratlng B
records Jare available. -

S Desp,lte its many hmltatlons, the survey d‘es1gn. a \

o

Davie,” Lynn, Terry Patterson Dorothy MacKerachey, ;
and Richard Cawley. SHAPES: Slmredm :
System, Torontp,'Cnn Ontario Institute &
Educauon, 1975. . - :

* Oldham,! Magvm D., and Claude:F. W‘nnett A Con-~

certed E/]r)rt ieRural Developmel Anzvsis and Evalua- 5
fion, Stillwater, Coopera ive Extensizn Serice, OLlahoma : Q‘ :
State Umverslty, 1975. - N N $
s -“.' .‘ L T a " . '\»_}
- AZ' . . T . s o - Q'
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lends 1tself to many evaluanon srtuanons {3 . outsrde observers using their own perceptrons of '
P comparanvely srmple and flexible. The survey .program process and - 1mpact and drawing-on the
%  may "be: employed after-a program is lmplemented o observatlons of key observers.28 AR '
o wrthout the prior evaluatxve planning requu'ed " * The case study can draw togethe'r many diversg -
by some other desrg‘ﬁs preces of information 1nto a unified interpretation ',
Finally, compared in terms of th= number of per- and may provide 1mportant evaluative insights.
sons or participants included in a study, opinion Thus, the case study can provide leads: regardlng the
* ° surveys are usually less expensive than are the | conduct and 1nterpretdtron of studles Whlch use e
'stu'dy designs discussed previousiy. more deﬁmtrve designs. e -
' - : . Table 2 sufmarizes major characterrstrcs of the ?
_ THE CASE STUDY ', / ’ “ six designs above. o . o ae
°"". Cdse stydies observe intensively one or only a. ’ P
few selected individuals, groups, or communities. ., USING AND APRRAISING TN
.Observation may involve examination of existing -EVALUATION STUDIES ER o
records, interviewing, or partrcrpant observation, , “Evaluations of , program effectiveness” are- utrlrzed=-" /
Cise studies seldom carry- the  rigor or formahty most fully if their implications for-decisio aklng
of the preceding designs. They often use soft data are hoted explicitly. Guide J: Usefulness) of
(especially in 4erms of questionzble representative-  evaluation reports is maximized when they
ness) and seldom employ statisticzl analysis. In - include alternatives and recommendatiqns foi
contrast to the design discussed zbove, few, if any, future program development. Interpretanon of °
% explicit comparisons 'q,,made thz case selected . evaluatian findings for decisionmaking should ,
for study is compared only implicitly with other-cases - include apprarsals of the quality and completeness ‘
casually observed or remembered. : » of the evaluatron study, - G
The weakest form of the case study, as used 1n : "The COllCCthn analysrs and use of- evrdence in
Extension evaluation, is the isolated “success’ story, " judgihg degree of program effectiveness should
which documents the progre § of only one or - itself be assessed for effectiveness. If acquisition St
‘several clr@tele "Such case Etudles provide ‘weak: and use .of evidence on program impact is viewed ,
- . scientific evidence of Extensr} n’s impactina ’ . as an .“activity” thrdugh “inputs,” then a number
community, state or nationj beczase: (a) even : : of questions. follow, based on the hlerarchy for -
. if data on each case’is validl; the cases may nbt be evaluation presented in this paper. Examples-of *
" representative of ExtenS‘i /ﬁ cliezzele, and (b) the these questions are: “What has been learned. by
ng st:tlll(t):lr]]tzfeh\?r:u;gu;?ogla(b%;e;;i ﬁ;ﬂz iivl:g)gs:en_ " ) % Nijederfrank, E J Francxs S Mansue .and Chester R.
Smith, Helpigg New JerSey q_rban Youth Help Themselves,
Extension’s aid is usually not ansx-ered satisfactorily. . New Brunswlck\’N 5., coopertmwe Extension Service, ’
.- Stronger case studies are those conducted by _ Rut ers Umverstty’ . : o »
. R _.’ o ’ . : N ;"\-: ;
S : ,T_able 2 S .
o * Characteristics of Designs ;
o _ . oL Impacts of Extension Pr _
© .. Evaluation ) Observatlons - ) \COmparrson set " Evidenceé can
. /0 design “Before” “Durrng : “After «tisedx Randomly assigned apply. broadly
-~ Field Experiment ......... 279e Yes Yes ?Yesj it _Yes T Yes
M atehred et 3 Yes Y= e No— s
Time trend ........ sevee T Ye Yes R —_— Yes |
- “Before-After” .......... Yer Yeg - o L C IR
" Survey ........ e ‘Nec May%e A Y — o Yes:
Case'study ............. Mayze  Maybe "Yes: No e — - . Maybe .
s : £ 'y X B
! 43 ) . N
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the collectron and analyﬁs of dlata, in relatron to

degree of expected improvengent in. knowledge about

- program effectiveness?” “Have program decisions
been influenced by knowledge - of program eﬁ'ectrve-

-ness acquired through evaluation”studies?”

Apprarsals of evaluation studles can suggest needs

for further program evaluation, or related analyses,

to asslst in'specific decrsron issues.:

‘SUMMARY.AND CONCLUSIONS : ° -

‘The major' rpose of evaluations is'to assist m '

program decisions. Formal evaluations are worth’
domg only if they have a chance of. aﬁecnng such- -
- decisions.

This publlcatlon presents optrons and guldellnes

" relative to: (1) selection of strength of evidence °
of Extension’s’ lmpact :and (2). resources required

.for obtamlng evrdence Selectlon of strength and

expense of evidence on ‘program effectiveness vary

makers.
“Selection of evrdence for evaluation studles

‘ should be’ guld'ed by the follomng questrons 12

1. Whrch levels of evidence for program evaluation

are desired for declsronmakmg‘relatrve to program

contlnuatton dlrectron slze methodology, audience,

etc.? - . _ Nz

A

s 2 -‘How “hard” should the evidence be and what

kind of sludy destgn is needed to assist materlally
in dectslonmaklng‘? :

3. Are resources avarlable to obtam desired level(s)

afid hardness of data, and to |mp1ement the de- ~
-sired. study deslgn? .

4. If the answer to questlon 3 is “yes,” then fine!

But if the answer is “no,” then: o ' :

a. Can addltlonal resources be obtanned ‘to ac-*

qurre the needed evrdence" If the answer is: agarn i
"~ “no,” then

lower level softer ev1dence or evrdence from a
weaker study design?- . - S wm

i

® Bennett, Claude F., “How to Analyze Impacts of
Extension Programs,” Program (énd Staff Development
Extensron Servrce, USDA, l9w :

"~ with mformatronal needs and resources of decrsron-

.k <

Adequate ]udgments of program value and sound
program plannlng decrsrons can be made onlyby, - |

: regardlng program accomplrshments'
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