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ABSTRACT

~ This rcp&%t discusses considerations involved in placing the
evaluation process within an organizational and practical context.
The discussion proceeds from the following perspectives: Program
evaluation is a policy/management tool. Various levels of policy
and management personnel have numerous and varjed evaluation
information needs. Rarely is an evaluation so fatally flawed as
$0 be without some relevance to policy. S |

The report identifies potential problems in the conduct of
program evaluation so that they can be anticipated, assessed and
pre-empted. Pitfalls in interpreting data for alternatiye policyc:
purposes are examined. Concerng to be addressed before data cols™
lection begins are analyzed: to Minimize impediments to A suecessful
evaluation. During the data acquisition and.data andiydis stages,
certain interpretational problems must be consddered. -~ including " -
potential difficulties of transferring progry 0, M '
or of expanding programs. The final stg?é'ﬁf fa”
is discussed in Zgrms of converiing/phghlems in

% S 7 . - \‘ i b ’ ? .
The jreport ineludes a bib]iggraghy;,and'technica1 discussions
.. of van{aplés, correlation, and diperiments’appear in thglappEndicesg
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/
CHAPTER I -

- INTRODUCTION
\k A

The mandate, if not demand, fot quantitative program eva-
luations is widespread within the criminal justice area. Such
evaluations operate in diverse environments. and serve varied
audiences, Differences surrounding‘program evaluations may
cause the practitioner to lose hope of discovering any common
principles to gulﬂe the design and conduct of evaluation work.

The purpose of this document is to place the evaluation
process within the context of organizational purposes and
practical constraints. More specifically, we are concerned
that the evaluator and the evaluator's audiences appreciate
certain problems and pitfalls which may be encountered. None
of these problem areas has been concocted. Each has been en-
countered by the author quring the conduct of one or more
criminal justice evaluations.

m

The spécific concerns of this report can be briefly
summarized as follows: .

. program evaluation is a policy/management tool;
- Ia
. numerous “and varied evaluation information njgds .
exist across various levels of policy and manage-
x”(‘ ment personnel;
. an evaluation need seldom be so fatally flawed

as to be of no policy relevance;

. several potential problem areas in the conduct
- of pr4gram evaluations can be anticipated,
assessed and--hopefully--preempted;

. pitfalls in the interpretation of data for alter-
native policy purposes can be identified and
their ramiflcations appreé1atéd

The first three points supply the orientation for this
discussion while the latter two describe the substantlve caon=-

tent of the report. =



'‘Pollowing further discussion of th'gi:alq and context.of
program evaluation in the remainder of this chapter, three
substantive chapters are presented: | .

. In Chapt-f II we diicu;; impadimanti tb a
prabiiﬁirgnd unmet as;umptian;——cgnce:h; to
be addressed priar to data collection.

. Chapter III eangiders certain interpretational
problems including potential problems of progr
transfer to new environments or simply program
expansion--considerations appraptiate both’
during data a¢quisition and data analysis.

° Finally, Chapter IV discusses the conversion
of problems into products--in some sense, the .-
final stage in the evaluation cycle. B
Addjitionally, several basic technical appendices are
included for use by the general reader. \

A. The Réles of Evaluation

Evaluations of social programs are often thought to be akin
to the award of academic grades to school students--a means by
which to identify those who are "better" and to distinguish them
from those who are not. That is, program evaluation is thmught
to be a tool by which progfams may be designated as "doth
fine,"” suited for "repair" or "the junk yard." Thus, a manual
erititled, "Quick Evaluation Methodology" suggests that "Quick
evaluatlang were designed to be of use to decision-makers facing
the following problems:

. whether to continue funding a particular treatment
. program, and, if so, at what level;

. whether technical assistance should be provided to
a»parti:ular program, and, if so, what type; and

. if an entire city's programs are analyzed, whether
;fundlng,af a proposed new program appears warranted."”

The author goes on, however, in a dlscu551cn of potential llml!
tations of quick evaluations, to note:

... a quick evaluation does not address the
question of whether a community needs that
particular treatment program; a quick
evaluation only assesses the performance of
that program. The implications of not funding

-2
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a mediocre methadone maintenance program are

quite diffarent for a community where that is

the only such program than for a community

where there are séveral others.' -

It should also be noted, by way of elaborating the above comment,
that such an evaluation will be unlikely to touch on constitu-

tional and other ispues surrounding drug treatment in gener#l,
and methadone treatment more specifically.

Daniel Glaser, an experiengediévaluatnr of correctional o
systems, has stated: ; )
I ‘

Before further discussion, it will ﬁg acknow-
ledged that often the most effectixe way to
reduce the extent to which people are labeled
deviant is not to change their behavior but
to change the labeling practices so that they
are no longer considered deviant. For example,
instead of trying_to change people 80 they

1 will cease the moderate use of marihuana, we
can cease regarding this practice as warranting
their being changed

Of course, determining what is to be defined as deviant sounds
very close to policy formulation and ‘that is our point:

Social prggkam evaluation research is under-
taken as a basis for settling questions of
policy.’

Thus, we should n@t re%trict ﬁufne1VP% as fvaluatmfg to awardina

A
We must iearn to look at our objectives asg d

critically an§ﬁaq professlaﬁally as we look
at our models and our other inputs.

The program evaluator toonoften focuses on the lower level
questions (the equivalent of grade assignment) without recoqg-
'nizing the potential for supplying expert information of the
higher order variety--frequently due to limitations which are
self imposed by the evaluator, but often because he is forced to
do so by the sponsor. Our point is not that the award of a grade
_for performance efficacy, impact, etc. is without merit, but
rather that the evaluator should be aware of the breadth of
opportunity available for program evaluations.

B. Adaptive Evaluation . N
EX j

The above noted range of potential topics for an evajuation
study and the uncertainty confronting any but the most trivial of
, \

¥



studies suggests the adaptive and evolutionary natures of some of
the best studies. An evaluation study may well atart out to ank
the question, "how did it work in a given locale?” This is indeed
appropriate for the very immediate questions raised above:

. should funding be terminated?
. should technical amssistance he made available?

On the other hand, various policy makers may be concerned with

questions of the following variety:
a2

. ' does the' program operate as anticipated?
Lo :

. are there unanticipated consequences of the
program which either dilute or amplify the
program’'s net benefits?

L '

. what are the implications of expanding.the
level of operations of the program?

.. impacts on (or costs to) other
. programs; ' =

.. rpgﬁurﬁﬁ\ayailﬂhility (r.q.,"ataff)
and need level.

The point is that most evaluation studies will not by desian anti-
cipate all the pﬁs%iblﬁ”ﬁﬂaifiﬁnﬁ of the ahove sort. A flexible
and adaptive desiqn, howevery should be prepared 4o attend to the
upanticipated, analyze 1t aﬁ& determine appropriate policy
makers who should be intyrested in such special purpose reports
as may e produced. All of which 1s to suggest that no conk bookn
exist for this style of policy related research and that, indecd,
one may be wise to be willing to entertaln intuirtions and insiahts
as well as "hard" data. This_ topic will be further gddressed sub-
sequently: however, our rmphasis here 18 that no discussion cdan
give you a set of procedures which will quarantee that you are
able to extract the maximur significant policy-relevant antorma-
tion, given your evaluation funds. Thus, the purpose of the
current document 18 to provide a certain orientgtion to the
extremely complicated process and hope that, ke a cat, vou oan
land on your feoet. ’

L] ¥
C. Evaluation Credibilait® and Acceptability

H

It was Georqe Bernard Shaw who noted that “every Srofession
is a conspiracy aaainst the laity,” and we would do well to xeed

those words in mind when considering the problers, the evaluator
may confront in "market ing” findinas and conclustons to policy
makers-- the "laity.” There 1s o sense in which evaluation

interests Fun counter to oradaniyation interests, In a serites of

5
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. Queations, Aaron Hgld:v-ky.d‘kan the point: t
. who will evaluate and who will administer?
!ﬁ
. how will power be divided among these func- }
tionaries? : i
¢ . which ones will bear/the cost of chanqe?

" can evaluators create pufficient stabjlity
to chrry on their own work in the midst of
a turbulent environment?

i

. can authority be allocated to evaluators
and blame Epp@%tlﬂnﬂd among administrators?
. how to convince adminjstrators to collgct

information—that might help othera but can
only harm them?

— how can support be ohtained on behalf of
recommendationa that anger aponsora?

~

. can knowledge and power be joined?

And as a summary responsce to the above evaluators' questiona, the
following is offered:

Pure evaluative man, however aingle-minded his
concentration on the intrinsic merits of pro-
grams, must also consider their interaction
offecta on his future ability to pursaue his
craft. Just as he would 1nsist on includinqa
the impact of one element 1n a system oOn
another in hia policy analysis, so must he
.consi1der how his presant recommendations
affect futute ones. A proper evaluation,

, 1qcludes the i1mpact of a policy on the oroca-

' nizations responsible for ie.*

The point, 1in the simplistic abstract, 18 that an evaluation
needs to be designed with the reporting context understood. Thus
we return to the tension between the evaluator who would assian
an academic qrade only to a-profect, and the evaluator who wduld
redesign the cosmos. It 1s not a simple matter, but we desire
that more try to be both the craftsmen of the former sort as well
as being senditive to unexpected information and willing to move

. in the "visionary" direction in order to better serve varyina ,

policy makers.

As data are gathered and experience broadened in the conduct
of am evaluation, insights and i1ntuitions are likely to be
generated which were absent in the original design process. To.
the deqgree possible, data collecti®n cgn reflect these new

[
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perspectives, whether by amending data. acquisition instruments
“or by'developing new prbcedures. Moreover,

“fied and expanded in an attempt to pursue the post-design
insights. What, in general, is not terribly credible or accep-
table is an unsubstantiated intuition,
high guality-presentation, the evaluator may wish to dellver'
"hupches” which could inform future research. :

‘ ' i N &£
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although at the end of a

analyses may be modi-
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CHAPTER II

RESEARCH PROBLEMS AND UNMET ASSUMPTIONS

i Within this section, discussion will be focused on pre-
'paring the evaluation design for the environment within which
it will operate (and, by implication, suggest those facets of
the'environment which need to be changed in the interest of
evaluation). We use the term, "environment," because we see
the evaluator standing between operating programs and policy
makers. The later are the clients and the former constitute
the objects of evaluation. Put another way, the policy makers
cénsgﬁtute the "demand side" and the operating programs con-
stitute the "supply side." Given the flexible and adaptive
stance advocated here, it is important for the evaluator to
recognize his role, coupling these two constituencies.

The. primary.determination to be made by the evaluator in
this context is the jdentity of the various consumers of the
_proposed evaluation study. Following this initial step, the
evaluator cdan begin to fill out a "Requirements Checklist"”
which could look something like the following:

i ]
. ¥

REQUIREMENTS CHECKLIST'
1. Wﬁa are. the consumers§ of the evaluation?
2. Specifically what do they need to know?
3., What is already known?

4. a. .Is a "true" (i.e., randomly assigned)
-~ control group required?

. b. Or is a "reasonable" contrast group
s sufficient? :

¢. Or no such things?

[ d. What sample sizes are necessary for
' the required level of precision?

5. Is anything approaching an adequate design

- 72} l ‘J -
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R ? ™~
< Eapable of 1m§leménta
other constraints?

ﬁ

on, given time and
b » ) ¥ >“\
6. Overall, d~you think the pr@gésed étudy

should be undertaken=-that is, can it

possibly (likely?) yield ;nfq;matlon of

value (for whom)?

It should be clear that this ch ’klist will not be completed
at one sitfing; rather, it is one means of tracking the evolving
design process. A second checklist may be termed the "Assumptions
Checkllst“ and could take the lelQWlng form:

v ' -
13

ASSUMPTIQNS CHECKLIST

l. Program elements assumed.
L 3
i

2. Activities assumed. \
3. Documentation assumed.
4. Objectives. assumed.
5. Control/contrast groups assumed.

6. Sample’sizes, etc. assumed..

7. =9ther 'data elements assumed. ‘\\;
N "' )

8. Caé?eration and actess assumed.

The Assumption Checklist is, clearly, a typification of the
evaluation design in terms of the research situation which is
anticipated, It is the importance of clarifying what is expected
by a design which serves as our central theme. Much grief and
many false starts can be avoided if these assumptions are checked

' before the evaluation design is implemented. This is not to say

that all uncertainty can ever EQ removed from the evaluation
process, but certain precaui;ﬂnary measures can be very productive.

A quick determination of the plausibility of the vatrious

" assumptions can be made through relatively simple useﬁ of various

information SDDECES"

. interviews wkth program staff

. sear&h of grégram files

. panalyéis-bf program budaet (s)

. Jacquisition of external documents

1.



. interviews with appropriate others
L. 7

In the following pages we will discuss the individual assump- .

tions, problems which'can arise if they are not met, how the above
—sources can be used to determine the plausibility of the- assump- G

tions and how to modify designs to cope with unmet assumptions.. N

Several of the-gssumﬁtions to be discussed share in common
%ﬁeir derivation from enabling legislation and other desc¢riptions
of what the program "should be" and what people "should do." ("If
people always did what they were- supposed to do, the Army wouldn't
need sergeants."--Anonymous.) :

( , . .

A program, as described, is often cemposed of numerous ele-
ments. A court diversi® program might be described as.including
medical, vocational, legal, psychological and transportation com-
ponénts. With this in mind, an elegant evaluation design might ’
be constructed which would assess the integration of the several
components. The reality of the situation -gould turn out to be
one in which there are several harried case workers whose duties
are largely undifferentiated. 1In this event, the effort which
went into the evaluation design would be largely wasted as the
design is unsuitable to the reality. Before undertaking the
design work, interviews with program staff and inspections of
files and budgetsi could have turned up the facts of the -matter.
Research questions which emerge in reference to the newly deter-
mined situation include: 5 o

. how are case assignmepks made? '

. how is case managemen TagM:
) . . o &/ )
. how is continuity assured in the face of staff
turnover? i

] The problem of assumed activities may be viewed as the
process side of ‘the assumed elements problem just discussed. To
continue the example of the court diversion program, the evalua-
tion design may have assumed a relatively complete and sophisti-
cated intake "work-up" involving psychological profile, medical
history, work and criminal histories, etc. If this activity is
not undertaken by a program, the evaluator may encounter diffi-
culties because certain analytic uses had bggn intended for such
date elements. (This overlaps with the féllawinq discussion
concérning documentation assumed.) For example, .the design may
have anticipated using intake data to "match" prooram particioants
with non-participants, adjusting "outcome" in terms of background,
etc. 1In short, the design can be in real difficulty. Again,
interviews with program staff, examination of files and budgets




on’ prl@f tG creatlan of thg final 6231gn.

~ If the missing data elements are considered crucial to a
successful evaluation, the appropriate intake procedures may need

to be implemented--at least on a sample basis. Otherwise, a more
modest and less poweﬂful evaluation design may be undertaken and
‘surrogate data elements sought. On the other hand "missing ac-

tivities" can be of far more substanke thah a "missing data"
problem. For example, let us assume that the mythical court
diversion program was intended to emphasize special serviges for
female clients (such as child care facilities). A major focus of
the evaluation design rthight wéll emphasize this program versus
other*diversion programs without such- female oriented actidities.
If in fact the female oriented activities are absent or absurd
- (the child care facility is a rat infested room with po security)
then the design s largely inappropriate and certainly inef-
ficient--the resources to be expanded/in contrasting female orien=-
ted with non-female oriented programs/ are productive of very
little. The study design should thu§ drop this facet while
perhaps adding a concern with the pozglble effects of unmet
expectations on the part of female E}lents
1

Most evaluation designs 8ﬂtl§ngtE the existence of c¢certain
groups of observations for use in dévelopina comparisons or con-
trasts. At minimum is the assumpt;@n that somebody or something
has "received the treatment. To ekpand, a design typ;callv
assumes some number of entities havp varticipatied in the program
to be evaluated. Moreover, .an evaIUatlon will twpically antls;mate
developing contrasts or comparisong between participbants and non-
participants. As mentioned previously, the experimental ideal
requires that participation and nop=-participatiagn be randomly
determined. Lacking random assignment by the investicator,
second best conditions obtain wherk "nature" appears to have
acted capriciously in assignment t)» participation vs. non-
participation groups (i.e., without bias). An example of an
intended use of capriciolsness in Ehe environment appears in an
unpublished Federal Bureau of Prlsﬁns document in which the
‘research design had initially: \

7

i

planned on selecting, for the comparison group,
federal offenders released directly to the

=/ community (rather than through a Community
Treatment Center--C.T.C.). who are eligible and
have need for C.T.C, placemEﬁt, but for some
reason (perhaps lack of bed space in the area

of release) were not referred to a C.T.C.
(Emphasis added.)

This arrangement would be close to ideal, although the wise
skeptic would inquire into the nature of the referral process.
Where this situation appears to hold, it is important to make
certain minimal checks on the similarities of the two groups.’
The important point in dealing with anythina other than randomly

e 17




formed’groﬁpg is that one must guard against g@nfusinq.g\gﬁey}ougs.f
] . stinag difference between groups with a post intervention’or

+The point of this dfécussion’is\sgmply that if a design is
. dependent on some sort of treatment and comparison groups, their
existence should be confirmed prior to implementation of the
design. If the existeénce of such groups cannot be confirmed, then
the design needs to be modified (e.g., a guasi-experimental
" design) or the objective of conducting a quantitative evaluation
dropped ehtirely. - S . :
v “ ; 4
Many evalwation designs assume the existence of various

kinds of documentation regarding program activities, partlcipants,
etc. Quite- frequently, descriptions of information systems are
very widely off the mark and those which do exist may, 'in fact,
only be accessible with muchtmanual effort. For example, the
evaluation of the court diversion program may_have anticipated
sampling among program "graduates" based on a list of such per-
sons. That list may not exist. Instead, the evaluator may be
confronted by a list of program intakes and dates terminated with
fio recorded information regarding reason for termination. Or,
non-comparable lists may be maintained by different programs’ -
(e.g., the definitions of "graduate" may differ--one.program may
call an "intake" someone with one contact with the program where-
as another does not "log" a person as an intake until after three
months of participation, etc.). The problem of documentation is
probably one of the most troublesome confronting the evaluator
within the criminal justice system. (probably the equal of “Hisghg
groups" to be discussed). Whether the assumed existence of docu-
mentation is based on legislation and requlation or "common .sense"
it should never be permitted to guide an evaluation design.
Indeed, a program director's word that certain data elements
exist is insufficient. The evaluator.should undertake a Limu-
lation of the intended procedures and receive very specific
definitions of terms used, etc. Even when record keeping is not
.sloppy, it should be emphasized that administrative record systems
are not constructed and maintained with the evaluator in mind. ’

It is our contention that the‘weakness of many data systems
is the reason for many interview or survey type ztudies, In the
case of our evaluation of the court diversion project, assume we
had been able to obtain a list of "graduates" (who are similarly
defined across programs) and then desired to search some. criminal
justice information system relative to future arrests, convictions
and parole revocations. This information system may require
birth date and race in addition to name in order to screen for
duplicate names (i.e., -more than one person with identical names),
data elements which may not be available from the program's files.

Moreover, the criminal justice information system may "know"

about only those arrested, etc., subsequent to some date. In

this case, "success" may be defined in terms of omission and
various obvious pitfalls can be encountered under these'diticns.

- g
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_To summarize: »we g o ‘ . f ! \
= . i ' ' e
. do not assume information exists; = . AV , o
e - " ; : N . — . \‘
. . do not assume existing,inforMation is readily
~ . . accessible; "
. v , .
. do rnjot assume deflnltlans are EG?ElStEﬂt L v
. ¥ ., oz L .
L . F Ea : .
e do not assume information systems aré’:amaatlble.
s, ) ‘F 3 E
. ~analyze_ the pfocess of 1nclus;®n and EXEluSlGn .
for p2351ble effects on your p ases R

. . The other side éf the coin, Df course, 15 that exlst;nq E
.information is almost free and may be unlque in the case of past
ipformation. When desired information is .mot available or is
flawead (in one, of the above senses), it will be necessary‘to
develop new ‘information through interviews,, etc_,—ar alter the ;
intended study 6251gn. R . o . ? ) *

- .
- ¥ B 7, /’ T ' . . v \
B. Programs and Program Environments Are Stable Over Timé

' Many programs, éspeclally new ayd 1nnavat1ve ones, cgnStantly
change in major ways as they respond to the internal pracesseq*@
deVelopment and implementation and to external demands and pres-- /
sures from clients or other interested: groups. It.is 1WpDTtEnE
to.determine the amgunt of program and ?peratlng ggv;ronwent
var;ablllty during the design stage of an evaluati n so that

stability is not mlstakEnly assumed _ ( . %

/ - Two dlStlnCt stepg géed to be undertaken in regard ;a the!%

‘potential for instability: ; - _ . o
. . r'determination of amount and natgreéaffchéhéeé. ‘J |
. _ impact Df%changg on evaluagiénrdeségﬁ o . ' 2

Just as in the preceding section, interviews with various qrgups -
involved with the brogfam as ‘well as inspection of files and
other documentary sources.myy be adequate to determine the kind
and guantity of change suri undilng the object Qf the: intended
evaluation study. Some of the k;g?s of chan?e to laai for \are:
. turn-over in staff and pDSElblE change 1n' .
. GDEfatlnq philos aphy gpals and style : tf
: i'

=

:hanqes in pricority level assigned to proaram
11 -

S i by "society," criminal justice system and
fundlnq sources ‘ L

.




AN - LU '
ﬁ ghangé-ln theggatdre or. 1eveh of theﬁf”"
_Fe. addressed by the program . CE

,",tian @f Gthgr 1ﬂst1tut1cqal enti t;es ‘which ¢
somghow impinge on the substantive i:ea of

c@ncérn

K] w

AU

- ' . . H

Eﬁ; -When changes 1n‘any of the aiave areas are detected,
ou

13 be recorded in terms of a empafal sequence w1thﬁgcﬁ :
attémpt at quantifying the dearee—éf change .- dtaff comolements,
budgets and eaple, courts, égg,g affected, ére relatively Stralqht—?/

- forward ‘odes of quantifi cation. - Changes/in operatimy style,may
"be more dlfflcult to guahtify 1n rdtrospgct but some subject;ve
notion that a change waé relat;vgly dramdtic or, nct may be

lpﬁsslble. : , o ; ‘ .

y =

. The purpose cf thlS rev;ew of stability: (gr;mcre llkely .
ins¥ability) over time is to determine the anpropriate ,gharacter -
4f a given evaluatioh task. ;Whlle analytlc andrlnterﬁ#etlve pro-
cedures. appropriate to’dynamlic programs are disg sed 1 , ,
: f@llgw1ng section (IgtEEPEEthE Pitfalls)our fGE?ﬁyhéfEﬂ" the .

anticipati h of probfems to be caused by chapging H¥dgrams and :
environments. Where programs are found to /g 3 }1uding their
‘opétatlng environments) the following quesns oght to be raised
réiag}ve to the %mpact of change on an eva

'je ;gg éeslqn-
“ﬁ A 2.

can different, "stages" ! g ,yla
gf peﬂatlan be defined?, )

V ) & . B .:i“r’
can_differ'nt oper ‘{- ;
typified? ' S

“what va:lablllty in difa
quallty can be antl&lpat
Jimensions? ﬁ

- ., a é‘gdailablé evaygatiéngéséurceg insufficient
t evalﬁate, epmpetent’”; .all the program=
epviron ent q?@ﬁin&iie “i1dentified above?

~ To summarize, §§é vﬁ¥1ab;1Lty of pr@qfams ana enwvironments

- oyer time can incredse the range of variability- g:f is being
evaluatg and ean enrich’an evaluatlcn study. ;" als can,, how-

- ever, p¥ovide trod few examples. (whether ]Qfl%ﬂlethﬂS,\nElqhbDr—
hoods, £lients, etc.) far statistical analy515 or demand more

resoupdps than are available. ,JIn the case of too few examples,

the evalluator -may - eigct to reconmend a qualitative "case study"

approach and the gsfablishment of a data adquisition system.which
could support gn evéluétlaﬁ in the longer run. In the instance
in which the ¥ange. bf operating. diversity demands more resources
than have be h ‘al, Qcate for evaluative purposes, one approach to
befcpﬂsiderf 5 % »lection of aﬂa or more prﬁ@ram*enV1anmént

. configurations whidh podsess, the most, significance for policy and
¢ decisional. purposes. ﬁuﬁtlﬁq égﬁbve two apprnaﬁhéq tocether,
n . . :
7 1 ;;s




v b e, § .3 o . :
v iclgie might choose t;ﬁépt a case study apgr@ach for programs in
/their early "learning" gtage and a quantitative study for programs
1n their mature stages., .

& . f -
,iLf' Ccnventlonal C;Lter;a or Goals are Appraprlate to Project “.
and Prag%am -Evaluation

- f? | ' o

' .When we. ﬁpeak of evaluat;ng programs it is usually in terms

aof some set bf objectives. While legislation and program descrip-
';t;DﬁS may yield some set of objectives, the determination of-

‘gberating objettives,. their priorities and causal relationships
may be less than obvious. } For example, a drug abuse treatment
program may be judged in terms of total abstinence from (say)
opiates on the part of the program clients. This has quite often
"been the criterion utilized in assessing treéatment programs and
was pr®b§b1y informed, at least partially, by the ccnveniignal

.0

wisdom that“once an addict turned to opiate abuse he would once
again dévelop a véty expensive habit IE inztead a drug abuse

use (and henge, presumably, their néed to EarthlpatE in crlmlnal
activity}, Within this setting, abstinence becomes one of
several ariteria against which the performance of the program can
be measured, with cost and cost reduction entering as additional
criteria. Given the rationale by which drug abuse has been
‘relat'd to criminal activity, this linkage ought also to be

1S sded, 1f possible. In ether words, the objective of reduced
drug abugé is instrumental relative to reduced criminal activity.
In cases where the program appears to have succeeded relative to
drug abuse, has criminal activity been reduced as compared to
cases wheYe the program appears to have failed relative to drug
abuse reduction? It is important to note that in many cases, the
objectives of a program may not have been well articulated and

= the fesponglblllty Df the evaluator may lnclude such Dbjé:thés

k. causal llnkagesi A program lnt;nded to train elderly C1tlzens
to protect themselves from criminal assaulf may have the worth-
while effect of cusing the elderly to feell more secure and
hence more apt to venture out of their apartments. In addition
to the objective of reducing assaults upon the elderly, the
enhanced quality of life enjoyed by those who now feel more

secure is obviously another desirable outcome.

Researchers in various fields have recognized both the
importance and difficulty of causing an organization or pro gram
to clearly specify obijectives and qoals, their inter-connections
and relatjve priorities. In designing an evaluation, these
issues must be addressed, most likcely through the following
procedures: . .

-, -
d"»-
[
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'

interviews with program administrators can

eticit operating definitions of "success"
(e.g., "What would you like to be able to
include in an annual report?")

. interviews with those "on the firing line"
can determine how they assess their own
performance . '

interviews with variausgstaff members as well
as inspection of job delscriptions, etc., can
-“assist in determining desired personnel

cHa¥acteristics. - - . : ~ .
- A

By developing these and other information sources, the
evaluator can construct a set of operational objectives and
oals and then turn to the problem of deriving measures for them.
gfequently, the eva. iator will haye completed a "first pass" 1in
this regard only to discover, upon reflection, that further °
digging is necessary. ForF example, what is the appropriate
measure: an absolute measure of performance, or absolute amount
of Jchange or percentage change? At this stage, the intimate
lidkage between policy and methodology is most evident. The
evaluator, pushing for grgater precision in measurement, presses
the policy maker for greaterSpecificity and precision. It is
important to note, in this megard, that the evaluator must make
this sort of decision quite explicit. .

- .. &

&
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CHAPTER III

INTERPRETIVE §

I

TFALLS

Given that one has some data in hand and those data have
“been analyzed by someone éaméetentg interpretation of the num-
» bers is no simple, clockwork procedure, In this section,
attention is directed to some of the "obvious" interpretations
which may prove false. v
2 and other topics discussed in this chapter
are all concerned with two basic, policy relevant questions:

. what axe the true sources of program success--
including necessary conditions?

]

. what are likely or plausible constraints on

transfer or expansion?

EJ

A. "Anything will Work" for a Great Leader

In many instances of program eyaluation, conclusions
regat¥ding important influences on pfagfam success have empha-
sized the significant role played by leadership. It is impor-
tant to recognize that innovative approaches in almost any area
may attract certain "innovators™ who radiate some particular
charm and dynamism (perhaps charismatic). Hence, pilot programs,
demonstration projects, etc., may be quite successful solely
because of the characteristics of their leaders (i.e. . the
structure and mode of operation of the program may be irrele-
vant to success). But such leadership chargcteristics may not
be available in sufficient supply if one de§§<es to implement
such programs on a large scale. Furthermore,\should such mas-
sive implementation be undertaken, the dynamic innovators may no
longer be interested and those who stay may "burn out,’' losing
the effectiveness which initially caused the pilot programs to
be successful. The evaluator and the consumepr-of’ the evalua-
tor's work must consider both the potential "leader effect" and
the gquestion of replicating that leader to expand the popula-
tion served by a qgiven type of program.

i
i
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" In order to investigate this potential problem it i1s impor-
tant to gather information regafdlng leader or director charac-
teristics including style of operation, educational attainment,
work history (including level of job turnover), personal interests,
etc. Two simple gquestions can be asked of the data:

. do all the project directnrs of a certain type
of project have some thinas in common? (The
commonality could be something abstract such as

[

- eclectic 1nterasts Or atypical occupational/ .
/ educational histories.)
. how much of the vairiabiilty in ptn1ﬂ5t +BUCCOSS
can be associated with ‘the project directors’
characteristics?
I
;ytla%glfﬁzjmfcfhugkllzt .

1. Collect information descriptive of cach program leader
in terms of background, exccutive style, e-orating philasophy
(1f possible) ~

2. Compare program .eaders to determine any commonalities

(e.ge, do they all have unusual career histories?).,

H

3. Is there anythinu about the leader population which
makes them "odd birds" unlikely to be availlable 1in sufficient
supply to support program expansion tenfald?

4, Is there any 1undication that those who have held the
leader's position longest are experiencing reduced effectiveness
or are considering leaving?

¥y

5. Is there any relationship between leader characteris-
tics and program EFF fflenngg? .
B. Cross "Cultural" Transfer Can be Problematic

We use the term "culture” in a very broad, inclusive manner
to describe thosc traits, practices and attitudes which vary for
ethnic and other social groupings (including sogial classes).
What is proposed 1s the principle that the effectiveness of
various programs depends on certain conditions whiich may be
termed "cultural.” I assessing 4 project or programn 1t 18
desirable to note for whom and in what -areas the operations
appear to have maximum cffect.  Morpover, some understanding of
the cultural elements on which o program depends 18 desired, par-
ticularly in the case of g project or program which has operated
under conditions o' cultural homogene ity In ahort, what works
for a middle class, white, urban population (say, diversion

L)
I
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

program) may not be effective without modification among rural

native Americans. The evaluator should expend reasonable efforts
to collect data concerning sub-cultural attributes of a project

or program's target population and to make note of plausible con-
nections between such traits and a program's mode of operation

and relative success, *
&
“hecklist

1. Collect i1nformation descriptive of cultural background
of "participants” (1.¢., staff, clients, target population, etc.)
including social class, urban~,ubufﬁpn—r o, racial/ethnic
characteristics,

2. Are the cultural characteristics relatively constant
or diverse?

1. To the degree thers 1s cultural dlversity, are any

cultural elements associated with program performance?

4. To the degree thero s little cultural diversity, can
you i1dentity possible jrogram characteristics (or elements) which
are "culture bound" (1..., would likely require modification in

b

Another cultural conrext )

. Operating Environments Chanan .

Just asn oa program's cttective operation may be contingent
upon some cultural trairts among the target population, so0, too,
a program may be successtal withain o certailn operating environ-
ment but not in others, [Y the availlability of street heroin is
curtailed through some other mechanism, a drug abuse treatment
program may have an onviable record ot recrulting and holding
clients.  sShould oprates agarn become readily available on the
street, the enviable record may become history. While this
example droew on oan environmental tactor (avairlability of 1llicit
drugs) which can be attected by ottorts of various components ot
the craiminal qJusticecgystem, ot! @ environmental factors may not
beoso caontrollablae. s

;

The natronad economy and weather are two tactors which
TPt on Wy Loy syt ains, For examp e, communit y=-based
Cortregtions prosgtams otten expertence low dropout rates during
winter months and higher rates daring the summer.  Simularly,
during pgriods of cconomie recession property crimes otten
1m'rv.nu-§ Such factors are more than statistical "problems” to
be dealt Twath analytveally, for they also represent real-world
facts which ampange on operational programs. ITn the caso of
Seanonal el fecta, tor example, prnqumminq eif e lientys might well-
take theae ot teects anto constderatyon and, fturthermore, different

H -
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hich are both subject to change and are thoughtf

kinéﬁ of community based corrections proqrams might bL deemed
appropriate for sun belt states in which the inducement Af harsh
weather is absent. - .

L]

"

Pregcriptive Checklist

1. Collect information concerning the operating environ-
ynt of the program, specifically those environmental factors
g? % potentially,

related to program functioning.

z. Relate environmental information to prygggam peY formance
information--both across proarams and for single programs over
time. ‘

3. where data are i1nsufficient for the above sorts of

analysis, 1t 1s esspecially 1mportant that plausible conjecture
be undertaken in this reqgard.

D. If a Little Bit Warks. ..

Quite frequently, a aiven grogram type 18 tested and
evaluated in terms of a prototype or demonstration project (guite
appropriately, by the way, for too often broad yuage social
programs have been implemented on a very large gcale with little
or no evaluation of thelr effectiveness or consideration of their
unintended consequences--witness the\number of high rise slums in
our nation's cilties). Assuming the prototype project is )
evaluated as relatively successful, planners and policy formula-
tors may feel justified 1n expanding the pr gram. Some thought
should be directed, however, to the various ways in which the
prototype's small size and unique status may paxtially explain
its success, such that this level ot success can not reasonably
be projected to a greatly expanded program,

The “"Hawthorne effect” 1s well known in social research. In
its most general sensc, the term refers to the effect of exposure
to a relatively unique situation (1ncluding the presence of
researchers asking quesitions) which can have significant impact
on results (in the original Hawthorne study, productivity of
workers in a Western Electric assembly facility was the object of
interest). That one 15 participating in "something special” can
have remarkable cftects on the statt and others involved with a
program. This special status will no longer be an attribute of
the program when it 15 greatly expanded and ‘hence the expanded
program cannot be projected as g qimp e expansion with simple
multiple benefits.

A .prototype program can be seen as a small tlactor within a

larger system. If intensive opime prevention techniques are

I S
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radueed within the target area.- chever, the crime reduction may
in part be a reflection of dlsPlacement of criminal behavior to
areas outsidé the target zone. Again, results from the small:
program eann’be ‘projected simply to a proposed larger program.
Similarly, tM¥ existence of one relatively open correctional .
facility within a larger system of other corrections facilities
presents problems of analysls and interpretation. The success of

. the open facility may, in part, be dependent on the tacit threat
represented by the continued existence of stricter institutions

to which offenders can be transferred for infractions of the rules.
In short, the strict institution may be necessary to the success
of the open institution. Should an entire correctional .system

be transformed into totally open instutions, one would have little .
basis on which to predict system success, from the experience of
the single facility. ) ’

Prescrippivg;@he;klis%

1. 1Is the program a prototype or otherwise relatively
unique? -
2. Is there a sense of participating in "sdmething

special” among relevant actors?
3. Assess potential for "displacement," etc.

4, What is the relation of the prototype program to
maln stream” programs? .

5. What are other problems associated with broad scale °
implementation?
E. Individuals Are Not Groups: gfhe Ecological Fallacy

S v

Social research analysts, .criminal justice system analysts
included, often operdte with several units of analysis. On
occasion, the units’may be individual persons, a® other times,
census units or other geographic areas, and at others, programs.
All Df WhlEh is well and approprlate except when the 61ffersnces

:elatéd tD each éther, are ig: Qred, If Dne determ;nes the
relation between the median persomal income of neighborhood areas
and the proportion of children within those areas in need of
youth services, one has not determined the relationship of those
two Varigbigs for families or cities or dnythlng other than neigh-
borhoods. Whereas median personal income may tell us a great
deal about a neighborhood in terms of residential mobility,

youth culture, availability of various amenities, etc., those arc
not attributes of a family with a given income (residence in a

=




neighborhood with a given median income is an attribute of a - N
given family and that contextual attribite may be of significance 7
in undeigtgnding the behavior of the members of the family, inde-
;pendent Df that 'family's income). The problem discussed, that of
ibutinyg group level findings to individuals, is known as the
facological fallacy." . That is, what is true of the neighborhood
18 ‘not true of every individual or family in the neighborhood.

This fallacy has a complementary cousin which is sometimes “termed
“the "fallacy of composition." This second fallacy entails pro-

- jections from dndividual level findings to higher order units (or,
more generally,/ the projection upward from smaller units to larger
_ units). An example from outside the criminal justice area, which
is hypothetical, but plausible, is the following:
. persons enjoying higher dncomes are exposed to
_lower levels of air pollution than those with
lower incomes; but

. areas with higher median incomes have higher
levels of air pollution.- :

The first, individual level finding, relates to the ability to
avoid pollution which higher incomes enable individuals to under-
take (i.e., residing in cleaner suburbs, etc.). The second, area
level finding, relates to the association of polluting industry
with income generation. Thus, if a policy maker looked at the
individual level finding with a desire to reduce the level of
pollution, the resulting policy could be absurd. $Similarly, a
program which focuses on individuals does not necessarily have
the collective impact which might be inferred from individual
‘level data. :

All éf which is to say that conclusions based on data on one
unit of analysis can be transferred to another unit of analysis
only with great caution. The "great caution" term should be under-
stood, however, insofar as extrapolation is possible when accom-
panied by some model (or at least undefgfanﬂing) of the different
mechanisms operating at different leveld of analysis and reality.

£

‘ prescriptivé Checklist .
) - EVEN T

1. Are all variables appropfiate to the same unit of
analysis (person, neighborhood, etc.)?

2. Are all relationships stated at the same level of
analysis? :

3. Note appropriateness of contextual anal&sis in which
collective attributes are assigned to individuals (e.g., type of
. neighborhood can be used to describe an individual's experiences, ,
resources, ete.). :

4, Specify mechanisms which serve to explain the relation-
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;hj_pé qincmg vgﬁ‘i;bles at differenﬁt levels of analysis. Ce e

/
/
/

P, Constrained Populations: Selective Recruitment and Differens
~tial Attrition :

Y

£d

eyen t.he validlty of canclusions) may be quest;cnable. “Regres—
gsjon effect" is a technical, statlstical term which refers to an
oft ocbserved fact: the most extreme  are about to become less
extreme. This, by the way, is not a universal truth (the oppo-
site phengmeppniﬁauta—carrelatlén or positive feedback--covers
the 2pparent truth that success begets success and failure begets
fai lure). Regresgipn effect, put most simply, assumes that a
portion of any oBBerved measure is transitory (e.g., the heaviest
person in a class is heaviest on the day of weighing; in part,
because jthat person has been on a recent eating binge and/or
skipped normal physical activity; and that this persqn ig about
to return to normal activities). 1In the field of crifinal
jugtice evaluatlcns, a classic example has been cffe,
Campbell, et al.®

The important point is that analysis based on extreme cases
needs to be informed by passible reasons for an obsérved change.

_ The selection‘of cases for inclusion in a program, whether
individual or something as large scale as an overall progtam for
‘high crime areas, can impact upon the ability of a planner to
extend those f;ndlngs. A program implemented in extreme cases
V(hQWEVEI' deflned) is aperatlﬁgiln a rarlfléd env1rcmment. Whena

-vgfy dlfferent. Where a prcblem is éxtreme (whéther in the 1ﬂdl-
vidual case or the community) practices may be accepted and be

effective, whereas in a less extreme case, the same approach
mjght be neither accepted nor effective.

The problem of differential mortality or attrition of program
par ticipants is another means by which observed results can be :
migleading. For example, in many instances, some form of
"guccess" removes a case from further participation in a program.
This results in a potentially significant difference between the
composition and characteristics of program participants at a
given point in time and the composition and characteristics of
those entering and those exiting the program. The removal of
syccesses can have substantial operational significance which
goes beyond the problems of an evaluator as narrowly defined.
Fuyrther, if successful program directors tend to move upward or
otherwise leave the positions in which they proved themselves,
therxre can be obvious implications for program functioning. The
evaluator who spots such a tendency should be prepared to docu-
ment it, spell out the operational ramifications and suggest
man ajement procedures to deal with it. :

*
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( 1. Selection processes need to be described_gelative to
program participation--are we seeing the best, or the warsﬁ-cf
some situation? .

Ty )

Pr criptive Checklist

2. Determination of alternative means by which "cases" can

disgppear from a program.

3. To what degree can the above conditions change inter-
pretation of results?

G. Absence of Total Rigor Totally Invalidates the Results of a
Study )

: While the thrust ‘of this manual is its orient&tion with
‘respect to problems and pitfalls, it is not entirely gloomy. More
than one federal policy maker has been heard to express a desire
for a "one handed evaluator'™ because of their exasperation over
evaluation studies which conclude with the form, "On the one
hand..., but on the other hand...."

‘a%n those studies which received ve:y large levels of
support in order to achieve definitiveness have not always been
successful. At the conclusion of data analysis too many evalua~
tive studies are flawed by an undue modesty due to perceived
methodological inadequacies. The policy maker is interested in
- gomething which has relevance to decisions. Seldom is a study so
flawed that nothing can be said--although this possibility should
have been considered while completing the "Requirements Check-
1ist.” Indeed, where the evaluator feels that almost nothing can
be salvaged because of some "fatal flaw," it would be advisable
to return to the Requirements Checklist to repeat the exercise.
Elsewhere ("Capitalizing on Adversity") problems encountered in
the conduct of an evaluation are discussed as unanticipated conse-
quences. Here, however, our concern is with addressing the
issues about which the evaluation originally anticipated develop-
ing information.

The evaluator may be able to document that a program has an
impact in the intended direction without being able to document
the precise ways in which the impact is effected. Competing in-
terpretations (e.g., Hawthorne effect, seasonal effects) have
been discussed as cautionary notes. No matter the reason, a
program may be said to work, while recognizing that a program is
'a complex and dynamic entity. Understanding the limitations of
extending program findings has been discdssed at length. Here,
instead, we emphasize the need (with all appropriate provisos) to

~23-
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report the actual, empirical findings. A '

An associated issue arises concerning the range of observa-
tions available to the evaluator. The more measures we have
available for independent analysis, the more certainty we can have
concerning conclusions. For example, the Westinghouse Justice
Institute’ prepared a Summary of Parole Enhancement Programs'
Technical Assistance Needs and Problems. Fourteen dimensiong
relative to program management and operation were assessed for
each program. Although the purpose of the Westinghouse survey
was the determination of Technical Assistance needs, it could be
interpreted as similar to a part of an evaluation. While the & -
evaluator must beware of drowning in a mass of data, the availd-
bility of different sub-elements or components of an overall:
concept, all (or at least most) of which point in the same
direction, enhances the credibility of analytic findings. This
approach is somewhat akin to that involved ¥n repeated ;mposltlén
of study designs across different populations, except that in the
current case variables or measures,rather than populations, are
varied.

Finally, the evaluatcr should recognize the needs of various
consumers of the evaluation. Whether or not the given program
can be said to "work" or not, various independent findings may
be of interest to policy makers. Hopefully, the evaluator can be
sensitive to the needs and interests of the various consumers of
the evaluation such that various unanticipated findings can be
appropriately communicated.



, '‘CHAPTER IV

The evaluation researcher, monitor and decision making
evaluation consumer all bring different perspectives to the
conduct of an evaluation. Here we are interested in exploring
the uses of factors in the evaluation situation which the eva- ’
luation researcher may view as troublesome. Our primary conten-
tion is that, too often, evaluators adopt a certain sort of
tunnel vision in which purposes are very narrowly defined (as
if a gold prospector were to become infuriated because his pick.
were dulled by hitting a two pound diamond). What we offer
here are examples of a more general phenomenon. It is hoped
that, through discussion of these instances, an appreciation of
the more general principle will be nurtured. One formulation of
the principle would be:

-

if you encounter a "problem" which was unanti-
cipated, there are probably many others involved
within the criminal justice system who don't
know about it--and you are their eyes and ears.

L, p

A. Deviation of Programs from Legislative or Planning Speci-
fications are Valuable for Policy and Planning Audiences

The deviation of programs from legislative or planning
specifications is troublesome to the evaluator in that the
evaluation's primary mandate was to determine if Program A works.
Thus, when the evaluator discovers that various programs called
"type A" vary significantly from enabling legislation, etc., the.
evaluation. of A-type programs is in difficulty. Obviously, we
cannot answer the question, "Does A work?" when we can't find an
A. On the other hand, two new questions arise:

. do the variants of A show significant differences
in terms of effectiveness? )

* why do the operational programs deviate from the
legislated programs? .

3<
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the case of the first question, one is exploiting the
"natural” variability among programs. The variability among
programs may.well dilute the statistical power of certain intended
analyses but the evaluator is to study the effectiveness of pheno-
mena. '‘As an example, assume the evaluator is to study the effect-
iveness of therapeutic communities in community-based corrections
programs for' youth. Whereas the original evaluation design .anti-
cipated hamagen21ty of "therapeutic communities" the reality
Enecuntéred is one of great d;verslty frcm "therapeutlc less

‘encaunters, ‘little "free time" etc. Whereas the number of cases

- exposéd to "identical" treatment has been reduced, the range of
treatment types to be analyzed has been expanded. Thus, Program
A, can be contrasted to Program A;. While the original design
has been compromised, the intent has been enriched. Moreover, if
no differences among the variants can be identified with respect
to-effectiveness (nature of clients taken into account), then one

have discovered that the so-called treatment activities are !

rrelevant and that something else, such as "residentness" is the
crucial treatment. All of which is speculative here, but our
point is that the evaluator must be flexible and ready to listen
to the data when the unant;cipate& occurs.

An 1nstitut1@nal question is suggested by the deviation of
programs from specifications, as mentioned above. Is it because .
program staff believe they have a better way? Or is it that some
resources: presumed by the spec1flcatlmﬁs are not ava;lable? In

i the latter case, it may be that certain skills are not available
in the work force which can be recruited at specified wage levels,
etc. Investigation of the "Why?" question with respect to program
deviation can be of very real assistance to program managers and
others.

- A9

A final questlon whieh can be raised in this event has to do
with whether the deviations can be considered disruptive to the
original policy objectives. This may well entail a relatively
subjective judgment (although supported by factual observations)
but could prove as valuable as more "objective" findings.

B. = That Programs Are Dynamic May Indicate Modes of Institutional
- Learning Which Can Be Transferred

When ptrograms change their mode of Qperatlan over time, the
»evaluator's undertaking is complicated in much® the same way it
was in the preceding example. Once'!agaln, however, we are given
the opportunity both to study a broader range of program varia-
bility.than anticipated and to learn something about the dynamics
(or life histories) of programs of certain types. Since the
first quéstion is of the same variety as that discussed within
the pregeding section, we turn directly to-the question of the
gvglutl@nary dynamics of programs. In thé& case of community anti-

- -
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crime prbgrams, for example, it

* “learning gurves”: A
‘understood,. not'pfily in terms of relative effectiveness, but
‘points at which gpecific forms of psgidtance might prove parti-~ {

" - it S i ‘

v’ exampl is pedfectly reasoniable to'
expect sbme évolution (and, perhaps, d rdlution as well) and thé
r such pfograms, axe- things which ought to be !

cularly beneficial.” While ¢onducting the traditional evaluation,
it is advisable to maintain chronological. reco¥ds conhcerning.
organizational® dynamics of ghe.sort appropriate to a case study.
Again, while the evolution Qf the program is an unanticipated
event, it provides both a finding as well as an. opportunity- for
additional reses#fch topics of direct policy relevance. Furtherys

more, the modes of evolution of different pragrams cagn be con-

‘trasted and some assessmenf of relative costs and behefits among

£he.alternative evolutionary modes can be made. Thé evolutionary

‘form adopted by a given program is not necéssarily the ‘best one

. and this assesdment can prove invaluable in agsisting new programs

in the future. - o .
EEN

C. Attempts to Canzeptualizé and Dpé:atianalize'“Apprcpriate“
" Objectives and Goals Can Impact Planning and Legislative
Language and Procedures

Goals and objectives of programs are often enunciated in
extremely broad, general terms. - An evaluator, on the other hand,
requires that measurable objectives be specified. Onée of the
evaluator's frequent tasks, therefore, is to work with program
.ataff and others in developing observable and measurable trans-
lations of their broad-guage gbal and objective statements.- This
effort cap prove productive for purposes which go well beyond the
conduct off the evaluation. For example, a program designed to
reduce crjiminal exploitation of the elderly might mention:

' enhanced safety of the elderly in their 7
neighborhoods ‘ ]
2

enhanced safety of the elderly within residences

enhanced sense of security of the elderly,
relative to criminal attack \
Alternative approaches to these three objectives are availﬁ;,g

able, both in terms of program tactics and evaluation measure- >
ments. As the evaluation staff works with the operations staff 'g
in translating these objectives into a set of measurable indica-
tors and articulating the assumed or hypothesized relationships
among the objectives, new insights can be ‘expected on the part of
the operations staff. For example, it will often be the case that
objectives become elaborated into sub-objectives with a logical-
temporal sequence. In this way, the evaluator's demand for some
clarity about evaluation criteria can become a useful stimulus to
program staff to clarify their purposes and the instrumental

‘ ) S ““ﬂf}
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means by which their cbjectives ar£ to be gained.

K
T

D. Failure to Find a ."Pseudo Control Group"” is Itself a Finding,
Perhaps Relative to Recruitment Efficiency

.Program evaluations are often undertaken with the presumption
that a "pseudo control group" can be identified. Whetheggthe
analytic units are persons, neighborhoods or other entities, the
design is founded 'on the assumption that we can find a group of
units, similar to the "treatment group" with the exception that
they have not been treated. In the author's experience, this
assumption is often not met (as discussed earlier). While this
is troublesome to the conduct of the evaluation (as designed) it
constitutes a significant finding with respect to program func-
tioning and (with respect to programs impacting persons) recruit-
ment or organizations (with respect to community programs). This
is not to say that the progr effectiveness has been evaluated
but something of worth has ltdetermlned ]

To summarize this section, when the unexpected throws a
monkey wrench into an evaluation design, that which is unexpected
may constitute a finding and may also offer the basis for a
revised design. Again, keep in mind the numerous audiences to
be served by the evaludtor within the criminal justice system.
Disappointing news to the evaldation manager may be important -
input for some policy wpaker.
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APPENDIX A

DISCUSSION: WYARIABLES

A variable, for our purposes, is something we observe and
for which we can characterize differences or variations. The
simplest sort of variable is a "dichotomous attribute” composed
of only two gagpgories. For example, the governing entity has
or has not 1 tuted a given program, a prison releasee either
does or does not recidivate within six months of release, etc.
Different writers use somewhat Adifferent:vocabularies to discuss
classes of variables and the following treatment will attpmpt to
serve as a mode of translation across the several traditions
which give rise to the different vocabularies.

Explanatory Variables !

Explanatory variables are those which are used as the basis
for develdping an explanation of the variability of other
variables. Several sorts of explanatory variables may be encoun-
tered. An independent variable (which may also be termed a

redictor variable, or a design variable) is the basic type of
explanatory variable. 1In the following statements, "A" fills,
the space which would be occupied by an independent or predictor

tvariible:

. recidivism is positively predicted by A:é
+
. the higher the median / of a police force, the
lower the response time;
. the A of a community is not predigtlve of the
level of assaultive crimes reported.
"

Note that in the latter case, "A" fills a slot for an independent
variable even though it is said to be ineffective as a predictor.
This point is important; to say of a variable that it is "inde-
pendent” is to indicate its location in the logical sequence of
analysis without regard to its actual effect. .Morepver, a given
variable may be independent for one step in an analysis and some-
thing else in another--more of this in a moment. Typically, the
uses of the terms, "independent" and "predictor,” in thig regard
are identical, with the following proviso: s {}

- ;h ‘.'jl
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. In the case of -xpgrlnint!, "design variables”
are descriptive of treatment conditions or

" levels (as distinct from "variables of measure-
ment®) .
. In the case of non-Wxperiments, such as sample

surveys, the term maj be used to describe the
sampling procedures aj applied over different
populations (for example, urban vs. rural).

In any event, it is important to keep in mind that each of
4hesq terms is synonymous at a fairly abstract level--that is,
they are explanatory and hence they precede certain other kinds
of variables in the cause-effect logic of the research. It
should also be recognized that multiple independent variables
ean be, and often are, introduced simultanecusly. 8uch analyses 4
are normally termed, "multivariate.” A
-

Intervening Vartables

Intervening variables consitute another class of explana-
tory variables and have direct relevance for program evaluation.
A program {s said to have objectives which promote/ the attain-
ment of gogls. Thus, if "A" represents a program level of
effort (or performance, etc.,) "B" represents achievement of
some objective and "C" represents attainment of qoals. We may

ask: -
. Does A promote B?
. Does B pr@mﬁfe c?
. Does A promote C?

Consider the following statement concerning the Indian Health
Service and its relationship to juvenile delinquency:

Insofar as the proaram treats Indian youth
for mental and emotional disabilities and

for druqg abuse, it addresses factors believed
to cause delingquent behavior.

In this case, some measure of treatment is the independent
variable, the client's mental and emotional status is the inter~*
vening varibale, and the delinquent behavior 1s the dependent.
variable--that is, it is the result which is to be explained by
the explangt@:y variables.

Of particular interest to the evalyator, in addition to
asking the obvious question regarding the relation of the inter-
vening variablg to the dependent variable, is the relation of the
independent variable to the dependent variable apart from that
due to thé intervening variable. 1In the example above, there may
be some influence on the level of delinquent behavior which does




not operate through the intervening variable identified.

For example, the exposure of youth to a céftain type of
adult role model may result in altered. career aspirations and
1onger tempcral crientatign. This in turn may reduce the
ties. If thié were tD prove true, thé ram;ficapians may be
more profound for program planning than any results which eva-
luate the program witheut going 4inside the blackibax to under-

{4

stand the precesses which are ogerating. Put 'sigply,.if the '
' ! riable i v/ significant

’ expcsure tg a certain type Df adult r@lé mcdel may be
‘e cost-effective than "therapy" for the“bulk of the popu-
1aticn at risk.

Interaction Effects

E

Interaction effects are frequently encountered in the con-
duct of evaluation research. They occur when the joint effect
of two or more explanatory variables is other than the simple
sum of their individual effects upon the dependent variable.
Numerous terms exist in the literature to descyibe variables
"which behave in this manner. Among the more dommon. terms are:

}
. 1ntén51fier, or catalytic variable
- suppressor variable -
. multiplicative (as opposed to additive) effect

No matter the name used, this situation poses interesting pr@b—
lems, particularly in the instance in which the investigator is
unaware of one of the interacting variables. 1In this case, if
the unrecognized variable has an "appropriate value" another
explanatory variable may appear to have no effect, or, if the
unrecognized variable achieves a different value, the explanatory
variable can appear to have a very strong impact on the dependent
variable. In the case in which studies (or components thereof)
seem to differ in terms of the effectiveness of a program, it

may be that the interactive phenomenon is operating. Thus, one
needs to search for what distinguishes the successful programs
from the other programs and thereby hope to detect the other
variabl& in an interaction effect. ’

Dependent Variables

These represent the phenomena to be explained by the
explanatory variables already discussed. Dependent variables
are also sometimes referred to as " i1iterion" variables. In any
-event, the research question is clea:r:

Does the nature of what we observe when we

measure the dependent variable depend on

-34-
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the nature of what we observe when we measure
the independent and intervening variables?
2 I

. Once again, a variable is a deﬁgndent variable because of
a decision as to its place within an analysis, whether or not
it is in fact dependent upon the explanatory variables. Note
that it is vafiabilijy in the dependent variable which is to be
understood in terms of variability in independent variables.
Because of this, tabular presentations relating explanatory to
dependent variables should state something like the ave:age
(arithmetic average, median, etc.) or the percentage of "suc-
cesses," etc. Thus, a table relatlng recidivism and occipa-
tional level would probably make more sense 1f,§ec1d1v;sm rate
were stated for each of several occupational strata (that is,
recidivism is the dependent variable and occupational level is
the 1ndependent variable), rather than one which stated the per-
centage of semi-skilled persons (say) for each of several levels

L f;

of recidivism. . —

PERCENTAGE RECIDIVISM
BY
OCCUPATIONAL STATUS
Managerial
Unskllled Skilled and
Labgr Labor . Clerlcal Professional Total
~—
\. PERCENTAGE UNSKILLED
T BY
TI”E TO RECIDIVISM
Less than Less than Less than Less than™ _
two months six months twelve months two years T Total

-

To summarize, a variable is constituted of some number of
categories or values such that, for any given observation, one
and only one of the categories 1is app ropriate. Which is to say
that, ideally, the categories are exhaustlve and mutually exclu-
sive over some class of obhservations.

(o}



APPENDIX B

DISCUSSION: CORRELATION

A great deal of evaluation work involves relating two or
more variables (see Appendix A). In the strict, technical
sense, the term, "correlation," refers to a limited set of sta-
tigtical measures, or coefficients. ' More generally, however,
we say that two variables are correlated if they show. some ‘
asgociation and this will serve as the basis of this discussion.

As an example, consider the following data derived from
Taple 3, Pre-Adjudicatory Detention in Three Juvenile Courts,
(u.8. Department of Justice, LEAA, NCJIS, Utilization of Criminal
Jugtice Statistics -- Analytic Report 8, 1975):

Detention Decision Outcomes L
. by Sex
Memphis=Shelby County

. Detention Decision
OQutcome

m

Female Male Total

Not detained 46.3% 57.9% -
‘ (978) (3,238) (4,216)

# ¢ Detained 53.7% 42.1%
(1,135) (2,354) (3,489)

’ OTAL v (2,11) (5,592) (7,705)

(]

A great deal of information exists in such a tabular presentation
and this is only a portion of the published table, which included
data for three areas in addition to Memphis-Shelby County. An
orderly inspection of the table will draw out the:.following
pieces of information: .

J a total of 7,705 cases are répréseﬁted;
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. more than twice as many males as females are
represented (5,592 males and 2,113 females);

. somewhat more of the cases were not detained
than were detained (4,216 were not detained
and 3,489 detained).

At this stage, we have exhausted the univariate (single variable)
information available and are prepared to inspect the internal
distribution which is termed bivariate as it considers the joint
distribution of sex and detention decision outcome. Note that
the percentages sum to one hundred going down the columns. That
is, percentages have been computed on the basis of sex so that
we can speak of the percentage of women who are detained (53.7%)
as compared to the percentage of men ‘'who are detained (42.1%).
Because we chose to have percentages sum to one hundred for each
sex, we would say that sex 1is the independent variable and de-
tention decision outcome is the dependent variable. This is the
appropriate decision if we wish to use sex to enhance our under-
standing of detention decision outcome. On the other hand, had
we been interested in assessing needs for female and male deten-
tion capacities, we would be better served by reversing the roles
of the two variables--specifically, that males constitute two-
thlrds cf thase deta;ned (2 354/3 489) It shDuld bé ncted that

three EEfCEntagES féf*each cell in a table- : ’

. percentages based on column totals. (as in our
example) ;- -

. percentages based on row totals;

. percentages based on %he table (corner) total.

Each of these figures serves a different analytic purpose, but
can overwhelm the researcher who is not very clear about the
purpose of the analysis.

The general question of correlation or association of
variables may be put as fallaws-

[w]

Does knowledge of the status of one variable
affect the expectation of the status of a
econd varlable?

[¥y] ﬂuw

In the example of detention decision outcomes and sex, above, we
find that females are detained more often (relatively) than

males (53.7% versus 42.1%). 1In this instance, then, we can indeed
say that the two variables are associated. Had the two percen-
tages been essentially identical, on' the other hand, we would
have cangluded that there was no association or correlation
between sex and detention dec;sxons. One important point should
be made at this juncture:



&
This is not to say that sex causes differen-
tial detention prospects. R

That "correlation is not causation” is a message empha-
ized in most lntradu:tary statistics courses. Most measures
f association are symmetric in that,if A is related to B,
then it is also the case that B is related to A. However, we -
tend to think of causation as non-symmetric (if A causes B,
then B does not cause A) except in certain positive feedback
("recurcive") situations in which "failure begets failure."

o

- At the same time, we tend to t* ... ° causation as a suf-
ficient condition for correlation hat i if there is a

causal link, we expect a correlati - as we'l).

ins
ot

Errors of measurement are signiii..ut in interpreting
. e T ot mo = L = = = . . .
correlations because if the errors of measurement 1in two
variables are uncorrelated, the correlation of the two variables
will be diminished. Of course, if the errors of measurement are
correlated, the observed correlation may be inflated (we say "may"
.because correlations may be either positive or negative).

Spurlagsgggrrelatlon is a term which reminds us again that
correlation is not causation. The term itself is a misnomer for
it is not the correlation which is spurious but rather the sim-
plistic interpretation of the correlation is spurious.

The standard notion of a spurious correlation is that two
variables (say, X 4nd Y) are correlated because they are both
the effects of some third, cotlmon variable.(say, Z). More:?y
generally, the effect of the third variable is to modify . q '
correlation which would "otherwise" occur, between the two
variables. »

imary

For example, the author once correlated involvement in a
prison vocational training program with post-release success and
found the association to be negative. That is, participation in
the training program was predictive of failure, post release--
where failure was defined in terms of recidivism. This correla-
tion could be termed spurious if the "obvious" interpretation
were accepted, namely that participation in the program promoted
recidivism. Instead, a third variable, which was composed of
bac%graund factors and found to predict failure, such as educa-
tioBal attainment and previous occupational level), was introduced
into the analysis. .

It was found that those who were low on this background
variable (less education, lower prior occupational experience)
were also more likely to participate in the in-prison vocational
training program. Taking this fact into account, the effect of
program participation appeared to be in the direction of success
rather than failure. That is, had the sample of observations
been divided into groups with similar predicted outcomes on the
basis of background, we would compare program participation with



#
post-release outcome. In this case, we would say that back-
ground had been "sontrolled" such that participation and success
are“now positively correlated. In the actual analysis, a tech-,
nique called partial correlation was employed with the back-
ground variable sald to be "partialled.”

Ecological correlations have already been discussed and
in thelr most simple form they are correlations based on "col-
lective" or "areal" units. In point of fact, the term "ecolo-
gical," is applied in much the same manner as "spurious" in that
it says as much about the person using the term as it does about
the correlation which is being discussed. That is, the real
concern is with the ecological fallacy which involves attribu-=
ting egological level findings to individual units. For example,
if neighborhoods or even cities can be said to vary in terms of
their "tolerance" for various forms of deviance such that some
areas tend to be low on the?several types of deviance, then we
would expect ecological correlations among the several types of
deviance to be positive. -

The point is that the ecological correlation does not indi-
cate that one form of deviance affects another form of deviance.
To reach such a conclusion regarding individual behavior on the
basis of an ecological correlation would be to commit the eco=
logical fallacy. '

The Pearson product moment correlation coefficient igmhe
measure typically assumed when the word, "correlation,” i '
used in its technical sense. The mathematical qualities JI this
coefficient are those of a simple model which assumes various
things about the variables and their relationship, such as:

e othe relationship is linear;
. the measurement scales of the variables are
"equal interval;"
/
’ the errors of measurement in the two

variables are uncorrelated.

Other measures of association are available for the situation in

which the preceding assumptions do not seem reasonable.
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v DISCUSSION EXPERIMENTS

Experiments provide the classic basis on which to attribute
;veausal cénneetians between "tIEatments and “dgpendent variablesi"

"té dlfférent treatment conditions (Qr Tevels of the 1ndegendent
wvariablé) in order to 1nvestlgate the effect of differential

: treatments upon change in one or more dependent variable. A
‘brief. discussion should assist in understanding the power and
the limisations: Df‘thls research tool. -

. . Thefrandém'assignment of cases to treatment conditions is
7 the unique attribute of experiments. Its rationale is indeed
’int:iquing’ thraugh thé rule @f 'igncrance' we hape tg averccme
ta t:eatment ccndltlans. The lmpartant p01nt is that a major
‘challenge to the validity of a study which attempts to assess
differences in outcome between two or more treatment conditions
is lack of. év;dence that the groups subjected to different con-
d;t;ans werd themselves identical to each other prior to the
lexperlment 1nterv§ntlan. It is important, furthermore, to note
~that random 3551gnment does not assure that "all bias" is
.removed .nox that the groups are absclutely identical. What dif-
ferences may occur, however, are subject to known statistical
*dgstr;bqtions_and; therefore, may be taken into account. )
E i i £ R »
It is sometimes arqued that a "matched control group" is
a satlsfactary dlternative to a random assignment. By construc-
.- -~ ting-a matchlnq group,, it is presumed that the investigator
_kAgws all releévant variables and that they can be matched--a
. very stron assumption; .for, of course, to match groups with
fh-respe:t totsome-variable, the variable must be amenable to

Iegsanably accurate measurement. On the other hand, utilizing
the lgnarance of randomlzatlan does not require any knowledge
with respect to relevant” variables. Thus, because of the crucial

"difference, we suggest that a non- randomly assigned control group
be referred to as a "pseudo-control group" or a "comparison group”
and retain the term, "control group," for the randomized case.

* A second important challenge to the validity of a study
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is the case of differential attrition of the several groups
defined in terms of treatment conditions. That is, eVen if

the investigator has been careful to randomize group assign-
ments,)thereby blocking the potential for bias from self-
selection, removal from the experiment may not be totally under
the control of the investigator, thereby introducing the poten-
tial for bims from self-selection out of the experiment. For
example, a jurisdiction's fiscal crisis may cause termination

of some program and a participant in a therapeutic community may
commit suicide.

Several approaches are available
random assignment has not been possible. While a
should not be thought to be the equal of random assign

The "quasi-experiment" is a powerful tool where information
is available over time. If a series of measures over a period
of time is available, it can be used to establish a trend. Pre-
dictions based on the preexisting trend can then be compared
to post intervention measures. In effect, this procedure is
based on a kind of "what if" thinking in that we form expecta-
tions for the value of an independent variable based on an
assumption of continuity over time if the intervention had not

occurred.

Covariance. adjustment is a statistical technique whereby
one seeks to separate the dependent variable into intervention
or treatment effects and "other" effects. This procedure re-
guires that variables be jdentified which are associated with
or predictive of the dependent variable. Any differences prior
to intervention of the groups in terms of these variables are
then “taken into account in interpreting post-intervention
differences in the groups. While this approach seems elegantly -
simple, there are many Juestions which remain and they go
beyond the scope of this brief review.

Subject matching is an oft-used technigue within the non-
experimental domain. While worthwhile in partially reducing
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pre-intervention differences, it cannot be considered an adequate
approach alone. Rather, matching can be viewed as complementary
to covariance adjustment. One potential interpretational pit-
fall of matching is that consumers of the research report may
be insensitive to the crucial distinction between post hoc
matching and random assignment. Thus, it is important to warn
the evaluation consumer that the evidence of a matched study is
not as strong as that of an experiment.

A final note is appropriate regarding the relative power
of experimental and non-experimental techniques. While the pure
experiment can yield very “"clean" results, various constraints
on the use of experiments at large levels within socicty may
cause non-experiments to be superior in specific areas, due to
the very large range of diversity of environments in which
results can be evaluated,
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