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PREFACE

For accountability and administrative. decisions, there is.

.increasing need for State Cooperative Extension prograd evaluation

studies which are credible to State and Federal legislators and .

-, , . ,.

executives, university, lead'ers and Extensinn administrators. This need

is made apparent by the'recently adopted Extension Accountability and

:..'

EvalilationSystem. The system calls for the,Extension Service, USDA, to

provide staff development and technical assistance to State Extension

Services', studies on' the inputs, operations and'impactsof Extension

programs. In January 1983, Extension Service, USDA, entered into a

cooperative agreement with the Maryland Cooperative Extension Service,

through the University 'of Maryland's Department of Agricu)tural and

r

EXtension EducatIon, to develop and publish a resource publication on

designing studies to evaluate the, results of Cooperative' Extension

programs.

The purpose .or this twovolume resource is to. advise state
.

administrative program leaders and others with program evaluation

responsi ilities ,how to design studies of program results that are

a

and reliable. \-This'resoutee may, also aid in the development ofaccurate

more uniform standards for prograft ;evaluation within Cooperative

Extension.

Volume'l of the ,resource reviews selected study designs. .These

illvtrate differeot approaches to examinink the 3exteat to which

clientele behavior or status can beottributed to an Extension program.
4 _

4

In orde'te.show the feasibility of using n variety of evaluneive study

designs to examine program results, Volume II includes abstracts of 42

studies as examples of these study designs. The abstracts
,
were selected

vii
8
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to
,

represent Extension programs in agriculture, natural resources,

community develOpment, 4-H youth, ItOme ,.economics and .overall county

moreExtension programs. Each study exemplifies one cr more of four basic;
. 0

study dbaigns: (1) survey (ex-post. facto), (i) time-series, (3) com-
e.-.

parisor. group, A (4) field experiment.

.

These study designs and the
lb, .

example studies should not limit future evaluation, efforts. They are.

intended .to provide .State Exention Services with background knOUledge

,

for der:' gning.studies applicable to their own evaluation interests and

needs.

to

.0°
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PART I - BACKGROUND AND APPROACH

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Purposes of the ,Resource:

The publication of this resource is in partial response to. three

documents: (1) "Report

man

of the National, Task Force on Extension

Accountability and Evaluatdon System" (1981), approvod by the-Extension

Committee .on Organization and Polley (ECOP); (2) "The Comptroller

GeRpral's Report to.the Congress on "Cooperative Extension Service's

Mission and Feder:ill Role Need,CongtessiOnal Clarification" (1981); and

(3) fl2gram Evaluation in ExtenNon, a 1980 report on the status.of the

jorganizntion for and practice of program evaluation by nu

Extension Servicen.

State

The "Repo)rt of the National Task Force on Extension.AccountabIl4ty

and Evaluation System" includes the recommendations that: (1) State

Extension Services nndertnke indepth studies of the inputs, operations.

and Impacts of selected programn, primarily In order to meet state or

1

multi-state needy for accountability and evaluation; and(2). Ektension

Service, USDA,' provide ntaff development and technical assistance to

State Extension Services In the planning and conducting of such stu4ien.

The General Accounting Office'n "Cqoperative Extension Service's

Mission And Federal Hole Need Congreaalonal Clarification" recommends

that the Secretary of Agriculture assume leadership, with ECM', for

developing and* implementing a uniform evaluation system for Cooperative.

ThisExtenaion, including clearly tined oValuation standards.



resource uses a number of technical standards for conducting studies on

Extension program resdlts. These ad hoc standards may Jead to further

discussion. within Extension regarding appropriato standards for

evaluation studies within the Extension Accountobility and Evaluation

System.

the 1980 national study conducted by West Virginia

UnIversity.reports that: (1) 60 percen't of the Stlie J:xtension Services

had not assigned specific responsibility for evaluation to any

particplar staff member; (2) almost two-thirds of state program leaders

and almost three-fourths of county agents considcredthemselves prepared

only to "some extent" or tO a "small extent" to adequately plan; tmple-

ment. or report program evaluations; and (31 85 percent of State Exten-
.

sion dire'etors feel similarly about their staffs' inadequate preparatidn

to conduct program evaluations.

Tne malority o) State Extension Services have no history of con-
e

I

ducting studie of program results with the rigor expected by decision-

makers (or. more likely, their StaCfn) at State and Federal levels.

Typically, estates: do not have evaluation specialists to stimulate.

cOluinct or give advice on stndies of ptogram results. Thus, the

A.
Extension Service, USDA, entered into a cooperative agteement with the

Maryland Cooperative Extensi tt Nervier to produce a resource publieatiOn

that will asniot program Irodero:ona optlAtlinto in designing studien of

program resnits which Wifl he eredibl

EXtenSion SerVire And elneWhere.

tai otmay ttorro in the Cooperative

The role and evaluntive ehpertire of rxtenaton program ivadvrn 01,4

specialists will varv, r

4

om attt! to study. Uowever. thin' resource

2

4

11



as

publication should help. program leaders 'and specialists, perform t

following roles with respect to studies of Extension prtogram results:

Advise Extension evaluation specialists as.thpy design studies
of program results.

Serve on steering committees where program and evaluation

personnel 'have joint responsibility for deGigning and

conducting A t.tudy of program results.

Formulate and manage contniCtR or cooperative'sgreements, with
prrifessional.evaluators outside Extension, to study renolt14 of

-Extension program's.

esign and conduct studies of program results in conultation
with Extension or non-Extension evatvation specialists. V

This ret:ource publication contains exampten of previous' studief.

which demonstrate feasible ways to ascertain results of Extension

programs using four selected study d olgoo--the nurvey, ttmr-r.erien,
4

comparison group and field experiment. The resource may also prove of

value to viinfootioo speoialints: hr, h reterriu to, previom:i rxtrn-

!don studies; (.!) frr inservkce trainiog and rionoroom c4tte4tion; And

(1) for nvotemotically reviewing chofctri in designing a atck, of tAtrn-

nion program rrnolto. Fvoloatioo rqeeialistri nay gain further apprecia-

tion or the (,'ptfonal mrthodn drmonatratod by these past ntodiro aod how

them! may be api dt least to part, to rot-rent evaluation efforts,

Moreov4r. the tesourcP volinTiva phoqo enh4nC4 rommunteation among
.

Extension program, staff. university academie stair, and most-univrtPitrY

evalwitorp,

.10
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Guide tio Using this Resource

,...)

;

.

We intend for DESIGNING STUDIES OF EXTENSION PROGRAM RESULTS ..1

,,

provide three ktpdg of information. These are presented in 'the three.
.'

.
.

parts Of.Volume' I.

-Fart ,4 il4roduces:the nature and purpose of Studies of Exten ion

program results and places the design ofstudies into perspective. art..

I reviews' evaluation. users, ,dimenSions, general: procedure,4 and

standards..

Part II cites alternatives tC designktig studies of Ext7nsion

program results. These results may °be (a) educational (knowledge,

attitudes, skills and aspirations); (b) .practices based on the se. of

new learning, or (c) impacts;---the teventual economic, soci- l or

environmental.results of new 'learning and practices. -'Part II. examines

four basic study designs used in evaluating ExtensiOn program re ults,

r
and'then links .their relative suitability to practical considerations

based on the evaluation situation.: This part also lists ten spec

facets of the 'study designs and illustrates how each of these facet,s,.may

lead to alternative ways of constructing a design for a study. For
;

Consultation, the facets are referenced to the abstracts of previous

studies of program results in Volume II. These abstract,ed studies are

timply, examples of ':the. use of the four basic sti:Idy,-,designs.---nOt

necessarily exemplary studies..

Part III provideS a ,brief review of the .conditions which lend

themselves'to alternate, study designs,and suggests contexts in which

the resource publication should be viewed.

4

13
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For ease in comparing ,the Volume I -text on designjprinciples with

,

. .

.

,':' A ,

:actual apprehehes
4

and. methods, abstracts of a seleption
/

of previous
41/4

.

..,.. . , ,

studies 'of programs are in Volume .II of the publication. ,..A review..of

the example studies may be useful. in approach ng one's own program

evaluation responsfbilities, for the abstracts/show how others in %Ole

past have approached and attempted to answ r study design ,questions.

Thus, the user may wish to open Volume II to studies immediate

interest while reviewing principles of etign,formulation presented in

Volume T. Users should not in p rticular whether the abstracts

illustrate educational results, pretices, long-term results or other

program-related results -:. suc as clientele's use and rating of

information received and the sources of such information.

The publication may be/read sequentially, i.e., piece by piece.

Or, users may wish to skip/directly to Part II and/or Part III in order

to obtain specific ideas/for designing studies. Tart I is not essential

for selecting Study dedigns or &sign facets. Our intention is that the

/-

publication should rve primarily.as a resource.

,References other sources of published information useful in

designing stud s appear at chapter ends and at the close of Part II.

Since t e resource is oriented towards a readership with varying

degrees of ,expertise in planning. and implementing studies of Extension

..4

program results, it Contains some .elementary_ material and may

occasionally' seem, repetitive or redundant to those who. are more

experdenced in program evaluation.

1% Whether a, study measures immediate program outpUts, f011ow-up

/

practices or IMpacts, the question of its design is'paramount. Design_

is :a core coneideratiOn in chooSing a methodology, influenced by the



W

''Antentions; liocedures, timing and budget for the ,sttidy. Only four ,

6dbigns are ',put forward in this resource They are not the. only. designs

for studies'of program results, as is repeatedly stated throughout this

resource. The designs advanced are not new, but are wellknown; indeed,

this resource brings them together partly) because they tend to be
.

popular among program evaluators:.

The special contributions of this resource to the subject of study.

designs are: (1) it'links overviews of the four designs and alternative

.facets. within these designs to their application in previous studies of

Extension program results', as a way of illuminating potential methods as\

well as pitfalls in future studies, and; (2) it systematically presents

several Extension programming and evaluation situations which affect the

choice of study design.' -Moreover, the.publicati resses practical

as well as ,ideal scientific considerations in ithe selection of study

design..

Definitions

The term "program impact" is used variously. Sanders (1982)

defines program impact as broadly as we define program results.

Impacts may be intended or unintended, may be positive, negative or

neutral in'value, may be, stable or unstable and fleeting; may be

seen at the immedlate closing of the program' or service and/or may
be seen a long time following the program or service, may appear
for primary recipients and/or tertiary'recipientsi twice removed
from being directly involved, in the program or service:

Guideline's for the Extension Accountability/Evaluation (A&E),System

(1983) define "Impact Studies" as technically valid indepth studies to

assess: (a) the economic or social consequences of Extension:efforts, or

(b) other aspects of. ExtensiOn inputs, operations or programs. Thus,

15



the Extension A&E.System eTphasizes studies of the economic and social

SIPe
consequences of Extension programs While alloWing for other types of

technically valid studies as noted aloveto The otress.On economic and

social dOnsequenCes of Extension programs appears toy be consistent with

the request of the U.S. Congress (1977)' that tile Secretary. of Agricul-

ture provide an evaluation of these 'consequences._ However, even though

the emphasis may be on program consequences, the Extension A&E System

allows for other types of valid studies, such as those mentioned above

in (b).

Accordingly, we define program impact as the economic, social

environmental and individual consequences (results) of prograbl-induced

learning and practices. TheSe consequences or end results (Bennett,

1979 and 1980) emphasize the prevention, checking, reduction or solution

of problems encountered by clientele. Ideally, evidence of program

impact is expressed in terms of whether desired end results occurred,

plus detection of any side-effects.. However, without assurance that

clientele have attained a certain level of performance or practice

through program-indusced learning, attributing desired end results to an

EXtension program may be meaningless..,

Because direct, measures of program impact are difficult to obtain,

it has been suggested that utilization (e.g., clientele practices) be

used as indirect or "proxy" indicators of impact (Wheley, et al: 1970;

UNESCO, 1979). An impact-study could be viewed as a two-way street with

measurements of participant learning and performance or practice

pointing toward impacts, and any measurements of end results (the

impacts themselves)-. pointing back toward the original influences

(including,the program) which produced impact.

16



In summnfy, the Extenpton A&E System includes ;both broad and narrow
'19

)definitioils, of "impact Rttidy
1 The-hroad.definitibn of impAct studies

includes, inde.pth, studies of Extension Aputs, operatrionli and impacts.
. .

ImOact'study there capinali2ed irirefereneefto

contained in the guidelines for the Extension A&E System (1983). The

narrower definition'of imp studies - studies of the economic and
":

social. 'consequences of Extension programs - appears to emphasize the end

the full,definition,

results, of the education and practice induced by Extensionoro,grams.

The narrow definition is a component of the broader definition..

Our conclusion is this: on impact study should ,somehow assess a

program's final consequences: (a) preferably through providing evidence

bearing directly on the program's end results,. or (b) by discussing how

program's. measured educational and/or practi4 'results might be

expected to produce'itsend results.

o

General Procedures

.4(

The'42 abstracted studies containing findings on Extension program

results were selected by, the authors from a pool of 153 studies

condutted from 1961-1982. This pool was comprised of: (a) 148 studies

of Extension program effectiveness selected, (in 1978) by two social

science ' earoll. firms under contract. to Extension Service, USDA

(Bennett,. 1980); and, (b) ) five lkonal studies selected from

responses to an Extedsion Service, USDA, request for 1979-.82 state

studies on Extension, program impacts. The USDA co-author (with the

Advice and assistance of other evaluation staff members of PDEMS,

Extension Service, USDA)_selected these five studies, using the criteria

17



.

spd procedures adepted'hy She ioad oocielicience research The
ti

Iresearclfirms had been coniractec to select atudieo with adequate
.

'methodolpgical, substantiation of t ndings and conclusions regarding
0

Extension program results (AppendiX A).
4

ProcedUres adopted for the ,present project included the following:

Task I:

Task II:

Task III:

, Task IV:

Task V:

Task VI:

Task VII:

Task VIII:

Task IX:

InVentory each of the 53 abstracts and classify; the
studies according to th following lour stay. designs:
survey, time - series, ompatison group, and field,
experiment:

Review and appraise eachof the abstracts accordin to
the Criteria set forth in the Extension Service,' UgPA,
request for state studies from the peried

(Appendix A).

Select from within each of the designs several studies
that exemplify several methods for gathering evidence of
program results in each Extension program area.

Review existing guidelines and standards for evaluations
and relate these to studies of Extension program results.

Develop guidelines for selecting study designs and

conducting studies that examine program results.

Identify facets and options in implementing each study
design, citing examples among the abstracts.

Identify issues in design methodology based on appraisals
of the methodologies of the 42 examples..

Draw conclusions and implications for designing Extension
program results, including conditions under which each
study design may be selected.

Prepare a publication to aid state program leaders and
specialists in their various roles in designing studies
'of program results, witipthe assistance of the interstate
advisory committee and other State and Federal Extension
personnel.

9 18



The i53 'Ntudierr, 'are clamsffiod

if

ea follow0,,
1

- 4

Su vp

Ttmeseries

Comparison group

Field eXpe'riment

r 1

r
,

i',, f

/, 7.,
among tha four ditudy 'designs

69

42

31

11

;E4ch study was then categorized by program a

con,ImUu*,0:4 pment/naturall resources, 4-H; home,

;I

county Exteris on program..-,The diattibutioq of"'

according to type of design is presented in Tabl*
:4

5

TABLE .1::,4betracted Studies (from'WhiClat pes Were
'Selected) Grouped by Exteu4O04140m Areas
and Study Design V=1:1

Extension Program 'Arei.

Study Agricul- Com.Dev.8, 4-H Home Total Total.

Design ."ture ° Nat.Res. Youth Economics 'Program

.7"

Survey 20 12 6

Timg-
Sertes 12 2 11

Comparison
Group r 9 3 11

Field
Experiment 3 0 '2

Total 44 17 30

7 23

17

8

54

8

0

69

42

31

11

153
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(;# % A*

".,, 6 \

The 15,*abstracts ware reviewed by the authors and a Maryland State

. 1*

. advisory committee of UniVereity at.Matyland staff'and State and,loeal

Extension personnel. From these abatracta, 42 Atre elected t(),

0
ropresent' variety of methgds :f(r obtaining evidence on pr7)gram

results. The studies selected represent both those *which required'

large study resources and those requiring less resources. Table IT

presents the number of studies selected from each study design according

to the Extension program areas. was Sometimes difficult tavlsce

given abstract within one design and program area category.

TABLE IT Abstracted Studies Selected as Examples. Grouped
by Extension Program Arens and Study .Design

Extension Program Area

Study Agricul- Com.Dev.& 4-H Home Total Total

Design ture Nat.Res.- Youth Economics Program

t

Survey 5 3 6

Time-
Series 5 0 1 4

Comparison
'Croup

Field
Experiment 2

Total 12

1 3

1

6 8

1

4

1 17

10

0 8

0

15 1 42

Table III presents the names of the authors of the studies

.
selected by study design and by program areas.
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Al) of the \4': atudies contain outficiently

dateroialits theth r.ulto of rxtehaian programa. However, these

silOn# evidence 1'01

jt 4

dr"rdd drd hot tlotet4041-11Y the "bf" udie of Extension p.roam

resulfa, methudologic ily spe,Aing. rtrot, ($u of stodlea froft

which the 4.,! wore sol ctOd does not 1140444c 011 (Ito W011i04010A.IF011Y

adequate studies fit ii.stonsion program results wkirh were condo,-ted

between 1961-I9a:!, ?Of example, the studied ropret,st 0,1y

qUitlItittittVe ,titildith.. Oh feVieWo ut UellieriVe.6[4dte6 Ot ixtenstoil

program reAull io-v titcondlY, the 4, studies vete sole0.:eir

Fromm among otkra tif perhap- equal technical quality in an effort to,

portray Studies from dittere'ne methodological aPPioaches, 4111cCrnt

progtam areas and different' geogravhie areas of the bnited State.:.

Finally, examples were cited whOch might affect future .ttdies

on varying leveln of resource (Nearly one-halt of the 4.:

studies were funded at leant partially by Fxtension Setvice,

USDA, or private sector special (ithOs.)

Refer to the Table of Contents in Volume I for abstraors of

individual studies listed according to the four study designs. Studier

are ordered within a defafpn category by alphabetical order of the

.authOr's name. Or, individual studies may be located by consulting the

Index of Studies according to prograM area--where abstracted studies are

listed alphabetically (by author's name) within program area categories.

Finally, Volume IT includes an index of studies by authors' alphabetized

. names.

The abstraets included in. Volume IT were edited but are not altereil

in substance, from their sources in the research contractor publicaticnr.

We chose to delete the study appraisals by the research contractors.
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CHAPTER 2: THE PLACE OF THIS RESOURCE IN EXTENSION EVALUATION

Traditional models of programming tend to portray evaluation as one

phape of. a cyclical process - -the phase' following: program planning and

program implementation.

However, recent models suggest that eValuation is a part of each

phase.of programming. Different:aUthars divide the overall programMing

process into different phases, or title ,the.phases differently.`

ever, all of the models deal with the questions of deciding. what kind of

a ,

program o have,., then, how to Conduct it, and finally deciding on

44t:

Amprovements. ..

to:,

For example, Stufflebeam (1971) identifies evalUations which help

4

Select program purposes regarding intende4cliantele benefits.

(evaluations of program-context)

Select program designs capable of achievidg the desired

clientele benefits (evaluations of program.inpuis)

Improve prograp .designs'or their-implementation (evaluations

of program'profiess) -

Improve program designs or purposea. order to better achieve .

A intended clientele-benefits (evaluations of program products).

Some authors subdivtde the four dimensions referred to by

Stufflebeam,'. or attach different names to these dimensions. Fr eX-
.

_ample, input evaluations may be called formative-evaluation; 'process

. ,
evaluatida-may be called program monitoring. Relatedly, Dave (1980)

divides evalUations Of program products (riasults) into those which,

17. 27
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examine short-!term.program results and those which examine longef-term

results.

Odr resource publication focuses on studies which help to evaluate

.program products, outcomes or results. Three levels of program results

are defined and incorporated in this resource:

Educational results: these include .changes in clientele

knowledge, attitu4es, skills and aspirations.

Practice . remelts: these include clientele patterns of

behavior, a tions or performance .stemming from educational
.

results.

End results:. these "include the, consequences or impactsL of

progfbm-induced educational and /or practice results. .

Figure 2.1 shows that these three%evels of program results are

levels 5, 6, and 7 in a levels of evidence model'(Bennett, 1979).

Figure 2.1,

7. End Results

6. Pfactice Change'

KASA Change (knowledge,' attitudes, Akins, aspirations)

4. Reactions

3. People Involvement

2. Activities

1. Inputs

18



"Value of information" studies also 'receive attention in this

resource. These studies are close3y related to studies of Extension

program results, and are based' on participants' ratings of the value of

?information they received from Extension, and from other sources for

decisionmaking in some field of endeavor. Such evidence may imply the

.existence of program results although the nature of such results is not

specified.

Our resource publication provides an overview of four makn study

.schema. for sele4K, collecting and using evidence in evaltiating

program; i.e., four study designs. These designs are: survey,

time-series, comparison group and field experiment.

Evaluation Users

The question of who:will use the evaluations of program results is

central. Schmidt (1977) disting4ishes .betweenpolicymaker users and

program manager (leader) users.. The riOus types of program reaults

are differentially germane to difOrentc nds of users. Different kinds

of users may use information on ,particula levels of program results,

[

and not use information on Other levels .ecause of their differing'

responsibilities.

To illustrate this pOint,! Rivera (19'2) constructs a pyramid

composed of program evaluation ua\ ers froM the op down (Figure 2.2):

\
1

o Policymakers (e.g. iegial'ator state and federal

executives) who overs,e odic ad nistrators;

Policy administrate
directors)-

program (e.g. .Extension

Program managers (e.g., Extension program leaders)

Program staff ( Extension specialists and agents).

19 29



Figure 2.2

A Pyramid of Evaluation Users

Policy
makers

Policy'

Administrators

Program
Leaders

Program Staff

As a general rule, the higher the position of users in the pyramid,

the greater their need for infOrmation on a program's end results

(impacts). Users high in the pyramid have less need for information on

practice results and even less need for information on educational

results.

Conversely, the lower the position of users in the_pyramid, the

greater their need for information on educational and practice results.
4

Users lower in-the.pyramid have less immediate need for information On

end results.
L

Generally speaking, policymakers and policy administrators are more

in need of .evidence regarding end results because thiS'is more useful

for making policy decisions on whether to initiate and/or, continue.a

given program, and how many resources to commit to it. Program leaders,

and program staff are more in need of evidence on educational and
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practice resultsbecause these are more useful for making judgments

regarding the extent to which a program is exhibiting effective and

efficient progress toward reaching', the desired, end results. It should

be clarified that our resource publication focuses on a variety of ways
ti

to obtain evidence on program results, and we only touch here on the

extremely important topic of uses of Anfdrmation regarding program

results.

In considering different designs for identifying program results,

it is important, to select or construct a design that will provide

intended study users with evidence of program results in which they are

most' interested.. Of the 42 abstracted previous studies containing

Extension program results, 19 include evidence on end, results (as

contrasted with educational and practice results).

Steps in Evaluation

The abstracts in Volume TI illustrate different facets of the four ,

study designs. These facets are related tor-the identification of

series of steps in carrying out e study of program results. The

literature on evaluation is.replete with'stepe considered essential in

identifying program results.
b.

Knowles J(1970) conceives of four steps evaluation, to:

.'(a) formulate the questions to be answered, (b) collect the data that

will help to answer the questions,'(c) analyze the data and interpret.,

them in relption to the questions asked, and (d) propose modifications.

of the plans, operations, and programs in, light of the findings.

The United States General Accounting Office's Assessing Social

Program Impact Evaluation: A Checklist Approach (1978), provides a

21
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syutematie framework for organizing evidence on program results. It

highlights the procedures of: (1) evaluation planning, (2) dnt'a collec-

tion, (3) data analysis, (4) reporting findings and (5) data disclosure.

It places emphasis on the political nature of evaluation, and reminds us

that evaluation is not just for program development and improvement but

may also be for policy justification or change.

seder (1979) formulates a more elaborate planning and

implementation strategy Of eight steps to sucCessful evaluations, as

follows:

1.. Decide on the purpose and use of the evaluation.

2. Determine what will be evaluated.

3. ACquire and allocate evaluation resources.,

4.._Establish_a_proper climate (participation and cooperation).

5. Choose an evaluation design,or approach.

fi. Conduct the evaluation.

7. Report the evaluation.

8. Act on the evaluation.

Cunningham (1980) identifies six stages of evaluation, beginning

with establishing a steering or advisory committee (a stage consistent

with the modis operandi of Cooperative Extension). These stages are:

1. Establish,a Steering (or Advisory),Committee

2. Determine Strategy .

--Purpose and Use

- -What to Evaluate

-- Resources and Budget

3. Agree on Design/APproach

22



4. Conduct. /Implement

5, Report Results

6, Act on Results

A steering (planning) or advisory (conaultative) committee can be

valuable in providing advice and also "consent." A consensus of opinion

on a moot point may prove of considerable'value when justifying certain

plans and actions.

.Kappa Systems; Inc. (1979) completed a three-volume review,

appraisal and summarization of studies of Extension program

effectiveness, including .guidelines for improving evaluations of

Extension programs. 'Limitations in study methodology and reporting

common to many of the studies appraised were identified end used in

developing ten guidelines for future studies. These guidelines, closely

related to steps in evaluation, are listed below:

1. Clearly state study purposes.

2. Specify study limitations and/or degree of generalizability.

3. Describe the Extension program being assessed.

4. Atelate study questions and measures to program objectives.

5. biscuss the reliability and validity of the. measures selected.

6, Establish a link between client outcomes and Extension program

delivery.

7. Provide adequate labelling of tables, charts, and graphs.

8. Separate presentation of findings from conclusions.

9. Provide adequate.support for conclusions and a comparison if

_program success or failure As concluded.

10. Balance, completeness of report with succinctnelts of

presentation.
Vt.,
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The focus of Chia publication is on Beder's step number five above,

and un Cunningham's stage number three. The guideline. in Kappa System's

list which relates most, closely -to formulating study design is that of

No. 6: "Eatablish a link between client outcomes and Extension program

delivery." central question la the selection of 0 study design Jo

1precisely' this: What logic and facts will be adduced to determine if

and tw what extent there is a link between client behavior or Rtatuo and .

the delivery of an Extension program?

Kappa Systems also distinguishes between study findings on program

results (guideline 8) and conclusions. about program success or failure

'(guideline 9). Conclusions on program. success require well-formulated

criteria, generally based on program objectives on other expectations

for the program.
4

--Procedures for formulating and using criteria in evaluating the

success or failure of Extension programs (Steele, 1970) are beyond the

`intended s ope of this resource publication. Hence its title refers to

studying program xesul s rather than evaluating program results.

However, systematic eve uation of program. results is usually impossible

4
without sound evidenc- on the nature and extent of such'results.

\scertained program- esults should lead to answering evaluative

questions such as, "D d the results justify the amount of resources

invested?" "How badly were these results needed?". "Are other programs

which receive .similar mounts.O1 resources accomplishing more?" "Should

program staff try to ncrease the magnitude'of intended' results of this

program in the future''

In summary, our publication on designing studies focuses on only

one of the steps fir stages in planning, conducting and utilizing

24
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A ItlAti0410. As necessary, readers m4ould consult other references

which deal with the other steps in evaluation. The intelligent

selection or construction of study design depends upon Adequate comple-

tion of the.steps preceding it. Moreover, using study findings

gently (in evaluation, accountability, and program management and policy

decisions) depends upon understanding the nature and limitations of the

study design which produced the findings.

stoltaitSsuJaelaatLITII

Two major sets of standards for evaluations have appeared recently.:
.

a) The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation.

Standards for Evaluations of Educational. Programs, Project:3,y

and Materials..(1981).

Evaluation Research Society Standards Committee. "Evaluation

Research Society Standards for Program Evaluation." (1982).

. .

The Joint Committee's Standards are organized under four main

.

headings -- utility standards, feasibility standards, propriety standards

and accuracy standards--and among the 32 standards included, some 15

refer to designing evaluation studies. One of the strengths of the

Joint Committee's staniards is not equating high qualityyrogram'evalua-

tion with technically accurate study methodology. For example, how an ,

evaluation study may be used can be 'more important in appraising' its

overall quality than its technical .accuracy. Technical ac Curacy is

necessary but does not insure appropriate utility.

Of particular interest is the section of the 'Evaluation Research

Society's standards on structure and design. This section includes the

statements:

--The design for any evaluation cannot be conceived in a vacuum.

It-is necessarily influenced by, logistical, ethical, political, and

fiscal concerns and therefore must take these as well as

methodological requirements into account.
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--For all types of evaluations, a clesr approach or A0440 should

he specified and Justified as appropriate to the typos, of

conclusions and inferences to he drawn..

--For impact studies, the central evaluation design problem of
estimating the effects of nontreatment (absence of program) and the

choice of particular method for Accomplishing this should be fully

described and 'justified.

Prior to the publication of the two above sets of standards, Kappa

Systems, Inc.. (1979), under contract 06 Extension<vice. USDA,'entsb-

liahod standards regarding technical accuracy; i.e., regarding albsten-
.

tiation of findings and conclusions in studies of the effectiveness of

Extension programs (Appendix The 42 studies of Extension )rogram

results. which are abstracted and analysed relative to face s of study

design all meet the standards which Kappa Systems adopted in onsulta-

rion with the Science Management Corporation (1979).

Thus, while the accuracy standards employed in this resource

publication are only a subset, of the standards relevant to aOrnising

studies of Extension program results, they are a fundamental subset. We

assume that a study of program results can not have real utility unless

it is suAtfictiently accurate. Our publication does touch upon considera-

tions of propriety and utility, and emphasizes the criterion of feasibil-

ity in the selection of study design.

Conclusion

With this tirief review (if uses, users,. steps and standards in

evaluation, let us move to an examination of study designs. As stated,

the several alternative designs presented are not new to the literature

on evaluation;- thus our' purpose is to bring these designs under close

focus, systematically,idertify design facets and illustrate their value

in formulating studies of Extension program results.
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status ChMIP A to 1.1. n41011 compared to non-Extension influences.

Study designs vary in their ability to account for . alternate

explanations.

Study designs generally make or imply some form of comparison

I
either within or between grOups. When a willLInump design is used it

may or may not be known beforehand just what different peoples' exposure

to a program has been or the intensity of their programparticipation.
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the ptogt4n), Anotlter henna within-rroup cortV4t1 n 10 to eottolate

ch4ngrn it, behavivra rt ;}tank -ea of plogr m porticip4v.tc (#ue,h,

4 change in rtomor,!cricAtuu) ich

all within-group dralgtol rrovide

hOtd rifted the? pa tietpate'. 4:enet.w

Ilmited deritgn trot ovet .

rival cotplanatienl hut inateeld tend to rely on meth.-.4f o 4tAWtte41

ctntrol.. Nthin-group d Lgna are generally ranter tik ittplement than

between-gtoup designA tier aune they involve .eafi complicated correctionTs

with the program.

Stronger evidenee that clientele behaviored or otatuft changeti are.

in fact. becauge Of participating in program fan appnerd to rival

explanation0 may he provided when compr:riNons are made between two or

more grcupn (Campbell and Stanley', 1966). Thene betwern-group den:gn
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compare specified characteristics of program participants with those of

a comparison or. control group With 1) 'no participation or,,a varied

degree of participation; or, 2) participation in some alternate program.

guch comparisons can Uelp assess the role of the Extension program in

influencing participants apart from non-Extension influences.
f

If the

program group and a comparison group are subject to the same nonprogram

influences, any differences in relevant changes between the two groups.

can he 'attributed to the program. Two difficulties exist in using

between -group study designs: (a) finding a non-program group. comparable
A

to the program group, and (b) dealing with the general expectation that

members of the target program audience will hive the same opportun-

ity tO participate.in the program (MAGI, 1979).

The folloVing deScription reviews . four selected study. designs

commonly 'used, in evaluatiOns of Eictension program results.: -A simple

'means of deScribing:these study designs is by way of the matrix in

Exhibit 3.1. The horizontal labels of this matrix refer to the type of

comParison planned=-within" a-group or between groups. The vertical

labeli reTcr t Whether7the design requires-pretest or benchmark data.

1
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Exhibit 3.1.
.latrix of Quantitative Study Designs

.

DESIGN REQUIRES
.PRETEST ORS
BENCHMARK DATA

.,

.

WITHIN-GROUP .

DESIGNS

BETWEEN-GROUP
DESIGNS

No Survey* Field Experiment.

,

Yes
.

..., .

Time- Series

a

4 .

q,
Cothparison Group

,..

* Survey, is used in the same context. as in Bennett's ,(1979) description

of study 4esigns. It is not to'be confused with the use of the
word "survey" to mean simply'a means of collecting data. -The term

is used both ways. in the literature, but-for Our purposes it refers

to a "onie-shot" design for studying participants (and sometimes 4'

.
others) only after.the'fact of program participation.

The two within-group.designs included in this publication. are the

survey and the time -series. More formal names for these designs are,

respectively, the "single group posttest only" design, and'thi' "single

group pretest/posttest" design. (French, 1983).

,The two "between- group" most commonly used to evaluate'

ExtensiOn programs are theScomparison group and the field experiment.

More formal named for these designs are, respectively, "quasi-

experimental pretest/posttest" design and 'true experimental" design,.

(Frenby, 1983).
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The Survey Design

When it is decided to ascertain results of an on-going Extension

0
program (one already being implemented) and there afe.no benchmark data

4

available; it is generally necessary to implement A survey design. A

survey design may complete a. study of a program's results more quickly

than the program that produc1d these results. This is because, in the

survey design, data from clientele are collected only once; e.g.,

following program participation or at the conclusion of the program.

There are two major types of surveys used in the evaluation of program

results: perceptual and cross- sectional.'

Perceptual Surveys

Perceptual surveys generally show program participants' perceptiOns

of a prOgram's results. Such perceptions are based on participants'

reflections or retrospections regarding their behavior or statuses

before the programand their estimates of the change in these behaviors

or. statuses,' because of their participation. .This perceived

"before -to- after" evidence is one way deal with the que'ation, of

attribution, i.e., what 'influences created specific behaviors or

statuses of participants?

Surveys may also obtain-perceptions of,program results from key

observers of a program who do not participate. Observers provide their

perceptions, based on retrospection, of the results of a grogram for

participants and other people,to whom the participants relate.

Some study users question the validity of findings on program
1

results based upon perceptions of clientele as to Extension's influence

on their behavior or statuses. House (1980) distinguishes between
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"subjectivist" and ."objectivist" positions or: assumptions about the

nature,'methods and limits of program evaluation. Objectivists consider

-that .evaluation information should be .''scientifically objectives,"

achieved through reproducible, quantitative techniques be verified by

logical inspection. Those who maintain. an objectivist point of view

would argue that reflective or retrospective data does not produce

adequate evidence of program results. 'Objectivists question the valid-

ity of retrospective data, asserting that, what clientele perceive or

believe about'the results of a program may be influenced by .what they

want to believe.. Furthermore, retrospective data may be invalidated by

memory loss or distortion (Rossi and Aright, 1977)..

Those who maintain'a "subjectivist" point of view base their cla im
/

for validity of perceptual data more on an appeal to experience than to

"scientific objectivity." Subjectivists hold that humanr6Xperience is

perception -- that it is necessary, to diScover what program participa-

.tion means to clientele, and to allow them to connect events in

identifying the. cumulative effects of multiple experiences in program

participation.. It'is also' advanced that perceptual indings on program

results are easier for most study users to understand and use than are

quantitative documentation of ptogram results (Forest and Marshall,

1977).

An important. use of the survey design is to gather perceptions or

Opinions aboUt the activities and results of Extension programs. In

many instances, representative samples of program participants' and key

observers' perceptions of, Extension program results may be 'evidence

sufficient to meet identified study users' needs in, evaluation and

dedisionmaking.
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Opinions .are surveyed in may areas, such as: (a) the extent, to

which Extension program objectives haA;e been achieved; (h) the extent to

which Extension 'and other actors, agencies, etc., have produced given

clientele behaviors; and (c) how satisfied ExtensiOn.clientele are with

the results of the programs.

Cross-sectional Surveys

The cross-sectional type of survey is more consistent with "objec-

tivist" approaches to studying program results.. Compared with percep-

tual surveys, cross-sectional surveys rely less on program participants',

perceptions and interpretations, and more upon logically and

empirically-based quaniitative analysis. The same may be said fqr the

time-series comparison group and field experimental designs.

The cross - sectional survey generally includes participants of a

program and nonparticipants as respondents. Such cross-sectional

surveys include' all those -- or a sample of those -- who are in a

demographically or geographically defined population (e.g., all farmers

or all adults in a state). Such a demographically or geographically

defined population wi include both program 'participants and

nonparticipants or, the cross-sectional survey may be confined to only.

program clientele, making sure to include tho& with different kinds or

degrees of program involvement for comparative purposes.

Cross-sectional surveys tend to obtain data on: (a) respondents'

self-reported behavior, qualities, or statuses at the time of the data

collection (and, perhaps, at an earlier time); (b) factual, situational
4

data such as self-reported participation in Extension and other pro-

grams, age, formal education and family status, etc.;, and (c) data based

on clientele records.

O
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Two possible variations within the cross-sectional survey design

should be mentioned.

(1) .
Data collection only from previously known program partici-

pants. Here, the cross - sectional survey can only compare

clientele with different kinds and degrees of program

involvement.

(2) Data collection from previously known proglam paricipants and

a random ENWple of the general population in order to.identify

and obtain responses from nonparticipants. This approach is a

substitute for sampling defined population and still gather

responses from program participants and nonparticipants. (For

other variations in survey design, see Clark,.1976).

To deal with the question of how much an Extension program may have

contributed to specified clientele behaviors or statuses, data from

cross-sectional

analyses, such

Freeman, 1982),

surveys are subjected multi-variate, statistical

as: successive statistical adjustments (Rossi and

factor analysis, discriminant analysis, multiple

correlation and regression and path

and Tukey, 1977). Such statistical

the inevitable lack of equivalence

analysis (Costner, 1971; Mosteller

controls are necessary because of

in relevant characteristics among

program participants and non-participants which.may affect specified

behaviors or statuses of clientele. It must be determined to what

extent such specified behavior or statuses are actually attributable to

the program rather than to nonprogram factors.

Appropriate multi-variate analysis of survey data can help deter.-

mine the 'conditions which link program partidipation to results. For

example, program participation may be associated with clientele practice
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change only among those clientulc having curtain personality traits

(0.0; innovativeness) or socio-economic statuses. Nonprogram factors

can obscure or exaggerate study findings on program results, even with

multi-variate analyses.

Voluntary participation in. Extension programs is a nonprogram

factoi which is difficult to control statistically. ,Vsr example, oven

with complex multi-variate analysis in a survey, it is difficult to tell

whether: (a) program participants who are. more in contact with an

Extension program therefore use more recommended practices, or,

(b) program participants who use more recommended proCtices have sought

more frequent contact with Extension and other sources of similar
..,

information, or, (c a combination of (a) and (b) are actually the case

ctelover time in some ical fashion.

While multi - variate analysis may provide much statistical control

over nonprogram factors which confound study findingsregarding program

J.esults, findings from such multi-variate analyses still may be mislead-

ing. Multi-variate analyses rely upon, many assumptionsoabout the nature

.

of quantitative variables in the analyses and the typical relationships

among these variables. It is often difficult. to meet these assumptions,

or to. know- the extent to which they arc met: failing to meet such

:assumptions:.. ,can substantially affect study, findings. The factor of

probable differential motivation by program and non-prOgram individuals

may be addressed by modeling the procesa of self-selection into Eten-

sion program participation. However, 'this technique has so far had

limited acceptance (Rossi...and Freeman, 1982). Thus, authors of survey

studies are advised to take great care in (or avoid) inferring that an

Extension program is a wIsalffactor in measured clientele outcomes.



The Time-Series Design. L

When the decision has been made to study results of an smKalm

program, and benchmark data on program participants are available and

applidable to the program results to he examined, additional data may be

collected in order to make time-aeries comparisons. Additional data

collected on participants during or following the program arc compared

with the benchmark data on the same individUal participants.

Time-series designs are used more frequently in Extension, to °

examine results of a new program (implementation will begin in the

future) or,an ojigoIng program.with ..a new set of participants. Here, a

pretest Is administered before the program begins, and these pretest

data on clientele characteristics arc compared with posttest data on

these 'same individuals.

Time-series. studies which collect data only twice (e.g., before and

after program implementation) should be .distinguished from time-trend

studies which repeatedly measure clientele behavior or statuses as they

relate to program objectives. An important technique in time-trend

studies is to compare time-trend projections of pre- program data with

observations of the participants, after program implementation. Ar

indicator of program 'results is the difference between the observed;

"after" specified behaviors or statuses and those projected based on

past overall time-trend data (Hatry, et al., 1981; Rossi and Freeman,

1982).

In time-series studies, comparisons with nonparticipants are not

made, but comparisons may be made' between the extent of- "before-to-

.-

after" change among participants with varying types or degrees, of
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participation in the program. Timp-series designs are not as effective

as between-groups designs when indicating how much change consistent

with program objectives is duo to participation In the program or to

nonprogram influences. Reports on time-series Studies should acknow-

ledge and address the, possible Influence of applicable non-program

factors (e.g., fluctuation in wepther conditions on multi-year changes

in crop yields). However, time-series studies may provide valid esti-

mates of program results where other possible sources of change in

clientele chorocteristics con be ruled out logically. Also, if several

time-series studies of a given program are carried out in multiple

sites, each producing similar study findings, rival explanations become

less of a thre4.1Time-seriep studies often attempt to establish

stat4stical controls in order to determine if or the extent to which

participation in 'an Extension program leads to specified behaviors or

statuses.

Program participants' experience in responding to he pretest may

indeed .be an important stimulus toward measured change in their

behaviors or qualities which are sought by the'program. This pretesting

experience may serve as a /stimulus which operates in addition to the

involvement in program activities. Special design techniques may he

employed to address the podsible influence of the pretest.

The Comparison Group Design

When the decision has been made to study results of a new program

or of an ongoing program which will have new sets of participants, the

comparison group design may be employed. The cOmparison group design
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attempts to establish a high degree of similarity betwien program

participants and a group of nonparticipants, Pre-program information

ahout those who will he exposed to the program and those who will not

41110Wh the construction of similar groups, flu h."constructed controls"

(Rosoi and Freeman, 19H2) may he accomplishe, by matching, as much as

possible: (a) chsrricteristics of individual airs of participants and

nonparticipants; (b) statistical dintribution of faIierit character-

Oates of sets of participants and non-partic pants, or; (c) intact

sroopo of participants and non-participants.

The comparison group design is limited since tching of program

participants and nonparticipants is only partial and not complete.

Thus, statistical controls are usually added to a degree of constructed

control. In using this design, the constructed control and statistical

control are combined in order to attempt to remove or reduce differences

in the characteristics of Participants and non - participants which might

affeqt the clientele behaviors or statuses which are sought by the

program.

Authors who use a comparison group design are generally advised to

addresjtexplJoitly the degree of comparability of the two groups con-

cerning characteristics which might pose an alternate explanation to

that of program effect. This mean;\-edentifying factors in addition to

the program which may effect the changes specified, so that at least

these factors may be accounted for, statistically. in aasessing.Exten-

sion's degree of contribution to program objectives. \:-' Statistical

comparisons of, or controls for, progriim and comparison groups include

characteristics such as age, sex, socio- economic status, and aptitudes.'

40 5.0



$tatiatical techniquoa such as co=variance analysis or multiple

regreanion can correct partially for such extraneous factors. The

program and comparison .groups may be compared otatietically in terms of

before-to-after gain ecorea that are adjusted to account for intridl

differences in "before acmes." However, it may be difficult to com-

pensate for any differences in motivation which led program participants

into involvement with Extension (Alexander, 1965). This self-eelection

Ulan may not be a problem in Home comparison group. studies. Possible

ettects of the pretest or the posttest scores of the program and compar-

i4o1 A, -cups 0101.06 also be considered.'

The Field Experiment Design

When the decision has been made to study results of a new program

or of an ongoing program which will have new sets of participants, the

field experiment design may be employed. This design is also known as

the "randomized group design" (Smith, 1980). The field experiment is so

called because it vas invented for agronomic field research rather than

for biological laboratories where constructed control predominates.

The field experiment requires making the program available to

clientele 'selected randomly (through chance alone) from some potential

audience. The part of the audience receiving no exposure to the program

is the "control group," i.e., the group which does not participate in

the program or participates in a different program.

In the comparison group design, the set of Extension program

participants may "volunteer" to participate in the program, while the

set of non-participants chooses not to be in the program. This key
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dliforenoo in tbo Olentarlem of the two seta -- participants and

non-participants may pooe 04 460048 thrcusr to the validity off study

findings on program results. At* explained above, those who exprome the

desire to participate in the program may have a greater initial moti-

vation to achieve the program.** objectives than those who 40 not

volunteer.

But, in the field experiment, it its possible to randomly assign

persons who have already volunteered for program participation to;

(a) participate in the Extension program ("treatment"), or (b) serve in

a control group. In this C8004 rival explanations for clientele

behaviOr or status can be more completely accounted for than in the

previously discussed designs.

In utilizing random nasignment, the program and control groups are

not expected to be initially equivalent; i.e., all nonprogram factors

are not constant between the program and control groups. Instead, the

field experiment design randomizes uncontrolled variables among prOgram

and control groups (Fisher, 1935). With random assignment, teats for

statistical significance can be employed in order to determine the odds

that any greater increase in prOgram group achievement over that of the

control group was brought about by the presence of the program rather

than by uncontrolled factors or chance.

In one type of field experiment observations within the program

tand control groups are made both be ore and after the program. The

types of observations in uch a field experiment relative to levels of

program objectives and clientele outcomes have been depicted graphically

(Bennett,. 1979). In a second type of field experiment, observations
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within the program and COHWAI grooPs 4f0 M440 gift aft@ program

implementotton.

A practical, human relations problem in conducting a field expert -

went includes the ethice and logiatico of joining the cooperation of

control group,membero. Although the field experiment may be the moot

effective design -for scientifically dound_conclusionsregording program

restate, it is often difficult to randomly assign participanto in an

Extension educational setting. Those who desire to participate in

Extension programs generally expect equal treatment. Denying partici-

pation in what we ms to be a dcairoble program, or offering what 440014

to be a less than Ideal program to certain participants may pose ethical .

question-ft, however, it may be replied that until a study of program

reantts has been conducted, it to not known whether the program is in

reality of benefit to clientele (Bennett and Leonard, 1970). One

possible compromise may be to delay offering the program to the control

group until after the experimental group has completed the program. A

second approach is to assign volunteers to different variations

of program 'intensity, without having a non-program control group.

Summary Comparivn of Designs

While the matrix of Exhibit 3.1 provides a simple way for comparing

and contrasting the study designs, certain dimensions of each may exist

within the other designs. The survey as a technique may actually be a

component of all that other designs (Clark, 1976). For example, the

time-series design involves collection of survey data from participants
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CHAPTgR 4: OPTIONS IN DESIGNING A STUDY

Selecting A Study Design

The study designs discussed above offer varying degrees of

scientific evidence of program results regarding the extent to which

KASA changes, practices, or end results were effected by, Extension

rather than other sources. However, selecting a study design is.a

AO

thoUghtful process that cannot be technically or mechanically

standardized. There are advantages and disadvantages in each design,

and what is gained in one may be lost in another.

F

While many evaluators regard the field experiment as the ideal

design study for measuring prograp xeSults, Cronbach .(1982) defends

noneXperimental designs for program evaluation. He differentiates

between 'the job of the basic researcher and the evaluator., pointing out

thatadvocates of experimental research design often assumethat fixed

.
and limited questions will be answered thtough-successive studies over a

long period of time. Study users, on the other hand, often call.for the

illumination of a whole program and its results within a comparatively

brief. period of time. Gaining a strong cause-and-effect answer to some

of the many questions about a program's results through an experimental

design must be weighed againSt the cost of leaving unanswered many other

qUestiOns about 'the prOgram's effectiveness. Thus, Cronbach suggests

that selection of design for a study may be based on whether to

sacrifice breadth of information, that could be gained through a survey,

for the sake of more definitive answers to narrower questions.- More-

47 556



over, the added power of an/experiment to attribute 'observed clientele'

changes to a program also raises,the risk that the study design will.

interfere with convenient prOgram implementation.

Compared to other designs, the survey generally requires fewer

resources for any given scope of programming evaluated. The survey

design may be selected in cases where it would be difficult to justify a

study requiring a greater amount of time, money, or-other resources.

which would be perhaps required'by the other designs. The survey may be

selected when the geographic or -programmatic scope of the study is

extremely wide, thus requiring considerable resources for even the

..survey design:.

A well-designed survey can provide sUlAtantiai evidence regarding

the' extT ofs. program's 'results. HoweVeassuming that other aspects

of s study are of equal quality, the survey is considered by many design

,experts to provide-weaker evidence than between-group designs on whether

specified clientele changes are attributable tothe prograM in.question

Campbell and Stanley, 1966). As mentioned earlier in this

er, the survey design relies either upon respondents' perceptions

program, results, or upon statistic 1 controls to achieve evidence of

a programs tontribution to specified clientele changes. A well-planned
.

and ,executed survey can be more valid than a poorly executed

between-group design.

Cronbach (1982) asserts that: "For any evaluation many good'designs
*1

can be proposed, but no perfect ones;" and "designing an, evaluation is

an art." There is not only a choice of designs, but numerous'choices

within each design, and thOse choices will and should vary from situa-::.

tion to situation. While.it is the study designer task to produce the
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most useful evidence, he or she is working with a specified amount

of resources - financial resources, staff resources and respondents'

(e.g. program participants!)'coOpetation. Consideration must be given

to these factors and several other facets of the study situation when

designing astudy.of program results. Moreover, the.study design must

be chosen with-a view. - toward how -the study will be used in mind. Thus,

the utility, feasibility and propriety of a design must be considered in

addition to the design's capacity for providing, strength of evidence on

program results (Joint Committee on, Standards for Educational

Evaluation,. 1981).

You, the reader (as the organizational manager of an evaluation, an

evaluator, or advisor to an evaluator) may select or help select'ideas

from the designs described and the examples provided

publication. When you begin to choose or plan a design, remember there

is no one best design for all situations. The choice will depend upon

the interplay of several variables, including information needs of

identified study users, time constraints, resources .available,

creativity, personal judgements, anticipated criticisms, information

available and political climate. Thete will be no automatically correct

or incorrect! choice of design. Instead, the thoice must be a

thoughtful, creative process taking into account the realities of the

Extension programming and study situations, and balancing the various

trade-offs. Recall-too, that while we have presented the study designs

as individual Models, a particular study may-require a combination of

designs.

In addition to the'following overview of facets of study designs,

suggestions on design selection may be found in Chapter 6 of this,

volume.
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Overview of Facets of Study Design

Ten facets of study design which are addressed' below may assist you

in choosing or formulating a study approach. The facets enumerate

:various considerations in Choosing and, executing a study design. While

presented as separate considerations, .the facets are interrelated and

must be considered in light of each other. We have not attempted to be

exhaustive in our coverage of design facets: other facets not treated

here are methods of reporting to intended study \users, and ethical

considerations.

The facets of study design which we address are:

1. Program situation

2. Type of study objective

3. gim'ources

Time frame

5. Scope

6. Data sources

7. Sampling strategies

8. Data collection

9: Nature of data

10. Analysis of data.

We will,discuss the facets above in the following pages with

emphasis upon' choosing or. determining a specific option or options

within each facet. Then, in Chapter 5, some of these various options

will be illustrated. for each of the four study. designs by citing

previous studies of Extension program results abstracted in Volume II.
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We have presented. the following section as though readers wlfl be

determining, alone or as a group member, which of the options for study

methodology to select. It in . assumed that program lenders and

specialists will be nhle identify with this perspective and apply it

to their'roles in planriing studies, e.g.,. manager for Extension spon-

sored program evaluation or member of an advising or steering committee

for an. evaluation.

The key to selecting the appropriate options for designing a study

is two fold: (a) ascertaining who needs what information about program

results for what purpOne and (b) fitting this "demnnd" for information
.fir

\

with the options f uplply" of such information which are actually

feasible. The ffiestio , /Why is the study of program results needed?"

must be reconciled with ;the answer to, "What kind of study is feasible?"
%/'

ten facets rnie presented in separate figures (4.1-4.10) and are

analytically brolWn down into options to help you visualize the Choices
.

//,'

to be made w ,th/regard to each facet; each illustration is then followed

by varipnyOonsiderations that spell out the visual analysis..

6r
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Figure 4.1: The Facet of Program Situation

Program situation

4.

Ongoing with continuing
participants

Status of the r Ongoing with new

program participants

Primary source
of program
direction

New program

Federal.

State

Local

ft

To determine the situation regarding the program selected for

Evaluation consider:

1. What is the status of the program?

Ongoing already with clientele who are continuing to

participate?

Ongoing already, but to be conducted with a new set of

participants?

A new program to be initated with an audience who will

begin to participate in the program?

2. What is the primary source of program direction?

The federal level of Extension (because the program is

federally funded)?

The state level (becauSe the
1 state or campus funds the

program)?

The local level (because of county or city resources
supporting the program)?



Type of
study
objective

Figure 4.21 The Facet of Type of Study Objective

Donerlbv program
restate

Educational

Practices individual
Economic

Impacts Social.

EaVironmeotal

Delivery-modes

Describe ,program
results by program Staff expertise

variables
Participant
characteristibs

Describe program
results relative
to program costs

Value of program
information to
clientele

To choose a type of study objective, consider whether the intent is to:

1. Describe how the program participants or others changed or

benefitted as a result of the program?

What have,they learned?
What practiceA have they adopted, changed or continued?

What are the individual,' economic, social -and/or

environmental consequences?

2. - Describe the results of a program relative to its variables?

Is the delivery node related to results?
Is degree of staff expertise, or some other attribute,

related to resultS?
Are characteristics of participants related to program

results?

3. Deteimine the least expensive way to achieve intended program

res4fs or determine extent of results that can be obtained

for a given cost.

4. Determine the value perceived by clientele of the information

supplied by Extension and by other sources for their decision

making.



Figure 4.3; The Facet of Reaoutcea for. the Study

Time

Staff F.xpertiaa

Volunteers
Resources

Funding

Institutional

To determine the resources available consider:

1. Which Extension staff are available to conduct the study?
r.

How manyllnurs are available from Extension staff?

What types of expertise are available?

2. Is volunteer help available?

3. Will funds be available in order to retain non-Extension staff
to conduct or help conduct the study? How much money is

available?
*.

4. What types of university, Cooperative ExtenSion Service or

academic department support will be provided?
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Figure 6.4s They Facet of Time Frames

4

Data collection

Time
frames Short

/ Retrospective long /

Preprogram

During program

Post program

Time orientation Immediate

Prospective Actualized

To determine the time frames for the study, consider:

1. At what point(a) in time will the data be collected?

Prior to the program?
Du-ring the program?
After the program?

2. What will be the time orientation(s) relatiVe to program

results?

Examination of past KASA change, practices or end

results?

From a program conduckted recently?
From a program conducted a longer time ago?

Examination of the immediate results

program?

current

Examination of longer term, results from a current or

future program?

Collection of data now on clientele's intended
behavior?
Collection of. data at a later point in time on
clientele's actual behavior?
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Figure 4.5: The Facet of Study Helve

Single county

Multi -couy
Geographic

Multi-atete
,../One sub-area

Single programESeveral soh-arena
area area

Content Multi-program
area

Overall program

Specific

Audience

To determine the scope of the study, consider:

1. The geographic area to e covered by the study?

A single county or unit within the cmunty?
Mori than one county? If so - which ones?
he entire state?
More than one state?

2. Which program areas) will be examined?

One program area?

A single sub-area?
Several sub-areas?
The entire program area?

More than one program area?
The overall Extension program?

3. Whether the audience population will be the specific target
audience(s) of the program or a more gener 1 audience which
includes the program's audience.
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Figure 4.ht The Facet of Data Spliree5

Program
nudione

Data Program

HOUTTOO providers

Third-party
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Participants
Di5octorlompdrionn persons

Indirect

Potential,

To determine the data sources for evidence on program results.,

consider:

1. Which audiences will be asked to supply data?

Program participants and /or comparison or control group

persons?

Persons having indirect contact with the program through

the program participants?

The potential but yet unreached program audience?

2. Will data be squght from the program providers?

3. Will data be gathered from key persons and/or community

leaders who observe a.program but not necessarily as

clientele.

j
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Sampling
atratvgies

viitura 4,71 Tho ravct of NomplifIK tr4teptice

Cvabilei

Random
dingle otopc=::::Quota

tativo Proportionate
by otrat4

"""` -s pisproport *unite
by strata

Demographie-babe4
hirpoolvo

Siz

'Snowball" oampling 1

Response rate

attrition

To choose a strategy for selecting a sample of program providers

and/or audience, consider:

1. Whether to studythe entire population?
V

2. Whether to select a representative sample of the. population? .

Randomly from the entire population?
By quota from the entire population?
Randomly from stratified sections of the population?

With stratified areas represented proportionately?
With stratified areas represented disproportiowely
for the sake of sampling efficiency?

3. Whether to select a purposive sample, where the goal is to
gain exploratory knowledge rather than to generalize?

Demographic-based selection of sampling units, in order
to assure examination of varying conditions.
"Snowball" or other reputationally-based methods of
sample selection?

4. How large a sample size is required to permit the precision
and analyses desired?

Considering the expected response rate?
Considering reductions in numbers of participants by the

end of program implementation?i
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FlatA

r011eCtiOn

.rlduCe 4,01 The Vacdt. Ot b4t4 t&1t1tu ,

HoltiPie

Techniques

r4ermt0...telf

Tolophotm..
Crotip tioodiolabi

Program personnel

Collectors
Non-program 'personnel

To determine how to collect the data, consider:

1. How many t4mes to collect data from tech information eource.

Only once?

More than once?

?. What technique will be used to collect data?-

Interview program providers': and/or participants?

In person?
By phone?
In group sessions?

Directly Oblierve behavior within the atudy sample?

Distribute a questionnaire?

Fxamine personal or public records and documents?

1. Who will collect the data?

Paid program personnel?

Volunteer program personnel?

Nonprogram personnel?

A
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Data

Figure 4.9: The Facet of Nature of Data

Self-reported

Opipions on current conditions
ReProapective perceptions
'Percei,Ved amount of change

-Test scores

Direct

To determine
consider:

over time
Factual situation or status
Record-keeping

Paper-and-pendil
Psychomotor-

WbSerVation Study personnel
7*--,77 Third parties

the nature of the data to be collected and analyzed,

1. Will the data be 'selfreported?

Data on respondents!. percepTons or opinions regarding
their durrentbehav4or;.statUs or surroundings?

2. Wil
knp

Data on recollections (retrospect ions) of behavior,

status or conditiohs?

Dataon changes ijibehavior, status.or
,on cotparingretr s ective,perceptions and current

perteiOtions

Data;:on Ticl 'bjective) or status (

.or age).

Dataieneratedom,:fecords baped'on.-fespondea:e
obaetVationh

ProgramorOviderb-and/or audience be tested for

or ati:11

conditions based

rough.i:per-and'7pencil testal,!
,,',

. . ,.
ffhrough,

Will the da
generated
trace or

Data

PayChclaetor skiWe2iaminaiionST,

onlifOgfam providers and f audience be
.di4c1fobservatidils of behavior .or behaviOr

er data 'sources? ,'

T.
.., ,.

4sed op observations by study pwrsonnel?
.

ird parties' (e4: faMily,.memberai:
alp) observations OiTfecords1
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Analysis
Techniques

I

Figure 4.16: The Facet of Analysis of

. ,

Descriptive statistics

/
.,.Inferential statistics

,To chbose methods for anelYZing data

consider:

Central tendencies

Variations

Multivariate relationships

Point estimates

tonfidence intervals

Hypothesis testing /.
tests of significance

to ascertain.PrOgrath results,'

1. What types of descriptive statistics. will, be used?

Will there be,averaging generalizations about clientele'

outcomes?

Will'variability among participants be examined with
regard'to clientele outcomes ?,

, A

Will associations between Clientele outcomes and specific

pr ram and/or audience variable's be examined?

Will there be an examination of,the simultaneoU! relation
two' or more program andtor audience-variables to

clientele outcomes, use:of statistical

controls?:.

2. What types of inferential statistics will'be used?

4.

Are there plaits for proViding "best estimates" of
clientele outcomes among the total.audience for the
program, baSed on findings from the study .sample?

Are there plans to provide probability margins'for best
estimates'of.clientele outcomes among the total program
audience, based on sample findings?

Are there plans to test hypotheses that stated clientele

outcomes have occurred among, the total program audience,

based pn sample findings?
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The foregoing facets, and options Within these facets, have been

discussed by many authors in the fields of edueational and social

-411; 9

research and public program evaluation including Rossi and Freeman

(1982); Smith (1980); and Weiss (1972)./ Our intent has been to\compile

and graphically present a type of "checklist" to aid study' design

formulation within a wholistic picture of the study planning process.

The following chapter will offer a more detailed explanation of

each designas it relates to the facets outlined above.

1
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CHAPTER 5: STUDY DESIGNS, FACETS AND EXAMPLES

In this chapter we analyze each of the four study designs according

to facets describtd in the previous chapter. We cite specific sindies-

abstracted in Volume II in order to exemplify some of the options within

the facets. Chapter 5 may serve to familiarize readers with the range

0

of example studies in Volume II.

Survey Designs

Types of Study Objectives

Survey studies describe program results In terms of different'

levels of evidence. Studies abstracted in. Volume IT exemplify program

participants' opinions as to the extent of their knowledge change

(Steele and Everson, '78), attitude change (Forest, '77b), increasein

skills (Tait, '69; Rockwell et al.,,'82), or aspirations (Rockwell et

al., 82), as a result of program participation. Perceived 'practice

change' also is examined'using:thtkdesign (Goetting, '82; Williams, '78;

and others). End results examined by a survey include perceived econ-

omic benefits (Glassand Reese, '76), perceived improvements in health

and saf (Forest, '77),
,

and increased self-confidence (Rockwell et

al., '82; Steele and Everson '78).

. , .'

Surveys may describe program results according to such ''actors as

preSence or degree of clientele participation in an Extension program

(Brown 467, Dardeau,-,'77).
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Surv2y studies may wino, show elleatele'a perception of the role of

ExtensiOn in,prdvtding specified types of information. This typo of

survey generally 6thers.data from a represbntative sample of a defined

population and may be cane( a "value of information survky" (Awn and
11.1 FP,

Crowder, '77; Bol/enschneider? '77).

Time Frames

Surveys lend themselves to the retrospective examination of program

results--short term (Kanarek, '78; Tait, '69) and long term (Rockwell el

al., '82). Some surveys, include prospectivt data on the actions of

clientele, e.g. stated intentions .or- aspirations to engage ,in specific

practices which are recommended by an Extension program (Goetting, '821.

Scope of Studies

Some of the survey exampleS included in Volume II examine a program

in only one geographic unit or county (Awa and Crowder, '77), others

exemplify multi-county surveys '(Rockwell et al., '82) and others

statewide survdya (Goetting, 82; Steele and Everson, '78).

While the majority of the ..survey design- examples in Volume II

focus on a single subject matter area, Rockwell et al. ('82) and Summers

and Zeller ('78) examine more than one subject matter area. Forest and

Marshall ..('77) cross program areas and examineresults of Che overall

Extension;program in one Wisconsin county as perceived by participants.

Data Sources

Besides collecting evidence from program participants, surveys may

also gather data from third parties, for example, parents of 4-H pareic-:

..

ipants (Steele and Everson, '78; Sum4rs and Zeller, '77). Data, .
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collection from the potential audience for a program is exemplified by

Awn and Crowder ('77) and Bogenschneider ('77). Dnrdeau ('77) and

Forest and Marshall ('77) also demonstrate collection of data from a

random sample of n geographicallY.defined population, to discover both

the total extent of participation ill, a program and the selfreported :
. -

results of participation in that'program.

Data may he collected from community leaders as observers of.

program results (Forest et nl.,. '76). Data may be obtained from public

records.as a supplement to survey data from clientele (Frye and Miller,

'76).

Sampling Strategies

.Studying aamallfnumber of participants, Forest ('77b) and Glass

and Reese ('76) included the entire population in surveys. Simple

random samples were used by Bogenschneider ('77) and -Kanarek ('78).

Stratified sampling was used by White and Ladewig ('79) and Tait ('69).

Williams ('78) selected sample size expressly to he large enough to

insure a sufficiently accurate representation of the population.

Data Collection ,

Techniques for data collection in the survey include the faceto

face personal interview (Dardeau, '77), the telephone interview (White

and Ladewig, '79), mail qUestionnaires (Glass and Reese, '76), or some

combination of the above (Steele and Everson, '78). -Brown ('67)

demonstrates how survey data may be supplemented with data from direct

observations made by interviewers. Forest and Marshall ('77) demon

strate the use.of nonprogram personnel as data collectors-.
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Nature of Data

Self - reported opinions on respondents.' current farm and woodland

production practicea. wore collected by Brown ('67) and Dardeau ('71).

Most of the survey examples in Voluma^IT are based on aplf-Teporta of

pxogram participants regarding the amount of perceived efts ge in their

V

behavior or change in qualities due to their Extensionl3regtam partici-

pation (e.g., Summers and Zeller, '77). White and Ladewig ('79) elici-

"tated respondents' (a) retrospective per,ceptions regarding their past

behavior, and (b) perceptions of their current behavior, comparing

self-reported behavior before and after participation statistically.

Analysis of Data

Most of the survey examples in Volume I,I utilize percentage distri-

butions of self-reported pram results for rrticipants as a whole.

However, some of the examples compare the distributiOn of responses of

program participant's exposed to different program delivery modes (White

andladewig, '79). Length of program participation is correlated with.

, the. extent of self-percegred program results (Rockwell et al., '82).

Dardeau ('77) examines associations between participants' characteris
,

of

tics and adoption of specified practices.

Summary Statement on The Survey Design

The survey is a valuable design forconducting studies of perceived

program results. If nonparticipants are included in a survey, a variety

ta%

,

of multi-variate statistical analyses can be employed to learn Exten-

sion's contribution to clientele behavior or status. Surveys can be

comparatively simple, inexpensive and less time'' consuming to implement
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.than the other designs described in this resource. Also, the survey is

flexible and can he used to secure evidence of results of S program that

Is alreadyi In progress.

Volume If contains abstracts of 17 studies which utilized a surveys

design. (Six of the 17 incltde findings on end results, i.e. program

impacts.) Five additional survey studies not abstracted in Mlume

are referenced in the section on Further Readings-Survey, W4ch appears

at the end of this chapter.

leme- Series besign6

Types of Study Objectives.
411

Change in clientele knowledge'ard attitudes-has been measured using

pre- and posttesting (Crowe et al., '76). Kingdon and Toensmeyer ('75)

compared knowledge change as well as practice change at six-month

intervals using self- reports of food consUmption to determine a pro-

gram's point of diminishing returns. Time-series designs have docu-

mented program end results in terms of economic gain (Strickland et al.,

'76), increased agricultural production (Ladewig and Edmondson, '72) and

positive self-concept (Marks, '71).

.TiMe-series designs have also been employed to examine program

results as related to various delivery modes. (Texas Agricultural Exten-

sion Service ,'74), program intensity (Carter, '80) and degrees of staff

expertise (Marks, '71). Marks ('71) also examined program results in

relation to specified audience characteristics.
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Time Frames

In addition to colle4Ing data both beforo and after progr4

4. .

participation (Hartman and Brown, '70), aoele time-serieo
,

atudion collect

data for n third time (perhaps months after the clotie of participation)..

in order to .check for maintenance of 'At/ clientele progree (Marko,

'71). Other time-nerieri studies collect data at intervals throughout

program participation (Kingdon and Toenameyer, '75). Some time-series

studios obtain data on program delivery or program participation over,

the duration of a time period of program implementation (Carter, 1980).

Scope of Studies

Time-series studies can be carried out within a single geographic

unit (Crowe et al., '75) or inlilu10-units (Ladewig and Edmondson, '72).

The time-series design is particularly applicable when studying a single

subject over a wide geographic area (Carter, '80), since limiting the

program subject matter helps to simplify the complexities involved in

multiple date collections.

Data Sources

In addition to coll fr1ng data directly from the program partici-

pants, supplementary p(rceptual data and opinions may be collected

through surveys o munity observers (Crowe et al., '75; Balliet,

'78). Supplementary survey data may also be collected from those who

are in turn "clientele" of the program participants (Brown and Nelson,
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4

sam044, Citrate 4

Kingdom and Tnensmeyer ('75) sampled families from each of three

counties proportionately to the number of program families in, these

respective counties, in a proportional random sample. Carter ('Bo)

emplOyed a,stotewide random sample of dairyeten in 4 survey combined with

a time-aeries study.
ak,

Data Collection

Pro- and peat-questionnaires as employed by Crowe et al. ('75) are

typical of a data collection technique commonly used in time-series

studies. Records kept by clientele over a period of time may be

employed to study economic impacts (Balliet '78) and changes in agri-

cultirral Production (Ladewig and Edmondson, '72). Pre- .and post-

program data gathered in personal infrviews can provide evidence on

practice change. Ladewig and Edmondson (.'72) collected post-program

only data on participants' perceptions of change in their status in

order to supplement a time-trend analysis. - tikewise, a mail question-

mire sent out by the Texas ,Agricultural Ektension Service ('74) pro-

vided auxiliary survey data to the time-series analysis of the study.

If data on Extension program staff or clientele can be obtained

from an existing database rather than through a special data collection

effort, the task of data collection may be simplified. For example,

Carter ('80) exploited state-wide data, on Extension program activities,

by county units, colle.cted routinely during a period of time through the

Tennessee Extension m \ nagement information system.
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'Anslysis of data

Tho majority of the time-aeries studios pr000ntod in Volume 11

express program results Oh percentage 'changes. Harks ('71) used

analysis of variance to test whither scored Indicating solf-oeteem

increased significantly (statistically) trout the protest to the

posttests, and whether there' wan a difference to program results by

professional and non-professional Extension Staff.

In determining the relationship between program results and other

variables, Hartman and l\rown ('70) used regression analysis to determine

*
whether proximity of Extension demonstration farms predicts change in

farmers' practices. Multiple regression analysis employed by Crowe

al. ('75) ,determined the relationship between program results and

frequency of participants' attendance at Extension meetings. Carter

('HO) investigated the percent of variance in dairymen's acceptance of

'recommended dairy production practices that could be explained by.extent

of ..contact with Extension thrOugh applying linear and curvilinear

regression analyses.

:Summary Statement on the Time-Series Design

The time-series design may be selected to obtain rmer measure-

ments concerning changes in :behavior, qualities or status of program

participants than data based-on perceived changes. Compared with the

survey,. a longer time period is generally required for defining program

results. The design may be suitable for examining program results when

using a.- -comparison group is impractical or unnecessary.

Ten abstracted studies included in Volume II use the time-series

design for assessing program results. (Six of these 10 studies. include
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tindinga on program end results or impdets;) The re3aelar may also wish

to rater to four time-aeries dtodies which are nut Abatracted in

Volume II but are referenced in the Further Iteddings at the clode of

this chapter.

Colvaridon Grout Designs

Types of Study Objectives

The comparison group design has been oiled to compare program

participantaand non-participants with respect to change in knowledge

(Sobaima, '61), attitudes (Street, '73), and aeVirstions (Green et al.,

Practice change has been similarly ex/mired (Aldrich, '75). F.nd

results meaaored in comparisOn group dt-signn have included "quality of

life" (Street '73), labor efficiency (Alexander and Longest, .6.2), and

income (Aldrich, '75):J Comparisons of program results have been made

regarding partrclpants_who have received; different. program activities,

i.e., treatments .(Mack, '75); program delivery by staff with varying

levels of expert Ise (Street, '73); or, instructional' activitits in

different learning environments (Boone and White, '76).

Time Frames

Ponttcsting in comparison group studies can occur immediately

following a short term.4s9,gram (Boone and White, '76)4 a longer-term

program (Aldrich, '75), at set intervals throughoUt the program (Green

et al., '72) or at some interval of time following program participation

(Subaima, '61; Marks, '71).
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Scope cr Studies

Compatis droop deolons have been obcd to We the foetal:a Of

P100410 in oindle counties uc g draphic units (Gruentaden '69) and in

nolti..coonty studies (Alexadet 1.0ndeet, '6?). Whllb Otiof CosliAfi'-

..flis !troop citudtes focus tin one ouLject within s ProArena aroma, Aldrich

CPO wird the design to e),amine the effecro ul an Integrated 04t-

colturel and home economics program.

Note Sources

Data rol lrc.ted directl . from progrom liattiet;ants and non..

participants may be supplemented with pbsereations by third party

observers (Subaim, '61). Most comparison groups repreaentvd among, tc

studies were based on their obleetive similarity to the re peettvo

program groups at the ntudIrm (e.g.. Alexander and rongest, Mauk

'75; Street, '73). In contrast, Green et al. ('72) ..established

comparison groups comprised

program groups.

Sam2ling Strategies

designated friends of members of the

A census of participants and omparison individuals is useful when

4

the study concentrates on: .n program of limited size and /or

graphic area (Mauk, '75). Rando sampling within stratit4ed sectins of

a general population was employed by Gruenhagen ('h§)., while Aleicander,

-and .Longest ('62J used a modified random sample Of program participants,

and non-participants. Street73), employed ,stages ofSampring with a

convenience sample followed by a stratified sampling procedure.'
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,f:d1Rat to cofle4tt'41 '!..!..;

tques:,,IotOileeting the data:, can include: iOt personal
.

0,,

;

the telephone inte".75); ih eemail 9ustion-
i.

views'
-- .

''''

1
,i,

n,069);.records and documents' (Al (let and Longest,

..

andlttg-Aand;Whl.te,. '76):. While program personnel.may

e,rreapOnibilitY,for collecting the data,Gruenhagen C49) and
.°1,; :' %;';4 ,,V !, ' . : i .

,',.

.:' '(14).:iemploYed data collectors unrelated to the program.

,
°'data of-AleXander's and Longest's ('62) study..was

sq .recOTdapf. farm

°1. !: ' ,:' f

'keet,data'von 'youth with teachers perceptions

44; ;k. r' r '- /
16 0 r t 4didna' Mal global in nature ,Street,

,,
,

income, while,,Subaima (,'61) supplemented

.

Rptiltular.e4rnl.ng or practice (Gruenhagen,:'69)
* 4,

:4ik

qi

balYAsof

Because .program and comparison

of these youth.. ':Self-

'73). or specific a

groUps ,often

ic*es, the groUpS may be compared, statistically in terms

differ on. pretest
ti

of gain ,scores

o.

adjusted to account for initial differences (Boone and White '26).

Analysis of covariance with -satistical

the differences between Ovamong,tife'gro Gruenbagen.
4,,

tests may determine the aignIfi-,-

'61; Alexander and Longest',

SUMMarY Statement on the Comparison Group Design.

comparison group design can help to -explain t

factorsOn cliIntele



program.' HoweVet,

If

, ,1,1,

i,
.

there may be"yrOble.ms in gAiningtnVeooperation,of

nonparticipants and in achieving sufficient. aCtUdl-or analytic cOMPar-

_,
.11'Y'f L

abgity between .program and comparisonfrouphprobjems makethe

,comparison group design more difficult to,IMO enpnt than-the COQ

group designs.. :InsuffiCient-comparabilitYmOpead to erroneous concaUlH

sions regarding -progrW results..

-. ..
';

Eight siudies:are abstracted IL which employed a

cOmparison group design.' (Six of the eight,Atudies
:

programiMndcts or end- results.) An addieioniI-Six

the-FiirtherReaditigg.

!,

inclu indingsOn

ark: r

,,,tv...s
.,,;,0 .. ot,

,
v," 4.,

.,Are cited: in

96: V0

4.,
14;4 P.,7,44e,

',-Field Experil4Ye otiOesignt.-
. - .

...,,.- -.'...'

-TVp&a. of"Sti.10.0bjeCtives

...
R, The field experiMenf is effective in de"MOnstat4ng

0
. -..,.

rogram- induced ,KASA'..S0 practice chante, as al; the 'Volume II....
. -

,

ab,Stracts illustrating the field experiment design .show. Bowering 'et

1. ('78),costudied end results of nutrition program' with . field

) ,

experimental deign. Comparisons of,, pro results in -relation to type

fAielivery mode were made by Honnold etal; J'815A Vent and Kinlaw

('76) also used the field experiment to compare delivery mode effective-

ness as did Bowering et al.. ('78). Honnold et al. ('81) uniquely

compared program results to Extension cost per program participant.

Program results can also be examined in relation to yarticipant charac-
-,

414e

teristipa (Trent and Glass, -'77;- Scherer,



Time Frames

It-is possible in one variation of the field experiment to collect

data, regarding program
4

participants only at the cOnclusion of the

program. However, pretest scores, or benchmark data, can facilitate

field experimental analyses by providing evidence on degree of initial

equivalence of the participant and non-participant eoups (Ttent'and

Glass, '77).

Sometimes preteating may not be
/
desirable due

effect." That is, studies Of pret, sted ind;Oduals indiOateha they

tend to improve,their per*orman e on the posttest regardless of their

type of progra*eXposure, or even with no-exposure to the program (Trent

and Kinlaw, 'A). The pretest itself may actually conceal the program

(treatment). effect bydensitizing members of the control groUp so that

;,, ."..,E 4

Ith it posttest _scores are affected.- Therefore, the,"pretestis often not

,
-

. .

ministered Whel/oondcting' field experiment.(Scherer,.'77).

(

Scope of Studies

The field experiment design can be applied to. studies

geographic scope. Bowering et 41. (( 78), studied clientele of e single

baby clinic,. while etherfield4Xperimenta-Thave examined program

in several counties

entire state

al, '81).

ent and. Glass, '77), in sample counties

(Trent and Kinlaw, LA), and across

Sampling Strategies....

Field experiments that are narro

the entire ptogram population (Bower

77

r'esul'ts

of the

two states (Honnold et

gebgraphical.s.cope. may study

g-et-al., while.thcsethat



r

,

are bread in geog6141.4:eripe with 'Er large ,number of PartiCipantS''MaY-
4, !4

Use oimple random sampling .(Scherer, 171) 'or'a two -atop.,ia000M saMpl,ing
,"*.0

PraCess (Trent and:Clriss, On :,the other,hand nonhold

conducted a census of participants 'even though the program had-over 3$6

participants enrolled.

Data .Collection

As demonstrated in five of the fi;i78' experimpntal studies

14 \.

Volume II '6e personal interview can lend itself to this design. Paper

usefi4 (Trent and Glass, '77) as well as a mailed

J

51eOt'iottnaire (Hennold et al. '81).

Nature of the Data

The fi6.1d:experiments abstracted in Volume It tllUstrate the e;e'e

tests to Measure knowledge change (Hormel* et al., '81),1'!Sc

.4
.

k;:IlieaStli.lifilattitlidechange (Trent and Glass, 1977)
A
and struciured ,p,

*

reporting to measure practice Ilange (Yerka, '74) . Anlexception to the

A.

tend4ncy for field experiments to use highly quant4fied data is the

examination of participants' and nonparticipant controls' perceived

practicelhanirrren et al., '66).

Analysis of Data
:1,,

Asshown in all of the-Volume II ahStr4cts,. some form of: statisti-

cal.. analysis. compares differences in, the mean test scores of &he program

apd the control groups Tr as analysis determines if these Iiifferences

are statistically significant. Several studies also examine the

78



AV

, 4

otrelation between variations in participant b lavior and character-
,

istics:.(a) of the Extension program providers ( erica, '14), and; (b) of

the program prticipants,(Trent and Glass, '77; Scherer, '77),

Summary Statement on the Field Experiment Design.;.

The field experiment can provide strong evid6nee of an Extension
91

progiam's results by accounting for other fActors which. may have

affectdd clientelei However, the field experiment is more-effect4me in ,

studying structured, narrower-scope prograMs,than programs with a wider

. ,

scope. in content or subjectmatter and with less structure:
..

Use of the

field experimentrequiresclose coopetation between' prograth.managers-And

progtam evaluator81,' in order to satisfy study. dedign requirements.

:W11; it 'is feasible and ethical to use random assignment, field

'experiMental findingd Can be very scientifically petsuasive
S.

ExtenSien program results,. t-

in
4
measpring.

Volume II cghtivins ab, tracts of seven studies using a field ,experi

gent, deNgn. (0 y'ope o the seven Stud4es. includes findings on
7

program,timpactiet end results.) An 'additional study is referenced
444

t.

the Farther Readings.

*-14' Ai

General Comments and a Remin4r

The

?4,

citationsabove, to stu'die's

options within the design- faceeware not

the facets 'could' be exemplified by

.,°

options within

Volume :II which

in

exemplify

at;41.1.ribaustive:. many more

that a sufficient.number of facet options have been explored tp.,suggeaf'

the richness "of the Volume II'-abstraCtd as A resourcerfor planing

studies. We hoOd

:future studies of Extension program results.



Also, it' should be noted that the studies co nin other interesting

Lod helpful aspects for plleing studies. For pxample, relative to

users and mufti of studieW, Forest's ' 77b =teclini que ofSidentifying

study users' criteria for judging success of the program is noteworthy;-

And, the concerns by legislators and administrators which led

.

Coating's ('82) study ..(lreTinsiructive alsci regarding users aciduses.

Forest and Marshall ('77) also identify a study user's (administrator's)

basis for their study of an entire countyspecific request, as. the
. .

Extension prdgram.

inspectinspt more closely the abstra in Volume II, we wishr

,L
td: ,,.remind that these examples weteAelected froM.amOng those avail-

1^
alqeli,thrOtt the sources previously discussed. jhey,4enot necessarily

.

ea "tnodel!" studies., but rath4r.as!examples of studies,.
,

t, .

..,.the four study designs presented.-.:The'examples, ahoW how
..-

,. ,..
ExtdnaiT..program results using' these four designs actually

;',.,.

It . '

''...,..

Note also Ault severali f: the studies, while grouped within a-
:

, i..

particular design, really used more one design: And, some of the

studies which are grouper(; within a partiCular Extension prograMarea:

actually encompass prograT 'activities in more than oneprogram aale
,

0, .

80
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PART 1117-SUMMARY Al CON4USION

\CHAPTER b WHKARY-

neristonn, Ur iltions

Like an art collector netting out to .choose a work of art, you as

program evaluator, evaluation sponsor or advisor have abundant

choices, Rending thin retiO4co publication in like browning through..

'an art-gallery. You began in the gallnry'a wain hall and have passed

thrOugh the corridors'displaying each style of art, examining some of

ssibilities. You stand. once again. in the main hall, It's now

1e to begin your reconsideration of types of art in order to aploct

a suitableIliece, Remember that you may.firid no single pie of art

to be perfect: the beauty of each is in the eyes of its beholders.

Likewise, there nay be no single best de-sign for an-evaluation;

valuation is itself an art (Crpbach, '82), Your choice or

recommendation will depend partly on such factors as Y41-4
- 4

4tre4 /JO , *

-r'adminiStrative, program delivery. or eValuation responsibilities!.
fi

Your choice or recommendation also depends on budgets, time available,

anticipated criticisms of the capacity and rigor of A design, and the

political climate. As you plan for a study of program results, select

4
a study design as- you uquld a piece of art, fitting it to the

0-arld'resourceb within the situation at hand.



-kt41e Judgments, conceming which F.stonsion Programs dre to he
0

evaluated forellY and operate all n16ng the 1444, ,50Old pf4hot-

value judgments are explicit; others are implicit.

Value judgments on selection of study doign and facets orl hest

made explicitly, from the ntnrt, and continually reviewed. .:4e4 value

judgments will probably influence the study findings and th0 041114

ovsluatios of a progrnM. :Accordingly, we advise study t04014 to

record. their .premised_lind vnlut judgments in seloctipg and Imple-

*"meipting n study dowign ind debign facets, with 4 view toward eitrrity..

Ini nty, and holiovnbillty..

A Summary of Starting Points

.
you may now be ready to choose or formulateThp'design in planning

4

a study-of program results, but perhaps the many observations.vou'have

a
ride' while "browaing" have left you "rather overwhelmed. So, at the

k of oversittplifying an individbalized process, we offer you seven
-a

points for selecting a deStgri to study Extension program.

These starting points tend to follow the facets of design

starting

:results.

discussed earlier.

The seven 'starting points are expressed graphically below 'in the

form of ,cif - thee?' guidelines. Th a manner of speaking, if von view

your situation as corresponding to "A," then consider options "M or
t ,

\'''...N." Or., if your situation is "11," then consider options "N. Y or Z."

In.guidelines one and two; the "ifs" :of.? to Extension progfamming

[
situations. In guidelines three thr ugh six the "ifs" refer to



regoire for Ottended bt,o1te1;1* rC 0"Kr414.1*eisits,
(41010010 bet en

f tory41 (01411.k liyogram and ,itkoly .requiromentat
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figil(0 11,V; Fom!:010

00going5r.

ottgoOlg ulth

. P4rt le I priCtfie tll
ellt Ito 1 y no./

progr4m

Tifte4c;k444'

(4i wird 1` Ofily
. .

j,01/J10 t4et)

toe'
O

4i

hr drkle on to examine trpailt,...:01 an ongolog'pl- ritm4
.

41re4dSt tieing implemented, nerallynece4h1t4tir

Autvev or time-tiertA drolgtt. Hedburin$Jcault6 ot,tikt,ppiming:prpgr4M.

In which no henclima'rk d4t4 are hvoiloble

It henchmatk'd4t4 are 4w4114)1e, a rate* -,Ikettei!ilrillsp.4;:,

useful.

Otit; I r iv-i.13)11 Ailf,ripy

The decis4on to examine 4W.'1.1mg014g,proKrhm Wtth

:b)".: ent !rely newclearly ,defined groups of new paTtArlp4

'Program to be inplemented allows in;c'of ail f the (c nr..tttudy deignOP,
.;,...,.. * ,

* .

101"4.4 of: results within these two progr4mMing sltuqtionn'vein be

achieved through the tithe-series, comparison goup and field expo l-
1

2,..,t.nt; these tbree.designs require' or allow data ;to he coil ct.ed before

and after program Implementation.'



Figure 6.2: Centra,lization of Program Irrection
5 v.

If centralization bf
kogramidirectipn is

'Low, 'Survey

Moderate ! Time7eries

High Com'arison group

ti

Field experiment.

Studies of the results Of programs which are variable over time

and .by geographic site are generally.
°

feasible throup the survey

.

_design.' Such variability in specific rogram objectives, Audience and

'
..-

deliverymethods occurs when Extens, Ion programs have decentralized

. /
?4,

program direction, e.g. county. direction of programs is emphasized
- /

rather than State direction. T flexibility of the survey design

permits it to tover.a'broad_range of program events and, consequences..
N\

Subjectivist study methods w h are frequently employed in the surliey
-"

design permit aggregating 'programresults of a variable

.
nature into more global categories of program results.

P .

Studies of the resu /i ts of programs with more,..e.etralized direc-

4on may use the Vpe-series or between-group designs. Greater

centralization of daection usally means more standardizatiOn-of the

pitgram across state, distritt-or county line's. And, program standar-

'/ / I.

dization aids objectivist -methodologies such as,highly.quantified

/
,

/measurements of/ changes n clientele 'performance/status which are

. / 1

.

typical of time- series, arlson group and field experimental

studies, High.program standardization also contribute greatly to the

/ .

A- e and/orformation ,and us of comparison control groups. Programs which
-

are autlprized and funde"lholly or primarily from federal or state

levels/ere typically more standardized.'
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Figdre 6,3: Degree of Certainty. Needed Regarding Program
Results

If degree of
certainty required
by study users is

Moderate--

High

Survey

TiMe7series

Comparison-group

Field.exOriment

If a significant evaluation audience has demanding standards for

proof that an Extension program caused or contributed to clientele

behavior or status,' the evaluator should consider a "between-group"

desigri. -i.e.,'a comparison group or field experiment. These designs
4

are particularly effective in proving that changes in people-or their

2 t.
envirc4nt are due all ors in part tp an Extension program rather than

(

to oefi cir faciorP:4. However, the survey and time-series designs are

1
.0

also capable of producing credible findings on Extension program

resultsi'depending upon audience for the study,.. instrumentation, data
0,

.
,

T

collection techniques and especially statistical analysis and control.

, . Moreover, the survey may be the only design. 'feasible for studying__,

4 1

results of some programs.

'Reliability of evidence on results of an Extension program may

have implications for the. way in which the- Extension program is

conducted, as well 'how it is evaluated. Study designs which

provide the higher degrees of, scientific certainty '.-regarding an
.

EXteasion program's (vs. other factors') results also pose constraints

/on how the program is conducted. For example, a bttween-group de

per participant and location,
may affect programktiming, program cost

of program.implementation.
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Figure, 6,,t+: Study Resoprces

If study
resources compared
to.soope are

Low

Moderate

High

Survey

T1me-series.

'Comparson group.

Field experiment

)
4

The qnestionS of how many dollars and how much 'Staff time will be

needed for each of the study 'designs under consideration must be

addressed,' In general, the survey design costs less per person (or

group) covered by the study. Surveys. based on retrospedtive data

417

7

regarding progtae reAults may use relatively simple (and thus less

costly,. statistical treatment of the data. Time- 'series studies

require more frequent data collection than surveys are thus use more

'resources. - .Relative

comparison, or control groults for. the between-group deSighs, also

the ..time- series 'study, adding data ,from

increases the amount of data to'be collected and analyzed.

Concerning scope of programming examined for results, the survey

Is likely '-to provide p'roadekt.coverage. HOwever, the evidence on

program results frbm, a'. survey 'is more' likely to, be based on client

Terceptions..

Ptagram evaluation expertise is also a resource that may vary by

study design selected.' We do not assert that some study designs

necessarily reeluiie more evaluation expertise than oehers, but rather

that study design selected 'must match professioral interests and

competencies of staff available.



Figure Study Time Period.

If the time period
available for study
completion is

Short

Le/g

Time period available Jar the

.

how soon' aecumented results are

the study will be' available.

shorter time periods for study

of the survey

long as the

Survey

Time-series

Comparison group

.Field experiment'

study depends on suc,Ofactors as

needed, and.hoW.long those conducting

The survey design lends' itself to

. 4 .

completibn:. The retrospective nature

makes it unnecessary for the, study time pfridd to be-as

id

time needed for, program effects t.1-- occur. This is

, !

multiple data collection passes arebecause, with retrospective data,

not emple'Yed.

,If more time is availAle' for study completion, the

are faVpred. In these'

threp designs it dsuallyeceeparv. it" fer program results to

occur s2 that data may be collected toS6e,ff\ they do im'fact'occur.

comparison group and field experimental designs

e-ser\Ies,

i

The time period needed to c

design may be brief if the study

longer-term program results. Apd,

"before" time period are already

designs may be hastened.

a time-series or between group
7. T- \

is. seeks shorter-term rather than
. .

if data on clientele regarding the

available, the exercfse.of these

100
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5
Figute 6.6:. Scope of Study

Wide'

If the scope of 1

the study is
Narrow

Survey

Time-series

Comparison group

Field experiment

Wide-scope studies,ebnihfin terms of geographic area and program,

content. or subject7Matter, are easier to achieve through the-Survey

'design. ThCost per person or group is lower in surveys than in

'other- designs, allowing for a. wider -scope study with a given amount of

study resources..

The generalization thlre the survey lends itself 'to 1de-scope !I

'studies is applicable particularly to studies that examine a wide
4

'subject-matter area. The data 9gliectiolinstrument of a survey can

more feasibly -cover a broad range of events and consequences. The

specific, "quantitative comparison typically pursued in the time-
,

.

series, comparison ;group and ,field experiment encourage studying the

results of programg rl.th narrower subject-matter content.
. .

l.-

Time-series arid between7groUp designs. ,are more manageable, dr;..!,

1...-......'"
."*.41 .

c . eg!'
examining results of narrower-Scope programs., ,These,designa generally

4

require data" to be collected. several 4e1me4, The' aollection brings44',

examiner in contact more with deliiiery of.the. program being.studiee

However, it is feasible and may be desirable to, conduct time- series .

and between group studies over wide geographical areas.
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Coordination of Program Delivery and Data Collection

Independently
from program

if dataare collected

The survey
\\

allows data to be Acollected gindependestly froth the

delivery of the program while the other designs'generally require data

collection to be iii concert with program 4MOlementation. That is, the

timing,.personnal and purpose Of a surve tudy are not ilecedbartly

closely associated with the timing, personnel and-;objectives of the

program -at d. A survey ,can be aoriducted long after a program is
7

In concert
with program

Field Exprimenr

Survey

T4me-series
' .

Clmparison group

underway, by individuals not known by; the prograM staff and to

measure 'results. not necessarily matching .thoselAgought by th's program

staff".4
4

e

On the contrary, the time- series, comparison group and field

experiment designs mast be ,more closely coordinated with program

planning and deliVery. personhel and results to be achieved

and investigated are interdependent../ Especialii with the betweep

group designs, both program planniag and,' how, .
results, are. ',to., b\e, -

examined must go hand-in-hand: Where, .when,..11ow, and with whom the

prOgram will be implemented and:/n i implOentecLis.of mutual concern

.

-, , h , -
. .

to both program staffs and elm Ubtionc- ,ataff, or to each' of these

roles if the same Fx.prisOn pezijruftel:4e.r ip.onsible for 'bothprogram

eN . ,
. '/, . -1,m,;, : :- i

,delivery and documentation ofhrogam.resuls.,

, ... f, ,, ---

..,v,

.,,''.4 'ft

/
..' '., .

, '



Summary of Text

In Part I', (Chapters 1 and 2) we provided the back0ound and

approach of this publication, along with an overview of general

guidelines and st\andards'for przgrant evaluatiorfs. We also describd4

the procedures for obtaining the exathples for yqlume. I of this

publicatiori, i.e., the 42 abstracted stuetes of Extension program.
4

results in Volume II: Two social science research firms with

experience dn assisting federal and state agencies in program

evaluation eStablished'a,pool of 148 positively apprai ed studies of

.Extension program results, from the period 1961-1978. Using the

procedures and technical accuracy criteria: developed by these firms,

ES-USDA added five studies from\A979-1982 to the pool, for etotal

153 studies. The studies in Volume II were selected from the above

lo

pool, of 153 studies;

In Part II (Chapters 3, 4 and 5) four study designs for examining

Extension program. results were described along with-examples'of the

application of these designs. These examples show feasible ways of

unprlaking studies according to the four study designA We

'systematically identifledten facets of study designs to hiustrate

the Many options open to you in formulating and implementing in AtudY

design. We cited examples of,these options nt Meek; within each of

the.fOur designs, among the studies abstracted in Volume II.' Finally,

we discuss,ed issuesregarding implementing each of the designs.

Here, in Part III, 1.4e invited you to reconsider some of the

starting 'points from which you miglh decide on one or another 'of the

.
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designs. We' acknowledge" that you may conclude that some other

0

approach to describing Extenion.program results, suits you better.

Perhaps further ,exploration' outside the framewor15 of the present

alsigns.may .be in your interest. However, if your interest is to

develop.a study based dn.quantitative6analysis, this, publication may

1

serve as a resource.

The starting pdints ,from, which'yoU might choose one of the four

designs involve "if-then" generalizations, to help deal with ideal and

pract cal considerations relating to selection of a'study design.

"if-then" guidelines go further than mavy writing's in the field

Of evaluation in systematically setting forth a "situational approach"

to selecting a study design. For,examplt, Campbell and Stanley (1966)
1

confine digcussion of the criteria for selection of a design mainly'tn

how much certainty is needed regaraing program results.

However, Cronbach. (1982) broadens' the set criteria for
a 0 .t

selecting.a study design to include other factors, such as needed

scope of a 'study. Relative to selecting an overall approach to an

evaluation, Fores (190) .ancf Forest. and Boyd (002) Include such

factors as the orbs nizational level at which info ition on program

results is needed and potential for clientele. involvemen in study

procedures) Patton' '(1982) -relatea the situational approach to

planning and 'conducting program evaluations to the standards for

progrhm evaluations which are suggested by the Joins Committee on

Standards for "Educationast. Evaluation (1981), f.e., utility,
,

*,

feasibility, propriety and nccuracys

.
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CHAPTER -7: IN CONCLUSION

We hope that this publication will assist Extension program

leaders and specialists in selecting or advising on the selection of

4

study designs and design facets. We feel that the choice .of 'study

\ design for ascertaining results of Extension programs is strongly

relevant to the role of Extension program leaders and specialists.

An evaluation 'study's quality and relewnce (to program Staffs'

responsibilities for yrogram development, management and account-

ability) are greatly qffected by the choice of stud design. We feel

that program leaders and specialists have much,,to contribute to choice

of study*cleslirn without becoming specialists IA program evaluation.-

Dimensions and Steps of Urog.ram Evaluation

In ,placing this publication In perapective, we have emphasized

that evaluation of program results so to speak, "only, one piece of

the evaluatio.pre;" evaluations which focus on several aspects of

Extension programming- other than program results should he duly

considered In choosing where to expend perennially scarce resources
*

for formal evaluetlft (Cross, 1977; Longest, 1975). Furthermore,
.

evaluating program rec,ultl; requires expertise., for beyond that on iudy

desiget including expertise on: managing the ptudy effort: deciding

who needs to kenw what information through invoIG'Ing study timers in

establishing criteria for' evaluating program' results; data gathering,

data 'analysis and interpretation; and reporting, dissemination and
..00r
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utilization of the study findings, conclusions and recommendations

(Byrn, 1965;. French, 1981; Patton, 1978), ilowever, wheit considering

these other steps in the overall evaluation process, readers should.

recall that study design is intimately related to every other step.

That is. early steps in pranninefor 'a study of program' results will

affect choice or fomulation of a study design, which in turn

bear upon tIle study':; findings and utility.

Alproaches and Methodcjogies

The'study de!iign matrix and facet analynis in this publication

.ate prkNented as framoioks to,help with study design selection and

formulat ion. We feel that the design options presented can facilitate

quantitative stuO designs that maximize certainty regarding,program

results, consistent with realistic programming and evaluation situa-

tions. The four- designs and the ten facets identified are in no way

meant to limit design optUons to the empLoyed in the future. AN

mentioned previously, we do not intend to 'imply that cullitstive

approaches are to he ignored In evaluation of Extension programs.

Nonquantitative approaches' are simply not withi'm the. ;wope of thi

publication.

Art ststed earlier, the tudien abstracted in Volume 11 of this

rerfource do not noconnorOV reptenont either all tocont, or the best

Of adequately conducted quaatitative .studies of DExtension program'

results.

influnnwe

We nonglit variety in types of evillenre concerning the

oi Extensiov programs Ott clientele behavior or status,
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!;tudie woro noLectod according to different program arva%, geographic

artan and loveltof rto,ourcon expondd.

;01ile all cat tire' Ahntracted -ntudiet. in Volume II moot the

gcritoria accepted for technical accuracy, ?wr.o of the !;tudivg have

exceptionally high conceptual clarity and exemplary rethodologv.

se..cro l of the ,;ttsdies :Mew treat lye onnekA ions between innovative

Utenslon programr-ing and rtgntun,1 evaluation methodology. Generally,

the ,Judfi..i metql well (Lei;ned to have achieved their immediate objeC-

live!,, that of .roporting re'iultn of .nolectod,.Extennion program!: or,

the co;tn and roNtilt!: of altornato mode'!; of deliver 'cf theme

programn.

,

intond for thin _publication to- he uneful oroigning

ntatoutdo !;tudit"!: of rxforudwn program re tuiltn. we were able to fiftd

only a tow ntivh -.t.ndien an e:,arApl,m. novver.'

mothodologlen excmplliod in

polnt r. in donignitg raatowido nt_ndit:n. Although the malority Of the

we feel ronr rt-tudy

t/olome. It eon he omployed an ntarting

abut tol IOW 1i ftica ten 0O1' plOgyaM within a prog ran nreo,

rfutlion of Cooperative ENtennion program toNtiltn flood not he iltnitrd.

.1
to t'lngic rmbloct natter or program area.

This xomplo Ntodie in Volume 11 provide background ktt wledgo for

4 ty

drNignitig Innovative, hut olno experfoncod-hanoil. ntudior on program

reonitri, veAdorn ore encouraged to lime the oxamplo.otudion $ nottreoo

of Ide,IN rather than modolo to he' roplicotodt Wo.ln no wav %drib to

plaeo paramotorn around

nion programm.

firturo.leforta to eV:On:Ito Coopor0f4Vo

tr, I OS ,
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.Past as Prologue .

4.

Finally, we :refer to ,some'early perspectives on evaluating

.reaults elf 'Extension's educational and information-transfer programs. ,

While formal evaluation'of public programs Has soared in the lasttwo

debades,..it began earin Extension. The spirit and philosophy.of
:;.

Extension work- has always encouraged systematic studylef program

effectiVeness.

Nearly sixty. years.' ago, the U.S. Department of Agriculture
.00

published, "The Effegtiyenessof Extension in Reaching Rural People"

(Wilson, 1926). Wilson asked in this early, four-state study:

Cooperative_ Extension really teaching large numbers of rural,

people? 1'

methods of farming and homemaking have been

,accepted. as a result of Extension teaching?

- -Which Extension :methods hae been most effective in obtaining

the adoptionef these improved' practices?
. I

effective conduct of Extension work, how impOrtant.are

land ownership, size of farm distance frOm the ExtensiOn

office,meMbership in.the:Extensien
association, contact with

Extension' workers,. and participation in Extension activities?

- -What do farmers and .farm women think of Extension work now, that

.

it has become-established'in a large number:of counties?

While the specific scoPe,, the.'above questions may appear dated

recast in 4a more general intithey still require answers today:

*n
1

There is indeed4irologue,,inthe
past, and it' deserves our attention.
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For elcample Wilson's and dalluvlp (1955) comprehensive _synthesis of

studies' of Extension program effectiveness, an Extensiop,

reported important generalizatioris On th0 relation'between,alternate

rogram.delivery methods and clientele use of recommended agricultural

and!'home economics, practices.'

More broadly, Price (1952) in The Spirit and Philosophy' of

Extension Work, called for five lines of investigation which appear to

be entirely relevant to today' situation. Tliese five lines of

investigation concern:

6(1) the philosophy of the Extension movement;

A
(2) the status of those by whom Extension is provided;,

3) the4ontent of Extension prograMs;

14) methods for planningteaching, and evaluating Extension

programs;

(5) adMinistration and supervision of Extension programs. 7
/

Numerous studies and publications from each preceding dec7de of.

Cooperative Extension's history reflect the concern with under tanding.

more about Extension 'program results. Thus, we .carry o a firmly

ensconced tradition: the desire to know what effects ograms have

had, are having, or \may have In a spirit of coiltin4t w9.offer this

publication, and, we hopeftftit it is acceRtdd withiry a philosophy of.

mutual commitment and sharing..
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Appeldix Av PiLac)dErefAbitin-andAtisELAI11.26tillentut,r

In partial renponseto p mandate, io the Cpniressonal Food and

AgOculture Act Of'1977,, foriken 40aluaiion of consequences of
4

,

Cooperative Extension programilpa natioaWide search Wilicl, condihted for
. /14

.A.. ;',

analytical studies containing findings on Extension pr,Ogram impacts.

.,..
. .,

.

ppSome 450 reports from thia
,

)

search aeared, upon 'brig inspection, to

4.-

contain evidence on resuts.from"people's particIp4lon in Extension

programs during the years 1961

4

-19/8. v

In September 1978, .contracts were -awarded to,Kappa SyateMs, Inc.,
v

and ,(KSI) Science Management Corporation (smc)Eo

aod,summatizeu- these 450 studies. .An advisory group bf Cooperative

appraise,

Extension personnel from each region of the United.States was actively

involved by Extension SerVice, USDA, 'in employing Kappa Systems, Inc.,

and Science Management Corp, and in oversight of'their procedutes and

report preparation% Two officials of the Budget and Program Analysis

office of the U.S. Department of Agriculture also advised ES, USDA, on

the.contract award to, and procedures used by, the two social research

O
firms. Evaluation and program personnel from several state Extension.

Services also reviewed the final. draft report and suggested revisions in

these research contractors' establishment of criteria for technical

accuracy of studies of Extension program results. SMC dealt primarily

with studies completed during,the'1960's and KSI with studies completed

during the 1970's.

In the judgement of the c tractors approximately 350 of the450

studies assigned to them ctually meet the criteria of

(a) contained data on prb ram results rather than just program

processes; (b) focussed on programa clearly identified as Extension

programs or specifying Extension's%dontribution to a joint agency
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progrOgl and (444tn supplteeby program_participants or .clientele

ratPr t an jiii4y -Extension 'Staff.*
,10

^,7,.

t:

' Each sindy.to 4ri meetin the minimal qual4fidst1ons above was ..

1611(1011,dd ' ill '. fi two- to- f our pip ./I bril t r et o t . Eltell of the ,

app6X1M60, 350 abutractti Include a brief deacriTtion of the.

/ prograMO tned,- tItt Methodologt I approach employed by the ,

,,,atudy, inp,ho finOings and any co clnaions drawn' about-the program
study,,

the tytUdyauthor(s). .Thulpialltamretvl findius

Pand/roh4uslonsere:lneltidtd In the abstracts rather tian stud

fib and ConclOslons as a whole.

Kola were made as td whether eac) study's findings and '

,

1,
.

4Wr'dWens werewarranted;" i.e., whether there was adequate

)1/f/ .

ntiation accordlag.to data presented in the repot and research

4. / ' ''.

delogy/of the author(s). The appraisal criteria imcluded:

, consistency. of-study hypotheses and. measurements with

objectives and structure of the Extension programs studied;

b) validity of measurements and analysis of the data;

oc) basis for any inferences regarding results of-the program

studied

d) basis for any generalization of sample findings to a larger

population;

e) primary-datm collection from clients with.adequate side of

sample and response .rate.

One hundred and forty-eight.study reports were found by Kappa

Systems, Inc. (1979) aid Science Management Corporation (1979) to

contain Extension program result findings and conclusions which are

warranted relative to evaluative research Criteria. The 148 studies are

reviewed as a somewhat representative assortment of externally verified

examples of program result findings across Eitiension's program areas.



Forty nisi 0144 pipUrth 4atitgaed to Kfil for review and appraioat

wore. obaigns0 slso,roSMC, An analysts of similarity-dissimilarity
, 0

betweon i4e:two contr;krs' rovious-and apprainalp was ed primarily

uponjhofollowIng gnostion: To what extant 414 both compon104, Agree

,

that the. findings and conclusions of each of the 49 reports are

Warranted?*'

The two contractor,

/
agreed upon 71% of the study reports (35 of the

69 reports) au to whether findings and conclusions on pram results

Were sufficiently warranted by study methodology. Considering only

maJor,differences between contractors' Judgements on the quality of

subStantattion,of fiondings ind conclusions regarding program results,

contractors agreed 92 percent of the. time.

.

The multi-volume reports by cinch of the two contractors me listed
: P

below.

Kappa Systems, Ineorpora.ted

Classification of Selected Extension Studies ith Impact Findings,'

Vol. I, Kappa Systems, Inc.:, Arlington, Virgi ia.

Extension Program Impact Findings from Selected Studies Conducted

from 1961 to 1978, Vol. II, Kappa Systems, Inc., Arlington,

Virginia; and Appendix to Volume II, Supporting Abstract.

Glaidelinea for Improving Extension Program Impact Studies,

Val. I1, Kappa Systems, Inc., Arlington, Virginia.

Science Management Corporation

Inventory and Classification of Reports Abstracted, Vol.

Decision Studies Group, A Division of Science Management

Corporation, Washington, D.C.

Final Report: A Review and Appraisal of Studies of Extension

Vol. II, Decision Studies Group, A Division of Science Management

Corporation, Washington, D.C.
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Appendix 81 1andards for Appraising Itudies

ES-USDA Request 1c 1919-82 Studies Containing Findings

mantoramImpacts

This attachMentjs destgnedr4ohelp ths person designated by tho

OtatO ltirec.tor or Administrator tOlfind andfliOlect a complete stud

report coutainlng_findinfiaou Extension program its sees, for reply to

ES-USDA's,reques0 dated Decomber 1, 19A2, As explained in the memo

of releet to.tho state Directors and Administrators, our lmmedlete

latent is to add to a pool of example studios from 19611918 with

examples from 1979-1982. ,T10 University of Maryland'a cooperative

Extension Sot-vice/Department of Agricultural and Extension Education

will then select from thin pool the most appropriate examples for

inclusion in a guidebook far state studios of program impact.

An you search for and select a study to forward to ES-USDA, keep

in mind that we need studies whieps9mhoda12giEally adequate
relative to atandardswhiA wore form2ulated ialjmthmilILIIiIt

rstp2revioldaratti219121tuxtensior220East effectiveness. (/

We are aware that it may not be possible for some extension orgAnign-.

tions to locate a study of their programming which moots the criteria

set forth below.

A .full explanation of the processes of review and appraispl used

by gSetenceManaemettCoryns211(-1c.KS16 is .

presented in Volume III of Kappa System's contractual report, "Guide-

lines for Improving'Extenaion Program Impact Studies," July 1979.

This volume, along with the other volumes from the contractual work

to review, appraise and summarize studies from the 1961-1978 were

mailed to State Extension Services in September. 1979, as part of the

1978-1980 Congressionally mandated evaluation o4 economic and social

consequences of coeperatiVe extension programs.

This attachment has been prepared to prOvide you with enough

information on the type of studies we are looking for0410 that you do

not have to rend the Kappa Systems, Inc., materials to respond to our

request.

Study reports may represent research from academic departments

(including theses) as well as studies sponsored of conducted by your

Extension or anization. ..Com orison rou , before-after and surve

studies will generally be most useful to us.

Volume II by KSI, "Extension Program Impact Findings from Selected

'Studies conducted from 1961 to 1978" references all 149 studies

selected froth a larger pool of studies by KSI and SMC as containing

impact findings and conclusions with adequate substantiatiop.

Abstractsopf these 149 studies may be found in KSI's Appendix to

Volume II, and SMC's "Review and Appraisal of Studies of Extension

Program Effectiveness," Volume II.
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elea00 soled 004 tilt-1,100 0 etodY of Your vholY0 which, in Yooc

opinion,,meeta moat Of the ,ct1teria helokri

I. The atudY repprt containe tindinge an Extension trograsi,

impacta (reaultd). _the atudy tniolltotttaine tindings.

-4.Pal*ClientefeTa tiOUrCed or ratings. of Ratenaion sne,044

infoimatt7n if it. Joss not contain NAM:08600 tl4cri a

. _an Katendin programl

atudids should contain findinia within at 1040t 000
. _

then followtott wee jeela 01 program imPactat

(a) learnin g by Extension program itarticipant*.(0,14,,

knoWledge, attitude. 0111 or aspiration 'ehange)4

(h) prttcjiteti or p.vijcatitm of learning by program

partiVitianee; and

if")

(t) consequences of par lcipanta' learning or prat-

tires economic, docial, personal and/or

environmental, including benefits, aatiefactions,

needs or problems.,

impact data should be collected from (clientele) not

only from Extlitifon etaft reports.-

clients' or observers' (e.g., 6-Hera' parents) percep-

tions of impacts aremcceptable nil well as objectively

measured impacts.

sPatndies of aientdle's r)urces or ratings of value of

'information (including Exte'noion's) may not 40ntain

impact findings (see example No. 6 as appended).

2. The study-report adecuatelv describes the Extension program

being asseancd. That in the report idrifiew, q.g.,

need or rationale for the program

program objectives and how they might be accomplished

through program activities

Extension's particular programming contribution, in 4

the event that a joint,agency program is evaluated.

The yeport expresses the purposes of the evaluative study,

in relation to:

the objectives and structure of program being

evaluated

rationale for the evaluation--intended importance and

utility

identification of audiences for whiim the evaluation is

intended.



'1,

1110 buoy 4tiiicttt 4ca.ftth*is Part; ; t the
ii
target

"

population for the pCo'firam, the extent Of lienteie parttcl-

patiou to the progrem and the eiimflfng ce4O4e, rr ear,

in obtaisiug data pcoerobi ithNicrs.

leProdee ntativoness lt anY asuiPleo ot Ptodteut PArlict-

pdnts
4.

sample atees should he greater than 20 ttelth the
excoprton at tmt(6 i4( analysis other than individuals

btJch 46 ttilie. 0tgailleattona and governmental unite).

The stud report edt4t11A146 4 4')1:41 114 bie4.W0e0 c)Tent

04(e0mce, 404 fktet14101.1 progriott 40010r-Y, i.e,, the toilot

tit!kods It4t Tt$c t:litrobTo$1 ptogrmi prd004c4 the CITOOT

ootC0m0,

shows that degree of clientele ootcoaed VArte0 with

extent 01 eXpOtAale CO Ca involvement in program

delivery

44400:polo explicitly or Implteitly the extent to which

other intinencee hostiles Ottonsion roulti have

accounted fu t1he client outcome (clients' belt-.
reportvd perceptions of Oegree to which OtaCOMO 44'0

doe to Fxtenxion pet rates are otee,rpt4ble).

6. The study rep7m.discusse6 the validitv of the meAriurementli
...

or obbervation6 of clientele learning..., practices and
.

consequences oT learning/practices, e,g., the reprt:

,
shows that the inattnments or vbrarV4tioll MOAOUre

variables that are relevant and appropriate

shows that the instruments adequately cover the

domains of well specified conatructe.
4

7. The study report's findin's and conclusions a car to ;lie

basedmfLus,11±2!alysis of tie data regarding tie impacts

of the Extension program:

logical relationships are established between data

sets

adequate labelling of tables, charts and graphs

clear separation between findings based on data

collection And analysis, and general conclusions about

the programs' results.

8. The study report provides a comparison if_program success

Or failure is judged, e.g.,

program impacts are compared, to some established
standard or goal, or to impacts of other programs of a

similar nature or to absence of a similar program.
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C; erkicti uteri rut "ta1"111AI"1.

ttiiilperdt ivy tAtew6t

Fe tlfto pf 6to.ildo

I Peksoil00Awtfh U,b, hee4ttweht ot Atli}

Ot4t4* 010* obtafo photodopttcaec tat the coovict0 repo

ittttc

to .11

titudiec dbhltocted in VolutiLe It eod UKPOtto Or Shit ca of biteociott

ilvoefawce6tati ultiih ere tetetehced tti the tOrth01 Reodihici beOlt,tir ttr

41

!.Muria I, Ihehe fcliOCtO are aMoOt the blt b$6 tit tt3ts l'itctiojcfiY t I Ic at

the NAtionl AIAtt Itorai Libtoty,

PhOtOthipitCtct., t att tic obtatftea r* -Oft

Library (nr). Vti1ieetioh !=.eetiort, ncltaville. Zt. :0/Wi. Telephotte

Natioh414clo4ttutal

Ictitleat ri May b directed to (j01) l'4,0 /3 dEd teIecopter re1oe6t6 to

(iul) leis -Wilt, It ptefetAhie tot CooperAtiVe EktOntilPoiljUA atalf

reqiientii thtotigh tbe :tgAti'ultot02 libt4ty at theit 'itAte

14hd-gr4ht ihstitotOo.

gequesth to the NAL tilt phOtOittip11C4te6 eiti6U1ti erniraIn SAb C411

(lumbers aNDighed t' the repottn fwhieh ate dr*1t d. Itequehto bc4tiog,

cAll homberh r tened by the N4tional A;ricultural library vill be

expedited. Cali hunberri ray' be obtained through the 44I0MAIc4 fettlev41

service. AtIt1C0LA (Agricultural Online Acrefis). Thr ACKICOLA

compoteri:ed hih11ogr4phic tile in available at llit. land-grant

iiit/Vetritt and at moat 090 !anti-grant Inatitutiona,

twit roporto of the athirs cited in thin res'ouree publication may

` be used at the ation of, the NAL (near the intersection of

Route 1 and Interstate R ute 95. about 15 miles northeast Af Vaghingtiltl,

DC) or at the Dititrict of Columbia Branch of NAt. (Room 1052, South

Building, USDA, 14th and Independence Ave.. Wanhington. DC 20250).
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