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FOREWORD

The evaluation research field has seen remarkable growth in the brief six years
since the publication of the first edition of Francis Caro’s Readings in Evaluation
Research. Growth has occurred within the field ieself, in the amount of gov-
ernmental and private sector funding for evalvation studies, in the number of
investigators who identify themselves as evaluation researchers, and in the
atcention paid to evaluation research in graduate academic programs. The growth
is evident in other ways as well: in efforts to improve the methodology of
evaluation research, in attempts to solve the practical and political problems that
often plague the implementation of studies, and in the emergence of professional
associations for persons within the field. Most importantly, evaluation research is
now an established part of the complex processes that engage planners and policy
makers responsible for determining which service programs should be im-
plemented, expanded, and terminated. Not only do program staff in governmen-
tal agencies and in private service organizations look to the results of evaluation
research studies in reaching decisions on the allocation of scarce resoutces and on
choosing from available social action strategies, persons at the highest policy
levels—in federal cabinet offices in the Office of Management and Budget, and in
the General Accounting Office and in their state and local counterparts—also
artest to the utility of evaluation research.

In revising Readings in Evalnation Research, Dr. Caro has selected a number of
new articles that highlight recent methodological developments in the field,
report on current substantive studies in various service areas, and discuss current
controversies and issues of both a methodological and political character. At the
samne time, he has retained useful pieces from the first edition, so that the reader
will have a sense of the historical developments in evaluation research.

The first edition of Dr. Caro’s anthology filled a gap in the available literarure,
particularly since research investigators and resource practitioners often had
limited famniliaricy wich the broad spectrum of work in evaluation research, and
their scholarly reading usually was {and is) confined to materials in their own
discipline or profession. The book also was used widely as a text or as supplemen-
tary readings in graduate courses and occasionally undergraduare courses in social
science departments and professional schools.



X Foreword

With the growth of the evaluation research field, a number of other successful
collections of readings, as well as several texts, have appeared. However, Readings
i Evaluation Research has more than currency to commend it. Rather, it is Dr.
Caro’s diligent effort to provide a broad overview of the book that especially
recommends this volume. This overview of evaluation research and the introduc-
tions provided for the various sections are highly useful commentaries on the
present state of evaluation research. [ expect that the book will continue to receive
wide use in evaluation research courses and as a resource book for investigators,
planners, and policy makers.

Indeed, the very fact that the second edition must compete wich a number of
high quality texts and edited volumes on evaluation research is gratifying to
Russell Sage Foundation. For mote than a decade, the Foundation has been
intensely involved in stimulating the growth and development of the feld of
evaluation research and in increasing the utility of evaluation studies for planning
and policymaking purpases. While, of course, it is impossible to attribure any
particular development in the field to the Foundation's efforts, we do believe that
Francis Caro’s volume as well as the other monographs published by the Founda-
tion and the informal consulting activities of the Foundation staft have contrib-
uted ro the vitality of the contemporary evaluation research endeavor.

HOWARD E. FREEMAN

Los Angeles, California
January 1977



PREFACE

Interest in evaluation research has been greatly stimulated by a concern for
domestic social reform. A desire for improved social conditions has been com-
bined with a demand for more productive and efficient intervention programs.
Searching questions have been raised about the adequacy of organized programs
in such institutional sectors as health, justice, education, employment, housing,
transporration, and welfare. In an atmosphere charged with demands for rapid
and significant change, a great many innovative action programs have been
introduced. Some reformers have urged that the quest for more effective institu-
tions be orderly and cumulative. They have argued that careful program evalua-
tion is needed as a basis for continued planning and have recommended that the
methods of social research be utilized in the evaluation of reform programs,
Conspicuous failure of some programs to fulfill public expectations and concern
for the soating costs of services have added greatly to interest in careful program
evaluation.

The present volume brings together material about evaluation research drawn
from a variety of sources. Professional writing about the topic has been scattered
because evaluation research is an application of methods of social research that
falls berween traditional disciplinary interests and a number of applied social
science fields. Included in the book ate both general statements about evaluation
research and specific case materials. The general articles address such issues as the
nature of the evaluation task, the role of evaluation research in programs of
directed change, the organizational context in which evaluation research is
conducted, and the methodological strategies appropriate for evaluation re-
search. The case materials include treatment of problems in the establishment of
the evaluation research role and reports of findings of completed evaluation
research studies.

The readings are intended for students and professionals concerned with
direcred social change. Although the book is most cleatly pertinent {or those who
actually conduct evaluation research, it has important implications for social
planners and administrators who are potential consumers of the product. (The
crucial quality of researcher-policy maker collaboration is emphasized in several
articles.) Particularly in the selection of case materials, an effort was made to

x1



xii Preface

suggest the wide range of problems to which evaluation research mighe fruicfully
be addressed.

An advantage of a set of readings over a conventional text is that it can more
readily convey differences in the ways in which issues are conceived and ad-
dressed. Yet, collections of articles often disappoint those who seek an integrated
view of a field. The editor has attempted to accommodate the latter interest in the
introductory chapter, which is a broad review of writings about evaluation
research, not limited to the selections included in the book. The overview chapter
is an updated and expanded version of a paper by the editor entitled “Approaches
to Evaluative Research: A Review,” which appeared originally in Human Organi-
zation (28, 1969, pp. 87—99). The general readings are divided into three groups:
basic issues, the organizational context, and methodological issues. Inevitably,
the articles did not lend themselves to easy categorization, Some are pertinent to
more than one section. 1n order to protect the integrity of the individual articles,
a decision was made to print each in its entirety. The placement of some articles in
various sections in the volume, therefore, is somewhat arbitrary.

A bias built into the volume is its consistent sympathy for programs of directed
change and the contribution of evaluation research tc those programs. It is
assumed that social researchers can resolve the ethical questions chat may be
raised about their professional participation in programs of directed social
change, particularly when no more can be expected than gradual and moderate
change.

The second edition differs from the first largely in that in the second there is
greater emphasis on examples of completed evaluation research projects. Since
the publication of the first edition, there has been substantial activity in the
evaluation field. As a result, case material which is particularly useful for
instructional purpose is now more readily available than it was several years ago.

I would like to express my appreciation to my wife, Carol B. Caro, who assisted
me with the editing of the second edition. Howard Freeman provided impetus
and valuable suggestions for the second edition as he did for the first. Funding
from Russell Sage Foundation encouraged me to take on the new edition. Finally,
Edith Oxley deserves to be acknowledged for helping with typing and prepara-
tion of the manuscript.

FRANCIS G. CARO

New York City
January 1977
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EVALUATION RESEARCH: AN OVERVIEW

Evaluation in recent years has come to be recognized as a distinct and
important dimension of social programming. Not only has there been a growth
in public concern about social problems, but there has been an increasing
recognition of a need for sophistication in the design and administration of
social programs. The time when goodwill, dedication, and hard work were
thought to be sufficient in ameliorating social problems is behind us. Failure of
highly publicized, attractive programs to fulfill their promise has helped to
create demand for careful program review. Recognition that public and privare
expenditures for social programs are substantial ar a time when resource limita-
tions are becoming increasingly evident adds to the demand for productivity
and efficiency in social programs. All of these factors contribure to the growing
attention being given to social program evaluation.

BASIC ISSUES

This hook is concerned with evaluation research or evaluative research (the
terms are used interchangeably), an approach to evaluation that makes use of
methods of social research. For evaluation generally or evaluative research spe-
cifically to be useful it is important that its scope, methods, and limitations be
well understood. The matter of definition is a good starting point.

Evaluation Defined

Program evaluation has two essential dimensions, one concerned with judg-
ment and the other with information. Programs are conducted to achieve a
goal, end, or outcome that is valued. Program evaluacion produces judgments
regarding the degree to which desired outcomes have been achieved or can be
achieved. It leads to conclusions regarding the worth of organized efforts.
Information is of critical importance in the evaluation process. Performance as
known through verifiable procedutes is related or contrasted to goals. The
method through which informarion is obtained is often a central poine in
evaluation. Both Suchman (1969) and Scriven (1967) include both the empiri-
cal and judgmental domains in cheir definitions. Suchman defines evaluation as
“the determination . . . of the results . . . attained by some activity . . .

3



4 Readings in Evaluation Research

designed to accomplish some valued goal or objective.” Scriven simply defines
evaluation as a “methodological activity which combines performance data with
a goal scale.”

Approaches 1o Methods of Evaluation

Evaluation in a broad sense is a part of everyday life. Without the gnidance of
any formal procedures, all of us continually make evaluative judgments about
the full range of purposeful human activity. In social programming, crucial
decisions both at levels of policy and individual trearment are often based on
informal evaluation. Recognition of the vatiability and fallibility of informal
evaluations, however, has stimulated interest in the formulation of standardized
procedures which, if faithfully executed, would yield sound evaluative judg-
ments, Formal evaluation has become a widespread and diversified acrivity.
Several rather distinct approaches to formal evaluation methodology have
emerged and are used somewhat independently.

Accreditation is perhaps the oldest and most firmly established approach to
formal evaluation concerned with social programs. Particularly in education and
health, accrediting agencies often examine and make public judgments regard-
ing program quality. In some cases licensing is contingen: on a favorable
judgment by an accrediting agency. Accreditation methodology characteristi-
cally involves comparisons of program inputs with standards established by
professionals. In educational accreditation, for example, physical characteristics
of classrooms, ratio of library books to students, and the level of education of
faculty members are imporrant dimensions. Information is usually obtained
through site visits. Importantly, accreditation is more concerned with potential
than actual achievement. (For a more complete discussion of accreditation
methodology, see Glass, 1971.)

Program analysis represents a second evaluation tradition that is distin-
guished by its emphasis on program activities. Project records concerned with
client characteristics and client-practitioner exchanges provide the information
base for this approach to evaluation. The extent to which clients are attracted to
and retained by programs and the characteristics of clients are typical concerns.
Actual performance is often compated to an externally derived standard of
petformance. Similar programs are often compared on their performance charac-
teristics. Program analysis differs from the accreditation approach in that it
deals wich actual operations rather than program potential. Program analysis is
limited by the scope of program records. Because program records rarely go
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beyond information about treatments, program analysis usually cannot inciude
consideration of long-term treatment effects.

Evaluation research may be considered a third tradition that is distinguished
by its central concern for outcomes of treatment. It atcemprs to determine
whether changes sought through an intervention actually come about. Further,
evaluation research is concerned with the question of whether observed changes
can reasonably be atrributed to the intervention. Evaluation research, therefore,
makes use not only of scientific method but procedures designed to test for
causal connections. It is the evaluation research approach with which this
volume is primarily concerned.

Cost analysis is still another distinct approach to evaluation. At its most basic
level, cost analysis seeks to account for program expenditures. The amount
spent overall and in various categories is related to an external standard. The
possibility of illegal diversion of funds is a primary concern. Cost data are also
used for policy purposes. Data on program resource cost, cost per unit of
service, and cost associated with achievement of desired outcomes are of great
value to decision makers. In human services programs, however, sound attribu-
tion of costs to various program components is often surprisingly complex.
More importantly, attempts 1o conduct cost analyses for policy purposes are
frustrated often by weakness of data on program operations and effectiveness.

Program Development

Evaluation may be viewed as a phase in systematic program development,
Ideally, action programming is preceded by a planning process rthat includes:
(1) identification of problems; (2) specification of objectives; (3) analysis of the
causes of problems and the shortcomings of existing programs; and (4) an
examination of possible action alterpatives. Evaluarion follows program im-
plementation and provides a basis for further planning and program refinement.
(Although evaluation follows implementation, it is, of course, desirable that
cvaluation activities begin prior to implementation.} The planning-action-
evaluation cycle may be repeated indefinitely until objectives are realized or
until problems and objectives arc redefined. Results of evaluation may be used
to modify ptograms while they are in progress. When evaluation is viewed as
part of a process of planned change, the use of evaluation findings in decision
making becomes a key concern.

Evaluation research may be concerned with stable and well-established pro-
grams or with new programs for which viable administrative patterns are being
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sought. Scriven {1967, p. 43) introduces the terms “formative” and “summa-
tive” to distinguish between these two concerns. Formative evaluation is de-
signed to improve a program while it s scill fluid; summative evaluation is
designed to appraise a product after it is well established.

Evaluation Research in Historical Perspective

Anticipation of formal social experimentation and evaluation research can be
traced back to the writings of early social scientists, Application of the scientific
method in the development of social legislation was predicted by Lester Ward
in 1906.

When people become so incelligent chat they know how to choose as their repre-
sentatives, persons of decided ability, who know something of human nature, who
recognize that there are social forces, and that their duty is to devise ways and means
for scientifically controlling those forces on exactly the same principles that an

experimenter ot an inventor controls the forces of physical nature, then we may look
for scientific iegislation. (p. 338}

Mote explicitly, F. Stuart Chapin called for sociological experimentation in
an article published in 1917. Chapin cited the utopian communities of rhe
nineteenth century as examples of cxperiments bur characrerized them as trial-
and-error rather than scientific experiments, Chapin expected that knowledge of
social conditions eventually would be sufficient to permit precise sociological
experiments.

An actual evaluarion research study was reported by J. M. Rice, an educator,
in 1897. Rice used a standardized spelling test ro relate the length of time spent
on drill to spelling achievement. By comparing schools that varied in their
emphasis on drill, he generated dara that he used to argue that heavy emphasis
on drill did not lead to improved achievement.

Between 1920 and 1940, attempts were made to use empirical research
methods to determine the effects of programs of directed social change in a
variety of settings. Experiments concerned with productivity and morale among
industrial workers were begun in the 1920's by Elton Mayo (1933) and ex-
tended by Fritz Roethlisberger and William Dickson (1939). The application of
experimental method to the study of medical effects of public health programs
was well enough established in the 1920’s to be celebrated in Sinclair Lewis’s
Arrowsmith (1925). Best known of the early sociologically oriented evaluative
research contributions to public health is Stuart Dodd's study of the effects of a
health education program on hygicnic practices in rural Syria (1934). Dodd
administered standardized measures of adequacy of public health pracrices in
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experimental and presumably isolated conerol villages both before and after the
introduction of educational clinics.

Chapin and his associates at the University of Minnesota, stimulated by the
social reform concerns of the Depression, conducted evaluative research on such
topics as the effects of work relief compared ro direct relief, the effects of public
housing on project residents, and the effects of treatment programs on juvenile
delinquents (Chapin, 1947).

In spite of Rice's carly work and the heavy emphasis on testing and student
evaluation which began in the early part of the century, educators were rela-
tively late in developing concern with program evaluation. Writing in 19359,
Ralph Tyler urged thar progressive schools be seen as experiments in education
and formally evaluated as such.

An important and relatively early social psychological contribution which
may be considered evaluative is Theodore Newcomb's study of students at
Bennington College (1943). Newcomnb attempted to determine the effects of
participation in an expetimental college program on the personalities and at-
titudes of students.

An important social research contribution to social policy issues was made
during World War II by a group of sociologists headed by Samuel Stouffer in
the Research Branch of the Information and Education Division of the U.S.
Army. Extensive evaluative research was conducted in that setting on the effects
of films and other forms of mass communication (Hovland, Lumsdaine, and
Sheffield, 1949).

After World War II, a number of impressive evaluative research studies were
contributed by social psychologists concerned with social issues. Much of the
stimulus for that work came from the interest in experimental research in field
settings generated by Kurt Lewin and his associates in the late 1930°s (Lewin,
1948). The experimental work of Lippitt and White on the effects of autocratic
and democratic leadership styles on the performance of groups of children is
well known (Lippitt, 1940). In the postwar period, Lewin and his colleagues
turned their attention to issues such as the effects of programs designed to
change attitudes toward minorities, effects of programs designed to apply group
dynamics principles in industry, and the effects of community organization
activities on the morale of residenss of a housing project (Festinger and Kelley,
1951). Another frequently cited psychological contribution to the evaluation
research literature during this period is Riecken’s (1952) evaluation of a volun-
teer work camp. Other major evaluative research reported in book form during



38 Readings in Evalnation Research

this period include Powers and Witmer’s (1951) study of a delinquency preven-
tion project; Hymen, Wright, and Hopkins’ (1962) work on a summer camp
experience for college students; Wilner and associates’ (1962) work on the
implications of public housing for health and social psychological adjustment;
Weeks' (1958) research on the effeces of an innovative program for the treat-
ment of delinquents; and Meyer, Borgatta, and Jones™ (1965) experimental
research on the effects of social work intervention.

The rediscovery of poverty and related domestic problems in the early 1960’s
led to a renewed interest in evaluative research. Social scientists who parrici-
pated in the development of early antipoverty programs urged that these efforts
be viewed as experiments and that evaluative research be emphasized. The
"Grey Area” Projects sponsored by the Ford Foundation and the delinquency
prevention projects of the President’s Council on Juvenile Delinquency, which
were foreruaners of the Office of Economic Opportunity Programs, included
extensive evaluative research components staffed by social scientists (Marris and
Rein, 1967, pp. 191-207). Although the early emphasis on formal planning
and evaluative research did not survive in the Office of Economic Opportunity’s
Community Action programs, federal administrators in a variety of agencies
concerned with domestic social programs have sponsored research on the effects
of their programs. Program evaluation in education was given an imporrant
stimulus by an evaluation requirement written into the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act of 1905. Evaluation research has a particularly important
contriburion to make in the demonstrarion program approach which has been
widely employed in recent years by federal agencies.

That evaluation research should be an integral part of innovative social
programming is now well established in (ederally sponsored projects. A number
of privare organizations rhat specialize in evaluarion rescarch have emerged in
recent years and compete for federal evaluation contracts. (For analysis of the
status of H.E,W. sponsored evaluations, see Bernstein and Freeman, 1973).
Large-scale formal social experimentation has been attempted under federal
sponsorship. Rivlin (197 1) has played a particularly important role in stimulart-
ing interest in using formal experiments to address major social policy issues.
Majar experiments concerned with income maintenance and housing allowances
have been carried out.

Factors Affecting Investment in Evaluation Research

Interest in evaluation research is likely to be greatest among groups predis-
posed toward gradual and moderate change. Where change is thought to be
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undesirable or impossible, little interest in evaluation is to be expected, Groups
demanding rapid and radical social change are also unlikely consumers of
evaluative research both because their inclinations tend to be ideological rather
than empirical, and because evaluative researchers are generally not able to fill
their information needs rapidly encugh.

Emphasis on evaluative research is most appropriate where it is expected that
program effects will not be directly and immediately evident (Coleman, 1969).
Large-scale social programs tend to be characterized by not only subtle and
diffuse outcomes, but also substantial social distance between policy makers and
recipicnts of services. When they are close to clients, policy makers may be
reasonably confident of their own informal evaluations of programs. As their
distance from the client population increases, however, policy makers may
recognize the need for more formal evaluation procedures (Trow, 1967).

In principle, evaluation activities may generate judgments regarding effec-
tiveness on such varied dimensions as programming approaches (remedial read-
ing Of income-maintenance programs); administrative unics (schools, de-
partments, or agencies); individual practitioners (physicians or teachers); or
recipients of services (patients, clients, or students) (Cronbach, 1963). In prac-
tice, for reasons to be discussed, evaluators who are primarily concerned with
program effectiveness usually deliberately avoid making judgmental statements
regarding particular administrative units, pracritioners, or recipients of serv-
ices,

Another way to look at evaluation is as a programming input, which may be
subject to evaluation just like other inputs. In cost-benefit terms, the cost of
evaluation should be related to the benefits that evaluative data and judgments
contribute to programming efficiency or effectiveness. A heavy investment in
formal evaluarion is most likely to be justified when a program is expensive,
when its impact is potentially great but uncertain, and when there is a great
potential for diffusion of programming concepts. Glass (1971) further contends
that decisions to conduct evaluative research should reflect estimates of the cost
of evaluation, rhe extent to which program effectiveness is uncertain, and the
cost of implementing alternate programs.

Organizational Arrangements

Theoretically, evaluative research may be undertaken without any formal
sponsorship, it may be based upon a wide range of value perspectives, and its
findings may be reported to a variety of audiences. In practice, however, be-
cause of problems of cost and access to information, formal evaluation is usuaily
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a sponsored activity. External funding agencies (such as private foundations or
the federal government) and cop administrators of action organizations are the
maost common sponsors. Whether they are an internal unit of an organization or
outside consultants, evaluative researchers are usually linked directly to persons
high in the administrative structure of the action organization. Therefore, chose
who actually carry our the programs to be evaluated are subordinate to those to
whom evaluators report. Sponsorship often affects the issues addressed by evalu-
ation and the manner in which results are reported. Consequently, evaluators
may not fully serve the interests of the general public, practitioners, and
recipients of services.

Evaluation Research and Basic Research

From the point of view of 2 behavioral science, evaluation research represents
an application of the scientific method that is quite different from basic re-
search. Some insist on a sharp distinction between research and evaluation,
whereas others classify evaluation as a form of research. Wrightstone (1969)
suggests that “research is more concerned with the basic theory and design of a
program over an appropriate period of time, with flexible deadlines, and with
sophisticated treatment of data that have been carefully obtained.” Evaluation,
on the other hand, “may be concerned wich basic theory and design, but its
primary function . . . is to appraise comprehensively a practical . . . activity to
meet a deadline. . . .” Suchman (1969) argues that the distinction between
basic research and evaluative research is one of purpose rather than method.
Evaluative research applies the scientific method to problems that have adminis-
trative consequences, whereas basic research is concerned with problems of
theorerical significance. Cherns (1969) distinguishes between pure basic re-
search, which arises out of perceived needs of an academic discipline, and action
(evaluative) research, which is concerned with an ongoing problem in an or-
ganizational framework and involves the introduction and observation of
planned change. He also points to differences between the types of research in
diffusion and generality. Basic research has a great potential for generality, but
a limited potential for immediate utilization. By contrast, evaluative research
has limited potential for generality, but great potential for immediate utiliza-
tion.

Evaluarive research represents only one form of applied research, since re-
search may contribute to social policy without assessing the effect of specific
interventions. Research on the causes of problem behavior, the incidence and
concentration of parterns of social problems, and on public knowledge of and
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atticudes toward existing services may all have important policy implications
without being specifically evaluative.

For social scientists interested in contributing to programs of directed
change, evaluative research is only one possible role. Alternately, social scien-
tists may contribute to training programs and engage in consulting activities.
Brooks (1965), for example, suggests that social scientists may provide ideas for
experimentation and encourage the greatest possible rationality in the planning
process. They may aid in the identification of objectives and action alternatives
and prediction of consequences of possible courses of action. (See also Bennis,
1965%; and Likert and Lippite, 1933.)

At the same time that evaluative research provides social scientists with an
opportuniry to contribute rather immediately to programs of directed social
change, it involves the researcher in a number of ethical issucs. If evaluation
involves an experimental design, the researchet must address the issues that
generally apply in experimentation with human subjects. Oun che one hand,
risks to which experimental subjects may be exposed must be weighed; on the
other hand, good reason may have to be found to withhold a promising treat-
ment from members of a control group. (Frequently, the burden of the argu-
ment for a control condition falls on the evaluator.) When evaluation research
involves data collection through interviewing or observation, the researcher
must concern himsell with issues of privacy and confidentiality as he would in
any field research. (For more thorough discussions of ethical issues in evaluative
research and social experimentation, see Riecken and Boruch, 1974; and Rivlin

and Timpane, 1975.)

THE ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT

Problems in Establishing and Maintaining the Evaluation Research Role

Although there is often a strong rationale for a central role for formal be-
havioral evaluation, effective participation of evaluative researchers in social
programming is much less common. Looking at evaluation from an organiza-
tional and occupational perspective, some practical problems in establishing
and maintaining the evaluation role become apparent.

Traditionally decision makers have not given evaluative research a major role
in policy formarion and change in social programming (Rossi, 1969). Policy has
been formed without considering what kinds of evaluative data would be
needed to sustain the worth of a program. Objective evidence of the effeces of
programs has not been demanded as a basis for modifying programs. Satisfied
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with informal evaluation, administrators often include evaluative research only
when it is specifically required by a funding agenc.

Administrators may regard evaluative research as expensive and of little
practical value; but in addition, they may have important covert reasons for
resisting formal evaluation. The vety presence of an evaluation component
invites administrators to consider the possibility that their policies do not lead
to the effective realization of announced objectives. Because administrative
claims for programs are usually optimistic, evaluative research results are almost
inevitably disappointing (Rossi, 1966). Campbell (1969) observes that am-
biguity in results helps to protect administrators where there is a possibility of
failure. Freely available facts would reduce the privacy and security of some
administrators, making them vulnerable to inquiries about their effectiveness.
In addition, administrators may resent evaluators who raise questions about
basic organizational premises or suggest evaluarive criteria that may be embar-
rassing to the organization.

Horowitz (1969) identifies several other reasons why administrators of an
action organization may consider applied social scientists who belong to an
internal research unit as troublesome. Social scientists often demand prefecen-
tial treatment, creating resentment among other employees. Social scientists
often want direct access to top decision makers, thereby threatening by-passed
bureaucrats. Furthermore, the extracurricular involvements of social sciencists,
such as writing, teaching, and lecturing are often resented.

At the same time, administrators interested in evaluative research have often
found it difficule to recruit and held qualified behavioral scientists. Like ather
scientists, behavioral scientists often prefer to be oriented toward the general
scientific community rather than the needs and goals of the organization that
employs them (McKelvey, 1969). Scientists typically wish to do research that
will contribute to a scientific body of knowledge. Administrators, on the other
hand, typically expect that scientists on their payroll will do research that
contributes directly o the goals of their organization. Social scientists who like
to be able to publicize their work also resent the norm of secrecy, which prevails
in some organizations (Horowitz, 1969). In contrast to administrators who
want social scientists to work within the framework of established policy, social
scientists may want to challenge an agency’s ideological premises (Horowitz,
1969). In addition, some social scientists have been concerned that agreement
to undertake the evaluation of a program may be interpreted as implicit com-
mitment to the philosophy or goals of the program. Evaluative researchers,
then, may give a program a legitimacy they believe it does not deserve (Ferman,
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1969). Also, social sciencists have been deterred from engaging in evaluative
research by the low prestige accorded to applied research in academic setuings,
exasperation with the methodological and administrative problems of conduct-
ing research in an action setting, and disagreements regarding the use of
research results.

Problems in Administration of Evaluation Research

Successful administration of evaluation research depends on cooperation from
agency administrators and practitioners charged with implementing action
programs. Even though they often advocate extensive collaboration and com-
munication with administrators, evaluative researchers typically insist that chey
hold ultimate responsibility for research design and execurion. Administrative
interference wirh what social scientises consider to be critical issues in the
design and execution of research is serivusly resented (see, for example, Smith
et al., 1960).

Whether or not researchers are agency employees, they are readily drawn 1nto
staft-management conflicts. A number of observers have noted that acceptance
of evaluative research is often accompanied by suspicion of research at lower
levels. (See, for example, Rodman and Kolodny, 1964; Lippitt, Watson, and
Westley, 1958; Argyris, 1958; Whyte and Hamilton, 1964; and Likert and
Lippitt, 1953.) Because evaluation is linked to top administration and involves
examination of the activities of staff subordinates, evaluators are sometimes
suspected of being management spies. Staff practitioners anxious to avoid criti-
cism of their work are likely to attempt to conceal real or imagined short-
comings. Such steps may add greatly to the evaluator's difficuliies in obtaining
valid data.

Research neutrality is also likely to pose a problem with practitioners who
consider a strong value commitment to their programs impottant. Scriven
(1967), for example, reports the complaint of some practitioners that the skep-
ricism of evaluative researchers may dampen the creativity of a productive
group. Argyris (1958 argues that research neucrality leads to subject alienation
which, in turn, produces anxieties in the researcher thar result in invalid
observations.

Purely mechanical demands of data collection may also create a burden.
Practittoners typically, and perhaps correctly, consider themselves overbur-
dened with record keeping. Characteristically, even when record keeping is
emphasized, records are not sufficiently accurate or complete to satisfy research
criteria.
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Conflict between research and service goals may interfere with the collection
of data called for by research designs. When a rescarch design calls for acrion
inconsistent with immediate service goals, practitioners may disregard research
needs in favor of providing services. Compounding the problem, practitioners
may “neglect” to inform evaluators when clients have been shifted from one
treatment condition to another because of service considerations.,

Different conceptions of efficient use of time may lead to mutual annoyance.
A professional evaluator, for example, s not accustomed to turning in daily
time sheets. His failure to do so can be interpreted as a sign of indolence by an
administrator concerned with time and cost factors. Bynder (1966), reflecting
on his research work in a social work unit of a general hospiral, observes that
“thinking is not a tangible use of time, and, therefore, could not be accepted in
an agency which measured work in terms of clients interviewed, physicians
contacted, meetings attended, and pages wricten.” An insecure social scientist
may respond by engaging in “busy work,” which satisfies the immediare de-
mands but which may be detrimental to long-term evaluation objectives,

Starus ambiguities may further strain relationships. If an evaluator has more
formal education but less clinical experience than his administrator and prac-
titioner counterparts, conflicts may result. The social scientists may display an
academic disregard for practical problems. Administrators and practitioners, in
turn, may be defensive about their educarional inferiority and highly sensitive
to what they interpret as the snobbism of evaluative researchers. Sometimes
threatened practitioners have claimed that evaluators are incompetent because
they do not understand the pracrical problems of an action agency. Evaluative
researchers, perceiving themselves as exposed and defenseless members of a
minotity group in an action organization, have sometimes reacted at this point
by looking for ways of returning ro an academic setting.

The publication of the results of evaluative research may create two basic
problems. (See, for example, Rodman and Kolodny, 1964.) Agencies often
impose controls on the publication of “sensitive” data because a negartive report
may threaten not only the agency’s public image but also its access to funds.
Even if it is agreed that project results should be reported, there may be
disagreements about publication credits. The evaluative researcher who con-
tributed the research design, data analysis, and writing may regard the report as
a scientific publication for which he is solely responsible. The administrator,
emphasizing the content of the project, may believe he deserves major recogni-
tion for conceiving and implementing the program.
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A final important issue is the availability of funds for evaluative research.
Action organizations nearly always operate wichin tight budgets. Adminis-
trators typically attempt to use funds to provide as much service as possible.
The cost of the elaborate data collection and analysis that evaluative researchers
consider essential, however, may represent a substantial proportion of the total
project budget. Given the often intangible and uncertain contribution of
evaluative research, requests for evaluation funds may be among the first to
suffer when the budget is curtailed.

Problems in the Use of Results of Evaluation

Since the ultimate purpose of evaluation is to contribute to the effectiveness
of action programs, implementation of research results is a critical phase in the
process. Yet numerous writers have warned that even the most carefully de-
signed and executed evaluative research does not aucomarically lead to meaning-
ful action. (For some examples of cases in which findings of evaluative research
were ignored or rejected by program administrators, see Rossi, 1966; and Hall,
1966.) Disregard for results of evaluation appears to stem from a variety of
SOUTCes.

Some of the nonuse of evaluation results is ateributable to limitations of the
research itself. In discussing demonstration projecrs, Rein and Miller (1967)
note that evaluative research often cannot produce results early enough to be a
major factor in short-term policy decisions. J. Mann (1969) similarly reflects on
the dilemmas of rigor, timing, and utility of evaluation: “The better the study,
rhe longer it takes, and consequently the less usefulness it may have. Con-
versely, the sloppier the procedure, the more likely it is to provide information
on questions of interest even though this data will be of doubtful validicy.”
Weiss (1966) further indicates that the influence porential of evaluation may be
limited because results are indefinite, show only small changes, and fail to
indicate the relative effectiveness of various components or the reasons for a
program’s success or failure.

Of basic importance in cases where pertinent evaluation results are ignored is
the evaluator’s lack of authority. Since the evaluator is an advisor, policy makers
are under no obligation to accept his recommendations. Nonuse of evaluation
hindings is sometimes explained by the fact that evaluation was included for the
“wrong reasons.” Downs (1965) points out that professional advice is some-
times sought to justify decisions already made or to postpone action. Several
commentators have suggested that an evaluation component is sometimes sup-
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ported becanse it lends an aura of prestige to an action enterprise (Rodman and
Kolodny, 1964; Bynder, 1966, Rosenthal and Weiss, 1966; and Schulberg and
Baker, 1968). An administrator imay support an evaluator in the hope thar he
may provide other services—for example, the organization of information to
justify grant requests (Miller, 1965a; and Luchterhand, 1967). As previously
indicated, evaluation is sometimes included in acrion programs only because it
is required by law or the administrative regulations of a funding agent. In these
cases evaluation results may be igpored because administrators do not
adequately understand or appreciate their refevance. Discrepancies between the
findings of evaluative research and informal evaluacions, personal convictions
and professional ideologies of decision makers, and judgments of the compe-
tence of evaluators also contriburte to the nonuse of evaluative research findings
(Sadofsky, 1966).

Disagreements regarding evaluative criteria sometimes contribute to nonuse
of findings. Rossi (1969) observes thar administrators sometimes discount
evaluation findings by claiming thar the “‘real” goals of the project were not
measuted. Schulberg and Baker (1968) question the wisdom of the usual prac-
tice of building evaluation on the public goals of an organization because
administrators may have no intention of achieving those goals. An evaluative
researcher, then, may be ineffective because he misread the administrator’s real
intent. Campbell (1969) and Deurscher (1975) also call attention to the vul-
nerability of evaluations in which only a portion of the potenrially important
outcomes are addressed.

Basic Strains between Evaluative Research and Administration

Relations berween evaluative rescarchers and administrators are likely to be
strained in the introduction, execution, and utilization of evaluative research.
Many of the specific obstacles to effective collaboration identified here can be
sumnmarized by consideration of several basic orientations in which adminis-
trators and evaluative researchers are likely to differ markedly: service versus
research, specificity versus generality, methods, status quo versus change, ex-
planations for failure, and scienrific versus administrative experience.

Service versus Research

In contrast to the practitioner who is concerned with the immediate and
specific application of knowledge, the evaluative researcher is responsible for the
acquisition of knowledge. The service-research strain is most evident in field
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settings where research and service perspectives call for opposite courses of
action. An evaluative research design may call for the assignment of a client toa
control group when, from a service perspective, it appears preferable that he
receive the experimental trearment. (See, for example, Argyris, 1958; Freeman,
1963; ard Perry and Wynne, 1959.) In addition, evaluative researchers, reflect-
ing their academic backgrounds, are likely to have greater appreciation than
practitioners for the acquisition of knowledge for its own sake.

Spectficity versus Generality

In conrtrast to administrators who emphasize the solution of immediate prob-
lems, researchers are more often interested in long-term problem-solving. Simi-
larly, administrators emphasize the uniqueness of their agency and program,
while researchers prefer to generalize in both time and space. What is of
theoretical significance to the scientist may be crivial from 2 practical view-
point. (See, for example, Shepard, 1956; Warren, 1963; Merton, 1957; Rod-
man and Kolodny, 1964; and Cherns, 1969.)

Methads

Although administrators and tesearchers may agree that methods used in
program development should be “‘rational,” they often do not mean the same
thing by thar term. Evaluative research, for example, requires explicit state-
ments of objectives and strategies to which administrators find it difficule or
undesirable ro commit themselves (Schulberg and Baker, 1968). Adminis-
trators may be displeased with evaluative research which, in emphasizing or-
ganizational outputs, often tends to neglect administrative activities that are
needed to maintain the organization as a viable system (Etzioni, 1960). At
another level, the researcher’s commitment to scientific decision-making proce-
dures may run counter to the administraror’s conhdence in intuition. Evaluative
researchers have a professional interest in being able to show that the scientific
method is supetior to conventional wisdom as a basis for decision making
(Ferman, 1969).

Status Quo versus Change

Implicit in the evaluation role are attempts to discover inefficiency and to
encourage change. Administrators, however, usually prefer to conceal ineffi-
ciency for which they may be held responsible and resist disruptive change. A
claim to superior knowledge of human affairs predisposes social scientists to
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dramatize inadequacies in the conventional wisdom upon which programs are
often hased. Administrators, on the other hand, look for evidence of success of
past and current programs to assert their comperence. Evaluative researchers are
thus predisposed to see a need for change whereas administrators are inclined to
defend their efforts and maintain the status quo. (See, for example, Argyris,
1958; and Ferman, 1969.)

Explanations for Failurve

Evaluators and administrators are likely to emphasize different explanations
for the petsistence of social problems. Again, apparently because of a desire to
assert their competence, administrators tend to accept the validity of the
theoretical premises on which their programs are based, Attributing failure to
the inadequate application of their approaches, administrators are likely o call
for the expansion of present efforts. Evaluators who are free to question program
premises often attribute failure to an inadequate understanding of the basic
problem. They are likely to suggest that a radically different programming
approach is needed if the problem is to be addressed effectively. In arguing that
what is needed is "“more of the same,” the practitioner may also serve his
professional interest in expanding the demand for his services. Evaluative re-
searchers similarly have vested professional interest when they argue that more
effective programming requires an expanded emphasis on evaluartion.

When both administrators and evaluators acknowledge difficulties in im-
plementing programs, administrators are likely to look for explanations that are
idiosyncratic {(incompetence or emotional instability) and moral (dishonesty or
laziness) in contrast to sacial scientists, who emphasize amoral and strucrural
factors. Part of the issue is the social scientist's sensitivity to the impact of
organizational structure on the particelar job-holder. Insiders, on the other
hand, tend to explain organizarional behavior in terms of the personal charac-
teristics of the individuals involved. Also related is the evaluative researcher’s
more secularized explanation of human behavior, which leads him to emphasize
factors outside the realm of free choice.

Scientific versus Administrative Experience

Because the evaluation researcher typically approaches social action from the
perspective of scientific method and an academic discipline, his knowledge of
program operations is likely to be highly incomplete. Political constraints,
budgetary problems, and limitations of personnel and facilities are among che
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program dimensions whose importance researchers often underestimate. In the
same sense, it is difficult for administrators with limited research background
to appreciate the intricacies of research design, measurement, and data analysis.

Client Acovism

Much of the innovative social programming in recent years has been directed
toward reducing the incidence of poverty. At the same time, the minorities who
represent a substantial proportion of che poor have been growing more self-
conscious as groups. Stimulated by the civil rights movement and professional
community developers, minority activists have taken a significant interest in
local community affairs, including the social programs directed at the poor. As
clients or spokesmen for clients of antipoverty programs, they have pressed for
extensive participation if not full control of these programs at the levels of both
policy and implementation. Antipoverty programs consequently have often
been surrounded by substantial and conrinuous conflict over such marrers as
representation on and authoricy of boards, empleyment policies and practices,
and the substance and administration of programs. Beyond the direct pro-
gramming implications of minoerity acrivism, the movement has added to the
challenges confroating the evaluative researcher,

Even though evaluative researchers may firmly believe that their effores ulti-
mately contribute to the cause of the poor, minority activists may confront
thern with a hostility simmlar to that which they direct at other middle-class
professionals. The basic issues that strain evaluator-administrator relations even
mote thoroughly set evaluation researchets apart from low-income program
clients. Preoccupied with the immediate, tangible, dramaric, and personal, the
minority activist is likely to be impatient with the evaluator’s concern with the
furure, abstract concepts, orderly procedures, and impersonal forces. In contrast
to the activist who often seeks to generate open conflict, the evaluative re-
searcher typically emphasizes cooperative approaches to problem-solving. The
evaluator may also find himself in an awkward position in the power struggle
between client spokesmen and professional administrators. If his entree to the
program 1s through a funding agency or a professional administrator, the
evaluative researcher is likely to be mistrusted immediately by minority ac-
rivists who see him as a potential spy. Indeed, if cvaluative criteria are limited
to those acceptable to administrators, and if evaluation findings are subject to
administrative review prior to being publicized, client spokesmen have good
reason to challenge the evaluator's contribution.
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Some of the minority activist’s hostility to evaluative research is also attribut-
able to a more general antipathy toward social resarch. Minority spokesmen
frequently complain that they have been “surveyed to death.” Perhaps for some
social research has come to symbolize the powerlessness of the poor. The poverty
spokesman resents that social research on poverty has nearly always been -
itiated by outsiders and addressed to issues defined by oursiders. The poor have
been encouraged to cooperate by rhetoric that links research to desired social
goalis; yet, it is difficule for them to see tangible benefits stemming from social
research. [n fact, many activists cynically view research as a substitute for
needed action. General antagonism toward social research is also linked to the
activist's political ambitions. The independent social sciencist who does poverty
research is a potential competitor for the indigenous leader who would like to
control the flow of information from poverty areas. The local spokesman for the
poor has reason to be anxious if his claims are challenged by respected social
SCientists.

Strategies for Establishing and Maintaining the Evaluation Role

A number of experienced evaluators have suggested strategies for dealing
with the problems that can be expected in establishing and maintaining the
evaluation role.

Inside versus Outside Evaluators

A basic administrative issue concerns the comparative advantages and disad-
vantages of “inside” and “outside” evaluators. The inside evaluator is a staff
member in the organization whose programs are evaluared; the ourside
evaluator is an ourside consultant. The following are some of the arguments
that have been presented in favor of outsiders: (1) they tend to be better able to
maintain their objectivity; (2) they are more likely to be able to include evalua-
tive criteria that question basic organizational premises; (3) they may be able to
mediate more effectively where there is extensive internal conflict; (4) they
usually are better protected from problems of marginality and status incon-
gruity; and (5) they are better able to avoid unwelcome nonresearch rtasks.

It has been suggested that insiders have the following advantages: (1) they are
usually able to develop a more detailed knowledge of the organization and its
programs; (2) they are in a better position to do continuing research. Likert and
Lippitt, 1953; Weinberger, 1969; Weiss, 1966; McEwen, 1936; and Rodman
and Kolodny, 1964, are among those who have addressed themselves to these



Evaluation Research: An Querview 21

arguments. Van de Vall (1974) reports on a survey concerned with applied

social research in a number of organizational settings which showed that
findings of research done by insiders were more often used in decision making
than studies conducted by outside researchers. Van de Vall artributes the
greater influence of internal researchers to their more effective communication
with policy makers.

Luchterhand (1967) points out that outsiders cannot always be counted on to
be more objective than insiders. When they are concerned with maintaining
good relations with clients, outsiders may slant their interpretations to acCom-
modate their client’s interests. Alicnated inside evaluators, on the other hand,
may be inclined to report on their agency’s programs with stark objectiviry.
Yet, funding agencies, spokesmen for clients, and the general public usually
consider the reports of external evaluators more credible. As Lortie (1967)
points out, persons and organizations cannot be trusted to act as judges in their
own case. Their self-appraisals cannot be accepted without question. When
evaluation is conducted for the purpose of accounting to an outside body, use of
external evaluators appears preferable. If, on the other hand, evaluation is
conducted to assist an organization in its program development efforts, an
internal evaluarion unir may be able to contribute more effectively.

Establishing Relationships

If the evaluative researcher hopes to contribute to internal program develop-
ment, he should take early steps to establish effective ties with those who make
key decisions regarding programming. Sensitivity to the locus of decision mak-
ing is, therefore, important. Relations with administrators are always impor-
tant, but in more decentralized and democratic organizations evaluative re-
searchers may find it appropriate to work more closely with the professicnal
practitioners (such as physicians, social workers, and teachers) who are most
concerned with the substance of programs. Some have pointed to the impor-
rance of the evaluator’s organizational position. (See, for example, Argyris,
1958: Bennis, 1965; Rosenthal and Weiss, 1966; Suchman, 1967a; and Whyte
and Hamilton, 1964.) The evaluactor’s prestige and power arc considered to be
positively related to the likelihood that his findings will be implemented. If ehe
evaluator is an insider, it is important that he have a prestigious position within
the organization. Similarly, if he is an outsider, it is helpful if he has strong
professional and organizational credentials. It is also important for an outside
evaluator to be linked to someone of high status in the action organization—a
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relationship that Sussman (1966) calls the “Merlin role.” When he makes status
claims, the evaluator, however, must also consider the possible resentment of
staff subordinates. If they believe he receives more status prerogatives than he
deserves, they may not cooperate fully.

As he begins working with agency representatives, it is important for the
evaluator to create what Likert and Lippitt (1953), call an “image of potential.”
The evaluator must, for exarnple, provide adminiserators and practitioners with
assurance of his technical competence, his understanding of the action setting,
and his personal integrity and decency (Warren, 1963).

A mutual clarification of expectations at an early stage in the relationship
may be useful. Administrators should, for example, be informed of some of the
limitations of the contribution of evaluative research. Evaluators might need to
explain, for example, that their work cannot resolve fundamental value issues
nor can it, by itseif, resolve deep-seated conflicts between administrators and
their staff or between the agency and its clients. If evaluacion is to be used for
program development purposes, evaluators should attempt to gauge the extent
to which policy makers may be willing to toierate challenges to their basic
premises. An early agreement regarding the manner in which evaluation results
will be publicized is also desirable, If the purpose of the evaluation is summa-
tive and it is externally sponsored, there should be advance agreement on the
extent to which persens and organizational units will be identified in published
reports. The evaluative researcher’s interest in pursuing professional research
interests should also be discussed. For his work to be relevant in the action
setting, the evaluative researcher may have to postpone the pursuit of some of
his personal intellectual interests. It may be desirable for the evaluative re-
searcher to reach an early and explicit ageeement with the funding agency and
program adiministrators on the extent to which he is free to use his time and
project data for professional research purposes. In addition, the evaluative re-
searcher should inform himself not only about available action alternatives, bur
also the timing of decision making. If evaluation findings are to be used,
evaluation must be addressed to pertinent action issues and results must be
available when needed.

Cooperation in Taik Definition

Evaluators may be able to make a greater contribution if they can modify the
policy maker’s expectations. Sadofsky (1966), for example, suggests that the
program operator’s fear of failure may be diminished if action projects are
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accepted as experiments. Failure, then, can be seen as a learning opportunity.
Weiss (19606) recommends that instead of judging programs in simple success
or failure rerms, the administrator should be encouraged to ask questions about
the relative effectiveness of alternative programs.

In general, evaluators should work closely with administrators in establish-
ing evaluative criteria first, so that evaluators may become more fully aware of
administrative concerns; and second, so that administrators may become more
committed to the evaluation process (Freeman and Sherwood, 1965). Collabora-
tion in the identification of criteria or goals may help evaluators base their work
on variables more explicit, realistic, and perhaps more comprehensive than the
objectives shown in official program documents. Stake (1967), however, strikes
a note of caution. He argues that administrators or practitioners should not be
expected to work at the high level of abstraction required for the writing of
behavioral goals. Rather, evaluators should draft statements of objectives that
arcempt to reflect and clarify the intent of administrators. Coleman (1969)
similarly points out that because administrators are often not fully aware of
their decision-making criteria, evaluative researchers may have to discover these
criteria for themselves.

As a numbetr of writers have pointed out, evaluative researchers need to
consider a wide variety of potential program effects, including those which are
unintended and undesired. Scriven (1969), for example, emphasizes the
evaluator’s responsibility as a professional to focus his efforts on appropriate
evaluative criteria. Campbell (1969), concerned with undesired side-effects,
recommends that several outcome measures be used, including those recom-
mended by “loyal opponents.” Deutscher {1976) suggests that by observing
programs in operation and through discussions with practitioners, evaluators
may become aware of important evaluation issues that are not apparent in
program proposals. Because of [imited evaluation budgets and the relatively
narrow range of alternatives which the administrator sees as open, however, the
evaluator often finds it prudent to narrow the range of his inquiry. Aware of his
lack of power, but hopeful of being able to influence policy makers within a
limited but significant range of decision alternatives, the evaluator may find it
desirable to ignore some potential evaluative criteria.

Cooperation of Program Staff

It is important for the evaluator to take steps to obrain cooperation not only
from administrators, but also from subordinate seaff members. Staff support is
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critical if programs are to be carried out as designed and if program records,
essential for evaluation purposes, are to be maintained. Staff cooperation, how-
ever, cannot be taken for granted. A basic problem here is that the evaluator’s
relationship with top administrators puts the evaluator in the same organiza-
tional position as an inspector or policeman. If he hopes to obtain staff coopera-
tion, the evaluator must insist that program evaluation is quite different from
the evaluation of individuals or organizational units. Thus, Likert and Lippitt
{1953, p. 611) emphasize that staff members must be assured “that the objec-
tive of the research is to discover the relative effectiveness of different methods
and principles and that the study is in no way an attempt to perform a policing
function. The emphasis must be on discovering what principles work best and
why, and pot on finding and reporting which individuals are doing their jobs
well or poorly. . . ."”

Sraff subordinates must, then, be given emphatic assurance of confidentiality
and anonymity. It is also desirable to be able to obtain a commitment from
administrators to share evaluation findings openly with subordinates. If evalua-
tion efforts are to add to the record-keeping duties of practitioners, evaluators
may be wise to provide practitioners with added compensation or staff support
to assure their cooperation.

Feedlba ck

Because of pressure to produce results quickly, timing may be a critical
concern in the organization of evaluation efforts. Time pressures must, of
course, be given strong considerations in selection of a methodological strategy.
Grobman (1968) further suggests that evaluators use a formal planning proce-
dure such as Program Evaluation and Review Technique (PERT) to assure that
evaluation work will be completed within a tight time schedule. In some cases,
evaluators may wish to repott intertm Andings either to aid in an immediate
decision problem or to keep administrators interested in the evaluation process.
Early feedback, however, may be a problem for evaluators if it leads adminis-
trators to change programs substantially before enough cases have been observed
to satisfy the requirements of an experimental design.

Use of evaluation findings may depend on the manner in which results are
reported. Clear, concise, and even dramatic presentations of findings are helpful
in attracting attention to evaluation findings. Sadofsky (1966) warns that deliv-
ering results to an administrator publicly and without warning may produce a
defensive reaction. Written reports may be supplemented wich personal meet-
ings with administrators. Mann and Likert (1952) recommend a series of small
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group meetings from top administrative levels through the ranks of subordi-
nates to facilitate communication of results and to stimulate interest in follow-
ing through on the action implications. They argue that the pressures generated
in small groups increase commitment to implementarion of recommended
changes. Argyris (1958) propeses another strategy. He suggests first asking
administrators and practitioners for their own diagnoses, to reduce the likeli-
hood that they will reject rescarch findings as too obvious.

Strategies for Obtaining Cooperation from Client Spokesmen

Where client cooperation with evaluation may be an issue, support of client
spokesmen should be sought at an early stage. Funding agencies or adminis-
trators should initially explain the rationale for evaluation and the allocation of
funds for this purpose. Participation of client spokesmen in the selection of an
evaluator may also be advisable. Since employment opportunity is a central
concern among minority activists, it is desirable for evaluators to employ some
members of the population served by programs. (Such a commirment may make
it necessary for the evaluator o place more emphasis on staff training and
supervision than he would otherwise. ) Even more than staff subordinates, client
spokesmen need persuasive assurance that confidential personal information will
be used only for overall evaluation purposes. They also need to be convinced
that unlike basic research, evaluative research is designed to have rather imme-
diate action implications. Client spokesmen need assurance thar evaluation
results will be available to them and that they will have full opportunity to
participate in their interpretation. An evaluator may be able to sarisfy some of
the personalistic concerns of poverty groups by spending enough time with
minority spokesmen so that they know and trust him as an individual.

In some situations the level of conflict between client spokesmen and estab-
lished agencies may be so great that cooperation in program evaluation is not a
realistic possibility. In these cases it may be preferable for each group to sponsor
its own evaluation enterprise. Funding agencies may find it advisable in these
cases to provide organized client spokesmen with the funds needed for their
independent evaluation of programs.

METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES

The methodological principles that apply to the evaluation of secial programs
are the same as those of general behavior science inquiry. However, cerrain
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problems of measurement and design arise with some regularity in evaluative
research.

Measurement

A basic step in evaluation is the identification of objectives and their meas-
urement. Suchman (1966) suggests that the formulation of objectives has five
aspects: (1) the content of the objectives (i.c., that which is to be
changed by the program); (2) the target of the program; (3) the time within
which the change is to take place; (4) the number of objectives (if they are
multiple); and (5} the extent of the expected effect. Freeman (1965}, Suchman
(19G7a), Greenberg (1968), and Weiss (1966) are among those who urge a
distinction among immediate, intermediate, and ultimate objectives. Meas-
urements that focus on immediate and intermediate objectives are parricularly
important when evaluation results are needed before ultimate objectives may be
realized. If a program is justified on the basis of ultimate objectives but evalua-
tive research is limited to immediate and intermediate objectives, the plausibil-
ity of the hyporhesized causal link between intermediate and ultimate objec-
rives must be subjected to very careful analysis. When programs fail to realize
ultimate objectives, data on accomplishment of more proximate goals may be
useful in explaining the program’s limited success. If immediare and inter-
mediate objectives are used as substitutes for ultimare objectives, however, the
burden is on rhe evaluator to argue the validity of the hypothesized links to
ultimate objectives. When programs fail to realize ultimate objectives, utiliza-
tion of a hierarchy of objectives may also be useful in accounting for rheir
limited success.

Input Measurement

Because the realities of program operations are often inconsistent with public
project descriptions, measurement of program inputs has also been recom-
mended. Greenberg (1968), for example, terms observation of administrative
patterns and analysis of service statistics as "‘quasi-evaluation.” Coleman (1969)
further urges a distinction between resources as allocated by organizations and
services as actually received by clients. Analysis of these administrative data
may be useful for preliminary program screening purposcs. To the extent that
organizations are unable to deliver services to clients, expectations of program
effectiveness, of course, are diminished. As discussed previously, it is also
helpful for the evaluator to anticipate and measure possible unintended effects
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of programs, including the undesirable ones. Scriven (1967) further recom-
mends that evaluators consider secondary effects of programs, which include
impact on the individuals and organizations who conduct programs and those
who regularly interact with program beneficiaries.

Original and Secondary Data

Identification of variables is, of course, only a first step in the measurement
process. Evaluators are often confronted with serious obstacles in seeking the
valid, reliable, and sensitive measures they need. Lerman {1968) and Campbell
(1969) are among those who point to the shortcomings of the agency records
upon which an evaluator ofren depends. When he uses agency records, the
evaluator must consider that these data may reflect the organizational, profes-
sional, and individual interests of the record keepers as much as they do the
behavior that they are intended to measure,

Because his information requirements are relatively refined and because the
quality of agency records is frequently poor, the evaluator must often collect his
own data, thus creating additional problems. Data collection may add enor-
mously to the cost of evaluation. Administrators and practitioners may object
cither because data collection interferes with the time available for program-
ming or because it may jeopardize client or community acceptance of the
program. Evaluators, on the other hand, may be concerned that their data
collection activities may artificially enhance client awareness of the program,
thereby altering its apparent or actual effectiveness. The evaluator may cope
wich these data collection problems by using unobtrusive measures (Webb er
al., 1966) or by disguising the relationship between his data collection and the
program (Seashore, 1964). He may also address these problems through his
sclection of a research design. Campbell (1957) suggested use of the Soloman
four-group design or a design requiring only post-test measurements. (See also
Suchman, 1967a; and Wuebben, 1968.} Alchough Hyman, Wright, and Hop-
kins (1962) review evidence indicating that sensitizing or practice effects of
pretesting are often negligible, the evaluator is clearly advised to take steps w0
guard against this potential source of measurement error.

Freeman (1963) urges that evaluators use behavioral rather than attitudinal
measures of program objectives because policy makers are more likely to be
impressed with behavioral data. Deutscher (1969) similarly argues in favor of
direct behavioral measures because they pose fewer validity problems than do
procedures designed to provide estimates of hypothetical behavior.



28 Readings in Evalpation Research

Beyond the sensitizing effects of measurement, practitioner and client aware-
ness of evaluative criteria and measurement procedutes can have important
undesired effects on the way in which programs are administered and received.
(See, for example, Weiss and Rein, 1969, and Deutscher, 1976.) The danger is
that administrative units, practitioners, or clients may artifictally redirect their
behavior to affect the outcome of evaluation. The problem is particularly acute
where incomplete sets of evaluative criteria and imperfect measures are used to
judge the performance of participants. Considerable attention has been given to
this problem in higher education, for example, where it has been argued that
faculty are often excessively concerned with publishing and students are overly
preoccupied with grades, By emphasizing their concern with program concepts
rather than specific participants, evaluative researchers may be able to deal with
this problem effectively.

Timing of measurement is often another serious issue in evaluative research.
(See, for example, Freeman and Sherwood, 1965; Hyman and Wright, 1967;
and Harris, 1963.) Often it is not clear how soon program effects can be
expected, and how stable and durable changes brought about by programs will
prove. Ideally, the problem is addressed through continuous or at least repeated
measurement of output variables. Many evaluative researchers, however, find
that they have only an opportunity for a single post-trearment measurement.
The timing of such a measurement may have most important implicarions for
the outcome of evaluative research.

Design

The Problem of Control

To assure that changes in measured behavior can be attributed exclusively to
the program at hand, evaluative researchers prefer to be able to employ some
form of an experimental design. From an evaluation perspective, it is desirable
that clients be assigned randomly to treatment and control groups. Adequate
control, however, is difficult to achieve in an action setting. Suchman (1967b)
cites two obstacles to the effectiveness of use of control groups: (1) service
orientation—administrators, practitioners, and client representatives are reluc-
tant to withhold services from those who might benefit from them; and {2)
self-selection—it is difficule both to refuse service to those who seek it and
provide service to those who resist it. In discussing the evaluation of
community-wide programs, Greenberg (1968) points out the added problem of
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finding truly equivalent communities. Where control groups are not possible,
experimental control may be approximated through some design adjustments.
One approach is to match participants with nonparticipants and compare them
through the use of analysis of covariance. Campbell and Erlebacher (1970),
however, warn that matching may produce regression arrifacts that seriously
bias the results. The time-series design (Hyman, Wright, and Hopkins, 1962;
Campbell and Stantey, 1963; Campbell, 1969; and Gortman, McFall, and
Barnett, 1969) is an alternative through which the treatment group is used as
its own control through repeated measurements of outcome variables, begin-
ning well before program implementation.

Lerman (1968) argues that evaluators should resist the common assumption
of adminiscrators that evaluation be based on those who complete treatments.
Rather, evaluation should be based on the population in need of services. He
points out that the issue is parricularly critical among privare agencies that can
select their own clients.

In action settings it may be possible to use comparison groups when control
groups are unacceptable. Unlike the control group which receives no treatment,
the comparison group receives an alternate treatment. Where policy makers are
commitied to the principle of providing additional services, a comparison-
group design may actually provide more useful information than a design using
only a strict control.

Social programs usually cannot be expected to produce a dramatic impacr. If
evaluation is to document subile but important changes, large samples or
highly sensitive designs are necessary (Freeman, 1963). The conservatism that
often prevails in academic research regarding rejection of null hypotheses may
also be inappropriate in the formulation of decision criteria in evaluative re-
scarch. Rather, evaluators may wish to be cautious in drawing negative conclu-
sions regarding innovative programs (Miller, 1965b).

Program Practitioner Interaction

A persistent problem in rhe design of evaluative research is the separation of
effects of program content from those of the characteristics of practitioners. Staff
enthusiasm and confidence may be critical variables in innovative programs.
Design adjustments are particularly difficult where the number of practitioners
is small. Greenberg (1968) suggeses that program personnel be rorated between
treatment and control conditions. Unless very carefully supervised, such staff
rotation, however, may encourage an eclecticism in practice that compromises
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the distinction between the experimental and control conditions. Special train-
ing and supervision of practitioners may be introduced to reduce variability in
practitioner behavior. Alternately it may be possible ro conduct some programs
with minimal practitioner-client contact.

Program Recipient Intevactinns

Program recipients may contribute to the effect of an intervention through
their feelings of self~importance as persons selected for special atcention
(Hawthorne effect) or through cheir faith in the program (placebo effect). The
impact of these effects is likely to be particularly great when the program is new
and experimental and when participants are volunteers. Scriven (1967) suggests
the use of multiple experimental groups to separate these effects from those of
programs. He urges that enthusiasm be held constant while treatments are
varied. Trow (1967), however, points out that some administrators may try to
capitalize on Hawthorpe effects by attempting to build an experimental climate
into their normal programming. Sommer (1968) similarly argues that the
Hawthorne effect is not an extrancous disruptive influence; rather 1t is an
important and ever-present factor in any field sicuation. As he puts it, “En-
vironmental changes do not act directly upon human organisms. They are
interpreted according to the individual's needs, set, and scate of awareness” (p.
594). If the effects of social programs are to be fully understood, it seems to be
important chat the client population’s predisposition toward and interpretation
of programs be an integral part of comprehensive evaluative research.

New programs often pose special difficulties for evaluators. On the one hand,
the evaluative researcher must be prepared to deal with the positive effects of
novelty, special actention, and enthusiasm. On the other hand, he must look for
some strictly administrative problems in implementation which can account for
the failure of an otherwise soundly conceived program (Hyman and Wright,
1967). It is particularly imporeant for administrators of innovative programs to
be free ta modify their procedures on the basis of their early experiences in
implementation (Marris and Rein, 1967). These modifications pose an enor-
mous problem for evaluation if research designs call for a lengthy commitmenc to
a highly specific set of procedures. If, as Glass (197 1) recommends, evaluators
focus on program concepts rather than specific procedures, their cxperimental
designs may be able to accommodate procedural adjustments as long as basic
concepts remain intact,

Program outcomes may also be affected by many other variables that cannot
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be controlled in a single evaluative study. Among these are the physical charac-
teristics of the program site and the duoration and intensicy of the program.

Because action programs are often ineffective and because experimental
evaluation is often very expensive, Rossi (1966) recommends a two-phased
approach to evaluation. First correlational designs would be used to identify
promising programs. Then powerful controlled experiments would be con-
ducted to evaluate the relative effectiveness of those programs that passed the
initial screening.

Diffuse and Unstable Prograns

Tight experimental designs are most easily implemented in the evaluation of
programs conducted by highly centralized organizations with extensive volun-
tary or involuntary control over clients. Prisons, hospitals, and residential
schools are typical of such organizations. Where programs involve a number of
autonomous organizations, are conducted by practitioners with considerable
personal and professional autonomy, and are directed at client populations
whose willingness to cooperate is highly uncertain, evaluators often must be
satisfied to use limited methodological tools.

The community-wide antipoverty programs of the 1960's were among those
in which it is most difficult for evaluators to use well-controlled experimental
designs. The relative contributions of various components of these large-scale
programs were difficult to determine because of uncontrolled exposure of clients
to several programs. It was also difficult to derermine rhe extent to which new
programs were supplements to rather than substitutes for earlier programs.
Weiss and Rein (1969) further argue that in the case of these highly diffuse and
unstable programs, it is particularly difficult to select and operationalize evalua-
tive criteria that are broad enough in scope to reflect a program’s full range of
consequences—especially those that are unintended,

In these settings the evaluator must look for rescarch strategies that are
realistic and, at the same rime, yield a maximum of useful information. Particu-
larly in the case of completely innovative programs where evaluation results are
needed at an eatly stage, informal research approaches usually associated with
exploratory research may be most appropriate. Observational techniques and
informal interviewing may provide mote useful rapid feedback than can formal
experimentation. (See, for example, Weiss and Rein, 1969.) Lazarsfeld, Sewell,
and Wilensky (1967) observe that because the decision process in these pro-
grams is continuous, evaluation must take place at many points. They recom-
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mend concurrent evaluation, a procedure through which records are kept of all
decisions including information on rejected alternatives and expected outcomes.
Perhaps as Benedict & #/. (1967) suggest, what is needed is evaluation thar
combines rigorous experimental data with 2 “patural history” account of events
and actors before, during, and after program implementation.

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS

Clearly, evaluative research is an activity surrounded by serious obstacles.
Satisfied with informal and impressionistic approaches to evaluation, policy
makers are often reluctant to make the investment needed to obtain verifiable
data on the effects of their programs. Evaluative researchers are typically con-
fronted with problems of measurement and design, which greatly restrict their
ability to reach unambiguous conclusions. Abrasive relations with practitioners
and clients can add to the evaluator’s difficulties in obtaining information.
Evaluative rescarch is often addressed to a distressingly narrow range of issues,
and results not fully or widely disclosed. At the same time, policy makers often
ignore highly pertinent findings of evaluative research. Little wonder rthat many
social scientists regard evaluative research as a dubious enterprise.

Yet, there is a strong argument for emphasizing evaluative research in social
programming. This country spends enormous amounts for social service pro-
grams (including health and education). At the same time the effectiveness of
many of these programs is seriously questioned. Increases in program costs tend
to be much more conspicuous than improvements in the quality of services. If it
is agreed that social programs should be strengthened and that improvement is
most likely to come about through the use of rational methods, it is clear that
the evaluation role is vital. Because the results of social programs are often not
obvious, the methods of empirical research are needed to obtain precise infor-
mation on program effectiveness.

Evaluative researchers can take a number of steps on their own to improve
their contribution to program development. They can become more skillful in
applying their methodological tools to specific evaluation problems. By becom-
ing more knowledgeabie about the decision problems of action organizations,
evaluators can recommend mote appropriate evaluation scrategies. Greater per-
sonal familiarity with action settings may make evaluators more effective in
working with practitioners and clients. The climate for evaluation might be
improved if evaluators were to place more emphasis on educating adminis-
trartors, practitioners, and client representatives regarding the role of evaluation
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in program development. Evaluators might also develop more effective ways of
communicating the action implications of findings. Behavicral scientists who
assume administrative roles in programs can also help by showing how pro-
grams can be structured to accommodate evaluation requirernents.

If, however, evaluative research is to make its full contribution, substantial
changes must be made in society’s overall approach te social programming.
Legislators and other public officials reflecting widespread public concern must
raise significantly their demands for the effectiveness and efficiency of pro-
grams. In addition, they must learn to focus more on program goals so that they
can assume a more experimental attitude toward specific programming
strategies. Such fundamental changes in attitude would lead to greatly ex-
panded interest in evaluative research. If there were more serious emphasis on
performance standards and the search for more effective program approaches,
evaluative researchers more often would be able to obrain the polirical and
administrative support needed to employ powerful experimental designs. Be-
havioral scientists who hope to contribute to the effectiveness of social programs
through evaluative research need to concern themselves, then, not only with
immediate methodological and organizational problems but also with the larger
issues concerning the social context in which social programs are conducted.

REFERENCES

Argyris, Chris, "Creacing Effcccive Relationships in Qrganizations,” Haman Organi-
zation 17: No. 1, 34-40, 1958. Reprinted in Human Organizarion Research (edited by
R. Adams and J. Preiss). Homewood, Illinois: Dorsey, 1960, pp. 109-123,

Barnes, Louis. “Organizational Change and Field Experiment Methods,” in Merhods of
Organizational Research (edited by Victor Vroom). Pirsburgh: University of
Pittsburgh Press, 1967.

Benedict, Barbara, e 2/, “The Clinical-Experimental Approach to Assessing Organi-
zational Change Efforts,” Jowrnal of Applied Bebavioral Science 3: 347-380, 1967.
Bennis, Warren. “Theory and Method in Applying Behavioral Science to Plaoned
Organizational Change,” Journa! of Applied Bebavioral Science 1: 337-360, 1963,
Bernstein, Ilene N_, and Howard Freeman. A cademic und Entreprenenvial Research: The
Consequences of Diversity in Federal Fvaluation Studies. Wew York: Russell Sage Founda-

tion, 1975.

Brooks, Michael. “The Community Accion Program as a Setting for Applied Re-
search,” Journal of Sacial Liswes 21: 29-40, 1965.

Bynder, Herbert.  “Sociology in a Hospital: A Case Study in Frustration,” in Secielogy
in Action (edited by A. Shostak). Homewood, Illinois: Dorsey, 1966, pp. 61-70.
Campbell, Donald T. “Validity of Experiments in Social Sectings,” Psychological Bul-

letin 54: 297-312, 1957,
Campbell, Donald T. “Administrative Expcrimentation, Institutional Records, and



34 Readings in Evaluation Research

Nonreactive Measures,” in fmproving Experimental Design and Statistical Analysis
(edited by Julian Staniey). Chicago: Rand McNally, 1967, pp. 257-291.

Campbell, Donald T. “Reforms as Experiments,” American Prycholpgist 24: 409429,
1969. [Reprinted in this volume, No. 12, pp. 172-204]

Campbell, Donald T., and Albert Erlebacher. "How Regression Artifacts in Quasi-
Experimental Evaluations Can Mistakenly Make Compensatory Education Look
Harmftul,” in Compensatory Education: A National Debate, Vol. I11 of The Disadvan-
taged Child. New York: Brunner-Mazel, 1970,

Campbell, Donald T., and J. C. Stanley. “Experimental and Quasi-experimental
Designs for Research on Teaching,” in Handbook of Research on Teaching (edited by N.
L. Gage). Chicago: Rand McNally, 1963, pp. 171-246. (Reprinted as Experimental
and Quasi-experimental Designs for Research. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1966.)

Chapin, . Stuart. “The Experimental Method and Sociology,” Scentific Momtbhly 4:
133—144, 238-247, 1917.

Chapin, F. Stvart.  Experimental Designs in Socinlogical Research. New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1947.

Cherns, Albert. “Social Research and Its Diffusion,” Human Relations 22: 209-218,
1969.

Coleman, James S.  “Evaluating Educational Programs,” The Urban Review 3, No. 4:
-8, 1969.

Cronbach, Lee J.  “Course Improvement Through Evaluation,” Teacher's College Record
G4: 672-683, 1963,

Deutscher, [rwin.  “Looking Backward: Case Studies in the Progress of Methodology
in Sociological Research,” American Sociologiit 4: 3341, 1969.

Deutscher, Irwin.  “Toward Avoiding the Goal Trap in Evaluation Research) Paper
prepared for American Sociological Association meetings, Monereal, Canada, August
1974, [Reprinted in this volume, No. 14, pp. 22 [-238]

Dodd, Stuart. A Controlled Experiment on Rural Hygiene in Syria. Beirut: Publications
of the American University of Beirut, Social Science Series, No. 7, 1934,

Downs, Anthony. “Some Thoughts on Giving People Economic Advice,” American
Bebavioral Scientint 9: 30-32, September 1965. [Reprinced in this volume, No. 4,
pp. 67-72]

Elmer, Manuel. Chapter 13 of Social Research, “"Experimental Research,” New York:
Prentice-Hall, 1939.

Etzioni, Amitai. "“Two Approaches to Organizational Analysis: A Critique and a
Suggestion,” Administrative Science Quarterly 5: 257-278, 1960.

Fairweather, George. Methods of Experimental Social Innovation. New York: Wiley,
1967.

Ferman, Lewis A. “Some Perspectives on Evaluating Social Welfare Programs,” The
Annals of the American Acadeny of Political and Social Science 385: 143—156, September
1969,

Festinger, Leon, and Harold Kelley. Changing Autitudes Throngh Social Contact. Ann
Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1951

Freeman, Howard E.  "Strategy of Social Policy Research,” Social Welfare Forum,
143156, 1963,
Freeman, Howard E., and Clarence C. Sherwood. “Research in Large-Scale Interven-

tion Programs,” Journal of Seciaf Liswes 21: 11-28, 1965, [Reprinted in this volume,
No. 13, pp. 205-220]



Evaluation Research: An Overview 35

Freeman, Howard E., and Clarence C. Sherwood. Social Research and Secial Policy.
Englewoed Cliffs, N.J.: Prencice-Hall, 1970.

French, John. “Experiments in Field Settings,” in Research Methods in the Behavioral
Scrences (edited by L. Festinger and D. Katz). New York: Holr, 1953, pp. 98-135.

Glass, Gene. “The Growth of Evaluation Methodology,” AERA Curriculum Evalna-
tion Monograph Series, No. 7. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1971.

Glueck, Eleanor. Enaluative Reiearch in Social Werk. New York: Columbia University
Press, 1936.

Gottman, John M., Richard M. McFall, and Jean T. Barnett. “Design and Analysis
of Research Using Time Series,” Piychological Bulletin 72: 299-306, 1969.

Greenberg, B. . "Evaluation of Social Programs,” Review of the International Statisti-
cal Institute 36: 260-277, 1968. [Reprinted in chis volume, No. 10, pp. 137-158]

Grobman, Hulda. Evafwation Activities of Curviculum Projects: A Starting Point.
Chicago: Rand McNally, 1968.

Hall, Rickard, “The Applied Sociologist and Organizational Sociclogy,” in Saciolagy
i Action (edited by A. Shostak). Homewood, Illinois: Dorsey, 1966, pp. 33-38.
Harris, C. W. Problems in Measuring Change. Madison: University of Wisconsin,

1963.

Hayes, Samuel P, Measuring the Results of Development Projects. New York: UNESCO
Monographs in the Applied Social Sciences, 1959.

Herzog, Elizabeth.  Some Guidelines for Evaluation Research. Washington: U.S, Gov-
ernment Printing Office, 1959.

Horowitz, Irving.  "“The Academy and the Polity: Interaction Between Social Scien-
tists and Federal Administracors,” Jowrnal of Applied Bebavioral Science 5: 309-333,
1969.

Hovland, €., A. Lumsdaine, and F. Sheffield.  Experiments in Mass Communication,
Vol. 3 of Stwdies in Social Psychology in World War 11. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1949.

Hyman, Herbert, and Charles R. Wright. “Evaluating Social Action Programs,” in
Uses of Socinlogy (edited by Paul Lazarsfeld, William Sewell, and Hareld Wilensky?.
New York: Basic Books, 1967, pp. 741-782.

Hyman, Herberr, Charles Wright, and Terence Hopkins.  Applications of Methods of
Evaluation. Betkeley: University of California, 1962,

Lazarsfeld, Paul, William Sewell, and Harold Wilensky. “Introduction,” in The Uses
of Soczology. New York: Basic Books, 1967, pp. i—xxxiii.

Lerman, Paul. “Evaluative Studies of Institutions for Delinquents: Implications for
Research and Social Policy,"” Social Wirk 13, No. 3: 55-64, July 1968. [Reprinted
in this volume, No. 11, pp. 159-171]

Lewin, Kurt. Resolving Social Conflices, New York: Harper and Brothers, 1948.

Lewis, Sinclair.  Arrowsmith, New York: Collier, 1925.

Likert, Rensis, and Romnald Lippitt. “Utiltzation of Social Science,” in Researdh
Methads in the Bebavioral Sciences (edited by L. Festinger and D). Katz). New York:
Hole, 1933, pp. 381-0646.

Lippitt, Ronald. Stadies in Experimentally Created Awtocratic and Democratic Gromps.
University of lowa Studies: Studies in Child Welfare, 16, No. 3, pp. 45-198, 1940.

Lippite, Ronald, Jeannc Watson, and Bruce Westdey. The Dymamics of Planned
Change. New York: Harcourt Brace and Co., 1958,

Lortie, Dan C.  The Cracked Cake of Educational Custom and Emerging Issues in Evalna-



36 Readings in Evaluation Research

tion. Paper presented to the Symposium on Problems in the Evaluation of Instruc-
tion. Los Angeles: UCLA, December 1967.

Luchterhand, Elmer. “Research and the Dilemmas in Developing Social Programs,”
in The Uses of Sociology (edited by Paul Lazarsfeld, William Sewell, and Harold
Wilensky). New York: Basic Books, 1967, pp. 506-521.

McEwen, William J. “Position Conflict and Professional Orientation in a Research
Ortganization,” Administrative Science Quarterdy 1: 208-224, 1956.
McKelvey, William. “Expectational Non-complementarity and Style of Interaction

Between Professional and Ocganization,” Administrative Science Quarterly 14, No. 1.
21-32, March 1969,

Madge, John. The Origins of Scientific Saciology. New York: Free Press, 1962,

Mann, Floyd, and Rensis Likert. “The Meed for Research on the Communicacion of
Research Results,” Human Organization 11, No. 4: 1519, 1952. [Reprinted tn this
volume, No. 9, pp. 125—-134]

Mann, John. “Technical and Social Difficulties in the Conduct of Evaluative Re-
séarch,” Changing Human Bebavier. New York: Scribners, 1965, pp. 177-190,
Mann, John. ‘“Evaluating Educational Programs,” The Urban Review 3, No. 4:

12-13, 1969.

Marris, Peter, and Martin Rein. Dilemmas of Social Reform. New York: Atherton
Press, 1967.

Mayo, Elton.  The Human Problems of an Industrial Civilization. New York: Macmillan,
1933.

Merton, Robere.  “Role of the Intellectual in Public Bureaucracy,” in Social Theory and
Sacial Structure, New York: Free Press, 1957, pp. 207-224.

Meyer, Henry, Edgar Borgatra, and Wyatt Jones. Girls at Vocational High, New
York: Russell Sage Foundarion, 1965.

Miller, S. M. “Evaluating Action Programs,” Trans-gction 2, No. 3: 38-39,
March—April 1963, (a)

Miller, §. M, “Prospects: The Applied Sociology of the Center-City,” in Applied
Sociology (edited by Alvin Gouldner and §. M. Milier). New York: Free Press, 19653,
pp. 441-456. (b)

Newcomb, Theodore.  Personality and Social Change. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and
Winston, 1943,

Perry, 8. E., and Lyman Wynne. “Role Conflict, Role Redefinirion, and Social
Changes in a Clinical Research Organization,” Sociz! Forces 38: 62-63, 1959.

Powers, Edwin, and Helen Witmer. Awn Experiment in the Prevention of Juvenile Delin-
guency; The Cambridge-Somerville Youth Study. New York: Columbia University Press,
1951.

Rein, Mardn, and S. M, Miller. “The Demonstration Project as a Strategy of
Change,” in Organizing for Community Welfave (edited by Mayer N. Zald). Chicago:
Quadrangle Books, 1967, pp. 160--191.

Rice, J. M. "The Furility of the Spelling Grind,” Forzm 23, pp. 163—172, 409419,
1897.

Riecken, Henry W.  The Voluntesr Work Camp: A Psychological Evaluation. Cambridge,
Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1952.

Riecken, Henry W., and Robert F. Boruch. Social Experimentation—A Method for
Planning and Evaluating Social Intervention. New York: Academic Press, 1974.



Evaluation Research: An Overview 37

Rivlin, Alice. Systematic Thinking for Secial Action., Washington, D.C.: Brookings
Institution, 1971,

Rivlin, Alice, and P, Michael Timpane {eds.). Ethical and Legal Issues of Sotia! Ex-
perimentation, Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institurion, 1975.

Rodman, Hyman, and Ralph Kolodny. “Organizational Strains in the Researcher-
Practitioner Relationship,” Human Organization 23 171-182, 1964. Reprinted in
Applied Socinlogy (edited by Alvin Gouldner and §. M. Miller). New York: Free Press,
1965, pp. 93113, [Reprinted in this volume, No. §, pp. 73-93]

Roethlisherger, Fritz, and William Dickson.  Management and the Worker. Cambridge,
Mass.; Harvard University Press, 1939,

Rosenthal, Robert. Experimenial Effects in Bebavioval Research. New York: Appleron-
Century-Crofts, 1966.

Rosenthal, Robert, and Robert Weiss. “Problems of Organizational Feedback,” in
Sacial Indicators (edited by Raymond Bauer). Cambridge: MIT Press, 1966, pp.
302--340.

Rossi, Petcr H., "Boobytraps and Pitfalls in the Evaluation of Social Action Programs,”
Proceedings of the American Statistical Association, 1966, pp. 127-132, [Reprinted in
this volume, No. 15, pp. 239-248]

Rossi, Peter H.  “Evaluating Educational Programs,” The Urban Review 3, No. 4:
17-18, February 1969.
Sadofsky, Stanley, “Utilization of Evaluation Results: Feedback into the Action Pro-

gram,” in Learning in Action (edited by June Shmelzer). Washington; U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1966, pp. 22-36,

Schulberg, Herbert C., and Frank Baker. “Program Evaluaton Models and the Im-
plementation of Research Findings,” American Jowrnal of Public Health 58, No. 7.
12481255, July 1968. [Reprinted in this volume, No, 3, pp. 54-63]

Scriven, Michael. “The Methodology of Evaluation,” in Perspectives of Crrriculum
Evaluation. American Educational Research Association Monograph Series on Cut-
riculum Evaluation. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1967, pp. 39-83.

Scriven, Michael. “Evaluating Educational Programs,” The Urbar Review 3, No. 4;
20-22, February 1969.

Seashore, Sranley.  “Ficld Experiments with Formal Organizations,” Haman Organiza-
tiom 23: 164-170, 1964.

Shepard, Herbert A, “Nine Dilemmas in Industrial Research,” Administrative Science
Quarterly 1: 295-309, 1956.

Smith, Joel, Francis 8im, and Robert Bealer. “‘Client Structure and the Research
Process,” in Human Organization Research (edited by R. Adams and J. Preiss).
Homewood, Illinois: Dorsey, 1960, pp. 41-56.

Sommer, Roberc.  “"Hawthorne Dogma,” Piyohological Bulletin 70, No. 6: 592-5953,
1968.

Stake, Robert.  “The Countenance of Educational Evaluation,” Teschers College Record
68: 523-540, 1967.

Suchman, Edward. “A Model for Rescarch and Evaluation on Rehabilitation,” Sociol-
ogy and Rebabilitation (edited by Marvin Sussman). Washington, D.C.: Vocational
Rehabilitation Administration, 1966, pp. 52—70.

Suchman, Edward.  Euglwative Research, New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1967. (a)

Suchman, Edward.  “Principles and Practices of Evaluative Research,” in An Introduc-



38 Readings in Evaluation Research

tion te Social Research (edited by John Doby). New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts,
1967, pp. 327-331. (=0

Suchman, Edward A.  "Evaluating Educational Programs,” The Urban Review 3, No.
4: 15-17, February 1969. [Reprinted in this volume, No. 2, pp. 48-53]

Sussman, Marvin. “The Sociologist as a Tool of Social Action,” in Secialogy in Action
(edited by A. Shostak). Homewood, Illinois: Dorsey, 1966, pp. 3-12,

Trow, Martin. “Methodological Problems in the Evaluation of Innovation.” Paper
presented o the Symposium on Problems in the Evaluation of Instruction. Los
Angeles: UCLA, December 1967.

Tyler, Ralph. “Evaluation: a Challenge to Progressive Education,” Educational Re-
search Ballerin 14, pp. 916, 1935,

Van de Vall, Mark. “Utilization and Mcthodology of Applied Social Research: Four
Complementacy Models,” Journal of Applied Bebavioral Science 11, No. 1. 14-38,
1975.

Walsh, John. “Anti-Poverty R & D: Chicago Debacle Suggests Pitfalls Facing
OEQ," Science 165: 1243-1245, 1969,

Ward, Lester. Applied Sociology. Boston: Ginn and Co., 1906.

Warren, Roland. Secial Research Consndtation. New York: Russell Sage Foundation,
1963,

Webb, E. J., D. Campbell, R. Schwartz, and L. Sechrest. Unobtrusive Measnres:
Nonreactive Research in the Sacial Sciences. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1966.

Weeks, H. Ashley.  Youshful Offenders at Highfields. Ann Arbor: University of Michi-
gan Press, 1958,

Weinberger, Martin. “Evaluative Bducational Programs: Observations by a Market
Researcher,” The Urban Review 3, No. 4 23-26, February 1969,

Weiss, Carol H. “Planning an Action Project Evaluation,” in Learming in Action
(edited by June Shmelzer). Washingron: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1966,
pp. 6-21.

Weiss, Carol H. “Utilization of Evaluation: Toward Comparative Study.” Paper

presented to the American Sociological Association, September 1966, Miami Beach.
Printed in The Use of Social Research in Federal Domestic Programs, Parc i11, The Relation
of Private Social Scientists to Federal Pragrami on National Social Problems, Washington:
U.8. Government Printing Office, 1967, pp. 426-432.

Weiss, Robert 8., and Martin Rein, “The Evaluation of Broad-Aim Programs: A
Cautionary Case and a Moral,” The Annals of the American Academy of Political and
Social Science 385: 133-142, September 1969. [Reprinced in this volume, No. 16,
pp. 253-262]

Wheley, Joseph 8., John W. Scanlon, Hugh G. Duffy, James Fukumoto, and Leona
M. Vogt. Federal Evalwation Policy, Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute,
1970.

Whyte, William F., and Edith Hamilton. Action Research for Management.
Homewoed, 1llinois: Dorsey, 1964.

Wilner, Daniel, et «f. The Housing Envivonment and Family Life. Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins Press, 1962.

Wrightstone, J. Wayne. “Evaluating Educational Programs,” The Urban Review 3,
No. 4. 3-6, Febrvary 1969.

Wuebben, Paul. “Experimental Design, Measurement, and Human Subjects: A Neg-
lected Problem of Control,” Seciomerry 31: 89—101, 1968.



PART I
BASIC ISSUES: PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
AND SCIENTIFIC INQUIRY

The idea of applying the methods of science to the management of social
problems is very appealing. Science implies an order and raticnality that con-
trasts to the conflict and disorder which often plague efforts to deal with
community problems, Evaluative research attempts to link directly the realms
of scientific inquiry and organized social problem management. The articles in
this section address themselves to basic questions about the effort to bring
together these disparate spheres of activity.

Perhaps primarily of historical interest is Stephan’s plea for experimental
social research on the effects of programs of directed change generated in
response to the Depression. Although it voices greater optimism and is written
with a greater rhetorical flourish than a social scientist might dare to express
today, the paper's basic message is similar to more recent statements of the
potential contribution of evaluative research. Stephan’s article also invites a
sobering question. It the contribution of evaluative research was so clearly
recognized so long ago, has the approach been as productively developed in the
interim as might have been expected?

Suchman offers a clear and concise statement of the purpose and method of
evaluative research. He argues that the logic of evaluative research is identical to
that of basic or nonevaluative research. Evaluative research differs only in that
value is attached to the dependent variable. Suchman goes on to point out that
evaluative research provides a scientific basis for testing the principles of pro-
gram administration.

Schulberg and Baker distinguish berween what they call goal attainment and
systermn models of evaluation. The goal attainment model focuses rather nar-
rowly on the overt objectives of a program and rthe strategies through which
those ends are pursued. The system model is broader than the goal attainment
model because it also concerns itself with organizational survival interests.
Schulberg and Baker argue that when the design and administration of evalua-
tive research reflect system concerns, findings are more likely to be used.
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1. Prospects and Possibilities: The New Deal
and the New Social Research

A. Stephen Stephan

Mankind in a test-tube is the hope
and aim of social science,

Students of human behavior have
long envied the chemists and physi-
cists who are releasing the secrets of
nature through experimeniation and
laboratory procedure. The exacting
methods of the laboratory have been
responsible for the phenomenal ad-
vance of the physical sciences. The gap
between the accumulated knowledge
of the physical sciences and the social
sciences is largely explained by the dif-
ference in the exact methods of the
former and the floundering methods of
the latrer. Man knows more about the
atom than he knows about himseif.

The promise of a more exact knowi-
edge of human relations must come
from a development of experimental
methods that will approximate in pre-
cision the techniques of the laboratory
scientists. No one, however, can deny
the progress in the social sciences. But
with all the exacting methods de-
veloped, the economists, sociologists,
and political scientists, have suffered
from a lack of large-scale expecimental
set-ups to match the every-day re-
sources of their brother scientists in
the laboratory.

The current enthusiasm over plan-
ning and the planning schemes now
being devised by the alphabetical cor-
porations of the Federal government

furnish some hopes that this deficiency
may be partially remedied. The blue-
prints of these agencies and the carry-
ing out of their plans may well be
looked upon as the creation of experi-
mental laboratories for the social sci-
entists, and for the social workers,
educators, and administrators who
may profit from their research.

These laboratories set up by the
planning agencies of the New Deal
permit a more effective use of the ex-
perimental method in the research
projects of the social scientists. This
research in turn would not only be an
addition to science but would also be a
form of social auditing for the plan-
ning authorirtes in noting and ac-
counting the changes wrought by the
programs. The investigator combines
here the rdtes of scientist and citizen.!
Hence there is a practical relationship
between planning, experimentation,
and social auditing for both social sci-
entist and administrator. Excellent
examples of the possibilities in this di-
rection lie in the wholesale changes in
social behavior brought about by the
repeal of prohibition, the program of
the Tennessee Vatley Authority, and
more particularly, the low-cost hous-
ing and sium-clearance projects of
the Housing Division of the Public
Works Administration.

The essence of the experimental

Reprinted from Social Forces, Vol. 13, May 1935, “Prospects and Possibilities: The
New Deal and the New Social Rescarch” by A. Stephen Stephan. Copyright © the

University of North Carolina Press.

40



The New Deal and the New Social Research

method in social research, as Chapin
has pointed out,? is the study of social
behavior through observations made
under controlled conditions. It is an
attempt to conduct research by keep-
ing constant as many forces or factors
as possible which may influence a
given social situation. This procedure
permits the elimination of these forces
or factors as disturbing elements caus-
ing a certain form of social behavior
and allows the investigator to concen-
trate atrention and analysis on vari-
able or non-controlled disturbing and
causative factors. When a crim-
inologist uses the device of a control
group in his investigation he is utiliz-
ing a familiar and perhaps most com-
monly employed experimental tech-
nique. He compares a non-delinquent
group with a delinquent group and
tries to have the non-delinguent group
match the delinquent group as nearly
as possible in education, nationality,
economic status, and other similar fac-
tors known by experience to influence
a certain form of social behavior. He
cannot say that the delinquency is pre-
cipitated by membership in a certain
nationality group or that it ts due to a
certain economic status, for these two
factors would be constant and present
in both the delinquent and non-delin-
quent groups. He must look for the
influence of other factors and for other
explanations. This is all similar to the
work of an Arrowsmith in testing the
effectiveness of a certain serum in cur-
ing a particular disease. One group is
inoculated and another is not. Both
groups are given the same food and
live under the same conditions, these
are constant factors. The variable fac-
tor is the tnoculation. If the inocu-
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lated group gets well ergo mighty
medicine says it's no doubt due to the
inoculation.

It goes without saying thar the
enormous planning enterprises and
the experimental situations which
these plans set up make of Soviet Rus-
sia a paradise for the research social
scientists. Russia is the most colossal
experimental laboratory for the study
of human nature ever created by man.
At no time in the stream of human
history has there been as violent and as
wholesale a transformation in the liv-
ing conditions of so large a segment of
humanity, for the U.8.5.R. is one-
sixth of the earth’s surface and one-
twelfth of its population,

The emphasis upon experimental
methods in the social sciences is not a
vicious attempt on the part of those
social scientists interested in this ap-
proach to order people around and reg-
iment their behavior. The business of
these scientists is to study, not ad-
ministrate. These students merely
hope to use the more exacting tech-
niques of observation and investiga-
tion, the value of which is attested by
the history of science, in perfecting an
important addition to logic and in-
sight for the advancement of human
welfare through the power of a more
exact knowledge.

Adequate social planning demands
a knowledge of the field of operation
of the planning programs, be it
foreign exchange or slum-clearance.
Planning, furthermore, calls for 2
rigid observation and “control” over
the possible factors which may affecta
given situation. “Conirol” is an at-
tempt to observe and measure the
forces put into operation and the re-
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sults produced by these forces. A cer-
tain percentage of reduction of the
gold conrtent of the dollar may raise
prices so much, or the transfer of the
slum population of River Bottom to
the model community of Sunlight
Gardens reduce by a certain percen-
tage the number of delinquents in a
given population.

Control in many instances is made
morte effective by the face that the
planning agency is the source of many
of the new influences and forces which
are made to operate in setting up and
changing cerrain social  situations.
Control further means that large-scale
experiments are set up for influencing
human behavior and that these con-
trolled situarions approximate the
wished for experiments in the more
exact physical sciences. All this calls
for some form of social auditing to de-
termine the effece of the forces set in
operation by the planning authoricies.
Planning unaccompanied by research
is of little avail since only by research
can we find out what changes for bet-
ter or for worse have been brought
about by these plans.

Many of us can see all this in the
economic mancuvers of the Federal
agencies in such projects as that of
managed curtency and the programs
of the AAA. However, not as many of
us can appreciate the fact that there
are programs of a more social nature in
the repeal of prohibition, the work of
the Tennessee Valley Authority, and
the projects of the Housing Division
of the PWA in terms of the changes in
social behavior which these programs
may effect.

Repeal calls for & comparison of the
drinking habits of the nation during
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three periods: “before prohibition™;
“during prohibition”; “after repeal.”
This field in parricular has been
notoriously neglected by the social
scientists. So  infinitesimal is  our
knowledge of the social effects of the
legal and illegal consumption of
liquor that instead of relying on the
findings of careful research we have to
base our opinions on the colorful ut-
terances of Al Smith and the thunder
of Bishop Cannon. This condition
exists despite the fact that the country
is now a virtual laboratory for every
type of experiment from wet to dry
spots, from state control to free and
open sale of liquor.

In the Tennessee Valley moun-
taineers are being hurled from primi-
tive conditions to living in an indus-
trial empire made possible by giaat
power. They are going to be different
folk from what they once were. Elec-
tricicy will give them the shock that
will make them jump from the
eighteenth to the twenteth century.
What changes in the social habits of
these people will be brought about by
this radical alteration of their en-
vironmental conditions?

Public housing programs will mean
that people nurtured in the slums and
then permitted to live in modern
communities of low-cost homes will
perhaps behave differendy from the
way they once acted. America has
been woefully negligent in providing
adequate housing for its lower-income
groups. We are beginners in public
housing and have much to learn from
the continental and English housing
experts who, despite the devastated
finances of their countries, have builc
thousands of apartments and homes.
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Vienna, Hamburg, London, and Mos-
cow, arc excellent testimonials of their
skill and zeal. It is along these lines
that we want to emphasize for pur-
poses  of  detailed  illustration,
the possibilities of planning, ex-
perimentation, and social auditing in
the low-cost housing and slum-
clearance projects which the Housing
Division of the PWA is developing in
a dozen or more cities throughout the
narion.

Enthusiasm regarding these hous-
ing projects has waxed and waned, bur
enough headway has been made in At-
lanta, Louisville, New York, Cleve-
land, and other cities® to warrant the
belief that low-cost housing will be a
reality in some cities if only for the
purpose of demonstrating what can be
dene. Through this program the hous-
ing autherities are planning to alcer
the living conditions of great bodies of
the population in a number of citics.

Do slums make slum people or do
slum people make the slums? Will
changing rthe living conditions sig-
nificantly change the social behavior of
the people affected? The public hous-
ing projects may furnish the made-
to-order test-tubes to help in answer-
ing these fascinating and bewildering
questions.

The accumulating studies of che
sociologists reveal the slums as the
sore spots of our modern industrial
civilization. In the slum areas of our
urbun centers are found high rates of
delinquency, adult crime, depend-
ency, tax delinquency, sickness,
malnutrition, insanity, and similar
conditions, together with such charac-
reristic groups as delinquent gangs
and institutions of vice. These institu-

tions and conditions epitomize the
so-called viciousness of the slum. The
implication is thar if these people
lived under more wholesome condi-
tions there would not be as much
delinquency, dependency, sickness,
among them. No doubt—but how
much less delinquency, dependency,
sickness? Compare a slum group with
the people living in a suburb. Less de-
linquency, dependency, and sickness?
To be sure. But the people living in
the suburbs are not similar to the
people living in the slums in terms of
certain significant factors. They are
usually wealthier, better educated,
healthier, than the slum dwellers. The
tayman would call chis an unfair com-
parison. The best way we can answer
this problem, perhaps, is to compare
the social indices (rates of delin-
quency, dependency, adult crime,
sickness, and similar factors) charac-
teristic of a given population while
living in the slum with the social in-
dices of the same ot a similar popula-
tion after living in che changed en-
vironment of a model community.
This would mean a “before and after”
study. In other words we would have
to employ the exacting techniques of
an experimental approach. This would
permit controlled observarion and en-
able us to know with more precision
the difference which may occur in so-
cial behavior accompanying a change
in social environment brought about
by the altering of living conditions.
Graphically, it would be like transfer-
ring a population mass from Test
Tube 1 of Liquid A to Test Tube 2 of
Liquid B and finding out what hap-
pens.

Certain of the social indices may be
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reduced to monetary items in terms of
costs to the government (costs of de-
linquency, adule crime, dependency,
police protection, sickness, and simi-
lar factors) and a comparison made of
the costs to the government preceding
and following slum clearance or the
transference of a slum population to a
model community on more open land,
Specifically, such a program may re-
duce delinquency and adult crime.
The cost-per-delinquent and the
cost-per-adult-criminal may be com-
puted and the differential in lower
costs to the state that may result from
the housing program calculated. A
computation may be made of the so-
cial cost differential in favor of the
new communities which may be logi-
cally considered a governmental and
social saving. Such a body of data may
even setve as a basis for tecruiting
financial support to futere housing
programs.

The experimental method in a re-
search program of the kind suggested
would depend on the plans of the
housing authorities and the develop-
ments accompanying these plans,
Suppose the program for the city of
Metropolis is that of slum clearance
(we shall call this Plan 1), with a
significant part of the old population
of former restdents returning to live in
the rebuilt community. Then the in-
vestigator would have to compute the
social indices in terms of rates of de-
linquency, dependency, adule crime,
sickness, and like factors, of a sample
population for whatever number of
years he decides is satisfactory for his
purpose before slum clearance, and
follow the same procedure for the
sample group after the population had
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taken up residence in the model com-
munity and after it had been “ex-
posed” to the living conditions of a
more wholesome environment. Hence
he would study the social indices in
their “before” aspects, and later in
their “‘after” aspects, and then figure
out the differences in these social indi-
ces. These differences the investigator
would attribute to the changed living
conditions for he would have held a
number of significant factors constant,
Why? Because the same population
was studied throughout the investiga-
tion and the principal variable was
that of differences in living condi-
tions. But suppose a research bureau
decides to make a study of this sort
after the slum population had moved
to the new community. Will it mean
that the study could not be inaugu-
rated? Not necessarily, for the investi-
gator would then become a contempo-
rary archeologist and comb the records
of the city from the juvenile court
to the social agencies for his data, In
any event he would have to do some-
thing of this sort whether he began his
study befote or after the stun was
cleared.

Now the identical procedure of
study may be followed in Plan II, a
much better program (as we shall
point out later), of transferting a
population from the slum to a model
community built on more open land,
perhaps in the suburbs. The same “be-
fore and after” analysis may be made
of a sample slum population moved to
a less congested area.

The slum clearance program of Plan
I as a gesture towards better housing
for a congested population is an un-
satisfactory procedure in many in-
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stances. This springs out of the very
nature of the slum in our unplanned
and unregulated modern American
cities. Slums are typically found where
rents are low but where space values
tend to tise.? They are located on
speculative and highly priced prop-
erties, for they are on the fringe of the
commercial areas and the hope of the
landlords is that the central business
district will incorporate the slum. All
this is based, among other things,
on the belief that urban populations
will continue to increase, a belief
not substantiated by recent pepula-
tion statistics. Stability of population
means a curb on speculation and a
more realistic basis for land valuation.
But where speculative values exist and
high cost land is purchased for slum
clearance a large slice of the cost of
rearing the new structures is eaten up
by the land and hence huge apart-
ments are constructed with the possi-
ble resultant of a grearer congestion
than was apparent before the slum was
cleared. This would mean rents be-
yond the reach of rhe lower income
groups. However, rthrough expert
handling and accumulation of land,
the Housing Division of the PWA is
attempting to make possible the valu-
ation of slum property on a realistic
utility rather than on a speculative
basis. Slum clearance is perhaps not
unsatisfactory in the aspects men-
tioned here for cities under the
250,000 class.

The purchase of more open land for
the construction of model homes, as
suggested in Plan II, is the best pol-
icy. This means that cheaper lands can
be utilized and more money spent for
basic housing and community plan-

ning for parks, playgrounds, streets,
and ample sunshine. Community plan-
ning is an indispensable part of ade-
quate housing.5 Furthermore, there
is no need in chis late day to have
thousands of people jammed in close
quarters within close proximity to
their work. Rapid and cheap transpor-
tation enables workets to be within
easy distance of the factory, office, and
workshop, though they live miles
away.

The hitch in Plans I and IT comes in
the distinct possibility that the new
residents in a model community may
not all come from a particular slum
locality. The new development of Sun-
light Gardens in Metropolis may have
residents drawn from Slums A, B, C,
and perhaps a number of neighbor-
hoods of a not-so-slummish character.
We shall call such a possibility Plan
III. Does this mean we shall have to
abandon the experimental approach?
Not necessarily. After things have
settled in Sunlight Gardens the inves-
tigator would analyze the social indi-
ces of its population. Then the inves-
tigator would assume the tdle of a
soctal Artowsmith and try to get a
satisfactory control group. His control
group would be a slum population
which continued to live in the slum.
The investigator, we shall say, finds
such a population in the slum of the
Roundhouse District. But he would
have to get a slum control group that
as nearly as possible matched the
population of Sunlight Gardens on
such facrors as nationality, religion,
education, economic status, and simi-
lar conditions. Then he would analyze
the social indices of his slum control
group and after computing these
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measuring sticks compare these indi-
ces with the social indices of Sunlight
Gardens and compute the differences in
these indices. Now the closer the con-
trol group of the Roundhouse District
is to the population of Suniight Gar-
dens the more nearly the investigator
would be on safe ground in conclud-
ing that the differences in the social
indices were due to differences in liv-
ing conditions. We would hence be in
a better position to gauge the benefits
of model housing to the people of Sun-
light Gardens.

A check on the results obeained
above and supplementary qualitative
analysis may be sccured through a
clinical study of the population of
Sunlight Gardens. Case studies of the
past behavior of the population, or
enpugh of che population to furnish a
good sample, as reflected by such in-
dicators as delinquency, dependency,
sickness, and like factors, of the Sun-
light Gardeners could be made before
they took up residence in the new
community, Similar case studies on
the same items could then be made
after the population had lived for some
time and had been “exposed” to the
environment of the model commu-
nity. A comparison may then be
effecred and the differences in the re-
sults obtained credited to a large de-
gree to the variations in housing and
living conditions.

The change of residence from the
slum of River Bottom to Sunlight
Gardens may permit an important
qualitative analysis of the subtle

NOTES
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influence of a variation in living con-
ditions on the petsonalities of the Sun-
light Gardeners. Down on congested
Delancey Sereet little Joe never would
play baseball with the gang. He was
afraid of cars, an auro had run over
him once. In a crowded apartment on
the same block old Mr. Flannagan
would grumbile all the time because a
room full of children wouldn’t lec him
read his newspaper in peace. In Sun-
light Gardens Joe could play ball on
the playground and Mr. Flannagan
would stop grumbling, there would
be plenty of room in the house and the
children would be in the open air, It
would be an ideal set-up for a psy-
chiatrist.

Bold are these plans and pious are
the hopes that engender them. The
“before” and “after” aspects of exper-
iments need auditing. Studies of the
character mentioned and particularly
of the social effects of public housing
need to be prosecuted for certain
selected communities by some great
public spirited foundation as the Rus-
sell Sage or as an adjunce of the hous-
ing project itself. A minimum study
from the point of view of social policy
would be a census of the population
after residence in the model commu-
nity to find out the character of che
group attracted to the new environ-
ment. The economic experiments of
the administration from the NRA to
the AAA are being studied by the
governmental agencies and the Brook-
ings Institution of Washington. Why
not studies of social experiments?

1. See Read Bain, “Scientist as Citizen,” Soczal Forces, March, 1933, pp. 41213,
for an excellent and timely discussion of how the cloistered objectivity of the scientist

makes him oblivious of his rdle as citizen.
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2. See F. Stuart Chapin, “The Experimental Approach in the Study of Family Group
Patterns,” Socia/ Forces, December, 1932, pp. 200-07. Also, F. Stuart Chapin, “The
Problem of Controls in Experimental Sociology,” The Journal of Educational Sociology,
May, 1931, pp. 541-51.

3. See Harold L. Ickes, “The Federal Housing Program,” New Repubiic, December
19, 1934, pp. 155-57.

4. Nels Anderson, “The Stum Endures,” Swrvey, March 15, 1927, 799 ff.

5. See Albert Mayer, “New Homes for a New Deal,” New Republic, February 14,
1934, pp. 7-9. Also Albert Mayer, “Housing: A Call to Action,” Nation, April 18,
1934, pp. 435-36.



2. Evaluating Educational Programs

Edward A. Suchman

By and large, researchers have been
reluctant  to undertake evaluation
studies. The basis for such resistance
lies mainly in the general inadequacy
of many of such scudies judged by sci-
cutific standards. While this poor
reputation may be justified from past
experience,! the shortcomings are not
inherent in the conduct of evaluation
studies. The purpose of this paper will
be to formulate some of the basic is-
sues involved in viewing evaluation as
research and to point out some of the
ways in which such studies can be im-
proved.

DEFINING EVALUATION

The key conceptual elements in a
definition of evaluation from a
methodological point of view are (1) a
planned program of deliberate intet-
vention, not just any natural or “acci-
dental” event; (2) an objective or goal
which is considered desirable or has
some positive value, not simply what-
ever change occurs; and (3) a method
for determining the degree to which
the planned program achieves the de-
sired objective. Evaluative research
asks about the £ind of change desired,
the means by which this change is to be
brought about, and the signs accord-
ing 1o which such change can be rec-
ognized.?

However, an evaluarion study
should do more than “pass” or “fail” a
program {(an administrative goal); it

should attempt to find out why a pro-
gram was or was not effective {a re-
search goal). The answer to this ques-
tion “why” requires an analysis of such
factors as (1) the attributes of the pro-
gram itself that make it more or less
successtul; (2) the population exposed
to the program in terms of which sub-
groups are reached and which affected;
(3} the situational context within
which the program takes place, such
as auspices, locale, competing pro-
grams, and public opinion; (4) the dif-
ferent kinds of effects produced by the
program, such as cognitive, attitudi-
nal, or behavioral, long or short term,
unitary or mulriple, including special
atcention to any negative side-effects.
In this sense evaluation involves more
than judging; it also encompasses re-
search on conditions affecting success
ot fajlure.

This emphasis upon the analysis of
why a program is more or less success-
ful underscores the evaluator’s tespon-
sibility not to rake as “given” the
administrator's definition of his pro-
gram. One of the major contributions
of an evaluation study lies in an
analysis of the program being eval-
uated in terms of its objectives, the
assumnptions underlying these objec-
rives, the specific program activities
designed to achieve these objectives,
the rarionale for believing that these
activities are capable of attaining the
objective, the separation of the “idea”

Reprinted with permission from The Urban Review. a publication of the Center for
Urban Educarion, Vol. 3, No. 4, February 1969, pp. 15-17.
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of the program from how it is being
carried out, and the determination of
criteria for cbserving the extent to
which the objectives are being at-
tained. Few of the answers to these
questions can be directly obtained
from program personnel; they are
largety the product of careful observa-
tion and analysis on the part of the
evaluator himself.?

It follows from the above that the
design of the evaluation study must
provide for testing underlying as-
sumprions, for examining processes by
which objectives are attacked, for
looking at program content separate
from program aperation, for provid-
ing measures of unanticipated, nega-
tive consequences, and, in general, for
formulating the evaluation project in
such a way that onc learns as one
evaluates. Obviously there are ad-
ministrative constraints upon how de-
tailed such an analysis can be, but rhe
goal should be to approach the eval-
uation as one would any research
project—rto understand how “theory™
and “operation” are linked together in
the program being evaluated.

EVALUATIVE VS,
NON-EVALUATIVE RESEARCH

Let us examine briefly che underly-
ing logic of the evaluation process.
First, we distinguish between evalua-
tion as the general social process of
making judgments of worth regardless
of the basis for such judgments, and
evalnative vesearch as referring to the
use of che scientific method for collect-
ing data concerning the degree to
which some specified activity achieves
some desired effect. Our concern in
this paper is obviously with the latter,
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Science is concerned with the study
of process or the interdependence of
events  or phenomena. In  non-
evaluative or basic research this proc-
ess (greatly over-simplificd) usually
involves the test of some hypothesis
concerning the relationship between
an independent or ‘“causal” variable
and a dependent or “effect” variable:
i.e., “the more 2, the more 5.” Basic
research proceeds to test che “validity”
of this hypothesis and to elaborate
upon the control variables which ac-
count for or modify the relarionship of
o b

The same basic logic applies ta evalna-
tive research. The independent variable
# becomes the goal to be achieved.
However, unlike basic or non-eval-
uative research, wvalue becomes at-
tached to 4 as something desirable,
while # becomes the object of deliber-
ate, planned intervention. The non-
evaluarive hypothesis “the more«, the
more 47 becomes the evaluative
hypothesis, “by changing # (through a
planned program), the probability of 5
(which I judge to be desirable) in-
creases.”  Thus evaluative research
tests the hypothesis that “Activities
A, B, C, will achieve objectives X, Y,
Z. L ]

But just as the non-evaluative
hypothesis “the more #, the more 47
requires further testing in terms of
some control factor ¢ which may de-
stroy or modify the relationship, the
evaluative hypothesis concerning the
relationship of activity @ to objective 4
requires critical cxamination accord-
ing to control factors which test (1)
whether it was really activity « that
achieved objective 4, and (2) which
elaborate upon how and why the activ-
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ity was able to achieve the objective.®
This is the heart of evalustive veearch.
First, to ascertain whether program «
is associated with the occurrence of ob-
jective &; second, to “prove” that this
association is a “‘true” one—that z was
demonstrably responsible for & and
then third, to elaborate upon the con-
ditions which determine or modify the
ability of 2 to achieve &.

Using this approach, evaluation be-
comes research. The significane differ-
ence between basic or non-evaluative
research and applied or evaluative re-
search is one of purpose and not of
method. Both types of studies attempt
to utilize research designs for data col-
lection and analysis based upon the
logic of the scientific method. The
evaluative study applies this model to
problems which have administrative
consequences, while non-evaluative
research is more likely to be concerncd
with theoretical significance. But the
validity of both types of studies rests
equally upon the degree to which chey
satisfy the principles of scientific
methodology.

To be sure, the above difference in
purpose has important ramifications
for determining how a problem ts de-
fined and artacked. Tor example,
evaluative research is more likely to
emphasize the study of variables
which lend themselves to manipula-
tion or change or to be more con-
cerned with the immediate, concrete
rime and place relevance of one’s
findings than non-evaluative research
which places its emphasis upon expla-
nation rather than manipulation and
upon abstraction as opposed to spec-
ificity. While undoubtedly evaluative
research creates greater personal in-
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volvement in outcome than non-
evaluative research, this distinction 1s
apt to be exaggerated into questions of
honesty or bias not at all inherent in
differences between the two ap-
proaches.® To be sure there are more
administrative constraints upon the
evaluator both in the choice of his
probiem and in the interpreiation of
his findings, but again these are inter-
personal problems and should not be
confused with methodological prob-
lems. The question is one of norms
and values, not of principle.”

A RESEARCH MODEL FOR
EVALUATION

ln social research we generally deal
with multicausal models in which no
event has a single cause and each event
has multiple effects. No single factor
is a necessary and sufficient cause of
any other factor. These logical condi-
tions of a “multiplicity of causes” and
an “interdependence of events” applies
equally to evaluative research. It
means that activity A becomes only
one of many possible actions or events
which may bring about (or deter) the
desired effect. Furthermore, both ac-
tivity A and effect B will have many
other effects or consequences. The
significance of this model of “causal-
ity” is thar evaluations of success must
be made in terms of conditional prob-
abilities involving atracks upon causal
factors which are only disposing, con-
tributory, or precipitating rather than
determining. The effect of any single
activity will depend upon other cir-
cumstances also being present and will
itself reflect a host of antecedent
events. Any single activiey will, in
turn, have a great many effects, many
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of them unanticipated and some of
them even undesirable.

Thus, any “explanation” of the suc-
cess or failure of program A to achieve
effect B must take into account the
preconditions under which the pro-
gram s initiated, the events which
intervene between the time the pro-
gram begins and the time the effects
are produced, and the consequences
that follow upon the effects. Thus no
program is an entity unto itself but
must be viewed as part of an ongoing
social system 8

It is important to point out the re-
lationship of theory to action in terms
of the above model. The evaluative
hypothesis, “Activities A, B, €, will
achieve objectives X, Y, Z,” implies
some logical reason for believing that
the program of activities as the inde-
pendent or stimulus variable has some
causal connection to the desired objec-
tives as the dependent or effect vari-
able, There must be some theoretical
basis for linking the program to the
objectives. The question "Does it
work?” presupposes some rationale as
to why one might expect it to work.

In this sense, evaluative research
may be viewed as a form of seciaf exper-
fment. These social experiments test
the validity of the hypothesis that the
action program has the power to affect
certain “causal” processes relared ro
the development of the desired effect.
The ideal evaluation study tests under
field experimental conditions the
hypothesis that activity A will attain
objective B becanse it is able to
influence process € which affects the
occurrence of the objective.®

If a program is unsuccessful, it may
be because the program failed to
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“operationalize” the theory, or be-
cause the theory itself was deficient.
One may be highly successful in put-
ting 4 program into operation but, if
the theory is incorrect or not ad-
equately translated into action, the
desired changes may not be forthcom-
ing: i.e., “the aperation was a success,
but the pattent died.” Furthermore,
in very few cases do action or service
programs directly attack the ultimate
objective. Rather they attempt to
change the intermediate process which
s “causally” related to the ultimate
objective. Thus, there are two possible
sources of failure (1) the inability of
the program to influence the “causal”
variable, or (2) the invalidity of the
theory linking the “causal” variable to
the desired objective. We may dia-
gram these two types of failure as fol-
lows:

Independent Intervening Dependent
variable variable variable
Activity or “Casual™ Cresired
program process effect
Program Theory
failure faiture

According to this analysis, evalua-
tive rescarch tests the ability of a
program to affect the intervening
“causal” process. Non-evaluative or
basic research, in turn, tests the valid-
ity of the intervening “causal” process
as a determinane of the desired effect.
For example, the evaluation of an
obesity clinic may show whether at-
tendance leads to a loss of weight, but
whether such a loss of weight de-
creases the incidence of heart disease is



52

a question for non-evaluative medical
research. Similarly, a project Head
Start may succeed in increasing the
curiosity of culturally deprived pre-
schoolers, but whether increased
curiosity leads to higher educational
aspirations is a matter of theory and
non-evaluative research. This is prob-
ably the reason why so few evaluarions
can show any direct effect of a pro-
gram upon ultimate objectives.'?

EVALUATIVE RESEARCH AND
ADMINISTRATIVE SCIENCE

Evaluation as the study of the effec-
tiveness of planned social change can
play an important part in the de-
velopment of a field of administrative
science. With its emphasis upon un-
derstanding why a program succeeds
or fails, evaluative research is 2
strategic source of knowledge about
principles of program administration.
In fact one might argue that evalua-
tive research provides the main scien-
tific basis for testing or validaring
principles of program administration.

From an administrative point of
view, evaluation becomes an ongoing
process related to all stages of program
planning, development, and opera-
tion. Each stage has its own set of ob-
jectives and means for attaining these
objectives which become subject to
separate evaluations. These evalua-
tions feed back information to the
program administrator at each srage

NOTES
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and permit him to determine when
and how to proceed from one stage to
another. We may view these stages as
interrelated with the objectives of each
preceding stage being means toward
formulating the objectives of each suc-
ceeding stage. Thus an evaluation of
the planning process is judged in
terms of its success in program de-
velopment. The developmental pro-
gram, in turn, has as its objective the
formulation of an operational pro-
gram. Evaluation at this stage at-
tempts to assess the relative success or
failure of various attempts or ap-
proaches to the problem being at-
tacked. Thus, this stage provides an
excelient opportunity for “experimen-
tal” research. Finally, che operational
program is evaluated in terms of its
ability to achieve the desired objec-
rives as specified in the planning proc-
ess. As we have discussed previously,
such operational program evaluation
should stress an analysis of program
process as well as end results.

The above approach to program
administration has often been charac-
terized by the term “scientific man-
agement.'' 1! The key to its success lies
largely in its utilization of the scien-
tific method for making decisions.
The central position of evaluation in
this process underscores our concern
with the development of evaluative re-
search in as methodologically rigorous
a manner as possible.
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3. Program Evaluation Models and the Implementation
of Research Findings

Herbert C. Schulberg and Frank Baker

A source of great dismay to both
the researcher and the clinician is the
difficulty encountered in trying ro
apply the findings of a research proj-
ect. This consternation is particulatly
acute in the research specialty of pro-
gram evaluation, since both the pro-
gram administrator and program
evaluator undertake studies with the
fullest and sincerest intention of
utilizing the resulting data. The rea-
sons for the gap between rescarch and
implementation are varied and consid-
erable attention has been devored in
recent years to analysis of personal and
organizational resistances to change.
This paper restricts irs focus to the
issues specifically relevant to program
evaluation and program modification
andl then describes tmplications of dif-
ferent evaluation research models for
the implementation of research find-
ings.

A common appreach among those
concerned with the utilization of re-
search findings has been the study of
the processes through which informa-
tion flows among scientists. In his re-
view of this broad field, Menzel® was
able to identify and classify many dif-
ferent types of information-receiving
behavior on the parc of scientists and
to suggest numerous leads for further
research. For the past six ycars the
American Psychological Association

has been engaged in a wide-ranging
study of scientific information ex-
change and the entire November,
1966, issue of the “American Psy-
chologist” is devoted to a report on
this project.

In one of the papers, Menzel® dis-
cusses five interrelated themes about
scientific comununication which he
considers central co the understanding
of this process. Perhaps most relevant
to the topic of program evaluarion and
modification is Menzel’s notion that
acts of communication constitute a
system. He conceives of the flow of
scientific information as a sct of in-
teraction processes in a social system.
As the information-receiving actions
of any one individual often involve
several of his roles, Menzel urges a sys-
temic view of the problem. The
changes and innovations introduced in
any one component of the system will
have their consequences on the utiliza-
tion and efficacy of other components.

In considering the processes which
intervene between the completion of
research and its ultimate application,
Halpert? identified several barriers to
useful communication. The obstacles
originate with both the researcher and
the clinician. In a perhaps overly
stereotyped fashion, we may describe
the researcher as suspecting malicious
surteptiticusness among those charged

Reprinted with permission from American Journal of Pablic Health, Vol. 58, No. 7,

July 1968, pp. 1248-1255.
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with the implementation of his
findings and inapproptiate defensive-
ness in striving to maintain the status
quo. Conversely, the administrator al-
leges that the researcher’s findings
have been presented in an unnecessar-
ly frustrating, abstract manner and
that the findings have precious little
application to the complex reality of
his program. If we are to accept Hal-
pert’s contention that “a trest of the
efficacy of communication is its ability
to translate research into altered be-
havior of key individuals,”® we then
must sadly conclude that much pro-
gram evaluation has been unsuccess-
ful.

Proceeding from this conclusion,
one should then ask a series of ques-
tions whose answers may contain
guide lines for future developments.
The most basic question is whether
the research and clinical enterprises
are 5o antitherical in their nature that
they inevitably will be in conflict, par-
ticularly when the researcher contends
that his findings necessitate modifica-
tions in clintcal practice. Although we
are all familiar with practitioners to
whom professional autonomy is so sac-
rosanct that it even prevents the intru-
sion of research findings, over the
years there have been sufficient exam-
ples of research and evaluation directly
affecting clinical practice to conclude
that under appropriate conditions
evaluation and practice can be har-
monious. Many of the recent program
developments in the field of commu-
nity mental healch stem from demon-
strations that alternative patterns of
care, e.g., day haospitalization, are
preferable to ones used previously and
that increased flexibility is possible.

It becomes important then to de-
termine what the appropriate con-
ditions are for bringing program
evaluation and clinical practice closer
together and to develop them in such
a way that they have greater applica-
bility. We will consider now the pur-
poses of program evaluation and the
alternative approaches for enhancing
the implementation of findings.

PURPQOSES OF EVALUATION

Even though it is impossible to
identify all of the factors associated
with the administrator’s decision to
evaluate an activity, it is esscntial to
identify as many of them as possible.
Many aspects of the evaluation proce-
dure itself, and certainly its later util-
ity, hinge upon the administraror’s or
the organization’s motivation in in-
{tiating the evaluation. Earlier papers
by Greenberg and Mattison® and
Knutson® highlight the complexity of
this matter. Knutson thought chat che
implicit and explicit reasons for pro-
gram evaluation fall into two
categories: (a) reasons that are organi-
zation oriented, and (b} reasons that
are personally oriented. In both cat-
egories vaJues of an unspecified nature
exert  powerful  influences  upon
decision-making in ways unrecog-
nized by those participating in the
process.

The relationship of evaluation pur-
pose to subsequent utilization of
findings is indicated in many ways. If
the administrator fs concerned with
achieving status and impressing his
peers, he will select for evaluation a
program of widespread interesc. The
evaluation of a relatively obscure serv-
ice will ateracr little of the adminis-
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rrator’s eneryy initially and even less if
the implementation of findings re-
quires the overcoming of staff resist-
ance,

The purpose of evaluarion similarly
will affect the depth of investigarion
to be undertaken and the level of criti-
cal analysis to be completed. Knutson
suggests that the administracor’s
orientation will determine the selec-
tion of evaluation criteria, since what
is valid evidence to one person will not
be accepted as such by others. Con-
troversy  frequently  arises  between
those subscribing to a “cost analysis”
criterion and those advocating a criter-
ion of “human suffering alleviaced.”
In a period of increasing competition
for the limited funds in governmental
budgets, legislators and economists
often reject a program which entails a
higher cost per unit of service even
when it has been evaluated as success-
ful. The many instances of “success-
ful” demonstration programs which
cease operation after the inttial fund-
ing vperiod demonstrate how the
evaluation criteria satisfactory to the
professional may leave the legislator
unimpressed.

EVALUATION MODELS

In seeking to conceptualize the var-
1ous approaches to evaluation, two re-
search models stand out: (2} the goal-
attainment model, and (b) the system
model, The characteristics and limita-
tions of each will be described as they
affect the implemenrtation of research
findings.

Guoal-Atrainment Mocdel

There is popular agreement among
those concerned with program evalua-
tion that one of the most crivical and
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also difficult phases in this process is
clarification of a program’s objectives.
This emphasis stems from a concep-
tion of evaluation as measurement of
the degree of success or failure encoun-
tered by the program in reaching pre-
determined objectives. Related to this
conception of evaluation is the as-
surnption that if specific program ob-
jectives can be defined, then the ap-
propriate methodology and criteria for
assessing the program will be selected
correctly. The specification of objec-
tives and goals in the evaluation proc-
ess is considered by some to be so es-
sential that Freeman and Sherwood?
suggest that if the evaluation re-
searcher is to act responsibly as an
agent of social change, then he should
actively participate in developing the
program’s goals. Having failed to do
this, he may find himself in the posi-
tion of either evaluating incorrect ob-
jectives or of never even being told
what objectives are to be studied.
Accepring the significance of goal
clarification as an integral component
in the evaluation process, one can pro-
ceed then with well-defined merh-
odologies for determining the degree
of success achieved in attaining the
goal. This “goal-attainment model” of
evaluation has been widely described
in the literature (e.g., Herzog® and
Knurson®) and it has many of the
characteristics of classical research.
Freeman and Sherwood maintain that
evaluation research seeks to approxi-
mrate the experimental model as much
as possible and, when this cannot be
achieved, then quasi-experimental de-
signs should be employed. Knutson
distinguishes between evaluation of
progress, which is conducted during
the course of the program, and evalua-
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tion of achievement, which measures
change betrween the base line period
and some ultimate point in time when
the program is expected to have pro-
duced results. The data and criteria
selected for evaluating progress to-
ward intermediate goals are differ-
ent from those used in evaluating
achievement of final objectives.

In spite of the methodological rigor
evident in the “goal-attainment”
model of evaluation, a relative lack of
concern is found within this approach
for technics of implementing findings.
Although evaluation research usually
is distinguished from other research
by virtue of its closely knit relation-
ship to program planning, only rarely
has this interweaving been evident in
fact. An exception can be found in
James's'® description of the goal-
attainmenc evaluation pteocess as =z
circular one. It starts with inirial
goal-setring, proceeds to determine
measures of the goal, collects data and
appraises the effect of the goal, and
then modifies the initial goal on the
basis of the collected data.

Nowhere is any indication found,
however, of the manner in which the
evaluator can insure closing the circle
of the evaluation process in the goal-
artainment model. Mare often than
not, the previously linked series of
cooperative processes between eval-
uator and administrator break down
at the point of goal modification,
What had been a reciprocal relation-
ship of mutual benefit suddenly be-
COmMes an antagonistic arrangement
marked by the stereotyped interper-
sonal perceptions described earlier in
this paper.

What are the characteristics of the
goal-attainment model of evaluation

that render it relacively ineffective at
the point of implementing findings?
First, we must consider that one of the
supposedly major assets of this model
may be mythical in nature. The re-
searcher, attempting to avoid the bias
of imposing his own objectives as
criteria of the organization’s effective-
ness, turns instead to the adminis-
trator for a statement of the goals to be
used as criteria. However, in gaining
this “objectivity” and utilizing an un-
biased evaluation model, the re-
searcher potentially has sacrificed
much of the significance of his work,
Etzioni'? forcefully notes that organi-
zational goals, particularly public
ones, have an illusory quality in thar
they may never have been intended to
be realized. When this is the case, the
program administrator will be trou-
bled very little by the researchet's
finding that his previously enumer-
ated organizational goals are not being
achieved. Never having meant to at-
tain the goals studied by the re-
searcher, the administrator sees no
need to alter his program to accom-
modate the findings of the researcher.
The program evaluation has lirtle im-
pact upon the organization since the
researcher had little understanding of
the administrator’'s purpose in par-
ticipating in the study.

A second limitation in implement-
ing the findings of the goal-at-
rainment model of evaluation is the
relatively circumscribed perspective
with which this evaluation model
views an organization. Since the
model assurnes that specific goals can
be evaluated and modified in isolation
from the other goals being sought by
the organization, it constitutes an ar-
tificial, if not fallacious, approach. A
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wide body of literature in the field of
organizational study (e.g., Rice'? and
Sofer'3) highlights the interrelated na-
ture of goals and the manner in which
modification of any one is constrained
by characteristics of the others.

An example of this process of inter-
related goals can be found in studies of
the ways in which large mental hospi-
tals establish administrative and clini-
cal structures which will permit them
to funcrion in an optimal manner. The
hospital administrator is faced by the
need to deploy limired resources in
such a2 way as to maximally benefit
new admissions as well as long-rerm
patients. Achieving the goal of opti-
mal functioning is further compli-
cated by the fact that the mental hos-
pital as an organizational system 1s
faced with many tasks hesides its clin-
ical one. The treating and discharging
of patients must be considered as just
one among several legitimate tasks in-
cluding training, research, custodial
care, and so on, which affect the
over-all framework of the institution’s
administrative and clinical structure,

A recent study by Schulberg, Not-
man, and Bookin'? of the treatment
program at Boston State Hospital
found thart although the total number
of inpatients not involved in any
specific form of therapy had been re-
duced by 30 per cent between 1963
and 1965, geriatric patients have re-
ceived little additional treatment in
this period. The implication of this
finding is clear-cut in the sense that
one aspect of the hospital's trearment
program is not functioning up to par
and modification of this clinical serv-
ice’s structure seems warranted. What
are the obstacles, then, to immediare
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implementation of the findings in this
evaluation of goal attainment, i.e.,
treatment for all patients.

It becomes immediately evident
that alteration of the geriatric unit’s
treatment program must have rever-
berations in many other facets of the
hospital’s total operation. Change in
the technological component of the
systetn, therefore, cannot be ac-
complished without equal attention to
the implications of change for social
aspects of the system. The goal-
attainment model of evaluation often
has restricred itself to recommenda-
tions about cither altered forms of
technology or administrative struc-
ture, without adequately considering
the constraints imposed by other
competing factors.

Returning to the services of a
geriacric unit, the hospital superin-
tendent might accept the findings of
the previously cited treatment survey
as a matter requiring his immediate
attention and decide to increase the
level of care on this unit by assigning
additional psychiatric residents to it.
In doing so, however, the superintend-
ent must, first, overcome the wide-
spread resistance of many residents to
working with this aged population;
second, operate within the constraint
of his training program’s guide lines
regarding length of time that resi-
dents will spend on any one service;
and third, consider the imbalance that
will be created in other parts of the
hospital by transferring additiona!l res-
idents to this unit. Realizing the
complexity of these constraines, the
superintendent may possibly decide
that although the findings of the
evaluation were certainly illuminat-
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ing, they provide him with lictle
guidance on the merits of altering the
present situation in the face of the dif-
ficulties that change would create.

[t is suggested that this brief exam-
ple of the fate befalling an evaluarion
of goal attainment is representative of
the process through which many
studies have passed at the point when
administrators considered implement-
ing their findings.

System Model

In view of the implementation
limitations inherent in the goal-
attainment model of evaluation, what
alternative is available to the re-
searcher concerned wich the urility of
his findings? An approach which war-
rants more attention than it has re-
ceived in the program evaluation lig-
erature is the system model. It 1s
described by Etzioni'® who points out
that the starting point in this ap-
proach to evaluation is not the pro-
gram’s goal, as it is in the goal-at-
tainment model of evaluation. Instead
the system model of evaluation is con-
cerned with establishing a warking
maodel of a social unit which is capable
of achieving a goal. Uniike the study
of a single goal, or even a set of goal
activities, the system model is that of
a multifunctional unit, It recognizes
that an organization must fulfill at
least four important functions for sur-
vival. In addition to the achievement
of goals and subgoals, the system
model is concerned with: the effective
coordination of organizational sub-
units; the acquisition and maince-
nance of necessary resources; and the
adaptation of the organization to the
eavironment and to its own internal
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demands. The system model assumes
that some of the organization's means
must be devoted to such nonobvious
functions as custodial activities, in-
cluding means employed for mainte-
nance of the organization itself, From
the viewpoint of the system model,
such activities are functional and actu-
ally increase organizational effective-
ness.

In contrast to the goal-attainment
model of evaluation which is con-
cerned with degree of success in reach-
ing a specific objective, the system
mode! establishes the degree to which
an organization realizes its goals under
4 given set of conditions. Etzioni indi-
cates that the key question is: “Under
the given conditions, how close does
the organizational allocation of re-
sources approach an optimum dis-
tribution?” '8 Optimum is the key
word and what counts is a balanced
distribution of resources among all or-
ganizational objectives, not maximal
satisfaction of any one goal. From this
perspective, just as a lack of resources
for any one goal may be dysfunctional
s0 may an excess of resources for the
goal be equally dysfunctional. In the
latter instance, superflucus attention
to one goal leads to depressed concern
for the others and problems of coordi-
nation and competition will arise.

It should be noted that this model
of evaluation is a more demanding and
expensive one for the researcher. In-
stead of simply identifying the goals
of the organization and proceeding ro
study whether they are attained, the
system miodel requires that che analyst
determine what he considers a highly
effective allocation of means. This
often requires considerable knowledge
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of the way in which an organization
functions but it carries with it the ad-
vantage of being able to include in the
analysis much more of che collected
data than is possible in classical re-
search design.

Another system model concept de-
serving consideration 1o regard to
program evaluation is feedback mech-
anisms, i.e., the processes through
which the effects of organizational
actions are reported back to the ot-
ganization and compared with desired
performance. Inadequate utilization
of research findings is an indication of
blocked feedback and thus represents
an ofganizational problem legiti-
mately subject to scrutiny. The sys-
tem model, therefore, provides not
only a more adequate maodel for de-
termining the types of data to be col-
lected bur it also has utility for deter-
mining the factors associated with
effective or ineffective integration of
the findings.

Turning now to the problem of
utilizing the system model in produc-
ing change, several studies will be
cited as examples of how this approach
can be applied. An almost classic in-
stance of the greater ability of the sys-
tem model than the goal-attainment
model to offer the program director
sufficient guidance for implementing
change can be found in the work of the
Cuminings? relative to mental health
education. They started our to study
to what extent and in what directions
atritudes toward mental illness could
be changed through an intensive edu-
cational program. After completing
the six-month program, the Cum-
mings found virrually no change in
the population’s general orientation,
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either toward the social problem of
mental illness or toward the mentally
ill themselves. If the goal-attainment
model had been pursued, the re-
searchers might simply have con-
cluded that mental health education is
ineffective and that the program
should be dropped. Instead the Cum-
mings shifted to a syscem model of
evaluation and considered their data
within the context of the functions,
bath manifest and latent, that tradi-
tional attitudes toward mental health
play for the community as a social sys-
tem. From this perspective, the re-
searchers were able to formulate sev-
eral hypotheses explaining the failure
of their menral health education effort
and to suggest possible concrere av-
enues for bringing about future
change.

Another example of the use of the
system model in evaluating program
change can be found in studics®:!® of
the changing mental hospital. Baker®®
contends that viewing the hospital as
an open system exchanging inputs and
outputs with its environment prom-
ises to permit improved evaluation
and program modification as the or-
ganization moves toward provision of
comprehensive services. Three cate-
gories were identified by Baker for
focus and intensive study: (1) the
intraorganizational processes of the
hospital; (2) the exchanges and trans-
actions between the hospital and its
environment; and (3) the processes
and structures through which parts of
the environment are related to one
another. When attempting to imple-
ment the findings from one category,
it becomes immediately evident that
change may potentially affect the
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others as well. In a community mental
health program the linked interde-
pendence of all components in the sys-
tem is of particular concern since mod-
ification of any one element can only
occur within the framework of change
for the entire system.

The system model suggests a vari-
ety of linkages and feedback mech-
anisms which can be used to bridge
the gap between research find-
ings and program modification. In-
dividuals who have conract with the
organization's environment as part of
their regular work are considered in
the system model to occupy “bound-
ary roles.” These people are particu-
lacly crucial for research implementa-
tion since they often are the first to
teceive information from external
sources about the effectiveness of pro-
grams.

Boundary roles may occur ac all
levels of the organization but they
usually are found at the top and bot-
tom of the administrative structure.
The program administrator at the top
of the structure acts as a filter of re-
search results because of his scrong
cornmitment and participation in the
implementation of new programs.
Negative evaluation of the program'’s
effectiveness, however, may reflect ad-
versely on his decision to back the
program and in such a situation re-
search findings may not be utilized
properly. On the other hand, those
occupying boundary roles lower in the
organizational hierarchy often cannot
make effective use of evaluation results
because they do not have the formal
authority to influence individuals at
levels higher than themselves. A
lower-level boundary role incumbent

may pass on only that information
which he thinks his superiors want to
hear.

Since most health organizations
lack a unit or individual specifically
concerned with the translation of re-
search into practice, it is suggested
cthat planning divisions be established
as one way ro fill this void. The plan-
ner, being in a relatively objective and
highly placed position for analyzing
the total organization, can be sensitive
to both the data emerging from pro-
gram evaluation as well as to the
unique characterisrics of his facility.
He, thus, can gauge the flexibility and
constraints of his system in accepting
the changes suggested by the results of
evaluation.

To assist the feedback of research
findings to the program adminis-
trator, increasing attention is being
given to scientific communication.
Professional information experts, li-
brarians, abstractors, editors, and
others, are employing a variety of
hardware-oriented technics for mak-
ing information more readily available
to those who engage in even minimal
informarion-seeking behavior. Exam-
ples include computer search pro-
grams, abstracting services, review
papers, and various types of profes-
sional and interdisciplinary confer-
ences. Perhaps these modern technics
will partially solve the problem of re-
searchers reporting their findings in
forums and language which are
foreign to program developers. These
devices may be of particular impor-
tance when the research conducted in
the focal organization Is reported
elsewhere by the researcher who is
without a clear contract to feed back
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his findings to the organization under
study.

A last problem to be considered in
the development of feedback mech-
anisms is the time discrepancy that
oftea occurs between administrators
and evaluators. The time dimension of
thase closest to program implementa-
tion is often shorter and more variable
than that of the evaluaror who focuses
upon a more distant horizon. It is
suggested that feedback can be en-
hanced by the design of evaluarion
procedures which more appropriately
fit the schedule decision-making needs
of an organization, and which have
data available at a time when they can
be used for planning.

SUMMARY

In seeking to conceprualize possible
approaches to program evaluation,

NOTES

Herbert C. Schulberg and Frank Baker

two research models stand out: (a) the
goal-attainment model, and (b) the
system model. The characteristics and
limitations of each were described as
they affect the implementation of re-
search findings. It is contended that
the system model, by focusing upon
the various factors determining re-
search design and interpretation of the
data, offers more promise for pro-
grammatic utilization of the evalua-
tion findings. The system model also
has utility for determining the factors
associated with effective integration of
the findings. 1t is suggested that or-
ganizations establish planning divi-
sions because of the problems of
blocked feedback to the organization
of information on its performance and
in order to insure translation of re-
search.
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PART 1I
THE ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT:
ESTABLISHING AND MAINTAINING
THE EVALUATION RESEARCH ROLE

The task of evaluation research is to determine the effects of programs con-
ducted in an organizational setting. Often the results are used to help a sponser
decide whether an organization deserves continued support, ot to assist the
administering organization irself in modifying its programming, Effective
working relationships with those who administer programs, therefore, are criti-
cal for evaluative researchers.

In devising an evaluative research plan, the social researcher and his client
may do well to consider various evaluation alternatives as investment strategies.
Downs urges that the cost of research be considered in the light of the economic
benefits the research might be expected to yield. (He notes that decision makers
tend to underestimate the contribution of research, whereas researchers tend to
overestimate its value.) Downs also warns social scientists who assume consule-
ant roles that thetr advice is often sought less for its substance than as a ploy in
organizational politics,

Serious strains in researcher-practitioner relationships are common. Rodman
and Kolodny emphasize organizational structure rather than personality vari-
ables in accounting for these difficulties. Practitioners, for example, have reason
to be concerned that researchers will use cheir special ries to administrators to
repott on practitioner errors. The authors recommend that efforts to alleviate
these strains focus on the social organization of the action agency.

House analyzes the highly charged political circumstances that surround the
evaluation of innovative programs in higher education. Evaluators are advised
to be prepared o deal with not only the ideology built into project proposals
but also with “saga,” that is, the collective understanding of unique ac-
complishment chat surrounds a project. House illustrates how a balanced evalu-
ation narrative can be regarded as negative by project staff because the evalua-
tion challenges the “blemish-free’” public image staff have cultivated for the
project. The career ambitions of innovators require that che imagery be kept
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inract, Political enemies ate ready to use any negative data as ammunition with
which to attack the project.

Concerned with the fact that program performance usuaily does not improve
following evaluation, Horst and associates take issue with explanations that are
focused on the evaluation process. Rather, they argue that evaluation deficien-
cies often can be traced to three problems rooted in the programs themselves:
(1) lack of definition of problem, inrervention, and outcome; (2) lack of logic
linking resources, implementation, and outcome, and (3) lack of management
wiilingness or ability to act on the results of evaluation. The authors recom-
mend that programs be preassessed to determine whether the three conditions
for adequate evaluation are present before {ormal evaluations are artempred.

A study of the organizational context in which evaluative research is con-
ducted is reported by Weiss. Uncertainties regarding the purpose of evaluation,
conflicts among researchers, administrators, and practitioners over research de-
cisions, instability in the staffing of evaluation units, and difficulties in mesh-
ing program and evaluation timing are documented. Weiss identifies several
basic condirions that she believes should be present before evaluation grants are
made.

Mann and Likert emphasize the importance of effective communication of
research results in organizational sectings, They address themselves particularly
to the problem of motivating staff members to accept the action implications of
research. Their argument is that research results are most likely to be used when
staff members have an opportunity through group discussions to participate in
the interpretation of data.



4. Some Thoughts on Giving People Economic Advice

Anthony Downs

I. INTRODUCTION

Surprisingly, economists seem to
have developed few theories about
how to give other people advice effec-
tively. True, there is a vast literature
on how to make decisions. There are
also extensive writings on which types
of advice from economists can be con-
sidered purely scientific, and which
must also be considered partly ethical.
Finally, there are tons of books and
articles concerning the substantive is-
sues which advisors are likely to grap-
ple with.

Nevertheless, there is a significant
gap in both empirical dara and theory
concerning the kinds of relationships
likely to develop between an advisor
and the decision-makers who seek his
counsel. Therefore, in this brief arti-
cle, T will set forth a few thoughts on
this subject developed in the course of
acting as an economic consultant to a
wide variety of clients, ranging from
Latin Armerican politicians to New
England storekeepers.

II. ADVICE AND THE COST
OF MAKING MISTAKES

A practicing economic consultant
soon learns that many clients, and
even some consultants, do not under-
stand the elementary economics of in-
formation. The logical purpose of
seeking advice or information before
acting is to reduce the likelihood of

making an expensive mistake. There-
fore, the amount which should be in-
vested in advance research depends
upon the poreatial costiiness of mak-
ing such a mistake,

In this sense, a “misrake” can be
failure to make a 200% profit instead
of a 100% profit, as well as sustaining
2 loss. Hence this {3 just another way
of saying rthat information should be
obtained in order to maximize poten-
tial gain. Nevercheless, 1 prefer the
“mistake-minimizing” approach be-
cause it illuminates two major misun-
derstandings concerning the eco-
nomics of information which I often
encouner.

The first is under-estimating the
value of doing research before acting.
This error is most often made by
decision-makers  themselves.  They
have a natural incentive to minimize
research because they have to pay for
it, and good advice is usually expen-
sive, For cxample, many developers
are unwilling to spend even $10,000
analyzing the crucial aspects of a po-
tential investment involving five or
ten million dollars. Yet a mistake
causing cthe loss of just two percent of
their investment would cost them
from $100,000 to $200,000. Truc,
getting  advice normally requires
cash-on-the-barrelhead; whereas its
pay-offs may be way off in the future,
Nevertheless, in the complex, highly

Reprinted from American Bebavioral Scientist, Vol. 9, No. 1, September 1963, pp.
30-32, by permission of the Publisher, Sage Publicarions, Inc.

67



68

competitive, and uncertain environ-
ment of most large public or private
ventures launched today, it is all too
easy t0 make a tremendously expen-
sive blunder—perhaps a fnancially
faral one—when relying strictly on
“seat-of-the-pants” judgments, Al-
though this truth is being accepted by
more and more practical decision-
makers, I believe that the vast major-
ity of large-scale private and public
decisions still suffer from serious un-
der-investment in advanced research
—particularly research into alter-
native policies. This is related to the
myopia of looking at problems too
narrowly—which will be discussed la-
ter.

An exactly opposite misunderstand-
ing is surprisingly prevalent among
consultants themselves. It is most
often found among those who are
primarily academicians but occasion-
ally venture into the real world to ad-
vise “men of action.” An exaggerated
version of their typical crror is pro-
posing—or doing—$ 100,000 worth
of tresearch to solve a $10,000 prob-
lem. Moreover, they often fail to come
up with a definite answer, since they
believe more research is required to
produce one! Such over-investment in
research stems from ignoring the lim-
ited costs of making a wrong decision
in certain situations. Thus, a man
whose house is worth about $25,000
would be foolish to spend $10,000 o
have it appraised. Even if he sold it for
less than it was worth through sheer
ignorance, he would be very unlikely
to make even a 35,000 error. He
could certainly protece himself from
this large a Dblunder by investing
under $300 in research.
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A second cause of over-investment
in research is intellectual fascination
with solving the problem instead of advis-
fng the decision-maker. The primary
purpose of advice is to insure thar the
decision-maker makes the right choice
in a given situation. There are often
significant secondary purposes, too,
which we will discuss later. In some
cases, the right choice for the
decision-maker becomes clear rela-
tively quickly. This may occur in the
midst of a planned dara-acquisition
program, even before information
which originally appeared “vital” has
been gathered or analyzed. Sometimes
it is worthwhile to continue such a
program just to be sure nothing cru-
cial has been overlooked, or because of
the secondary purposes of advice. But
in many cases, further research
amounts to pure window-dressing.
Yert some consultants who are oriented
towards arriving at intellectually satis-
factory solutions to problems may
press on with expensive research be-
cause their expositions are incomplete
without it. And without an aestheti-
cally complete analysis, they are often
unwilling to formulate useful recom-
mendations, since they are expla-
nation-oriented rather than action-ori-
ented.

Iil. SOME DIFFICULTIES
COMMONLY ENCOUNTERED
IN GIVING ADVICE

Having examined two impottant
genera! misunderstandings concerning
the usefulness of economic advice, I
would now like to discuss a few of the
more specific difficulties which ad-
visors frequently run into.
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The first is that many people who
seek advice do not understand the real
nature of their probiems. They know
that something is wrong, but their at-
tention is normally focussed upon the
symptoms rather than the disease.
Hence nearly balf of the contvibution made
by an economic consultant in moit cases is
belping bis clients clearly define their prob-
lems, Once that is accomplished, the
solutions are in some cases obvious.

Properly defining the problem is
often complicated by the client’s belief
that he already knows what it is. Most
of the time, he is wrong because he
conceives of his difficulties too nar-
rowly. A retail firm may say to us,
“Find four cities with the following
characteristics tn which to locate
stores.” Then it will present us with a
set of characreristics which is inappro-
priate in terms of the firm’s true objec-
tives. For example, one firm requested
us to locate store sites within 200
miles of Chicago so they would be
within half-a-day’s travel time from
the main office. When we pointed our
that jer aircraft placed both coasts and
much of the rest of the country within
that time span, they radically shifred
their horizons. This illustrates that
decision-makers tend o think in
terms of traditional or habitual cat-
egories which are often unduly narrow
in relation to their needs.

A common manifestation of this
bias is the “one-best-way” approach to
problems. Having perceived a prob-
lem, the deciston-maker quickly de-
vises a basic approach te solving it,
and then devotes a great deal of atten-
tion to how that approach should be
carried out. Only then does he seck
professional advice—not on what ap-
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proach to use, but on the details of its
execution.

Hence our first task is often to con-
vince him to let us consider some al-
ternative approaches too. This may be
touchy because it requires him rto
admit that he might have acted too
hastily in concentrating on ane ap-
proach. Yetr we are firmly convinced
that several aleernative approaches to
most major problems should be care-
fully examined—at least on paper—
before any one of them is selected for
execution or even detailed investiga-
tion. For example, people often ask us
to study the market for a specific
land-use regarding a given site;
whereas the best strategy would be to
start by examining its potential re-
garding a number of different uses.

Thus, one set of difficulties in giv-
ing advice arises because decision-
makers do not call upon the objectives
and fresh viewpoint of outside advisors
soon enough sc that the latter can
focus on the whole problem.

Paradoxically, another set of diffi-
culties arises because many decision-
makers have an exaggerated idea of the
precision with which economic advice
can be rendered. They believe that we
have standardized, well-tested, and
extremely precise methods of making
guantitative forecasts about variables
which in reality are excraordinarily
difficult to measure or forecast, This
leads to the following problems:

1. Many people postpone getting
economic advice unti) the very last
second before a decision must be
made. Their confidence in our meth-
ods, or perhaps their last-minute re-
alization that other methods are in-
adequate, often causes them to seek
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our counsel so “late in the game” that
only sketchy advice can be given. An
extreme but true example is a discount
store operator who called me and said,
“I have a thirty-day option on this
property, and twenty-eight days have
expired. What can you do for me?”

2. Decision-makers often place ex-
cessive reliance upon specific quantita-
tive estimates in making subsequent
plans. We believe that most clients
are correct in demanding numerical
approximations of key variables in-
stead of vague generalities. However,
they tend to forget that these numbers
are sometimes rough estimates, rather
than precise measurements. For ex-
ample, many of our clients requite
that we estimate future store volumes
as single numbers rather than ranges
because they want to develop gross
building volumes, floor plans, and
merchandise layouts from those num-
bers. Also, every real estare appraisal
is stated as a single number, although
it is often the midpoint of a confidence
interval.

IV. THE “SECONDARY”
USES OF RESEARCH

In many cases, the client—not the
advisor—insists on the compilation of
data, analysis, and illustrations which
are logically superfluous in rerms of
the decisions at hand. This reveals a
crucial fact which every consultant
soon learns: many people ieck professivnal
acdvice not because they want to know how
to make right decistons, but for veasons
largely wnvelated to the advice itself.
Examples of such “secondary” uses of
advice are as follows:

1. Using outside advice to settle an
internal dispute among Board mem-
bers or other high-ranking officials. In
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many cases, the particular resolution
recommended is less important than
having a policy on which all concerned
can agree becawse it was devised by an
“abjective” oursider.

2. Using an impressive report to
provide justification for decisions al-
ready made on grounds largely unre-
Jated to the reasoning presented in the
report (although that reasoning is en-
tirely correct). This is more likely
among public agencies than private
firms.

3. Using a report by a reputable
advisor to verify findings previously
arrived at by an incerested party. An
example is making a feasibility study
for a shopping center which the de-
veloper shows to an insurance com-
pany to get long-term financing. In
such cases, if the advisor’s “stamp of
approval” is to retain any widespread
acceptance in the long run, he must
maintain a strictly impartial objectiv-
ity even though his client would like
him ro be a strong advocate.

4. Using outside advisors as
explicit weapons in a struggle for
power. Thus:

{(#) An official may use a report to
“prove” that his own operations
should be expanded, or his pet policies
adopted.

6) An organization may try to ob-
tain a teport to “disprove” the wisdom
of allowing a rival to expand. Finan-
cial institutions often fight potential
rivals in this manner.

() An official may use a report by a
well-known advisor primarily to call
actencion to himself, or to get his
superiors to consider a problem they
have consistently ignored when he
brought it up himself.

(@) One official may seck to weaken
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the power of another by having the
laccer’s operations subjected ro chor-
ough study. Since almost every opera-
tion can be improved, such studies
initiated by outsiders, are normally con-
sidered threatening by those being
studied.

3. Conducting futther research as
an excuse for deferring any immediate
action regarding some issue which is
highly controversial, or as the first
step in burying the issue without any
action at all.

Two vital observations must be
made about such “secondary” uses of
advice. First, these logically “second-
aty” purposes of advice are frequently
far more important than the usual
primary purpose (i.e., discovering
which choice is optimal). This is true
because most major decisions in our
complex world involve the mteraction
of many individuals or organizations.
Hence even the most dynamic “men of
action” usually need to obrain che
support and concurrence of others in
their decisions. Since they themselves
are bound to be judged as advocates,
they often have difficulty convincing
others of the feasibility of their rec-
ommendations without documented
analysis and opinions from advisors
well-known as #on-advocates.

Second, merely because the person
who hires an advisor wants to use him
as a rool in advancing a certain cause
does not mean that the advisor himself
must become an advocate of that
cause. On the contrary, his usefulness
to the advocate as a means of obtain-
ing support from others is directly
propottional to his reputation for ob-
jectivity and impartiality, Naturally,
no advisor can long maintain such a
reputation unless he is impartial.
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Moreover, even though decision-
makers may initially engage an advisor
primarily to substantiate views they
already hold, this does not mean that
the substance of his advice is irrele-
vant. in fact, because such clients may
not have been thinking as much about
substantive questions as about poliri-
cal ones, the advisor can sometimes
discover extremely significant facrors
they have overlooked. Hence he may
even shift the focus of their interests
from “secondary” issues to the sub-
stance of the decisions at hand. As a
result, he sometimes finds himself in a
crucial position in relation o both
“secondary” and substantive issues.

On the other hand, an advisor often
discovers that he is being used at least
in part as a pawn in a quasi-political
struggle, either within a single or-
ganization, or among different ones.
Such “politics” exist in every large or-
ganization, since its operations inevit-
ably involve the personal ambitions
and goals of its members as well as its
formal social functions. Normally,
when an advisor first arrives on the
scene, he can only dimly grasp the
“jockeying for position” going on all
around him. The speed and accuracy
with which he can sense the subtle-
ties of the situation, and unravel the
often complex power relarionships
involved—all without making an un-
wittingly ractless blunder—may de-
termine both how long he remains on
the scene and how significant a con-
tribution he can make.

Such circumstances usually require
extreme tactfulness and sensitivity in
human relations, as well as the normal
analytical talents associated with giv-
ing economic advice. The advisor
must simultaneously (a) maintain his
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standards of professional objectivity
and integrity and (b) consciously
either assist certain officials in atwain-
ing their “secondary” objectives, ot
assiduously avoid involvement,

The rarity of the combination of
traits required in these situations
makes top-level economic consultanes
extremely valuable. The best advisors
are always sensitive to both the “'sec-
ondary” and purely technical issues ar
stake in the situations where their
counsel is sought. They do not approach
giving  advice as  pavely imellectual
problem-tolving, bur as assisting specific
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people to make the decisions that will belp
them attain their personal and organiza-
tignal vhiectives. This certainly does not
imply that advisors must compromise
their intellectual integrity in any way.
Rather, it implies that they see each
situation in its fall context of social,
organizational, and personal implica-
tions. It is the challenge of providing
such “full-range-response” to the
needs of a wide variety of people in a
whole spectrum of different situations
that makes giving economic advice
such an exciting and stimulating pro-
fession.



5. Organizational Strains in the
Researcher-Practitioner Relationship

Hyman Rodman and Ralph Kolodny

Social science researchers have, to
an increasing extent, been moving
into clinical sertings, such as mental
hospitals, general hospitals, child
guidance clinics, and social work
agencies, and into other professional
sertings, such as schools and courts. [t
is well known that problems arise
when a social science researcher enters
a clinical agency ot some other profes-
sional setting. What we are interested
in exploring is whether there are
similarities in the problems faced by
researchers and practitioners in these
professional agencies, and whether
certain of these problems stem from
the organizational structure of the
professional agency. We shall deal
primarily with the relationships be-
tween researchers and practitioners in
health and welfare agencies, under
those conditions where only one or a
few researchers are part of a larger
agency.! We feel, however, that our
remarks have implications for research
endeavors in any professional agency.

Most  of the writings on re-
searcher-practitioner relationships are
based upon the personal experiences

of their authors in one or several col-
laborative attempts. While chis is also
true of our report, we have in addition
made a serious attempt to read the
writings on researcher-practitioner re-
lacionships, and to highlight some of
the major themes that emerge in these
writings. Moreover, we focus upon
some areas of stress and some reactions
to these areas of stress that are only
barely touched upon in the writings
we have scen. Although we have not,
by any means, attempted to cover all
writings on researcher-practitioner re-
lations, and although we have not au-
tomatically referred to every reference
we have seen, those references that we
included in this paper constitute a
fairly substantial bibliography on
rescarcher-practitioner  relationships.
For an overlapping bibliography on
researcher-practitioner  relationships,
and more generally for references to
other forms of interdisciplinary team
research, the reader is referred to the
excellent bibliography to be found in
Luszki’s book.?

In their less charitable moments re-
searchers complain that practitioners

Revision and expansion of two papers, one presented at the annual meeting of the
Society for the Study of Social Problems, in 8t. Louis, Missouri, August, 1961, and the
other at the Michigan Sociological Association meeting in Albion, Michigan, in
November, 1961. The paper had its start while the first author was a Russell Sage
Foundation post-doctoral resident at the Boston Children’s Service Association. It was
also aided in part by a grant from the Social Research Foundation to Merrill-Palmer

Institute.

Reproduced by permission of the Society for Applied Anthropology from Human
Organization, Vol. 23, No. 2, 1964, pp. 171182
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“can't see the forest for the trees”
while practitioners, in turn, wonder
whether researchers “can see the
human beings behind the statistics.”?
This kind of problem, as well as
others, frequently plagues the rela-
tionship between researchers and prac-
titioners. In attempting to locate the
difficulties that arise in the course of
this relationship, reference is often
made to personality differences or to
petsonality problems. Blenkner talks
abour

traits of temperament of a lasting
character

thar divide researchers and practition-
ers.® In their discussion of anxieries
assoctated with research in clinical set-
tings, Mitchell and Mudd suggest the
existence of a

deeply instilled bias for the “intuitive”
on the part of the clinician against the
bias for the “logical” of the researcher.d

They also suggest that many clini-
clans, in their first anxiety reactions
toward research processes with cheit
clients,

are reacting to inexperience, the un-
known [and that] if their anxiety per-
sists as evidenced in their continued in-
ability to discuss ot accept the fact that
clients are not harmed by research pro-
cedures it can but be labeled as “neu-
rotic anxiety.”’

It is true, of course, that ene cannot
understand practitioner-researcher dif-
ficulties unless attention is paid to
personality variables as they apply to
the behavior of individuals or groups
of individuals in particular profes-
sions. At the same time, it seems to
us, an understanding of these difficul-
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ties is likely to be incomplete if we do
not also take a close look at those fac-
tors, other than personality variables,
that may influence the actions and
feelings of practitioners and re-
searchers toward one another.?

In this paper, we will be focusing
on one such factor, the formal organi-
zation of the clinical agency, and we
will attempt to spell out some of rhe
ways in which the strains which may
be found between researchers and
practitioners are built into the formal
organization of the agency. Our pur-
pose in so doing is not to discourage
the undertaking of research in a clint-
cal agency but to show the ways in
which agency structure of necessity
conditions the response of researchers
and practitioners to each other, so that
the strains which arise between them
may be better understood and man-
aged. Since our aim is to illuminate
problem areas our attention will be
devoted to stresses and difficulcies
rather than to an examination of the
more benign aspects of researcher-
practitioner interaction. It should be
noted, therefore, in the inretest of
keeping a balanced view, that despite
these scresses, satisfying and produc-
tive working relationships have been
developed in a good many agencies
among administrators, researchers,
and practitioners.®

THE RESEARCHER AS EVALUATOR

There is general agreement on the
need for research activity in clinical
agencies. The literature is replete with
suggestions and even demands that
practice be subjected to systematic in-
vestigation. There are many reasons
advanced for undercaking research,
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such as the benefits accruing to scaff
by way of increased morale and sharp-
ened perceptions of the possible con-
sequences of their techniques. The ul-
timate purpose of research, however,
1s to evaluate as thoroughly as possible
the effectiveness of practice (although
it 1s recognized that “'research cannot
produce here and now the ‘ultimarte’
evaluation of efforts to bring about
psycho-social changes in individu-
als’).® This evaluative orientation is
reflected in such statements as the fol-
lowing:

As more rime, energy, manpower and
funds have been devoted to menral
health, as more scientifically trained
professional workers have become in-
volved in the problem and as competi-
tion amoeng cormmunity programs of all
types for manpower and public funds
has increased, the need for methods of
evaluating menral health activities is
obvious. It becomes mandarory that
more scientific cvidence be furnished if
and where this is possible, or otherwise
lack of knowledge concerning the re-
sults of enormous human effort can
lead to wastage, furtherance of un-
tested beliefs and  possible counter
trends which may cbstruct the onward
march of hard won progress, 19

One aspect, then, of the relationship
between researcher and practitioner is
that the former may be evaluating
the work of the latter. Acr the out-
set, therefore, practitioners may be
threatened by the researcher and am-
hivalent about the undertaking of re-
search, since the researcher, whether
he likes it or not, is in the position of
possibly showing up the work of the
practitioner. Inherent in the role of
the researcher is the conception of a
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corrective agent who, through his
findings, will help pracritioners to
improve their practice. Researchers in
social work write of their

focus on developing more “knowledge-
able” ways of proceeding towards social
work goals. !

One cannot avoid an implication here
that the agency pracrice upon which
they are or will be doing rescarch has
been characterized by less knowledge-
able ways of proceeding towards social
work goals, prior to research. Al-
though the researcher may want to see
himself as an enabler in his relation-
ship with the practitioner rather than
as an evaluator, the corrective and
evaluative aspects of his position as he
takes his place in the structure of the
agency are sensed and reacted to by
the practitioners. As Wilensky and
Lebeaux point out, objectivity has a
critical rone to te, and

what the social scientist thinks of as

“objective investigation™ rthe prac-

titioner often takes as “hoscile at-
12

tack,

Subsequent resistances on their part
cannot be dismissed as merely irra-
tional, for these, in part, are reactions
10 be expected to the researcher’s role
in the organization.

The painful aspects of the evalua-
tion process for the practitioner cannot
be glossed over.

A public relations man who usually op-
erates on the basis of shrewd guesswork
is likely to feel his “‘status” is in danger
when an outsider threatens to question
his guesswork by scicntific method.'?

The practitionet’s convictions {and his
occasional doubts) that his efforts arc
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helpful often lead to an ambivalenrt at-
titude toward research which purports
to test whether his efforts really are
helpful. This attitude is neatly
reflected by Wirch in a review of Al-
bert Rose's book, Regent Park: A Stady
In Sium Clearance. Wirth writes:

It is good for those of us who are in-
terested in low-cost housing programs
to have all of these convictions written
down; yer it must be recognized that
these conclusions are by no means satis-
factorily documented and validated.
Much more study remains to be done
before we have evidence on hand
definitely to assay the costs and benefits
of public housing. Most social workers,
however, are prepared 10 take the
benefits for granted even without
adequate proof in the firm conviction
that the benefits will show up in
time. 1t

The questioning attitude which the
researcher must necessarily assume in
cartying out the basic purposes for
which he has been employed is likely
to be irritating to the practitioner,
This is not because the practitioner is
naive or blind to inadequacies in prac-
tice. Often it is because the probing of
the researcher, ar least initially, comes
as an extra burden to the already
overworked practitioner. The re-
searcher’s persistent request for evi-
dence rather than impressions may be
felt as carping and quibbling by the
practitioner with a host of patients ot
clients to be seen. As Nacgele phrased
it, researchers kept therapists on their
toes by asking, “How do you know?”
and therapists kept researchers on
their toes by asking, “So what?”1?

Assaying this situation, Pollak, in
his comments on research in social
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work, has noted that to dare re-
searchers and social workers have col-
laborated under circumstances most
likely o cause friction because they
meet each other at the point of evalua-
tion, which places the researchers in
the position of critical analysts and in-
duces defensiveness in the social work-
ers. Pollak suggests as a remedy for
this situation that researchers begin
not with evaluative studies in agencies
but begin rather by working with the
social workers on projects in such a
way that the workers are able to per-
ceive the researchers as helpful col-
leagues, rather than as critics.'® Such
pre-evaluative, collaborative work may
have the advantage of teaching re-
searchers more about the complexity
of the problems that practitioners deal
with. Researchers are then likelier to
try to develop research Instruments
that will better reflect the com-
plexities of practice. This may be a
chastening experience for a researcher,
but it may also contribute to a reduc-
tion of practitioner defensiveness and a
heightening of murual respect.

Even under these conditions, how-
ever, certain threatening features of
the research process remain, for builc
into the researcher’s function from the
very beginning is the role of in-
novator. The situation is parallel ro
what would be found within an indus-
trial organization where the research
deparrment and the production de-
partment may be at odds because rhe
former has a vested interest in search-
ing out ways to alter the production
process and in discovering inefficien-
cies while the latter has a vested inter-
est in resisting changes that would
upsct the department and possibly re-
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flect upon its inefficiency. In the same
vein, in the relationship between re-
searchers and teachers of psycho-
therapy 1n mental hospitals, the
teachers may look upon research as an
effort

to undermine established authority and
to destroy what the teachers are build-
ing within the limits of the administra-
tive Procrustes.'?

It is not only the evaluative aspect
of the researcher’s job which leads to
organizational strains between re-
searcher and practitioner. Acrually,
the very ways in which the activiries of
researchers and practitioners are or-
ganized and the monetary and prestige
values attached to these different sets
of activities also have a definite hear-
ing on the strains. A clinical agency is
organized to help or rreac the clients
or patients that it serves; this is its
basic function. A number of such
agencies, however, are also engaged in
a certain amount of research work. A
question of some importance, there-
fore, is the place the research activiries
find wichin the agency and the conse-
quences that stem from the differences
berween research activities and clinical
activities.

It is possible to further develop our
analogy between the line and staff
functions of an industrial organization
and the service and research functions
of a clinical agency.'® The workers on
the line are engaged directly in the
manufacture of a particular product,
while the staff members serve in an
advisory capacity. In a similar way,
the practitioners in an agency are en-
gaged directly with therapeutic goals,
while researchers serve in an advisory
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capacity, or, at any rate, theit findings
may be looked upon as having advis-
ory potentialtty.

Like the staff workers in an indus-
trial organization, the research work-
ers 10 a clinical agency have an incon-
sistent status. On some criteria they
rank higher than the practitioners,
and on other criteria they rank lower.
Yor example, the research workers are
often younger than the practitioners
and they have had less, if any, clinical
training or experience, On these
criteria they rank lower. On the other
hand, researchers have usually had
more formal academic training, they
are evaluators of the practitioners and
they are closer to the administrator.
On these criteria they rank higher.
This makes for status inconsistency,
and, as some studies have shown,
there is a tendency for vartous forms of
dissatisfaction or desire for change to
develop in such a situation. !®

WORK AND TIME ORGANIZATION

An additional factor that transforms
the hyphen between researcher and
practitioner into a thorn is the ex-
treme difference between the research
job and the therapeutic job.2° The
way in which time is organized by the
researcher and the practitioner is one
difference. The practitioner is engaged
in a continuous job with a number of
clients or patients who are seen at reg-
ular or irregular intervals over a period
of rime. His time schedule is or-
ganized by the sessions with clients or
patients which are held in his office,
or, occasionally, in his clients” or pa-
tients’ homes, and his appoinrment
calendar reflects his hour-to-hour
“busyness” and shows relatively few
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empty spaces. The researcher, how-
ever, is working on a project; his rime
is much less organized on an hour-to-
hour and day-to-day basis; there are
often large blanks in his appointment
calendar. Of course, the researcher’s
time may be as tightly organized as
the practitioner’s if he is conducting a
series of research interviews, but after
the interviews are completed, they
must not otly be recorded, but also
examined and analyzed and written up
into a final report or article or mono-
graph. It is clear, therefore, that the
researcher’s activities and his organiza-
tion of time differ markedly from the
practitioner’s. That these differences
are not always appreciated is illus-
trated by the following brief phone
conversation in which one of the writ-
ers was involved:

Social WoORKER: 1 wonder when you
would have time to get together with
me?

RESEARCHER: Well, I am free on
Tuesday  afterncon, or  anytime
Wednesday or Thursday would be Q. K.
SociAL WorkER: Boy, that’s quite a
schedule; you're really living che life
of a lotus-earer!

The comments of Ekstein and Wal-
lerstein are interesting in this regard.
They note that teachers of psycho-
therapy in mental hospitals sometimes
see researchers in these sertings as

living a parasitical life,
schedules and responsibilities.

free from
21

One aspect of the differences in
time organization between practition-
ers and researchets is the fact thar the
practitioner focuses upon a series of
individual cases, while the researcher
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focuses upon a genetal problem. This
occasionally gives rise to the atticude
that the researchers are not interested
in the individuals and the practition-
ers are not interested in the general
problems. Practitioners, for example,
may complain bitterly about the fact
that their own or other agencies accepr
or reject clients or patients on the
basis of whether or not their problem
happens to fit the research interest of
people at the agency. In addition,
they frequently object to changes in
their service routine which are called
for by a research project and they may,
as a final expression of protest, actu-
ally undermine such a project.**

Researchers, on the other hand,
may complain about the fact that
practitioners get so bound up with
their patients or clients chat they ob-
ject to the use of follow-up studies or
control groups. Flotence Hollis has
written on this point:

This  study would have been
strengthened immeasurably had it been
possible to follow up the cases, at say a
year after closing. There is considerable
resistance to such follow-up in the
casework field. In the writer's opinion
there is very litdle rational basis for this
resistance. There will always be certain
individual cases which it is impossible
or inadvisable to follow but these
would be the exception rather than the
rufe. 23

In addition, Martin Wolins, in refer-
ring to the use of control groups in
social work, has commented that,

in suggesting control groups 1 am ad-
vocating denial of service, strongly op-
posed by every social work practitioner
to whom I have mentioned ic.®?
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Making use of control groups is espe-
cially difficule in public agencies.?5

The problems between researcher
and practitioner are compounded by
the fact that the practitioner, who is
expected to cooperate with the re-
searcher, may have demands placed
upon him that require him to change
his procedures. One area in which
change may be asked of the prac-
ritioner is in terms of fuller and more
frequent recording. For the researcher,
the recording of data is extremely im-
portant; he cannot hope to carry out
his task unless he can get all of the
data he needs. The practitioner, as he
actually carries on his job, accords less
importance to recording. Even in so-
cial work, despite the prominent place
recording is given in the literature and
despite the belief commonly held by
those from related disciplines that so-
cial workers over-ritualize cheir work
through voluminous recording and
that with regard o recording

they seem to do too much of the work
that psychologists and psychiatrists
seem to do too little of, 2%

recording is in fact not often atrended
to with anywhere ncar the diligence
agency administrators hope for. This
is attested to, for example, by the
notices one sees posted from time to
time advising workers that vacations
cannot be taken until recording is
brought up to date, and by rhe work-
ers who spend many days, prior to
leaving an agency permanently, carch-
ing up on rtheir recording. The prac-
titioner may feel that the essential
points he is concerned with can be re-
membered, and by saving time from
recording, he can devote more time to
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doing what he considers his basic
job—clinical work. In addition, be-
cause of the strong democratic ethic
among social workers, certain items
like race, religion, and national
background may not be recorded,
especially on a client’s face sheet, and
chis may lead to difficulties for the
researcher.?” The different nature of
research work and clinical work intro-
duces a different attitude toward re-
cording, and it is easy to see that these
different attitudes will have conse-
quences for the researcher-pracritioner
relationship.%¥

CREDIT AND ANONYMITY

Another problem that may arise
from rhe different roles being played
by researcher and practitioner con-
cerns the credit that is assigned for the
publication of research reports. To the
researcher, publication represents the
culmination of his work, and he ex-
pects to get primmary, if not sole, credit
for publication. The practitioner who
has cooperated with the researcher,
however, typically feels that he has
contributed a great deal to the re-
scarch report and expects to get sub-
stanrial, if not equal, credir for its
publicarion. The researcher who has
had to overcome the resistance of the
practitioner may tend to minimize the
work that the pracritioner has done,
while the practitioner who has had to
sacrifice imporrant time that could
have been devoted to whart he consid-
ers the more essential service job may
maximize the work that he has de-
voted to research.®*¥ If, in addition,
the research report is largely explora-
tory and descriptive, and makes use of
case material that has been supplied
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by the practitioner, the latter has all
the more reason to feel that he should
get a considerable amount of credit for
the final published report. Thus, one
aspect of the problem is that, due to
the roles they play, the researcher and
the practiticner have differing percep-
tions of the size of the contribution
that the latter has made. This is com-
pounded by the fact thar the re-
searcher ordinarily writes up the final
report,®? and decides upon the credit
to be given to other participants on
the project. He not only sees things
differently from the practitioner, but
he also has a limited number of pos-
sibilities from which to choose in as-
signing credir. Perhaps the television
industry has an easier time handling
this problem because the credit to be
assigned is part of a contractual obli-
gation, and because chere is more
scope fur indicating greater and lesser
stardom. The researcher who is pub-
lishing an article is often faced with
the choice between co-authorship and
footnote mention—and there is a wide
gap between the two. In addition, cer-
tain journals, due to space limitations,
are reluctant to accept articles with
more than two or three authors, and
may want to edit out footnotes that
give thanks to a long list of parrici-
pants in a research project. This, of
course, adds to the strains that are
faced in the relationship berween re-
searcher and practitioner.

Space limitations do not enter the
situation when book pubiication is in-
volved, and it is, therefore, possible
to arrive at a more just distribution
of credit under these circumstances.
Here, between magnanimous co-au-
thorship and mere footnote mention,
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lie the additional possibilities of sec-
ondary authorship (“with the assist-
ance of” or “with the collaboration
of '} and of more or less protracted
mention in the Preface or Acknowl-
edgments. The problem is not how-
ever simply one of space limitations or
the choice of a just distribution of
credit, but also one in which the vari-
ous role-players may have quite a dif-
ferent notion of what is just.
Publication credit is therefore a sen-
sitive issue, and is usually not dis-
cussed until the research report has
been written, and it may not be dis-
cussed even then. 3! This is anocher
area in which the researcher has
power, and through which he can
broadcast credit (or blame) to a large
audience. Because of this, the re-
scarcher has another channel through
which he can exert pressure upon the
practitioner to gain his cooperation;
that it may not even occur to the re-
searcher to discuss publication wich
the practitioner certainly does not les-
senn this pressure. It may also be
significant that social science re-
searchers are often very responsive to
the canon of confidentiality that pro-
tects the people from whom or
through whom they gather their dara.
So much so, in fact, that they may all
too readily grant anonymity to those
who would prefer a share of the credit.

THE PATTERNS
OF COMMUNICATION

We have indicated so far how the
role of the researcher and the narure of
the organization in which he carries
out his activities can create strains be-
tween practitioners and researchers.
Another source of strain which must
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be taken into account can be found in
the communication parcerns of the re-
searcher.

When research first begins in a clin-
rcal agency, it 1s almost always a crea-
tion of the agency’s administration.
The administration may feel that re-
seatch work holds out the only hope
for new findings and techniques that
can cut down on the continually in-
creasing demands for service or that
can help to meet these demands more
effectively. The publication of re-
search resules from a particular agency
also provides one of the most effective
ways of gaining prestige for cthe
agency. For these reasons research
work is usually established because of
needs thae are expressed by the admin-
istration rather than by the practition-
ers. In addition, according to some
writers, it is the administrator who is
expected

to wotk through the resistance [to re-
search] of inexperienced board mem-
bers and staff, #%

This puts the researcher in a clinical
agency in 2 unique position. His work
has been created by the administration
and it is with the administracion chat
he has his main contacts, at least ini-
tially, This special position of the re-
searcher will usually mean that he is
not attached to any of the service de-
partments of the agency. It mighe also
involve the creation of a special re-
search group which, by name, often
becomes a patrician institute among
plebeian departments. In those in-
stances whete the researcher is part of
a service department—perhaps be-
cause he is working both as a prac-
titioner and as a researcher—he may
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have certain responsibilities to the
head of the service department and
also to the administrator of the
agency. In such instances the formal
organization may lead to a certain
amount of strain and the adminis-
trator, researcher, and especially the
department head, may all wonder, at
times, to whom the researcher really
belongs.

There is perhaps another factor that
binds the tesearcher and administrator
together. This is the “loneliness” that
Schmide sees within the administra-
tive position,®® and the administrator
may therefore welcome a researcher as
someone to talk to in a way that he
cannot talk to the regular members of

his staff.

THE PROBLEM OF MARGINALITY

The special tie that the researcher
has with the administrator cannot be
too strongly emphasized. The formal
organization of his job, at least in the
beginning, both isolates him from the
rest of the agency and at the same time
binds him closely ro the adminis-
trator. The researcher’s activities are
different and he is also not usually parc
of a regular agency deparcment. For
these reasons he has a marginal posi-
tion within the agency.3* Even his re-
search findings are marginal to the
agency in the sense that they are usu-
ally published for a much wider au-
dience. As compared to the research
department in an industrial organiza-
tion, the research department in a di-
rect service agency makes fewer
suggestions that require changes on
the part of the worker in the organiza-
tion. The complexity of the service
task makes it much more difficult for
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the researcher to suggest changes in
clinical practice. It is indeed a reflec-
tion of the weakness of the researcher’s
position that most of rhe changes he
asks for are to enable him to carry out
his research task, and are not changes
10 imptove service that are suggested
by his theoretical background or his
research findings. It is, therefore, not
surprising that difficulties develop in
those situations where the researcher
must work closely with the pracrition-
ers in order to carry out his cask. The
researcher’s marginal position both
with respect to the structure of the
agency iself and the profession in
which workers in the agency are en-
gaged deserves close study. His role
may be thought of by practitioners as
a luxury role which is perhaps useful
but cerrainly not essential to the carry-
ing our of the agency’s task and com-
mitment to the public. He is nor a
part of the line organization of the
professional agency. His formal train-
ing is in an academic rather than a
clinical freld which can lead to conflice
with rhe practitioners about the ap-
propriate way of viewing and undet-
standing human behavior. Actually,
the orientation of the reseatcher to
personal and social problems may not
be greatly different from that of che
clinical pracritioners, but his structur-
ally marginal position and his tncon-
sistent status®® may lead him, at
times, to feel isolated, without sup-
port, and unessential to the agency. In
same cases it may make him a useful
target for negative feelings displaced
from authority figures who are pare of
the supervisory chain and structure.
The pracritioners within an agency
share a professional culture which they
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act out in their daily experiences. This
is so regardless of whether they do
or do not identify with one specific
agency. The lone or the few re-
searchers within a clinical agency are
strangers who may be vieally in-
terested in the professional culeure of
the society in which they reside, but
who nevertheless maintain their own
distinctive customs and beliefs. They
do not commit themselves to the
maores of this new society to the same
extent that its members do, and cheir
acceprance by the society, therefore, is
always conditional and tentative.3®
Like the traditional marginal man the
researcher and what he does may be
thought of as somewhat mysterious.
As a social worker laughingly re-
marked to one of the writers,

Nobody knows what you're doing but
you.

This attitude may be reinforced by the
fact that when the researcher begins
his task he may have only the most
general ideas about which problems he
hopes to tackle and in what ways he
will approach them. Since he cannot
immediately explain his research prob-
lem to the practitioners and may be
some time going about exploring
what (s researchable in the agency, all
sorts of misconceptions about his role,
usually reflecting the anxieries of the
practitioners about their own per-
formance, can arise.

In one instance, one of the writers
entered a social work agency in order
to explore what was researchable and
after being in the agency for several
months, a questionnaire was answered
by the social workers in which they
were asked, among other things, to
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give their impressions of what the re-
search worker was doing in the
agency. At an early scaff meeting the
administrator explained that explora-
tion was the research worker’s func-
tion, and this was repeated by the
researcher to all practitioners who in-
dividually asked him about his work.
Despire this emphasis upon explora-
tion, eight of the twenty-five social
workers who answered the question-
naire mentioned that evaluation was a
function of the worker’s job. This was
done in terms such as assessment,
evaluation, and observation in refation
to the adequacy of service and the
achievemnent of agency goals. Two
examples of such responses are pre-
sented below:

Mainly he seemed to be observing, ask-
ing questions on an informal level, and
I thought that he was reading records
and evaluating the work of the agency.

Gathering statistical informarion and
studying what an agency such as ours
does, what its good and bad points are.

The researcher, however, is not in a
marginal position simply by virtue of
the fact that he is placed there by the
practitioner due to his distinctive role
as an evaluator. His sense of marginal-
ity may also stem from his feelings
about the means and ends of science
and the means and ends of social ac-
tion, both of which may hold some
actraction for him but may also appear
to be in opposition. As Tax has said,

Qur action anthropology thus gets =
moral and even missionary tinge that is
pethaps more imi;ortanr for some of us
than for others,”

Or as Towle suggeses in her discussion
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of the relations berween social scien-
rists and social workers (whom she re-
fers to as “scientific missionaries’),

Today, it looks as if che social scientist,
in studying the missiopary, risks be-
coming one.

Whether or not one agrees with
Towle's further comment that it may
be necessary for the researcher to be-
come a ‘missionary’ in some rmeasure

if he is to be an understanding and
hence a useful collaboraror,*?

it is not difficult to understand the
internal struggle which may be
created when the researcher finds him-
self faced with the possibility of be-
coming a part of that which he is
studying, thereby running the risk of
losing the objectivity which he has
been raught to value so highly.

DENIAL AND DISPLACEMENT

Up to this point we have concen-
wated upon the ways in which the
formal organization of a clinical
agency leads to strains in the relation-
ship between researchers and prac-
ttioners, We now want to focus upon
some of the reactions that take place
berause of the formally induced
strains. The first reaction we will dis-
cuss is that of denial and displace-
mént, a reaction in which the re-
searcher is not merely isolated by the
practitioner, but annihilated. Such a
response obviously does not lead to a
better working relationship between
researcher and practitioner. When we
take up the informal humor that de-
velops in the relationship berween re-
searcher and practitioner, and the
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formal responses to strain that may
develop, we will be dealing with reac-
tions that do lead to better working
relationships between researchers and
practitioners.

By denial and displacement we refer
to the practitioner’s refusal to take the
researcher or his findings seriously;
rather, attention is called to the fact
that the researcher is merely project-
ing. Simply put, the rescarcher who
suggests that a particular clinical prac-
tice is defective may be told that it is
his own personality that is defective.*®
In this way, the practitioner may ig-
nore the researcher, or, at the very
least, he may ignore some of the re-
marks that the researcher makes, He
therefore attempts to eliminate the
strains in his relationship with the re-
searcher by creating a situation that
permits him, in a sense, to deny the
role of the researcher.

It is perbaps to be expected that
certain professional groups, such as
psychiatrists and social workers,
should resort to this type of denial and
displacerent. They have, after all,
been especially trained to observe per-
sonality functioning, and are not
nearly so well crained to observe the
functioning of a social organization.

We suspect, however, that this
type of response does not take place
too frequently. This is fortunate, for
although it may effectively protect the
practitioners from the threatening re-
searcher, it also inhibits the researcher
from making any kind of contribution
to the clinical agency.

Apart from the professional self-re-
straint and general good sense char-
acteristic of most practitioners, one
reason why this kind of response does
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not take place too frequently is be-
cause of the administrator-researcher
tie: any outright attempt to annihilate
the role of the researcher becomes an
attack upon the administration.

When denial and displacement do
occur, however, they need not perma-
nently inhibit the researcher. As long
as he cries to understand the sources of
these defenses and does not merely
react to them as chough they were per-
sonal atracks he may, in the long run,
enhance his relationship with the
practitioner. There are, after all, many
matters of common interest to re-
searchers and practitioners, and these
may override defensiveness. Prac-
titioners, moreover, have become
more interested in social factors and
social scientists have become more in-
terested 1n psychological and psycho-
pathological factors, and this con-
vergence provides a base that should
enable researchers and practitioners to
overcome defensiveness from either
side.

ONE-WAY HUMOR

Onpe of the most noticeable reac-
tions to the strains between prac-
titioners and researchers is the infor-
rmal humor that may develop between
them. As we have observed it, the
humor is not symmetrical—most of
the humorous remarks are made by
the practitioner and directed toward
the researcher. It is our belief that this
humor reflects the ambivalence of the
practitioner toward the researcher,
and that its one-sidedness reflects the
researcher’s marginal position within
the clinical agency.

One way in which the humor man-
ifests itself is in the somewhat sarcas-
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tic, but kindly manner in which the
researcher is addressed. Examples of
terms of address that are used are
"Docror” (in a social work agency) and
“Professor.”*! The latter term may be
related to the stereotype sometimes
held of the researcher as an intellectual
who is far removed from the real prob-
lems of the everyday world. Other
humorous remarks of a similar nature
refer to the “Ivory Tower” that the
researcher occupies; to the fact that he
“has his head in the clouds”; or to
his “high falutin’ gobbledygook."%2
These all serve to emphasize the fact
that the researcher is different, and
they reflect his marginal position
within the agency.

Other humorous remarks that are
directed toward the researcher are a
reflection of the different jobs that are
done by the practitioner and the re-
searcher. The following three joking
remarks, for example, all devaluate
the writing and publishing that the
rescarcher does:

['ve got an idea—why don’t we all stop
working and just write.

What are you deing with your time?
Just writing?

[A practicioner made an especially per-
ceptive comment.

RESEARCHER: Gee, that's an interest-
ing remark!

PRACTITIONER: Why don’t you wrire
another article on chat?

Another species of humorous re-
marks reflects the practitioner's am-
bivalence toward the researcher's re-
cording. In the lunchroom one day a
social worker called out loudly and
jokingly to one of the writers who was
sitting alone at a table,
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Hey, what are you doing there? Are
you taking notes on group process?

At another time, during a conversa-
tion, a social worker in the group
turned to one of the writers and said,

Now ] hope you're net going to go
along [to the administrator] and tell
him what we said.

The writer replied,
That’s just what 1 was going to do,

and everyone laughed loudly.

These jokes seem to indicate a fear
on the part of the practitioners that
theit activities will be reported, and
also a desire 1o gain recognition
through having their work reported.
A not uncommon temark that is jok-
ingly interjected into an informal con-
versation with a researcher—"Are you
taking all this down?"—would seem
to reflect this ambivalence very well,

Perhaps the humorous remarks that
have the greatest significance, how-
ever, are those expressed by the prac-
titioners as part of their working rela-
tionship with the researchers. In rthis
way the practirioners can release some
of their hostility in an acceptable
manner, and thus be in a better posi-
tion to cooperate with the researchers,
For example, one of the writers re-
ceived a birthday card from some prac-
titioners who wete collaborating with
him that was signed, “From your re-
sistant researchers.” Practitioners have
also opened a research meeting with,

Well what magnificent ideas are we
going to come up with today?

and they have said, in the course of a
meeting with the researcher,
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Boy, this is one of my resistant morn-
ings.

In these ways the practitioners can
jokingly express a degree of hostility
toward the researcher or his work
without actually upsetting their rela-
tionship with the researcher.

Radcliffe-Brown has pointed to the
way in which joking develops between
individuals who are in an ambiguous
relationship to each other,** and R. L.
Coser has added that in a hierarchical
structure humor tends to be directed
downward.*® What we are saying is
that there is a tendency for the humor
to be directed not dowaward but
sideways from those who play a more
central role in an organization toward
those whose role is peripheral. This
humor, even though it is not recip-
rocal, clearly serves a social, as well as
a psychological, function.*® And we
might expect that as the peripheral re-
searchers come to play a more central
role in a clinical agency there will be
an increase in the reciprocity of the
humorous exchanges.*6

FORMAL RESPOMNSES TO STRAIN

The formal structure of an organiza-
tion is of course not absolutely fixed,
and various kinds of formal changes
can and have been made in order to
minimize the strains that we have
discussed. Tor example, the use of
research consultants is one way of pro-
viding “external structural sup-
pores”? for the researcher who oc-
cupies a marginal position within a
clinical agency. In this way the re-
searcher spends a certain part of his
time in interaction with someone who
shatres his viewpoint, and he can gain
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the encouragement he needs to perse-
vere in his research tasks. This kind of
formal provision would seem to be an
especially valuable and necessary one
for the lone researcher in a clinical
agency. *®

Another formal response to the
potential strains we have discussed is
the appointment of a professionally
trained practitioner to the researcher’s
role.*® In this way there may be less
mistrust and more understanding be-
tween researcher and practitioner, but
such an appointment does not neces-
satily eliminare all problems.

Another type of formal response is
the use of “research-practitioners”
who have the research focus of their
job clearly spelled out to them before
they start work.®® This is a typical
practice where a grant has been pro-
vided for a specific research or demon-
stration project, and insofar as prac-
titioners are made aware of the
research aspect of their job and insofar
as the job draws pracritioners with an
interest in research, some of che dif-
ficulties we have discussed can be
eliminated. The practitioner, indeed,
may be the one who originates the re-
search and who hires cthe social scien-
tists, and under such circumstances
there is also a better likelihood of
minimizing the srrains inherent in
researcher-practitioner relationships.

A fnal type of response, which
however takes us away from this
paper’s major focus upon researcher-
practitioner relarions wichin a clinical
agency, is the creation of a research
unit within an academic, rather than a
clinical, setting. Under such an ar-
rangement the practitioners may be-
come the marginal men. But such an
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artangement does serve to provide ot-
ganizational support for abandoning
one’s traditional clinical role, so thar,
for example, psychiatrists will

modify their methods of inquiry to the
special  requitements of social re-
scarch .51

It should be clear, however, that
the formal strains that arise in the
relationship between practitioner and
researcher in a clinical agency are not
dissipated by the appointment of
practitioner-trained researchers or re-
search-oriented practitioners. This is
because the goals of the researcher and
practitioner differ, so that in their role
relationship a certain amounct of strain
must be expected regardless of who
plays these particular roles.

The validity of our argument be-
comes clear when we examine those
situtations in which the same person
plays both the role of researcher and of
practitioner. If what we have said
about the strains that arise in the rela-
tionship between researcher and prac-
titioner is correct, then one would ex-
pect to discover strains within the
person who plays a dual researcher-
practitioner role. In other words, one
would expect to find a role-conflict
situation under these circumstances,
and that is exactly what has been re-
ported in the literature.

Perry and Wynne, for example,
discuss the role of the clinical re-
searcher in a research hospital. They
point out that the clinical researcher
faces

conflict between his role as therapist
and his role as researcher.

The role conflict is “built into his
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job."®% Barnett discusses the difficul-
ties of being both an antchropolo-
gist-researcher and an administrator
with policy-making functions,®® and
Holmberg, who was the patrin of a
Peruvian haciendz and who was a re-
searcher, too, describes the difficulties
of

playing the dual role of God and an-
thropologist. **

The most complete account of the
strains that are inherent in the dual
researcher-practitioner role is superbly
portrayed by Fox, in her study of a
group of clinical iovestigators and
their patients.®® The clinical inves-
tigators or research physicians had the
dual responsibility of caring for pa-
tients with little-understood diseases
and of conducting research upon
them. Fox deals with the stresses that
come from this kind of dual responsi-
bility and with the ways in which the
clinical investigators tried to cope
with these stresses. It quickly becomes
clear that the major facror which
underlies the stresses faced by the clin-
ical investigators is the organization of
their job—the fact that they have rwo
roles to play, and that chese roles are
often at variance. As one of che clinical
investigators said,

We're caught in an eternal conflict be-
tween being physician and medical re-
searcher.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The relationship between researcher
and practitioner may be plagued by a
variety of problems, and personality
factors are often cited as the core of
these problems. On the one hand we
hear of the neurotic anxiety of the
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practitioner when he is faced with re-
search, and on the other hand we heat
of the defective persomality of the re-
searcher who projects his own prob-
lems upon the clinical agency he is
studying. Personality factors are not
irrelevant, but they may often mask
the nature of the role retationships be-
tween researcher and practitioner. lr s
the nature of this role relationship
within a professional agency, and the
strains that stem from this role rela-
tionship, that have been the primary
focus of this paper.

The organizationally-structured
strains in the relationship between re-
searcher and practitioner are too fre-
quently overlooked. For example,
there has been practically no discus-
sion of the related questions of credit
for publication and anonymity in the
relationship between rescarcher and
practitioner.®” It is of little wonder,
therefore, that the question is only
rarely discussed by researcher and
practitioner before and during their
research collaboration, and that this
often becomes one of the chronic and
insidious problems in the relation-
ship.

Other aspects of the formal role re-
lationship of researcher and prac-
titioner that we have discussed are the
evaluating nature of the researcher’s
role, and his special tie to the ad-
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mimstrator. On account of this, the
practitioner feels that his work is
being assessed by someone with a
vested interest in discerning errors
who is also in a position to report
these errors to the administrator. In
addition, the researcher’s primary job
is rtangential to the practitionet’s pri-
mary job, and they organize their time
very differently-—thus making it all
the more difficult for them to under-
stand each other and to collaborate ef-
fectively. As a member of the staff or-
ganzation of the agency, the re-
searcher finds himself in a marginal
position, and this may intensify his
ties to the administrator, and there-
fore add to the strain in his relation-
ship with the practitioner.

Certain reactions to the strains be-
tween researcher and practitioner—
denial and displacement on the part
of the practitioner, the development
of a one-way humor relationship, and
various changes in  the formal
organization—have also been dis-
cussed. From this it becomes clear
that although some strain is inevitable
in the relarionship between researcher
and practitioner, it is also possible to
move toward aileviating this strain
through a direct recognition of its
most important source: the soctal or-
ganization of the clinical agency.

1. Many different variables are involved in the relationship between researcher and
practitioner. Some of them are: the specific organizational setting; the composition of
the researchet-practitioner group {e.g., the disciplines represented and the number
from each discipline); the relative status of the discipline and the representatives of these
disciplines; the source of support for the tesearch and for the agency’s clinical program;
basic ot applied rescarch; length of time of the research project and the security of
employment of the project members; the nature of the research being done; differences
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in value and in personality organizacion of the researchers and practitioners. No one that
we know of has systematically pursued the association of any of these variables to
differences in the nature of the researcher-practitioner relationship. The following
references, however, although they focus more upon interdisciplinary research within
the social sciences than upon rescarcher-practitioner relations, do take note of some of
the variables that are involved in collaborative efforts: Gordon W. Blackwell,
“Multidisciplinary Team Research,” Social Forces, XXXIII (May, 1959, 367-374; R.
Richard Wohl, "Some Observations on the Social Organization of Interdisciplinary
Social Science Reserach,” Sogial Forces, XX X1 (May, 1955), 374-383; Margaret Bar-
ron Luszki, “Team BResearch in Social Science: Major Consequences of a Growing
Trend,” Haman Organization, XV (Spring, 1957), 21-24.

2. Margaret Barron Luszki, Imterdiscipiinary Team Research: Methods and Problems,
National Training Laboratories, N.E.A., Washington, D.C., 19538.

3. Cf. Ozzie G. Simmons and James A. Davis, "Interdisciplinaty Collaboration in
Menrtal Illness Research,” American Journal of Socislogy, LXIII (November, 1957,
297-303. The major barrier to collaboration pointed to by Simmons and Davis is the
difference in merhodological approach—some had a “clinical” and some had a “quan-
titative’” point of view.

4. Matgaret Blenkner, “Obstacles to Evaluative Research in Casework: Parc 1,”
Soctal Casework, XXXI (February, 1950}, 56.

5. Howard E. Micchell and Emily H., Mudd, “Anxieties Associated With The
Conduct of Research In A Clinical Setting,” American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, XXVII
(April, 1957), 314.

6. 1bid., p. 320. Young has also pointed out that among other characteristics,
researchers attribute problems in their relationships with practitioners to such personal-
ity characteristics of the practitioner as arrogance, narrowmindedness, and au-
thoritarianism. See Donald Young, “Seciology and the Practicing Profession,” American
Sectological Review, XX (December, 1955), 647,

7. Urie Bronfenbrenner and Edward C. Devereux, “Incerdisciplinary Planning for
Team Rescarch on Constructive Community Behavior,” Huyman Relations, V (19532),
187-203; a major interdisciplinary problem was that the team members were initially
person-centered racher than task-centered.

8. Since 1950 Russell Sage Foundation has spurred the development of effecrive
researcher-practitioner relations across many felds of social science and professional
practice. For a general report of the problems and successes of this program see Annual
Repore 1958—1959 and Annwal Report 19591960, Russell Sage Foundation, New York;
sce also Ralph L. Kolodny, “Research Planning and Group Work Practice,” Mental
Hygiene, XLII (January, 1958), 121-132; Hope Leichter and Judith Lieb, * Implica-
tions of a Research Experience with Caseworkers and Clients,” Journal of Jewish Com-
munal Service, XXXVI (Spring, 1960), 313-321,

9. Elizabeth Herzog, Some Guide Lines For Evaluative Research, Children's Bureau
Publication, No. 373, 1939, 79.

10. Ezaluation And Mental Health, Public Health Service Publication No. 413, U 8.
Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Washington, D.C., 1955, p. 6.

11. “The Function and Practice of Research in Social Work,” Social Work Research
Group, May, 1955, 28,

12. Harold L. Wilensky and Charles N. Lebeaux, Industrial Society and Social Wel-
fare, Russell Sage Foundarion, New York, 1958, p. 20.
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13. Stephen E. Fitzgerald, “Public Relacions Learns to Use Research,” Public Opin-
ton Quarterly, XXI (Spring, 1957, 141-146.

14. Mary Wirth, Social Service Revieww, XXXIII (March, 1959), 102. Cf. Robert C.
Angell, “A Research Basis for Welfare Practice,” Social Work Jowenal, XXXV (October,
1954), 145-148, 169-171.

15. Kaspar D. Naegele, "A Mental Health Project in a Boston Suburb,” in Benja-
min I}. Paul and Walter B. Miller (eds.), Health, Culture and Community, Russcll Sage
Foundation, New York, 1955, 317.

16. Oteo Pollak, “"Comments,” Social Service Review, XXX (September, 1956), 298.

17. Rudolf Ekstein and Robert 8. Wallerstein, The Teaching and Learning of
Psychotherapy, Basic Books, New York, 1958, p. 7.

18. Meiville Dalton, “Conflicts Between Staff and Line Managerial Officers,” Awmser-
tan Soctological Review, XV (June, 1950), 342-351,

19. Sruart Adams, “Status Congruency as a Variable in Small Group Performance,”
Social Forces, XXXIT (October, 1953), 16-22; George C. Homans, “Status Among
Clerical Workers,” Human Organization, XI1 (Spring, 1933), 5—10; Gerhard Lenski,
“Social Participation and Status Crystallization,” Americen Sociological Review, XXI
(August, 1956), 458-464; Gerd H. Fenchel, Jack H. Monderer, and Eugene L.
Hartley, “Subjective Status and the Equilibration Hypothesis,” Joxral of Abnormal and
Social Psychology, XLVT (October, 1951), 476—479; Irwin W. Goffman, “‘Status Consis-
tency and Preference for Change in Power Distribution,” American Sociological Review,
XXI1 (June, 1957), 275-281; Roland J. Pellegrin and Frederick L. Bates, “Congruity
and Incongruity of Starus Attributes within Occupation and Werk Positions,” Social
Forces, XXXVII {October, 1959), 23-28.

20. Cf. Joseph W. Eaton and Robert J. Weil, “Psychotherapeutic Principles in
Social Research,” Psychiatry, XIV (November, 1951), 440-441.

21. Ekstein and Wallerstein, op. 2., 6.

22. In one case we know of, the only recourse left to che researchers was to shift cheir
interest from a comparison between experimental and control patients to a study of che
resistance of the practitioners to the research project,

23. Florence Hollis, Women in Marital Conflict, Family Service Association of Amer-
ica, New York, 1949, 220-221. See also Margaret Blenkner, “Obstacles ro Evaluative
Research in Casework: Part I1,” Sociad Caseword, XX X1 (March, 1930), 99.

24. Marrin Wolins, “Comments,"” Socie! Service Review, XXX (September, 1956),
345; see also Margaret Blenkner, “Part I1,” op. cit., 98.

25. F. Stuart Chapin, Experimental Deigns in Sociological Research, Harper, New
York, 1947, pp. 158-169.

26. Ekstein and Wallerstein, gp. 2., 74-75.

27. Eleanor Gay, “Collecting Data by Case Recording,” Soczaf Waork, Il (January,
1958), 77.

28. Some discussions which refer to differences in attitudes or values of researchers
and practitioners, or which discuss rescarcher-practitioner relations generally are:
Donald Young, ““Sociology and the Practicing Professions,” American Soviological Re-
vietr, XX (December, 1935), 641-643; Robert C. Angell, op. ci2.; R. Richard Wohl,
op. cit.; Lawrence K. Frank, “Research for What?” Jowrnal of Secial Isswes, Supplement
Scries, No. 10, 1957, Mary E. W. Goss and George G. Reader, “Collaboration
Between Sociologist and Physician,” Secial Problems, 1V (July, 19536}, 82-89; Jurgen
Ruesch, “Creation of a Multidisciplinary Team: Introducing the Social Scientist to
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Psychiatric Research,” Psychosomatic Medicine, X VIl (March-April, 1956), 105-112;
Erika Chance, Families in Tveatment, Basic Books, New York, 1959; Yngvar Lgchen,
“Some Experiences in Participant Ohbservation From a Norwegian Mental Hospital
Study,” paper presented at Eastern Sociological Society meetings, New York, April,
1960. Sec alse Frank L. Sweetser, “Sociology and Urban Renewal,” Alpha Kappa
Deltan, XXVII (Wincter, 1938), 42-47; W. L. Slocum, “Sociological Rescarch for
Action Agencies: Some Guides and Hazaeds,” Rural Sociology, XXI (June, 1956),
196-199; Robert W. Lamson, “The Present Strains Between Science and Govern-
ment,” Social Forces, XXXIII (May, 1955), 360-367.

29. This is not altogether unlike the way in which men seem to underestimate and
women to overestimate the frequency of mariral coitus. See Alfred C. Kinsey ef 4f.,
Sexual Bebavior in the Human Female, W. B. Saunders, Philadelphia, 1953, p. 349.

30. Researchers and practitioners can have a very different notion of how important a
job writing up the final report is. As we point our further on, practitioners occasionally
belittle the writing job, as in the phrase, “just writing.”

31. Another problem of publication is the issue of censorship. Do any of the prac-
titioners or administrators within the agency have the right co censor the researchers’
publications? This issue is related to other variables, such as the type of agency invelved
and the source of research support. See Daniel J. Levinson, “The Mental Hospital as a
Research Setcing: A Critical Appraisal,” in Milton Greenblatt, Daniel J. Levinson, and
Richard H. Williams (eds.), The Patient and the Mental Hospital, The Free Press,
Glencoe, Illinois, 1957, p. 641.

32. Micchell and Mudd, gp. 2., 312, Cf. Paul C. Agnew and Francis L. K. Hsu,
“Introducing Change in a Mental Hospital,” Humaen Organization, XIX (Winter,
1960-61), 195-199.

33, William D. Schmidt, The Executive and the Board in Social Welfare, Howard
Allen, Inc., Cleveland, 1959, pp. 35-36.

34. See Daniel J. Levinson, ap. ¢it., 633-649. Writing more generally about the
position of the social sciences in medicine, Jaco points out the marginality of that
position by indicating that most social scientists in medical schools are situated in
low-stacus departments such as psychiatry, preventive medicine and public health, and
nursing schools: E. Gartly Jaco, “Problems and Prospects of the Social Sciences in
Medical Education,” Health and Human Behavior, 1 (Spring, 1960), 29-34.

35. Lenski, in his discussion of status inconsistency (the lack of status crystalliza-
tion), relates it to marginality. Gerhard E. Lenski, “Status Crystallization: A Non-
Vertical Dimension of Social Status,” American Sociolopical Review, XIX (August,
1954), 412.

36. Cf. Donald Young, op. st

37. Sol Tax, "“The Fox Project,” Human Organization, XVII (Spring, 1958), 18.

38. Charlotre Towle, "Implications of Contemporary Human and Social Values for
Selection of Social Work Students,” Socal Service Review, XXXI1I (September, 1959),
262.

39. Ibid. Unlike Towle, Gordon feels such a development is unfortunate. Noting
that circumstances have favored “the moving into social work research of (researchers)
who were alrcady well identificd with the aims, objectives and values of social work and
most informed about it,” and have discouraged “those from entering this field whose
identification with social work was neutral or possibly negative” he warns that, “re-
searchers may have become so much like social workers in general that their capacity to
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contribute to the profession has been impaired.” William E. Gordon, “The Future of
Social Work Research,” Socia/ Work, 111 (October, 1958}, 99—106.

40, This is similar to the practice of the researcher, that we have already discussed,
to attribure the difficulties in his relationships with the practitioner to the practitioner’s
personality. The reader interested in material related to this tendency to explain prob-
lems of social organization by focusing upon psychological factors should consult: C.
Wreight Mills, The Sociological Imagination, Oxford University Press, New York, 1959,
8-11, 186-188, &t passim; Robert N. Rapoport, “Notes on the Disparagement of
‘Sociologizing” in Collaborative Research,” Human Organization, XVI1 (Spring, 1957),
14-15; Alfred H. Stanton and Morris S. Schwartz, The Menta! Huspital, Basic Books,
New York, 1954, 39; Peter M. Blau, The Dynamics of Bureancracy, University of
Chicago Press, Chicago, 1935, 54-55. Personalitics, of course, may be defective, and
we do not mean to imply otherwise. Luszki, for example, points ouc that “often
problems resulting from the individual personality are erroneously attribured to the
discipline,” Margaret Barron Luszki, Interdisciplinary Team Research: Methvds and Prob-
lems, op. cit., 50.

41. The marginality implied here becomes apparent when one considers that the
researcher is placed in the highly ambiguous position of being a doctor without patients
or a professor without a class,

42 Chris Argyris, "Creating Effective Research Relationships in Organizations,”
Humsan Organization, XVII (Spring, 1938), 35.

43. A. R. Radcliffe-Brown, Structare and Fanction in Primitive Saciety, The Free
Press, Glencoe, Illincis, 1952, 90-104.

44. Rose Laub Coser, “"Laughter Among Colleagues,” Prychiatry, XXIII (February,
1960}, 81-95.

45. See Rose Laub Coser, “Some Social Functions of Laughter,” Human Relations,
X1 (195%), 171-182.

46. A beauriful illustration of the joking within a group of research physicians is
given by Fox. In at least some of the illustrations the “researcher” seems to be joking
about the physician’s role; in more instances, the “physician” seems to be joking about
the researcher's role. And even where it is not possible to specify the direction of humor
of these researcher physicians, much of the humor does nevertheless reflect, and does
tend to overcome, the role conflict they face. Renée C. Fox, Experiment Perilous, The
Free Press, Glencoe, Iilinois, 1939, 63—64, 76-82.

47. Robert N. Rapoport, gp. ar., 15, Cf. Jurgen Ruesch, gp. cit., 110.

48, See Ammual Reporr 1958-1059 and Amnual Repore 1959-1960, Russell Sage
Foundation, New York.

49. “The Function and Practice of Research in Social Work,” Social Work Research
Group, May, 1955; Margaret Blenkner, “Part 17 ap. a., 59.

50. Emily H. Mudd, “Knowns and Unknowns in Marriage Counseling Research,”
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6. The Politics of Evaluation
in Higher Education

Ernest R. House

Recently, in connection with evalu-
ations conducted in higher education,
[ have found myself in shouting
matches with vice-chancellors, have
had my work censored, and have heard
lawsuits mentioned. I have been in so
much political trouble that I have
begun seeing myself as the “Kojak” of
the evaluation world. As 1 look
around, [ see my colleagues in similar
difficuleies. I think there are common
causes for these troubles, causes that
lie within the structure of colleges and
universiries themselves.

Much program evaluation in higher
education revolves around special
projects, often funded by outside
agencies which demand an evaluation
{2]. The immediate reason for the
evaluation is the external official de-
mand and innovators often wonder
why they are evaluated when tradi-
tional programs, probably worse, are
not. There is a deeper reason than the
tie to cutside funds. Innovarions of
any substance almost always involve
high social and economic costs to
those living in rthe system being
changed. These costs have not been
calculated by economists but they are
substantial and felt intuitively by
those involved. Of course, there are
also bencfits which may be difficult to
calculate.

Two types of belief systems grow

out of these projects and have heavy
implications for evaluation—ideol-
ogies and sagas. An ideology is a
unified, coherent, and shared-belief
system that is used to appeal ro impor-
rant audiences and to coalesce the proj-
ect staff. Ordinarily the ideology is
presented in the project proposal,
Needless to say, it is absolutely indis-
pensable in securing the project funds
because it says what the sponsors want
to hear,

If you look closely at the ideology,
you will find it contains much the
same promises for projeces the world
over. The project offers to indi-
vidualize instruction, increase student
affect roward learning, cut costs, save
talent loss, be widely accepted by
educators everywhere, and produce
the leading project of its type. In
promising individual opportunity and
societal efficiency, the ideology ap-
peals both 10 educators and (o those
who control the funds.

Now the evaluator enters and seizes
upon the project goals as stated in the
proposal as standards by which to
judge the projece. There is, of course,
no way in which the project can live
up to its ideclogy so, when the evalua-
rion results are in, two SCEnarios are
possible. One possibility is protracted
conflict between the project staff and
the evaluator in which the staff tries to

Reprinted with permission from the Josrnal of Higher Education, Vol. XLV, No. 8,
November 1974, pp. 618-27. Copyright © 1974 by the Ohio State University Press.
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discredit the evaluation. The other
possibility is that the evaluator scales
down expectations by statements to
the effect that, although the project
has not quite achieved its goals, it is
“on its way,” "gerting there,” or in
other ways exuding a positive aura.
Which scenario occurs depends on the
extent to which the evaluator has been
socialized into the project by personal
contacts with the staff and by his es-
timates of how hard they are trying.

There is another belief system with
which the evaluator must contend—
the saga. Burton Clark has explicated
the development of the organizational
saga as a critical factor in the de-
velopment of Antioch, Reed, and
Swarthmore Colleges [1]. The saga is
a collective understanding, a story, of
the unique accomplishment of the
group. As it grows historically, it be-
comes embellished through telling
and retelling so that it is imbued with
affect and sentiment and contains
mythical elements. It plays an impor-
tant role in helping the individual
rationalize his commitment to ptoj-
ects as well.

As part of the saga, anecdotes de-
velop about the genius, character, and
peculiarities of the strong central
figure who is the base for almost all
successful projects. If the saga de-
velops slowly enough, it has a chance
to seep into the social structure and
become a part of the stable relation-
ships among people in the project.
Such a saga then becomes a powerful
socializing force for the new initiates
and a critical factor in sustaining the
project over time. In fact, if the saga
does not develop, the project’s
influence is likely to be short-lived.
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Just as the ideology is necessary to
gaining initial external support, the
saga Is necessaty in maintaining inter-
nal support.

Into this political scene comes the
evaluaror, concerned in the simplicity
of his existence with insttumentation,
sampling, and other irrelevant issues.
Soon he comes face to face with the
“true believers” who have devoted
themselves body and soul to therr proj-
ect. [t is in the nature of the saga that
it be so overpowering that the outside
world seems like an illusion. The be-
lievers often see themselves as the
lucky few in a routine world. They
know the project is good, that it
works, and they can only look upon
the evaluator with his puny data-
collection devices in disdain. Infidel
that he is, what can he possibly tell
them that will make any difference? In
short, the belief system is nearly im-
permeable to conflicting data.

That is not the end of the matter.
Roughly corresponding to the size of
the project, feelings toward it in the
university are likely to be highly
politicized so that any negative infor-
mation about it is likely to be seized
upon by political enemies and widely
publicized. Data become ammuni-
tion. Similar phenomena occur in the
elementary and secondary schools but
in mimature. The authority structure
in the lower schools does not allow as
much initiative as that in higher edu-
cation, The looseness of the authority
structure in higher education and the
accepted autonomy of the faculty
makes entrepreneurism much more
common. In the lower schools, initia-
tive is more likely to reside with the
administrators and enerepreneurism is
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both less frequent overall and more
the prerogative of administrators,

In spite of fears that cthe program
will be cut back or eliminated as a
result of the evaluation, this is seldom
the case in fact. Universities and col-
leges have Little stomach for such dras-
tic actions, although amputations
have become somewhat more frequent
in these tight money times. Actrition
is a more likely strategy for cutting
back and a project receiving a bad
evaluation is more likely not two ex-
pand further than to be terminated—
if the evaluation has any effect at all.
Reorganization or replacement of the
executive officer are possibilities in ex-
treme cases. Alchough terminations
are considered rather infrequently,
they remain a spectre of the program
staff, of course.

However, it is not only the large
institutions with many projects that
have these difficulties. It is signifi-
cant that Clark developed the idea of
the saga with Antioch, Reed, and
Swarthmore—small liberal ares col-
leges. Recently we have been ap-
proached by twa such colleges to do an
evaluation. Let me discuss one situa-
tion in detail. The college is one of
moderate and good reputation, bur it
has been losing enrollment gradually
over several years. In short, like all
liberal arts colleges, it is in serious
financial difficuley, the trouble daring
back to the time the junior-college
system was expanded in this particular
state.

Being in financial trouble, the pres-
ident of the college goes to his board
of rrustees—who are wealthy and
influential businessmen whom the
president knows well and many of
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whom he has appointed to the
board—and asks the board to help
raise some money for the school. The
board says, “How do we know the col-
lege is worth it? We wouldn’t mind
soliciting money from our friends if
we thought the college was uniquely
worth preserving.” The president and
the board go into a week-long retreat
to define the “unique essence” of the
college. Casting about for several
days, they retrieve “comperency-
based” instruction. After all, one can
only catch what lies our there and,
besides, competency-based instruction
looks as if it just might be something
the federal government would like to
fund. Bur the basic idea is to give the
board a unique image for the col-
lege—something they can sell.

So far so good. Now comes step
3—somebody has tv tell the faculty—for
they had not told the faculty nor the
students nor anyone anything abourt
the new college image. The dean is
selected to relay the message.
Whether the dean was in uniform
when he went into the faculty meet-
ing, I do not know. When he came
out, he was in flames. One thing lLib-
eral ares faculties do not like 1s reduc-
ing liberal educarion to competency-
based skills. Another thing they do
not like is a fait accompli. Now the
faculty must organize into committees
to work out the new college program.
There s trouble. There is trouble.
There is trouble.

Step 4—call in the evaluators. They
can evaluate and measure the com-
petency-based instruction; provide
some much needed legitimacy; and,
who knows, they may even know what
competency-based instruction is. Step
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5—the most incredible step of all—
the evaluators respond! Next year we
are applying for an NSF granr to
evaluate a bear trap by sticking our leg
in it, Whar the ending of this drama
will be I do not know since it is still in
progress. But | suspect that not all
will be “smooth sailing.” If the col-
lege is successful, it will develop a
unique image, a saga of its own, and
survive its time of troubles. If it is not
successful, it may well go under finan-
cially. The evaluation is fraught with
political difficulties for it is entangled
with nothing less than the continued
existence of the college itself. I suspect
that similar dramas are being repeated
all over the country as small colleges
tall into financial crises.

One of my colleagues has recently
undertaken an evaluation of a well-
known Eastern women’s college which
has been concerned about its image.
Wise in the ways of the world, he has
insisted in negotiations that the final
report be shared with faculty and stu-
dents. After considerable reluctance
on the part of the administration, the
college finally agreed to his terms and
he proceeded to collect data. In my
last letter from him, he reported that
the president of the college had be-
come very anxious about the report
and was trying to squelch it before a
single word had been written.

Now, even though evaluarors lack
prudence, they are not dumb. Many of
them have experienced repeatedly the
types of problems [ have enumerated
and have formulated responses of their
own. Srake's responsive evaluation
[7], Scriven's goal-free evaluation [6],
Rippey’s transactional evaluation [$],
and the many other evaluation models
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all have their own way of attacking
these problems. Sometimes the ap-
proach is to focus on results rather
than aspirations, to describe the proj-
ect rather than compare it to its goals,
to respond to the project staff rather
than to written documents, and so on.

One of the most sophisticared
evaluation approaches is Parlert and
Hamilton’s “illuminative” evaluation
[4]. A few years ago Parletr evaluated
two innovative projects at MIT. In a
typical university authority structure,
Parlett reported to an education com-
mittee of the university, which had
program power over the projects, and
also to the chancellor’s office, which
had financial power. The decision to
be served was to make the projects a
regular part of the curriculum, to con-
tinue them as experiments, or to dis-
continue them altogether. True to his
evaluational disposition, Parletr re-
fused to make final judgments and de-
cisions in his report but concentrated
his efforc on “illuminating™ the proj-
ects as best he could and providing the
commirttee with an information base
on which #hey would make the deci-
sions.

Recently Moffett and Herrlitz have
completed a study of this particular
evaluation’s effect on decision-mak-
ing at the university [3]. The Parlett
evaluation did raise the level of discus-
sion in the committee considerably,
mainly by revealing the inner work-
ings and problems of the projects
themselves. No longer were the proj-
ects “unexplored, privileged domains”
hiding behind a defensive wall of offi-
cial reports which presented overly
optimistic accounts of the projects’
progress. For their part the projects
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claimed no benehit from the evaluation
study, that the study had no surprises
for them, and that they had already
addressed themselves to the problems
outlined in the evaluations. Of course,
the projects had communicated none
of their shortcomings to the commit-
tee previously.

The commirttee itself was unwilling
to arrive at such a radical decision as
eliminating one of the projects. In
fact, after months of discussion, it ar-
rived at a typical nondecision resolu-
tion. It communicated its concerns to
the projects without coming to a deci-
sion, resulting in both projects being
continued as experimental. The proj-
ects themselves withdrew their re-
quests to hecome part of the regular
progtam and adjusted to the demands
of the committee without formal ac-
tion on the committee’s behalf, Major
internal changes were made by the
projects in reaction to discussions with
the committee and administration but
not in reaction to the evaluation itself
or its results.

While the evaluation raised the
level of discussion about the projects
within the committee, politics involv-
ing the projects’ directors, the drop-
out rates of the projects, financial con-
siderations, and gossip about one of
the projects (confirmed by the evalua-
tion) seemed to be more influential in
the eventual resolution of the issues
than was the evaluation, The inves-
tigators concluded that the decision-
making process must be seen within
the “complete context of policy, poli-
tics, judgments, and information”
existing prior to the evaluation. In-
terestingly, after the evaluation the
committee returned to its reliance on
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official project reports which had
ptoved so inadequate in the past.

Since both projects claimed that the
evaluation had no major influence on
their thinking or actions and since
both claimed the whole process was of
no value to them, the investigators
also concluded that future evaluations
be addressed to the project staff, Bue
there is good reason to wonder under
what conditions such evaluations can
ever be internally useful ro the project
staff directly.

Consider the evaluation of a high-
technology project we did recently for
a major university. In the beginning
we decided the evaluvation should be
immediately useful to the project staff
so we would report periodically with
brief written or oral reports to the
project people themselves rather than
write a final report at the end of the
year. We also decided we would pene-
trate the veil of ideology and saga by
using anecdotal informarion gained
from the participants themselves, par-
ticularly those lower in the project,
such as the teachers, and chus create
counter stories that would rival the
anecdotes floating through the sys-
tem.

Although the project staff seldom
challenged the veracity of our reports
and sometimes changed several overt
practices based on our information,
they never seemed to like very much
what we were doing. As in the MIT
study, the project staff claimed to
know already everything we found out
and to have already addressed them-
selves to the problems. Far from being
interested in the internal information
that we conveyed to them, they
seemed unimpressed, I got the im-
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pression that their idea of service
consisted of our documenting to an
outside audience (which we never re-
ported to except through them) their
successes. When we continued to un-
cover what we thought was a balanced
pictute containing many problems
(like all projects), they were unen-
thusiastic.

All this was a low-key prelude to
the climax at the end of the year, We
were asked to write a final report,
which we had never intended doing.
So drawing on the only materials we
had at hand, we constructed a narra-
tive of whar had happened the previ-
ous year. On seeing this (by their own
admission containing nothing new or
that they had not seen before), the
project staff grew very irritated indeed
and insisted on revisions and a highly
limited circulation of the report al-
though it was only a narrative contain-
ing no overall judgments of success or
failure. After some heated discussions,
some revisions were made and the cir-
culation of the report was limited—
though not as much as the project staff
wished. The staff had written their
own final official report, of course.

A few copies of our evaluation even-
tually made their way into the ad-
ministrative structure of the univer-
sity; and since the narrative proved to
be highly readable and the project of
great interest to the university, it has
been passed from hand to hand. Al-
though very long, it has been widely
read. The last | heard, it was crashing
around through the administrative
undesbrush like a wild beast on the
loose in the forest.

In spite of being a self-proclaimed
expert on the politics of evaluation, |
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was somewhat surprised at the intense
reaction to an evaluarion which I
thought balanced and which project
personnel admitted to being accurate.
If the evaluation had been out-and-out
negative, that would have been easier
to understapd. But, of course, as I
now understand, the evaluation wes
intensely negative from the project
stalf’s view—negative to their own
public image. They had propagated an
image of great accomplishment and
success. Our report confirmed the
rumors circulating that the project
had some problems—as indeed do all
innovative projects.

I have considered at length the su-
preme importance for innovation of
people pursuing their careers and of
Innovative projects serving as primary
vehicles for administrative promotion
and advancement [2]. What I should
now add is that not only does the up-
wardly mobile person need a project
with which to build his repurtation but
the project ideally must be without
blemish. Within our system as it op-
erates the appearance of the ptoject is as
important as the project itself. This
puts the evaluator on a collision course
with the project staff. No marcer how
balanced the evaluation report, the
evaluator is certain to uncover prob-
lems.

As long as knowledge of the prob-
lems is private, their discovery is sim-
ply disagreeable to rhe project person-
nel. Making these blemishes public is
to damage the administrative entre-
preneut’s career so that he must always
face the possibility of someone uncov-
ering an inadequacy from his past—a
man with a prisen record. The ad-
ministratot’s career, and perhaps his
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personality, demand perfection or its
appearance. Now 1 realize there are
administrators, even some wholly
committed to their own advancement,
who are able to entertain and even
make public their own mistakes. But
my expetience is that such people are
rare, The evaluator must be in politi-
cal trouble when uncovering flaws in
the project.

Most of these difficulties trace back
to a single principle. It is a truth so
terrible in import that I fear to an-
nounce it. The principle is this: the
people at the top of the system are no
more competent than those at the bot-
tom. Yet the structure is a hierarchical
one in which it is assumed that those
at the top command more wisdom,
ability, and information than chose at
the bottom. Achieving a position at
the top depends on personal influence,
forrune, and a set of credentials. It is
the lateer that is most susceptible to
defamartion by evaluation.

An excellent set of credentials is
used to jusrify why one man gets the
job over another although the real rea-
son may lie elsewhere. Credentials are
necessary to legitimizing the system.
At the same time the emphasis on
credencialism as a major factor in
ptomotion means the administrator
must manufacture a highly positively
skewed portrait of his past ac-
complishments. His documentation of
his past performance bears about as
much relationship ro his acrual per-
formance as the professor's vita bears
to his contribution to his field. In
both cases it is essential in the hiring
process to keep out any negative in-
formation since it will be used as a
pretext for awarding cthe position to
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someone else, as anyone who has ever
served on a search committee knows.
This effect iIs intensified by the fact
that any number of pecple could do
the job adequately. Maintaining the
appearance of a meritocracy requires
finding reasons for eliminating job
contenders. What place does evalua-
tion that produces even moderately
negative findings have in such a sys-
tem?

Without pursaing the principle
much further, let me point out one
other manifestation in higher educa-
rion: the conflicc between boards
of higher education and individual
universities and the conflict between
central university administrations and
lower units. Boards of higher educa-
tion often contend that individual coi-
leges and universities are unable to
evaluate programs and needs within
the larger context since chey are too
vested in their own interests. What
they ingenuously do not add is that
they also have their own highly vested
interest in conducting the evaluations
themselves.

Again within chis hierarchical divi-
sion of labor it is assumed that greater
competence lies at the top of the sys-
tem than at the bottom. Again the
converse may actually be true: greater
evaluation expertise lies with the indi-
vidual professors, especially in large
universities. However, that does not
prevent the board staff from doing
evaluations nor should it. 1 would
hope that this realization would pre-
vent boatd staffs from doing simplistic
evaluations. The vertical division of
labor prevents the overall system from
acute embarassment.

Although there are many issues in
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the politics of evaluation in higher
education I have nor touched upon, let
me bring this paper to an end by cit-
ing a positive example. I have been
pleasantly surprised by an evaluarion
system our campus has implemented
and one with which I have little to do,
a factor which may contribure heavily
to its success. Committees of promi-
oent faculty members are selected to
evaluate whole departments and units.
They are given lirtle structure or
criteria on which to proceed. They
must collect their own information
and discover criteria on which to base
their recommendations, which are
then presented to the campus admin-
Istration.

In debricfing committee members
we have been impressed with how well
the process has worked. Being re-
spected colleagues, the judgment of
these outside scholars is usually well
received by members of the depart-
ment. The evaluation committees also
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elicit criteria and information that the
department members find credible to
themselves. Major disadvantages are
that it takes the time of prominent
scholars and that there is a suspicion
that the information will not be acted
upon by the administration. The pro-
fessors are happy that it circumvents
the arbitrary evaluations they see
emanating from the central adminis-
tration. 1 would speculate that the
procedure will generate only very con-
servative changes. This is a new pro-
cedure, the merits of which it is too
early 1o evaluate but which may have
some promise,

Let me conclude by saying that our
universities have prided themselves as
places for the generation and free ex-
change of ideas—and indeed they are,
far more than are other settings. Bur
they are not organized to receive criti-
cal feedback about themselves, and in
this they are no different than any of
our other insticutions.
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7. Program Management and the
Federal Evaluator

Pamela Horst, Joe N. Nay, John W, Scanlon, and Joseph §. Wholey

In 1969, The Urban Institute com-
pleted an exrensive study of federal
evaluation and concluded that, “The
most impressive finding aboutr the
evaluation of social programs in the
federal government is that substantial
work In this field is almost non-
existent.”! A limited resurvey of the
field in 1972 revealed a quite different
picture: funds committed to evalua-
tion had mushroomed, many studies
had been completed, and the use of
large-scale social experimentation was
increasing.®

This growth in evaluation has con-
tributed information—often imper-
fect, sometimes incorrect—te today’s
arguments about the direction,
method, and purpose of social pro-
grams. Without evaluation, many ar-
guments would have remained at the
level of polemic. There is no question
that the presence of program evalua-
tion has heightened the consciousness
of federal program managers and pol-
icy makers to the fact that they may,
from rime to time, have to respond to
queries about the effectiveness of their
programs.

While evaluation has firmly estab-
lished itself since 1969 in both the
budget and the administrative rhet-
oric of the federal government, there
is litcle evidence to show that eval-
uation generally leads to more ef-
fective social policies or programs. On

the contrary, the experience to date
strongly suggests that social programs
have not been as effective as expecred
and have not improved in performance
following evaluation. This situation
can be phrased as a critical manage-
ment problem which we see confront-
ing government agencies.

Why have those in charge of programs
and those who evaluate them not been
able to join their efforts in a way that
leads mote frequently to significant
improvements in program perform-
ance?

Having been able both to abserve
and to participate in the development
of federal program evaluation, we have
chosen here to raise three propositions
about the root causes of the above
problem. If these causes are the crucial
ones and if we can come to understand
their true impact, federal program
management and evaluation stand on
the edge of a period of increasing suc-
cess. If not, and the causes of these
weaknesses continue to be ignored,
then evaluation, program manage-
ment, the programs themselves, and
those the programs are intended to
serve will all continue to suffer.

This paper elaborates on why the
three root causes, when they exist,
block further improvement of many
programs. The idea of a “preassess-
ment” of program evaluability is in-

Reprinted with permisston from Public Administration Review, Vol. 34, No. 4, July/

August 1974, pp. 300-308.
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troduced as one tool for improving
both program management and pro-
gram evaluation. We begin with a
discussion of the conventional treat-
ment of evaluation problems and then
present an alternative diagnosis and
prescription. Although much of the
matertal presented is addressed to fed-
eral managers and federal evaluators,
we believe the problems and solutions
discussed also hold for state and local
government,

APPARENT CAUSES OF
EVALUATION PROBLEMS—AND
AN ALTERNATIVE STATEMENT

Most reviews made to determine
what causes programs and their evalu-
ations to be ineffective include one or
more of the following conclusions:?®

Evaluations are not planned to sup-

port decision making.

The timing, format, and precision

of evaluation studies are not geared

to user needs.

Evaluarion findings are not ade-

quately communicated to decision

makers,

Ditferent evaluations of the same

program are not comparable.

Evaluation fails to provide an ac-

cumulating, increasingly accurate

body of evidence.

Evaluation studies often address

unanswerable questions and pro-

duce inconclusive results.

The first three apparent causes deal
with aspects of evaluation use. They
occur at the interface berween the
praducers of evaluations and the pro-
spective users of evaluation.

The second three apparent causes
deal with the methods used by the
evaluators in assessing the interven-
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tions of the programs in society. They
occur at the interface between the
producers of evaluation and the pro-
gram as it exists. They concern flaws
in making measurements and com-
parisons and in drawing conclusions.
Qur experience to date in studying
the management problem—namely,
the lack of significant improvement in
program performance—and in watch-
ing various agencies attack the appar-
ent causes of the problem has led us to
conclude that these six statements
latgely refer to symptoms, rather than
causes. We believe that the causes of
the problem may more properly be de-
scribed by one or more of the follow-
ing three propositions concerning the
program itself:
Lack of Defmitign: the problem ad-
dressed, the program intervention
being made, the expected direct
outcome of that intervention, or the
expected impact on the overall soci-
ety or on the problem addressed are
not sufficiently well defined to be
measurable.
Lack of Clear Logic: the logic of as-
sumptions linking expenditure of
resources, the implementation of a
program intetrvention, the immedi-
ate outcome to be caused by that
intervention, and the resulting im-
pact are not specified or understood
clearly enough to permit testing
them.
Lack of Management: those in charge
of the program lack the motivation,
understanding, ability, or authority
to act on evaluarion measurements
and comparisons of #cf#al interven-
tion activity, actzal outcomes, and
dctial impact.
When one or more of these three
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propositions i true, both the problem
(lack of significant improvement in
program performance) and the six ap-
patent causes listed earlier can easily
occur. In cases where the first two
propositions hold, an enormous
range of possibilities will present
themselves as to which measurements
and comparisons to make—with no
criteria for making sound choices. In
cases where the last proposition holds,
even exceptionally high quality evalu-
ation is not likely to be used well, if
used at all. If a program suffers from
one or more of these three flaws, there
is a very low probability that evalua-
tion information useful to program
improvement can be produced. Thus
the program may be “unevaluzble”
until the flaws are corrected.

A statement that the quality and
value of evaluation are strongly af-
fected by the degree to which these
three conditions exist is not a startiing
finding. Whar has not been realized or
acknowledged in the past, however, is
that chese three factors are not the re-
sponsibility of the evaluator. While
the conventional apparent causes re-
late to how the evaluator does his job,
these lacter three propositions describe
an otganizational environment over
which the evaluator typically has little
control. Evaluators, more than any
other group in an agency, will appear
unable to complete their work success-
fully when these conditions exist, re-
gardless of how they deal with the ap-
parent causes.

WHY THE APPARENT CAUSES
ARE SUSPECT

In the past few years, we have con-
ducted a number of federal program
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evaluations and helped to develop
evaluation planning systems for sev-
eral federal agencies. In the course of
our work, we have observed many at-
terpts to treat the six apparent causes
directly by improving the use and
methodology of evaluation. These at-
tempts include policy review and dis-
semination panels, letting contracts
for methodology development, high
level reviews of evaluation plans, task
forces to select berter questions for
evaluation, better systems for collect-
ing data, requiring program offices to
submit advance descriptions of how
evaluation findings will be used, and
the rightening of contract selection
and monitoring procedures to increase
CONtractor resSpoONSIVeness o agency
needs. In some cases, the “solution™
was reorganization: centralizing pre-
viously decentralized evaluation units.
Since revenue sharing, talk of decen-
tralizing a previously centralized
evaluation office has gained popular-
ity. In this case, the headquarters of-
fice would no longer be responsible for
conducting narional program evalua-
tion, but instead would go into the
business of building local evaluation
capability.

As these proposed solutions were
implemented, however, we have con-
tinued to talk with and work with
participants in the process from the
assistant secretary level, through the
program level, and on down to the
recipients of services. We find that the
management problem—that is, the
lack of significant improvement of
program performance-—continues to
exist and the same apparent causes
continue to be cited, whether there are
high or low quality evaluation efforts.
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Improvements in programs and in de-
livery of effective services remain far
below the levels desired or expected. If
the root causes of the problem lay
within the evaluation process, we be-
lieve that these correctives would be
showing some degree of success. Con-
sequently this experience led us o
search for alternative explanations
and, finally, to the consideration of
the three conditions stated above as
root causes of the problem.

The Source of the Problem

The significance of the proposed
causes can best be understood by con-
trasting the nature of the intervention
that the social programs of today at-
rempt to make in the society at large
with the principal types of program
interventions attempted in the past.
Many older, classical government ac-
tivities involved program interven-
tions whose nature was clearly defined
and agreed upon and which were de-
scribed in detail in a body of law or
regulation (e.g., Social Security). The
implementation of such activities was
largely an act of administration of the
laws and regulations. Ewvaluation of
success or failure of the act of im-
plementartion was primarily a matter
of assessing compliance with the guid-
ing laws and regulations. Discretion
was at a minimum {at least over the
short term). Arguments might cake
place about whether goals were ade-
quate, but the details of the program
intervention were determined tn ad-
vance.

In contrast, many new missions
that the federal government has been
called upon to undertake (e.g., lower-
ing hard core unemployment) involve
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problems in which the proper pro-
gram intervention mechanism is not
well understood, or defined, or in
some cases even known. Since in these
cases no one knows exactly what de-
tailed program intervention will be of
value, greater management discretion
is allowed and exercised. While in
some cases research may be under-
taken or experiments may be made to
increase understanding, more typi-
cally a purportedly successful cype of
program intervention is simply put
into place and an agency or bureau is
charged with making it into a success-
ful operation. In this case, evaluation
is expected to report to those in charge
of a program on whether the use of
discretion in choosing specific pro-
gram intervention techniques was suc-
cesstul and perhaps to suggest mod-
ificarions or alternatives.

The newer program areas are
characterized by uncertainty and dis-
Cretion: uncertainty as to the narure of
the problem and what constitutes ef-
fective strategies of intervention, and
discretion in how the problem and the
intervention are defined and how the
intervention is implemented. These
conditions make sound and rapid
evaluation all che more important to
effective  management.  Consider,
however, how today’s program envi-
ronments can  disable  evaluation
through three factors: lack of defini-
tion, lack of a clear logic, and lack of
management.

Lack of Definition

Examination of program legisla-
tion, regularions, policy manuals,
plans, and budget to determine what a
program intervention is can be very
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deceptive. What at first seems clear
often evaporates when the test of
measurability is applied. The lan-
guage used turns out to be ambiguous
precisely whete it would have to be
specific in order for evaluation to be
useful. Three common forms of in-
adequate language are: the vaporous
wish, local project packaging, and
how-to-do-it rule making.

The vaporous wish is the eloquent
bur elusive language of goals put for-
ward for most federal programs.
Exactly what are the “unemploy-
ability,” “alienation,” “dependency,”
and “community tensions’ some pro-
grams desire to reduce? How would
one know when a program crossed the
line, successfully converting “poot
quality of life” into “adequate quality
of life”? Would anyone recognize
“improved mental health,” “improved
local capability,” or “‘revitalized in-
stitutions”? The problems addressed
by social programs are almost never
stated so that institutions, people, or
the relevant sociveconomic conditions
could be classified according to the
degree to which they are afflicted with
a problem. It is very hard to propose a
solution to a problem that s ill-de-
fined or undefined. How much harder
it is to evaluate the success of that
proposed solution.

Next, there is the project packag-
ing language which purports to de-
scribe the intervention activity to be
planted in the field and the expected
outcome for those directly served by
that activity. As any experienced site
visitor will attest, this language is
often so annoyingly imprecise thar it
is difficult o tell what parts of a local
operation are under discussion and
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even harder o distinguish compliance
or assess performance. For example,
project characteristics prescribed in
various program guidelines include:
“coordinative mechanism,” “‘inte-
grated services,” a "range of modal-
ities,” “extended career ladders,” “‘ac-
cessibility of services,” “continuity of
care,” “multi-disciplinary
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eams,”’
“outreach capability,” etc. Projects
should produce “upgraded job skills,”
“increased cultural enrichment,” “in-
creased personal autonomy,”

im-
proved family cohesion,” etc. Rarely
are useful measures or norms for these
activities and outcommes provided.

How-to-do-it rule making is the
third kind of language that is com-
monly found. Here the terms are very
concrete and specific. We find guid-
ance on factors like the qualifications
of project directors, the contents of af-
filiation agreements with other local
agencies, reporting relationships, the
use of consultants, and accounting
practices. This guidance appears to be
definite and all inclusive. Closer
examinarion shows that it usually tells
how to run the part of a project which
does not deal directly with the inter-
vention into society. Guidance for the
part of the project which acrually pro-
duces effects in society is not pro-
vided.

When these three forms of language
predominate, the intervention ac-
tivities in the field may be diverse in-
deed. Our experiences examining field
operations indicate that program
packaging is generally skin deep and
that very different project activities
and definitions of outcome often
parade under the same assumed pro-
gram names. An examination of 20
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projects in the same program will
often reveal 20 very different program
intervention designs, different in ac-
tivity and purpose. This means that
the program activity and objective, as
implemented in the field, cannot be
defined on a common base of measura-
ble terms. It is often difficult to find
any consensus among federal level pol-
icy makers as to what the definitional
base should be. This lack of a common
framework can disable management
and evaluation effores alike.

It is becoming clearer that many
federal social programs are simply en-
velopes for a large federal investment
in a problem area. A program may be
deceptive in the sense that it has
enough content to allow it to be de-
scribed in the media, lobbied into
existence, and established as a federal
efforr—and yet the program interven-
tions are not spelled out in any detail.
Many program administrarors over the
last decade have essentially received a
program envelope with only vaporous
wishes and money inside. Although
more detailed definition may not have
been necessary in order to spend the
money, much mote detailed definition
is needed to evaluate the process and
outcome.,

If it is decided that cerrain pro-
grams should be further defined, who
in an agency should be responsible for
the tasks? It should not be left to the
auditors or to the evaluacors or to the
information system people, because
the choice of specific measurable
definitions is not merely a technical
task. The definition of what is to be
measured in a program is central to
policy making and program manage-
ment. if there are many different ways
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to measure the problem a social pro-
gram purports to influence, this often
means that there are many different
problems. For many programs, no one
has yer exercised the prerogative of
selecting which specific sct of social
ills the program is trying to cure or
the methods of cure. Legislation or
regulations rarely make rhis choice,
and the choice has policy implications
since it further specifies program in-
tent and intervention. One of the
major factors in shaping and directing
a program is carefully selecting what
the program is going to do. The fail-
ure to define measurable interven-
tions, outcomes, and impact for a
program is a major policy making de-
fect. Those in charge of the agency
and the program, rather than the
evaluators, should have primary re-
sponsibility for program dehnitions.

Lack of a Clear Logic of
Testable Assumptions

Even if the policy makers or pro-
gram managers have provided measur-
able definitions, there still may not be
unanimity within a federal social pro-
gram about design or logic. As a re-
sutt, different evaluation effores are
often based on differens assumptions
linking program intervention with
immediate ourcome and ulcimate pro-
gram impact. The measures and data
collection instruments used are those
that seem most reasonable to the
evaluactor. In this context it 1s easy to
understand why evaluation findings
are often noncomparable. When there
is no carefully determined framework
to guide the program, there is, of
course, no such framework for eval-
wation studies. Nor is there a frame-
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work for systemartically accumulating
knowledge of program performance.
In fact, it becomes unclear what pro-
gram performance means,

Program assumptions might be as
simple as that “the transfer of money
to school districts will raise the read-
ing level of disadvantaged students”
ot that “the training of the un-
employed will lower unemployment.”
Often the broad program charters
from the Congress referred to earlier
have caused clusters of competing as-
sumptions to grow up in many social
programs. One set of assumptions
may be used for arguments with
friends, for instance, and another for
arguments with enemies, This may be
good politics, but it makes for dif-
ficule evaluation design, since evalua-
tion design should relate to the infor-
mation needed to validate, tefute, or
modify a set of operating assumptions.

Without an adequate description of
the assumptions governing the inter-
vention of a program into society, it is
more likely that evaluators will be
asked to address unanswerable ques-
tions far removed from the actual ac-
tivities taking place. To take a quite
reasonable example, a program office
might insist on funding an evaluation
to assess the relative effectiveness of
different drug treatment modalities.
The evaluator may then find thac these
modalities do oot represent pure,
mutually exclusive approaches which
are replicated in multiple local set-
tings. He is likely to find, on the con-
trary, that a “halfway house™ or a
“therapeutic community” in one
locale bears no resemblance in operat-
ing assumptions to others which go by
the same name. After spending a lot of
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maney, time, and effort, the evaluator
will be forced to tell the agency what
types of programs are really out there,
rather than how successful they are,
and also that the only way to test the
effectiveness of alternative assump-
tions of treatment is to implement a
program-level experiment, or intro-
duce planned and enforced variations
into the program design. Those in
charge of the program may feel that
the evaluator has once again failed to
answer their questions. There are
many examples of evaluations being
mounted to answer questions which
bear no relationship to the program
activity actually taking place in the
field. This counterproductive practice
results from the failure of the agency
to describe carefully the program as-
sumptions so that they can be im-
plemented and tested.

Summing up, even when the inter-
vention, expected outcome, and im-
pact are defined in measurable terms,
the more subtle questions of the logic
linking (a) program expenditures to
production of the intervention, (b) in-
tervention to outcome, and (¢) out-
come to tmpact on the problem must
still be considered. The use of the
word “logic” here is not meant to
imply that the linking assumptions
are loose or tight, valid ot invalid, de-
fensible or stupid. All that is implied
is that a program in reality is based on
an 1nterrelated set of assumptions
about what is believed to happen (and
sometimes why) when money is spent
and the intervention made. The ab-
sence of staterments of these assump-
tions might be expected to cause a
problem for both program managers
and evaluators. The evaluators often
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notice the absence first, however,
because they must design tests of
these assumptions. Tests cannot be
designed for people who are unable to,
or refuse to, state their assumptions.

Once again (as with measurable
definitions) the statement of the logic
of testable assumptions is a policy
question, not one that should be de-
cided by the evaluators. Evaluators
should test the assumptions about
what works. Those in charge should
make the initial assumptions underly-
ing the funding and operation of the
program,

Lack of Management

To get at the significance of lack of
management, it Is limportant to realize
that evaluation is useful only if it is, in
fact, a tool of management. A man-
ager has a variety of rools to employ
that include direction of his line man-
agement, planning, budgeting, audit
and financial control, administration
(for that part of his activity that can be
clearly defined and where a law or set
of rules is used to guide program im-
plementation), policy analysis, and
evaluation. Evaluation is needed prin-
cipally in support of policy analysis
and management discretion. Evalua-
tion performs the same function for
management that audit and control do
for budgeting and that compliance
checks do for administration.

One way of understanding the role
of evaluation as a management tool is
to explore how 2 “textbook manager”
might use evaluation in attempts to
imnprove program performance and
then to contrast that with the way
evaluation more frequently is used.

Evaluators and the “rextbook man-
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ager” cooperate very well. When the
policy decisions about program design
are to be made, the evaluator asks the
manager to specify the measurable
definitions, the assumptions of the
progtam linking these definitions,
what kind of performance data would
cause the manager to act, and the
kinds of action the manager has the
authority and willingness to imple-
ment. Armed with this guidance, the
evaluator estimates the level of error
associated with collecting the evi-
dence, estimnates the ranges of possible
findings, and bounds the cost of the
proposed evaluation. The evaluator is
then equipped to provide a service not
commonly rendered at present. He
can advise management on the cost
and feasibility of procuring evaluation
evidence, and the manager can weigh
these factors against the potential
value of evidence for improving pro-
gram performance. When the evalua-
tion is finally commissioned, the
evaluator has a clear basis for judging
the best level of aggregation, preci-
sion, and delivery schedule because he
has a user for the proposed evaluation.
Many market surveys and internal
evaluations are conducted this way in
industry. When this kind of rational
planning occurs, one does not gener-
ate evaluation studies in search of
users and uses.

The ucility of social progtam evalu-
ation depends at least in part upon
defining the decision context as well as
the program design. The “textbook
manager” has already defined his pro-
gram in measurable terms and has
indicated what it purports to ac-
coraplish. If evaluation is to contrib-
ute to program improvement, there
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must be at least a few decision areas
where the manager will rely on pro-
gram performance feedback (measures
of impact, outcome, intervention ac-
tivities), as well as on political pres-
sures, popular approaches, or his own
hunches and beliefs. Eise why buy
evaluation at all? The “textbook man-
ager” knows in advance and can
specify what level of evidence will
prompt him to act ar all, or cause him
to select among alternative actions.
Further, he has the authority ro act.
Return with us now to reality,
where the typical government ad-
ministrators live. These adminis-
trators patrticipate in continual agency
debate over program issues, but the
debates proceed in a language which
means different things ro different
people. The debates are not centered
on a measurable set of program de-
scriptions nor are the assumptions
guiding the program intervention
made clear enough to be testable. 1n
fact, most of the people in this world
will go to great lengths to keep these
two things ambiguous in order to ex-
pand their area for maneuver., The
administrator is a decision maker—he
does take action. As in “textbook”
management, many of his actions are
based on guesses about what s
needed, shifting academic opinions
and political support, and the de-
mands of a set of higher level policy
makers subject to continual turnover.
Unlike the “textbook” management,
however, the typical government ad-
ministrator does not establish and cest
assumptions linking intervention ac-
tivities to program performance. Typ-
ical government administration might
be called “pseudo-management,” be-
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cause all its management activity
takes place in a process that is not
linked to actual program results. In its
own terms, such “pseudo-man-
agement” is good if its activities re-
main acceptable to an ever-changing
cast of characters at the policy level.

Evaluators and  pseudo-managers
operate independently of one another.
There is no basis for communication
between them.. The pseudo-manager
has no real use for evaluation and the
evaluator can provide few, if any, serv-
ices to assist in pseudo-management.
In fact, sound evaluation results may
present a clear and present danger to
the pseudo-manager. In this environ-
ment, the evaluator can expect his
work to have minimal impact. The
problem for the evaluator is to dis-
tinguish pseudo-management from
textbook management. On the surface
it appears (o us that pseudo-man-
agement predominates in social agen-
cies; the potential for textbook man-
agement is yet unknown,

Qur emphasis on identifying actual
users of evaluarion and on pre-
specifying the decision context and
uses of evaluation information may
seem excessive. Yet the desired use of
evaluation information determines not
only how much it is worth but also the
form and accuracy that it muset have,
And if those in charge of a program
have no use for information about that
program, then there is no real way to
design an adequate evaluation for
them. What this might mean may be
demonstrated by an example.

Assume that a federal drug treart-
ment program for heroin abusers de-
fines outcome success in the following
terms: the client reveals absence of
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heroin use six months after discharge
from treatment, as tested by three
randomly spaced urinalyses during the
follow-up period and one urinalysis at
the end of the six months. Those in
charge of the program say that they
require information about this out-
come to assist in decisions about the
following: allocation of technical as-
sistance among drug treatment proj-
ects, reallocation of funds among proj-
ects, and assignment of headquarters
staff to study problems associated with
achieving a desirable outcome level.
But suppose those in charge are chal-
lenged to specify in advance how deci-
sions might vary with the range of
possible  evaluation fndings. For
example, will a task force convene for
program redesign if national program
cure rates average 5 per cent, 13 per
cent, or 50 per cent? Will technical
assistance be given to projects whose
average cure rate falls below 5 per
cent? Is there technical assistance to
give? Can projects be closed down?
Will a stared national objective of a 30
per cent cure rate be adjusted down-
ward, if the actual average cure rate
found is 13 per cent? This type of
dialogue would permit the evaluator
to assess the potential value of evalua-
tion information by identifying plaus-
ible and practical uses for it and also
permit the evaluator to assess the
specific type and accuracy of the in-
formation required.

The level of validity and reliability
required in measurable data should be
an important factor used in analyzing
the method of collection, the cost of
data collection, and the methods and
cost of data analysis before data collec-
tion efforts ever begin, The “conclu-
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siveness” of data only takes on mean-
ing in relation to particular actions the
data may suggest. But as we saw ear-
liet, if everything is left ambiguous,
no one will know what level of evalua-
tion findings would or should prompt
action and therefore what level of va-
lidity and reliability are required in
the evaluation data. This means that,
in our example, drug program evalua-
tions which show cure rates of 2 per
cent, 3 per cent, 20 per cent, 50 per
cent, and 75 per cent could ail be
dismissed by the pseudo-managers as
“inconclusive” for decision making.

When 2 single individual does not
have the authority to take or to elabo-
rate on the kinds of action mentioned
above, those individuals whose con-
sensus is required must be found and
consilted. The point is that manage-
ment of a program is a policy matter.
Evaluation cannot prescribe manage-
ment actions. Rather, the needs of
management should define evalua-
tions.

THE CONSEQUENCES OF
EVALUATING WHEN THESE
CONDITIONS EXIST

Why should the evaluator worry
abour the soft, unmeasurable under-
betly of social program goals, objec-
tives, and activity; about the obscure
logic of program assumptions; or
about whether thete is a management
vacuum? If our analysis is correct,
weaknesses in these areas can disable
an evaluation effort while making the
failure appear to be the evaluator's
own doing.

If the agency evaluaror, alone or
with a contractor, attempts to carry
out an evaluation of a program where
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these flaws exist, our experience indi-
cates that there are two highly likely
outcomes. First, the evaluator’'s at-
tempt to define the program in
measurable and logical terms will
flounder. No available methodology
can bridge the gap berween the pro-
gram as implemented in the field and
the program as suggested by program
goal statements. Thus the results of
his evaluation are likely to be labeled
“inconclusive,” “abstract,” or "an ef-
fort to develop methodology.” Sec-
ond, his findings will not be respon-
sive to the information needs of those
in charge of the program. He may
produce the wrong informarion of in-
formation that is too imprecise or too
sparse. Even if the evaluation is tech-
nically unimpeachable, those in
charge of the program may find it ir-
relevant to their decision context, see-
ing no way to act upon the informa-
tion.

We have suggested that the defini-
tion of measurable program design
and of testable assumptions about how
the program works is a major policy
issue which should be resolved by pol-
icy makers and program managers
within the discretionary boundaries of
program legislation. Program policy
making is not the job of the agency
evaluator, and he should not under-
take the task even if it is disguised as a
“technical” choice of the proper pro-
gram measures needed to conduct an
evaluation.

Some Sources of Leverage

Is there a strategy thar evaluators
can adopt to return the jobs of policy
making and program management to
policy makers and evaluators—and
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improve the utility and yield of evalu-
ation (and program) dollars? Fortu-
nately, some factors in the present
federal environment may supply the
leverage needed to force atrention to
the three conditions (lack of defini-
tion, lack of clear logic, and lack of
management) that have proven costly
to program effectiveness and evalua-
tion.

First, there is less naivete about
federal social programs today. More
awareness exists that artacking a vague
problem with an unproven social, be-
havioral, ot economic theory is not
likely to bring success. Raising issues
about program definitions and as-
sumptions is now more likely to strike
a responsive chord in this climate.
Secondly, the federal budget is not
expanding rapidly, and the present
Adminiscration and the Congress are
placing more emphasis on accounta-
bility. Third, both the Congress and
citizens are pushing for more effective
delivery of public services, and more
evidence of effectiveness.

The evaluator, with some help from
high level policy makers and program
managers, may be able to take advan-
tage of these potential sources of lever-
age and use them to force the defini-
tion that makes evaluation possible.
At least he may assure that his effores
are expended in areas where there is
the best chance of success. The tool
that we recommend he employ is a
“preassessment  of evaluability” for
every program that is 2 candidate for
evaluarion.

PREASSESSMENT QOF EVALUABILITY

We recommend a process of pre-
evaluation design.? If conducted in
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proper detail, this process can provide
what might be called a “rapid feed-
back evaluation” of the present status
of a program and its information base,
and can make clear whether a major
evaluation efforc is or is not war-
ranted. In essence, the three root
causes of problems in program evalua-
tion can be transformed into a set of
criteria for determining the evaluabil-
ity of a public program. These criteria
are expressed 1n the following ques-
tions:

Are the problems, intended pro-
gram  interventions, anticipated
outcomes, and the expected impact
sufficiently well defined as to be
measutrable?
In the assumptions linking expen-
diture to implementation of intet-
vention, intervention to the out-
come anticipated, and immediate
ourcome 10 the expected impact on
the problem, is the logic laid out
clearly enough to be rested?

Is there anyone clearly in charge of

the program? Who? What are the

constraints on his ability to acr?

What range of actions might he

reasonably take or consider as a re-

sult of various possible evaluation
findings about the measures and as-
sumptions discussed above?

In a sense the criteria are sequen-
tial. Measurable definitions form a
basis for the testable assumptions.
Then both serve as a basis for che con-
sideration of the range of decisions
that those in charge of the program
might make as a result of information
about actual costs, interventions, out-
comes, and impact.

In practice the evaluaror will have
to judge the degree to which the three
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criteria are satisfied for particular pro-
grams. The evaluator generally has
several programs in his agency that
can be evaluated at any one time. In
initial planning, the evaluator should
focus on testing each program against
these three criteria, using the best in-
formation available from the programs
themselves to assess how valuable each
program may be. This assessment
should be discussed directly with pol-
icy makers and program officials. The
interaction between evaluator and
program officials may assist policy
makers and program officials to define
the measures and specify the logic of
assumptions thac need to be tested.

The next task is to decide which
programs meet all three criteria. Then
programs that meet some criteria, or
almost meet all criteria, may be sorted
out. Finally, in most agencies, a third
group of programs will emerge which
satisfy few—if any—of the three cri-
teria.

At this point the evaluator will
have completed his own preassessment
of the “evaluability™ of the programs
of his agency. It is almost useless to
explore questions of use and meth-
odology for programs that clearly do
not meet the criteria. The next and
fina] step is both a possible source of
leverage for the evaluator and a some-
what risky business in many agencies.

CLEARLY NAMING THE PROBLEM
FOR OTHERS

The evaluator has now created three
lists of programs: “evaluable,” "“po-
tentially evaluable with further pro-
gram or management definition,” and
“not evaluable.” Since these problems

are now understood to involve policy
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and management questions, as well as
evaluation design questions, the list
has two uses.

First, the evaluaror should evaluate
only the programs that are evaluable.
He should agree to help with the
definitional problems of potentially
evaluable programs. Bur he should
not hesitate to name the nature of the
problem. The evaluator should tell
policy makers and program managers
whether their programs are or are not
evaluable, and why. Second, the

NOTES
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evaluator should bring the serious
problems on the list to the attention of
the top level of the agency hierarchy so
they will know which programs are or
are not evaluable, and why.

These actions may be very risky
things to do in many agencies, but it
can prevent a lot of useless evaluarion
attempts and later recrimination. We
believe that they would force im-
provements in program performance
as well.
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4. See John D. Waller and John W. Scanlon, Urbaun Institute Plan for the Design of an
Evalnation (Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, March 1973).
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Carol H. Weiss

Evaluation research calls for re-
search skills plus a diverse array of tal-
ents to facilirate the use of those skills
in a basically inhospitable setting.
Recognition of this fact came as a re-
sult of study by Columbia University’s
Bureau of Applied Social Research of
10 applied research projects. Seven of
the projects were funded by WIMH,
three by other federal agencies. While
noc all of them were specifically de-
signed as program evaluations, ali but
one had an immediate or prospective
evaluative orientation.

Selection of the NIMH projects was
based largely on two criteria: firse,
thart the project had paid serious atten-
tion to research and second, that key
staff were accessible (though not
necessarily with the original agency).
The three non-NIMH projects were
sclected by the same criteria and also
because of the interesting nature of
their evaluative issues or designs.

All the programs were open, com-
munity programs. All attempted to
deal in innovative ways with voluntary
participants. None worked with the
captive populations of hospital ward
or classtoom.

Nevertheless, the programs exhib-
ited great differences. Some projects
received a single grant to run a dem-
onstration project and evaluate it,

other grants were given exclusively for
the applied research component. The
grants varied greatly in size. The
agencies varied greatly, too, from
long-established formal organizations
to new, innovative, and in some cases
chaotic  structures. The evaluated
project in some agencies was a minor
part of the agency’s operation. In
others 1t was the major “‘showcase™
project. The quality of the applied re-
search, to the continued glory of the
normal curve, was fairly well distrib-
uted. Two of the researches were ex-
cellent. Two were, by any criteria,
very poot. We did no systematic rat-
ing of research quality, but it ap-
peared clear that the others bunched
in the middle.

Our procedure was to interview all
the actors in the applied research
activity—primarily project adminis-
trators, practitioners, and researchers.
We also spoke with the staff who had
written the original proposal for sup-
port (not always one of the present ac-
tors); former administrators, prac-
titioners, and researchers; members of
lay boards who were involved with the
project and the study, consultants;
sraff of the parent agency; nonprofes-
sional staff; and members of agencies
that were expected to take over and
continue the demonstration project.

Condensed from a report by Dr. Weiss entitled “Organizational Constraints on
Evaluation Research,” which was supported by contract HSM-42-69-82 from the Na-

tional Institute of Mental Health.

Reprinted with permission from Evaluation, Vol. 1, No. 2, 1973, pp. 49-55.
Copyright @© 1973, The Minneapolis Medical Research Foundation, Inc.
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On occasion, we traveled hundreds of
miles to see former staff members. We
read original applications, applica-
tions for renewal, progress reports,
final reports (when the scudy was con-
cluded), and in a few cases papers and
journal articles based on the study.
We reviewed data collection instru-
ments, code books, manuals of proce-
dure, computer print-outs, internal
reports, and memoranda. In one proj-
ect, we attended an Interviewer
briefing session. Several times we ob-
served program sessions.

QOur informants were remarkably
candid. We always pledged that we
would take all possible steps to
safeguard the anonymity of the person
and the project, but even so, we were
recurrently surprised at the frankness
of their reports. Many people were
clearly delighted to have someone to
whom to tell their problems, ambi-
tions, grievances, sarisfacrions, and
thwarted hopes. Inasmuch as we
explored multiple perspectives on the
same events, and tried to double-
check as systematically as possible, we
believe that we reconstructed the life
histories of the projects with fair accu-
racy.

A number of themes clearly
emerged. Applied research, and eval-
uation research in particular, has to
coexist with a program whose com-
mitment is to helping people. If re-
search is necessary to satisfy the re-
quirements for funding by a federal
agency or is otherwise mandated by
the funder, or if it provides extra
money, possibly relevant information,
and some eclat to the agency, it is
acceptable—but it is operating on the
program’s turf. At best, research
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shares the attention of administrators
and staff. At worst, it is resented,
misunderstood, neglected, not given
the conditions it needs to survive, or
sabotaged.

The following sections deal with
specific constraints on evaluation. The
problems are real and serious, but in-
genious evaluators, to some degree or
other, have surmounted them. By
emphasizing the constraints under
which they work, we aim to direct
attention to the improvement of the
conditions, and thus the caliber, of
applied research.

CONFLICTING PERCEPTIONS OF
EVALUATION PURPOSES

Most projects showed some uncer-
tainty about the purposes for which
the evaluation was being conducted.
Although they had submitted a pro-
posal for research that had been ac-
cepted and funded, they were not clear
about whose ends the evaluation was
to serve: should the evaluation be of
use to the program, o NIMH, or to
the development of knowledge in the
field? Evaluators, administrators, and
program staff often had different pur-
poses in mind. Some program ad-
ministrators and staff saw evaluation
as a ritual to secure funding, others
viewed it as 2 potential guide to adap-
tations that would strengthen the
program during its course, still others
expected evaluation to provide “pro-
gram vindicators” to justify the pro-
gram and help obtain further funding.
Evaluators, on the other hand, tended
to see cheir role as assessing the effec-
tiveness of the program after the dem-
onstration period was over so that
NIMH and other agencies could de-
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cide whether to continue, adopt, or
advocate it elsewhere. A few eval-
uators also expected to make contribu-
tions to basic knowledge (for example,
the dimensions of “mental health” and
their intercorrelations), bur agency
conflicts over research design usually
thwarted such hopes.

Disagreement over purpose had
several unfortunate consequences.
When administrators expecred “form-
ative” evaluation to aid ongoing
program development and evaluarors
designed “summarive” studies to ren-
der judgment on the program after its
conclusion, administracors lost inter-
est and wicthdrew support. The evalua-
tion was seen as irrelevant, “‘for
NIMH,” or for some mythical future
application of no immediate concern.
Some evaluators who tried to provide
“formarive” research information had
doubts that administrators genuinely
wanted inputs from research during
the program or, if they wanted them,
knew how or were able to make use of
them. One research director said:

[The project administrator] said,

“Educate me,” bur he didn’c sit still,

He believed in research, he thought it

should be done, but he had no under-

standing of how he should back it up or
administer a combined service-research
program, When I reporced findings

. . . he listened to me (I don’t think he

did more than glance at anything I'd

written), but he didn't do anything

about implementing the results.

Because of lack of clear purpose,
there was sometimes rigid adherence
to the original research plan, even
when changes in program had made it
trrelevant. Opportunities were lost for
contributing useful informution o
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decision-makers on the program-in-
process.

In summative evaluation, of course,
feedback of evaluative information is
undesirable because it is likely to con-
taminate the program, The program
should remain stable and well-
defined, so that it is clear what stimuli
brought about the ohserved outcomes.
But many of the programs shifted,
lurched about, and sought new direc-
tions. For example, one program thar
started as a referral source moved into
the organization of rccreational ac-
tivities (“art in the alleys,” one worker
called it). Another shifted from group
counseling to promotion of family
planning and a series of recreational
outings. In these cases, before-after
outcome data are difficulr o interpret,
because the definition of “the pro-
gram” associared with given outcomes
is not clear. A phased series of
shorter-term  studies  might have
gauged intermediate effects and pro-
duced information useful for planning
later stages of the program.

Where political, community, and
staff pressures were altering the course
of the program willy-nilly, more
decision-oriented study of the system
might have been of help. In a larger
sense, too, it would be useful to know
how communities respond to innova-
tive programs, what pressures are
hrought to bear on the agency, and
how the program reacts and changes.
(W e have barely begun to explore how
innovations can be introduced into
community delivery systems withourt
being neutralized, co-opted, or dis-
rupted.)

Regarding the preparation of final

reports, when adminiscrators and seaff
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expected evaluation to legitimate the
program, disagreements with eval-
uators arose. The fear of negative
findings did not influence the rescarch
design, the selection of criterion
measures, or the data collection. Bat
after the data were in, administrators
wanted to put the rosiest interprera-
tion on evaluative findings; evaluators
fought for the integrity of their dara.
As most outcome results showed that
the program had had indifferent suc-
cess, the conflict was sometimes bit-
ter.

The eruption of dissension at the
report-writing stage suggests that the
relative autonomy given to evaluarors
(within the limits set by program
priorities) to pursue their research was
motivated less by respect for the in-
tegrity of research rhan by unsophisri-
cation about the possible effects of
evaluation. Most program personnel
apparently did not seriously entertain
the notion that evaluation results
might show rtheir program in an un-
favorable light. As this likelihood be-
comes better understood, there may
be more interference with the plan-
ning and conduct of evaluation re-
search.

EVALUATION'S PLACE WITHIN
THE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

The context within which evalua-
tion proceeds has enormous conse-
quences for the kind and quality of
results produced. In most of our cases,
evaluation was subordinate to the ad-
ministrator; he controlled the evalua-
tion funds, and the researcher was de-
pendent upon him for approval of
major decisions and often minor ones
as well.
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Most evaluators believed it essential
for adminiscrators to play a major role
in defining the purposes for research;
all of them tecognized administrators’
responsibility for formulating pro-
gram goals (whose attainment evalua-
tion would assess); but several fele that
administrators should have less con-
trol over decisions (even essentially
program decisions) when these af-
fected research design, measures, size
of sample, sources of data, and so
forch. In cheir view, administrators
had made some decisions that severely
hampered evaluation, not so much out
of defensiveness of their program as
out of sheer ignorance. Three eval-
vators recommended that research
money should go direcdy to re-
searchers and not have to be filtered
through the administrative layer.
They believed that fiscal control
would have strengthened their hand in
negotiations. However, one research
director who did have fiscal control of
tesearch funds entered an 1mporrant
qualifier: that wheever administers the
budget, the research has to cope with
the program-as-operated. He thought
it might be better for the director of a
center (if he were a data person) to get
the grant so that he could control all
facets of the situation.

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN
EVALUATORS AND
PRACTITIONERS

Tensions berween evaluators and
administrators, as we have seen, arose
from differing expectations about the
purposes of evaluation and the ends it
was to serve, and from conflicts over
control of funds and decisions affect-
ing research.
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There were differences between
evaluators and program staff, too.
Previous writings on researcher-prac-
titioner relations have alerted us
to four main potential sources of
conflict: (1} personality differences, (2)
role differences, (3) unclarity about
boundaries of responsibility and pro-
cedures for reconciling boundary dis-
putes, and (4) resentments over differ-
ential rewards.

In our study we found very few fric-
tions that arose from, or were attrib-
uted to, differences in personality.
There were several reports of past “per-
sonality conflicts,” but in every case
the individuals who were “hard to get
along with"” (usually researchers, but
occasionally program staff as well) had
left the project. Evidently these kinds
of organizations tend to resolve dis-
ruptive disputes by extruding the of-
fending individuals,

Role differences, on the ocher hand,
were a significant feature. As one
psychiatrist noted, there is a basic dif-
ference in stance between practitioners
and evaluators:

Practitioners have to believe in what
they are doing; evaluators have to

doubt.

This difference in professional
orientation also can be seen in the in-
dividual's orientation to the projecr.
Practitioners are committed to a proj-
ect; they invest enormous amounts of
time and energy and their professional
reputations in its success. BEvaluators
are commirtted ro che acquisition of
knowledge, and their careers are de-
pendent on producing competent re-
search whether the project succeeds or
fails; thus, they are sometimes viewed
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as unsympathetic and perhaps basi-
cally critical of the project to which
others are devoting their lives.

In a few projects practitioners re-
sented what they saw as unfair rewards
to evaluators. One project had dif-
ferent pay scales that favored the
evaluators and even the clerical assist-
ants in the evaluation unit. In other
places, evaluators appeared to work
fewer hours and to be less “busy” (sit-
ting alone in an office reading or writ-
ing didn’t look busy). There was some
annoyance, too, that evaluation re-
ports bore only the evaluators’ names;
they got “all the glory when prac-
titioners had done all the work."”

The issue that most frequently pre-
cipitated conflict was the collection of
data. In many projects evaluators
asked practitioners to turn in records
on the people who participared in the
program. One researcher reported the
COmmon experience:

Clinicians at all levels and the para-
professionals, too, resist filling out rec-
ords. We couldn’t devise a reward sys-
tem to motivate them. They den't see
the usefulness of the records for them.
They see it as an accountability system
checking up on them, And the records
don’t adequately reflect how busy they
are and how hard they work. There's
just no pay-off for the average clini-
cian. They were involved in developing
the record system from the very begin-
ning, 50 it's not a macter of the system
being imposed.

As this quotation suggests, the
remedy that has often been proposed.
to mitigate conflicts between eval-
uvators and  practicioners—involv-
ing program staff in the concep-
tualization, design, and use of the
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study—is not a panacea. Several
evaluators took great pains to involve
program staft in che study, b= the
expected Eden did not arrive. Some-
times the program seaff who had par-
ticipated in the early conferences left
the agency and new uninitiated work-
ers came in; continuing discussions
Were necessary.

Even more commonly, the basic
diffcrences in orientation persisted.
The clinician’s emphasis on service to
individuals made him very sensitive to
particulars, to individual differences,
to the complexities of the single case.
If research showed that on the average,
one type of input was associated with
better or poorer outcomes, he dis-
trusted the application of such statis-
tical generalizations; he saw his own
clinical judgment as a better guide
than aggregate data on crude and
over-simplified measures. With this
perspective, he often resisted the in-
trusions into his time that evaluation
required.

Ohbservers of the perennial frictions
that beset applied research have
suggested that conflict would be re-
duced if researchers and practitioners
received more similar training. Thus
researchers with program experience
would be more aware of, and respon-
sive 1o, practitioners’ perspectives and
needs, One project in our study pro-
vided a clue to the utility of the pre-
scriprien, The research director was a
former chief of the psychiatric service,
the senior researcher had been director
of nursing service, and a third scaff
member had been a nurse in the same
hospital. While they were personally
respected and their research project
was accepted by the setvice staffs, they
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were no longer perceived as col-
leagues. According to one informant,
“They have Jeaped the fence and gone
over to the other side.” Although they
continued to artend staff meetings and
retain  good personal relationships,
their interests, needs, and roles were
different.

Not even the best will in the world
can resolve all frictions between eval-
vators and practitioners. Apparently
some disagreement is inevitable. But
as several of the projects illustrated,
this need not be a serious interference
when there is clarity of function and
structure, avoidance of incursions on
others’ domains, mutual respect and
negotiation, and above all, consensus
on the purposes that the study is to
serve.

STAFFING OF EVALUATION

The one finding of our study that
previous writing in the field had not
prepared us for was the tremendous
instability of evaluation staffs. Part-
time direcrors were the rule rather
than the exception. Turnover in
evaluation staff at all levels was
phenomenal. It was not wncommon
for a three-year study rto have had
three or four differenc directors and
three complete turnovers in research
associates. To il in the gaps, there
was heavy reliance on outside consult-
ants. Only two projects maintained
the same research staff relatively un-
changed over the course of the study.

Because of sporadic contacr with
administrators and program staff, the
part-time evaluator may not be effec-
tive In seeing that requisite research
conditions are maintained. In one
project, far fewer patients entered the
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program than had been anticipated.
Accordingly, the program staff de-
cided to admit as patients the group
that had formerly been designated as
controls. Because he was not on the
spot, the evaluator did not have a
chance to argue the case for the control
group. He did not even hear abour the
decision until over a week had passed
and the move was practically irrevoca-
ble.

One reason for part-time research
direction is evidently the difficulty
in arttracting  full-time people to
short-term assignments. Most able re-
searchers are in demand and rthey are
unwilling to move from one short-
term project to another. They prefer
the security of an academic (or other
instirurional) affiliation, and thus are
able to give the project only a limired
number of hours per week,

It was also suggested that the frus-
trations of applied research are often so
great (particularly when the research
staff is small and does not provide a
supportive reference group) that eval-
uators need to return periodically to a
congenial environment for sustenance
and renewal.

Turnover in evaluation staffs is
probably an even greater handicap.
Second-level evaluation staff were sub-
ject to many of the same stresses that
afflicted directors, and in addition,
had to cope with the fact that directors
were part-time ot being replaced. Fur-
ther, they did not foresee che kind of
reward from a successfully completed
study (for example, professional rec-
ognition and publication) that recom-
penses the director. With less au-
tonomy and usually full-time exposure
to project frictions, they had less
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motivation to stay with the study.
High turnover meant further recruit-
ment and selection, re-training, loss
of time for the study, and duplication
of work. There were significant slow-
downs while new staff [earned their
asSIIIMENTS,

With changes in evaluation staff,
the development of relationships with
administrators and practitioners had
to begin anew. It took time to build
mutual trust and understanding. {c
sometimes took time, too, for admin-
istrators to learn new vocabularies, for
example when psychologists were re-
placed by sociologists.

Research consultants played an un-
expectedly large role in the projects.
Most project applications for funding
were written before there was a resi-
dent staff, and consultants usually
wrote the applied reseatch section. In
a fair number of cases, when funds
came through, the consultant became
the research director, at least on a
part-time basis. But in others, he re-
mained a consultant on call. In one
project, the consultant effectively ran
the evaluation from behind the scenes
through his relationship wicth che
project administraror, who kept the
titular research director on short
strings.

When a research director resigned,
research consultants were called in to
fill the gap. They sometimes took over
supervision of the evaluation on a
part-time basis for weeks or even
months. They sometimes helped to
recruit new research seaff. If a new re-
search director came on staff who neg-
lected some aspect of the study that
was of interest to the adminiscrator, a
consultant might be given the as-
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signment to continue that part of the
work.

Two striking themes emerged re-
garding consultants, First, they were
generally recruited through an inter-
personal network. They were friends
or colleagues of the administrator,
usually at a university, or were re-
ferred by friends or colleagues. Their
relationship with the administrator
tended to be close and personal, and
because they were generally persons of
greater reputation than the resident
research director, the administrator
often relied heavily on them. Second,
many of them interpreted their re-
sponsibility only partly in professional
research terms. They felt an obliga-
tion, too, to support the administrator
personally, and somerimes the pro-
gram staff as well. A cynic might
suspect that the character of the rela-
tionship was an ateempt to assure con-
tinuation of a remunerative arrange-
ment that was dependent on the whim
of the administrator. However, it ap-
pears that consultants recognized the
extraordinary pressures under which
the projects operated and honestly at-
tempred to help reconcile program
and evaluation demands (rather than
insisting on evaluation priorities) in
ways that eased the strain,

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
PROGRAM

The sins of the program are often
visited on the evaluation. When pro-
grams are well-conceptualized and de-
veloped, with clearly defined goals
and consistent methods of work, the
lot of evaluation is relatively easy. But
when programs are disorganized,
beser with disruptions, ineffectively
designed, or poorly managed, the
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evaluation falls heir to the problems of
the setring.

Generally, it appears that for the
evaluation to be relevant, agreement
on several prior issues is essential: (1)
the goals of the program, (2) the na-
ture of program service (and any var-
tants thereof), (3} measures that indi-
cated the effectiveness of the program
in meeting its goals, (4) methods of
selection of participants and controls,
(5) allocation of responsibilities for
participant selection, data collection,
descriptions of program input, etc.,
(6) procedures for resolving dis-
agreements between program and
evzluation, and above all, (7) the deci-
sional purposes that evaluation is ex-
pecred ro serve. Where evaluation gets
started before such issues as these are
resolved, it runs the risk of having to
be rethought and redone in mid-
stream,

TIMING OF EVALUATION

Meshing the time schedules of pro-
grams and their evaluation is some-
times a problem. Evaluation usually
wanfs to take “Time 17 (before) meas-
ures prior to the start of service ac-
tivities. One project wanted to train its
service staff through supervised on-
the-job experience. However, the
evaluators had not yet administered
the Time 1 measures; they objected to
“contaminating” program  partici-
pants through the service given by
trainee-workers. In this case, evalua-
tion prevailed and the workers were
trained on clients of another agency,
which turned out to be less than satis-
factory. Somewhat more “give” in the
time schedule may prevent collisions
of this type.

Near the end of the project, time
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pressures again became acute. Anal-
ysis was rushed, much data was left
unanalyzed, interrelations among sets
of data went unexplored. Because
many of the programs were fixed-life
demonstrations, staff began looking
around for other jobs. There were sev-
eral instances of evaluators leaving che
job before the report was completed,
although in every case they managed
to complete the report on some basis
(as part-time sraff member, consult-
ant, or on their own time). Some of
the reports were late, several were
“bare-bones” analyses with lictle at-
tention to the interpretation of find-
ings for furure program development.

Perhaps the major timing issue is
one we have already zlluded to: when
the project was over, very few people
were interested in the evaluation re-
port or its implications for action.
There were a few exemplary agencies
{particularly those with a continuing
staff and responsibility for other pro-
grams of similar type) that gave evalu-
ation results careful study and derived
what they believed were useful les-
sons. A few evaluarors published, or
planned to publish, papers of interest
to a professional audience. In other
projects, the matter was left in the lap
of the gods—or NIMH.

USE OF EVALUATION RESULTS
ELSEWHERE

When the evaluation was developed
with no clear concept of who was to
use the results, the report often wound
up in no-man’s Jand, There were no
obvious channels (other than articles
in  professional  journals) through
which information could reach pro-
spective users in other sites. The fed-
eral agency that funded the project
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was sometimes expected to dissemi-
nate results, but chere was skepticism
that it would.

A few administrative and program
persannel reported that they referred
to evaluative findings in courses they
gave at universities or in training ses-
sions for state agencies or hospitals.
One agency used the evaluation
document as support for its lobbying
for continuation of the program by a
city agency (even though the data
were, at best, inconclusive regarding
program success). They believed that
the report was of some use in
legitimating the program, but they
thought that “showing the program in
action would have been a better sales
device.” Since cthe program had
ended, evaluation was a second-best.

Several of the studies developed
findings that appear to have general
interest. One illustration: a study of
neighborhood mental health satellite
centers found that clients tended to
come in with practical problems re-
garding unemployment, housing,
welfare, and the like rather than
“mental health problems,” but there
was suggestive evidence that they
were indeed people who had grearer
emoticnal problems than others in the
neighborhood. There is room for fur-
ther study and interpretation of these
dara, bur in general, better ways
should be found to move the mote
provocative  learnings from  bulky,
mimeographed final reports into the
public arena.

A number of people suggested that
NIMH should serve as a clearing-
house. They proposed not an unse-
lective “garbage-in-garbage-out” in-
formation system, but a careful cul-
ling of applied research results to
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select important and valid findings for
diffusion. One person noted that re-
gional field staff should be well ap-
prised of past results and should pass
them along to prospective applicants
to prevent duplication. Conferences
were also suggested as 2 way to trans-
fer knowledge, because in-person
communicarion is more effective than
written materials {particularly when
the materials are—as they often
are—unread),

Our review suggests that, while not
all of the impediments can be planned
away in advance, certain basic condi-
tions should be present before evalua-
tion grants are made. Among the
most important pretequisites are: (1)
clarity of purpose for the study, (2) a
well-defined and relatively stable pro-
gram, (3) administrative support, and
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(4) an able research staft who give a
substantial proportion of time to the
study.

Also, not all evaluations need be
devated to answering the summative
question: How well is the program
meeting its goais? While programs are
developing, there is room for research
on shorter-term developmental issues
that engage the program staff. Ap-
plied research that is focused on pres-
sing informational needs will stand a
hetter chance of being usable and
used. There will still be resistance,
particularly from those who find rhe
status quo a comfortable and reward-
ing state. But such research may be
better able to attract advocates who
fight for its conclusions when deci-
sions are being made.



9. The Need for Research on the Communication
of Research Results

Floyd Maan and Rensis Likert

Research on problems of human re-
lations differs from research in most
other fields of science in a very impor-
rant respect. In most fields of science
it 1s not necessary {or administrators or
exccutives to have a comprehensive
understanding of the research in order
to utilize the resules. All that has to be
known is that the research has yiclded
a better method or a better product.
Approval to substitute the new for the
old can then be given. But in the field
of human relations, effective use of the
research findings cannot be obtained
merely by an executive issuing an or-
der.

Administrators must thoroughly
understand the results of human rela-
tions research and their implications if
their organizations are to use them.
This requires both an incellecrual un-

derstanding and an incorporation of
the results into the administrator’s at-
titudinal structure and behavioral pat-
terns.

Research in human relations, there-
fore, requires a dual approach. Firse,
studies need to be made of rche
dynamics of social organization; and
sccond, research needs to be done on
how the findings of such studies can
be communicated so as to produce the
required changes in attitudes and
habits. The necessity of doing research
on both human relations and organiza-
tional structure as well as on how to
communicate the results of such re-
search has been recognized in the Sur-
vey Research Center's long-range pro-
gram of research on the fundamental
problems of organizing human be-
havior.! This program has two dis-

This paper summarizes briefly some of the exploratoty work being done at the Survey

Research Center on the problems of communicating tescarch findings. The general
theory and the specific procedures on which this cxploratory study has been done have
been the product of the thinking of 2 number of persons both at the Center and in The
Detroit Edison Company where the work was done. Everett Reimer, Frances Fielder
and Theodore Hariton of the Center, and 8. F. Leahy, Blair Swartz, Robert Schwab,
and John Sparling of the Company all made important contributions to this study. The
work of the members of the Research Center for Group Dynamics and the Tavistock
Instirute of Human Relations has alse been drawn on heavily, The Survey Research
Center and the Research Center for Group Dynamics are divisions of the Institute for
Sacial Research.

The work reported here is one of a number of studies being done by the Ceater undet
its long-range program of research in human relations in organization. Both The
Detroir Edison Company and the Office of Naval Research contributed to the suppott of
this particular company-wide study.

Reproduced by permission of rthe Society for Applied Anthropology trom Human
Organization, Vol. 11, No. 4, 1952.
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tinct phases. The first consists of the
discovery of the factors associated with
a high level of group motivation,
productivity, and individual satisfac-
tion in group situations. The second
phase of the program calls for the
translarion of these findings into the
every-day aperation of organization in
order to test their nature further and
to discover the most effective proce-
dures and principles for utilizing
them,

During the first half of 1948, an
extensive body of data was collected in
The Detroit Edison Company through
a company-wide study of employce
and supervisory attitudes and opin-
ions. The main objectives of this study
were:

1. To determine whart satisfactions
employees engaged in a wide range of
occupations, and supervisors at all
levels, obtain from cheir work situa-
tions.

2. To determine the interrelation-
ship between the supervisory or man-
agerial philosophies and behavior on
the one hand, and the attitudes and
behavior of subordinate supervisors
and employees on the other.

3. To study the relationship be-
tween organizational scructure and in-
terpersonal relations.

4. To explore different techniques
for communicating findings from
human relations research and for trans-
fating research findings into adminis-
rrative  acrion. (This article sum-
marizes some of our exploratory
findings concerning this fourth objec-
tive.)

In attempting to discover the best
techniques for the effective communi-
cationt of research findings, we made
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use of a number of psychological
and sociological principles concerning
motivation, attitude and behaviar
change, and group structure.

From the very beginning of the
study we endeavored to apply the
principles of participation. For exam-
ple, we invelved in study planning all
persons who would many months later
have the major responsibility for mak-
ing administrative use of the survey
findings. This was dene in a number
of different ways and with varying in-
tensity ar different levels within the
organization. Since the top executives
would have a greater voice in the way
the findings were utilized than super-
visors at intermediate levels, we de-
voted more effort to involving top
management than intermediate man-
agement. Some of the specific proce-
dures used at this stage were: (a) indi-
vidual conferences with members of
top management to learn what they
felt their major problems were, and on
which they would like data from the
study, and (b} chains of conferences
starting at the top of the organization
and going on down to the employees,
explaining the purposes of the study,
answering any questions which might
be raised about the whole project, and
asking for suggestions as to what
should be included in the study.
Throughour the whole project—
during both the collection and the
analysis-interpretation  phases—steps
were taken to keep company personnel
informed as to what was going on and
what would be happening next.

In many research projects a real ef-
fort is often made at the ourset to se-
cure widespread participation. The
need for clearly defining the specific
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objectives of the study frequently ac-
complishes this indirectly. More often
than not, however, as the study pro-
gresses, less and less atrention is paid
to participation. Efforts at joint con-
sideration usually cease by the time
the study reaches the aonalysis-inter-
pretation phase. Thus at the end of the
usual study, che tradicional form of
consultant-client relationship is ficmly
established and che researchers place a
weighty volume, including the com-
plete analysis and extensive recom-
mendations, in the hands of those who
were interested in the research.
Instead of allowing participation to
decrease as the study progressed, not
only did we attempr to keep em-
ployees and supervisors at all levels—
and  especially top management
—involved, bur we  increased
the involvement during the analysis-
interpretation phase as much as possi-
ble. For example, we did not write
any reports containing a set of recom-
mendations  based solely on  our
analysis of the data. We recognized
that company executives, supervisors,
and employees at all levels possessed
knowledge of the company’s operation
and history which would have to be
focused on the data if the most
adequate interpretation was to be ob-
tained. Qur procedure was 10 present
the data showing the attitudes of
employees and the practices of super-
visors and to ask the men concerned
with each set of data to help us study
them and interpret them with us.
We, of course, did not wait to look at
the data until we sat down with com-
pany personnel, but studied them
carefully in advance in order that our
thinking in these meetings could be as
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constructive as possible. Often com-
pany officers also studied the data
prior to the meeting.

THE PROCESS OF PRESENTING
THE FINDINGS

The specific process which we have
used in iavolving the rtotal struc-
tute—from top management down to
the employee—in the analysis of the
survey findings developed in the fol-
lowing way:

As the initial data for the organiza-
tion as a2 whole became available,
membets of the Survey Research
Center and members of the Company's
personnel  staff met to review the
over-all figures and to plan in general
what the first steps should be in get-
ting the findings of the survey back
into the Company. The members of
this group agreed thar if the data were
to be put to use it would have to be
done by the line—not the staft—
organization and that data should be
introduced at the top and not into the
middle of the structure,

The data for the Company as a
whole and for a few major depart-
ments were then discussed with the
two top officers of the Company—the
president and the executive vice-
president. These two men were asked
to help interpree the data and to help
plan a program for a gradual inrroduc-
tion of the survey findings into the
Company. At this meeting—after a
lengthy discussion about the tentative
meaning of the data and the possible
next steps—it was agreed that a series
of meetings should be held to present
to small groups of top officers the sue-
vey findings for their departments. It
was also agreed that the meetings with
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these officers should include the presi-
dent and executive vice-president, as
well as the major executives for whose
departments the data were being pre-
sented. Representatives from the Sur-
vey Research Center and the Com-
pany’s Personnel Department were
also included in the meeting.

When these meetings were held,
the data presented provided a com-
parison between the attitudes of the
employees in the departments being
considered and the Company as a
whole. Large charts were used to show
how the attitudes of all employees in
the Company compared with the at-
titudes of the employees in the specific
departments for which the major
executives attending the meeting were
responsible. Only departments having
employees whose attitudes might be
expected to be comparable were ex-
amined in a given meeting.

In these meetings the executives
were asked to help us interpret the
data and to decide what further
analyses of the data should be made to
help them in formulating plans for
constructive administrative actions.
They participated not only in explor-
ing the meaning of the data but also in
planning the nexc steps for the intro-
duction of the over-all findings to the
next lower level of management.
Through these group discussions it
was usually decided that the results for
each major exccutive group and the
darta for each department within each
executive group should be taken to the
department heads for further joint
planning and analysis.

One or two planning sessions were
held with each major executive before
these group meetings with his de-

Floyd Mann and Rensis Likert

parement heads were undercaken. In
these planning sessions, tentative ob-
jectives of these future meetings with
the department heads were consid-
ered, and technical questions concern-
ing the procedures used in collecting
and processing the data were discussed
fully so that the executive could pre-
sent and discuss all but the most de-
tailed technical questions concerning
the data. The objective of chese plan-
ning sessions was te equip the execu-
tive who was calling the meeting to
handle his meeting without assistance
from the staff of the Survey Research
Center or the personnel swaff of the
Company.

Each executive then met with his
department heads to examine the sur-
vey findings, which were analyzed by
departments. The same general joint
analyzing and planning session was
then gone through by this group as
had occurred in the meetings with the
president and executive vice-presi-
dent.

In subsequent meetings each de-
partment head in turn held meetings
with his division heads. For these
meetings the survey data were avail-
able, analyzed by divisions and even
sections. This process has been re-
peated right on down to the firse-line
supervisor and in some instances to
the employees in his work group.

OBSERVATIONS CONCERNING
THIS PROCESS

QOur experiences in these meet-
ings—some 200 of them—have sug-
gested factors which we believe are
important for securing maximum ac-
ceprance and utilization of sutvey re-
sults in any operating organization.
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Some of the major points emerging
are:

1. A High Degree of Participation
and Personal Involvement Is
Important

Personal involvement not only de-
creases the barriers vo the utilization of
data; it increases the probability thac
the results will be understood and
emotionally accepted. Ic also yields
positive motivation to apply the re-
sults.

The series of meetings we have just
described are consistent with motiva-
tional theory on several counts. The
process consists of involving, through
participation in rescarch planning and
analysis, the total line structure from
top management down to the em-
ployees. The involvement of all indi-
viduals and groups who are likely to
be affected by the findings musc stars
at the very beginning of the project
and frcrease as the project reaches the
analysis stages. To wait until research
results are available before attempting
o secure participation is likely to lead
to rejection of the resules.

A high degree of personal involve-
ment in the analysis and interpreta-
tion was obtained through having
each supervisor who was engaged in
any managerial or supervisory activity
participate in rwo kinds of meetings.
First, there was one or more meetings
in which he participared as a subordi-
nate with his associares and under the
leadership of his chief, and secondly,
there was one or more meetings where
he participated as the chief of his
group and conducted the meeting
with his own immediate subordinates.
This latter compelled him to be famil-
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jar enough with the techniques used
in the collection of the data and the
over-all results so that he would have a
good understanding of it.

In many instances, as managers and
supetvisors participated in the anal-
ysis, they gained simultanecusly a
new awareness of the importance of
the human problems of management,
and a feeling of responsibility for in-
itiating constructive action to solve
such problems. They also tended to
gain through discussions with cheir
superiors and subordinates a some-
what better idea of whart they could do
to help solve these problems.

It is important to note that parc of
the personal invelvement achieved was
obeained from following a procedure
which differs substantially from rhat
often used by the outside expert who
has 2 fund of information available.
Instead of assuming the role of outside
experts and celling company officers
and executives what to do, we arked
persons at all levels of management to
befp ns analyze the dara. We recog-
nized that their knowledge of com-
pany operations made them experts
whose help we needed to interpret the
data adequately. This action thus
made the interpretations which
emerged theirs rather than ours.

2. Group Forces Are Important in
Facilitating Attitude Changes and
Redefinitions of Situations

The procedure employed here in-
volved working with groups rather
than with individuals alone. Lewin®
and his students® have emphasized the
power of the interacting forces exerted
by group members on one another.
Participation in group discussions and
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group decisions concerning future ac-
tion sets into motion pressures for ac-
tion which are more effective than
when individuals alone are concerned.
Through working with groups we at-
tempted to make use of these continu-
ing group forces.

We found that the group situation
seemed to be important for several rea-
S0rs:

a. Through group discussions the
findings could be examined in a
broader perspective because the group
brought to the dara experience that
was richer and more varied than rhat
of any one individual. The research
data stimulated discussion which
tended to bring into the open the rele-
vant information each member of the
group had about a specific problem
and its causes. Often important in-
formation or unrecognized problems,
which some members of the group had
long known, were in this way brought
inte focus and dealt with construc-
tively.

b. Group discussions, by allowing
the pooling and exchange of this wider
range of information, also provided
the psychological situation in which
superiors and subordinates at all levels
could discuss possible solutions and
thus give each other new and im-
proved ways of not only viewing, but
also of solving their problems.

¢. The discussion of the research
data by groups compelled all members
of the group to recognize openly the
existence of the problems revealed by
the dara. Important and serious prob-
lems which had long been bothersome
were brought to light in an atmos-
phere and relationship which led to
constructive attempts to solve them.

d. Group discussions zlso helped
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supervisors at all levels—especially
the new group members in organiza-
tional families—to learn what was
expected of themm by the group con-
cerning their relationship with subor-
dinates, associates and their own
chief.

e. Group decisions concerning the
next steps put powerful pressure, in
the form of reciprocal expectations, on
each member to carry out the deci-
sions agreed to by the group.

It is important to note that in many
instances these groups were consider-
ing problems of inter-personal and
inter-group relations which had been
disturbed for some time and which
were emotionally loaded. Problems,
which had been avoided because they
were extremely difficult, were fre-
quently brought out in the open by
data. The objective impartiality of the
findings helped the members of the
group to approach these problems in
a constructive problem-solving way.
This body of evidence, therefore, pro-
vided each superior and his immediate
subordinates with a chance to assess
their organization’s long and short
suits in human relations skills. Em-
ployees' attitudes and feelings came to
be facts, not things to be disregarded
because they appeared to be too dif-
ficult to handle or did not clamor for
immediate attention.

3. ItIs Important to Recognize the
Hierarchical Structure of an
Organization; It Is Also Essential
to Understand and Utilize the
Power Structure as Perceived by
the Members of the Organization

The sequence of meetings described
above is consistent with what is
known abour the sociological and psy-



The Communication of Research Results

chological implications of the hierar-
chical structure of American business
organizations. Our data showed how
different persons in the organ-
ization perceived the power roles of
other persons in the line and in staff
groups. As a rule, the particular set of
managerial practices and beliefs found
within a department—the managerial
culture of an organizational unit—was
determined ptimarily by the line
rather than the staff. Moreover, the
people at the top of each organiza-
tional unit—particularly it they were
perceived as competent and pow-
etful—were found to exercise more
influence on the organization than
any other persons within it. In ad-
dition to carrying out direct orders,
their subordinates also endeavored to
do what they felt their superior de-
sired, even on martters on which he
had made no specific request. For
these reasons, the series of meetings
were started at the top of the line or-
ganization and worked down. We
found that in those departments where
the people at the top took a genuine
interest in the findings, studied them
and tried to apply them, that the data
were discussed more adequately and
used more constructively in working
out action steps than where such
interest was lacking. If the immediate
line supervisor evidenced a concern
about developing a better understand-
ing of human relations problems, so
did his subordinates. Higher levels of
line management, by taking an inter-
est in the factors affecting the morale
of the non-supervisor employees, thus
in a sense changed the environment
within which supervisors at lower
levels operated.

[t is important to mention thart
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these sequences of meetings moved at
different rates and developed in differ-
ent ways in different departments.
The flexibility of the general proce-
dure was such that it could be geared
to the operating problems and the
psychological atmosphere which var-
ied from department to department.
We found that each supervisor in
analyzing the data with his own group
gave special emphasis to three or four
specific points which seemed the most
crucial to the problems that his group
was facing. We also found thar these
groups did not dwell at length on
those aspects of the survey findings
which indicated where they were
doing a good job but, after taking ac-
count of their assets, moved rathet
quickly to a consideration of their
problems.

We found that the chain of ac-
countability which we had expected
would become operative through the
structuring of meetings with organi-
zational families—thac is, the super-
visor and his subordinates considering
the survey findings together—was not
sufficient to result in the maximum
utilization of data. At the outset, we
assumed chat as the sequence of meet-
ings moved down the structure, and
different groups considered the find-
ings and came 1o some tentative con-
clusions and proposals for action, that
these results would be reported back
up to the higher levels which had al-
ready considered the data. We found
this did not happen unless specific
meetings were scheduled for this re-
porting back up the structure. The
survey findings were much more fully
utilized in those departments where
the sequence of meetings was of-
ganized so that as the findings and
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discussions worked down the organi-
zation, the results on action taken
were reported back up, than in rhose
departments where the process went
but one way—down. When top man-
agement was sufficiently interested o
want to know how the results were
interpreted and  what action was
taken, supervisors at lower levels were
motivated to use the research results
more effectively.

4. Participation in the Form of
Self-Analysis Is More Likely to Be
Followed by Changes Than if the
Analysis Is Made by an Qutsider

Like most of the other points we
have made in this paper, this point
and the specific procedures we used to
implement this point are not new.
Clinical psychologists are well aware
of the importance of self-analysis for
bringing about change.?

Some of the factors we have found
to be particularly important are as fol-
lows:

a. Objective survey data facilitate
thorough and critical self-evaluations.
The discussions concerning the prob-
lems of a particular organizational
family were started from and centered
around objective measurements about
the situation. This resulted in keeping
the discussions in a more objective and
problem-solving atmosphere than if
the group had been considering less
accurately based information. There
were relatively few statements or in-
terpretations made by the outsiders to
which an individual or a group could
take exception. At times the accuracy
of some of the data was questioned,
but an examination of other relevant
information led wich few exceptions to
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a recognition that the results were
substantially correct.

b. The researcher can, by main-
raining his role as researcher and being
careful not to be drawn into the expert
role, sidestep many of the individual .
and group protective mechanisms
which are set into action during any
real evaluation of the self or the or-
ganization in which the self is deeply
involved. In the group of meetings we
described no outside expert told any
person what the data meant or what
their problems were. The interpreta-
tions were worked out by the mem-
bets of the groups themselves, with
the Survey Research Center represent-
ative present to answer technical ques-
tions which the group leader could not
answer about the data, their limira-
tions, or the survey methods used in
collecting the findings. The Center
representative also answered questions
on what additional tabulations and
analyses could be prepared if the
group was interested in getting fur-
ther information. The researcher did
not take the role of expert and make
interpretations. As indicared earlier,
he did sometimes ask guestions for his
own information and occasionally to
focus attention on a specific problem
area.

¢. Timing and pacing is important
in facilitating the acceprance of the
data and gaining recognition of the
need to act upon them. In those situa-
tions in which the survey results were
quite different from what had been
expected, we found it was necessary to
proceed very cautiously—preferably
letting the individuals who were sur-
prised set che tempo. This meant let-
ting the group pace itself in the speed
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with which it considered the different
aspects of the findings, and also in de-
termining the depth to which the
analysis and interpretation of the data
would go at any one meeting. These
two factors were important in that
they tended to reduce the number of
times that resistances arose because
the group members were not yet pre-
pared to understand or ready to accept
certain findings as facts.

d. It is important that the results
be presented in a positive atmosphere.
Every survey yields data showing that
thete are many excellent points about
a given operation, as well as results
indicating where certain things can be
improved. It is useful to emphasize
first the results which show what is
being done well. Even when results
are being presented on where the op-
eration can be improved, it is impor-
rant that the discussion be oriented
roward what the data suggest are ways
to improve the operation. Emphasis
on the possible means of improving en-
lists interest and consideration, while
concentration on weaknesses or fail-
ures produces an avoidance reaction.

e. Arbitrary insistence that the
data are accurate, which is an implicit
demand that the other individual
make an immediate redefinition of the
situation, only serves to increase the
emotional resistance and the amount
of time ultimately required before the
findings are accepted and utilized.
Examination of other relevant evi-
dence was often helpful. We also
found it best to give the individual
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ways to save face—let him explore all
of the different possible meanings
which the findings might be assumed
to have—before going ahead. One of
the most important things that an
outsider can effectively do is to pro-
vide the individual with the mortiva-
tion to reexamine his psychological
field and see if there are not even bet-
ter interpretations to the perceptual
clues he has been getting and piecing
together in a particular pattern which
satisfes him.

f. Presenting the results in simple
non-technical language and in graphi-
cal presentation form is also impor-
tant. Use of easily understood mate-
rials facilitates self-analysis by making
the group realize that the data deal
with its situation and are not some-
thing belonging to the research or-
ganization.

In closing we would like to under-

line our conviction that effective
human relations research in everyday
otganizational  situations  requires

skills in interpersonal relations on che
part of social science research teams.
From the work we have done so far, it
also appears that the interpersonal
skills required to do research success-
fully in ongoing, operating organiza-
tions are based on the same fundamen-
tal principles as those required in
communicating to others the resules of
human relations research. It is, there-
fore, our judgment that research on
these principles is an essential part of
any program of research on human re-
lations.
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PART 111
METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES:
MEASUREMENT AND DESIGN

Use of the scientific method in obraining information distinguishes evalua-
tive research from general evaluation processes. The basic methodological prin-
ciples that apply to evaluative research are che same as those used in traditional
scientific inquiry. The situations with which the evaluative researcher is con-
fronted, however, are such that the methods of social research must be applied
in specialized fashion. The papers in this section are addressed to the
methodological issues posed by evaluative research.

Greenberg offers a thorough and balanced presencation of the essentials of
evaluation methodology, with emphasis on application to public health prob-
lems. Particularly valuable is his treatment of the various levels of evaluation,
ranging from measures of ultimate objecrives to measures of inputs and pro-
gram operations.

It is reasonable that evaluative research should be structured so that ies
conclusions ate unpiased. Lerman claims that much evaluative research in the
delinquency trearment field has been designed in ways that exaggerate actual
program effectiveness. Some programs are successful only because they can be
selective in accepting clients, and only those who complete treatments are
considered for evaluation purposes. Lerman argues, then, that in evaluative
research the population studied should include those whe drop our or are
pushed out of programs.

Campbell recognizes that because social reform programs are conducted in a
polttical arena, honest evaluation is often impossible., Yet, situations arise in
which administrators have a scrious interest in evaluative research and are in a
position ro structure programs so that evaluative research can be conducted. He
suggests 2 number of ingenious ways in which experimental designs can be
adapted for evaluarion purposes. Particularly valuable are his recommendations
for the use of time series dara.

The challenge of applying evaluative research methods to complex, large-
scale programs is addressed by Freeman and Sherwood. Ciring their early ex-
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petiences with Boston's antipoverty program, they point out that in spite of
serious obstacles, subjects sometimes can be randomly assigned to nontreatment
or alternate rreatment groups. In additien to concerning himself with program
effectiveness, the evaluative researcher must deal with the efficiency of pro-
grams and their accountability, that is, the manner in which programs are
actually implemented. Exposute of subjects 1o mulciple programs is identified
as a particularly difficult problem for evaluative researchers who are asked 1o
sort out the effeces of individual programs.

Because creative practitioners will rake innovative programs in unanticipated
directions, Deutscher warns against basing evaluations on the official goals
expressed in program statements, So that they learn what is actually intended,
Deutscher advises evaluators to interact extensively with policy makers and
pracritioners. He recommends process analysis through participant observation
as a way of finding out what is actually attempted and of identifying likely
unintended results.

Controlled experiments are the most powerful devices available for evaluarive
research; yet, they are politically and administratively difficult to ucilize in the
context of an action program. Rossi urges that cthis additional dilemma be dealt
with through a two-phased strategy. Correlational designs should he used firse
for rough screening. Experimental research then should be conducted on the
MOre Promising programs,



10. Evaluation of Social Programs

B. G. Greenberg

1. INTRODUCTION

Governmental programs  which
provide social and educational services
to the public are generally costly in
terms of money and manpower. Pub-
lic administrators of such programs
have the responsibility to account for
their accomplishments not only be-
cause of the scarcity of these resources
but the sometimes dreadful conse-
quences which can result to the people
from pootly administered services. In
health, educational, and welfare ac-
tivities the damage caused by in-
adequate service is often irreversible.
It may be too late for the victims of
poorly designed or inefficiently ad-
ministered programs to have deficien-
cies corrected at a subsequent date.
Public accountability requires advance
planning such that, for the resources
available, the best possible program is
implemented at the outset both in de-
sign and performance.

The procedure by which programs
are studied to ascertain their effective-
ness in the fulfiliment of goals is re-
ferred to as evaluation, It is the kind
of follow-up one takes for granted in a
field like medicine. One would not
look with favor upon che physician
who failed to prescribe the correct
medication for the given specific ail-
ment or who was lax in determining
the merits of this therapy. Therein lics

the crux of the problem of eval-
uation—follow-up of therapy pur-
suant to a correct diagnosis.

Although evaluarion 1s defined as
measurement of accomnplishment with
respect to a program's particular
target, meaningful study of this scor-
ing operation requires a look at the
whole process of social programming.
Programming starts much before es-
tablishment of the goals which are
later evaluated. It would be a sterile
exercise in statistical methodology to
single out one discrete process, called
evaluation, and to study it without
considering the framework within
which it is embedded.

To what avail is the result of pro-
gram evaluation if wrong targets had
been chosen at the outset of the serv-
ice?

In statistical terms, this is equiv-
alent to asking, ““To what avail is the
result of complex multivariate analysis
if the basic data were invalid or the
wrong variables had been chosen for
study’'?

Both situations might be statisti-
cally valid from a methodological
point of view but meaningless to the
community of persons interested in
application of the results. In the pres-
ent paper brief mention will be made
as to how statistical methods can be
used to study the whole range of prob-

This investigation was supported (in part) by Public Health Service Fellowship
1-F3-GM37,750 from the National Institute of General Medical Sciences.
Reprinted with permission from Review of the International Statistical Institute, Vol. 36,

No. 3, 1968, pp. 260-277.
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lems that occur in soctal program-
ming. The emphasis devoted to evalu-
ation as a special tool will then fit into
its proper place rather than over-
shadow other important phases of the
programming operation.

To illustrate the process in pro-
gramming, reference will be made ro
programs in public health and
medicine. The principles involved are
generic and transference to other fields
should be relatively simple.

2. STATISTICAL METHODS IN
PROGRAMMING

The programming operation con-
sists roughly of five stages listed below
and described thereafrer in limited de-
tail.

I. Measurement of need through

community diagnosis.

2. Program design and setting of

goals.

3. Measurement of service.

4. Evaluation of goal fulfillment.

5. Cost-benefic analyses and other

input-output studies.

Phase 1. Dijagnosis

A public program is provided be-
cause there is felt need for the services
rendered. Such need might be taken
for granted because of tradition at the
time government is instituted {e.g.
education and police protection), or
the need established as a resulc of new
demands by the public and/or in-
terested groups. Regardless of the ori-
gin, it behooves the public official to
design the program purposefully by
measuring the needs in the commu-
nity. This measurement process in
public health is rermed community
diagnosis. !
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The process of diagnosis involves
the compilation of 2 community pro-
file in as complete and precise a man-
ner as possible. Thus, in estimating
the need for a family planning or
counselling program in the commu-
nicy, study should be made of fertility
pattetns, family size, hirth rates,
death rates, marriages, and hospiral
admissions for abortion and complica-
tions of abortion. In addition, surveys
should be made regarding the knowl-
edge, attitudes, and practices of fam-
ily planning. This is by no means an
all-inclusive listing of variables that
need to be studied. The important
thing is to study these indices in dif-
ferent geographic and demographic
units chat can be readily identified to
learn where the need is concentrated.

Foolish would be the administraror
who inaugurated a family planning
service for the disceibution of intra-
uterine devices, say, where the knowl-
edge and actitudes of the group were
not appropriate to the use of these
contraceptive methods. It would take
him up to the time of evaluation to
realize that a more meaningiul objec-
tive in such circumstances would
probably have been an education cam-
paign among school children to pre-
pare them to accept the use of these
methods.

The sources of information used in
compiling the communicty profile in-
clude: routine statistical data obrained
hy registration procedures (e.g. birth,
death, and marriage cerrificates);
morbidity reports; censuses and other
demographic studies; special surveys
of the population for knowledge, at-
titudes, and behavior patterns: sur-
veys of special groups {doctors, hospi-
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tals, insurance companies) and other
sources containing information about
social and economic factors.

To establish a community diagnosis
of needs, some standards or norms
must be available. The physician
strongly suspects an individual’s blood
pressure is abnormal because there is
available to him data on what sup-
posedly normai, healthy individuals
manifest on this characeeristic. Lack-
ing norms in community diagnosis,
arbicrary rules have to be introduced
to decide, say, that the death rate
from a disease is too great, or that the
tliteracy rate is too high. These rules
{or lack of rules) call into play more
subjectivity and personal judgment
than when accepted standards exist.

To overcome the usual objection to
arbitrary judgments, let us go back
and consider how or when an indi-
vidual is judged to be sick.

Initially, we might agree that a per-
son is 1l when he cannot continue to
perform efficiently his usual role or
occupation. This concept of change in
role performance does nothing for the
person born blind, deaf, or otherwise
congenitally malformed. So, we en-
large the category of illness by allow-
ing for the individual who ditfers
physically or mentally from 95 per
cent, 99 per cent, or 99.9 per cent of
the remainder of his appropriate
group. whether the figure of tolerance
15 935 per cent or 99.9 per cent is arbi-
rrary and 1s dependent upon the sever-
ity of the disease and what one is
going to do about it. For high blood
pressure, we might be willing to call
an individual deviant if he falls into
the upper 5 per cent group. For
blindness, we might employ only the

139

upper 1 per cent or 2 per cent with
regard to loss of vision.

Both of these rules for diagnosing
illness, viz. change in role perform-
ance and deviation from ceneral tend-
ency, involve an arbitrary element in
their definition.

How does this information help us
in community diagnosis?

First of all, we need to recognize
that an arbitrary norm or standard
may not be any less useful or func-
tional merely because of its subjectiv-
ity. The level at which a death rate is
rolerable (provided one accepts the no-
tion of non-immortality) may not be
scientifically and objectively deduced
but any relatively Jow figure can be
valuable by serving as a targer at
which to aim. Fortunately, there is in
most fields a body of empirical knowl-
edge available to help in setting re-
alistic goals from a study of rhe com-
munity profile. For instance, if some
other community has succeeded in
achieving a given level, evidence
exists that a goal ar that level is attain-
able. Similarly, the presence or ab-
sence of a condition in individuals
leads one to assume that perhaps the
entire community {or 98 per cent, or
95 per cent) can achieve this same de-
sirable state.

At any rate, one must accept the
fact that diagnosis is based upon
norms and standards which are subjec-
tive. Moreover, these standards are
used as a basis for establishing goals
and this process is discussed in the
next stage of programming.

Phase 2. Program Design and
Objectives
Based upon the statistical informa-
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tion collected for the community pro-
file in diagnosis, a program should be
designed with specific aims and
targets such as the reduction of a death
rate to a given level or the vaccination
of p per cent of the population. The
seteing of goals gives direction to
evaluation and is more important from
a statistical point of view than the de-
tailed plans for rendering the service.
There are two problems that arise in
choosing program goals.

a) Should the goal or objective be
one which is attainable within one
year, five years, or twenty-five years?

Using the family planning program
once more as an illustration, should
the purpose be to attain long-range
population stability, a lower birth
rate, or simply the immediate wide-
spread use of recommended contracep-
tive devices?

Mortality
{or morbidity)
rate

Desired goal
for mortality

B. G. Gresnberg

In certain social and economic
planning, the cusrom has developed to
operate within a so-called five-year
plan. This has real merit on one hand
but its universal use tends to defer an-
swering unequivocally the evaluation
question for a period of five years.

A suggested way of examining the
advantages and disadvantages of using
in evaluation immediate, intermedi-
ate, and long-range goals will be dis-
cussed in Phase 4, Evaluative Ac-
tivities, Further discussion will be
deferred until then.

b) Having selected a particular set
of time-dependenr goals, there still
remains a degree of arbicrariness with
respect to the level stipulated, as dis-
cussed in the preceding phase on
diagnosis.

How tow is low?

Should a narion strive for 2 popula-

rate in
community

Level of services
needed in community

Amaount of services
provided by program

to achieve mortality goal

F1G. 1. A hypothetical dosage-response relationship curve depicting how the arbi-
trary selection of a desired moreality rate can be converted into program needs.
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tion growth rate of 1 per cent, 2 per
cent, or 4 per cent per year?

Should the annual death rate from
tberculosis be lowered to 100, 10, or
() per 100,000 persons?

In addition to the points mentioned
pteviously, it is helpful for the ad-
ministrator in choosing a level to envi-
sion the relationship that probably
exists between amount of services and
resultant benefits. This may be ex-
pressed in the form of a dosage-
response curve such as the one shown
in Figure 1. In this hypothetical for-
mulation, the level of services on the
abscissa might refer to the toral
amount of money spent for control of
the disease (viz. money for tuberculin
testing and immunization against
tuberculosis plus the treatment of ac-
tive cases and follow-up of all con-
tacts). The tesponse or ordinate scale
in the graph would represent the
tuberculosis mortality rate. The cutve
is based upon a model which attempts
to relate input to output.

Although the specific dosage-re-
sponse curve may not be known or
formalized for a particular problem, it
is still helpful to realize the existence
of this kind of relationship. Even
crude notions about the shape of the
curve have led to the establishment of
accepred standards. From such curves,
quotas in terms of level of services
have been established in public health
which serve as convenient guides. For
example, there exists a recommended
number of health service personnel per
10,000 persons served, number of
home visits per nurse per week,
number of sanitary inspections per
month, and a host of others. These are
based upon the assumption that the
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specified amount of personnel and
their activity will likely result in some
desirable condicion.

Similarly, in education, it is possi-
ble to plot the number of pupils per
teacher on the abscissa and educational
achievement on the ordinate scale.
From this, one might be able to de-
cide upon the optimal size of a class.

Standards and quotas can be estab-
lished from a dosage-response curve by
using something like the principle of
optimal return. A point is selected on
the ordinate where the rate of change
in the slope is at a critical point. This
is usually slightly above the origin but
higher than the point where the lower
tail on the righe is flat and elongared
(or its converse if high values on the
ordinate are the desirable goal).

An important contribution to pro-
gram evaluation can be made by ad-
ministrators who accumulate data
from which dosage-response curves or
input-output surfaces can be esti-
mated. Even a rough clue as to the
relationship involved can serve as a
guide to future planners. This is a plea
for public officials to make available
data which can thus be used to relate
input to output.

Phase 3. Measurement of Services
(Input)

Along with the setting of goals dur-
ing the previous stage, quotas and
guidelines are established to measure
progress at periodic intervals. To learn
whether the quotas are being filled
service providers must keep an ac-
count of their activities,

For example, a family planning
program should specify the expected
number of clinic visits per month.
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Each clinic must keep records to
measure its progress against this quota
and gauge its own progress from
month to month, Furthermore, the
program administracor can study all
clinics during any one month o
analyze why differing clinics vary in
filling their quotas.

This means that counts must be
recorded by the service providers or
their helpers. To facilitate this record-
ing in the fleld and so as not to inter-
fere with the service itself, labor sav-
ing devices are commonly used, These
take the form of precoded question-
naires, portable punch cards, mark-
sensing devices, or even tape re-
corders. In the latter case, the material
is coded o converted into usable form
by a clerk or the petson himself at a
later time. However it is done, the
basic data are compiled from records
initiated by the program personnel.

The results of these compilations
are called Service Statistics. They
permit a statistical description of the
services, the characteristics of chose
receiving and those rendering the serv-
ice, the place and time of the serv-
ice, how the recipient’s needs were
brought to light, and other fearures
about the operations involved.

These descriptions are of value to
the program director and other super-
visors as well as to the service person-
nel themselves. These pieces of infor-
mation, plus comparable data on
financial costs, constitute the de-
nominators that measure input dis-
cussed below in the input-output
studies (cf. Phase 3).

Phase 4. Evaluation (Qutput)
This is the focal point of our discus-

B. G. Greenberg

sion. To be of any value, the assess-
ment assumes that suitable targets
were selected during the design stage.
In the present phase, an attempt is
made 1o answer statistically what por-
tion of the goal has been reached and
how much of this can be credited to
the program.

Before considering the formal me-
chanics involved in an evaluative
scheme, much good can come from a
pre-evaluation overview. This early
appratsal, let us call it quasi-evalu-
ation, starts by examining the details
of a program even before service is
rendered or data are collected. From
this investigation one might be able 1o
predict a likely outcome of the pro-
gram using both a knowledge of the
subject martter and general manage-
ment science.

For exampie, most health programs
require eatly community and physi-
cian involvement in planning the serv-
ice if it is to be successful. When a
newly proposed health program ig-
nores of pays little attention to the
element of involvement, predicrions
of a probable poor outcome may be
justified.

Listed below are several items into
which an experienced public adminis-
trator would likely inquire during this
pre-evaluation review,

1. Organizational chart outlining
the areas of responsibility, channels of
communication, and ground rules for
decision making by members of the
staff.

2. The staffing of positions, pro-
posed qualifications of personnel,

plans for continued employment,
promotion, incentives, and staff
morale,
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3. Plans for funding the program
initially and in later stages of de-
velopment,

4. Relationships with professional
groups and other community agencies
in both horizontal and vertical direc-
tions.

5. Built-in designs for supervision,
quotas and quality control measures.

Early appraisal of a program using
these general rules of management
may avert a failure which rrue evalua-
tion would require several months or
years to detect.

Looking now at true evaluation, the
inevitable, crucial questions to be an-
swered are how much of the objective
is being reached, and whether such ac-
complishment is due solely to the so-
cial program or to other concomitant
and frequently uncontrollable forces in
the community.

A consideration of these questions
will be undertaken in Section 3. Be-
fore considering the statiscical aspects
discussed in that section, however, it
is well to reflect upon the kinds of
goals that can be evaluared.

Evaluation of accomplishment and,
in fact, all output can be measured on
a time scale which extends from im-
mediate results to long-range and ul-
timate goals. Ultimate goals may be
specific, such as lowered mortality, or
they may be vague and refer to such
concepts as increased levels of well-
being or healthful living.

The possible outcomes for health
programs on this time scale are illus-
trated in Table 1. Immediate goals are
based upon increments in knowledge
about health and disease, improved
attitudes towards the adoption of
recommended health practices, and
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finally, adoption of the suggested pat-
tern of behavior. Some of the immedi-
ate goals can be scored or measured
almost spontaneously and usually
most of them are affecred within a
period of not more than about six to
rwelve months.

The intermediate goals concentrate
on the carly benefits that are supposed
to be derived from the recommended
health practice. If the health pracrice
Is vaccination, for instance, the inter-
mediate goal would be less disease. If
the program consists of family plan-
ning services, the inrermediate goal
would be a significant decline in the
crude birth rate or age-specific fertility
rates.

During the intermediate phase,
there may also be other changes, more
subtle in nature, taking place which
reflect less discomfort and deprivation
among members of the community.
Less disease, for instance, should be
responsible for lower absence from
school and industry as well as reduced
hospitalisation for that diagnostic
condition. This means that the evalua-
tion might be based upon an indirect,
correfated response variable when
measurement of the direct effect is too
costly or imprecise.

Borh the direct and indirect inter-
mediate changes require longer pe-
riods of time to appear than the
immediate responses. A three-to-five
year period is not unreasonably long to
wait before intermediate effects are de-
tectable.

The long-range goals focus upon the
eventual reduction of disability and
death. Such effects may require ten or
more years before being discernible.

The output goals listed in Table 1
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B. G. Greenberg

TaBLE 1. A LISTING OF INPUT AND OUTPUT VARIABLES
WHICH ARE ESSENTIAL IN A PROGRAM OF EVALUATION

Increase in knowl-

Qutput

(True evaluation)

TImmediate Goals

edge, improved

More positive
health and im-

Intermediate Goals  Long-Range Goals

Reduction in
morbidity and

Input atcitudes and proved status. mortality.
(Quasi-evaluation) practices.
ULTIMATE
\. Administrative pattern Reduced Reduced Reduction
a. Organizational chart  issatisfaction discase in death
b. Personne! sraffing
c. Funding plans Reduced Reduced Reduced
d. Relationships with disinterest discomfort and disability
other agencies (hori- deprivation

zontal and vertical)
e. Built-in quality con-
trol measures

2, Service statistics

a. Operations analysis
of services provided
including crossclassi-
fication by charac-
teristics of services,
recipients, and pro-
viders of service

b. Feedback and feed

forward operations

OTHER OUTPUT

1. Accompanying favorable effects in community other
than among recipienss of service

including compari- 2. Untoward side effects

son with standards
and quotas

FINAL INDEX  Efficiency =

%p[]t (in terms offgoal fulﬁllmenf)

Input (in terms of dollars, services and/or personnel time)

are all characterised by reductions in
undesirable states. This is because the
diagnosis of needs was upon those
same states and 1t is easier to measure
deviations from health than to charac-
terize well-being or positive health.
All of the undesirable states listed in
Table 1 start with che letter &, viz.,

disinterest, discomfort, discase, disa-
bility, and death. This mnemonic de-
vice is convenient in the field of health
because data sources are expressible in
the same letter, viz., doctors, dispen-
sarics, deparements of health and
statistics, and domiciles.

In selecting a goal for evaluation,
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success can be more rapidly ascer-
tained by using an immediate goal.
This has the obvious disadvantage of
assuming that subsequent develop-
ments will coptinue favorably, For
example, a family planning program
can be judged an early success if suffi-
ciently large numbers of fernales ac-
cept and practice contraception for the
first time. To achieve a reduction of
the birth rate or an eventual stable rate
of population growth, however, the
program will require not only the con-
rinued usage of contraceprion by these
early clients but also an unending in-
roduction of new clients in cach
cohort of females.

Another limiting feature about
choice of an immediate goal is that
changes from before to after are some-
times more difficult to detect. An in-
termediate goal involving reduction of
the bicth rate or death rate is relacively
easy to ascertain in countries wherc
there is dependable registration of
vital events. On the other hand, de-
tecting changes in knowledge or ac-
titude may require highly sensitive
measurement devices which are not
available. Even changes in patterns of
behavior are sometimes difficult to
quantify when information must be
based upon interviews and househald
surveys [2]. For example, in a pro-
gram to improve mental hygiene in
the home, how does one measure the
emotional climate and stress in the
home to see if changes have occurred?

Fortunately, the choice of goal in
evaluative activities is neither re-
stricted nor unique, The evaluaror is
not necessarily limited to studying
one target alone bur can examine a
whole series of timed sequences. Fur-
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thermore, at any one time period, a
recommended safeguard is to look at
cause-related variables of an indirect
nature to detect changes in the status
quo. This is a kind of insurance to
protect the sensitivity of the evalua-
tion.

Expert opinion is often valuable in
helping to decide the levels of success
deemed feasible and realistic for a
given community with specified re-
sources. Owing to the fact that the
level chosen for any target will be sub-
jective, guidance by persons with ex-
perience in other communities is most
helpful.

Finally, the evaluator must reckon
with the existence of unanticipated ef-
fects regardless of the kind of ourcome
to be studied. Some of these accom-
panying side effects are favorable and
might even overshadow in importance
the main purpose of the program.
Thus, in a family planning program
based apon the insertion of intra-
uterine devices, physical examination
of the women might lead to early de-
tection of uterine abnormalities. Simi-
larly, the use of contraceptive pills has
been suggested as being valuable in
preventing some forms of uterine
cancer [9]. The lacter finding has been
challenged [10] but it illuscrates how
a beneficial side effect could be impor-
tant in assessing the full worthwhile-
ness of any program.

On the other side of the coin, chere
are genuinely untoward results that
are also possible. Using the contracep-
tive pill again to illustrate the poinr, a
suspected harmful effect is the prema-
ture development of blood clots and
thromboembolic  phenomena  [7],

[117.
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The two possibilities, good and
bad, highlight the need for all agen-
cies engaged in any kind of social pro-
gram to be on the alert for accompany-
ing stde effects. Changes in the status
quo of a dynamic, interwoven system
of culture will result in many waves
other than the one focused on the
targeted variable. If it is possible to
assign a value judginent ro the desira-
ble and undesirable effects, the differ-
ence between the two might be con-
sidered as a kind of net output.

A discussion of more technical
statistical problems in evaluation will
be resumed in Section 3.

Phase 5. Input-Output Studies

This stage 15 concerned with an
analysis of the benefits versus the
costs, and is referred to as cost-benefit
analysis, dosage-response curve, or an
input-output study. The principle is
simple in concept buc difficult in ap-
plicarion.

The basic idea is to construct a
model of how the important variables
function within the social system in-
volved. Given an input or service as
measured in Phase 3, we try to relate
it to possible outcomes or output as
measured in Phase 4. The input might
be expressed in terms of money, per-
sonnel, facilities employed, or any
combination of chem.

The most frequenty encountered
type of problem involving 1nput-
output is one in which the input is
arbicrarily fixed and the aim is to
maximize the ourput. Thus, an ad-
munistrator may be told that he has X
millions of dollars to spend for a pro-
gram and his goal is to prevent the
largest number of deaths or disease
under this restriction.

B. G. Greenberg

Another way of considering the
input-output method of approach is to
inquire how much input is required to
produce a given level of outpur. For
example, how much does it cost to
prevent a case of tuberculosis, or 1o
achieve a year of birth prevention in a
woman?

Or, how many clinic visits are re-
quired to prevent one birth?

The answers to these questions be-
come guidelines for the furure. Thus,
early experience in family planning
confirmed that the insertion of intra-
uterine devices in apptoximately five
eligible women would prevent one
birth that year. Now, rightly or
wrongly, this is frequently used as a
rule of thumb in planning future pro-
grams of contraception.

The efficiency of competing social
programs, determined by the ratio of
output to inpurt (or its reciprocal), can
also be measured in this phase. This is
a kind of operations analysis which is
common to the military, growing
quickly in industry, but only slowly
seeping inro social programming.
Where skilled personnel are scarce,
the time has come in which output-
input studies are indispensable tools of
administration and where the most
important input variable should be
personnel time.

Thus, suppose in a family planning
clinic one obstetrician and two nurses
can prevent one thousand conceptions
per year. Is this more efficient than
the half-time of an obstetrician and
four nurses, or some other combina-
tion that involves health visitors and
health educators?

Efficiency in social programs is not
any less desirable than efficiency in
industry!
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3. STATISTICAL DESIGN OF
EVALUATIVE STUDIES

Evaluation of a social program is
more closely related to and identified
as a research endeavour than as a serv-
ice function. This does not mean that
service-oriented social programs have
any less obligation to encourage and
promote evaluative activities nor does
it imply that some other unit in
government which is more research-
oriented has the responsibility for
evaluation. A well-designed social
program incorporates plans for evalua-
tion at the outset of the opcration,

Evaluation as a research type of op-
eration does imply that the personnel
involved in it should be free of any
service functions. Separation of the
two roles is not because of possible
conflices of interest—namely, that
service personnel might consciously or
subconsciously try to make a program
appear favorable. One should assume
that service personnel will want to
know the program’s true strengths
and where the deficiencics, if any, lie.
To assure that this assumption holds,
the point should be stressed again and
again with service personnel that the
evaluation is not a means of checking
on their loyalty or ability nor is it
being used as a kind of personnel grad-
ing scheme.

The separation of staff for the two
functions is to avoid a conflict in role
at the time of rendering service. Per-
sons gathering information for evalua-
t1on should be concentrating solely on
that aspect and none other.

The separation of roles does not
necessarily require that two distinct
staffs must be mainrained, one purely
for service functions and the other
only for evaluation. The same person-
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nel might be used for both activities
by alternating their roles between
service and evaluative functions. Not
all staff should be required to rotate
duties in this way but certainly all
should be free to elect o do so.

The scheme for evaluation does not
differ in principle from the usual ex-
periment and resembles quite closely
the clinical trial of a drug or the field
trial of a vaccine. Methodology for
such experimentation can be found in
most statistical textbooks or reference
can be made to [5]

The basic design stipulates that one
portion of the sampled population be
atlocated to the experimental treat-
ment (i.e. the social program) and the
remainder assigned to a comparison or
control treatment, or placebo, and
that this allocation should be done at
random. After the passage of adequate
time for the criterion event to de-
velop, measurements are taken to as-
certain changes in the response vari-
ables. Differences in response between
the two groups are tested to determine
their staristical significance before
generalizing the observations for che
larger population or universe,

The methods are simple encugh in
principle but difficult to apply in the
case of field studies involving groups
of human subjects. Let us consider five
broad classes of statistical problems
that almost always arise in this con-
text.

1. The first problem concerns the
experimental units which are to be al-
located to the differing trearments.
Experimental units are supposed to be
relatively equivalent to one another at
the ouset or, if not, to have covari-
ables attached to them which can be
adjusted so that equivalence prevails
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statistically if not physically. This re-
quirement creates a host of problems
i evaluation of social programs be-
cause the experimental units will fre-
quently be whole communities.

a) How can a set be constructed
which contains truly equivalent com-
munities available for study?

b) Can allocation be done at ran-
dom within this set, especially if some
cornmunities are not ready or willing
to accept the social program?

¢) Can program officials justify the
denial, during the length of time
necessary for evaluation, of the sup-
posed benefits of a social program to,
let us say, one-half of the communities
that are ready for it?

d) Wili there be cross-commu-
nication between the two treatment
groups which invalidates the original
separation for the experiment?

These questions are not unfamiliar
to the specialist in experimental de-
sign because they arise wherher the
testing program involves animals,
human subjects, or entire com-
munities, Some partial replies to these
questions are presented herewith in
the same sequence as above.

2) Experimental design recognizes
that no two ecxperimental units are
truly identical and especially if che
unit is a living organism. In one
sense, each such unit is a population
unto itself, On the other hand, all that
experimental design requires is that
the two groups should be as much
alike as possible with respect to the
more important variables, or adjusta-
ble in these variables by an analysis of
covariance. One of the roles of ran-
domization is to balance the eftects of
the uncontrollable forces of variation.

B. G. Greenberg

In some cases, the evaluator can
take the whole community and divide
it randomly into equivalent portions
by using an unrelated or supposedly
neutral variable. This might be done
roughly by letters of the alphabet for
family name, by Social Security num-
bers, or by certificate number in the
register of births, deaths, and mar-
riages. An example of this type of al-
location in evaluating a piece of health
education literature is illustrated in
[6). Where such division is possible,
the design comes closest to constitut-
ing allocation at random with equiva-
lence of the experimental and com-
parison groups.

Where division of the community
on some neutral category is not possi-
ble, a geographic classification or sub-
division of the community is rhe next
best scheme for generating experimen-
tal units. The least satisfactory and
most questionable procedure is to clas-
sify the community into time periods,
such as “before” and “after” the pro-

gram.
When the community has been
subdivided into constituent geo-

graphic regions, these smaller arcas
constitute experimental units avail-
able for allocation. To safeguard
against unforeseen possibilities, the
principle of replication is used as a
kind of insurance. Rather than a sin-
gle experimental and a single control
area, it is much wiser to have 3 10 5 or
more small areas or communities in
the experimental program and a like
numbecr in the comparison group.

If it is possible co pair the constiru-
ent communities based upon a few
major characteristics, considerable
gain can be achieved by assigning at
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random one of each pair to the ex-
perimental program. No loss is sus-
tained if the pairing was, in fact, un-
necessary. A helpful reference in pair-
ing may be found in Cochran [1].

In the act of pairing two supposedly
equivalent communities, attention
should be focused upon trends rather
than on the status quo. For example,
consider a family planning program
with a goal of lowering the overall
bireh rate. Suppose we observe two
communities, A and B, which have
practically identical birch rates plus a
few other vital features which are simi-
lar at time #o.

Is this sufficient evidence to pair
the two communities?

It is equally important to study the
historical developments in the two
communities which brought them to
the point of having identical birth
rates, Thus, the graph in Figure 2
shows rthat the two commuaities may
have arrived at the common point by
different paths and that this trend dur-
ing the next five years might con-
tinue. That being che case, it would
be folly to assume thae the future birth
rates in the two communities would
be equivalent in the absence of any
special program. In other words, the
communities should be equivalent in
terms of expected future characteris-
tics rather than simply their present
starus.

b) Within the broad geographic
area to be covered by the program,
only those communities which are
ready and willing to accept the pro-
gram should be considered eligible
for the randomization process. This
might entai] assistance to some com-
munities in order to prepare them for
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Crude
birth
rate

Years after
start of program

Years prior ta
start of program

fa

F16. 2. Hypothetical graph of the
crude birth rates in two communities be-
fore and after the start of an experimental
program at time 9.

the program and then if they are as-
signed to a control comparison group,
to risk loss of their faith and coopera-
tion,

This problem is not unrelated to
itern (c) discussed immediately below.
One solution is to avoid a true placebo
but to substitate, in its stead, a com-
parison social program where the goal
of evaluation is to learn which pro-
gram is better or more efficient.
Another solution is the proper indoc-
trination of the communities be-
forehand so that they are prepared to
accept various experimental designs
like switch-over trials, latin squares
and randomized blocks, which pro-
vide each participant community with
a sampling of all the programs over a
period of cime. For such designs, a
standard texe on experimental design,
such as Cochran and Cox {3], can be
useful here.

¢} A social program is usually
being evaluated because its effective-
ness may be in doubt. If a program is
still experimental and has not been es-
tablished as being worthwhile, tem-
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porary denial of its services to a com-
munity should not be penalizing or
prejudicial. This argument will, un-
fortunately, not carry much weight in
convincing community leaders that it
is just as good to be a control area.
They will still feel, and perhaps
rightly so, that any program provid-
ing social service must have more
positive values than negative ones.
The only solution is to resort to ex-
perimental designs which provide all
comumunities with a variety of treat-
ments at different times. As men-
tioned above, good designs are avail-
able for this purpose and appropriate
ones can even measure residual and
carry-over effects as the treatments
change during the different cime
periods.

d) Cross-communication between
communities, or groups within one
community, will inevitably occur and
especially when the social program has
an educarional or learning aspect.
Evidence of cross-communication is,
of course, an accompanying beneficial
side effect because it means the pro-
gram is affecting more than the direct
recipients,

Aun interesting side experiment can
be carried out if distances between ex-
perimental and control groups within
each pair are used as an additional
variable to measure the degree of
cross-communication. Thus, suppose
program differences are practically
non-existent where the two com-
munities in the pair are adjacent to
one another but the program differ-
ences increase with the distances
separating each pair. Not only can
cross-communication be substantiated
here but an attempt made to estimate
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its spatial relationship. Cross-com-
munication can sometimes be es-
tablished by time comparisons as well
as by space comparisons,

If cross-communication is present
and can not be related to time or dis-
tance between pairs of communities,
what effect does this have upon the
evalnation scheme?

Cross-communication tends to di-
minish true differences between ex-
perimental and control groups and
therefore lowers the probability of re-
jecting the null hypothesis. If the null
hypothesis is rejected despite the pres-
ence of cross-communication, the es-
timate of program effectiveness is ob-
viously a minimal one. To maintain
the power of the evaluation procedure
efforts should be made to minimize
cross-communication if it can not be
measured.

2. The second type of problem in
experimental design involving social
programs is concerned with the diffi-
culty of confounding the merits of che
program with the personnel involved.
In any service regimen the testing
procedure consists of evaluaring the
program in the hands of specified per-
sonnel rather than the program per se.

The surest way to untangle the con-
founding is to rotate personnel so that
every worker spends an equal amount
of time on each treatment or within
the framework of the experimental de-
sign. Again, this principle is simple
in concept but difficult to implement.
Service personnel can not be moved
about as pieces in a chess game.
Moreover, the effectiveness of service
personnel frequently depends upon
the close, personal relationships they
attain over long periods of time and



Evaination of Social Programs

they resent frequent interruptions of
this relationship. The evaluation must
strike a compromise here in order to
have as much staff rotation as possible
under the circumstances.

Staff rotation does not solve all of
the problems in this category. Service
personnel often express a preference
for or are better skilled in one kind of
service than another. If evaluation is
to ascertain the effectiveness of the
program when serviced by the average
type of employee in the field, the serv-
ice personnel should not be assigned
to that particular treatment for which
they express a preference. Those as-
signed to each treatment should repre-
sent a cross-secticn of intercst, moti-
vation, and ability for that particular
regimen. In spite of the foregoing,
personnel should not be forced to ren-
der service relating to a particular
treatment to which they are strongly
opposed.

An interesting example in the field
of medicine will illustrate this prob-
lem and the selution adapted. In gas-
trectomy for duodenal ulcer, some
surgeons testified as to the superiority
of operation type 1, and others did
likewise for operation type 2. Each
school of surgery had compiled reams
of evidence reporting on the percen-
tage of successes achieved by its own
type of operation. The data from the
two groups were not comparable, ran-
domization had nor been practised,
and no valid inferences could be drawn
about the relative merits of the two
types of operation.

A clinical trial was thercupon de-
signed to answer the question as to
which type of operation would be
superior if a group of young, uncom-

151

mitted sutgeons could be taughr to
perform both operations equally well.
The surgical plan which was devised
required, each participant surgeon to
be available for both types of operation
and each case was determined by a
random selection procedure,

There was a small clique of older
surgeons, however, who insisted upon
performing only the single operation
which they felt was superior and they
would be unavailable for rotation. The
participation and co-operation of this
senior group was necessary to make
the crial feasible and acceptable to
surgeons elsewhere. Rotation being
out of the question for them, and
probably wisely so, each type of opera-
tion was controlled so as to have an
identical number of these “commit-
ted” surgeons in addition to uncom-
mitted ones performing both types of
operation. Comparisons between the
two types of operation could be made
within the committed group, the un-
committed group, and the total,

3. The third statistical problem
involves a decision about the timing of
measurements to be taken after the
start of the program. In addition to
the base or initial measurements
which might be available from the
community diagnosis stage, the ques-
tion arises whether subsequent meas-
urements should be taken more than
once and, if so, how often?

Also, how long after the start of 2
program should the final observations
be made for evaluative purposes?

Thete is no panacea to this prob-
lem. Some clues as to rhe relative
merits of repeated measurements, and
their frequency, can be obtained from
the literature of growth studies [12].
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In these types of studies, however, re-
peated measurement is likely to have
little or no effect upon subsequent de-
velopment. In community studies, on
the other hand, the measurement
process might become intertwined
with the regimen itself and chis in
turn may influence program participa-
tion and/or effectiveness.

To facilitate the taking of periodic
measurements without unduly influ-
encing the program, observations can
be conducted upon small samples of
the population receiving the services
of each program. By periodic sampl-
ing of non-overlapping segments,
costs are reduced and observations are
less likely to be autocorrelated. In
some cases it is also possible to use
successive samples with partial re-
placement of the units sampled, and
this method is discussed by Patterson
8]

By taking periodic observations,
also, changes in the differences be-
tween treatment groups are more
likely to be identified and traceable.
The timing of the maximum differen-
tial effect berween programs is thereby
ascerrainable. This is important be-
cause many social programs produce a
small inirial improvement which blos-
soms to a peak, eventually declines,
and may disappear altogether. By
spacing the observations over time in
discrete non-overlapping samples,
type I1 errors can be minimized as well
as learning if program accomplish-
Ments afe temporary Or Mote perma-
nent.

A narural guide for the timing of
final observations is, of course, the
type of goal selected for evaluation.
Goals with an immediate effect re-
quire early observation. Similarly, it
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would be foolish to expect any rapid
change in a criterion based upon a goal
far out to the right of the time scale
displayed in Table 1.

To sum up the recommendations
regarding the timing of measure-
ments, the first approximartion should
be based upon the nature of the goal to
be evaluated. Having judged the ex-
pected time of its fulfllment, small,
discrete samples should be selected for
observation starting no later than
one-half this expected time and ex-
tending to at least twice the expected
period.

4. The next statistical problem in
evaluation concerns the mechaagics 1n-
volved in making the observations. In
principle, the observer should be un-
aware as to which service program that
patticular community had been receiv-
ing.
The basic notion of a “double
blind” field trial is at stake because
complete concealment is obviously
impossible. In fact, whenever an ex-
periment is based upon an activity in
which service is rendered to human
subjects, concealmenr of rreatment
identification is impossible from both
the experimental unit and the service
provider. In medicine, for instance, it
is liverally impossible to conceal from
either the recipient or the donor the
nature of the services rendered in
psychiatric  counselling, surgery,?
nursing care, prenatal obstetric care,
and others.

In social programs involving the
community, one might argue rather
convincingly that an integral portion
of the program is the community's in-
volvement and awareness of it.
Psychological and motivational ben-
efits might be inextricably combined
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with the service and this total package
is what should be evaluated. In this
case, any attempt to conceal the
knowledge from the community thar
the program was underway or to mask
its identity would, in fact, be wrong.

Regardless of the steps taken ro
conceal, or not, the nature of the pro-
gram from the community, it is abso-
hutely imperative that final meas-
urements on the criterion or response
variables should be made by unbiased
observers who are unfamiliar with the
identity of the program. One way of
promoting this is to select observers
who were not involved in providing
the service in that particular commu-
nity. This procedure reaffirms the
principle of separating the staff roles
discussed at the beginning of this sec-
tion.

5. Finally, the question of sam-
pling and the applicability of tests
of significance face the sratistician-
evaluator. Social programs generally
are based upon whole communities
consisting of large numbers of people.
If tests of significance are appropriate
here, the sampling errors are probably
negligible in comparison to the mag-
nitude of the non-sampling errors.

In most cases of program evalua-
tion, there is likely to have been sam-
pling involved either in space or time,
ot both. Therefore, even if the whole
city or state is participating in the
program under evaluation, one can
consider it as a sample from 2 universe
which is time-oriented in its repeti-
tiveness, That is, the question being
posed is whether the program will
contintue to be effective next year, and
the next one after that, and so on.

This approach to the sampling
problem makes sense statistically al-
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though it ts not a realistic appraisal of
life. The program will inevitably
change during the following years as
the population migrates, ages, and its
diagnosis  undetgoes modification.
Similarly, the service persoannel and
administrators will change with time
and all of them, whether desired or
not, were part of the program that was
evaluated.

As a kind of insurance policy, how-
ever, it is probably wiser to test for
statistical significance when in doubt
about the appropriateness of doing so.
The risk of reaching a wrong conclu-
sion by accepting the null hypothesis
is not increased very much by testing
because the sampling ercors will usu-
ally be negligible. To compensate, of
course, there is a reduction in the
chance of erroneously rejecting the
null hypothesis.

As in other uses of significance test-
ing, the statistician must stress with
the program administracor thar rest-
ing is not in any way related to val-
idaring the social importance of
changes wrought by the service. The
distincrion between sampling errors
and tmportance of an effect is no less
necessary in social programming than
in other statistical operations.

4. ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES
WHEN EVALUATION I$ NOT
CONTROLLED

As discussed in the previous sec-
tion, valid evaluation of a social pro-
gram demands the same exactitude as
any controlled clinical trial including
random allocation of treatments, use
of placebo controls or comparison
groups, double blind features and
significance testing of differences ob-
served in the response variables. These
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requitements are more difficulc, and
sometimes impossible, to fulfill in deal-
ing with communities as experimen-
tal units and where social programs
based upon rendering service consti-
tute the experimental regimen, These
difficulties, real as they are, must not
preclude the effort by program ad-
ministrators to attempt good evalua-
tive designs nor ever to justify no
evaluation at all. If any of the de-
siderata are relaxed, the evaluator
must try to ascertain the risks of per-
mitting such deviation and its possi-
ble effect upon any inferences.

For instance, let us suppose that
random assignment is impossible in a
specific program evaluation. The in-
vestigator should take every precau-
tion to measure how paired com-
munities differ and, at least, try to
correct for any imbalance. Techniques
such as analysis of covariance, age ad-
justed and standardized rates, and
similar tools are helpful [4]. This does
not imply that analysis of covatiance cor-
vects or adjusts for lack of randomization.
Systematic designs and the use of
communities which volunteer for only
one regimen are non-random and no
amount of statistical manipulation
will overcome this defect. It is some
comfort, nevertheless, to know that
initial differences were ar least ad-
justed statistically by use of a device
like a standardized rate.

Likewise, suppose concurrent con-
trol of CoOmparison Communities were
not included in the evaluation design
ar the time services were implemented
either because of oversight or diffi-
culty in procuting them. A frequently
used method, unsatisfactory as it is, Is
to use each community as its own con-
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trol over time. In this way, several
points from the past are selected ro
establish a trend so that expected val-
ues without the program might be
forecast for the community. In this
procedure, owing to the absence of
randomly allocated placebo controls,
several adjacent and distant com-
munities without the program should
also be examined in the same way.
The degree of change over time in the
non-program areas provides some ex-
pectation of what might have hap-
pened in the study community if it
did not have the program. If the
trends in the two classes of com-
munities are similar, 1t would cer-
tainly appear thar the service program
was not primarily responsible for ob-
served changes.

Another approach to the use of a
community as its own control is to
classify the services rendered accord-
ing to characteristics of its recipients.
Then, changes within the study com-
munity should be concentrated among
those groups receiving the most serv-
ice. By dividing the community into
groups according to the amount of
service received by cach segment, one
is essentially using segments of the
community to serve as controls. This
is a type of internal control,

An illustration will help to eluci-
date this point. Consider the plight of
a city in South America which was
faced with a large and rapidly increas-
ing problem of abortion. Hospital
admissions caused by complications
resulting from abortion induced for
non-medical reasons were almost
25,000 cases per year.®

Owing to the rapidly rising race of
hospital admissions, family planning
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programs were started in several
health districts throughout the city.
Control health districts seemed im-
practical because census  studies
showed that the populations migrated
frequently not only within the city
but back and forth between city and
farm. Not only would cross-com-
munication be severe bur the calcula-
tion of rates of hospital admissions
with this diagnosis for each districe
would be quite invalid. The denom-
inators needed for such health district
rates would be complete guesswork.
After the start of the family plan-
ning programs, the hospital admis-
sions with this diagnesis for the total
city starced to decline about 4-5% per
year for each of the first two years. The
decline was even greater when meas-
ured against the expected number of
cases from a projected trend line based
upon previous years,
Was the family planning program
entitled to take credit for this decline?
The use of other ciries for compara-
tive purposes, as suggested above,
would not have sufficed because there
were also changes during this same
period of time in the definitions of and
requirements for eligibility for hos-
pitalization and other services under
the country’s National Health Service.
These changes were not implemented
uniformly through the country and
the whole pattern was mixed up.
Hence, the only internal controls
possible were obrained by subdividing
the community according to the
characteristics of those using the fam-
ily planning service. The age distribu-
tion of the females using the service
could be reliably and validly deter-
mined from good records that were
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available in all the clinics. Alongside
this distribution of service recipients
were placed the data on hospital ad-
missions for Years 0, 1, and 2, clas-
sified by age. Again, such data were
fairly accurately determined from the
hospital records. {The data on hospital
admissions for this diagnosis for Year
0 could be either the expected number
of admissions in Years 1 and 2 based
upon the previous trend or the figure
could be the actual annual number of
admissions in the one or two years
prior to the start of the program.)
Thus, the proposed data table might
look like the one shown in Table 2.

The statistical analysis would meas-
ure how the service recipients were cor-
related by age wich the changes in hos-
pital admission rates. As shown in
Table 2, changes in the hospital admis-
ston rates are measured by the ratio of
observed admissions to expected ad-
missions. Obviously, in addition to the
“ratio” of the hospital admissions, at-
tention could also be focused on the
“difference” in the numbers of hospital
admissions.

Simple statistical procedures involv-
ing ranks and other nonparamerric
procedures would be useful in relating
the changes reflected in the last three
columns  with the three columns
measuring the beneficiaries of the serv-
ice. Intuitively one would expect that
the age group receiving the greatest
amount of service should reflect the
maximum gain. This expectation is
based upon certain plausible assump-
tions about equal need and viability at
various age groups.

From a cechnical point of view,
minor adjustments in the proposed
tabularion need to be raken into ac-
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TABLE 2. PROPOSED TABULATIOM OF SERVICES AND HOSPITAL ADMISSIONS,
CLASSIFIED BY AGE, FOR YEARS PRIOR TO AND
AFTER START OF THE PROGRAM

Neember of

Hoipital Admissions by Year

Recipients of
Service by Year

Number

Percent Changes

Year Year Years
2 1&2 0

Age Group
(years} 1

Year Year Year

Year I Year 2 Years 1 &2
Year 0 Year 0 2 ¢ Year 0

I 2

15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39

40 and over

Total

count to adjust for movement ot
graduation from one age group to
another as the program develops in
time from Year O to Year 2. Alterna-
tively, a cohort method of analysis
based upon year of birth rather than age
could be used to handle this problem
satisfactorily.

In the suggested tabularion and
analysis, the service recipients and the
hospital admissions were classified by
age of mother or year of her birth. One
should do identical analyses with all
other variables which are reliably
measured both in terms of services re-
ceived and hospital admissions. In the
present situation, this would certainly
include marital status, number of liv-
ing children, and birth parity of the
mothet since both sets of records were
adequate for these variables. Other
demographic variables which are al-
ways worth considering are race, sex,
occupation, education, and level of in-
come. In the case of medical and

health data, additional variables that
are frequently available include
height, weight, other physical fea-
tures, blood groupings, blood pres-
sure, personality type, smoking hab-
its, dietary patterns, and others.

In the analysis of data in the rec-
ommended form, let us suppose that
the family planning service had been
concentrated among married mothers
with three or more children and who
were 20-29 years of age, from a low
socio-economic group. Let us further
suppose that this was the very group
which experienced the greatest decline
in hospital admissions for complica-
tions of nonmedically induced abor-
tions.

Does this relationship prove that
the family planning service was re-
sponsible for the decline in hospitali-
zation?

Unfortunately, it does not! We can
not associate probability inferences to
any statement rejecung the null
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hypothesis in this type of observa-
tional data ot analytic survey. On the
other hand, we would probably be
willing to cast aside any notions of a
causal relationship if the association
between the two variables did not
show up in the data. The argument
would be that since this group of
women who had so much service did
not show any improvement in the rate
of hospitalization, whereas other
groups of females did show improve-
ment, it seems reasonable to conclude
the family planning service was inef-
fectual in reducing hospitalization.

One may question the wisdom of
conducting this unilateral approach
which does not prove the existence of a
causal relationship but which can be
helpful in disproving it.

Why do it?

The answer depends upon the put-
pose of the analysis and what decisions
are to be based upon ic. If the aim is to
establish scientific evidence that a
program did indeed cause some desir-
able effect, the evaluation must be
along the lines of the controlled field
trial with random allocation and all
the other details. This is the limita-
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tion resulting from our existing
knowledge of the scientific method
and the requirements currently ac-
cepted to establish causal relation-
ships.

If, however, the aim is to recom-
mend to health administrators what
kinds of programs are likely to be ef-
fective, the need for scientific proof is
not as stringent. The association of the
two variables, hospital admissions and
services received, in specific demo-
graphic groups does tend to lend cre-
dence to a causal relationship in a way
which is quantitatively immeasurable.
This belief is subjective bur if enough
persons of recognised authority accept
the idea, there would seem to be suffi-
cient ground to base health programs
upon the relationship. After all, defer-
ral of a social program while waiting
for the scientific proof to appear can be
a disastrous decision in some fields of
application. The decision maker must
reckon with the loss caused by a
wrong decision in either direction.
Nowhere is this more beautifully il-
lustrated than in the present con-
troversy regarding lung cancer and
cigarette smoking.

1. The activity may be denoted by other designations in different fields of applica-

tion.

2. In surgery, sham operations are somerimes petformed to mask the identicy of the
treatment from the subject. This masking effect is particularly important in those areas
where the psychological impact is likely to be as important, if not more, as the
physiological benefit. This practice in surgery raised an ethical and moral issue which
needs to be considered and resolved in every case of its usage on each subject.

3. If one assumes that there was at least one satisfactory or successful aborrion for
each one requiring hospitalization, the size of chis particular city was such thac some-
where between one-fourth and one-half of all pregnant women were having abortions
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performed. Neo one would question that this is 2 high rate of nonmedically induced
abortion.
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11. Evaluative Studies of Institutions for Delinguents:
Implications for Research and Social Policy

Paul Lerman

Evaluarive research is usually under-
taken for the purpose of gathering evi-
dence of a program’s success in achiev-
ing its avowed goals.! This approach
can be questioned, however, unless a
more basic question has first been an-
swered in the affirmative: Is there any
empirical evidence that the program
under consideration is more likeiy to be
associated with success than with fail-
ure? It is not sufficient merely to as-
sume that assessing success is the rele-
vant evaluative problem. One must be
willing to face the possibility that the
program is assoctated with high rates of
failure. Instead of the success of a pro-
gram, it might be more relevant 1o
evaluate its failure.

"This point of view can be applied to
any program of interest to social work-
ers. It is especially appropriate in
studying institutions thac seek to
transform  delinquents  into  law-
abiding youths. This paper will provide
evideace that supports the following
conclusion: Regardless of the type of
program investigated, residential in-
stitutions for delinquents {(under 18
years of age) are characterized by high
rates of potential failure. On the basis
of this evidence, it will be argued that
researchers interested in evaluating
new programs should focus on the
problem of whether (and how) failure
rates have been reduced—not whether
an institution can claim suceess. In ad-

dition, this papet will propose that the
issue of humanitarianism be considered
apart from the ideologies of treatment
and success.

WHAT IS ORGANIZATIONAL
FAILURE?

it has become virtually a custom in
the delinquency field to measure the
success of cotrectional organizations by
determining whether boys released
from custody have refrained from
known law violations.* From an
evaluative perspective chis approach is
quite misleading. Boys released from a
residential institution who are not “'re-
noticed” by the legal system might be
regarded as successes, but it still must
be demonstrated that their success is
atcributable to the organization. Boys
can be successful in this respect for
many reasons that have little to do with
their residential experiences. It is the
task of evaluative research to dem-
onstrate that the organization was
actually responsible for the boys’
achievement.?

The crucial difference berween po-
tential and actual organizational suc-
cess becomes even clearer when the
boys who are renoticed are examined.
Residential organizations will not
readily agree that renoticed boys con-
stitute evidence of the organizations’
actual failure to rehabilitate. Rather,
they argue (and correctly so) that the

Reprinted with permission of the author and the National Association of Social
Workers, from Secial Wark, Vol. 13, No. 3, July 1968, pp. 55-64..
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failure may be due to many factors—
some of which may be beyond the
power of the institurion to control.
Withour further evidence, it is no less
unfair to atcribute the failures to the
organization than to credit it with the
successes, But organizations cannot
claim unnoticed boys as their successes
without also claiming renoticed boys as
their failures. Again, it is the task of
evaluative research to demonstrate thar
the organization was responsible for
the boys' failure or success,

At the stage of formulating the
evaluative problem to be investigated,
interest is in estimating potential ot-
ganizattonal failures. To carry out this
purpose, all the boys whom the organiza-
tion cannot veasonably claim as evidence of
success must be identified.

Recontact with the criminal justice
system constitutes one measure of po-
tential failure. Although this isa crude
measure, it is difficult to deny its social
utility. If it is granted that there is
social utility in assessing failure by in-
dications of renewed delinguent activ-
ity, it is still appropriate to question
the usual measure utilized in evalua-
tion studies. Most delinquency studies
rely on recidivist data-—the rein-
stitutionalization of released boys.
This type of measure implies chat boys
who are known to the police and/or
courts but who were nor rein-
stitutionalized should be counted as
successes, which is a dubious practice.
Sophisticated criminologists are well
aware that indications of delinquency
or criminality decrease in reliability as
the level of enforcement takes one fug-
ther away from the offense itself.
Sellin, the dean of American criminol-
ogy, states this position as follows:
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The difficuley with statistics drawn
from [ater stages in the administeative
process is that they may show changes or
fuctuarions which are not due to
changes in criminality but to variations
in the policies or the efficiencies of ad-
ministrative agencies. !

In classifying boys as potential suc-
cesses or failures, it is important that
one avoid confounding the issue of re-
newed delinquent behavior with dis-
ctetionary reactions to that behavior by
court personnel. Whenever possible,
studies must be analyzed to obtain in-
dications of failure regardless of
whether boys were reinstitutionalized.
In brief, the notion of counting as suc-
cesses boys whose behavior indicates
that the institution has probably failed
is rejected.

The importance of making these dis-
tinctions explicit can be highlighted
by reviewing the results of a major
current study.® For the past 612 years
the California Yourth Authority’s re-
search department has been continu-
ally engaged in evaluating the Com-
munity Treatment Project, in which
since September 1961 first-com-
mitment youths have been randomly
assigned to experimental services in
their own communities or to a control
situation that involves residence in an
institution away from home. As of
March 31, 1966, 241 in the experi-
mental group and 220 in the control
group had been paroled to Sacramento
and Stockton, the two major sources of
the sample; the former had been on
patole for an average of 16.4 months
and the latter for an average of 17.9
months. As of May 1967, 33 percent of
the experimentalsand 35 percent of the
controls had violated parole (i.¢., the
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boys’ parole was officially revoked,
they were recommitted, or they had
received an unfavorable discharge from
the youth authority). A more detailed
analysis sustains this difference, but
regardless of the refinement, the
findings are quite misleading about che
behavior of the two groups.

The difference in parole violation
figures suggests that the experimentals
as a group wete less delinquent in their
behavior than the controls, buc this is
not the case. As a macter of fact, the
experimentals had more known delin-
quent offenses per boy than the con-
trols (2.81 to 1.61).% When the seri-
ousness of the offenses is considered,
then the rates for “low serious” offenses
are 1.56 per boy for the experimentals
and .52 for the controls; for “medium
serious” offenses, .61 per boy for the
experimentals and .45 for the controls;
and for “high serious" offenses, .64 pet
boy for both groups.” The authors pre-
sent convincing evidence that the
parcle officers of the experimentals
were much more likely to know about
their boys’ offenses than the parole of-
ficers of the controls.? In effect, they
argue that the delinquent bebavioral
output was probably the same, but that
the rate of being noticed was different.

The repore could go a step further: It
could demonstrate that the noticed of-
fenses were reacted to differently by the
experimental and control organiza-
tions. The parole violation rates differ
because the modes of reacting to and
handling the offenses are different.
Table 1 compares the experimental and
control groups by the seriousness of the
offenses officially known; using known
offenses as the base, the table rhen
indicates the propottion of parole vio-
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lations for each offense category for ex-
perimentals and controls. The table
attempts to answer the following ques-
tions: Are noticed offenses of varying
degrees of severity more or less likely to
be judged parole violations when
committed by the experimental group?

As the table clearly shows, the
chance that an experimental boy's of-
fense will be handled by revocation of
parole is lower than for a control boy if
the offense is low or moderate in seti-
ousness; experimentals are judged
similarly to the controls on/y when the

TABLE 1. RATES OF PARGLE
VIOLATION PER OFFENSE CATEGORY
FOR EXPERIMENTALS AND
CONTROLS, CALIFORMIA
CoMMUNITY TREATMENT PROJECT

S:;':fzz;r— Experimenials Jammis

Offense®  Number Rate  Number Rate
Low 376 .02 114 .17
Medium 146 .10 100 .40
High 156 .37 140 .44

*Seriousness-of-offense ratings are those
used in the CTP study, but they have been
trichotomized to highlight the trends. The
low category includes California Yourh
Authority ratings 1-2, medium includes
ratings 3—4, and high includes tatings
5-10.

SoURCE: Marguerite Q. Warren, Vir-
ginia V. Neto, Theodore B. Palmer, and
James K. Tuener, “Communirty Treacment
Project: An Evaluation of Community
Treatment for Delinquents,” CTP Re-
search Report No. 7 (Sacramento: Califor-
nia Youth Authority, Division of Re-
search, August 1966). (Mimeographed.)
These rates do not appear in the report but
are easily derived by using Tables 6 and 15.
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offenses are of high seriousness. It is
difficult not to conclude that the ex-
perimental boys have a lower parole
violation rate because offenses of low
and medium seriousness are evaluared
differently by adults according to or-
ganizational context.

Instead of the misleading conclusion
derived from using only parocle viola-
tion differences, it appears that the po-
tential rates of failure of the two pro-
grams are similar (at this point in
time). The behavioral outputs of the
experimentals and controls are proba-
bly the same; however, the experimen-
tals’ parole agents notice more of this
behavior and therefore give the impres-
sion rhat the experimentals are more
delinquent. But even though the be-
havior of experimentals attracts more
notice, it is not evaluated in the same
way as the behavior of the controls.
This important study may have exer-
cised excellent control over the random
selection of boys; unfortunately, the
ideclogy of treating boys in the com-
munity spilled over into the postex-
perimental phase. The experimental
and control groups appear to differ in
the behavior of the parole agents with
respect to revocation of parole—not in
the delinquent behavior of the boys.

In addition to officially noticed de-
linquent actions that are not regarded
as parole violations, there is another
measure of potential failure that has
been disregarded: boys who do not
“complete treatment,” The following
section will describe this additional
source of measurement; a subsequent
section will then provide data from
published and unpublished studies
that highlight the importance of
measuring #// the potential failures.

Paul Lerman

COUNTING ALL QUTCOMES

Before measurement of this other
type of failure is discussed, the social
bookkeeping of institutions must be
understood. The literature on delin-
quency teveals a curious bookkeeping
habit: Boys who do not complete
treatment are usually mor cownted in
evaluations of organizational effective-
ness. These boys are treated sratisti-
cally as if they never existed; in a sense
they are dealt with as Orwellian "'no-
persons.” I is difficult to think of such
outcomes as Successes, but organiza-
tions do nor like to count them as fail-
ures. Therefore, these boys are set aside
and ignored. If this group were small,
this accounting fiction might be ac-
cepted; unfortunately, it is not. The
rate of no-persons in an institutional
population can exceed 30 percent. Dis-
carding a third of an agency’s budgert as
nonaccountable would never be toler-
ated; should one tolerate discarding a
third of its clients?

The problem of how t0 count boys
who are labeled as not completing
treatment is especially acurte in the pri-
vate sector. Although privare institu-
tions for delinquents are heavily sub-
sidized by public funds, they have been
permitted an enormous amount of dis-
cretion in controlling the population
they treat, especially with regard to
intake and maintenance, These agen-
cies choose the boys who will enter into
residence and those who will remain in
residence and complete treatment
(and, of course, those who will not do
s0). By contrast, most public institu-
tions, unless they are special experi-
mental programs, are forced to accept
into residence all boys the private in-
stitutions reject at intake; even if the
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boys do not “work out,” they are usu-
ally maintained in the institution,
since there are few if any other places
that will take them. State training
schools rarely have reason to use the
classification “not completing treat-
ment.”

One private residential center in
New York State studied by the author
controls its population to the extent of
rejecting seventeen boys for every one
accepted for residential treatment.
This institution (hereafter referred
to as “Boysville”) considers many
nonpsychological factors in exercising
discretion at intake, i.¢., age, previcus
record, ethnicity, space in the cot-
tages, Having exercised this popula-
tion control ac intake, Boysville then
proceeds to use its freedom to reject
boys who “resist treatment.” An un-
published study by the author of Boys-
ville found that 31 percent {51 our of
164) of the boys in the study sample
released from the institution were clas-
sified as not completing trearment.
Most of these boys (40) were sent to
statc training schools. The average
length of their stay at che private in-
stitution was sixteen months, far ex-
ceeding rhe customary remand period
of ninety days. Had these boys been
sent to nearby “Statesville” ar intake,
their avetage stay would have been only
nine months.

This outcome was not unique to the
specific time chosen for the Boysville
study. The administrative staff was so
surprised by the findings char they
examined their records for a different
time period. This unusual repli-
cation—conducted surreptiticusly—
revealed an almost identical rate of
boys classified as not completing
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treatment released from the institution
{33 percent).

Nor is this problem unique to pri-
vate notisectarian organizations in New
York Srate; it is just more acute at
Boysville. A study of Highlighes, a
special public organizarion located in
New Jersey, reveals that 18 percent of
the population released did not com-
plete treatment.? A study of another
special public program locared
Michigan reveals a rate of 18 percent.!?
An unpublished study of a sectarian
residential treatment center in New
York State disclosed a rate of 25 per-
cent.!! Street, Vinter, and Perrow
comment that in one treatment in-
stitution “many boys were screened out
in the first three months.”!® These or-
ganizations share one characteristic:
each exercised control at intake and was
also able to “get rid of ” boys who were
“untreatable.” In a less sophisticated
period these boys might have been
called “incorrigible.”

This shift in semantic labels should
suggest to the researcher the need to
seek his own definirion of this out-
come. It is suggested that boys clas-
sified as not completing treacment have
been granted “dishonorable dis-
chatges” from the institurion, whereas
those who have completed trearment
are released as “honorably discharged.”
Only the latter boys can reasonably be
conceived of as contributing to an or-
ganization's potential success. Redefin-
ing boys not completing treatment
as dishonorably discharged permits
counting of #// the boys admitted to an
institution in evaluating its success.
Once this is done, it is clear that in-
stitutions yield two types of potential
failures:
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L. Internal potential failures—boys
released from residential institucions
via the route of a dishonorable dis-
charge.

2. External potential failures—boys
released with an honorable discharge
who later engage in criminal or delin-
quent violations.

Internal failures can easily be iden-
tified in the everyday records of resi-
dential institutions. However, the
type of discharge will not be stamped
on the folders. Of the fifty-one boys in
the Boysville sample who did not re-
ceive the usual honorable discharge—
release to aftercare—forty were re-
institutionalized in state training
schools, five wete sent to menta) hospi-
tals, and six were purportedly “released
to the community,” but were actually
runaways who could not be found. All
these boys are classifiable as dishonora-
bly discharged; they should be counted
as the institution’s potential internal
failures. Certainly it is unreasonable to
view them as potential successes.

ADDING UP FAILURES

The profound differences that can
ensue when 2/ boys regardless of dis-
charge status are counted are clearly
shown in Table 2. When internal fail-
ures are taken iInto account, the
misimum estimate of the tetal poten-
tial failures of Boysville is 54 percent.
(If this group of boys had been followed
for a longer period of time, there is
litele doubt that the total failure rare
would have been higher.) If the usual
custom of “‘not counting” internal fail-
ures in either the numerator or the
denominator had been followed, the
estimate would have been 34 percent.

Paw! Leriman

TABLE 2. POTENTIAL FAILURES
OF BOYSVILLE RESIDENTIAL
TREATMENT CENTER BY Two
COUNTING METHODS

{PERCENTAGE)
Honarable
All Boys  Discharges
Type of Released Only
Fatlure (n=164) @#=113%)
Internal 31 0
External” 23 34
Toral 54 34

*Refers to boys officially rated as having
violated the law between six and rwency-
four months after their release to one of the
five boroughs of New York City. Institu-
tional records and the state files at Albany
furnished the data.

Which social bookkeeping method is
used obviously matters; the distinction
is not just academic.

Although Boysville differs in many
ways from its public neighbor, Srates-
ville, the rotal porential failure rates for
the two institutions are quite compa-
rable for similar postrelease periods.
The major difference between them is
that Boysville's potential failure rate is
derived from both internal and exrernal
sources; Statesville has an internal fail-
ure rate of only 3 percent. The total
rates are similar even though Boysville
and Statesville differ in their relative
power to control intake and mainte-
nance of population in addition to
treatment meodalities.

Is this estimate of comparable failure
rates a unique finding? Reanalysis of
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the best evaluation study available in
the literature indicates that it is not.!?
In Table 3 data obtained from Weeks's
comparison of Highfields, a special
public program, and Annandale, a typ-
ical state training school—both of
which are located in New Jersey—are
presented.

TABLE 3. COMPARISON OF
POTENTIAL FAILURES OF
Two NEw JERSEY PUBLIC

INSTITUTIONS
(PERCEMTAGE)
Type of Highfields ~ Annandale
Failure (=229 (n=116)
Internal 18 3
External® 34 59
Total 52 62

*The external failures include all law
violators, both institutionalized and
noninstitucionalized, who have been re-
leased for at least eight months.

SoURCE: H. Ashley Weeks, Youthfu! Gf-
fenders at Highfields (Ann Arbor: University
of Michigan Press, 1958), pp. 46-30, 52,
60. This table does not appear in Weeks
but is derived from data appearing in the
cited pages.

The rates of total potential failures
differ by only 10 percent. However,
the two institutions differed in their
treatment services; Highfields boys
worked away from their residence, re-
ceived “guided group interaction,”
and stayed only four months; Annan-
dale boys were incarcerated on a
routine twenty-four-hour basis and
stayed twelve months. The similaricy
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of the failure rates is even more striking
when the initial differences between
the populations are taken into account:
Annandale boys were more likely to
have come from urban centers rather
than suburban towns, were more likely
to be Negro, and had longer and more
intense careers as delinquents; High-
fields boys tended to be younger and to
have completed more years of school-
ing. Iriaddition to these initial popula-
tion differences, Highfields was com-
posed of first offenders only; although
the Annandale sample was also com-
posed of first offenders, the institution
itself contained knowledgeable multi-
ple offenders. Annandale had lictle
control over the maintenance of mem-
bership and initial recruitment, while
Highfields had a great deal.
Furthermore, the two populations
were exposed ro different types of
parole (or afrercare) services. High-
fields parole officers encouraged boys to
enlist in the armed services, twenty-
seven Highfields boys and only seven
Annandale boys entered the armed
forces and thus were removed from the
risk of failure. Also, Highfields boys,
unlike their peers from Annandale,
were discharged from postprogram
supervision “within only a few months
after their release.”!* More Annandale
than Highfields boys were actually
reinstitutionalized because of parole
violations; had these boys not been
under longer supervision they might
not have been s0 easily renoticed. In
general, Weeks presents an image of
the Highfields population as more ad-
vantaged before, during, and after
treatment. Despite these differences,
the rotal potential failure rates are not
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too dissimilar and in both cases involve
a majority of the boys.

COMPARABILITY OF
CONTROL GROUPS

In investigating potential failure, 1t
is not necessaty to measure boys “be-
fore” and “after.” Attempting to assess
attitudinal change that can be aterib-
uted to an organizational experience is
a complex affair; if che potential rates of
failure are high, there is scant justifica-
tion for expending money, personnel,
and creative energy in this direction.
However, there is one feature of the
usual approach ro evaluation that can-
not be set aside so easily in assessing
potential failure: if two organizations
are being compared, then it is crucial
that the population of boys be guite
similar. The Highfields study by
Weeks exhibits sensitivity to this re-
quirement; unfortunately, a more re-
cent study indicates that this sensitiv-
ity has not yet been translated into a
norm of evaluative rescarch.

In 1963, Jesness released a scudy,
sponsored by the California Youth Au-
thority, that atrempted to compare
“outcomes with smal) versus large liv-
ing groups in the rehabilitation of de-
linquents.”!® The design of the study
called for random assignment of 10—
11-year-old boys at Fricot Ranch o
either the experimental rwenty-boy
lodge or the control fifty-boy lodge.
For unknown reasons, random proc-
esses did not appear to be operating in
the actual assignments. Instead of
being comparable, the two populations
were discovered to have significant
background differences: the experi-
mentals were 73 percent white and the
controls only 55 percent, 35 percent of

Panl Lerman

the experimentals and 50 percent of the
controls came from the poorest homes,
and 67 percent of the experimentals
were from households in which the
father was the main provider as com-
pared with only 52 percent of the con-
trols. '

Using revocation of parole as a
measure of failure, Jesness found that
the experimentals were less likely to
fail than the controls up until after
thirty-six months of exposure to
parole. The rates are as follows: 3248
percent after twelve months, 42-58
percent after ffteen months, and
61-70 percent after twenty-four
months. After thirty-six months the
rates were virtually the same—76 and
78 percent respectively. 17 Jesness con-
cludes that the “effects of the experi-
mental program tend to fade as the
exposure period increases.”'® This may
be so, but it scems even more likely
that the higher failure rates of the con-
trols reflect the fact thar they were ac-
tually a higher-risk group at the outset
of parole, since the group was com-
prised of more Negroes and Mexican-
Americans and came from poorer
homes than the experimentals (and
probably poorer neighborhoods, too).
Unless Jesness presents evidence that
these critical background variables,
when used as analyrical controls, do
not change the differential outcomes
after twelve or fifteen months of parole
exposure, his inference cannot be ac-
cepted. These background variables,
for which Jesness does not control,
have usually been strongly associated
with delinquency and recidivism and
these, not the institutional experi-
ences, probably account for the differ-
ences in failure. In the language of
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multivariate analysis, Jesness’ findings
on early failure are probably sputious
(1.e., theresult of a third, uncontrolled
variable).

INSTITUTIONAL INTERESTS

Organizational personnel have a
major stake in any evaluative outcome.
They want to be associated with poten-
tial success, not failure. Researchers are
not likely to have a similar stake in the
outcome. Alcthough researchers do not
purposefully seek to devalue people or
organizations, their motto is much
more likely to be: “Let’s find ourt the
truth and let the chips fall where they
may.” Their reference group is the sci-
entific community and their ethics are
ideally guided accordingly. Adminis-
trators, on the other hand—the pet-
sons who hire researchers—usually
want the evaluators to demonstrate
that their operations are successful and
worthy of the exrernal community’s
moral and financial support. Rather
than deny this conflict of interest, one
ought to be aware of its existence and
make sure that biases do not influence
empirical studies and written reports.

Biases influenced by organizational
interests are especially likely to develop
when researchers give up their inde-
pendence and seek ways to demonstrate
program success. Consider the evalua-
tive study of Wiltwyck reported by
William and Joan McCord.!® Em-
ployed as the institution's resident
psychologists, the McCords seemed so
eager to prove its success thae they de-
fined one type of fzilure as “'partial suc-
cess.” Table 4 presents the data as re-
ported by the McCords for Wiltwyck
and “New England State School.”

From the McCord text it is learned

167

that “partial success” refers to boys
who actually appeared in court for law

violations but were not rein-
stitutionalized; “complete failures”
were both noticed and rein-

stitutionalized. The McCords do not
seem to be bothered by this odd use of
labels, for they claim that Wiltwyck
had a combined success rate of 7 1 percent
whereas New England, a state institu-
tion, had a rate of only 53 percent. A
fair appraisal of the dara would suggest
thar there is no appreciable difference
between these insritutions in potential
success, using this writer's definition;
the 5 percent difference—in favor of
New England—is smal]. If all law vio-
lations are counted as potential failure,
regardless of court disposition, it ap-
pears that beth institutions are charac-
terized by high external failure.

A subtle form of bias can be found in
a study reported by Black and Glick.2¢
The population of primary interest was

TaBLE 4. SUCGCESSES AND FAILURES
As REPORTED By WiLLIAM McCoRD
AND JOAN McCOoRD

(PERCENTAGE)
l‘New
England
Type of Wiltwyck  State”
Ot come® =065 ®m=228)
Complete success 43 48
Partial success 28 5
Complete failure 29 33

Don’t know 0 13

*For definitions of categories see text.

SoUurRcE: William McCord and Joan
McCord, “Two Approaches to the Cure of
Delinquents,” in Sheldon Glueck, ed. , The
Prablem of Delinguency (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin Co., 195%), pp. 735-736.
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composed mainly of Jewish boys sen-
tenced to Hawthorne Cedar Knolls
School, a sectarian-sponsored residen-
tial treatmenr institution. Both re-
searchers were regular ernployees of the
Jewish Board of Guardians, the spon-
soring agency. In a monograph report-
ing their results, the investigators de-
scribe the selection of their sample as
follows: “For purposes of this study the
followup period was computed from
the date of discharge from after-
care.”%! Not surprisingly, Black and
Glick report that Hawthorne Cedar
Knolls had a higher success rate than a
neighboring  state school. They
excluded from their sample not only all
of the internal failures, but also all of
the external failures occurring during
the period of aftercare. Since the bulk
of post-release failures take place
within the first two years, the re-
searchers thus eliminated the chance of
finding many failures. In effect, all this
study can hope to describe is the poten-
tial success rare of an unknown popula-
tion that has been selectively screened
for boys who might be failures. Since
the researchers have gone to such
lengths to minimize their potential
failures, it is reasonable to conclude
that they were unwilling to face up to
the possibility chat their organization,
like the state school, is characterized by
a high rate of internal and/or external
failure.

IMPLICATIONS FOR A
HUMANITARIAN POLICY

The consistent finding that treat-
ment programs have not yet been
proved to have an appreciable impact
on failure rates should not be misinter-
preted. For even though institutions
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for delinquents are probably not highly
successful—regardless of treatment
type—there is no reason to go back to
harsher methods of child handling. Tt
can be argued, rather, that even when
boys are kept for only four months and
treated with truse {as at Highfields),
there is no evidence that this “cod-
dling” will yield greater failure rates.

The case for a humanitarian ap-
proach needs to be divorced from any
specific mode of treatment. People can
be nice to boys with and without en-
gaging in psychotherapy. This point is
implicit in the recent work by Street,
Vinter, and Perrow.?? But we should
not delude ourselves into adopting the
unsubstantiated position that a
humanitarian organization for delin-
quent boys yields lower rates of poten-
tial failures. With our present state of
knowledge, it makes more sense to ad-
vocate a more humanitarian approach
on the ground that it does nor increase
the risk of potential failure.

If it is decided to advocate hu-
manitarianism in its own right, the
social policy issue becomes much
clearer. Given the fact that social work
is still unable to influence appreciably
the rates of failure of institutions for
court-sentenced delinquents, should
not ways be sought to make the roral
criminal-delinquent system more hu-
mane? In the name of treatment, boys
have actually been sentenced for two
and a half years (as at Boysville} for
offenses thar might bring an adult a
sentence of only thirty, sixty, or ninety
days. Surely it is timne that youths were
dealt with as humanely, and with simi-
lar regatd for equity and due process of
law, as adults.?3

If lighter sentences do not increase
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the risk of failure, then why not be
more humane and equitable? Keeping
boys in the community is undoubrediy
a lighter sentence than sending them
away. But California has found that
this probably does not increase the risk
of failure. Actually, the California
Communicy Treatment Program has
evolved a series of graded punish-
ments. If youngsters in this program
misbehave or do not obey the youch
officer, they are temporarily confined.
During the first nineteen months of the
program, 57 of 72 experimental cases
were placed in temporary confinement
atotal of 183 times; this was an average
of three times each, with an average
length of stay of twelve days per
confinement.®* As earlier analysis dis-
closed, the risk of post-program failure
is not increased by using this kind
of approach. It is even conceivable—
although this has not been dem-
onstrated—that keeping these boys
out of all long-term instirutions in it-
self constirutes treatment and that this
treatment may have a payoff much la-
ter, when the boys become adults.
Spending less time in an all-delinquent
community might yield more con-
forming adules.

Even if communities are not willing
to follow the California community
approach, one can still argue for shorter
“lock-ups.” Highfields kept firsc of-
fenders for only four months, yet the
risk of failure was not increased. As
long as society is still determined to
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“teach boys a lesson” by locking them
up (or sending them away), why not
extend the idea of shorter confinements
to a series of graded punishments for
offenses? Adults are sentenced for
thirty, sixty, or ninety days—why not
children? Perhaps we might even come
to advocate taking the institutional
budgets allocated for food, beds, and
clothing {based on lengthy stays} and
spending them on boys and their
families in their own homes. It is
doubtful whether this would add ro the
risks, but the program would be a great
deal more fun to study and run than the
old failures.

Whether one embraces the perspec-
tive offered here, it is certainly time to
address the problem of social accounta-
bility, regardless of the type of pro-
gram. Social welfare institutions are
too heavily subsidized, indirectly and
directly, for social workers not to take
the responsibility for knowing what
has happened to the people served. A
good start can be made by keeping
track of all the people not complering
treatment,  discontinuing  service,
dropping out of programs, and run-
ning away. Rigorous and nondeceptive
social bookkeeping may yield discom-
forting facts abour agency success and
reputation. It is hoped that we will be
aware of defensive reactions and re-
mind ourselves that we enteted social
work to serve pegple in trouble—not
established agencies, ideologies, and
methods.
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12. Reforms as Experiments

Donald T. Campbell

The United States and other modern
nations should be ready for an experi-
mental approach to soctal reform, an
approach in which we try out new pro-
grams designed to cure spectfic social
problems, in which we learn whether
or not these programs are effective, and
in which we retain, imitate, modify, or
discard them on the basis of apparent
effectiveness on the multiple imperfect
criteria available. Qur readiness for this
stage is indicated by the inclusion of
specific provisions for program evalua-
tion in the first wave of the “Great
Society” legislation, and by the current
congressional proposals for establish-
ing “social indicators” and socially rel-
evant “data banks.” So long have we
had good intentions in this regard that
many may feel we are already at this
stage, that we already are continuing or
discontinuing programs on the basis of
assessed effectiveness. Tt is a theme of
this article that this is not at all so, that
most ameliorative programs end up
with #e interpretable evaluarion (Etzi-
oni, 1968; Hyman & Wright, 1967;
Schwartz, 1961). We must look hard
at the sources of this condition, and
design ways of overcoming the difficul-
ties. This article is a preliminary effort
in this regard.

Many of the difficulties lie in the
intransigencies of the research setting
and in the presence of recurrent seduc-
tive pitfalls of interpretation. The bulk
of this article will be devoted to these
problems. But the few availabie solu-
tions turn out to depend upon correct
administrative decisions in the initta-
tion and execution of the program.
These decisions are made in a political
arend, and involve political jeopardies
that are often sufficient to explain the
lack of hard-headed evaluation of ef-
fects. Removing reform administrators
from the political spotlight seems both
highly unlikely, and undesirable even
if 1t were possible. What is instead
essential is that the social scientist re-
search advisor understand the political
realities of the situation, and that he
aid by helping create a public demand
for hard-headed evaluation, by con-
triburing to those political inventions
that reduce the liability of honest
evaluation, and by educating future
administrators to the problems and
possibilities.

For this reason, there is also an at-
tempt in chis article to consider the
political setting of program evalua-
tion, and to offer suggestions as to
political postures chat might further a

The preparation of this paper has been supported by National Science Foundation
Grant GS1309X. Versions of this paper have been presented at the Northwestern
University Alumni Fund Leceure, January 24, 1968, to the Social Psychology Section of
the British Psychological Society at Oxford, September 20, 1968; to the International
Conference on Social Psychology at Prague, October 7, 1968 (under a different citle); and

to several other groups.

From Amevican Pyychelogist, Vol. 24, No. 4, April 1969, pp. 409-429, with modifica-
tions. Copyright 1969 by the American Psychological Association. Reprinted by permis-

sion.
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truly experimental approach to social
reform. Although such considerations
wil} be diseeibuted as a minor theme
throughout this article, it seems con-
venient to begin with some general
points of this political nature.

POLITICAL VULNERABILITY
FROM KNOWING OUTCOMES

It is one of the most characteristic
aspects of the present situation that
specific veforms are advocated as thowugh they
were certain to be successfud. For this rea-
son, knowing outcomes has immediate
political implications. Given the
inherent difficulty of making sig-
nificant improvements by the means
usually provided and given the discrep-
ancy between promise and possibil-
ity, most administrators wisely prefer
to limit the evaluations to those the
outcomes of which they can control,
particularly insofar as published out-
comes or press releases are concerned.
Ambiguity, lack of cruly comparable
comparison bases, and lack of concrete
evidence all work to increase the ad-
ministrator's control over what gets
said, or at least to reduce the bite of
criticism in the case of actual failure.
There is safety under the cloak of ig-
norance. Over and above this tie-in of
advocacy and administration, there is
another source of vulnerability in that
the facts relevant to experimental pro-
gram evaluation are also available to
argue the general efficiency and hon-
esty of administrators. The public
availability of such facts reduces the
privacy and security of at least some
administrators.

Even where there are ideological
commitments to & hard-headed evalua-
tion of organizarional efficiency, ortoa
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scientific otganization of society, these
two jeopardies lead to the failure to
evaluate organizational experiments
realistically. If the pelitical and ad-
ministrative system has committed it-
self in advance to the correctness and
efficacy of its reforms, it cannot roler-
ate learning of failure. To be truly sci-
entific we must be able to experiment.
We must be able to advocate without
that excess of commitment that blinds
us to reality testing.

This predicament, abetted by public
apathy and by deliberate corruption,
may prove in the long run to perma-
nently preclude a truly experimental
approach to social amelioration. But
our needs and our hopes for a better
society demand we make the effort.
There are a few signs of hope. In the
United States we have been able to
achieve cost-of-living and unemploy-
ment indices that, however imperfect,
have embarrassed the administrations
that published them. We are able to
conduct censuses that reduce the
number of representatives a state has in
Congress. These are grounds for op-
timism, although the corrupt tardiness
of state governments in following their
own constitutions in revising legisla-
tive districes illustrates the problem.

One simple shift in political posture
which would reduce the problem is the
shift from the advocacy of a specific
reform to the advocacy of the serious-
ness of the problem, and hence to the
advocacy of persistence in alternative
reform efforts should the first one fail.
The political stance would become:
“This is a serious problem. We propose
o initiate Policy A on an experimental
basis. If after five years there has been
no significant improvement, we will
shift to Policy B.” By making explicit
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that a given problem solution was only
one of several that the administrator or
party could in good conscience advo-
cate, and by having ready a plausible
alternative, the administrator could af-
ford honest evaluation of outcomes.
Negative resules, a failure of the first
program, would not jeopardize his job,
for his job would be to keep after the
problem until something was found
that worked.

Coupled with this should be a gen-
eral moratorium on ad hominum
evaluative research, that is, on research
designed to evaluate specific adminis-
trators rather than alternative policies.
If we worry about the invasion-of-
privacy problem in the data banks and
social indicators of the furure (e.g.,
Sawyer & Schechter, 1968), the
touchiest point is the privacy of ad-
ministrators. If we threaten this, the
measurement system will surely be
sabotaged in the innumerable ways
possible. While this may sound unduly
pessimistic, the recurrent anecdotes of
administrators attempting to squelch
unwanted research findings convince
me of its accuracy. But we should be
able to evaluate those alternative
policies that a given administrator has
the option of implementing.

FIELD EXPERIMENTS AND
QUASI-EXPERIMENTAL DESIGNS

In efforts to extend the logic of lab-
oratory expetimentation into the
“field,” and into settings not fully ex-
perimental, an inventory of threats to
experimental validity has been assem-
bled, in terms of which some 13 or 20
experimental and quasi-experimental
designs  have  been  evaluated
(Campbell, 1937, 1963; Campbell &
Stanley, 1963). In the present article
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only three or four designs will be
examined, and therefore not all of the
validity threats will be relevant, bur it
will provide useful background to look
briefly at them all. Following are nine
threats to internal validity.'

L. History: events, other than the
experimental treatment, occurring be-
tween pretest and posttest and thus
providing alternate explanations of ef-
fects.

2. Maturation; processes within the
respondents or observed social units
producing changes as a function of the
passage of time per se, such as growth,
fatigue, secular trends, etc.

3. Instabiliry: unreliability of meas-
ures, fluctuations in sampling persons
or components, autonomous instabil-
ity of repeated or “equivalent” meas-
ures. {This is the only threat to which
statistical tests of significance are rele-
vant.)

4, Testing: the effect of taking a test
upon the scores of a second testing. The
effect of publication of a social indi-
cator upon subsequent readings of that
indicator.

5. Instrumentation: in which changes
in the calibratton of a measuring in-
strument or changes in the observers or
scores used may produce changes in the
obtained measurements.

6. Regression artifacts: pseudo-shifts
occurring when persons or treatment
units have been selected upon the basis
of their extreme scotes.

7. Selection: biases resulting from
differencial recruitment of comparison
groups, producing different mean
levels on the measure of effects.

8. Experimental mortality: the differ-
ential loss of respondents from com-
parison groups.



Reforms as Experiments

9. Selection-maturation  interaction:
selection biases resulting in differential
rates of “maturation’” or autonomous
change.

If a change or difference occurs,
these are rival explanations that could
be used te explain away an effect and
thus to deny that in this specific exper-
iment any genuine effect of the ex-
petimental treatment had been demon-
sttated. These are faults that true
experiments avoid, primarily through
the use of randomization and control
groups. In the approach here advo-
cated, this checklist is used to evaluate
specific quasi-experimental designs.
This is evaluation, not rejection, for it
often turns out that for a specific design
in a specific setting the threar is im-
plausible, or that there are supplemen-
tary data that can help rule it out cven
where randomization is impossible.
The general ethic, here advocated for
public administrators as well as social
scientists, is to use the very best
method possible, aiming at “rrue
experiments” with random control
groups. But where randomized treat-
ments are not possible, a self-critical
use of quasi-experimental designs is
advocated, We must do the best we can
with what is available to us.

Qur posture vis-a-vis perfectionist
critics from laboratory experimenta-
tion is more militant than this: the
only threats to validity that we will
allow to invalidate an experiment are
those that admit of the status of empir-
ical laws more dependable and more
plausible than the law invelving the
treatment. The mere possibility of
some alternative explanation is not
enough—it is only the plausible rival
hypotheses that are Invalidating.
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Vis-a-vis correlational studies, on the
other hand, our stance is one of greater
conservatism. For example, because of
the specific methodological trap of
regression artifacts, the sociological
tradition of “ex post facto” designs
(Chapin, 1947; Greenwood, 1945) is
totally rejected (Campbell & Stanley,
1963, pp. 240-241; 1966, pp. 70—
71).

Threats to external validity, which
follow, cover the validity problems in-
volved in interpreting experimental re-
sults, the threats to valid generaliza-
tion of the results to other settings, to
other versions of the treatment, or to
other measures of the effect:”

1. Inzeraction effects of testing: the ef-
fect of a pretest in increasing or decreas-
ing the respondent’s sensitivity or
responsiveness to the experimental var-
iable, thus making the results obtained
for a pretested population unrepresent-
ative of the effects of the experimental
variable for the unpretested universe
from which the experimental respond-
ents were selected.

2. Interaction of selection and experi-
mental rreatment; unrepresentative re-
sponsiveness of the treared population.

3. Reactive effects of experimental ar-
rangements: “artificiality”; conditions
making the experimental setting atyp-
ical of conditions of regular application
of the treatment: “Hawthorne effects.”

4, Multiple-treatmens  interference:
where multiple treatments are jointly
applied, effects atypical of the separate
applicarion of the treatments.

5. Irrelevant responsiveness of measures:
all measures are complex, and all in-
clude irrelevant components that may
produce apparent effects.

6. Irvelevant veplicability of  treat-
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ments: treatments are complex, and rep-
lications of them may fail to include
those components actually responsible
for the effects.

These threats apply equally to true
experiments and quasi-experiments.
They are particularly relevanc to ap-
plied experimentation. In the cum-
ulative history of our methodology,
this class of threats was first noted as a
critique of true experiments involving
pretests (Schanck & Goodman, 1939;
Solomon, 1949). Such experiments
provided a sound basis for generalizing
to other pretested populations, but the
reactions of unpretested populations to
the treatment might well be quite dif-
ferent. As a result, there has been an
advocacy of true experimental designs
obviating the pretest (Campbell,
1957; Schanck & Goodman, 1939;
Solomon, 1949} and a search for non-
reactive measures {Webb, Campbell,
Schwartz, & Sechrest, 1966).

These threats to validity will serve as
a background against which we will
discuss several research designs pat-
ticularly appropriate for evaluaring
specific programs of social ameliora-
tion. These are the “interrupted time-
series design,” the “control series
design,” “regression discontinuity de-
sign,” and various “‘true experiments.”
The order is from a weak but generaliy
available design to stronget ones that
require more administrative foresight
and determination.

INTERRUPTED TIME-SERIES
DESIGN

By and latge, when a political unit
initiates a reform it is put into effect
across the board, with the total unit
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being affected. In this setting the only
comparison base is the record of previ-
ous years. The usual mode of utiliza-
tion is a casual version of a very weak
quasi-experimental design, the one-
group pretest-postrest design.

A conventent illustration comes
from the 1955 Connecticut crackdown
on speeding, which Sociologist H.
Laurence Ross and I have been analyz-
ing as a2 methodological itlustration
{Campbell & Ross, 1968; Glass, 1968,
Ross & Campbeli, 1968). After a rec-
ord high of traffic fatalities in 1955,
Governor Abraham Ribicoff instituted
an unprecedentedly severe crackdown
on speeding. At the end of a year of
such enforcement there had been but
284 traffic deaths as compared with
324 the year before. In announcing this
the Governor stated, “With the saving
of 40 lives in 1956, a reduction of
12.3% from the 1953 motor vehicle
death toll, we can say that the program
is definitely worthwhile.” These re-
sults are graphed in Figure 1, with a
deliberate effore to make them look
impressive.

In what follows, while we in the
end decided that the crackdown had
some beneficial effects, we criticize
Ribicoff’s interpretation of his results,
from the point of view of the social
scientist’s proper standards of evi-
dence. Were the now Senaror Ribicoff
not the man of stature that he is, this
would be most unpolitic, because we
could be alienarting one of the strongest
proponents of social experimentation
in cur narion. Given his character,
however, we may feel sure that he
shares our interests both in a progres-
sive program of experimental social
amelioration, and in making cthe most
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Fig. 1. Connecticur traffic fatalicies.

hard-headed evaluation possible of
these experiments. Indeed, it was his
integrity in using every available
means at his disposal as Governor 10
make sure that the unpopulat speeding
crackdown was indeed enforced that
make these data worth examining at
all. Bur the potentials of this one illus-
tration and our political temptation to
substiture for it a less touchy one, point
to the political problems that must be
faced in experimenting with social re-
form.

Keeping Figure 1 and Ribicoff’s
statement tnh mind, let us look at the
same data presented as a part of an
extended time series in Figure 2 and go
over the relevant threats to internal
validity. First, History. Both presenta-
tions fail to control for the effects of
other potential change agents. For in-
stance, 1956 might have been a par-
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ticularly dry year, with fewer accidents
due to rain or snow. Or there might
have been a dramatic increase in use of
seat belts, or other safety features. The
advocared strategy In quasi-experi-
mentation is not to throw up one’s
hands and refuse to use the evidence
because of this lack of control, but
rather to generate by informed criti-
cism appropriate to this specific setting
as many plausible rival hypotheses as
possible, and then to do the sup-
plementary research, as into weather
records and safety-belt sales, for
example, which would reflect on these
rival hypotheses.

Maturation

This is a term coming from criti-
cisms of training studies of children.
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Fic. 2. Connecticut traffic fatalities.
(Same data as in Figure 1 presented as part
of an extended time series.)
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Applied here to the simple pretest-
postrest data of Figure 1, it could be
the plausible rival hypothesis that
death rates were steadily going down
year after year (as indeed chey are, rela-
tive to miles driven or population of
automobiles). Here the extended time
series has a strong methodological ad-
vantage, and rules out this threat to
validity. The general trend is incon-
sistently up prior to the crack-
down, and steadily down thereafter.

Insiability

Seemingly implicit in the public
pronouncement was the assumption
that all of the change from 1955 to
1956 was due to the crackdown. There
was no tecognition of the face that all
time series are unstable even when no
treatments are being applied. The de-
gree of this normal instability is the
crucial issue, and one of the main ad-
vantages of the extended rime series is
that it samples this instability. The
great pretreatment instability now
makes the treatment eftect look rela-
tively trivial. The 1955-56 shift is less
than the gains of both 1954-55 and
1952-53. It is the largest drop in the
series, but it exceeds the drops of
1951-52, 1953-54, and 1957-58 by
trivial amounts. Thus the unexplained
instabilities of the series are such as to
make the 195556 drop understanda-
ble as more of the same. On the other
hand, it is noteworthy that after the
crackdown there are no year-to-year
gains, and in this respect the character
of the time series seems definitely to
have changed.

The threat of instability 1s the only
threat to which tests of significance are
relevant. Box and Tiao (1965) have an
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elegant Bayesian model for the intet-
rupted time series. Applied by Glass
(1968) to our monthly data, with sea-
sonal trends removed, it shows a statis-
tically significant downward shift in
the series after the crackdown. But as
we shall see, an alternative explanation
of at least part of this significant effect
exists.

Regression

In true expertments the treatment is
applied independently of the prior
state of the units. In natural experi-
ments exposure to treatment is often a
cosymptom  of the treated group's
condition. The treatment is apt to be
an ¢ffect rather than, or in addirion to
being, a cause. Psychotherapy is sucha
cosymptom treatment, as is any other
in which the treated group is self-
selected or assigned on the basis of
need. These all present special prob-
lems of interpretation, of which the
present tllustration provides one type.

The selection-regression plausible
rival hypothesis works this way: Given
thac the fatality rate has some degree
of unreliability, then a subsample
selected for its extremity in 1953
would on the average, merely as a
reflection of that unreliability, be less
extreme in 1956, Has there been selec-
tion for extremity in applying this
treatment? Probably yes. Of all Con-
necticut fatality years, the most likely
time for a crackdown would be after an
exceptionally high year. If the time
series showed instability, the sub-
sequent year would on the average be
Yess, purely as a function of that instabii-
ity. Regression artifacts are probably
the most recurrent form of self-
deception in the experimental social
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reform literature. lt is hard to make
them intuitively obvious. Let us try
again. Take any time series with varia-
bility, including one generated of pure
error. Move along it as in a time di-
mension. Pick a point that is the
“highest so far.” Look then at the next
poinr. On the average this next point
will be lower, or nearer the general
trend.

In our present seteing the most strik-
ing shift in the whole series is the up-
watd shift just prior to the crackdown.
It is highly probable that this caused
the crackdown, rather than, or in addi-
tion to, the crackdown causing the
1956 drop. At least part of the 1956
drop is an artifact of the 1935 excrem-
ity. While in principle the degree of
expected regression can be computed
from the aurocorrelation of the series,
we lack here an extended-enough body
of data to do this with any confidence.

Advice to administrators who want
to do genuine reality-testing must in-
clude attention to this problem, and it
will be a very hard problem to sur-
mount. The most general advice would
be to work on chronic problems of a
persistent urgency or extremity, rather
than reacting to momentary extremes,
The administrator should look at the
pretreatment time series to judge
whether or not instability plus
momentary extremity will explain
away his program gains. If it will, he
should schedule the treatment for a
year or two later, so that his decision is
more independent of the one yeat's ex-
trernity. (The selection biases remain-
ing under such a procedure need fur-
ther examination.)

In giving advice to the experimental
administrator, one is also inevitably
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giving advice to those rrapped adminis-
trators whose political predicament re-
quires a favorable outcomne whether
valid or not. To such trapped adminis-
trators the advice is pick the very worst
year, and the very worst social unit. [f
there is inherent instability, there is no
where to go but up, for the average case
at least,

Two other threats to internal valid-
ity need discussion in regard o this
design. By festing we typically have in
mind the condition under which a test
of attitude, ability, or personality is
itself a change agenr, persuading, in-
forming, practicing, or otherwise set-
ting processes of change in action. No
artificially introduced testing proce-
dures are involved here. However, for
the simple before-and-after design of
Figure 1, if the pretest were the first
data collection of its kind ever pub-
licized, this publicity in itself might
produce a reduction in traffic deaths
which would have taken place even
without a speeding crackdown. Many
traffic safety programs assume this.
The longer time-series evidence reas-
sures us on this only to the extent that
we can assume that the figures had been
published each year with equivalent
emphasis. ?

Instrumentation changes are not a
likely flaw in chis instance, but would
be if recording practices and institu-
tional responsibility had shifted simul-
taneously with the crackdown. Proba-
bly in a case like this it is better to use
raw frequencies rather than indices
whose correction parameters are sub-
ject to periodic revision. Thus per
capita rates are subject to periodic
jumps as new census figures become
available correcting old extrapolations.
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Analogously, a change in the miles per
gallon assumed in estimating traffic
mileage for mileage-based mortality
rates might explain a shift. Such biases
can of course work to disguise a true
effect. Almost certainly, Ribicoff's
crackdown reduced traffic speed
(Campbell & Ross, 1968). Such a de-
crease in speed increases the miles per
gallon actually obtained, producing a
concomitant drop in the estimate of
miles driven, which would appear as an
inflation of the estimate of mileage-
based traffic fatalities if the same fixed
approximation to actual miles per gal-
lon were used, as it undoubtedly would
be.

The “new broom™ that introduces
abrupt changes of policy is apt to re-
form the record keeping too, and thus
confound reform treatments with in-
strumentation change, The ideal ex-
perimental administrator will, if pos-
sible, avoid doing this. He will prefer
to keep comparable a partially imper-
fect measuring system rather than lose
comparability altogether. ‘The politics
of the situation do not always make this
possibie, however. Consider, as an ex-
perimental reform, Orlando Wilson's
reorganization of the police system in
Chicago. Figure 3 shows his impact on
petty larceny in Chicago—a striking
increase! Wiison, of course, called this
shot in advance, one aspect of his re-
form being a reform in the bookkeep-
ing. (Note in the pre-Wilson records
the suspicious absence of the expected
upward secular trend.) In this situation
Wilson had no choice. Had he left the
record keeping as it was, for the pur-
poses of better experimental design,
his resentful patrolmen would have
clobbered him with a crime wave by
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Fig. 3. Number of reported larcenies
urrder $50 in Chicago, llinois, from 1942
to 1962 (data from Uniform Crime Reports
Jfor the United States, 1942-62).

deliberately starting to record the
many complaints that had not been
getting into the books.*

Those who advocate the use of at-
chival measures as social indicators
(Bauer, 1966; Gross, 1966, 1967;
Kaysen, 1967; Webb er al., 1966)
must face up not only to their high
degree of chaotic error and systematic
bias, but alse to the politically moti-
vated changes in record keeping that
will follow upon their public use as
social indicators (Etzioni & Lehman,
1967). Not all measures are equally
susceptible. [n Figure 4, Orlando Wil-
son’s effect on homicides seems negli-
gible one way or the other.

Of the threats to external validity,
the one most relevant to social ex-
perimentation is Irrelevant Responsive-
ness of Measures. This seems best dis-
cussed in terms of the problem of



Reformys as Experiments

generalizing from indicator to indi-
cator or in terms of the imperfect valid-
ity of all measures that is only to be
overcome by the use of multiple meas-
ures of independent imperfection
(Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Webbetal.,

19G6).
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Fi. 4. Number of reporred murders
and nonnegligent manslaughters in
Chicago, Hinofs, from 1942 to 1962 (data
from Unifarm Crime Repors for the Unired
States, 1942-62).

For treatments on any given prob-
lem within any given governmental or
business subuanit, there will usually
be something of a governmental
monopoly on reform. Even though dif-
ferent divistons may optimally be
trying different reforms, within each
division there will usually be only one
reform on a given problem going on at
a time, But for measures of effect this
need not and should not be the case,
The administrative machinery should
teself make multiple measures of po-

181

tential benefits and of unwanted side
effects. In addition, che loyal opposi-
tion should be allowed to add still
other indicators, with the political
process and adversary argument chal-
lenging both validity and relative
importance, with social science
methodologists testifying for both pac-
ties, and with the basic records kept
public and under bipartisan audir (as
are voting records under optimal con-
ditions). This competitive scrutiny is
indeed the main source of objectivity in
sciences (Polanyi, 1966, 1967; Pop-
per, 1963) and epitomizes an ideal of
democratic practice in both judicial
and legislative procedures.

The next few figures return again to
the Connecticut crackdown on speed-
ing and look to some other measures of
effect. They ate relevant to the confirm-
ing that there was indeed a crackdown,
and to the issue of side effects. They
alsc provide the methodelogical com-
fort of assuring us that in some cases
the interrupted time-series design can
provide clear-cut evidence of effect. Fi-
gure 5 shows the jump in suspensions
of licenses for speeding—evidence that
severe punishment was abruptly insti-
tuted. Again a note to experimental
administrators: with this weak design,
it is only abrupt and decisive changes that
we bave any chanse of evaluating. A
gradually introduced reform will be

indistinguishable from the back-
ground of secular change, from
the net effect of the innumerable

change agents continually impinging.

We would want intermediate evi-
dence that traffic speed was modified.
A sampling each year of a few hundred
five-minute highway movies (random
as to location and time) could have
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Fig. 5. Suspensions of licenses for
speeding, as a percentage of all suspen-
sions.

provided this at a moderate cost, but
they were not collected. Of the public
records available, perhaps the data of
Figure 6, showing a reduction in
speeding violations, indicate a reduc-
tion in traffic speed. But the effects on
the legal system were complex, and in
part undesirable. Driving with a sus-
pended license markedly increased
(Figure 7), at least in the biased sample
of those arrested. Presumably because
of the harshness of the punishment if
guilty, judges may have become more
lenient (Figure 8) although this effect
is of marginal significance,

The relevance of indicators for the
social problems we wish to cure must
be kept continually in focus. The social
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FiG. 6. Speeding violations, as a per-
centage of all traffic violations.
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Fig. 7. Arrested while driving with a
suspended license, as a percentage of sus-
pensions.
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FiG. 8. Percentage of speeding viola-
tions judged not guiley.

indicators approach will tend ro make
the indicators themselves the goal of
social action, rather than the social
problems they but imperfectly indi-
cate. There are apt to be tendencies to
legislate changes in the indicators per
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se rather than changes in the social
problems.

To illustrate the problem of the ir-
relevant responsiveness of measures,
Figure 9 shows a result of the 1900
change in divorce law in Germany. Ina
recent reanalysis of the data with che
Box and Tiao (1965) statistic, Glass
{Glass, Tizo, & Maguire, 1969) has
found the change highly significant, in
contrast to earlier statistical analyses
(Rheinstein, 1959; Wolf, Like, &
Hax, 1959). But Rheinstein’s cm-
phasis would still be relevant: This in-
dicator change indicates no likely im-
provement in marital harmony, or even
in marital seabilicy. Rather than reduc-
ing them, the legal change has made
the divorce rate a less valid indicator of
marital discord and separation than it
had bheen earlier (see also Etzioni &
Lehman, 1967).

CONTROL SERIES DESIGN

The interrupted time-series design
as discussed so far is available for those
settings in which no control group is
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1. 9. Divorce rate for German Empire, 1881-1914,
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possible, in which the total gov-
ernmental unit has received the ex-
perimental treatment, the social re-
form measure. In the general program
of quasi-experimental design, we argue
the great advantage of untreated com-
parison groups even where these cannot
be assigned at random. The most
common of such designs is the
nonequivalent concrol-group pretest-
posttest design, in which for each of
two natural groups, one of which re-
ceives the treatment, a pretest and
posttest measure is taken. If the tradi-
tional mistaken practice is avoided of
matching on pretest scores {with re-
sultant regression arcifacts), this de-
sign provides a useful control over
those aspects of history, maturation,
and test-retest effects shared by both
groups. But it does not concrol for rhe
plausible rival hypothesis of sefection-
maturation  interaction—thar is, the
hypothesis that the selection differ-
ences in the natural aggregations in-
volve not only differences in mean
level, bur differences in maturation
rate.

This point can be illustrated in
terms of the traditional quasi-
experimental design problem of the ef-
fects of Latin on English vocabulary
{Campbell, 1963). In the hypothetical
data of Figure 10B, two alternative
interpretations remain open. Latin
may have had effect, for those taking
Latin gained more than those not.
But, on the other hand, those students
taking Latin may have a greater annual
rate of vocabulary growth that would
manifest ieself whether or not they took
Latin. Extending this common design
into two time series provides relevant

Donald T. Camplell

evidence, as comparison of the two al-
ternative outcomes of Figure 10C and
10D shows. Thus approaching quasi-
experimental design from either im-
proving the nonequivalent control-
group design or from improving the
interrupted time-series design, we ar-
rive at the control series design. Figure
11 shows this for the Connecticut
speeding crackdown, adding evidence
from the fatality rates of neighboring
states. Here the data are presented as
population-based fatality rares so as to
make the two series of comparable
magnitude,

The control series design of Figure
11 shows that downward trends were
available in the other states for 1955—
56 as due ro history and maturation,
that is, due to shared secular trends,
weather, automotive safety features,
etc. But the data also show a general
trend for Connecticurt to rise relatively
closer to the other states prior to 1955,
and to steadily drop more rapidly than
other states from 1956 on. Glass
(1968) has used our monthiy data for
Connecticut and the control states to
generate a monthly difference score,
and this too shows a significant shift in
trend in the Box and Tiao (1965) statis-
tic. Impressed particularly by the
1957, 1958, and 1959 trend, we are
willing to conclude that the crackdown
had some effect, over and above the
undeniable psendo-etfects of regression
(Campbell & Ross, 1968).

The advantages of the control series
design point to the advantages for so-
cial experimentation of a social system
allowing subunit diversity. Our abiliry
to estimate the effects of the speeding
crackdown, Rose’s (1952) and Stieher’s
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(1949) ability to estimate the effects on
strikes of compulsory atbitration laws,
and Simon's (1966) ability to estimate
the price elasticity of liquor were made
possible because the changes were not
being put into effect in a)l states simut-
raneously, because they were matters of
state legislation rather than national. |
do not want to appear to justily on
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these grounds the wasteful and unjust
diversity of laws and enforcement prac-
tices from state to state. But I would
strongly advocate that social engineers
make use of this diversity while it re-
mains available, and plan cooperatively
their changes in administrative policy
and in record keeping so as to provide
optimal experimental inference. More

B
=
= o
2 >
=
o
<
>
1 { H .
9 10 1
Grades
D
=
5
=
=
[-3
(=]
=
>
1 1 i ]

9 10 11
Grades

FiG. 10. Forms of quasi-experimental analysis for the effect of specific course work,

including control series design.
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F1G. 11, Control series design compar-
ing Connecticut fatalities with those of
four comparable states.

important is the recommendartion that,
for those aspects of social reform han-
dled by the cencral government, a pur-
poseful diversity of implementation be
envisaged so that experimental and
control groups be available for analysis.
Properly planned, these can approach
true expetiments, better than the
casual and ad hoc comparison groups
now available. But without such fun-
damental planning, uniform central
control can reduce the present pos-
sibilities of reality testing, that is, of
true social experimentatton. In the
same spirit, decentralization of de-
sion making, both within Ilarge
government and within  private
monopolies, can provide a useful com-
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petition for both efficiency and innova-
tion, reflected in a multiplicity of indi-
CALOTS.

One further illustration of the inter-
rupted time series and the control
series will be provided. The variety of
illustrations so far given have each il-
lustrated some methodological point,
and have thus ended up as ““bad exam-
ples.” To provide a “good example,”
an instance which survives meth-
odological critique as a valid illus-
tration of a successful reform, dara
from the British Road Safety Act of
1967 are provided in Figure 11A (from
Ross, Campbell, & Glass, 1970).

‘The data on a weekly-hours basis are
available only for a composite category
of fatalities plus serious injuries, and
Figure 11A therefore uses this compo-
site for all three bodies of data. The
“Weekend Nights” comprises Friday
and Sarurday nights from 10:00 p.M.
to 4:00 a.M. Here, as expected, the
crackdown is most dramatically effec-
tive, producing initially more than a
40 per cent drop, leveling off at
perhaps 30 per cent, although this in-
volves dubious extrapolations in the
absence of some control comparison to
indicate what the trend over the years
might have been without the
ctackdown. In this British case, no
comparison state with comparable craf-
fic conditions or dtinking laws was
available. But controls need not always
be separate groups of persons, they may
also be separare samples of times or
stimulus materials (Campbell & Stan-
ley, 1966 pp. 43-47). A cigarette
company may use the sales of irs main
competitor as a control comparison to
evaluate a new adverrising campaign.
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crackdown of October 1967 (seasonally adjusted).

One should search around for the most
nearly appropriate control comparison.
For the Breathalyser crackdown, com-
muting hours when pubs had been
long closed seemed ideal. (The “Com-
muting Hours” figures come from 7:00
A.M. to 10:00 a.M. and 4:00 P.M. 10
5:00 p.M. Monday through Friday.
Pubs are open for lunch from 12:00 to
2:00 or 2:30, and open again at 5:00
P.M.}

These commuting hours data con-
vincingly show no effect, but are too
unstable to help much with estimaring

the long-term cffects. They show a dif-
ferent annual cycle than do the
weekend nights or the overall figures,
and do not go back far enough to pro-
vide an adequate base for estimating
this annual cycle with precision.

The use of a highly judgmental cac-
egory such as “serious injuries” pro-
vides an opportunity for pseudo effects
owing to a shift in the classifiers’ stan-
dards. The overall figures are available
separately for fatalities, and these show
a highly significant effect as strong as
that found for the serious injury cate-
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gory or the composite shown in Figure
11A.

More details and the methodological
problems are considered in our fuller
presentation (Ross, Campbell, &
Glass, 1970). One further rule for the
use of this design needs emphasizing.
The interrupted time series can provide
clear evidence of effect only where the
reform is introduced with a vigorous
abruptness. A gradually introduced re-
form has lictle chance of being distin-
guished from shifts in secular trends or
from the cumulative effect of the many
other influences impinging during a
prolonged period of introduction. In
the Breachalyser crackdown, an intense
publicity campaign naming the
specific starting date preceded the ac-
tual crackdown. Although the impact
seems primarily due to publicity and
fear rather than an actual increase of
arrests, an abrupt initiation date was
achieved. Had the enforcement effort
changed ar the moment the Act was
passed, with public awareness being
built up by subsequent publicity, the
resulting data series would have been
essentially uninterpretable.

REGRESSION DISCONTINUITY
DESIGN

We shift now to social ameliorations
that are in short supply, and that there-
fore cannot be given to all individuals.
Such scarcity is inevitable under many
circumstances, and can make possible
an evaluation of effects that would
otherwise be impossible. Consider the
heroic Salk poliomyelitis vaccine trials
in which some children were given the
vaccine while others were given an
inert saline placebo injection—and in
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which many more of these placebo con-
trols would die than would have if they
had been given the vaccine. Creation of
these placebo controls would have been
morally. psychologically, and socially
impossible had there been enough vac-
cine for all. As it was, due to the scar-
city, maost children that year had to go
without the vaccine anyway. The crea-
tion of experimental and control
groups was the highly moral allocation
of that scarcity so as to enable us to
learn the true efficacy of the supposed
good. The usual medical practice of
introducing new cures on a so-called
trial basis in general medical practice
makes evaluation impuossible by con-
founding prior status with treatment,
that is, giving the drug to the most
needy or most hopeless. It has the fur-
ther social bias of giving the supposed
benefit to those most assiduous in keep-
ing their medical needs in the attention
of the medical profession, that is, the
upper and upper-middle classes. The
political stance furthering social ex-
perimentation here is the recognition
of randomization as the most demo-
cratic and moral means of allocaring
scarce resources {and scarce hazardous
duties), plus the moral imperative to
further utilize the randomization so
that society may indeed learn the true
value of the supposed boon. This is the
ideology thar makes possible “true ex-
periments” in a large class of social
reforms.

But if randomization is not politi-
cally feasible or morally justifiable in a
given setting, there is a powerful
quasi-experimental design available
that allows the scarce good to be given
to the most needy or the most deserv-
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regression discontinuity analysis.

ing. This is the regression discon-
tinuity design. All it requires is strict
and orderly attention to the priority
dimension. The design originated
through an advocacy of a tie-breaking
experiment to measute the effects of
recetving a fellowship (Thistlethwaite
& Campbell, 1960), and it seems
easiest to explain it in that lighc. Con-
sider as in Figure 12, pre-award
ability-and-merit dimension, which
would have some relation to later suc-
cess in life (finishing college, earnings
10 vears later, etc.). Those higher on
the pre-measure are most deserving
and receive the award. They do better
tn later life, but does the award have an
effect? It is normally impossible to say
because they would have done better in
later life anyway. Full randomization
of the award was impossible given the
stated intention to reward merit and
ability. But it might be possible to
take a narrow band of ability at the
cutting point, to regard all of these
persons as tied, and to assign half of
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them to awards, half to no awards, by
means of a tie-breaking randomiza-
tion.

The tie-breaking rationale is still
worth doing, but in considering that
design it became obvious that, if the
regression of premeasure on later ef-
fects were reasonably orderly, one
should be able to extrapolate to the
results of the tie-breaking experiment
by plotting the regression of posttest
on pretest separately for those in the
award and nonaward regions. If there is
no significant difference for these at the
decision-point intercept, then the tie-
breaking experiment should show no
difference. In cases where the tie break-
ers would show an effect, there should
be an abrupt discontinuity in the re-
gression line. Such a discontinuity
cannot be explained away by the nor-
mal regression of the posttest on pre-
test, for this normal regression, as ex-
tensively sampled within the nonaward
area and within the award area, pro-
vides no such expectation.

Figure 12 presents, in terms of col-
umn means, an instance in which
higher pretest scores would have led to
higher posttest scores even withour the
treatment, and in which there is in
addition a substantial treatment effect.
Figure 13 shows a series of paired out-
comes, those on the left to be inter-
pteted as no effect,.those in the center
and on the right as effect. Note some
particular cases. In instances of grant-
ing opportunity on the basis of merit,
like 13a and b (and Figure 12), neglect
of the background regression of pre-
test on posttest leads to optimistic
pseudo-effects: in Figure 13a, those re-
ceiving the award do do better in later
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life, though not really because of the
award. But in social ameliorative ef-
forts, the setting is more apt to be like
Figure 13d and e, where neglece of the
background regression is apt to make
the program look deleterious if no ef-
fect, or ineffective if there is a real
effect,

The design will of course work just
as well or better if the award dimension
and the decision base, the pretest
measure, are untelated to the postrest
dimension, if it 1s irrelevant or unfair,
as instanced in Figure 13g, h,and i. In
such cases the decision base is the func-
tional equivalent of randomization.
Negative background relationships are
obviously possible, as in Figure 135, k,
and L. In Figure 13, m, n, and o are
included to emphasize that it is a jump
in intercept at the cutting point that
shows effect, and that differences in
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slope without differences at the cutting
point are not acceptable as evidences of
effect. This becomes more obvious if
we remember that in cases like m, a
tie-breaking randomization experi-
ment would have shown no difference.
Curvilinear background relationships,
as in Figure 13p, q, and ¢, will provide
added obstacles to clear inference in
many instances, where sampling error
could make Figure 13p look like 13h.
As further illustration, Figure 14
provides computer-simulated dara,
showing individual observations and
ficted regression lines, in a fuller ver-
sion of the no-effect outcome of Figure
13a. Figure 15 shows an outcome with
effect. These have been generated® by
assigning to each individual a
weighted normal random number as a
“true score,” to which is added a
weighted independent “error” to gen-
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FiG. 14. Regression discontinuity design: No effect.
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Fi1G. 15. Regression discontinuity design: Genuine effect.

erate the “pretest.” The “true score”
plus another independent “error” pro-
duces the “posttest” in no-effect cases
such as Figure 14. In treatment-effect
simulations, as in Figure 15, there are
added into the posttest “effects points”
for all “treated” cases, that s, those
above the cutting point on the pretest
SCOre.

This design could be used in a
number of settings. Consider Job
Training Corps applicants, in larger
number than the program can accom-
modate, with eligibility determined
by need. The setting would be as in
Figure 13d and e. The base-line deci-
sion dimension could be per capita
family income, with those at below the
cutoff getting training. The outcome
dimension could be the amount of
withholding tax withheld two years
later, of the percentage drawing un-

employment insurance, these follow-
up figures being provided from the Na-
tional Data Bank in response to
categorized social security numbers fed
tn, without individual anonymity
being breached, without any real inva-
sion of privacy—by the technique of
Mutuatly Insulated Data Banks. While
the plotted points could be named,
there is no need that they be named. In
a classic field experiment on tax com-
pliance, Richard Schwartz and the
Bureau of Internal Revenue have man-
aged to put together sets of personally
identified interviews and tax-return
data so that statistical analyses such as
these can be done, without the separate
custodians of either interview or tax
returns learning the corresponding
data for specific persons (Schwartz &
Orleans, 1967; see also Schwartz &
Skolnick, 1963).
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Applied to the Job Training Corps
illustration, it would work as follows:
Separate lists of job-corps applicants
{with social security numbets) would
be prepared for every class interval on
per capita family income. To each of
these lists an alphabetical designation
would be assigned at random. (Thus
the $10.00 per week list might be
labeled M; $11.00, C; $12.00, Z;
$13.00, Q; $14.00, N; etc.) These
lists would be sent to Internal Reve-
nue, without the Internal Revenue per-
sonnel being able to learn anything
interpretable about their traineeship
status or family income. The Internal
Revenue statisticians would locate che
withholding tax collected for each per-
son on each list, but would not return
the data in that form. Instead, for each
list, only the withholding tax amounts
would be listed, and these in a newly
randomized order. These would be re-
turned to Job Corps research, who
could use them to plot a graph like
Figures 10 or 11, and do the appropri-
ate statistical analyses by retranslaring
the alphabetical symbols into mean-
ingful base-line values. But, within
any list, they would be unable to learn
which value belonged to which person.
(To insure this effective anonymity, it
could be specified that no lists shorter
than 100 persons be used, the base-line
intervals being expanded if necessary to
achieve rhis.)

Manniche and Hayes (1957) have
spelled out how a broker can be used in
a two-staged matching of doubly coded
data. Kaysen (1967) and Sawyer and
Schechter (1968) have wise discussions
of the more general problem.

What is required of the adminis-
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trator of a scarce ameliorative commod-
ity to use this design? Most essential is
a sharp cutoff point on a decision-
criterion dumension, on which several
other qualitatively similar analytic
cutoffs can be made both above and
below the award cut. Let me explain
this better by explaining why National
Merit scholarships were unable to use
the design for their actual fellowship
decision {(although it has been used for
their Certificate of Merir). In their op-
eration, diverse committees make
small numbers of award decisions by
considering a group of candidates and
then picking from them the N best to
which to award the N fellowships allo-
cated them. This provides one cutting
point on an unspecified pooled decision
base, but fails to provide analogous
potential cutting points above and be-
low. What could be done is for each
committee to collectively rank its
group of 20 or so candidates. The topN
would then receive the award. Peoling
cases across committees, cases could be
classified according to number of ranks
above and below the cutting point,
these other ranks being analogous to
the award-nonaward cutting point as
far as regression onto posttreatment
measures was concerned. Such group
ranking would be costly of committee
time. An equally good procedure, if
committees agreed, would be to have
each member, after full discussion and
freedom to revise, give each candidate a
grade, A+, A, A—, B+, B, etc., and
to award the fellowships to the N can-
didates averaging best on these ratings,
with no revisions allowed after the av-
eraging process. These ranking or rat-
ing units, even if not comparable from
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committee to committee in range of
talent, in number of persons ranked, or
in cutting point, could be pooled
without bias as far as a regression dis-
continuity is concerned, for chat range
of units above and below the cutting
point in which all committees were
represented.

It is the dimensionality and sharp-
ness of the decision criterion that is at
issue, not its components or validity.
The ratings could be based upon
nepotism, whimsey, and superstition
and still serve. As has been stated, if
the decision criterion is utterly invalid
we approach the pure randomness of a
true experiment. Thus the weakness of
subjective committee decisions is not
their subjectivity, but the fact chat
they provide only the one cutting point
on their net subjective dimension.
Even in the form of average rarings the
recommended procedures  probably
represent some slight increase in com-
mittee work load. But this could be
justified to the decision committees by
the fact that through refusals, etc., it
cannot be known at the time of the
committee meeting the exact number
to whom the fellowship can be offerad.
Other costs at the planning time are
likewise minimal. The primary addi-
tional burden is in keeping as good
records on the nonawardees as on the
awardees. Thus at a low cost, an ex-
perimental administrator can lay the
groundwotk for later scientific fol-
low-ups, the budgets for which need
not yetr be in sight.

Our present situation is mote apt to
be one where our pretrearment meas-
ures, aptitude measures, reference rat-
ings, etc., can be combined via mul-
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tiple correlation into an index that
correlates highly but not perfectly with
the award decision. For this dimension
there is a fuzzy cutoff point. Can the
design be used in this case? Probably
not. Figure 16 shows the pseudo-effect
possible if the award decision contrib-
utes any valid vatiance to the quan-
tified pretest evidence, as it usually
will. The award regression rides above
the nonaward regression just because of
that valid variance in this simulated
case, there being no true award effect at
all. (In simulating this case, the award
decision has been based upon a compo-
site of true score plus an independent
award error.) Figure 17 shows a fuzzy
cutting point plus a genuine award ef-
fect.® The recommendation to the ad-
ministrator is clear: aim for a sharp
cutting point on a quantified decision
criterion. If chere are complex rules for
eligibility, only one of which is quan-
tified, seek out for follow-up that sub-
set of persons for whom the quantita-
rive dimension was determinate. If
political patronage necessitares some
decisions inconsistent with a sharp
cutoff, record these cases under the
heading “qualitative decision rule” and
keep them out of your experimental
analysis.

Almost all of our ameliorative pro-
grams designed for the disadvantaged
could be studied via this design, and so
too some major governmental actions
affecting the lives of citizens in ways we
do not think of as experimental. For
example, for a considerable period,
quantitative rest scores have been used
to call up for military service or reject
as unfic at the lower ability range. If
these cutting points, test scores,
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names, and social security numbers
have been recorded for a number of
steps both above and below the cutting
point, we could make elegant studies
of the effect of military service on later
withholding taxes, mortality, number
of dependents, etc.

This illustration points to one of the
threats to external validity of this de-
sign, or of the tie-breaking experi-
ment. The effect of the trearment has
only been studied for that narrow range
of talent near the cutting point, and
generalization of the effects of milicary
service, for example, from this low
ability level to the careers of the most
able would be hazardous in the ex-
treme. But in the draft laws and the
requircments of the military services
there may be other sharp cutting poines
on a quantitative criterion that could
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also be used. For example, those over 6
feet 6 inches are excluded from service.
Imagine a five-year-later follow-up of
draftees grouped by inch in the 6 feet 1
inch to 6 feet 5 inches range, and a
group of their counterparts who would
have been drafted except for their
heights, 6 feet 6 inches to 6 feet 10
inches. (The fact that the other
grounds of deferment might not have
been examined by the draft board
would be a problem here, but probably
not insurmountable.) That we should
not expect heighe in this range to have
any relation to later-life variables is not
at all a weakness of this design, and if
we have indeed a subpopulation for
which there is a sharp numerical cut-
ring point, an internally valid measure
of effects would result. Deferment
under the present system is an unquan-
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Fig. 17. Regression discontinuity destgn: Fuzzy cutting point, with real trearment

plus pseudo treatment effects.

tified committee decision. But just as
the sense of justice of United States
soldiers was quantified through paired
comparisons of cases into an acceptable
Demobilization Points system at the
end of World War II (Guttman, 1946;
Stouffer, 1949), soa quantified compo-
site index of deferment priority could
be achieved and applied as uniform jus-
tice across the nation, providing
another numerical cutiing point.

In addition to the National Data
Bank type of indicators, there will be
occasions in which new data collections
as by interview or questionnaire are
needed. For these there is the special
problem of uneven cooperation that
would be classified as instrumentation
ersor. In our traditional mode of think-
ing, completeness of description is val-
ued more highly than comparability.

Thus if, in a fellowship study, a
follow-up mmailed out from the fellow-
ship oftice would bring a higher return
from past winners, this might seem
desirable even if the nonawardees’ rate
of response was much lower. From the
point of view of quasi-experi-
mentation, however, it would be bet-
ter to use an independent survey
agency and a disguised purpose,
achieving equally low response rates
from both awardees and nonawardees,
and avoiding a regression discontinuity
in cooperation rate that might be mis-
interpreted as a discontinuity in more
important effects.

RANDOMIZED CONTROL GROUP
EXPERIMENTS

Experiments with randomization
tend to be limited to the Jaboratory and
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agricultural experiment station. But
this certainly need not be so. The ran-
domization unit may be persons,
families, precincts, or larger adminis-
trative units, For statistical purposes
the randomization units should be
numerous, and hence ideally small.
But for reasons of external validity,
including reactive arrangements, the
randomization units should be selected
on the basis of the units of administra-
tive access. Where policies are ad-
ministered through individual client
comtacts, randomization at the person
level may be often inconspicuously
achieved, with the clients unaware that
different ones of them are getting dif-
ferent treatments. But for mose social
reforms, larger administrative units
will be involved, such as classrooms,
schools, cities, counties, or states, We
need to develop the political postures
and ideologies that make randomiza-
tion at these levels possible.

“Pilor project” is a useful term al-
teady in our political vocabulary. It
designates a trial program that, if it
works, will be spread to other areas. By
moedifying actual practice in this te-
gard, without going outside of the
popular understanding of the term, a
valuable experimental ideology could
be developed. How are areas selected
for pilot projects? If the public worries
about this, it probably assumes a lob-
bying process in which the greater
needs of some areas are only one consid-
eration, political power and expe-
diency being others. Without violat-
ing the public tolerance or intent, one
could probably devise a system in
which the usual lobbying decided upon
the areas eligible for a formal public
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lottery thar would make final choices
between matched pairs. Such decision
procedures as the drawing of lots have
had 2 justly esteemed position since
time immemorial (e.g., Aubert,
1959}, Ar the present time, recotd
keeping for pilot projects tends to be
limited to the experimental group
only. In the experimental ideology,
comparable data would be collected on
designated controls. (There are of
course exceptions, as in the heroic Pub-
lic Health Service fluoridation experi-
ments, in which the teeth of Oak Park
children were examined year after year
as controls for the Evanston experimen-
tals [Blayney & Hill, 1967].)

Another general political stance
making possible experimental social
amelioration is that of staged innovation.
Even though by intent a new reform is
to be put into effect in all units, the
logistics of the situation usually dictate
that simultaneous introduction is not
possible. What results is a haphazard
sequence of convenience. Under the
program of staged innovation, the in-
troduction of the program would be
deliberately spread out, and those unirs
selected to be first and last would be
randomly assigned (perhaps randomi-
zation from matched pairs), so that
during the transition period the first
recipients could be analyzed as experi-
mental units, the last recipients as con-
trols. A third ideclogy making possi-
ble true experiments has already been
discussed: randomization as the demo-
cratic means of allocating scarce re-
sources.

This article will not give true ex-
perimentation equal space with quasi-
experimentation only because excellent
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discussions of, and statistical consulta-
tion on, true experimentarion are read-
ily available. True experiments should
almost always be preferred to quasi-
experiments where both are available.
Only accasionally are the threats to ex-
ternal validity so much greater for the
true experiment that one would prefer
a quasi-experiment. The uneven allo-
catton of space here should not be read
as indicating otherwise,

MORE ADVICE FOR TRAPPED
ADMINISTRATORS

But the competition is not really
between the fairly interpretable quasi-
experiments here reviewed and “true”
experiments. Both stand together as
rare excellencies in contrast with a
morass of obfuscation and sclf-decep-
von. Both to emphasize this contrast,
and again as guidelines for the benefit
of those trapped administrators whose
political predicament will not allow
the risk of failure, some of these alrer-
natives should be mentioned.

Grareful Testimonials

Human courresy and gratitude
being what it is, the most dependable
means of assuring a favorable evalua-
tion is to use voluntary testimonials
from those who have had the treat-
ment. If the spontancously produced
testimonials are in short supply, these
should be solicited from che recipienis
with whom the program is stili in con-
tact. The rosy glow resulting is analo-
gous to the professor’s impression of his
teaching success when it is based solely
upon the comments of those students
who come up and tatk with him afeer
class. In many programs, as in
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psychotherapy, the recipient, as well as
the agency, has devoted much time and
effort to the program and it is disso-
nance reducing for himself, as well as
common courtesy to his cherapist, to
report improvement. These grateful
testirnonials can come in the language
of letters and conversation, or be
framed as answers to multiple-item
“tests” in which a recurrent theme of 1
am sick,” L am well,” I am happy,”
“I am sad” recurs. Probably the tes-
timontials will be more favorable as: (2)
the more the evaluative meaning of the
response  measure is clear to the
recipient—it is completely clear in
most personality, adjustment, morale,
and attitude tests; (4) the more
directly the recipient is identified by
name with his answer; (¢) the more the
recipient gives the answer directly to
the therapist or agent of reform; () the
more the agent will continue to be
influential in the recipient’s life in the
future; () the more the answers deal
with feclings and evaluations rather
than with verifiable facts; and (f) the
more the recipients patticipating in the
evaluation are a small and self-selected
or agent-selected subset of all recip-
ients. Properly designed the grateful
testimonial method can involve pre-
tests as well as posttests, and ran-
domized control groups as well as ex-
perimentals, for there are usually no
placebo treatments, and the recipients
know when they have had the boon.

Confounding Selection and Treatment

Another dependable tactic bound to
give favorable outcomes is to confound
sclection and treatment, so that in the
published comparison those receiving
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the treatment are also the more able
and well placed. The often-cired evi-
dence of the dollar value of a college
education is of this nature—all careful
studies show that most of the effect,
and of the superior effect of superior
colleges, is explainable in terms of
superior talents and family connec-
rions, rather than in terms of what is
learned or even the prestige of the de-
gree. Marching techniques and staris-
tical partialings generally undermatch
and do not fully control for the selec-
tion differences—they introduce re-
gression artifacts confusable as treat-
ment effects.

There are two types of situations
that must be distinguished. First,
there are those treatments thac are
given to the most promising, treat-
ments like a college education which
are regularly given to those who need it
least. For these, the later concomitants
of the grounds of selection operate in
the same direction as the treatment:
those most likely to achieve anyway get
into the college most likely to produce
later achievement. For these sectings,
the trapped administrator should use
the pooled mean of all those treated,
comparing it with the mean of all un-
treared, although in this setring almost
any compatison an administrator
might hit upon would be biased in his
favor.

At the other end of the ralent con-
tinuum are those remedial creatments
given to those who need it most. Here
the later concomitants of the grounds
of selection are poorer success. In the
Job Training Corps example, casual
comparisons of the later unemploy-
ment rate of those who received the
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training with those who did not are in
general biased against showing an ad-
vantage to the rcraining. Here the
trapped administracor must be careful
to seck out those few special compari-
sons biasing selection in his favor. For
training programs such as Operation
Head Start and tutoring programs, a
useful solution is to compare the later
success of those who completed the
training program with those who were
invited but never showed plus those
who came a few times and dropped out.
By regarding only those who complete
the program as “rrained” and using the
other as controls, one 1s selecting for
conscientiousness, stable and support-
ing family backgrounds, enjoyment of
the training activicy, ability, determi-
nation to get ahead in the world—all
factors promising well for furure
achievernent even if the remedial pro-
gram is valueless. To apply this tactic
effectively in the Job Training Corps,
one might have to eliminate from the
so-called control group all those who
quit the training program because they
had found a job—but this would seem
a reasonable practice and would not
blemish the reception of a glowing
Progress report.

These are but two more samples of
well-tried modes of analysis for the
trapped administrator who cannor af-
ford an honest evaluation of che social
reform he directs. They remind us
again that we must help create a politi-
cal climate that demands more rigor-
ous and less self-deceptive reality test-
ing. We must provide political stances
that permit true experiments, or good
quasi-experiments. Of the several
suggestions toward this end that are



200

contained in this articie, the most im-
portant is probably the initial theme:
Administrators and parties must advo-
cate the importance of the problem
rather than the importance of the an-
swer. They must advocate experimen-
tal sequences of reforms, rather than
one certain cure-all, advocating Re-
form A with Alternative B available to
try next should an honest evaluation of
A prove it worthless or harmful.

MULTIPLE REPLICATION
IN ENACTMENT

Too many social scientists expect
single experiments to settle issues once
and for all. This may be a mistaken
generalization {from the histoty of great
crucial experiments in physics and
chemistry. In actuality the significant
experiments in the physical sciences are
replicated thousands of times, not only
in deliberate replicarion efforts, but
also as inevitable incidentals in succes-
sive experimentation and in util{za-
tions of those many measurement de-
vices (such as the galvanometer) that in
their own operation embody the prin-
ciples of classic experiments. Because
we social scientists have less ability to
achieve “experimental isolation,” be-
cause we have good reason to expect pur
treatment  effects to  interact sig-
ntficantly with a wide variety of social
factors many of which we have not yet
mapped, we have much greater needs
for replication experiments than do the
physical sciences.

The implications are clear. We
should not only do hard-headed realicy
testing in the initial pilot testing and
choosing of which reform to make gen-
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eral law; but once it has been decided
that the reform is to be adopted
as standard practice in all administra-
tive units, we should experimentally
evaluate it in each of its implementa-
tions (Campbell, 1967).

CONCLUSIONS

Trapped administrators have so com-
mitted themselves in advance to the
efficacy of the reform that they cannot
afford honest evaluation. For them,
favorably biased analyses are recom-
mended, including capitalizing on re-
gression, grateful testimonials, and
confounding selection and treatment.
Experimental administrators have jus-
tified the reform on the basis of the
importance of the problem, not the
certainty of their answer, and are
commitred to going on ro other poten-
tial solutions if the one first tried fails.
They are therefore not threatened by a
hatd-headed analysis of the reform. For
such, proper administrative decisions
can lay the base for useful experimen-
tal or quasi-experimental analyses.
Through the ideclogy of allocating
scasce resources by lotrery, through the
use of staged innovation, and through
the pilot project, true experiments
with randomly assigned control groups
can be achieved. If the reform must be
introduced across the board, the inter-
rupted time-series design is available.
If there are similar units under inde-
pendent administration, a control
series design adds strength. If a scarce
boon must be given to the most needy
or to the most deserving, quantifying
this need or merit makes possible the
regression discontinuity analysis,
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NOTES

1. This list has been expanded from the major previous presentations by the addition
of Instability {but see Campbell, 1968; Campbell & Ross, 1968). This has been done in
reaction to the soctological discussion of the use of tests of significance in nonexperimental
or quasi-experimental research {e.g., Selvin, 1957, and as reviewed by Galtung, 1967,
pp. 358-389). On the one hand, I join with the critics in criticizing the exaggerated
status of “statistically significant differences” in establishing coavictions of validity.
Statistical tests are relevant to at best 1 out of 15 or so threats to validity. On the other
hand, I join with those who defend their use in situations where randomization has not
been employed. Even in thosc situations, it is relevane to say or to deny, “This isa trivial
difference. It is of the order that would have occurred frequently had these measures been
assigned to these classes solely by chance.” Tests of significance, making use of random
reassignments of the actual scores, are pardicularly useful in communicating this poinr.

2. This list has been lengthened from previous presentations to make more salient
Threats 5 and 6 which are particularly relevant to social expetimentation. Discussion in
previous presentations {Campbell, 1957, pp. 309-310; Campbell & Stanley, 1963, pp.
203—204) had covered these points, but they had not been included in the checklist.

3. No doubt the public and press shared the Governor's special alarm over the 1935
death toll. This differential reaction could be seen as a negative feedback servosystem in
which the dampening effect was proportional to the degree of upward deviation from the
prior trend. Insofar as such alarm reduces traffic fatalities, it adds a negative component to
the autocorrelation, increasing the regression effece. This component should probably be
regarded as a rival cause or creacment rather than as arcifact. (The regression effect is less as
the positive autocorretation is higher, and will be present to some degree insofar as this
correlation is less than positive unity. Negative correlation in a tirne series would
represent regression beyond the mean, ina way not quite analogous to negative correla-
tion across persons. For an autocorrelation of Lag 1, high negative correlation would be
represented by a series that oscillated maximally from one extreme to the other.}

4. Wilson's inconsistency in utilization of records and che political problem of
relevant records are ably documented in Kamisar (1964). Eczioni (1968) reports that in
New York City in 1965 a crime wave was proclaimed that turned out to be due to an
unpublicized improvement in record keeping.

5. J. Sween & D. T. Campbell, Computer programs for simulating and analyzing
sharp and fuzzy regression-discontinuity experiments. In preparation.

6. There are some subtle stacistical clues thar might distinguish these two instances if
one had enough cases. There should be increased pooled column variance in the mixed
columns for a true effects case. If the data are arbitrarily treated as though there had beena
sharp cutting point located in the middle of the overlap area, then there should be no
discontinuity in the no-cffect case, and some discontinuity in the case of a real effect,
albeir an underestimated discontinuity, since there are untreated cases above the cutring
point and treated ones below, dampening the apparent effect. The degree of such
dampening should be estimable, and correctable, perhaps by iterative pracedures. But
these are hopes for the future.
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13. Research in Large-Scale Intervention Programs

Howard E. Freeman and Clarence C. Sherwood

Dissatisfaction with the social order
and zealous efforts ar community
change have characterized the personal
and academic lives of social scientists
since their emergence as an identifiable
group on the American scene.® In
many ways, of course, the various dis-
ciplines and the persons that hold
membership in them have changed
matkedly over the last several decades:
the influence of visionary clergymen,
guilt-ridden do-gooders, and political
radicals—dedicated to projecting their
own humanitarian views in the guise of
scientific inquiry—has pretty well di-
minished.

But the social scientist has expanded
his role in the modification of commu-
nity life and in the amelioration of so-
cial pathologies. He puts forth theories
on which action programs may be
based; he serves as expert and consule-
ant to policy-makers; and he uses his
research repertoire to guide program
development. There are outstanding
examples of such influence: the work of
Stouffer and his associates on military
problems, the studies of learning
psychologists on educational practices,
the manifesto of Clark and other social
scientists in connection with the Su-
preme Court's integration decision,
and most recently, the document of
Ohlin and Cloward on delinquency
programs.? Cerrainly much of social

science activity is directed at under-
standing “basic”  processes, but,
whether by intent or not, social scien-
tists serve as agents of social change;
and, if one is willing to extrapolate
from shifts in occuparional settings, it
appears that there is an increasing
number of them who know full well
the social-change potential of their
work. 4

Over the years social scientists, at
least a small number of them, have
been engaged in still another type of
activity, the evaluation of health, edu-
cation and welfare programs and
interventions—in some instances by
means of experimental designs that in-
clude control groups and pre-post-test
measures. But up until recently the
impact of their work and the findings
of their studies on social pelicy and on
community life has been minimal.
This is so i spite of the fact thar for 15
years or more there has been increased
emphasis—particularly at the Federal
level—on demonstration-research pro-
grams.

On paper, at least, there has been
much concern with the assessment of
therapeutic and rehabilitation efforts.
Vircually atl of the demonstration pro-
grams supported by public funds in the
health and welfare field and many of
the projects sponsored by philan-
thropic foundations include a require-

This paper draws heavily on material presented by the authors in separate papers at the
1964 Meetings of the American Scatistical Association, Chicago, [llinois.
Reprinted with permission from The Jonrnal of Social Isswes, Vol. 21, No. 1, 1965, pp.

11-28.
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ment that the worth of the effort be
assessed. For the most part, however,
the evaluation requirement has re-
mained a formality; granting agencies
have tended to overlook it in their
frenzy to implement programs intui-
tively believed worthwhile; statements
and often elaborate designs for evalua-
tion in demonstration-research pro-
grams have been included in proposals
as a ritual with full knowledge that the
commitment would not be met; and
researchers have, on occasion, found it
expeditious to accept evaluation as-
signments and then redirect the re-
sources to another type of study.

Further, a significant proportion of
studies that are accually initiated are
not carried to completion. In part the
fatlure to undertake and particularly to
complete experimental investigations
is related to the barriers put forth by
practitioners. There is no need to un-
derscore the difficulties of undertaking
research when the co-operation of prac-
titioners and flexibility on their part is
necessary for the development and im-
plementation of an adequate design;
conflict between clinician and scientist
pervades all fields and the difficulries
that medical researchers have in under-
taking experiments with human sub-
jects are minimal in comparisen with
evaluation efforts in the community.®
Also, of course, many social scientists
engaged in evaluation studies regard
them as a dilettante activity and their
interest in such work continues only so
long as they think chey are testing a
theory of concern to them or believe
their work will provide scholarly pub-
lications or economic affluence.

As a consequence, adequately con-
ceived efforts have in fact been under-
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taken only rarely and the sheer infre-
quency of completed investigations is a
major reason for the minimal impact of
evaluation research on social policy.
Cerrainly it is difficule to point to
many instances in which programs ac-
tually have been modified, expanded or
terminated  becanse of evaluation
findings.

The multi-billion dolar “War on
Poverty” has intensified the demand
for a concerted attempt to undertake
broad-scale action-research demonstra-
tions, and to engage in knowledge-
seeking efforts evaluated in terms of
effect—rather than merely in terms of
whether or not the program proves
workable administratively or whether
or not su-called “experts” approve of it.
Certainly, without effores in this direc-
tion, literally billions of dollars may be
spent without anyone knowing what
works and, what is perhaps more
frightening, without our being any
better equipped to contribute to the
next round of mass change efforts.

This sitnation would not be so seri-
ous if the social sciences had a
significant  reservoir of findings on
which to base broad-scale intervention
programs or had a wealth of experi-
ence in how to go about evaluating
community-wide action programs in
ways that provide “hard” fadings
on their worth. It also would not be so
serious were there the opportunity
to earn new methodological wrinkies
or to develop a strategy for rendering
the results of evaluation studies into a
potent force in the determination of
action programs and social policy. But
we suddenly have a mandate to partici-
pate in massive social change, via
community-wide efforts projected to
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restructure  health and  welfare ac-
tivities and to treorient the efforts of
practitioners. Despite the failure to
work out methods and, most impot-
tant, a strategy to influence policy on
small-scale action programs, we now
have been thrust into a prominent role
in massive efforts designed to have an
impact on virtually all community
members and indeed on the very social
order. It is simply not possible o re-
treat from this assignment, any more
than it is for all physicists o avoid
participation in the development and
improvement of destructive devices.

The opportunity to participate car-
ries with it great responsibility; our
posture and pronouncements are likely
to affece markedly the shape of future
health and welfare programs and in-
deed of all community life. Although
many individuals, for a variety of rea-
sons, have decried so-called centralized
programs of planned change and have
expressed alarm over their control by
public hodies and large foundations,
there is lictle doubt that this is the
direction that health and welfare ac-
tivities are taking; and, the recent
national election 15 clearly an over-
whelming mandate for these effores to
continue.®

Perhaps those of us locared in profes-
sional schools or employed direccly by
community-based programs are most
sensitive to the stakes involved, but it
1s obvious that the comprehensive and
massive character of projects sponsored
by organizations such as the President’s
Committee on Juvenile Delinquency
and Youth Crime, The Ford Founda-
tion, and now the Office of Economic
Opportunity are likely to rock the very
foundations of our social system. If
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these observations are valid, we must
rapidly accumulate an adequate tech-
nical repertoire for the task and expli-
cate the conditions that must be met in
order for our work to have social policy
potential and to meet the.demands of
our times. [t is essential chat we under-
stand better the environment in which
we are being called upon re work; have
a clearer understanding of the concep-
rual issucs involved in measuring the
impact of broad-scale programs, and
recognize the knotty methodological
problems that one encounters when
participating in acrion-research dem-
onstrations. In this paper we address
oursclves to these issues and use poe-
tions of Action for Boston Community
Development’s (ABCD) delinquency
action-research program to illustrate
notions advanced in this paper.

THE RESEARCH ENVIRONMENT

Since many social scientists have at
one point or another been involved
with large bureaucracies operating ona
crash basis, certain rather obvious pre-
Hminary observations can be made
most briefly. It is important to point
out that dependence upon the legisla-
tive branch of our government or to
whiims of foundations for funds and the
necersity to involve and obtain the co-
operation of politically and ideologi-
cally antagonistic parties in local
communities have and will continue to
produce a considerable degree of disor-
der in most of the massive programs.
The development of adequate staffs,
personnel policies, and long range
planning by community-based mass
programs is difficult—some maintain
almost impossible—given the condi-
uon of being affluent one minute and
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poverty-stricken the next and given the
fleeting support of the various political
forces involved., The shape, size, and
goals of programs appear to change
from day-to-day, and one of the dif-
ficulties of evaluation research in these
sertings stems from the high degree of
organizational and interorganizational
chaos.

Even in those efforts in which the
over-all objectives remain relatively
stable, the number of specific programs
is large. Moreover most programs con-
sist of a complex of muluple stimuli
imposed over an extended period of
time, and the goals of the individual
programs are diverse. The situation is
much too complex to fit the classi-
cal independent-dependent variable
model, Therefore, action-research
needs to be developed in terms of a
series of staged inputs and outputs.

The juvenile delinquency action re-
search demonstration project at ABCD
which seeks to deal with this problem
provides an lustration. It is based on
three sets of variables: the dependent
variable of the project is juvenile delin-
quency; more specifically defined as
law-violating behavior of 12 through
16 year old males residing in specific
areas of Boston. The second set of vari-
ables ate referred to as the intermediate
variables; according to the three-step
hypothesis, changes in the inter-
mediate vatiables should produce de-
sired change in the dependent variable.
The third set are referred to as program
vartables: these are the specific intee-
ventions by which it is hoped to pro-
duce changes in one or more of the
intermediate variables.

A brief description of one of the
programs, the “Week-End Ranger
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Camp,” may make the ABCD delin-
quency model clearer. At a regular
summer-camp site, boys on probation
participate each week-end in a series of
activities such as discussion groups,
council meetings, and work and recrea-
tional activities (the program wari-
ables), The maodel specifies that, as a
result of these programs, shifts will
occur in anomie, alienation and social
values (the intermediate variables).
The increased engagement of delin-
quent boys with the values and struc-
tural system of the society is held to
lead to a reduction in delinquency (the
dependent variable). In order to
evaluate the program, the overall de-
sign specifies that local probation of-
fices in parts of the City of Boston
provide lists of names of boys eligible
by reason of age, residence and other
criteria for participation in the pro-
gram. These boys were asked to come
to the probation offices and partici-
pate in a study. At the office, the boys
were pretested on several atcirnde
measures—i.e., anomie, alienation
and value scales. An attempt has been
made to build procedures into the pro-
gram which appear to have some hope
of changing the atcitudes of these
youth and ultimately, according to the
model, their on-the-sereer social be-
havior as well. After pretesting, the
youth were randomly divided into two
groups and the members of one group
were invited to participate in the
week-end program. The members of
the other group were designated as in-
eligible for the program.

in order to undertake appropriately
the evaluation of a mass pragram, it is
necessary to develop an action-research
design that includes a description of
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the interrelated elements: it must
specify the ways the intermediate
changes are expected to be produced,
and provide hypotheses about the rela-
tionships between these changes and
the dependent variable. Further, the
design must outline the ways to deter-
mine, if such intermediate changes do
occur, whether or not they are followed
by the desired changes in the depend-
ent variable,

A proper evaluation of the im-
plementation of such a model requires
not only knowing that certain effects
were obtained but also knowing with
some degree of probability chat the ef-
fects were substancively telated to a
particular  set  of stimuli. Con-
sequently, one major problem con-
fronting efforts to evaluate programs of
this type is that of ‘controlling the
stimuli. Major strides toward the ac-
cumulation of definitive knowledge
about the effects of programs will not
be made until we are able to chink
through and develop procedures for
handling the problem of whar consti-
tutes the stimuli. The basic question is
what is it that should be repeated if the
program appears to work?

There are two related bur neverthe-
less operationally separare issues here.
One is the design of the stimulus or
intervencion. The other—and perhaps
the more difficult one-—is the problem
of monitoring the intervention. Even if
one begins with very definite and clear
cut intentions to conduct and evaluate
“repeatable” programs, it is possible to
underestimate grossly the difficulties
which are involved in boch designing
and monitoring programs with the
goal of repeatability in mind. It is clear
that this problem cannot be satisfactor-
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ily resolved simply by reducing it to a
process of spelling out procedures in
great and specific detail, as difficult as
even that may be.

In an attempt to deal with this prob-
lem, the approach at ABCD has been to
move toward the development of prin-
ciples rather than procedures, roward a
set of cheoretical concepts or ideas
which trace the dynamics of how it is
expected that the program will have
the desired effects, i.e., rowards a
thecry which logically interrelates a set
of principles and procedures with de-
sired outcomes. If such an impact
model is sufficiently worked out, a set
of working principles becomes avail-
able upon which practitioners can draw
not only for the design of programs but
also to make practical decisions about
day-to-day program situations.

Bur unless the social science re-
searcher participates, indeed leads the
diaJogue and bargaining required for
the development of an impact
model—including the identification of
goals, the description of input-output
vatiables, and the elaboration of a
rationale that specifies the relationship
berween input variables and goals—
these tasks are likely to remain undone.
Once the impact model is formulated,
the researcher must continue to remain
within the environment, like a snarl-
ing watchdog ready to oppose alcera-
tions in program and procedures that
could render his evaluarion efforts use-
less.

It is only fair and from our view
unfortunate to note that the researcher
can expect little help or guidance from
the funding groups in these casks. In
part this is related to the lack of struc-
tured expectations of outcome on the
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part of these groups, but also because of
an effort to maintain as non-directed a
posture as possible in the light of ac-
cusations of authoritarian control over
the programs, or the theories that
underlie them, in individual cities.
The various President’s Committee on
Delinquency projects illustrate chis
point well. From city to city, though
the legislation directs artention to the
reduction of youth crime and the
amelioration of related problems, con-
siclerable latitcude has been allowed in-
dividual cities not only in program de-
velopment but in evaluation design.
Thus, not only are there variations in
whether one is concerned with area-
crime rates, the police contacts of indi-
vidual youths, or the reduction of
deviant though not necessarily illegal
behavior, but some cities apparently
have not felt a need to be particulatly
concerned with any phenomenon of
this sort. Unless the situatcion changes,
the researcher is naive to expect that
sanctions from above are going to pro-
vide him with much support in the
specification of objectives, the iden-
tification of the intermediate variables
(i.e., the goals of specific programs) or
the outlining of the theoretical links
between these intermediate variables
and the over-all objectives.

The researcher has three choices: he
can follow Hyman’s recommendation
and try to guess the intermediate and
over-all goals, and later be told that the
ones he selected were not relevant at
all;” he can insist that program persons
provide them in which case he should
bring lots of novels to the office to read
while he waits, or he can participate or
even take a major responsibility for the
development of the action framework.
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There is lictle likelihood of developing
evaluation designs for these massive
programs by either second-guessing
the action people or by insisting upon
their coming up with an appropriate
and explicit flow-chart. Indeed, if the
researcher is going to act responsibly as
an agent of social change through his
evaluation research, it probably is
mandarory for him to engage himself
in program development.® The rask
would be much easier if the sponsors of
these massive programs would estab-
lish and enforce a requirement that the
necessary specifications be part of any
application and renewal of applications
and that sanctions be exercised to pre-
vent slippage.

Furthermore, the rask would be-
come more manageable if the sponsors
provided a minimal set of ourcome
vatiables-—uniform neasurement
would be most valuable for long-range
program planning. It is most difficale,
indeed probably tmpossible, to com-
pare the various delinquency preven-
tion efforts of che last three years, the
various mental health reorganization
atrempts over the past ten years and,
unless there are marked changes in pol-
icy, only limited likelthood of making
city-to-city  comparisons in  the
economic, educational, and occupa-
tional rehabilitation programs now
underway as part of the poverty pack-
age. Given the lack of structured direc-
tions by the government and founda-
tion granting programs, and the lack of
commitment to evaluation research on
the part of many practitioners on the
local level, it is not easy to manipulate
the environment so che researcher can
undercake his task.

Again, we must acknowledge that
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the researcher has not always partici-
pated in these evaluation studies en-
thusiastically and with a full sense of
commitment; to argue that the prob-
lems of evaluation research are solely
due to the actions of others is as ludi-
crous as the general who maintained
that the high V.ID. rate among his
troops was due to the promiscuity of
the civilian population. Participation
within the action environment obli-
gates the researcher to bring to bear his
substantive knowledge in the design of
programs; to be a positive influence in
their development and to recommend
ar condemn program plans or at least
forcefully report and intetprer findings
from other reseacch that have a bearing
on program development. This we
often fail ro do. If we did exercise our
responsibility, we probably would
have built into these massive efforts
more attempts to use physical means
such as brighter street lights to prevent
delinquency and have exerted more
pressure for coercive programs such as
forced literacy training as a condition
of probation and parole in contrast
wirh increased numbers of therapeutic
communities and the burgeoning of
strect-worker projects.?

CONCEPTIONS OF EVALUATION

In order to influence social policy,
findings from social-action experi-
ments must provide a basis for the effi-
cient allocation of financial and haman
resources in the solution of social prob-
lems. It is this notion of the efficient
allocation of resources that is the key to
the whole problem of planning and
choosing among social-action pro-
grams.

Traditionally been

service has
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viewed—and in a vague way
measured—in terms of that which is
offered such as counseling, guidance,
therapy, advice and the like. Good
service is therefore that which is offered
in a professional manner by a qualified
person who in turn is supervised by a
qualified supervisor. But service needs
to be viewed not only in terms of pro-
cess but of impact as well. In the final
analysis, success must be viewed in
terms of outcome rather than in terms
of the supposed quality of the proce-
dures used. The implications of this
shift in view are considerable:

1. It forces those responsible for
program design to cleatly specify their
objectives, to define what it is they are
trying to achieve, what specific
changes they are trying to effect. At che
very least, it requires them to co-
operate in efforts to operationalize
what they have in mind;

2. It shifes the emphasis from “pro-
cedure as an end” ro “procedure as a
means.” Program personnel must then
consider the relationship between the
procedures it recommends and the de-
fined outcomes that have been chosen;

3. It leads to a reconsiderarion of
the whole notion of cost of service.
Currently, we are in the grip of the
proponents of the “per capita cost of
service” point of view. If programs
were to compete on the basis of how
much it costs to achieve one unit (how-
ever that may be defined) of desired
outcome, the ultimate selection of
programs would be very different;

4. And, finally, this view forces the
inclusion of solid, empirical research
into the over-all planning and program
operation, because the decisions as to
the optimum allocation of the re-



212

sources available can, within this view,
only be made on the basis of empirical
evidence.

The first requirement of evaluation
research is the determination of effi-
cacy. Evaluation research efforts must,
therefore, seek to approximate the ex-
perimental model as  much as
possible—we do not do so often
enough and some of the so-called
evaluation designs of the current mass
programs have completely forgone an
experimental or quasi-experimental
approach. Admictedly, there is a limit
to the extent controlled experiments
can be conducted within these pro-
grams. Nevertheless it is possible in
most instances to make use of at least
rudimentary or quasi-designs ro ap-
proximate the conditions of the
before-after and/or pre-post test de-
signs, be it through randomizarion or
staristical procedures.

The situation is exceedingly com-
plex because of the previcusly dis-
cussed need to evaluate a series of
input-outputs rather than just examin-
ing specific independent-dependent
variable relationships. The kinds of
massive efforts going on are of a linked
input-output type and it is necessary to
assess the efficacy of each of the specific
programs, to measure the interactions
among programs, and to tie together
by means of relational analysis the im-
pact that changes due to sub-programs
have on rhe over-all program objec-
tives. For example, an educational
program may be designed to improve
reading and this must be assessed, but
if the over-all objective of the comma-
nity project is to reduce school drop-
outs, the relationship between reading
improvement and drop-outs must also
be demonserared.
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Of the many problems confronting
the utilization of experimental models,
the linking issue seems to be the most
difficult. There is too great a tendency
to use assumed reflectors of change
rather than direct measures of desired
change, such as shifts in attitudes to-
ward Negroes when the program is
concerned with reducing discrimina-
tion. The problem is most serious
when attitude scales are used as substi-
tutes for measures of overt behavior.
Most of us are aware of the limited
correlations often found between at-
titudes and behavior, but as a recent
paper points out, the situation may be
worse than that: reanalysis of several
studies suggests that changes in at-
titudes may be inversely correlated with
changes in behavior. Thus, if one may
extrapolate, reducing prejudice may
indeed lead to increasing discrimina-
tion. 1® Use of attirudinal reflectors in-
stead of the direct behavioral measures
specified in an impact model may
therefore render impossible the linking
process.

Given the size of communirty efforts
under the poverty program, assessing
the efficacy of each sub-program in
every city is pretty well impossible.
Even assuming the availability of re-
search funds, the problem of obtaining
necessary professional manpower ren-
ders this unworkable. Consequently, a
more practical approach would be to
sample programs in various cities and
chis raises knotty problems because of
the already-made observations of the
linked input-outpur character of these
programs. Sampling must be ar-
tempted in terms of the selection of
linked programs and the sampling unit
needs to be a sub-system of linked pro-
grams, analytically if not actually dis-
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tinct. For example, if one of the goals
of a day-care program is to free unmar-
ried mothers so they may receive liter-
acy training to be eligible for employ-
ment counseling and training, this
“sub-system’ of programs must consti-
tute the sampling unit. It is worth
emphasizing again that in order ro
sample such linked programs, it is
necessary to have explicit statements of
the goals and linkages of the various
parts of the community-wide efforts
and emphasize the need for well for-
mulated conceptual frameworks (im-
pact models) for current efforts.

But, we have no alcernative to ex-
perimental evaluation. Should we de-
mand less in terms of the treatment of
community problems than we call for
in the provision of medical care for
ourselves or our pets? Despite the prob-
fems of limired sampling and of valid-
ity and reliability in assessing con-
sumer goods, many of us read Consumier
Reports before making major purchases
and a few of us even query our physi-
cian about the efficacy of his intended
therapies. We reject notions of “intui-
tive reasonableness” and “impres-
sionistic worth'” and seek out compara-
tive assessmments in making many
personal decisions and we have the re-
sponsibility to insist on such evalua-
tion in these mass programs as well.

At the present time even the most
basic aspects of these community-wide
programs are open to question. Many
of the mass efforts, for example, are
heavily committed to community or-
ganization programs and to the stimu-
lation of expressive actions on the part
of the so-called deprived populations.
These programs have, as in the case of
New York City's Mobilization for
Youth, been a major source of con-
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troversy and yet, despite the resources
expended and the conflict occasioned
by them, at present they cannot be
condemned or condoned in terms of
objective evidence.!! It is possible to
mass opinions pro and con but such
major issues cannot be settled on the
basis of evidence though it is thirty
years ago that community experiments
were attemnpted by a social scientist in
Syria.l?

It is possible, despite the difficul-
ties, to conduct reasonably well-
controlled experiments in the commu-
nity, even ones which require the
cooperation of a number of individuals
and agencies. At ABCD it has been
found possible to institute studies with
the random allocation of subjects to
treatment and non-treatment groups.
These designs usually must be mod-
ified because not all of those randomly
selected for the experimental groups
agree to participate in the programs
and therefore the exposed and the un-
exposed populations do not constitute
truly random samples from the same
population. In addition, it is possible
to obtain the necessary co-operation for
rather extensive pre-testing of both ex-
perimental and control youth. It is
likely that some version of a pre- post-
test design is going to be necessary 1n
such experiments because of this ele-
ment of voluntaty self-selection to pat-
ticipate on the part of the experimental
group. Thus we are eventually going to
have to (and because of this co-
operation we will be able to) rely on
covariance adjustments to bring the
experimental and control groups back
into line.

It is worth noting, however, that a
main reason we were able to get sup-
port for the randomization procedures
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was because of the limited number of
openings in the programs. But there is
still grear public resistance to and a
considerable lack of understanding
about randomization. This problem is
likely to be even more serious in the
case of really massive programs in
which there appears to be room for
everybody. This is likely to be particu-
larly true where randomization to
non-treatment groups is mvolved.

Furthermore, in addition to the ever
present abhorrence of “denial of serv-
ice” there is a very strong proclivity on
the parr of practitioners to believe that
they know which type of person will
benefit most from a particular pro-
gram. Therefore, co-operating prac-
titioners designate more people for a
program than there are openings only
with great reluctance. There is a re-
lated rendency for practitioners to want
the most deserving youth to receive the
opportunity to participate in special
programs. Unfortunately, in many
programs, it is impossible to deter-
mine the extent to which these two
tendencies are operating in the selec-
tion of candidates for the program. But
if only the most deserving are
selected—even from among say
probationers—the possibility of pro-
gram lmpact may be lessened because
both the experimental and the control
subjects may fare very well according
to the outcome criterion. Another
problem is that when the selection is
left to the personal preference of the
practitioners the representativeness of
the demonstration populacion relative
to some larger population will be un-
known.

There ate two lessons here of rele-
vance to the evaluation of anti-poverty
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programs. One is that random alloca-
tion to treatment and wowr-treatment
groups is not likely to be possible fre-
quently. But, random allocation to al-
ternative treatments is feasible more of
the time, This means, however, if such
an approach is ro be carried our well,
the alternarive treatments should be
thought through very carefully so that
at a minimum they are different and
not camouflaged versions of the same
basic idea. The impact model—the set
of theoretical concepts or ideas which
trace the dynamics of how it is expected
that the program will have its desired
effects—again rears its annoying head,
and in turn a hard took at what the
goals, the outcome variables, of such
programs are and how to measure them
will be required.

The second is that these broad scale
anti-poverty programs are not likely to
be well-off with regard to knowledge of
the representativeness of population
treated; it is necessary to face the prob-
lem of self-selection, for participation
and thus extensive pre-testing with
sound instruments is going to be essen-
tial if anything resembling definitive
findings is to emerge. Not only should
there be common use of some of the
same instruments actoss similar pro-
grams within communities but also
across similar programs between com-
munities. For the first time we might
have some cross-country comparative
material concerning the populations
being reached and the changes being
observed.

Accountability is the second re-
quircment of evaluation research, By
accountability we refer to evidence that
there is indeed a target population that
can be dealt with by means of a pro-
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gram; that this population s impor-
tant either because of its size or the
intensity of pathology; and thar the
project program for the target popula-
tion acrually is undertaken with zhem.

It is not enough to evaluate effi-
cacy—the outcomes of programs. The
massive efforts now underway need
to be evaluared in terms of accountabil-
ity as well. While one might be ac-
cused of being inhuman for saying i,
given the needs, there is little excuse
for sanctioning action programs that
affect insignificant portions of the
population. One of the aspects of ac-
countability is the estimation of the
incidence and prevalence of problems.
Oftentimes programs are developed to
deal with problems that exist in the
minds of practitioners or because of
stereotypes held by the public. To cite
one illustration, consider drug-ad-
diction; despite newspaper and public
alarm, che incidence in many urban
centers 18 so low that on accountability
grounds these efforts hardly merit the
attention of so many or the utilization
of extensive research resources 10
evaluate them. If small-size programs
use up all the potential clients and thus
there are no cases left for assignment to
control groups, then only under very
unusual circumstances may the re-
searcher be justified in collaborating in
their evaluation or even attempting to
do so. If the programs are of a large-
scale type, then the denial of services or
ar least the provision of “ordinary”
treatment to a few for control purposcs
and subsequent estimation of worth is
entirely necessary.

Accountability, however, has to do
with more than the number of clients
setved and the size of the potential
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aggregate of them. Evaluation re-
searchers, in addition to « responsibil-
ity for determining efficacy, must deal
with the implementation of the pre-
scribed process. In many instances we
have engaged in outcome studies with-
out having any knowledge of whether
or not what program people maintain
is going on actually takes place. It is
clear that in many of the sub-programs
being implemented as part of rthese
massive efforts—even when evaluation
studies of the finest design are accom-
panying them—we are estimating the
utility of programs that never get off
the ground; evaluating programs in
which volunteers do no more than sign
up for week-end educational camping
programs in which kids have a good
time and do nothing more than play
ball or eat marshmallows around the
fireside. To say a program fails when it
is not truly implemented is indeed
misguided, and the evaluation re-
searchet’s responsibilicy here is one of
providing evidence and information
that permirs an accounting of what
took place as well as what was the re-
sult.

Finally, what we hardly ever worry
about, to our knowledge, is effi-
ciency.'® The various specific pro-
grams that are linked together on these
massive packages differ extensively in
target groups, use of scarce resources
and duration. At the risk of being
ludicrous, suppose neither indrvidual
psychotherapy nor group pSyChO—
therapy has any impact on the lives
of persons but rthe former costs ten
tirnes that of the latter; given such a
situation there is little doubt where one
should pur his money. In certain fields
of medicine and in certain areas of wel-
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fare there is literally no way, given the
community's ideological outlook, to
cease all treatment even if no efforts are
efficacious. But without being too cyn-
ical, even when we know this is the
case, we refuse to employ a concept of
efficiency. Suppose short-term treat-
ment inscitutions  for  delinquent
offenders do no better than long-term
ones, if they are more economical is
this not something chat che evaluation
researcher has a responsibility to take
into account?**

In terms of all programs, the effi-
cient one is that which yields the
greatest per unit change not the one
that can be run at the least cost per
recipient, What costs the most, takes
the longest, and involves the greatest
amount of manpower in gross terms
may have the greatest ner efficiency, '
Decisions on the continuance of various
programs beyond trial-demonstration
periods require that we think in these
terms. In most evaluation efforts we
fail to relate units of change to
economic, or Manpower or rime ex-
penditures.

We contend that conceprs of ge-
countability and efficiency as well as ffi-
czcy need 1o be implemented in order
for evaluation research to be under-
taken properly. Admittedly, we ought
to seek our efficacious programs. But
these programs are or at least should be
accountable in order for policy and
program persons to make rational deci-
sions, and we must also concern our-
selves with efficiency of operations.

PROBLEMS OQF MEASUREMENT

In previously discussing the impact
model notion, we have suggested thac
in the design of these community pro-
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grams the premise is that cetrtain
changes will be followed by other
changes. Programs are designed ro ex-
pose members of a target population to
procedures that hopefully will produce
changes in the individual or his envi-
ronment. These individual or en-
vironmental changes are expected 1o
produce improved behavior, for exam-
ple less law violation on the part of the
individual in the ABCD delinquency
project. It is hoped that a significantly
greater proportion of the experimentals
in each program than their controls
will experience the desired change and
those experiencing such change,
whether they ate experimentals or con-
trols, will manifest a reduction in
law-violating behavior. It should be
reemphasized that the hypothesis as-
serts a relationship between two sets of
changes, not between two static condi-
tions.

The problem of obtaining rea-
sonably reliable change measures pre-
cedes the problem of relating change
measures, since atternpring to relate
sets of unreliable change scores does
not appear to be too promising a game
to play. There has been, of course, a
long-standing concern for the problem
of the reliability of scores. Interest in
the reliability of change scores is some-
what more recent and is only now re-
ceiving actention among statisticians
and psychometricians.'®  Problems
arising out of the mathemarically dem-
onstrated greater unreliability of
change scores relative to the reliability
of the scores from which they were
derived and problems arising out of
demonstrated regression to the mean
tendencies in test-re-test situations are
likely to remain cencral as well as dif-
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ficult issues for those who are brave or
foolish enough to pursue this change
problem.

The problem of the measurement of
the relationship between sets of change
scores involves serious statistical and
mathematical difficulties. Measure-
ments of each variable at a minimum of
three points in time are required to
provide some estimate of the shape of
the curves involved. Two of the prob-
lems involved are: (1) the relationship
between the shapes of the curves-—the
change curve for the intermediate vari-
able and the change curve for the de-
pendent variable—and (2) the question
of the time lag throughout the series
and between the two sets of changes.
When are the presumed effects of the
program on the intermediate variable
expected to take place: while the pro-
gram is going on or after participation
in the program has terminated? And
for how long are the effects supposed to
lase? How long a time is expected to
lapse between rhe changes in the in-
termediate variablc and their presumed
effeces on the dependent variable?
Whar are their relative rates of change?
These and similar questions are di-
rectly related to some very practical
issues such as the amount of success a
project can possibly have during some
specified demonstration period. If
there is considerable lag or the rate of
change in the dependent variable is
relatively low, much of the effects of
the demonstration may take place after
the cut-off point for the evaluation of
the project. Again the need for z
theoretically-based impact model is, it
seems to us, underscored.

Of the many other problems which
beset efforts to conduct and evaluate
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large-scale action programs, thete are
two more that should be noted. One is
the problem of the meaning of change
in the dependent variable—in our case,
a reduction in law-violating be-
havior—and the other is the problem
which arises from the fact that mem-
bers of the target population may, in
fact undoubtedly will, be involved
with more than one of the programs
and such multiple involvement is
nen-random.

The first decision made ar ABCD
concerning the definition of change in
the dependent variable was that we
could not use comparisons over time of
arca rates of delinquency as a basis.
ABCD's aims were to change behavior,
not to move law-vjolating people out of
an area and non-violating people into
it. Therefore an area delinquency-rate
comparison over time was rejected as a
basis for measuring change since wide
variations in delinquency rates may
occur over time simply because of
changes in the constituency of the
population. It was decided that a re-
duction in law-violating behavior
would have to be measured in terms
of the behavior of a specified pop-
ulation—that is, a cohort of individ-
vals. The same issue confronts the
Office of Economic Opportunity’s
community-action programs and the
decision on evaluations must be the
same.

Another major problem in defining
how change in the dependent variable
is to be measured is that of shifts in the
character of the target population such
as the known relationship between age
and delinquency. Beginning around
10 or 11, age-specific delinquency
rates increase rather sharply up into
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and through the late teens. Therefore
to simply compare a given individual’s
behavior at age 15 with his behavior at
age 14, 13, 12 and so on would lose
sight of the fact that the probability of
a delinquent act increases as he gets
older. If a cohort of 15 year olds com-
mitted the same number of delinquent
acts at age 13 as they did ac age 13, for
example, this might not look like a
reduction—and in terms of absolute
numbers it is not—but in terms of
what might have been expecred of
them it is. Therefore, within the
framework of ABCD's approach, a re-
duction of law-violating behavior must
be defined in terms of a comparison of
an observed measure with an expecred
measure. Thar is, a prediction instru-
ment is required to provide an estimate
of the law-violating behavior which
would have occurred had there been no
intervention.

A very similar problem will arise if
efforts are made to take a hard look at
the possible effects of various compo-
nents of large-scale communiry efforts
to deal with poverty. For example,
employability—which is central to
most of the poverty proposals—is also a
function of age. It is quite well known
that the great bulk of the very difficult
to employ 16 to 21 year-olds begins to
disappear into the job market and from
the unemployment rolls as they ap-
proach their middle twenties. There-
fore, if evaluations of community pro-
grams dealing with this particular
segment of the population are based
upon observations of their employment
history subsequent to exposure to one
or more anti-poverty programs, the
success observed may be much more
apparent than real. Whart is needed is a
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measure of their employment status
and prospects at some point in time as
compared with estimates of what
would have been the case at that same
point in time had there been no inter-
vention,

A second issue thar requires com-
ment 15 that of multiple-exposure to
programs. This has presented the
ABCD  project  with  distinct
methodological difficulties. It is likely
to be an even greater probiem for any
effort to evaluate the effects of aati-
poverty programs, Two tendencies
combine here, we believe, to aggravate
the problem. One is the inclination on
the part of practitioners to wanat to
shower programs on the members of
the rarget population. The other is the
sheer amount of money that is involved
and the resulting large number of pro-
grams that are likely to be conducred.
This is an excremely important issue if
we are serious in our desire to ulti-
mately acquire knowledge concerning
the most efficient allocation of human
and financial resources. For if the
members of the targer population par-
ticipate in a number of different pro-
grams and even if desired change oc-
curs and is measured, a way must be
devised to sort out the relative con-
tributions of the different programs to
the outcome. Otherwise, in order to
produce the same results again the
whole menagerie of programs would
have to be repeated even though only a
relatively few of the programs may
have acrually contributed to the de-
sired outcome. Again, a prediction in-
strument appears to be indispensable
to the solution of this problem. Indi-
viduals must be grouped according to
the programs they have participated
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in—in our approach, according to the
intermediate variable changes they
have experienced—and then the
groups compared on the differences be-
tween observed dependent variable and
expected dependent variable behavior.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

These remarks, though not entirely
original, of course, may prove relevant
for researchers who have occasien to
participate  in the evaluation of
community-wide programs. The need
to become engaged in the action envi-
ronment, to look at a linked input-
output system, to develop impact
models, and to insist on experimental
designs, and the necessity to assess effi-
ciency and to recognize the accounta-
bility funcrion in evaluation are, to our
minds, key points and ones, not well-
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documented in our methods books and
not always held to by persons par-
ticipating in the evaluation of these
massive efforts.

But we would like to feel that we
have communicated more than some
specific observations—that we have
conveyed the potential and importance
of the evaluation researcher’s role and
the sense of conviction, commitment,
and responsibility required. At no
other point in time have we had so
great an opportunity 1o have an impact
on the social order; if we are to realize
our potential within our current stance
as social sctentists, however, we need
more than additional technical innova-
tions. An outlook, an ideology almost
a morality if you will, must be de-
veloped in order to function appropri-
ately as agents of social change.
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14. Toward Avoiding the Goal Trap
in Evaluation Research

Itwin Deutscher

It is the purpose of this paper to
devise means which may be helpful in
implementing two values. If one does
not concur in either of them, much of
the paper will make no sense. If one
does concur in both values, some of the
paper may make some sense. First, it is
desirable to determine the conse-
quences of deliberate efforts to alter
ongoing social processes—education,
health, welfare, or whatever—and to
do so in as detached a manner as is
possible. A corollary to this value is
that it is desirable to understand the
new processes which lead to the new
consequences. This determination of
consequences and understanding  of
processes is what I intend by the phrase
“program evaluation.” The second
value is that the major criterion of the
success of program evaluation ought to
be the extent to which it is raken into
account in altering program policy,
administration, or practice.

A CUE FROM
ORGANIZATIONAL THEORY

I take as my point of departure, a cue
provided by organizational theory and
developed by Robert Bogdan (1972).

From monographs published in the
Chicago tradition during the early dec-
ades of this century to more recent or-
ganizational analyses, such as those by
Becker et al. (1968), Gouldner (1968),
and Blau (1953), it seems that organi-
zations are rarely what they pretend to
be. The distinction between the formal
and the informal ot the stated and the
real is made in various ways, burt it is
always made. Organizational theory
suggests thar the structure, the proc-
esses, and the goals of any organization
must be assumed to vary in fact from
their descriptions in form. Perrow
(1961), for example, distinguishes be-
tween official goals and operative ones.
How organizations are buile, what they
do, and the consequences of this struc-
ture and process are frequently quite
different from formal or public state-
ments abour such matters. In explor-
ing how “original goals become bas-
tardized,” Bogdan observes thar goal
displacement is a key concept
{Merton, 1957; Michels, 1959; Clark,
1956), while efforts to understand how
organizations change their  goals
find the idea of goal succession most
useful (Sills, 1957; Blau and Scott,

Revision of a paper read at the annual meeting of the American Sociological Associa-
tion, Mentreal, August, 1974, This paper was fitst drafted while the author was studying
under a special post-docroral fellowship from the Nacional Institute of Mental Health at
the University of California, San Diego. I am grareful for useful criticism and suggestions
from Shirley 8. Angrist, Alan P. Chesney, Robert A. Beauregard, Alan Dale, William J.
Eilstead, Paul Goldstein, Thomas A. Heberlein, Roxanne Hiltz, and Walter Williams.

Adapted for this volume from paper presented at American Sociological Association
Meeting, 1974. Copyright (€ 1977 by Russell Sage Foundation.
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196 1; Thompson and McEwen, 1958).

I have emphasized the likelihood of
discrepancy between formal goals and
actual goals, because it is at that point
that these observations from organiza-
tional cheory become central to pro-
gram evaluation.! As long ago as
1960, Etzioni noted the need for policy
tesearch to take account of the “illusory
quality” of organizational goals. It is
the contention of this paper thar a
sometimes unwarranted and frequently
unrealistic emphasis on program goals
persists in evaluation research. It per-
sists (1) partly because we live in an
achievement oriented society and
therefore tend to assume that there is
no better way to judge the merits of an
organization than by evaluating its
output; (2) partly because of the de-
mands of funding agencies (if one
hopes to obtain funds for a program,
one must be able to specify in advance
precisely what it intends to achieve);
and (3) partly as a consequence of in-
timidation of program personnel by
evaluators who assume thar it is neces-
sary to isolare precise and measurable
goals in order to provide indexes of the
“success” of a program.

Peter Rossi reflects this position
when he writes that ©. . . any program
which does not have clearly specified
goals cannot be evaluated without
specifying some easurable goals.
This statement is obvious enough to be
a truism” {Rossi and Williams, 1972:
18). I find the statement neither obvi-
ous nor true. Rather, it reflects what in
my review of the theoretical and
methodological literature in evaluation
research, I have come to think of as the
goal trap. Taking the opposite position
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from Rossi, Schulberg and Baker
(1968) argue that there are two basic
models of evaluation, goal artainment
and systems. They suggest that the
systems mode] provides a much better
opportunity for implementation of the
research findings. Although I appland
their search for alternatives to the
goal-attainment model, I do not con-
cur in the belief that systems analysis is
the only one. In this paper 1 will
suggest another.

In moving from organizational
theory to a discussion of the goal trap, |
would conclude with Bogdan (1972:
37) that

It might be useful to think of a large
number of organizational types as ex-
pressive rather than inscrumental: they
allow societies to act out their beliefs
which may be unworkable in reality.
Measures of success may serve the myth
of the instrumental nature of organiza-
tions as well as myths socieries hold in
regard to the nature of certain prob-
lems.

THE GOAL TRAP

Unlike most traps, this one snares
the trapper as well as the victim. Itis to
be expected that funding agencies
should be as much a captive of our
societal achievement orientation as
anyone else, and this is as true outside
of government as within. In these
post-McNamara years of rational pro-
£ram accounting, it becomes necessary
to know not only how money is being
spent, but what the precise benefits of
that expenditure are. It is not encugh
for competent and well-intended
people to purport to be doing good, no
matter how well they account for their
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expenditures. It is also necessary to
know how much good they are doing.
Efforts to deal wich that question trap
both the program people and the fund-
ing agencies.

In order for a proposed program to
be funded, it must state cleatly what it
intends to do, how long it will take,
how much of whart kinds of personnel
are needed, and how much it will cost.
Let us leave aside, for the moment,
proposals to continue ongoing pro-
grams and concentrate on proposals to
create novel, innovative types of inter-
ventions. [t is with the evaluation of
such new programs that [ am primarily
concerned, and it is precisely such pro-
grams which are least likely to be
specific abour what they are atrempt-
ing to do, how they intend to go about
it, how much it will cost, etc. To the
extent that their staff and management
are creative and the program is indeed
something new and different, there
must inevitably be a great deal of
flexibility—of winging it as the
program and irts problems develop.
Competent program people under-
stand this. Somerimes they also under-
stand precisely what they are trying to
do, but are rarely able to articulate it in
the manner funding agencies require.

As a resulr of these conditions, pro-
gram people feel that they must lie to
funding people in order to meet the
criteria required for a proposal to be
funded. Sometimes they never intend
to do what the proposal claims, but
more often they begin by trying and
end up by doing something that seems
worthwhile to them even though it has
nothing to do with the proposal which
was funded. One of the officers in the
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job training program evaluated by
Bogdan is openly cynical (1972: 35—
36).

You know what they do with a pro-
posal after [a training program] gets
started, they turn it face down on the
desk and never ook at it. . . . Just as
long as you write a nice neat package,
just as long as it looks like it’s going to
work all right. They just assume it
works that way., Write how many hours
the trainees are going tc do this, how
much they are going to do that. Justa
lot of bull shit. But they can pay people
to write these things up. . . .

The result of such phony proposals is
phantom programs. As Freeman and
Sherwood put it (1965): “To say that a
program fails when it is not truly im-
plemenced is indeed misguided.”
Hyman and Wright (1967) echo:
“Taking the word for the deed, an
evaluator may try to observe the effects
of a nonexistent treatment.
Where a program has no input, no
output . . . can ensue.” And Rossi,
discussing support for schools under
Title I, notes “the problem of ‘non-
projects’ 7 (Rossi and Williams, 1972:
40). Carol Weiss has argued over the
years that “Among the many reasons
for the negative pall of evaluation re-
sules is that studies have accepred
bloared promises and political rhetoric
as authentic program goals” (197 3: 44;
see also Weiss, 1971: 138}, It is a
foolish evaluator indeed who attempts
to study a program in terms of the goals
which it proposed in order to get
funded. Such an evaluation is most
likely to show no effect as well as to
alienate all parties involved. I prefer to
believe, however, that evaluators do
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not generally fall into the goal eraps
created by the demands of funding
agencies; they are more likely to fall
into those of thetr own making.

If 1t is necessary to provide an ac-
counting for the effectiveness of a pro-
gram, the evaluator usually feels that
he must identify goals so that he can
measure the extent to which the pro-
gram appears to be achieving them. In
fact, many distinguished evaluation re-
searchers define program evaluation, as
Rossi has, in terms of measurement of
program goals (e.g., Brooks, 1965;
Greenberg, 1968; Suchman, 1969).
Most recently, Bernstein and Freeman
(1973: 51) insist that “the crux of
evaluative research is the assessment of
the degree to which the program . . .
has achieved its specified goals. . . .7
Jones and Borgatta (1972: 41) argue
that, unless objectives are stated in
terms of measurable changes in in-
tended directions, “‘evaluation research
1s not feasible.” Frequently then, the
first task attempted by the evaluator is
to specify measurable program goals.
This may not be unreascnable, except
that just as frequently, program people
do not think in terms of specific
measurable goals. They are trying ro
make the sick healchy, or the poor rich,
or the ignorant wise. Furthermore,
they may believe that cheir experience,
their commitment, and their compe-
tence combine to provide them with an
opportunity to achieve such desirable
ends. And they may be correct, a mat-
ter to which I will return in the discus-
sion of avoiding the goal trap.

In pursuit of a clearcut evaluation
design and the selection of appropriate
measuring instruments, the evaluator
is relentless in his quest for specific
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goals. He has to have something to
measure, and it must be something
that is measurable. He scans the pro-
pusal; he interviews che administracor;
he may even “have to observe some
programs in order to identify what che
objectives are” (Cain and Hollister,
1972: 114). From such sources he
evolves program goals. If chey are not
immediately apparent, he hounds pro-
gram people: “Is this a goal?” “or
this?” “or this?” As Freeman and
Sherwood have put it (1963), those
tesponsible for program design must
be “forced” to specify clearly their
objectives. Reflecting on an earlier
draft of this paper Goldstein (1974)
views the commitment to achievement
from the perspective of the sociclogy of
knowledge.

We live in the age of rationalism, of
cause and effect, of getring the job
done, of accomplishing. This is an over-
riding societal ethic. 1t is somehow in-
decent not to have a goal. In everyday
life a really rerrible thing to say about
someone is that they don't have any goal
in tife. Everybody and everything has to
have a goal. Or at least an articulated
one to conceal the frenzy and confusion
thac lies just below the surface. Evalua-
tion is a means to measure goals, a goal
in and of itself, and a stimuli to force
areiculation of goals.

Program people may resist at first,
bur eventually intimidated by the
evaluators’ relentless pursuit of some-
thing he can measure, they will break
down and weakly allow that such and
such may be a goal: “I guess you could
say that is one of our goals.” The end
result of this process is that, more often
than not, the program is evaluated in
terms of marginal goals which are un-
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likely to be achieved (if for no other
reason, because no one is very serious
about them) and ate likely to be denied
their legitimacy when the evaluator
finally reports that the program does
not seem to make any difference.

It may be that there are some kinds
of programs where the goals are emi-
nently clear, and all interested parties
are in accord regarding them. Pamela
Krochalk, for example, has suggested
to me that the goals of job training
programs are perfectly clear. She is
echoed by Peter Rossi (Rossi and Wil-
liams, 1972: 18):

Not all social welfate programs suf-
feted to the same extent from ambiguity
in the setting of goals. At the one ex-
treme, manpower retraining programs
were among the most clearly defined: A
manpower retraining program is effec-
tive to the extent that it manages to
impart marketable occupational skill.

Buc it was just such programs which
Bogdan was studying when he drafted
his provocative query on the theoreti-
cal viability of organizational goals
(1972), and he provides a wide range of
quantitative estimares of the success of
the program. These estimates are all
accurate enough even though some in-
dicate tragic failure while others indi-
cate massive success. The difference de-
rives from subtle differences in the
definition of program goals. Lerman
{1968), although discussing delin-
quency control programs, makes the
same point as Bogdan: “Tt all depends
on how you count'? Goldstein, Hull,
and Ostrander (1973) raise a series of
related questions about job training.
For example, if people are well trained
tor jobs that do not exist, is the pro-
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gram a success? Finally, Campbell con-
siders some of the distorting factors
that can occur in the definition of suc-
cess of a training program (1969).
Before turning to ways of avoiding
the goal trap, let me make an observa-
tion on the somewhat different conse-
quences that can arise from the imposi-
tion of goals on ongoing programs (in
contrast with innovative, experimen-
tal, or otherwise novel ones). Bogdan
(1972: 32), hitting close to home, says
that measures of success are like rhe
programs for professional meetings;
they are something concrete in spite of
the fact that they are largely irrelevant
to what goes on. Although this may be
true for novel programs, the reverse is
possible for ongoing programs; the
imposed measure of success can become
the program’s goal! Becker and his col-
leagues (1968) have documented the
manner in which academic grades be-
come transformed from a means of
measuring academic success to ends in
themselves. The prime aim of college
students becomes, not to get educated,
but to make reasonably good grades,
In an interview (Salasin, 1973: 12),
Campbell has argued that the goals of
people and of organizations can be
changed when quantitative criteria of
success are demanded. He suggests, for
example, that the McNamara PPBS
systern may have been self-saboraging:
“By requiring quantitative statements
of goals and quantitative reporting on
how well they were met, PPBS proba-
bly increased rather than decreased the
dishonesty of annual repores.”
Campbell's prime example is the
imposition of the criterion of a body
count in Vietnam in an effort to over-
come the typically inflated estimates of
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enemy dead. The result of this neat
quantitative index was to encourage
the creation of bodies. Campbell
suggests that this emerges as a new
military goal. Lt. Calley was engaged
in the legitimized military goal of get-
ting bodies to count. Measures of suc-
cess can and do become reified.

TOWARD AVOQIDING THE
GOAL TRAP

If the results of program evaluations
are to be taken into account by prac-
titioners, administrators, or policy
makers, those results cannot be derived
from phantom programs or spurious
goals. Rossi (1969: 99) mentions the
“wonderfully varied ways in which
practitioners and administrators welch
on evaluation.”

Most often of all, it is “discovered”
(after finding negative resules) that the
“real” goals of the social action program
in question were not the goals that were
being evaluated in the research afterall.

Although tinged with a bit of sar-
casm and implying thar it is the pro-
gram people who are at fault, Rossi’s
point is essentially rrue. Ina more con-
structive vein, Carol Weiss (1973: 40)
states that “one of the reasons that
evaluarions are so readily disregarded is
that they address only official goals.”
She goes on to suggest that it might be
useful to assess other than official goals
if the evaluation is to be raken seriously
by decision makers. Evaluations must
be credible—they must make sense to
those who could act upon them. If
evaluations are not credible and thus
not taken into account in decision-
making processes, then there is no
sense in doing them. Avoiding the goal
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trap increases the probability of credi-
ble and useful evaluarion research.

It is not necessary to abandon goals
and their measurement in order to
avoid the goal trap; it is only necessary
to avoid spurious goals and invalid
measures. In this section [ will suggest
three ways in which the trap may be
avoided, all of which retain to some
degree the notion of achievement. In
terms of current ideologies of evalua-
tion, my three suggestions are pre-
sented in order from the most distant
to the most familiar. It follows that
they are presented in reverse order of
their most immediate feasibility.

Inpuc-Output vs. Social Process

The ideal method of avoiding the
goal trap is to find alternative ways of
thinking about evaluation—ways that
do not hinge on measureable output
and thus do not demand the identifica-
tion of specific goals. Although it
would require a terrible wrenching of
our customary ways of thinking, 1t
might be desirable to view success or
failure in terms of process rather than of
input and output. As Angrist puts it
(1973: 15): “The input-ourpur model
is not enough; what we need to keep
track of is what happens in the black
box.” By “process,” I do not intend the
distinction sometimes made in evalua-
tion rescarch between studying a pro-
gram'’s output and studying the func-
tioning of the program organization. It
is in this inaccurate sense that Cain and
Hollister (1972: 110), for example,
define process analysis as “mainly ad-
ministrative monitoring.” Nor do 1
intend by “process analysis™ the proce-
dure of systems analysis that is some-
times usefully employed in the study of
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organizations. What I do intend is that
we alter the syntax of our evaluation
questions, shifting from the past tense,
“What happened?” to the present
progressive, “Whar is happening?”

This syntactic shift carries with it a
methodological shift. Exploring the re-
lationship between input and output
involves analysis of the relationship be-
tween independent and dependent var-
iables. Exploring the process involves
analysis of an ongoing social act—one
thar is seen as constantly in flux and
constantly amenable to new definitions
of the sacial situation. The act has no
end except perhaps the mortality of the
actor.? Herbert Blumer (1956) has
provided a cheoretical groundwork for
such process analysis, and 1 have tried
to elaborate his position as a basis for
understanding actitudinal and be-
havioral change {1973, Chs. 11 and
13). It is precisely such change that
I believe most intetvention programs
are all about. There are pressing
methodological questions char accom-
pany this theoretical posirion, and the
methodological  solutions  remain
largely to be worked aut. I believe the
problems are soluble if not solved, and
I am addressing them in my current
evaluarion research. 1 am not alone in
this task.®

Some cues close to home for the
evaluation researchers can be found in
the critique provided by Weiss and
Rein which addresses broad-aim pro-
grams (1969), Gurrentag’s (1973) plea
for attention to neglected intervening
processes, or the more general caution-
ary advice provided by Mushkin
(1973).* Scholars who customarily deal
with developmental processes easily
detect the inherent problems of output
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analyses in  evaluation research.
McDill, McDill, and Sprehe (1972:
159) relegate to a footnote, this critical
comment by H. Zimiles (1970).

His indiccment has to do with a lack of
knowledge base concerning the cogni-
tive growth of young children which
fosters an emphasis on “outcome”
evaluation rather than “processual”
evaluation, i.e., assessment of the cog-
nitive processes and related personaliry
variables which mediate and support
the child’s intellectual functioning at
any given point in time.

Even the interrupted time series de-
sign, one of the quasi-experimental
approaches advocated by Campbell
{1969), takes into account the pro-
cessual quality of social change. An-
other useful cue is provided by the
concept of marginality which, as im-
portant as it is to comparative evalua-
tions, seerns to be taken seriously by no
one but a few economists.® Glennan
provides a simple, persuasive, and
graphic argument for the need ro fol-
low a program through time in an ef-
fort to determine at what poine its in-
cremental increases become marginal.
His provision of a second hypothetical
program, which is discovered to be a
slow starter with massive payoffs at
later stages, illuscrates the dramaric er-
rors that are possible when programs
are viewed with an inadequate time
perspective  (Glennan, 1972: 192—
193). As the examples in this para-
graph suggest, process analysis need
not be qualitative. In fact, Chomie and
Hudson (1974) point our that cpi-
demiology provides a model for quan-
ritative process analysis. Nevertheless,
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my emphasis in this section will be on
process analysis as implemented
through the methodology of partici-
pant observation,

Campbeli, employing the term
“process analysis” as [ do, comments
on the Weiss and Rein position.
think the comment is important, be-
cause it raises an issue about what con-
stitutes €xperimentation.

Let me discuss process evaluation in
general. What we need first are some
clear-cut examples. At present, those
such as Weiss and Rein who hold up
process evaluarion as an alcernative may
be making an argument in favor of
common sense knowing, in which case [
agree with them. Or, they may be argu-
ing that we should not pretend we can
do outcome evaluation when we can't,
in which case I agree with thern. But if
they are arguing for an alternative that
is as good as or superior to experimental
design, then 've got to wait for an
example to see whether or aot I feel it
would have been strengthened with
more attention to experimental design

(Salasin, 1973: 10).

I fail to understand what the logic of
experimental design has to do with
whether or not one chooses to under-
take outpur (variable) analysis or pro-
cess analysis. My emphasis on social
process and the suggestion to seek al-
ternative methodologies to conven-
tional variable analysis in no way im-
plies an abandonment of experimental
methodology. I know of no better logic
for establishing the fact that a program
makes a difference from no program at
all or from other programs.

There is, however, a difference be-
tween experimental methodology—a
logic of procedure—and currenr ex-
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perimental  techniques.  Although
present techniques seem to imply the
manipulation of static variables,
employing doubtful measures of un-
likely goals, this is not inherent in the
logic of experimentation. One can
think experimentally in any effort to
establish causation by comparing any
two or more phenomena through time.
The data employed in those compari-
sons can be of any type. Max Weber
employed experimental logic in his
turn of the century comparative studies
of religion, using ethnographic and
historical data. Furthermore, as Weber
illuscrates, such designs need not be
post-factum. Oue may entertain
hypotheses concerning the expected
nature of the world without a given
historical event (such as the existence of
the Protestant ethic) and then seek out
comparative societies that did not ex-
perience that event. Such societies may
be located at some distant point in
space Or in time.

Campbell’s call for “clear-cut exam-
ples” of process analysis is partly an-
swered in the references cited in foot-
note three. There 1s, however, a geare
of evaluation research that tends to be
ignored by evaluators, because (I sus-
pect) it is not labeled “program evalua-
tion.” I have in mind such monographs
as the Becker, Geer, and Hughes
evaluation of undergraduate educarion
{1968) or the Wieder evaluation of an
addict rehabilitation program (1973).
The remaining two suggestions for
avoiding rhe goal trap assume a com-
mitment to outcomes. Both would au-
tomaticaliy be subsumed under process
analysis although they can be pursued
independently.
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Being Attentive to the Unintended

If we do alter our syntax and ask
what is happening rather than what
happened, are we not dealing with a
loaded question? After all, when we
ask what happened and test a null
hypothesis, our very methods force us
to consider the likelihood that nothing
happened. In fact, this is frequently
the conclusion reached from rigorously
designed evaluation research. Process
analysis does pose a loaded question! [t
assumes that any effort to intervene in
ongoing social processes will somehow
and to some degree alter those pro-
cesses. Programs, as we know them,
comptise such deliberate efforts to
intervene. This assumprion renders
nonsensical 2 question like “did any-
thing happen?"” and rules out as logi-
cally and empirically impossible a con-
clusion, such as “nothing happened.”
By assuming that something is chang-
ing as a consequence of the program,
our major research effort shifts from
preordained goals to the discovery of
processual consequences. One evalua-
tion researcher states this assumption
in a context of the constraints of

organizational structure  (Angrist,
1973).
At times . . . I despair and conclude

that nothing helps, no remedy cures, no
program changes people, no spending is
justified. At such times, T mentally re-
view what as social scientists we well
know: that specific social contexts do
have noticeable consequences. We take
for granced that social classes,
ethnic and religious groups differ-
entially shape their members, that pris-
ons and mental hospitals mold their
inmartes; that boarding schools, col-
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leges, and sororities influence their re-

cruits; thar organizational structure

constrains its functionaries.

The quest for program consequences
can follow the conceptual guidelines
provided by Merton (1957). When we
ask, “what is happening?” we are
guided by several corollaries to the
question: What is happening that was
intended? What is happening that was
not intended? Furthermore, what un-
intended consequences of the program
were also unanticipated. It is these
unanticipated consequences of the pro-
gram that demand the greatest sen-
sitivity of the evaluator. The unin-
tended may be anticipated, but the
unanticipated must be myscerions.

I cannot at this time provide any
systematic guidelines for the discovery
of unanticipated consequences, but the
New Jersey Income Maintenance Ex-
periment illuscrates how waintended
consequences can inform program
evaluation. Rossi (1974) describes how
the gravest concerns of dubious con-
gressmen are related to fears that in-
come maintenance will result in a loss
of interest in work on the part of those
being maintained. Apparently there is
lictle disagreement concerning the in-
tended consequence of income mainte-
nance; it is the unintended ones that
are troublesome.® The investigators
appropriately addressed themselves to
such issues, for example, by testing the
hypothesis that there is no difference
between the experimental and control
groups in earned income after the in-
troduction of minimum income levels
into the experimental group. The fail-
ure to find sufficient evidence to reject
this null hypothesis ought to help re-
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lieve the anxieties of opponents to the
program, This evaluation of unin-
tended consequences is more likely to
have an impact on policy than would
an evaluation of che intended conse-
quences. A fringe benefit from the
point of view of program proponents is
that the testing of null hypotheses con-
cerning undesirable consequences of a
program reverses the burden of proof.
For a change the conservative bias of
tests of significance is working on the
side of program advocates instead of
against them, It is, as Rossi puts it, a
case of “No bananas again,” but this
time it is the good guys who do not like
bananas.

Although rarely giving them much
emphasis, evaluatton researchers some-
times reflect awareness of one or
another kind of unintended program
consequences. Cain and Hollister
(1972: 128-129) write of “third party
effects”—those that affect others than
the intended population. They men-
tion negative as well as positive third
party effects in youth training and
job training programs. Greenberg
{1968) discusses “‘side-effects” of con-
traceptive devices and drugs—both de-
sirable and undesirable. Herberline
{1973: 3—4) considers “second order
unplanned effects” of flood control ef-
forts. While Suchman (1969: 44) was
concerned with unanticipated negative
consequences, Mushkin (1973: 33)
writes of our neglect of the “side-
benefits” inherent in some programs
and Angrist (1973) elaborates on desir-
able but unintended program conse-
quences of the introduction of eval-
uation research irself—the matter of
reactivity, which, important as it is,
cannot be considered here.
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Well over a decade ago, Hyman and
Wright (1962) saw as one of the “major
aspects” of evaluation research, “The
conceptualization and measurement of
. unanticipated relevant out-
comes.” A few years later they continue
to argue the importance of such out-
comes, employing Rieken'’s evaluation
of a summer work camp as an example
{Hyman and Wright, 1967). Nor do
they believe it impossible to anticipate
the unanticipated.

Familiarity with ptevious studies of
similar action programs and general sci-
entiic  knowledge about the area
involved—whether delinquency, at-
titudinal change, or voting behavior—
can unlock the door to many of the
relevant concepiualizations of unex-
pected results.

Houston (1972: 61) observes thar,
“Evaluation studies are notorious for
appending to negative results the asser-
tion that effects were unquestionably
produced, but that no provision was
made for their measurement.” He rec-
ommends pilot studies and fractional
designs that permit examination of a
lagge number of factors. But ir is
Campbell who seems to pursue the
problem and its solution with the
greatest deliberation. He suggests
{1971: 54) that criticism focused "on
past ameliorative effores, such as slum
clearance, high-rise tenements, aid to
dependent children, automation, and
the like, can generate an explicit list of
noxious values, possible pernicious
side-effects to be measured just in case
they might be among the effects of a
specific program.” In a more recent
interview, Campbell says

I think if we regularly made it our
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business to interview the opponents of
every new program . . . we could geta
list of feared undesirable side-effects.
. . . By interviewing the people who
oppose the program, brainstorming
with them about pessible indicators of
their feats, we could do much better
than we do now about setting in motion
indicators that might pick up some of
the anticipatable, understandable side-
effects, (Salasin, 1973: 12))

For several years Michael Scriven
{1972) has been urging educators to
employ “goal-free evaluation.” Al-
though Scriven remains commicred to
outcome research, he argues against a
focus on other peoples’ predetermined
objectives. His argument parallels that
in this section in that it hinges on the
need to determine the consequences of
an intervention and whether or not
those consequences have been defined
as program goals. Scriven goes so far as
to suggest that the evaluator is better
off if he does not know what the specific
program intentions are. Such ignot-
ance permits the unbiased discovery of
the fact that what programs intend is
actually happening. As far as Scriven is
concerned, goals are an appropriate
criterion only in the evaluation of a
proposal, never in the evaluation of a
program.

Although a shift in thinking from
“goals” to “processes” might be the
most desirable solution to the geal trap
and a greater emphasis on unintended
program consequences would be help-
ful, there is another possible solution
that does not require such a great de-
parture from our convencional modes
of thinking about program evaluation.
Let us consider in the concluding sec-
tion of this paper the possibility of
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negotiating various alternative sce-
nartos in a search for more meaning-
ful program goals.

Negotiating a Scenario

Suppose that, rather than intimidat-
ing practitioners or administrators into
confessing their goals (since they fre-
quently cannot articulate them any-
way), the evaluator joined with these
people in a mutual effort to search out
reasonable program goals and reason-
able methods for assessing them? On
the basis of his experience with the
New Jersey Negative Income Tax Ex-
periment and his resulting concern
abour reactiviry, Kershaw (1972: 226)
reasonably recommends that, “Getting
as many local people as possible to lose
interest in the operation should be a
primary goal.” I am suggesting the
reverse. 1 am not proposing the old-
fashioned social work game of conning
people into feeling that they own part
of the operation—that it is theirs,
when in fact, they do not own it at all,
and it isn’t theirs. That kind of decep-
rion may be usetul in temporarily gain-
ing needed cooperation, but what is
proposed here is a mutual endeavor, in
which in fact, all parties have serious
input. Such a negotiation can result in
the identification of goals which all
parties find acceptable and rthus im-
prove the probability that the results of
the evaluation will also be acceptable to
all pareies. And, as Carol Weiss has
pointed out (1971. 141), there are
fringe benehts.

Not only does their participation
{administrators and practitioners] help
in the definition of evaluation goals and
the maintenance of study procedures,
but it may help change the image of
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evaluation from “critical spying'’ to col-

laborative effort to understand and im-

prove.

To those who insist that there can be
no negotiating of reality, that it is the
rez! goals that must be assessed rather
than the results of some political pro-
cess, | would point out that “the deci-
sions about program design . . . have
usually been based upon [among other
things] political bargaining” (Glen-
nan, 1972: 188), Mushkin (1973: 32)
writes that "objectives of social pro-
grams often are clouded by com-
promises along the path toward legisla-
tive enactment.” Weiss has argued
that the creation of programs and their
evaluation is inherently the conse-
quence of extensive give and rake.

Perhaps more important is the face
that much of what we consider to be
“reality” is the consequence of negotia-
tions among intcrested parties. Dif-
ferent parties to a program (staff,
clientele, funders, administrators,
evaluators) may entertain very different
conceptions of the reality of the pro-
gram goals (Krause and Howard,
1973: 1, 16; Weiss, 1974: 680). Re-
cent introduction into the common
parlance of the phrase “plea bargatn-
ing"” has made it clear that what crimes
were committed by what persons is a
matter that is negotiated between the
defense and the prosecution with the
assistance of the judge. Criminologists
have long been aware of this element in
the social creation of criminal statistics
(Newman, 1966: 76-330). The same
order of social construction of data has
been documented in clinic records
(Garfinkel, 1967: 186-207), suicide
(Douglas, 1967), medical statistics
(Rysman, 1973}, welfare data (Beck,
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1970), and generally in any kind of
official scatistics (Kitsuse and Cicourel,
1963).

It would be a mistake to consider
these as instances of fudging data.
Those data are a negotiated reflection of
a social order which they are at least in
part responsible for creating. They are
accurare. They do reflect reality. There
are, of course, other sets of equally
accurate data dealing with the same
kinds of phenomena which also reflect
reality, but then cthere are many
realities. The negotiating of medical
diagnoses has been documented in
dealings between docror and patient in
a tuberculosis sanitarium (Roth, 1963)
as well as in psychiatric interviews,
both in America (Scheff, 1968) and in
Brictain (Morgan and Herne, 1973) in
which careful bargaining on the precise
nature of the diagnosis appears to oc-
cur. In many areas, reality is little more
than what interested parties can agree
it is. Why not in the area of defining
goals for the evaluation of programs?

The germ of the idea of negotiation
is found from time to titne in the litera-
ture. Rossi has suggested (1969:
98-99) thar action alternatives be de-
veloped for both contingencies—
positive and negative findings. He be-
lieves that the development of such
action alternatives enhances the com-
mitment on the part of administrarors
and practitioners to alternarive plans of
action, Glennan (1972: 191) observes
that planning decisions are the result of
a complex batgaining process and that
this is the way it should be. He too
proposes a contingency analysis before
the start of an evaluation: “If the
evaluator and the planner were to sit
down and ask what will happen if the
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results show one thing as opposed to
another, the quality of evaluation
would improve, its relevance would in-
crease, and its results would be more
likely to be used” (p. 213).

The transition of these ideas from
the application of evaluations to the
discovery of goals is made by Cain and
Hollister (1972} who refer to “search-
evaluation.” They argue that the first
stages of an evaluation must involve a
search for the objectives of the pro-
gram: “The attempts to follow the
usual dogma of evaluation, starting
with the definition of a single objective
—or a hierarchy of objectives—for the
program, are bound to fail” (p. 114).
Harper and Babigian propose an exten-
sive negotiation aimed ar the
decision-making process. They begin
by exploring with the administrator
the whole range of possible recommen-
dations as the first step in designing the
evaluation. They then struggle to-
gether to find reasonable answers to
such questions as

Whar kinds of data or information
will lead to one or another of these deci-
sions? and how does the evaluator ob-
tain the best data that will enable the
administrator to decide between mak-
ing no change and making one of several
possible changes? (Harper and Babi-
gian, 1971; 152}

If we extend their limited concept of
an evaluator-administrator interaction
so that it includes other relevant parties
and if we extend the negotiable issues
to include program goals and rheir
measurement, then what follows is
precisely what I mean by negortiating
SCenarios.

The administrator and the evaluator
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should imagine themselves doing the
evaluation and think chrough to its
end——conjuring up possible sets of data
or results and chen making imaginary
decisions based on the imaginary but
alternative sets of data. (Harper and
Babigian, 1971: 132)

These cues suggest to me that it is
desirable for the evaluator to begin to
locate what program people ate trying
to do by watching them do it and lis-
tening to them talk about it—ién sifw/
There is a cumulating bady of evidence
from sociolinguistics that, if one lis-
tens to people talk about what they are
doing while they are doing it, chances
of understanding the activity are
maximized. An example of this princi-
ple applied to evaluation can be found
in Wieder’s study of a halfway house
for drug addicts (1973).7

Experienced and competent prac-
titioners {and I do not imply that all
practitioners fall into that category)
can be assumed to know what they are
trying to do even though they may not
be able to articulate those goals. Parc of
the evaluator’s task then is to discover
what in fact is being attempred. After
watching and listening he will begin to
speculate about what is happening and
can then begin to engage practitioners,
administrators, clients, or policy mak-
ers in a dialogue in an effort to
negotiate the reality of the situacion.
Alternative scenarios can be drawn
employing different conceptions of
goals, different measuring devices, and
alternative conclusions. Such scenarios
can be negotiated one by one with the
program people unuil reasonable
agreement is reached as to goals, means
of measuring them, and the credibility
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of alternative conclusions. This kind of  policy makers will seriously take inco
involvement, as difficult and time- account rhe findings of evaluation re-
consuming as it may be, will goalong search. And that, afrer all, is what it is
way toward increasing the probability  all about.

that practitioners, administrators, and

NOTES

I. Idonotintend to suggesc that this is the only relevant facet of organizacional theory
in program evaluation. Systemns analysis, for example, provides useful guidelines for
tracing organizationzl processes. Such cancepts as feedback loops provide built-in assur-
ance that the evaluator will consider the reactive elements of cthe evaluation per se in the
functioning of the program. However, as [ have argued elsewhere (1979), it is toward
sacial psychological theory that one must turn for guidelines in most program develop-
ment,

2. Isay, “perhaps,” since the influence of an actor and his actions generally transcends
his death. Asan extreme example, it may be that the most immortal action of the suicide
is his suicide.

3. For a Blumer perspective on the closely related problems of social indicators, see
Kisiel (1974). Program evaluators who are attempting to spell out such a methodology
include Dale (1971), Fry (1973), Krause and Howard (1973), Allerhand (1971), Scriven
{1972), Chomie and Hudson (1974), and Filstead (1970a, 1970b}). The logic and
applications of the basic methodology of participant observation is dealt with in the
extensive writings of Blanche Geer and Howard Becker some of which are found in Becker
(1970). See also Glaser and Strauss {(1967), Filstead (1974), Schatzman and Strauss
(1973), and Bogdan and Taylor (1973).

4. I suspece that Robert A. Dentler's “The Phenomenology of the Evaluation Re-
searchers’”’ might inform this discussion, but I have not heen able to obtain a copy and it
remains unpublished since Rossi and Williams chose not to include it in their volume
containing papers from the conference where it was presented (Rossi and Williams,
1972). Rossi discusses the Dentler paper on pp. 36-38.

5. Alan Dale informs me that there is “quite a bit going on in Europe in this area”
(1974).

6. In an earlier historical review, Rossi (1972; 17) observes thac the grounds for
attacks on New Deal programs frequently had to do with “negative side-effects.”

7. Extensive references and some discussion of this issue can be found in Chapter 7 of
Deutscher (1973). A comprehensive review of modern literature on sociolinguistics has
been provided by Grimshaw (1973 and 1974).
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15. Boobytraps and Pitfalls in the Evaluation of
Social Action Programs

Peter H. Rossi

I: INTRODUCTION

If one were to measure success by the
popularity of evaluation research, then
empirical social research has cerrainly
arrived. Perhaps, the best example of
this popularity lies in the legislation
autherizing the present War on Pov-
erty in which the agencies involved are
specifically directed to set aside funds
for evaluarion research. Other amel-
iorative programs may not give as
much formal recognition to such activ-
ity, but nevertheless seek social re-
searchers to add to their staffs for this
purpose or attempt to get social re-
search centers to provide evaluations of
their programs.

There are other measures of success
besides popularity. If one were to
measure success by the proporrion of
evaluation researches which are con-
ducted with powerful enough designs
to render unequivocal evaluation
statements, then empirical social re-
search does not appear to be a smashing
success. For a variety of reasons—some
substantive, others related to the pres-
ent state of development of research
methodology, and still others con-
cerned  with the “politics” of
evaluation—thete are very few evalua-
tion researches which have the elegance
of design and clarity of execution
which would achicve widespread admi-
ration among social researchers.

The purpose of this paper is to
explore some of the main reasons why
evaluation research is hard to do well
and to suggest some ways in which
these difficulties can be overcome.
Providing much of the materials on
which this paper has been based have
been the experiences with such research
of the National Opinion Research
Center over the past few years. How-
ever, | venture that the experiences of
other research centers and of individual
researchers has not been very different:
At least my informal, but undoubtedly
highly biased, survey would indicate
strong similarities between our experi-
cnces and theirs,

In principle, the evaluation of action
programs appears to be most appropri-
ately undertaken through the use of
experimental designs. All the elements
which would strongly recommend
such research designs are usually pres-
ent: The program involved is some-
thing which is added to the ongoing
social scene by purposive social action
as opposed to events which are not
under the control of some individual or
agency. Because an action program is
under someone’s control, the constric-
tion of experimental and control
groups is, in principle, possible. Fur-
thermore, the program is usually not
designed to cover an entire population,
but only some pottion of it so that some
of a target population would not be

Reprinted with permission of the author from the 1966 Social Statistics Section,
Proceedings of the American Staristical Association, pp. 127-132.
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covered, making it possible to think in
terms of control groups. Thus, in prin-
ciple, it is not difficult to design an
extremely elegant program of experi-
ments to evajuate the effectiveness of
the usual action programn. Concrolled
experiments, however, are not fre-
quently used in evaluation research.
For example, there is not a single
evaluation research being carried out
on the major programs of the War on
Poverty which follows closely the
model of the controlled experiment.

1I; ACTION PROGRAMS AND
THE CONTEMPORARY SCENE

There can be little doubt that the
present historical period is one in
which there is considerable groping for
new and presumably more effective
treatments for a variety of presumed
ills. We have rediscovered the poor,
suddenly become intensely aware that
Negroes are an incredibly disadvan-
taged group, become worried over the
plight of the aged, and concerned
about a presumed wasteage of brain-
power. We also have enough national
income to allocate some part of our
resources to new programs designed to
correct some of the obvious faults in
our society.

However, there is an ironic rwist to
developing a heavy conscience in this
historical period. This is because we
cannot otdinarily expect that the new
treatments we can devise will produce
massive results. It appears as if we are
in much the same position in the
treatment of diseases. The introduc-
tion of modern medicine and modern
sanitation procedures into a country
which has had neicher can very dra-
matically reduce morbidity and mor-
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tality, as experiences in some of the
emerging nations indicate. Bug, in the
Unized States of today, each new gain
in motbidity and mortality can be ex-
pected to be smaller and more difficult
to achieve. Providing potable water is
much easier to achieve, and more dra-
matic in its impact on morbidity and
mortality, than any attempt we can
make to lower the incidence of lung
cancer, especially if we try it through
lowering levels of smoking in indi-
viduals,

Similarly with respect to our social
ills. Dramatic effects on illiteracy can
be achieved by providing schools and
teachers to all children: Achieving a
universally high enough ievel of liter-
acy and knowledge, so that everyone
capable of learning can find a good spot
in our modern labor force, is a lot more
difficult. Hence, the more we have
done in the past to lower unemploy-
ment rates, to provide social services,
etc,, the more difficult 11 is to add to
the benefits derived from past pro-
grams by the addition of new ones.
Parcly, this is because we have achieved
so much with the past programs and
partly this is because the massive ef-
forts of the past have not dealt wich
individual motivation as much as with
benefits to aggregates of individuals.

In part, the concern of contemporary
praceitioners in the applied fields with
evaluation arises out of their increased
methodological sophistication. But, in
even larger measute, it arises out of the
expectation—held at some level or
other—that massive effects are not to
be expected from new programs and
the new treatments are going to be
increasingly expensive in terms of time
and money. The problem of evaluation
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in this historical period is that the new
treatments can be expected to yield
marginal improvements over present
treatments and that cost-to-benefit
ratios can be expected to rise dra-
matically. Hence, there is considerable
mterest in research but considerable
apprehension over what it will show
concerning the effects of programs.

To illustrate, let us consider the case
of Project Headstart: We have appar-
ently wrung most of the benefits we can
out of the traditional school system.
Althaugh everyone would agree that
universal schooling for children up to
approximately age sixteen has been a
huge success, as opposed to a system of
no schooling or of schooling mainly for
those who pay for it themselves, there
still remains considerable room for im-
provement, especially in the education
of the poor and otherwise disadvan-
raged. A supplementary pre-school
program bringing such children more
into parity with those better off be-
cause of family background sounds like
an excellent program. But, it is hardly
likely to prochuce as much benefit as the
introduction of universal elementary
schooling did, especially since it is de-
signed to do the job that a full-time
institution, the family, neglected todo
for one reason or another.

Effective new treatments which
produce more than equivocal resules
are expensive. For example, each
traince at a Job Corps camp costs
somewhere between five and ten
thousand dollars a year (depending on
which estimates you hear}, as com-
pated to considerably less than one
thousand dollars per year in the usual
public high school. Yet a year in a Job
Corps Training Center is not going to
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be five to ten times more effective than
a year in a public high school.

Paradoxically, the costs of evalua-
rion are also expensive for these new
programs. If effects can be expected to
be small, greater precision is needed in
tesearch to demonstrate such effects
unequivocally, This is another reason
why [ stressed che controlled experi-
ment as the ideal evaluation research
design: Its ability to detect effects is
quite powerful compared to alternative
methods.

Although as social scientists we can
expect the new social programs to show
marginal effects, the practitioner does
not ordinarily share our pessimism—
at least, not when he faces the Con-
gressional Appropriating Comumittee.
Hence, the claims made in public for
the programs are ordinarily pitched
much higher, in terms of expectation
of benefits, than we could realistically
expect with the worst of research and
much better than we could expect with
the best of research. Thus it turns out
that one of the major obstacles to
evaluation research is the interests in
the maintenance of a program held by
its administrators. Their ambivalence
is born of a two horned dilemma: On
the one hand, research is needed to
demonstrate that the program has an
effect; on the other hand, research
might find that effects are negligible or
non-existent.

Ir: COMMITMENT TO
EVALUATION

The will to believe that their pro-
grams are effective is understandably
strong among the practitioners who
administer them. After all, they are
committing their energies, careers and
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ideologies to programs of action and it
is difficult, under such circumstances,
to take a tentative position concerning
outcomes, Hence, most evaluation re-
searches which are undertaken at the
behest of the administeators of the pro-
grams involved are expected to come
out with results indicaring that the
program is effective. As long as the
results are positive (or at Jeast not nega-
tive) relationships between practition-
ets and researchers are cordial and
sometimes even cffusively friendly.
But, what happens when it comes out
the other way?

A few years ago, the National Opin-
ion Research Center undertook re-
search with the best of sponsorships on
the effect of fellowships and schol-
arships on graduate study in the arts
and sciences fields. It was the sincere
conviction, on the part of the learned
societies which sponsored the research,
that such fellowships and scholarships
were an immense axd 0 graduate stu-~
dents in the pursuit of their studies and
that heavily supported fields were
thereby able 1o attract beteer students
than fields which were not well sup-
ported. The results of the study were
qutte equivocal: First, it did not appear
that financial support had much to do
with sclection of a ficld for graduate
study. Secondly, it did not appear that
graduate studenrcs of high quality were
being held back from the completion of
their graduate programs by the lack of
fellowships or scholarships: Those who
were committed found some way to get
their Ph.ID.'s, often relying on their
spouses to make a capiral investment in
their graduate training. The equivocal
nature of the results was quite disap-
pointing to the sponsors whose first
reaction was to question the adequacy
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of the study’s methodology, leading
to the coining of a National Opinion
Research Center aphorism that the
first defense of an outraged sponsor
was methodological criticism. The
findings affected policy not one whit:
The sponsoring groups are still ada-
marntly claiming more and more in the
way of Anancial support for graduate
students from the federal government
on the grounds that such support mate-
rially affects the numbers of talented
students who will go to graduate study
beyond the B.A., and, furthermore,
materially affects the distribution of
talent among various fields of study.

Reiations between the sponsoring
learned societies and our researchers
have been cool (if not distant) ever
since. The learned societies believe
their problem has been badly re-
searched, and the researchers believe
chat their results have been badly ig-
nored.

Sometimes both the researcher and
the practitioner suffer from the will to
believe leading to evaluation research
containing the most lame sets of qual-
ified resules imaginable. Perhaps the
best example can be gleaned from the
long history of research on the effects of
class size on learning. The earliest re-
searches on this topic go back to the
beginnings of empirical research in
educational psychology and sociology
in the early rwenties. Since thar time
there is scarcely a year in which there
has not been several dissertations and
theses on this topic, not to mention
larger researches done by more mature
scholars, The rescarches have used a
variety of designs ranging from the
congrolled experiment to correlational
studies, the latest in the series being
the results on this score obtained by
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James Coleman in his nationwide
study of schools conducted for the Of-
fice of Education under the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. The results of
these studies are extremely easy to
summarize: By and large, class size has
no effect on the learning of students,
with the possible exception of classes in
the language arts. Bur, the net results
of more than two hundred researches
on educational ideology and policy has
been virtually nil. Every proposal for
the betrerment of education calls for
reductions in the size of classes, despite
the fact that there is no evidence that
class size affects anything except possi-
bly the job satisfaction of teachers.
Even the researchers in presenting their
resules tend to present them apologeti-
cally, indicating the ways in which de-
fects in their research designs may have
produced negative findings as artifacts.

In fact, 1 do not know of any action
program that has been put out of busi-
ness by evaluation research, unless
evaluation itself was used as the hatchet
to begin with. Why is this the case?
Why do negative results have so liccle
impact? The main reason lies in the fact
that the practitioners, first of all (and
sometimes the researchers), never seri-
ously entertained in advance the possi-
bility that results would come out
negative or insignificant. Without
commitment to the bet, one or both of
the gamblers usually welch.

The ways by which welching is ac-
complished are myriad. It is easy to
attack the methodology of any study:
Methodological unsophisticates sud-
denly become experts in sampling,
questionnaire  construction, experi-
mental design, and statistical analysis,
or borrow experts for the occasion. Fur-
ther replication is called for. But, most
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often it 1s discovered that the goals of
the program in terms of which it was
evaluated are not the “real” goals after
all. Thus, the important goals of school
systems are not higher scores on multi-
ple choice achievement tests, but bet-
ter attitudes toward learning, a matter
which the researcher neglected to
evaluate. Or, the goals of a community
organization in an urban renewal area
were not really to affect the planning
process but to produce a commitment
to the neighborhood on the part of its
residents while the planning took
place.

Perhaps the best example of how
“real” goals are discovered after goals
that were evaluated were found to be
poorly attained can be found in the
work of a very prominent school ad-
ministration group. This group, fully
committed to the educational moder-
nities of the forties and fifties, found to
its surprise that whether or not a school
system adopted its programs had little
to do with the learning that students
achieved. Hence, they dropped
achievement tests as a criterion of the
goodness of a school or school system
and substituted instead a measure of
how flexible the administration was in
adopting new ideas in curriculum,
producing an evaluation instrument
which, in effect, states that a school
system (s good to the extent thar it
adopts policies that were currently
being advocated by the group in ques-
tion.

IV ASSURING POSITIVE
RESULTS

Given unlimited resources, it is pos-
sible to make some sort of dent in al-
most any problem. Even the most sod-
den wretch on skid row can be brought
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to a semblance of respectability for
some period of time (provided that he
is not too physically deteriorated) by
intense, and expensive, handling. But,
to make an impact on the denizens of
all the skid rows inall of our grear cities
requires methods that are not intensive
and are not expensive case by case.
There is not sufficient manpower or
resources to lead each single skid row
inhabitant back to respectabilicy, if
only for a short period.

Yet, many action programs, par-
ticulacly of the “demonstration” vari-
ety, resemble the intensive treacment
model. They are bound to produce re-
sults if only because they maximize the
operation of the Hawthorne and Ro-
senthal effects, but cannot be put inte
latge scale operation because either
manpower Of resources are not avail-
able. Hence, programs which work
well on the initial run on a small scale
with dedicated personne] can be ex-
pected to show more positive resules
than the preduction runs of such pro-
grams with personnel not as commit-
ted to the program in question.

The distinction I want to make in
this connection is that between “im-
pact” and “coverage.” The fmpact of a
technique may be said to be its ability
to produce changes in each situation to
which it is applied, while the coverage of
a technique is its ability to be applied
to a large number of cases. Thus, face-
to-face persuasion is a technique which
has high impact as a means of getting
people to come in for physical examina-
tions, buc its coverage is relatively
slight. In contrast, bus and subway
posters may have low impact in the
sense of producing a desired effect each
time someone is exposed, but large
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coverage in the sense thar many people
can be exposed to bus and subway post-
ers very easily.

An extremely effective technique for
the amelioration of a social problem is
one which has both high impact and
high coverage. Perhaps the best exam-
ple of such techniques can be found in
medicine whose immunizing vaccines
are inexpensive, easy to administer and
very effective in reducing the incidence
of certain diseases. It does not seem
likely that we will find vaccines, or
measures resembling them in impact
and coverage, for the ills to which ac-
tion programs in the social field are
directed. It is more likely that we will
have action programs which have
either high impact or high coverage,
but not both. The point [ want to
emphasize here is that it is a mistake to
discard out of hand programs which
have low impact but the potentiality of
high coverage. Hence, programs
which show small positive results on
evaluation and which can be
generalized to reach large numbers of
people can, in the long run, have an
extremely significant cumulative ef-
fect.

Examples of such programs in the
social action field do not easily come to
mind. But perhaps an illustration from
the field of public health can be cited
appropriately: Over the past few dec-
ades public health informarion
specialists have been plagued by the
fact that their most effective tech-
niques have low coverage and their best
mass techniques have little impact.
Evaluation research after evaluation re-
search has indicated that it is possible
to taise the level of an individual's
health knowledge and utilization of
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health facilities if you can get him to
come 0 a course of lectures on the
topic. In contrast, public health in-
formation campaigns utilizing the
mass media have been shown to have
minute effects. Yet, the information of
the American population concerning
health matters has appreciably in-
creased over the past two decades. It is
apparently the case that while no one
campaign was particularly cffective,
their cumulative effects were consider-
able.

V: THE CONTROL GROCUP
PROBLEM

The key feature of rthe conerolled ex-
periment lies in the control exercised
by the experimenter over the processes
by which subjects are allocated to exper-
imental and control groups. In a well-
designed experiment, such allocations
are made in an unbiased fashion. Bur,
there are many ways in which a well
thought out plan can go awry.

Perhaps the major obstacle to the use
of concrolled experiments in evaluation
rescarch is a political one. The political
problem is simply that practitioners
are extremely reluctant to allow the
experimenters to exercise proper con-
trols over rhe allocation of clients to
experimental and conrrol groups. For
example, the proper evaluation of a
Manpower retraliing program requires
that potential trainees be separated
into experimental and control groups
with a contrast being made between
the two groups at a later time. This
obviously means that some potential
clients, who are otherwise qualified,
are barred arbitrarily from training—
an act which public agencies are ex-
tremely reluctant to authorize.
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In part, the political problem arises
because researchers have not thought
through sufficiently the problem of
what constitutes a control or non-
experimental experience. The logic of
experimental design does not require
that the experimental group not
undergo some sort of treatment, it
metrely requires thar the experimental
group not be given the treatment
which is being evaluated. In short, we
have not been ingenious enough in in-
venting placebo treatments which are
realistic enough to give the public offi-
cial the feeling that he is not slighting
some individuals at random. For
example, a placebo treatment for a job
retraining program may be conceived
of as some treatment designed to help
men get jobs but which does not in-
volve retraining and, over which the
training program should demonstrate
some advancage. Perhaps testing and
intensive counseling mighe be an ac-
ceptable placebo for a control group in
an experimental evaluation of job train-
ing. Or, a placebo treatment for the
evaluation of a community mental
health center might be referrals to gen-
eral practitioners for the kinds of
treatment  they either administer
themnselves or provide referrals to.

Even in the best circumstances and
with the best of sponsors, the carrying
out of controlled experiments can run
into a number of boobytraps. There is,
for example, the case of an evaluation
research all set to go and well designed
but whose program did not generarte
enough volunteers to fill up either the
experimental or the control groups.
Under these circumstances, the ad-
ministrator opted to fill up the experi-
mental groups abandoning all at-
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tempts at segregating the volunteers
into experimental and control groups.

Or, there is the example of a well
designed research on the effectiveness
of certain means of reaching low in-
come families with birth control in-
formation whose design was contami-
nated by the City Health Department
setting up birth control clinics in areas
which had been designated as controls!

Or, there is the risk that is run in
long range experimental designs that
the world may provide experiences to
control, which would duplicate in
some essential fashion, the experimen-
tal treatment. Thus, Wilner ez #/., in
the evaluation of the effects of public
housing, unfortunacely undertook their
research in a period when the quality of
the general housing stock in Baltimore
was being improved at so fast a rate
that the contrast in housing conditions
between expetimental and control
groups had greatly diminished by the
end of the observational period.

In sum, it is not easy either to obtain
sufficient consent ro  undertake
propetly controlled experimencs or to
carry them out when such consent is
obtained.

Vii A STRATEGY FOR
EVALUATION RESEARCH

There are a number of lessons to be
drawn from the varicus sections of this
paper which hopefully could go some
distance toward devising a strategy for
the conduct of evaluation research.
While it is true that in a Panglossian
best of all possible worlds, the best of
all possible research designs can be
employed, in a compromised real
world, full of evil as it is, it is necessary
to make do with what is possible
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within the limits of time and resources.
The problem that faces us then is how
can we set up the conditions for doing
as best a job we can and produce re-
search which is as relevant as possible
to the judgment of the effectiveness of
social policy programs.

Alrhough the idea of evaluarion re-
search has gained wide acceprance, we
are a long way from a full commitment
to the outcomes of evaluation research.
It is part of the researcher’s responsibil-
ity to bring to the practitioner’s atten-
tion that in most cases the effects of
action programs are slight and that
there is more than an off-chance possi-
hility that evaluation will produce
non-positive results. The policy impli-
carions of such findings have to be
worked out in advance; otherwise the
conduct of ecvaluation research may
turn out to be a fatuous exercise.

Secondly, we have a long way to go
in devising ways of applying controlled
experiments to problems of evaluation.
Polirical obstacles to the use of controls
often make it hard o get acceprance of
such designs, and the difficulty of
maintaining controls in a non-sterile
world makes full-fledged experimental
designs relatively rare in use.

Earlier in this paper, 1 suggested
thar we take a lesson from medical re-
search and search for the social
analogues of placebos to be adminis-
tered to our control groups. There are
other directions in which experimenral
designs should go: For example, con-
sidering the high likelihood rthat
treatments have small effects, we need
very powerful designs to demonstrate
positive results. But because power
costs money, it is worthwhile consider-
ing research designs which evaluate
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several types of cxperimental treat-
ments simultaneously so that the out-
comes will be more useful to the set-
ting of program policy. To illustrate: it
1s considerably more worthwhile to
have the results of an experimental
evaluation which provides results on
several types of job corps camps than
on job corps camps in general. Looking
at the differential effectiveness of sev-
eral job corps camps provides more de-
railed and better information for the
improvement of job corps programs
than would a gross evaluation of the
program all told.

This paper has stressed the model of
the controlled experiment as the de-
sired one for evaluation research. But,
it is abundantly clear that for a variety
of reasons, controlled experiments are
rarely employed as evaluational devices
and that they are difficult to employ.
Most frequent are some sort of quasi-
experiments in which the control
groups are constructed by methods
which allow some biases to operate and
correlational designs in which persons
subjected to some sort of treatment are
contrasted with persons who have not
been treated, concrolling sracistically
for relevant characteristics.

The important question which faces
the evaluation researchers is how bad
are such “soft” evaluational tech-
niques, particularly correlational de-
signs? Under what circumstances can
they be employed with some confi-
dence in their outcomes?

First of all, it seemns to me that when
it is massive effects that are expected
and desired, “'soft” techniques are al-
most as good as subtle and precise ones.
To illustrate, if what is desired as the
outcome of a particular treatment is
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complete remission of all sympioms in
each and every individual subject to
trearment, then ic is hardly necessary
to have a control group. Thus if a birth
control technique is to be judged effec-
tive if and onfy if it completely elimi-
nates the chance of conception in an
experimental group, then the research
design is vastly simplified. The ques-
tion is not whether those who use the
method have less children than those
who do not, but whether they have any
chiidren at all, a question which can be
easily decided by admiaistering the
technique to a group and counting
births (or conceptions) thereafter.

The obverse of the above also holds.
If a treatment which is to be tested
shows no effects using a soft method of
evaluation, then it is highly unlikely
that a very precise method of evalua-
tion is going ro show more than very
slight effects. The existence of complex
and large interaction effects which
supptess large differences between a
group subject to a treatment and statis-
tical control groups seems highly un-
likely. Thus if children participating
in a Head Start program show no gain
in learning ability compared to those
who did not participate in the pro-
gram, holding inicial level of learning
constant, then it is not likely that a
controlled experiment in which chil-
dren are randomly assigned to experi-
mental and controlled groups is going
to show dramatic effects from IMHead
Start programs.

Of course, if a correlational design
does show some program effects, then
it is never clear whether selection biases
or the program itself produce the ef-
fects shown.

This means that it is worthwhile to
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consider soft methods as the first stage
in evaluation research, discording
trearments which show no ¢f{ees and
reraining those with opposite charac-
teristics to be tested with more power-
ful designs of the controlled experi-
mental kind.

Although ex post facto designs of a
correlational variety have obvious holes
in them through which may creep rhe
most insidious of biases, such designs
are extremely useful in the investiga-
tion of effects which are postulated to
be the results of long acting treat-
ments. Despite the fact thar it 1s possi-
ble that cigarettes cause cancer, the
evidence from ex post facto studies of
the correlation berween  cigarerte
smoking and lung cancer can hardiy be
ignored, even though the evidence 1s
not pure from the viewpoint of a
putist. Similarly, NORC’s study of the
effects of Catholic education on adules,
despite all our efforts to hold constant
relevant factors, can still be easily pro-
duced by self selection biases that were
too subtle for our blunt instruments to

Peter H. Rossi

detect. We have nevertheless gained 2
great deal of knowledge concerning the
order of effects thar can be expected,
were a controlled experiment extend-
ing over a generation conducted. The
net differences between parochial
school Carholics and public school
Carholics are so slight that we now
know that this institution is not very
effective as a device for maintaining
religiosity and thar furchermore the ef-
fects we found are quite likely to have
been generated by selection biases.

From these considerations a strategy
for evaluation research is beginning to
cmerge. It seems to me to be useful to
consider evaluation research in two
stages—a Reconnaissance Phase in
which the soft correlational designs are
used to screen out those programs it is
worthwhile to investigate further; and
an Experimental Phase in which pow-
erful controlled experimental designs
are used to evaluate the differential ef-
fectiveness of a variety of programs
which showed up as having sizable ef-
fects in the first phase.



PART IV
CASE MATERIALS

This final section consisting of reports on specific evaluation scudies is intended
to complement the general papers in previous sections. The case materials
illustrate the application of general principles and the field experiences of
researchers in conducting evaluation studies. Some of the case materials deal with
the circumstances surrounding cvaluation projects. These papers deal with the
rationale for use of particular evaluation strategies in the situations described.
The political and social policy context of evaluation projects is also illustrated in
some of these cases. Other papers in this section are reports of completed
evaluations. Studies are included of interventions in a variety of institutional
SeCtors.

The evaluation component of an ambitious early antipoverty program was
studied by Weiss and Rein. The complex, community-wide intervention was to
be evaluated through an experimental study emphasizing implications for adoles-
cents. Not only were the evaluators frustrated in their efforts to complete their
research, but their strategy deflected them from attention to the intervention
itself. The authors argue that the use of an experimental design for evaluation of a
highly fluid and complex intervention was inappropriate. A case is presented fora
qualitative, process-oriented approach to evaluation of interventions of this kind.

Klerman et al. provide an account of their experiences in addressing method-
ological issues in the evaluation of a program for pregnant teenage girls. Particu-
larly noteworthy are the evaluators’ struggles to find adequate control and
comparison groups and to respond to significant changes over time in the
experimental program.

Caro analyzes a case in which strong experimental tesearch dominated a weak
innovative service program for the elderly. He uses the example to argue for a
“phased” evaluation strategy. “Soft,” unobtrusive research approaches would be
used to gauge roughly the viability of new programs. Sophisticated experimental
research would be used only after new programs were well established and the
initial evaluacion had yielded promising results.

The National Income Transfer experiment sponsored by the Office of
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Economic Opportunity is among the most important recent large-scale interven-
tions concerned with a major social policy issue. Rossi and Lyall show how
unanticipated external political issues jeopardized the project’s field operations
and undermined the credibility of its findings. The case illustrates the hazards of
early participation of investigators in policy debates, the fragile basis on which
researchers promise confidentiality, and the difficulty of timing major experi-
ments so that their results can have a maximum impact on social policy delibera-
tions.

How a process evaluation can contribure to the explanation of program failure
is illustrated by Fry and Miller. Using patticipant observation techniques, the
authors studied a skid row mission in which an innovative alcoholism treatment
program was attempted. Fry and Miller trace over time the interactions of
organizations, practitioners, and clients in the attempt to implement a program
based on uncertain treatment technologies and questionable success criteria. The
study points to a range of sociological and clinical issues that must be dealt with
in program planning if innovative treatment programs are to have any chance for
SUCCESS.

Chapin’s research on the effects of public housing is of particular interest as an
early example of evaluative research. The paper is concerned with Chapin's
experimental work on the social implications of housing in the period berween
1935 and 1940. Measures of general adjustment, social participation, and social
status were used to compare those residing in public housing projects with
controls who continued to live in “slums.”

An experimental study that challenges the conventional wisdom that police
patrol is an effective component of a crime control program is reported by Kelling
and associates. A thirty-two square mile area with a population of 150,000 was
divided on a matching basis into areas in which preventive patrol was eliminated,
held at its usual level, and intensified for a period of one year. The project is
noteworthy in showing that substantial experimentation with an imporrant
aspect of police practice is feasible. The research is also significant for the
measurement of results not only on crime and arrests but also on community
attitudes, traffic accidents, police response time, and patterns of use of time by
police.

Two papers deal with the effects of the Head Start program, a pre-school
education program for children from low-income families. The first by Cicarelli
summarizes the resules of a study concerned with the psychological and in-
tellectual impact of the program. A sample of first-, second-, and third-grade



Case Materials 251

students who had participated were compared to a marched sample of nonpar-
ticipants. Evans then comments on the debate that followed release of the study.
A participant in the design of the study, he defends the areas in which its
methodology was criticized. Evans argues that to reject the findings of the study
by pointing to methodological defects is unproductive. Rather, efforts should be
made to implement the program more effectively.

The merits of two evaluations of the OEQ Legal Services Program are debated
in articles by Champagne and Berk. Champagne describes in some detail the two
studies conducted by private consulting firms under contract with federal agen-
cies. The evaluations of individual legal services projects were based on interviews
with project staff, board members, and other pertinent community representa-
tives. Effectiveness rarings of individual projects were made by interdisciplinary
teams based on the evaluation data. Ratings of the evaluation teams were
compared to effectivencss ratings made by spokesmen for significant community
groups. Berk takes serious issue with the evaluations. He acknowledges that the
evaluations established that the programs were implemented in a manner roughly
consistent with what was intended. Berk points out, however, that the evalua-
tions deal only with opinion; actual practices were not examined. Berk develops a
framework for an adequate evaluation and systematically analyzes the two
studies. The exchange concludes with a reply by Champagne who defends the
evaluations on several counts.

Actual accomplishments of new towns in meeting human needs were studied
by Burby, Weiss, and Zehner. New communities were compared with matching
conventional communities on three dimensions: (1) objective characteristics of
facilities and services, (2) performance of service system, and (3) resident satisfac-
tion with the quality of facilities and services. An impressive array of specific
measures is used for each dimension.

An experimental study of home versus hospital treatment of heart artack
victims is reported by Mather et al. The project is significant as a large, general
community intervention dealing with a life threatening issue. (Twelve percent of
those randomly assigned to home or hospital care died within twenty-eight days
of inclusion in the project.) The researchers indicate how they conducted a control
led study after taking into account treatment desires of patients, their relatives,
and family doctors.

Use of the interrupted time series design in the evaluation of rhe effect of legal
reform is tllustrated by Ross, Campbell, and Glass. Their study concerns the use
by police in England of a device to measure blood alcohol as a way of discouraging
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driving under the influence of alcohol. Automobile casualty rates wete used to
measure effects of the new law enforcement procedures. Control conditions were
approximated by separating casualty rates for commuting hours during which
bars and pubs were closed from those for weekend nights. The case shows how
effective evaluation sometimes can be done in the absence of experimental
controls.



16. The Evaluation of Broad-Aim Programs:
A Cautionary Case and a Moral

Robert S. Weiss and Martin Rein

Thete 1s an approach to the evalua-
tion of programs of social action which
seems so sensible that it has been ac-
cepted without question in many quat-
ters. The underlying assumption of the
approach is that action-programs are
designed to achieve specific ends, and
that their success can be measured by
the extent to which chese ends were
reached. The approach leads often to a
study-design in experimenral form, in
which there is identification of the as-
pects of the situation or target popuila-
tion which are to be changed, the
measurement of cheir state before in-
troduction of the program, and the
measurement of their state again afeer
completion of the program. To support
the argument that changes 1n criteria
were the result of the introduction of
the program, there may be measure-
ment of criteria 4t two points in time in
a control or comparison situation
which does not receive the program.

On the basis of much observa-
tion, we believe that this very plaus-
ible approach is misleading when the
action-programs have broad aims and
unstandardized forms. We believe it
may well be effective when a number of
individuals are subjected to the same
interventive stimulus and when the

expected outcome is clear-cut and truly
something anticipated. An example
would be inoculation with a flu vac-
cine: the same thing can be done 10 a
latrge oumber of subjects, and the
expected outcome—ireedom  from
influenza——can be clearly scated in ad-
vance. But there are many social-action
programs, including most truly ambi-
tious social-action programs, which do
not have these characteristics. They are
concerned first with the impact of the
program on a situation, and only sec-
ondarily with che impact of the pro-
geam on individuals. They are liable to
take very different forms in different
situations. And it is not at all clear at
the outset what would be the conse-
quences of a successful program. An
example might be the Model Cities
planning program. Here the program
was concerned primarily with chang-
ing the relationship of members of a
local community to the process of
urban planning. The effect that this
might have on individual members of
model neighborhoods was not a pri-
mary concern of the program. The
form taken by the planning program
was dependent on the nature of che
local situation, the character of the fed-
eral official assigned to supervise the

This article is a revision of a paper given at the American Academy of Arts and Sciences
Conference on Evaluation of Social Action Programs, May 2-3, 1969, organized by the
Academny’s Committee on Poverty under a grant from the Ford Foundation.

Reprinted with permission from the authars and The Annals of the American A cademy of
Political and Social Science, Vol, 385, September 1969, pp. 133-142,
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program, the characers of citizens who
became involved in the program, and
many other factors. The form of pro-
grams was neither determined by the
federal agency which sponsored them
nor identical from place to place. Fi-
nally, the consequences of a successful
planning program might include
community backing for the plan, or
might include acceptance of the plan
by a federal reviewing body, or might
include a sense of increased political
participation in the model neighbor-
hood, but there was no reason to begin
with the assumption—nor, for that
matter, to say at any later time—that
any one of these criteria, or any other
criterion, singly or in combination,
might serve as a measure of the succcess
of the program. Or, to put it another
way, there might be many different
kinds of success, and putting one of
themn before another would be entirely
arbitrary. Qur belief is that when
action-programs are more like Model
Cities planning and less like inocula-
tion with a flu vaccine, an experimental
model for evaluating effectiveness is
apt to be a misrake.

EVALUATING THE BROAD-AIM
PROGRAM

The following is a case study of one
instance of the use of an experimental
apptoach to evaluate a broad-aim pro-
gram. Qur opinion is that the case de-
scribed is more nearly typical of such
ventures than not. We think that the
failures and frustrations were conse-
quences of the absence of fit between
the research design and the actual re-
search problem. The men involved
were well-trained, industrious, and
committed to the project. Their error

Robert §. Weiss and Martin Rein

was in overconscientiousness, if it was
anywhere; they adopted a2 methodology
because it was sound, not recognizing
thar it was inappropriate.

Let us call the action-program the
Neighborhood Benefit Program. Its
aim was to change existing community
insticutions—the social agencies, the
schools, the employment services—
which because of tradition, and
pethaps lack of imagination, were
wedded to the status quo. The changed
institutions, it was hoped, would be of
greater service to a wide range of
groups within the community, but
espectally to underprivileged youth.
The federal agency which funded the
program required that there be some
documentation of the extent to which
the study had been successful: they in-
sisted, as a condition of funding, that
the program evaluate irself.

The federal agency, perhaps in reac-
tion against the impressionistic, cheer-
fully positive progtess reports which
were  traditionally  produced by
action-programs, recommended that
the evaluation study be as methodolog-
ically rigorous as possible. In addition,
the agency made it clear that the pro-
gram should be construed as a demon-
stration of the usefulness of programs
of its type, rather than as having im-
portance for its own sake, Therefore,
the research group should give its at-
tention primarily to generalizable as-
sessments of the worth of the type of
program, rather than to more particu-
lar assessments of just what had gone
right and whart had gone wrong in this
one instance.

The sociologists who were obtained
to staff the research group were encirely
sympathetic to the aims of rigor and
generality., They were trained in
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tough-minded scientific method, and
their aim was to coatribute to the de-
velopment of general knowledge. In-
deed, in the methodological climate of
that time, it would have been difficult,
though not entirely impossible, for the
administrators of the program to have
found competent research people
whose priorities were toward a more
qualitative, more case-oriented re-
search style. But even if it had been
possible to locate research personnel of
this bent, the federal directive was
clearly more sympathetic to the more
rigorous approach.

One of the first concerns of the re-
search group was the development of
criteria of successful programs, and one
of their firse difficulties was that in-
stitutional change seemed difficult to
assess, and that individual change
could take what at first appeared to be
an endless variety of forms. The study
of institutional change was rejecred as
unfeasible because there were so many
institurions at issue—the schools, the
playgrounds, the job-inding agencies,
and still others—that the interviewing
and observation required for studying
them would have exhausted all the staff
time available—and more. In addi-
tton, there was every reason to believe
that the staff of at least some of the
institutions whose change was a
Neighborhood Benefit Program aim
would be resistant to a study sponsored
by a parallel, and possibly rival, com-
munity agency. Finally, the research
staff had been trained in the more
rigorous methodologies of survey re-
scarch and experimental measurement,
rathet than in the softer methods of
field research. It was decided that the
subject of study should be youth living
in the area of Neighborhood Benefit
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Association concern, and that any
change in their attitudes or behavior
which suggested better adaptation ro
their society would be taken as an indi-
cation of the program's success.
Alrogether, some three hundred dif-
ferent individual-measurements were
planned, ranging from measurements
of actitudes toward the soctety to actual
school-attendance records. The direc-
tors of the study were determined that
the measurements should have
maximurn  validity, reliability, and
discriminating power, and so they
spent a great deal of time in developing
scales, or in locating scales in the ex-
istent literature, which would produce,
with some trustworthiness, the quality
of measurement that they wanted.
The next problem which presented
ieself was the necessity of deciding
which individuals living within the
target area had, in fact, been exposed to
the Neighborhood Benefit Program.
Was it anyone who had participated in
any one of the activities sponsored by
the Neighborhood Benefit Program?
But it was not always easy to determine
who had participated. What about the
students who had been exposed 10 a
school-enrichment program, in the
sense that they had dutifully sat in a
school auditorium while a number of
speakers ralked about the job-market?
What about the youth who came only
once to a playground and left without
doing more than lean against a swing?
And what abour the youth who had
never taken part in these programs, but
whose father had found a job by means
of the Neighbothood Benefit Program?
Clearly, deciding who had participated
would be difficult. Nevertheless, the
research group developed forms to be
filled out by manpower specialists and
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supervisors of playgrounds, and hoped
that somehow the resulting data would
be useful. Asitturned out, this was not
the case. Matching names on the forms
with names on interview blanks was
too great a job, and given the small
proportion of participants, among all
residents of the district, inany particu-
lar program—and the very different
impacts of different programs—the
energy required hardly seemed justifi-
able.

A related problem was that of
evaluating the relative effectiveness of
each of the large number of efforts
planned by the Neighborhood Benefit
Program. If schocl-enrichment and
playground-enrichment affected the
same children, how could one decide
which results should be associared with
which change-attempt? One proposal
made by the research group was that
different change attempts should be
introduced into different districts of
the metropolitan area: for example, a
change in the schools in one district
and a change in playgrounds in
another. The administrators of the
Neighborhood Benefit Program, con-
cerned with the endiess problems of
artempting to achieve change in func-
tioning institutions, found the idea
charming, bur unrealistic. The re-
search group was required fo define its
task as that of evaluating the net im-
pact on youths living in the target
area—whether there was evidence that
they had actively participated in the
program or not—of the Neighborhood
Benefit Program, taken as a whole.

The design which finally emetged,
afrer acceptance of the net-impact for-
mulation by the research group, was
that of a questionnaire study of the

Robert 5. Weiss and Martin Rein

effects on young people of the presence
of the program in their area. The study
anticipated the collection of data from
a sample of about 1,500 young people
in the target area, and from another
sample of about 500 young people in a
similar area in a neighboring city. This
represented about a 25 percent sample
of eligible youths in the two cities.

Fuily 90 percent of the youths in the
sample were located and interviewed, a
remarkable response rate when one
considers that a good proportion of the
young people were not in school and
not regulatly at home. A great deal of
information was collected from and
about respondents: cach respondent
was given, not only an extensive ques-
tionnaite, but also a personal inter-
view, and, in addition, information
about him was obtained from his
school.

Development of the dara-collecrion
inscrutnents and actual collection of
base-line {preprogram) data abscrbed
the first year of the project. Because the
collecrion of dara after completion of
the action-program would udilize al-
ready developed instruments, and be-
causce the action-program had chree
years to run, the research group had a
good deal of time for other work before
it would have t¢ mobilize itself to see
what changes the Neighborhood Ben-
efit Program had brought into being.
During this interim period, the re-
search group gave great attention to an
analysis of data which was intended to
esrablish where the youths were before
the program was introduced. These
data were treated by the rescarch group
simply as very interesting survey data.
They examined the distribution of be-
haviors, beliefs, attitudes, and experi-
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ences by age, sex, race, and status in
school. Some of their findings were in-
teresting, but, of course, they had no
greater relationship to the functioning
of the Neighborhood Benefit Program
than any set of findings from any study
of a low-income area would have had.

The reseatch group launched a few
small studies in addition to rhe major
effort just described. They hired a
small team of participant-observers to
go out and talk with neighborhood res-
idents. The observers produced a set of
rather journalistic materials which
managed to suggest somerhing of the
style of life in the neighborhood, but
nothing more. The research group also
developed a study focused on the
characteristics of problem youth in the
district, in which they made a con-
certed attempt to identify and ineer-
view those young people whom their
neighbors believed to be the maost
troublesome in the area. The research
group then developed comparisoen data
by studying the young people who
were believed to be the most promising
in the area. But the problem youths
turned out 1o be jusc as difticult when
filling out questionnaires as in other
contacts with authorities, and there
was much doubt regarding the validity
of their responses. In addition, rhe is-
sues to which the study found itself
addressed turned out to be unrelated to
any possible effect of the Neighbot-
hood Benefit Program. And so, with
distrust growing regarding the validicy
of the data, and increasing recognition
that it would not contribute to evalua-
tion in any event, the study was given
less and less attention, and, finally,
without any decision being made, was
shelved.

257

By the end of the second year of the
evaluation project, it had become clear
to the administrators of the Neighbor-
hood Benefit Program that they could
expect lictle help from the research
group for their own tasks. From the
perspective of the administrators, the
evaluation-research group seemed to
be studying interesting questions—
actually they could not be entirely cer-
rain exactly what the research group
really was studying—but their work
seemed to be in the realmn of basic re-
search, and to have rather little to offer
to anyone who had to decide what to do
in a given situation. Even this absence
of applied usefulness would not have
been disturbing to the administrative
group, except that there seemed to be
little information regarding evaluation
either. The administrators, it turned
out, found it difficult to keep in mind
that the report on the evaluation could
be prepared only after the end of their
efforts. They wanted to know what was
wrong and what was right 1n what they
were doing while there was stifl time to
change. Gradually, the administrative
group became more and more skeptical
of the work that the research group was
doing.

In addition to the fact that no usable
information emanated from rthe re-
search group, the administrators of cthe
programs had other reasons for uneasi-
ness about this research. The research
group seemed more defensive, more
inclined toward mystification, less
convincing, as they repeatedly argued
that the ongoing analysis of base-line
data was only a secondaty interest, un-
dertaken as a kind of make-wotk proj-
ect, until the time came for collection
of the post-program data. Increas-
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ingly, the administrators of the pro-
grams felt that members of the research
group were counting on analysis of the
base-line data to produce a contribu-
tion to their field, and that their con-
tinved references ro the comparison
with postprogram data had the aim of
fending off a close scrutiny of their
operation. Administrators began won-
dering whether there would be
funds—and, for that matter, staft —for
the very difficult pre-postcomparison
which was planned.

Still another source of concern de-
veloped, though not in any very de-
tailed way. What difference would be
made by any findings which might
come out of the study? Could any
findings really support any conclu-
sions? Suppose that the young people
in the Neighborhood Benefit Program
area showed changes which were some-
how different from those displayed by
young people in the neighboring ciry.
It was hard to believe that the differ-
ence would be dramatic, but no mai-
ter. The cities were already quite dif-
ferent, even before the introduction of
the Neighborhood Benefit Program
into one of them. {One evidence of
their differences was that one, but not
the other, had gotten funds from the
government for a Neighborhood Ben-
efit Program.) This fact demonstrared
that if the attitudes or behavior of
youths developed differently in the two
cities, it would not necessarily mean
that the Neighborhood Benefic Pro-
gram was the causal agent. An entirely
convincing conclusion would not re-
sult even from a comparison of those
who had participated in the Neighbor-
hood Benefit Program with those who
had not participated, assuming that
participation could be measured.

Robert 8. Weiss and Martin Rein

Those who chose to patticipate must
have been quite different to begin with
from those who chose not to partici-
pate. And if there were no differences
between youths in the two cities, did
this mean that the Neighborhood Ben-
efit Program had no value? In opposi-
tion to this possible conclusion could
be put the use made of so many of the
Neighborhood Benefit Program serv-
ices. Change or no change, it was clear
that what the program made available
was being used.

Because of their developing qualms,
the administrators of the programs,
together with their sponsoring agency,
cailed in a consultant to evaluate the
evaluation scheme. The consultant
pointed out the Program's commit-
ment to support the research group
through the period originally planned
for completion of their work. He also
pointed out the likely cost of tracking
down the original respondents after
three yeats had elapsed, and made es-
timates of both the length of rime and
amount of money likely to be neces-
sary for analysis and written presenta-
tion of the panel dara after the very
difficult locating problem had been
solved. He made explicit the problems
which were involved in generalizing on
the basis of data regarding whar was,
after all, a single instance of a social
action, when no information was avail-
able which might provide understand-
ing of the form chat the instance had
taken.

After discussion of the consultant’s
report, the research group and the ad-
ministrators of the programs jointly
agreed to try to get some sense of what
might be gained by comparison of pre-
program and postprogram data, by
conducting a small-scale study, if pos-
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sible, before the scheduled time for
collection of the postprogram data. It
was hoped that a small-scale study
might furnish enough information o
make it possible to estimate both the
difficulties of the larger study and the
usefulness of the data which would be
gathered.

What happened next seems to be
typical of the conclusion of projects for
the evaluation of broad-aim action-
programs. One of the members of the
research group had, some rime earlier,
accepted another position, and now left
the project. The idea of a pilot study
proved unworkable without him; it
may well have been unworkable even
with him. The administrators of the
program became increasingly unsym-
pathetic to the reseatch, and increas-
ingly unwilling to sponsor the research
group with their funding agency. The
director of the research group left the
project, with rather bad feelings all
around. And so ended the evaluation-
study.

Accounts similar to the above can be
obtained from many evaluation proj-
ccts. Here the evaluation team was re-
sponsible to individuals who were also
administering the action-program,
and this produced a number of ten-
sions. Yet, even when evaluation has
been conducted by an external agency,
the experimental or near-experimental
study of an unstandardized, broad-
aim, virtually unreplicated action-
program has produced the same or very
similar problems.

The difficulties that the research
group encountered were, for the most
part, inherent in a situation where the
administrative group needed research
information which the research group
were committed not to collect; where
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the primary aim of the research de-
pended en detecting that component of
change exerted by a government-
sponsored program upon a group of
youngsters who were moving through
one of the most changeful periods of
their lives; and where the research sys-
tematically neglected the form being
taken by the program which it was
studying and the ways in which the
institutional systern of the area re-
sponded and was itself affected by the
program. Any such enterprise might
be expected to have heavy going. We
shall first list the technical difficulties,
and next the administracive difficul-
ties, which might be expected in a
research enterprise of this sort.

TECHNICAL PROBLEMS

(1) The problem of developing criteria.
Evaluation asks the extent to which
predetermined goals are reached. But
how will such goals as increased oppor-
tunity, a more responsive institutional
system, and a richer cultural atmos-
phere show themselves? Whar opera-
tions can be chosen, in advance, to
decide whether these goals have or have
not been realized? It turns out that
there are so many different ways in
which changes related to such broad
aims may take place that a very great
number of indicators must be included
in the study, and even then there is no
assurance that something has nor been
omitted. The alternative, of course, is
simply to study the program in opera-
tion and to attempt to infer from qual-
itative evidence what its accomplish-
ments might have been. But this is not
possible in the experimental mode.

(2) The sttuation is essentially uncon-
trolled. Setting up compatison situa-
tions is an attempt to insure that
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changes in the experimental condirion
will not be mistakenly credited to the
experimental intervention when, in
fact, some other, alien, factor is re-
sponsible. The idea is that every other
factor except the experimental inter-
vention will also be present in the
comparison situation and that, there-
fore, if there are differences in the
experimental situation between the
preprogram and the postprogram
measurements, and none in the com-
parison situation, the responsibility
can confidently be assigned to the ex-
petimental intervention. But this ap-
plication of scienrific merhodology-—
actually, misapplication—does not
recognize the extent to which com-
munities are open to all sorts of
idiosyncratic experiences, from the
personalities of mayors through the Jo-
cation decisions of industries. What
the comparison “sample” really ac-
complishes, from a statistical point of
view, is that a single case in which
there is no intervention is being com-
pated with a single case in which there
is an intervention. The statistical meric
of this procedure is very close to zero.

(3) The treatment is not standardized.
It is general experience that the form
taken by a broad-aim program will dif-
fer in different communities, in re-
sponse to different needs and toler-
ances. Each community experiences a
different mixture of program emphases
or, considering the program as a
whole, a different attempt at social ac-
tion. The resulr is that unless careful
attention is paid to just what happened
within the community, it is not possi-
ble to say whart it is which is being
evaluated. Experimental evaluation
neglects this careful study of the inter-
vention process itself, assuming in-
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stead that what took place was what
was supposed to have taken place.

(4) The experimental design discourages
unanticipated information. The possible
results of an experiment can easily be
listed in advance: the intervention does
or does not produce change in one or
another characteristic. Negative re-
sults are not very helpful, because al-
though they signal some Jaw in theory
or operationalization, they do not
make cvident the nature of the prob-
lem. The need in the study of broad-
aim programs is for something more: a
conscientious attempt to find the rea-
sons for failure and the forms of unan-
tictpated success, as well as to identify
the anticipated changes which hap-
pened and the ones which did not. The
broad-aim program is a major under-
taking, and the issue is not the
simple-minded one of “Does it work?”
but the much more important one of
“When such a program is introduced,
what then happens?”

* * *

These are the primary technical
problems associated with the experi-
mental evaluation of broad-aim pro-
grams. Let us now consider some of the
administrative problems that such a
program is likely to encounter.

ADMINISTRATIVE DIFFICULTIES

(1) There may be conflic  over
program-development. In the experience
which we report here, the research
group did not attempt to ditect the
development of the action-program,
except for the suggestion that different
sections of the community get different
components of the action-program.
But in other cases, the evaluation
group has considered it essential to
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monitor the action-program to ensure
that it does not take a form too differ-
ent from that initially proposed. They
requite that the program hold still
while it is being evaluated, instead of
constantly modifying itself, metamor-
phosing from one thing to another.
Burt any effective administrator who is
committed to the success of 2 program
will insist on modifying the program as
he learns more about his scaff, his situa-
tion, and the initial reaction engen-
dered by his first attempts. In response
to this, the research group may become
embattled with the administration of
the program, or may withdraw into an
unwillingness to recognize the extent
to which the program is being mod-
ified.

(2) Operationalizations may become
leading goals. In the discussions with
administrators, the research group may
come to some understanding that par-
ticular operationalizations of pro-
gram-aims represent what the ad-
ministrators hope to achieve, If the aim
of the program is cultural enrichment,
then the administrators might agree
with the research group that increased
consumption of reading matter would
be a fair form of evidence of program
success. The problem is that the
operarionalization may theteupon rake
on an importance far out of keeping
with the program’s actual, broader,
goals—thart, in this example, an em-
phasis on reading as a way of achieving
culeural enrichment, in preference to,
say, museum attendance ot painting ot
the development of musical groups,
would become a feature of the pro-
gram. The example may suggest that
this is an easily avoidable difficulty,
but in real situations the hire of the
operationalization is more subtle, and
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it is much more difficult to identify the
way in which the process of evaluation
has itself structured—and to thar ex-
tent limited—the action-program.
(3) The research staff may know less,
vather than more, abont the consequences of
the program than the action group knows.
The experimental approach is apt to
result in the research staff's being rela-
tively ignorant regarding what is hap-
pening in the field in response to the
action-program. To an objective ob-
server, this is merely paradoxical; to a
membet of the program's administra-
tive staff, it may be a source of anger or
distress. It means thar the program’s
staff cannot turn to the research group
for the information that it requires for
intelligent operation. In time, the re-
search group will be defined as irrelev-
anr, or even as a burden. But since the
action-group will conrinue to need in-
formation regarding the state of the
community, and the effectiveness of its
operation, to date, it is likely to go
farther than simply deciding that the
research enterprise is of no help, and
actually to sponsor a second research
enterprise which is concerned with the
issues important for its operation. This
arrangement has rich potential for

misunderstanding, rivalry, and con-
flice.?

CONCLUSION

The purpose of this paper is to call
into question the easy assumption that
experimental design is always the best
way to decide whether action-pro-
grams are having desirable effects.
It is for the most part an essay in de-
structive criticism, The more construc-
tive parallel essay on the methods of
research which would be appropriate
for the study of the effects of broad-aim
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programs would be more difficule to
write, because there are fewer models
to use. Nevertheless, it is possible to
see what would be the outlines of a
more effective methodology.

First, a more effective methodology
would be much more descriptive and
inductive. It would be concerned with
describing the unfolding form of the
experimental intervention, the reac-
tions of individuals and institutions
subjected to its impact, and the conse-
quences, so fat as they can be learned by
interview and observation, for these
individuals and institutions. It would
lean toward the use of field methodol-
ogy, emphasizing interview and obser-
vation, though it would not be
restricted to this. But it would be
much more concerned with learning
than with measuring.

Second, it is very likely that the
conceptual framework of the approach
would involve the idea of system, and
of the intervention as an attempt to
change the system. The systcms
perspective alerts the investigator to
the need to identify the forces which
are mobilized by rhe introduction of
the ptogram, the events in which as-
pects of the program are met and
reacted to by individuals and institu-
tions already on the scene, and the ways
in which actors move in and out of the
network of interrelationships of which
the program is a constituent. [t alerts
the investigator to the possibility that
important forces which have few inter-
relationships with the existent sys-

NOTE
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tem—in this sense, alien forces—
may appear on the scene. It urges the
investigator to think of the action-
program 4s just one mote input into
the system, and prepares him to deal
with such issues as the way in which
the program makes a place for itself,
the new stresses it introduces, and the
way the system accommodates itself to
the program, as well as to address him-
self to the issue of whar individual and
institutional benefits the program
brought into being.

There 135 much work to be done in
the development of a nonexperimental
methodology for evaluation research.
Our argument is that this work is
justified; that there is need for a
more qualitative, process-oriented
approach. The way to develop the
methodology, we believe, is to begin
working in it: 1o undertake cvaluation
research, when the action-program re-
quires it, which is concerned with what
form the action-program actually ook,
and with the details of its interaction
with its surroundings, from which may
be formed an inductive assessment of
its consequences. There are, indeed,
problems of many sorts associated with
nonexperimental approaches, includ-
ing the mechanics of data-production,
the methods of organizing and analyz-
ing data, and the logic of generaliza-
tion. But the need for the approach is
the most important consideration. To
fail to recognize this is to insist on an
inappropriate methodology just be-
cause it is better understood.

1. Wedonot speak here of the many reasons that administrators of action-programs or
members of their staffs might have for openly or covertly opposing cvaluation. It is a rare
action-program in which evaluators are wholeheartedly welcomed. This constitures an
important problem for the researchers, buc one ourside the scope of this paper.



17. The Evolution of an Evaluation:
Methodological Problems in Programs for S chool Age Mothers

Lorraine V. Klerman, James F. Jekel, John B. Currie,
Ira W. Gabrielson, and Philip M. Sarrel

INTRODUCTION

In this time of technological prog-
ress and relative prosperity, the Amer-
ican public has come to expect much
from the fields of health, education,
and social assistance; but these expecta-
tions are continually disappointed by
persistent ill health, low levels of edu-
cation, and povetty among sizeable
portions of the population. The trad:-
tional methods of delivering services in
these fields are increasingly being ques-
tioned, and evidence of success is being
sought to justify continued funding.
Although evaluation has always been
considered an integral part of adminis-
tration, a lack of funds and skiiled per-
sonnel usually has prevented studies of
effectiveness and efficiency from being
performed in a thorough and scientific
manner. In 1967 Elinson! could state
that for the preceding 10 year period
only 10 reports mer his criteria for con-
sideration as evaluative studies in the
areas of health and social welfare. More
recently the problems of evaluative re-
search have been reviewed by Schul-
berg, et al.® Suchman,? Hyman and
Wright,? Kelman and Elinson,® and
Freeman and Sherwood.®

These authors all agree that the rask
of determining the effectiveness of cn-
tire programs is extremely difficult. In
the past it was often possible to study
limited program components and de-
termine success or failure; for example,

a chest X-ray screening program could
be judged by the proportion of a target
population reached and by new disease
found, although even the usefulness of
this kind of evaluation has come under
question.™® Problems of ill health
today cannot be separated from a nexus
of related problems, such as poverty,
racial discrimination, poor schools,
and  social disintegration. Con-
sequently, mulri-faceted programs are
created in hope of finding solutions. As
programs become more complex, so do
the problems of evaluarive research, as
Suchman® pointed out:

It is not so much the principles of
research that make evaluation studies
difficalt, bur rather the practical prob-
lems of adhering to these principles in
the face of administrative considera-
tions.

A case in point is the “Study of Pro-
grams for Teenage Mothers” being un-
dertaken by Yale’'s Deparrment of
Epidemiology and Public Health
jointly with the Department of Obstet-
rics and Gynecology in an attempt to
evaluate the effectiveness of programs
designed to meet the medical, social,
and educational needs of pregnant
teenage girls in the cities of New
Haven and Hartford, Connecticut.
This paper describes the major
methodological and  administrative
problems faced in this effort. [t has two
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objectives: 1) to review the com-
promises with ideal design which have
been unavoidable in the process of
evolving a workable research design for
a complex ongoing service program;
and 2) to provide the background in-
formation necessary for an understand-
ing of subsequent reports on study
findings.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN
EVALUATIVE RESEARCH EFFORT

Although those responsible for a
program usually also “evaluate” ir,
i.e., make some judgment about its
worth, evaluative research utilizing
scientific methods and techniques can
seldom be done by those actually serv-
ing the population at risk due to lack of
time, often of skills, and of objectivity.
Evaluators from ourtside the program,
on the other hand, may want for clini-
cal insights. A serious evaluation at-
tempt, therefore, frequently requires
the interaction of persons associated
with research development and others
from a service ream. The two groups
must establish a modus operandi early
in the process if the evaluative efforc is
to succeed.,

In the case under study, cooperative
arrangements were developed readily
when research representatives were in-
vited to consult with service personnel
early in the program’s history. In 1965
a progran had been organized for teen-
age pregnant girls who obrained an-
tepartum care at the Yale-New Haven
Hospital. Later named the Young
Mothers Program (YMP), it combined
personalized care by a single physician,
intensive individual and group social
services, and close coordination with
community agencies. After a year of
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operation, the obstetrician in charge of
the program decided to explore the re-
search possibilities of the program with
faculty members from the Department
of Epidemiology and Public Healrh.
After considerable discussion, both
groups decided upon the goal of pro-
gram evaluation, and a pilot study was
undertaken of the medical outcomes of
patients served by the YMP f{rom its
inception through the spring of 1967,
The carly results of chis study® were
exciting enough to encourage the re-
search and clinical teams to apply
jointly for support for a more intensive
evaluative study. (A detailed report on
the interaction between research and
service personnel which resulted in the
development of che research project al-
ready has been published.)!®

THE PROGRAM UNDER STUDY

At the time the research design was
developed almost all unwed school age
pregnant girls who lived in the New
Haven area and applied for clinic care
ar the Yale-New Haven Heospital were
assigned to the special clinic of the
Young Mothers Program and received
all their care from one obstetrical resi-
dent. During the antepartum period he
saw each pactient regularly for medical
care and personal counseling. He was
on 24-hour call for deliveries, attended
each patient daily during her hospitali-
zation, and was responsible for her care
periodically through the early postpar-
tum months. If desired by the patient
and permirted by the parents, con-
traceptive procedures were initiated.
{This was in keeping with policies cur-
tent in 1967.)

Social services were provided by two
social workers assigned to the program
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by the hospital. They met each patient
at registration, described the program,
and urged attendance at the weekly
group sessions. Sometimes a home visit
was made and family contact estab-
lished. Each girl then received indi-
vidual case work as needed and desired.
Social work contact was mainrained
after delivery by bedside visits and after
discharge by periodic group meetings
for several months.

The obstertician and the clinic nurse
participated in the group sessions led
by the social workers. Occasionally
they were joined by a pediatrician who
answered questions about child care.
Discussion focused on the girl’s social
problems, including her relationship
with her family and the putative
father, and educational or vocational
plans. The purpose of these group
sessions was the modification of the
gitl’s attitudes, values, and behavior
through group discussion techniques
and informaticn.

Education and other services were
provided through the Polly T. McCabe
Center, which was supported by the
New Haven Board of Educarion, the
New Haven antipoverty agency, and
other community organizations.'! All
of the YMP clinic patients were urged
to attend the special educational pro-
gram at the Center, and most of them
did. The school staff and the hospiral
social workers coordinated their effores
through individual contacts and joint
conferences.

By the time intake into the tesearch
sample began, this program had
changed extensively due to externally
induced staff changes. The obsterrical
resident who had begun the program
was meeting his military obligations in

265

another state and consequently the re-
sponsibility for obstetrical care was di-
vided between a staff obstetrician, who
saw the patient at the tnitial visit and
all subsequent visits up to che 28th
week of pregnancy, and a 3rd-year
obstetrical resident who followed her
through the rest of her antepartum
period. These ewo physicians shared
the deliveries and postpartum follow-
up. Program continuity was further
disrupted by the departure of the two
original social workers and pregnancy
leave for the clinic nurse. The second
and third years of the project brought
additional staff changes which will be
described later as examples of the re-
search problems created when the re-
search unit does not have control over
the program being evaluated.

THE RESEARCH DESIGN

The firsc application to the Chil-
dren’s Bureau in 1967 stated the objec-
tives of the proposed study as follows:
to determine the impace of the YMP, a
hospital-based, comprehensive medi-
cal, social, and educational program
for the teenage unwed mother, on the
course of her pregnancy and on her
subsequent physical and psychological
health and social development and on
the physical and psychological health
and social development of her child.
These objectives were to be met
through a prospective, controlled
study. (See Campbell, “Reforms as Ex-
periments”'? for alternative methods
of evaluation.) Two hypotheses pro-
vided further specification:

Teenage unwed mothers who ac-
tively participate in the YMP will
fare significantly betrer than similar
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girls enrolled in other prenatal care
programs on a series of indicators
including healeh during pregnancy,
ease of labor and delivery, health in
postpartum  petiod, educational
achievement, and familial and social
relationships.

The infants of the mothers actively
participating in the YMP will be
significantly healthier at birth and
in the subsequent years and will
score significantly higher on indi-
cators of development than will in-
fants of similar mothers enrolled in
other prenatal care programs.

Intake into the sample began with
those girls who registered for antepar-
tum care in the special YMP clinic afrer
September 1, 1967 and was to con-
tinue for two years. All girls who at
registration were 17 or under, unmar-
ried, residents of New Haven, and eli-
gible for clinic care, and whose preg-
nancy terminated at the Yale-New
Haven Hospital after 20 weeks gesta-
tion were included in the research sam-
ple.

Data were collected starting with
registration and continuing through
the antepartum period, labor and de-
livery, and two years postpartum. Col-
lection methods included abstracting
of hospital and school records, comple-
tion of rating forms by obstetricians,
nurse-midwives, and social workers,
and home interviews by members of
the research staff not identified with
the clinic service team. En order to de-
termine the impace of the program, it
was planned to contrast the “experi-
mental” group, namely the partici-
pants in the YMP, with other groups of
pregnant teenagers.
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The basic prospective, longitudinal,
multi-faceted, evaluative character of
the research design has been main-
tained over the succeeding four years,
with some minor modifications resule-
ing from changes in the service pro-
gram itself and from the research staft’s
evolving understanding of the prob-
lemns of evaluation.

DESIGN DIFFICULTIES

Many practical problems were en-
countered in attempting to meet the
criteria for a valid evaluative research
design: 1) sampling equivalent ex-
perimental and control groups; 2} iso-
[ation and control of the stimulus; and
3) definition and measurement of the
criteria of effect.?

FINDING AN ADEQUATE
CONTROL GROUP

Probably the most critical problem
the research project faced was the lack
of a true control group. To provide the
most accurate evaluation of the effec-
tiveness of the program for tecnage
mothers would have required the ran-
dom allocation of the eligible members
of the population into an experimental
group, which would receive the full
package of augmented services both at
the special clinic and in the special
educational program, and a control
group which would receive traditional
obstetrical services at the hospital
clinic and either homebound or no in-
struction, Even if the clinical staff had
considered it ethical to split the sam-
ple, the Board of Education would not
have excluded students from the spe-
cial educational program for research
purposes. In addition, patients or
families of patients placed in the con-
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trol group might have protested the
inequity.

Several alternatives to the ran-
domized split sample were considered.
One possibility was to compare partic-
ipants in the YMP with contem-
poraneous nonparticipants at the same
hospital. This was discarded almost
immediately for two reasons: 1) the
probability that self-selection would
introduce bias, i.e., the more moti-
vated patients would participate in the
YMP and the less motivated be left for
the control; and 2) the small number of
nonparticipants. A second possibility
was to reach inro the past, before the
development of the YMP, for a control
sample which had not received the spe-
cial services described carlier. This ap-
proach, however, might introduce ex-
traneous factors such as differences in
the population served, and changes
in medical practices, educational
achievement levels, or community at-
titudes over time. A third approach
was to compare simultancously the
medical, educational, and other
achievements of the YMP participants
with those of similar patients elsewhere
who were not receiving special serv-
ices. The third alternative was chosen
initially. The entire study was to re-
main prospective in character and a
“contrast” group was to be sought
whose intake would cover the same
petiod of time as the experimental
group.

The contrast group was to meet sev-
eral criteriaz 1) demographic and
socioeconomic characreristics similar
to the YMP participants; 2) approxi-
mately the same size as the YMP; 3)
easily accessible from New Haven; 4)
not participating in any augmented
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medical, social, or educational serv-
ices; but, 5) receiving a level of medical
care equivalent to that received in New
Haven prior to the inception of the
YMP. The use of teenage obstetrical
patients ar another hospital in New
Haven was considered, but rejected be-
cause of the small numbers available,
differing demographic characteristics,
evidence that the hospital might soon
establish a program similar to the
YMP, the availability of the special
school services to parients at both hos-
pitals, and indications that some of the
teenagers who might have sought an-
tepartum care there in the past were
now coming to the Yale-New Haven
Hospital because they bad heard of the
YMP services. Clinics which served
teenage  obstetrical  patients  in
neighboring cities were considered,
but they were not approached because
of the possibility of programs being
developed while the study was under
way and cther theoretical and practical
considerations.

Finally the search for a contrast
group receiving no special services was
abandoned. Instead, a population par-
ticipating in a special program with a
different otientation, the Inter-Agency
Services program in Hartford (1AS),
was chosen as the control group. While
New Haven's YMP was a hospital-
based program with medical and social
work components and a strong rela-
tionship to a special school, Hartford's
[AS was social agency-based and in-
cluded social services and education,
Obstetrical care for [AS clients was ar-
ranged by referral to private physicians
or to the obstetrical clinics of three
Hartford hospitals.

This decision created a research de-
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sign which measured not the differ-
ences between the presence of a pro-
gram and its absence, but between two
types of programs whose objectives
were basically the same, but whose ap-
proaches were different. Although this
was not the ideal design, the research
staff members believed that they would
be able to observe and measure differ-
ences in outcomes between the two
programs, and that the hospital-based
model, YMP, because of its attempt 10
integrate the medical and educational
components, would be more likely to
reach its objectives than the social
agency-based one, 1AS.

By the end of the second research
year, doubts were expressed about IAS
as a contrast group. A more positive
opinion of cthe Hartford program had
developed wirh increased contact,
Also, the early data from IAS aroused
suspicions thar because intake was
through a social agency it was reaching
a selected group of pregnant girls in
contrast to the mixed group enrolled in
the YMP, where intake was through
the hospital’s obstetrical clinic. With
this information, the alternative pos-
sibilities for a control group were re-
considered.

Despite the problems involved in a
retrospective study, the decision was
made to supplement the basic YMP-
TAS contrast with a study of a group of
gitls who had received care at the
obscetrical clinic of the Yale-New
Haven Hospital prior to the inception
of the YMP. This would provide a
comparison of the medical, educa-
tional, and social outcomes in the YMP
sample with the outcomes in ancther
sample presumably demographically
and sociveconomically similar, The
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control sample would have received
approximately the same quality of
medical care, but been offered no spe-
cial services.

The control sample was chosen from
patients who attended the Yale-New
Haven Hospital's clinics in the 18
months prior to the active involvement
of the YMP's original obstetrical resi-
dent in the care of teenage obstetrical
patients (September 1963 through
March 1965). Gnly those patients who
met the same criteria as the YMP and
IAS samples were chosen, i.e., 17 or
under, unmarried, resident of New
Haven at clinic regisiration, and preg-
nancy terminated at the Yale-New
Haven Hospital after 20 weeks gesta-
ton. Table 1 compares the three sam-
ples along selected dimensions and in-
dicates that their characteristics are
similar but not identical,

All of the problems anticipated in
studying this control sample ma-
terialized, plus a few unexpecred ones.
Respondents  were  difficult  to
locate—the high rate of mobility in a
lower-income group was aggravated
further by urban renewal, Schoo! rec-
ords were more difficult to find for the
196365 control than for the 1967—69
YMP group. Non-comparability in
contraceptive status emerged because
giving contraceptive advice or pre-
scriptions was illegal in Connecticut
until June 1963, a point after all the
control group had delivered and before
any of the experimental group had
done so. An unanticipated difficulty
arose because of a marked lowering of
age at first pregnancy in New Haven
(Table 2). Consequently the control
group is older than the YMP sample,
and age can make a difference in obstet-



TABLE 1. SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE YMP, 1AS, AND
OBSTETRICAL CLINIC POPULATIONS

YMpP IAS Obsterrical clinic
N = 180 N = 160 N =83
No. % Na. % Ng. %
Age at registration (years)
11-12 1 0.6 — — 1 1.2
13 8 4.4 — — 1 1.2
14 26 14.4 13 8.1 2 2.4
15 34 18.9 43 26.9 14 16.9
16 62 34.4 59  36.9 31 37.3
17 49 27.2 45 28.1 34 41.0
Race
Black 169 939 152 95.0 74 89.2
White, not Puerto Rican 6 3.3 S 3.1 5 6.0
White, Puerte Rican 5 2.8 3 1.9 3 3.6
Mulatto — — —_ — 1 1.2
Birchplace
New Haven 66 36.7 — - 29 34.9
Hartford 1 0.6 59 41.8 — —
Other Connecticut 6 3.3 5 3.5 2 2.4
Other New England states 2 1.1 3 2.1 — -
Middle Atlantic states 14 7.8 G 4.3 4 4.8
Southern states 86 47.8 57 40.4 45 54.2
Other continental United States 1 0.6 1 0.7 — —
Puerto Rico 4 2.2 3 2.1 3 3.6
Non-United States — — 7 5.0 — —
Unknown — — (19) — — En
Previous pregnancies
168 93.3 146 913 74 89.2
1 10 5.6 14 8.7 6 7.2
2 2 1.1 — — 3 3.6
Total number in household including
client—antepartum period
1-3 33 185 30 18.9
4-5 40 225 54 34.0 Informartion not
67 43 24.2 35 220 complete
8 or more 62 348 40 25.2
Unknown 2y — (n —
Type of household—antepartrum
period
Patient only 2 1.1 2 1.3
With mother only 94 525 75 469
With both parents 57 31.8 358, 363 .
With husbalrjld (married after Information rot
; X complete
registration) 2 1.1 — —
With others (related & unrelated) 20 11.2 23 14 .4
Foster 4 2 2 1.2

Unknown

| ™

|
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rical complicarions and reaction to
motherhood. ® Also unanticipated was
an increased incidence of venereal dis-
ease in the YMP group as compared to
the control. This was partly due to
more rigorous case-finding. Since 1967
all obstetrical patients have been tested
for gonorrhea using an efficient culture
medium (Thayer-Martin) while in che
past only those with obvious signs were
cultured. In addition, there has been a
marked increase in the incidence of VD
in the adolescent population.!*

The research team is attempting ro
find ways of dealing with the problems
raised by the absence of an ideal control
group. Fortunarely, the older couatrol
group would be expected 10 have fewer
obstetrical and social problems. Any
bias would nor favor the YMP, If the
YMP group has better outcomes than
the control despite its lower age dis-
tribution, the program’s effectiveness
will be more striking. The contracep-
tive and venereal disease differences
seem to pose unsolvable problems.
Hopefully, the missing records and
missing people may be discovered by
diligent follow-up.

MAINTAINING THE STIMULUS

Change in the major program being
evaluated (YMP) posed another serious
methodological problem. The research
staff had to face both significant
changes in the service personnel and
more gradual, subtle drift in the pat-
tern of services over time. Examples of
the first are the changes aiready noted,
from a single resident providing care to
a staff-resident pareern which occurred
just as the research project started; and
large-scale personnel changes in che
summer of 1969 which necessitated
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the decision to close intake into the
research sample in June 1969, two
months earlier than anticipated to
avoid the injection of an uncontrolled
variable.

As research intake entered its second
year it seemed as though key elements
of the program, individualized atten-
tion and continuity of care, might be
lost completely by the assignment of
the medical component of the YMP to
obstetrical residents on rotation. This
personnel shift, dictated by manpower
problems, was reconsidered when the
research staff suggested that such a
change might be sufficient reason to
terminate the study. Continuity of care
was maintained, on at least the leve] of
the previous year by introducing a new
staff physician and by greater use of
nurse-midwives in obstetrical care; but
this in turn added new variables which
are being considered in the analyses.

Qccasionally the research staff be-
came aware of pragram modification by
chance only after it had been in exist-
ence for several months. Since the clin-
ical staff was always very pleasant and
cooperative, and generally kept the re-
search team informed of changes, it
seems probable that the comrmunica-
tion of change to the research team was
dependent on the perception by the
clinicians that a given program change
had implications for the study design.

An exampile of such a change was the
development of a YMP waiting list. To
encourage pregnant tcenagers to come
to clinic early in their pregnancy, when
preventable conditiens could be de-
tected and treared, the original policy
had been to give clinic appointments as
soon as pregnancy was confirmed. The
increasing number of patients and the
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resistance of the staff to large and long
clinic sessions resulted in the develop-
ment of a backlog. Opinions differed as
to whether this reduced the quality of
care. Some felt the waiting period
would produce adverse results, but
others felr it was preferable to provide
good care to a few racher than poor care
to many. Both dilemmas, clinical and
research, were real. Since number of
weeks of gestation at registration was
to be both a dependent variable, to
determine the effectiveness of the pro-
gram in motivating porential partici-
pants to early registration, and an
independent variable, to test its associ-
ation with outcome, the waiting list
added difficulties to the analyses and
interpretation.

Because of its inability to control the
program changes, the research team
found it necessary instead to study
their effece. For example, in the area of
personnel, within the limits set by the
small size of the total sample, attencion
is being focused on whether one
method of provision of service, e.g.,
midwives, is more favorably perceived
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by the parients than another, e.g.,
obstetrician; or whether the outcomes
are different under one pattern than
another. If there are no differences,
then the outcomes for the total YMP
sample will be compared with the IAS
conttast group and the 1963-65 con-
trol group. If there are differences each
subgroup will have ro be compared
with the controls separately.

Summarizing, the goal of program
evaluation can best be served when the
same individuals have control over
both the clinical and research compo-
nents of the evaluation, providing the
research team is independent enough
to remain objective. Although this re-
search project did not have such con-
trol, it did have influence over program
direction since the project grant sup-
ported three of the staff members due-
ing the period they provided services to
study subjects. This clinical support,
wisely recommended by the Children’s
Bureau staff, enabled a consistently
high level of services to be maintained,
and it reimbursed the clinicians for the
time spent in data collection.

TABLE 2. AGE AT DELIVERY FOR UNWED MOTHERS UNDER 18 YEARS,
NEW HAVEN, CONN., 1963—1969.

12-15 _J’6_~—17 -
Year N No. % Na. %
1963 53 11 200 44  80.0
1964 66 1c 15,2 56 84.8
1965 75 16 21.3 59 78.8
1966 a1 20 22,0 71  78.0
1967 112 30 268 82 73.2
1968 133 42 31.6 91 68.4
1969 140 42 30,0 98 70.0

SOURCE: Vital Statistics of New Haven,

Conn. 1963-1969
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DEFINING THE CRITERIA

Another problem not yet resolved, is
precisely what criteria should be used
ro evaluate the program. Technically
the rask of goal-setting should belong
to the program planners rather than to
the research staff. The clinical staff felr
very deeply what it wanted to ac-
complish, but often was unable to ex-
press these feelings in operational
terms. The researchers found chat it
was their task to translate the clini-
cians’ discussions of goals into objec-
tive terms. Sometimes these interpre-
tations were accepted, but often the
research staff was told that irs thinking
was too limited, or even wrong. For
example, the clinicians’ ambivalent at-
titude, when a subsequent pregnancy
in a YMP participant was mentioned,
suggested that the prevention of sub-
sequent preghancies was a program
goal. This interpretation was met with
the statement from the clinicians,
“Thesc girls have as much right as any
other women to become pregnant,” de-
spite the fact that some of the girls
under discussion were as young as 13 or
14 vears.

Eventuaily the research staff defined
the scope of the research by establish-
ing a series of short- and long-range
criteria for determining program suc-
cess. Lirtde disagreement ensued from
the short-range goals: a healthy preg-
nancy, an uncomplicated delivery,
and a healthy infant. The long-range
criteria, however, brought the re-
searchers into more sensitive areas. The
following were suggested: completion
of high school or equivalent; employ-
ment; economic independence; mar-
riage; and deferment of subsequent
pregnancies until after marriage or
until at least two vears had passed since
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the previous birth. The clinicians, and
even some members of the research
staff, felt that some of these criteria
were culture-bound and represented an
attempt to impose middle-class values
on other populations. Many discus-
sions have been held about whether a
high school diploma really signifies
educational achievement or merely
symbolizes the ability to stay in school
until gracduation; or the importance of
a job versus being a full-time mother;
ot the stability of teenage marriages.
Undoubted!y thete are alternative ways
of looking at these issues, but these
criteria appear to be tmportant in to-
day’s world, and the use of them ena-
bles the research staff to communicate
meaningfully with others interested in
programs for pregnant girls.

Equally important was the elimina-
tion of those coreria which, although
they might be acceptable as goals, were
not realistic in terms of the service pro-
gram. For example, the infant’s health
and development after the immediate
neonatal period were delered as out-
come measures because the services of-
fered were considered insufficient to
produce results detectable by survey
research techniques within the two-
year postpartum period.

MEASUREMENT DIFFICULTIES

As the problems with the research
design began to come under control,
the research staft turned its actention to
the difficulties inherent in the meas-
urement of program results.

SPECIFICATION OF
POPULATIONS AND VARIABLES

Agreement rtentatively had been
reached about the criteria of effect, but
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now more specific definitions of popu-
lations and variables were needed in
order 10 proceed, For example, who
was ta be considered a program partic-
ipant? Full participation would have
included periodic clinic visits from the
fourth month of pregnancy through
several months postpartum, two or
more interviews with the social worker
in the hospital and at home, participa-
tion in group sessions, and attendance
at the McCabe School. But many of
those who registered for the YMP did
not cooperate in one or more of these
areas, The decision was made not to
establish arbitrary criteria for “partici-
parion” but rather to try to study de-
grees of participation, the pre-existing
characteristics of high and low partici-
pants, and the relationship of degree of
participation to outcomes.

Initially an extensive listing of the
variables to be used in testing the
hypotheses was compiled, but new in-
sights into the program brought new
thoughts about these variables. Were
Emergency Room visits during the an-
tepartum period to be considered posi-
tively or negatively? They might indi-
cate a lack of rapport with the YMP
clinic staff, or an unusual amount of
physical or psychological il health
among the patients, or sensirivity to
early signs of difficulty.

Often measures, selected as “hard”
and universally accepted proved ro be
“soft” and somewhat controversial.
What amount of weight gain should be
considered excessive in an adolescent?
How should toxemia be defined? What
complications of labor were preventa-
ble? How should the study deal with
girls who had pre-existing medical
problems which further complicated
their pregnancies? These and similar
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problems plagued the staff as they at-
tempted to convert study hypotheses
into testable components.

LONGITUDINAL ANALYSIS

Early data analyses made it apparent
that cross-sectional ways of dealing
with data from a longitudinal study
were inadequate. For example, che first
report on subsequent pregnancies was
quite misleading because it failed to
take into account the period at risk.
The introduction of epidemiological
concepts was essential to the solution of
this problem. The life table method
was adapted first to the problem of
comparing the rate of subsequent de-
liveries between the YMP participants
and the controls. Although the results
in the YMP group were not as favorable
as had been hoped, the method did
show that the YMP population was
delaying  subsequent  pregnancies
longer than the controls and this
finding was statistically significant.
(These results were reported in a sub-
sequent article.) The life table method
also will be utilized to compare school
drop-outs among the several popula-
tions.

CONDENSING THE DATA

One problem confronting the proj-
ect was the management of a large
number of variables. Any single vari-
able may be an inadequate measure of
program eftectiveness, but in aggre-
gate such variables define outcomes. In
the obstetrical component, for exam-
ple, several conditions such as toxemia
are considered measures of maternal
and child health and may reflect the
quality of care. Most of these events
occur rarely, and therefore the ability
of statistical rests ro show difference is
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small unless the samples are large.
Another problem with the interpreta-
tion of many variables is that one pro-
gram may show superior outcomes on
several indicators while another may
rank higher on others. On balance
which program is better?

One possible solution to the prob-
lems mentioned above may be the
combining of several variables into one
or more indices or scores which will
facilitate comparison between pro-
grams and which will also increase the
amount of data contained in the index,
thereby hopefully increasing statistical
power, Interestingly, although scoring
systems have been developed in the
mateenal and child health field to de-
tect which women are a higher risk
during pregnancy'® and to study the
association berween specific types of
maternal conditions and the infant's
health,!® no composite score was found
which would enable programs to be
compared in terms of maternal health
and/or infant heaith. The research seaff
developed such scores by assigning a
set of weighting constants or factors
based on judgment and prior experi-
efice.

ASSOCIATION AMONG VARIABLES

As already indicated, the research
project involves a wide tange of de-
pendent variables including complica-
tions of pregnancy, labor and delivery
problems, infant health, educational
achievement, development of family
life, erc. Influencing these variables are
two types of independent variables: 1)
those which precede participation in
the program, such as demographic and
socioeconomic characteristics; and 2)
those which measure program partici-
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pation, such as number of weeks of
gestation ar first antepartum visit,
number of antepartum visits, or pet-
centage of group sessions attended.
Obviously there may be associations
between these two types of independ-
ent variables as well as clustering
among the variables in each group. The
direct and indirect influence of demo-
graphic and socioeconomic variables on
outcomes through qualitative and
quantitative participation in the pro-
grams is of particular interest to che
reseatch personnel. The staff is seeking
appropriate measures for allocating the
successes ot failures of the programs to
pre-existing characteristics and to pro-
gram participation. Since much of the
data is nominal or crdinal in character,
this problem is quite difficulr.

GENERALIZATION OF FINDINGS

An additional question which has
stimulated much discussion among the
members of the research staff is the
generalizability of the findings of this
project. Several authors have reviewed
this type of problem and offered a solu-
tion by distinguishing between “pro-
gram testing,” which is evaluation of a
total service product, and “variable
testing,” which is evaluation of the
effectiveness of specific components of
a program. Suchman® comments:

Program testing has almost no
generalizability, being applicable solely
to the specific program being evaluated.
Generalizations  (to  other projects,
populations, times) have the status of
untested hypotheses. This is a major
reason why so many evaluation studies
appear fepetitive—one can never be cer-
tain that a program which works in one
sitnation will work in another. To the
extent that evaluative research can focus
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upon the general variables underlying a
specific program and test the effects of
these vartables rather than the effective-
ness of the program as a whole, it may
hope to produce findings of greater gen-
eral significance.

Separating out the different compo-
nents and evaluating them individu-
ally appears to be at variance with the
frequently expressed concept that what
is important for pregnanc school age
girls is a rotal program. Nevertheless,
the basic validity of this dilemma has
forced the project increasingly to focus
on evaluarion of components of the
total program. An example is the ques-
tion of the success of the YMP and [AS
in the educational sphere. No special
services (aside from homebound in-
struction) were provided to the control
group, a special school but with lim-
ited classes and hours was available to
the Hartford group, and a special
school which attempted to duplicate
the marerial being taught in the stu-
dent’s regular classes was provided to
the YMP participants. Comparison of
outcomes in terms of high school
graduation should give some informa-
rion about the relative success of these
three approaches to educational pro-
gramming.

SUMMARY AND COMCLUSIONS

At the end of the fourth year of a
Sl4-year-project, the research staff has
reviewed its progress. On the debit
side, the lack of control over the pro-
gram being studied has caused more
problems  than  anticipated. A
mechanism  should have been de-
veloped which would have prevented
major changes in the program while
the study was proceeding. Also detri-
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mental was the impossibilicy of obtain-
ing a true control group. This diffi-
culty was managed by using two
control groups, in one of which the
pregnant girls participated in a differ-
ent type of service program (IAS/
Hartford} and in the other the girls had
no special program  (obstetrical
clinic—New Haven).

On the positive side the research
project is providing data about pro-
grams for pregnant teenagers, a subject
which has too often been discussed in
terms of opinions based on wish
fulfillment and impressions based on
small samples followed for short
periods of cime. Unsubstantiated
claims about the value of programs cat-
ing for teenage pregnant girls are being
heard less often as clinicians are increas-
ingly seeking factual material in which
the variables and the samples are more
clearly defined. The experience gained
in the project may provide useful
methods of analyses which will permit
valid comparisons among samples in
the maternal and child healch field. By
using a composite index of success of
obstetrical programs'? and the life
table analyses of subsequent pregnan-
cies,!® programs will be able to con-
trast their results and reach conclusions
about the effectiveness of different
ways of serving teenage mothers.

The research teamn has already faced
many problems and suspects that the
most difficult ones still lie ahead. Yert
its members feel the endeavor will be
worthwhile, not only by showing thac
some programs for teenage mothers ac-
complish their objectives, but also by
demeonstrating the feasibility of evalua-
tive studies of complex ongoing pto-
grams.
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18. Experimental Methodology and
Innovative Social Programming

Francis G. Caro

Researchers with disciplinary roots
in the behavioral sciences characteristi-
cally regard the formal experiment as
the preferred model for the evaluation
of innovative social programming.
(See, for example, Campbell, 1969 and
Rivlin, 197 1.)So that sound inferences
can be made regarding the effectiveness
of an intervention, it is recommended
that those receiving the innovative
treatment be compared with an equiva-
Ient group that does not receive the
innovative treatment. Random  as-
signment of potential recipients to ex-
perimental and control conditions is
copsidered an ideal procedure for assur-
ing compartability of groups. The
strategy calls for repeated measure-
ment of those conditions in which
change is sought.

The evaluation literature is full of
complaints of researchers about resist-
ance of administrators and practition-
ers to formal experimentation (Caro,
1971 and Weiss, 1972). Adminis-
trators are often unwilling, for exam-
ple, to permitr random assignment of
potential service recipients to experi-
mental and concrol conditions. Reluc-
tance of program operators to specify
objectives makes it difficult for re-
searchers to develop suitable change
measures. Administrators are often less
than fully cooperative in giving re-
searchers access to clients for measure-
ment purposes. Administrators are also
often interesced in introducing sig-
nificant changes in the treacment be-

tore researchers have collected dara on
sufficient numbers of cases for the
statistical analysis they consider essen-
tial.

With their interest in expanding
opportunities to conduct evaluation
studies incorporating true experimen-
tal designs, researchers have been re-
luctant to consider the possibility that
formal experimentation is not always
an appropriate evaluation strategy.

Rossi (1966), who notes the high
cost of experimental evaluation, is
something of an exception. He rec-
ommends initially that correlational
studies be conducted to identify rela-
tively promising interventions. Rossi
recommends that experimental evalua-
tion be limited to the few innovative
programs that pass that screening suc-
cessfully. Weiss and Rein (1969
through the analysis of an ill-fated at-
tempt at experimental evaluation,
argue that other evaluation approaches
are likely to be more appropriate in
community-wide interventions with
multiple objectives. They argue that
an experimental orientation may lead
researchers 1o over-emphasize out-
comes to individuals. Not only is it
technically difficult for rescarchers to
conduct such studies, bur a bias coward
experimental methodology may dis-
tract them from attention to institu-
tional issues that may be of much
greater immediate importance than

coutcomes to individuals.

The current paper uses a case analy-
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sis to raise further questions about the
conditions under which experimental
evaluation is appropriate in innovative
social programming. The case is of par-
ticular interest because of the strong
role which evaluative researchers with
an experimental orientation played in
the execurion of the project. In contrast
to the more common social interven-
tion in which research is a secondary
concern, research considerations were
given the highest priority. The project
was specifically structured to accom-
modate research design and measure-
ment requirements. It will be argued
here that research involvement in the
operation of the project seriously lim-
ited possibilities for valid generaliza-
tion of findings. Further, the general
precccupation with research and the
substantive issues of primary research
concern may have contributed to seri-
ous weaknesses in the intervention
itself. The case will be used to suggest
that certain forms of innovative social
programming are best served by an
evaluation  strategy  that  makes
restrained use of  experimental
methodology. Implications of the pas-
sive role of policy makers in the proj-
ect's implementation also will be con-
sidered. It will be argued that policy
makers must work closely with re-
searchers in the formulation of evalua-
tion strategies for demonstration proj-
ects.

THE CASE EXAMPLE

Substantively, the case concetns
problems of basic care of the elderly
and other adults who are both old and
serivusly disabled. Its central premise
is that, in the United States presentiy,
excessive emphasis is placed on institu-
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tipnal care, which is costly, unpopular,
and often unnecessary. Alternatively,
the project proposed to make a variety
of in-home services available to persons
who because they were indigent were a
responsibility of public welfare and
who because they were seriously dis-
abled were candidates for insti-
tutionalization. The in-home services
were to be financed by Medicaid funds
that would otherwise have been used to
pay for institutional care. It was
hypothesized that in-home services
could be offered at a cost to the public
no greater than that of institutional
care. It was also hypothesized that in-
home services would make possible a
life situation qualitatively superior to
that available in institutions. Pavora-
ble results were to be used to bolster
the argument for permanent and wide-
spread Medicaid financing of medical
and non-medical in-home services for
the indigent disabled who would
otherwise require institutional care.

The project was far more complex
organizationally than it was substan-
tively. Principally involved were a
state agency concerned with the eld-
erly, a private research group, a statc
department of public welfare, a local
agency concerned with coordination
and development of services for the
elderly, several other local agencies
which provided specific services, a local
administrative unit created for pur-
poses of the project, and three adminis-
teative units of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare in
Washington.

As the recipient of a federal demon-
stration grant, the state unit on aging
had overall responsibility for the proj-
ect. The demonstration grant was to
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cover costs of administration, research,
and service development. Services,
themselves, were to be financed
through the existing Medicaid pro-
gram which was administered by the
state department of public welfare.
The private research group contracted
with the stare unit on aging to conduct
the external evaluation required by
federal officials.

Permission had to be obtained from
the federal regional office and the
department of public welfare for
Medicaid financing of the project’s
services. Service payment procedures
had to be reviewed by another state
agency which established rares for serv-
ices purchased by the state. Project
personnel had to develop procedures
for recruiting and screening potential
clients. In addition, a procedure for the
certification of their eligibility for
Medicaid by public welfare personnel
had to be worked cut. On the basis of a
grant from the state unit on aging with
matching funds from the city council,
a local agency assumed responsibility
for service development and coordina-
tion. Contraces had to be negotiated
with the local agencies which were to
provide specific services. A procedure
had to be developed for transmitting
bills from local service providers
through the service coordinator and the
project to the department of public
welfare. Project personnel with the
service coordinator had t work out
case planning, case management, and
quality control procedures.

EMPHASIS ON OUTCOME
EVALUATION

Evaluation considerations weighed
heavily in the implementation of the
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project. The project was structured to
accommodate a  methodologically
sound test of the effects of services on
the lives of individuals. The implica-
tions of thar decision to structure the
project around a strong outcome evalu-
ation are the central concerns of this
case analysis.

To guard against internal threats to
the validiry of inferences that might be
made regarding the outcome of serv-
ices, the project was cast as a formal
experiment. Client assignment to ex-
pertmental and control conditions was
not only random but double blind. So
that neither clients nor service provid-
ers could subverr the design, evaluative
researchers assumed control of the in-
take process for the projeci. Efforts
were made to keep community knowl-
edge of the project to a minimum.
Potential participants were nor encour-
aged to apply for a publicly financed
service. Rarher, they were invited to be
nominally paid participants in a study
of the service needs of the elderly. They
were told initially that their participa-
tion in the study might make them
eligible for publicly financed services.
On the basis of data obtained in the
research interview, judgments about
appropriateness for home services were
made by clinicians employed by the
research unic. Some study participants
were screened out on the basis of insuf-
ficient need for service; others were
excluded on the grounds that their
conditions were so serious that their
needs could not be adequartely ad-
dressed through in-home services.
Thaose found appropriate for home care
were randomly assigned to the experi-
mental and control conditions. Mem-
bers of the experimental group were
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offered home care services. No provi-
sions for services were made through
the project for any other persons inter-
viewed.

IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS

In its implementation, the project
was beset by problems. Approvals for
Medicaid financing of services and the
proposed payment method were not
readily forthcoming. Additional local
services thought to be important were
not developed. Recruitment of re-
search subjects was much more dif-
ficult than anticipated. In fact, re-
cruitment of potential subjects became
the major preoccupation of a social
service staff which had expected to be
concerned with service development,
case management, and quality control.
Social service personnel found it dif-
ficule to ask other agencies to refer po-
tential research subjects to them when
clients could be referred directly for
services without facing the risk of
screening and randomization through
the research project. In its first year of
operation, the project recruited fewer
than half the subjects called for by the
research design.

The researchers were unable to con-
trol the experimental treatment itself
as adequately as research subject re-
cruitment. What was to differentiate
the experimental group from controls
was the availability of Medicaid
financed in-home services. As the proj-
ect was implemented, another new but
more limited source of public funds
became available for the same services
for much of the potential population to
be served. A question arose over
whether the Medicaid funds should be
used as a supplement to or substitute
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for the more generally available service
funds. When arrangements for
Medicaid financing of services were not
realized, all services had to be funded
through the more generally available
source. Because the pool of service
funds was small, experimental subjects
were able to receive a much more mod-
est configuration of services than an-
ticipated. Previously available services
were offered on a temporary or inter-
mittent basis. No new services could
be developed. Experimental subjects
were referred through the project for
publicly funded services. Control sub-
jects were not referred for services
through the project but could receive
the same publicly funded services if
they applied themselves. In effect,
then, referral for service through the
project became the experimental
treatment.

Relatively late in the life of the proj-
ect, permission was granted to use
Medicaid funds to finance rather exten-
sive in-home services for experimental
subjects. Relaxation of eligibility
criteria also made it somewhat easier to
recrait subjects to the experiment.
Nevertheless, the experimental service
component never did operate as ex-
pected. Most experimental subjects
never received the rich services origi-
nally anticipated. Either subjects did
not need (Or want) extensive Services or
appropriate services were not available.

DISCUSSION

A case could be made that the em-
phasis on experimental evaluation and
some of the implementation problems
were not unrelated. Fully occupied
with rasks introduced by the experi-
mental evaluators, project adminis-
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trators may have had insufficient time
and energy to deal with other prob-
lems. The administrative efforts used
in explaining and defending the ran-
domization procedure and in recruit-
ing research subjects might instead
have been directed at arrangemencs for
securing Medicaid fAinancing. The rela-
tionship between an emphasis on ex-
perimental evaluation and the absence
of Medicaid financing, however, may
have been more direct. It was impor-
tant for the research group to control
the intake process to assure the experi-
ment’s double blind features. In an
operating program, eligibility deter-
mination would have been a public
welfare responsibility. Public welfare’s
involvement in the project’s develop-
ment was de-emphasized so that it
would not interfere with the research
group’s case finding assessment and
randomization procedures. At the
same time, public welfare did not
make the availability of Medicaid serv-
ice funds one of its priorities. If public
welfare had been invited to participate
fully in the project’s development,
Medicaid financing may have been
more readily available.

The low level of use of services on the
part of experimental subjects when
Medicaid funds did become available
could be explained as a gross overesti-
mate on the part of project planners of
the scope of the problem. Alternately,
the low level of service demand could
be attributed to the project’s avoidance
of community visibility and its un-
usual procedures for client recruite-
ment. [t is conceivable that if the in-
novative service program had been well
publicized through conventional refer-
ral channels and if interested persons
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had been encouraged to apply, many
more persons eligible and in need of
extensive services would have applied.

The role which the evaluation group
played in the client intake process also
had inevitable implications for poten-
tial generalization of the results of the
project to an operating program. Be-
cause potential clients were sought as
participants in a study, the project
could not provide a basis for estimating
the number of characteristics of appli-
cants which might be expected if the
availability of publicly financed serv-
ices were freely publicized. Those who
would agree to participate in a study
could not be assumed to be identical to
those who would apply for a public
program.

Further, it is not clear how the
screening process used in the project
could be generalized to an operating
program. An informational base for the
screening was obtained through a
steuctured instrument. Research sub-
jects were led to believe that the in-
strument was administered strictly for
research purposes. Individuals who
knew that the information they pro-
vided might affect their eligibility fora
desired public program might have re-
sponded to the instrument’s more in-
terpretive questions very differently. If
an individual desired public, in-home
services and believed it would help to
establish his eligibilicy, he might
exaggerate, for example, his loneli-
ness, anxiety, or depression. In the
project, clinicians enjoyed a great deal
of freedom in making judgments about
the appropriateness of in-home services
for specific research subjects. In an
operating program, eligibility deter-
miners under pressure from applicants,
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family spokesmen, and social service
personne! might make very different
eligibility judgments.

From a social science research
perspective, the approach to evaluation
used in the project had impressive
qualities. Perhaps its strongest feature
was its design. The random assign-
ment of eligible persons to experimen-
tal and control conditions assured
comparability of experimental and
control groups. The double blind fea-
ture of the design provided further as-
surance that differences between the
groups would not stem from spurious
factors such as the Hawthorne effect. It
also provided protection against the
possibility of subversion of the design
by zealous practitioners committed to
providing service to all in need. The
successful implementation of such a
strong research design in a project con-
cerned with human services in a com-
munity setting must be considered an
extraordinary achievement.

In retrospect, it can be argued that
the project’s ambigunous and seemingly
weak treatment did not deserve to be
testedd with the highly sophisticated
design that was used. It might also be
argued that some of the skill and
energy used in developing and imple-
menting the experimental design
might have been better used in shoring
up the treatment.

A major but often implicit contribu-
tion of the behavioral science approach
to program evaluation is the assump-
tion thar programs are finally to be
judged on the basis of outcomes to
those at whom programs are directed.
The behavioral science perspective 15 in
marked contrast to the accreditation
approach which judges programs on
the basis of structural characteristics
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(Glass, 1971). It is also in contrast to
what may be called a program account-
ing perspective which invites judg-
ments on the basis of the quantity and
efficiency of services. As Etzioni (1960)
has suggested, a focus on outcomes
may be more than a technical perspec-
tive; it may be an assertion that organi-
zational structures are to be judged
exclusively as instruments in the reali-
zation of announced objectives. Etzioni
argues thar reform values are often bet-
ter served by a perspective which is less
exclusively concerned with outcomes
of organized efforts and more apprecia-
tive of the strengthening of organiza-
tional capabilities.

That perspective may be usefully
applied to the present case. The impact
evaluation’s focus on the health and
morale of those to be served may
have contributed tc an under-
estimation of the difficulties of creat-
ing the structural conditions through
which the desired outcomes may have
been achieved. With the heavy em-
phasis on outcomes to individuals, the
structuring of the project to maximize
a soundly designed outcome study
seemed  justified. An  evaluative
perspective concerned equally with
structural developments and outcomes
to individuals may have anticipated
administrative problems and dictated
that more project resources be directed
to organizational problems and that
the evaluation itself minimize the ad-
muinistrative challenges it generared for
the project.

ALTERNATE EVALUATION
STRATEGIES

The question may be raised whether
the project may have been betret served
by an alternate evaluation strategy.
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One conspicuous alternative would
have been simply to delay the start of
the experimental evaluation. The proj-
ect might have been initiated simply as
a service with project resources concen-
trated on the development of a viable
service demonstration. When the serv-
ice program was established and work-
ing smoothly, the experimental evalu-
ation may have been introduced on a
prospective basis (i.e., testing of the
effects of service would have been lim-
ited to individuals entering the project
after the start of the experimental
study).

Slightly more elaborate would have
been what will be referred to here as a
“phased” approach to evaluation. Ini-
tiated in the earliest stages of the proj-
ect would have been unobrrusive
evaluation activities concerned with
the project’s success in creating condi-
tions necessary for an effective pro-
gram. At the outser, the evaluation
would have been concerned wirh the
project’s achievement in creating
necessary organizational components.
Evidence of insurmountable obstacles
might have led to a recommendation of
radical alteration or termination of the
project. Subsequently, the evaluation
would have dealt with the service oper-
ation. It would have been concerned
with the project’s ability to recruit,
serve, and retain clients in numbers
and with an efficiency which could be
considered reasonable. The informa-
tion obrained through these early
evaluation activities would have been
used 10 judge whether the project was
sufficiently promising to warrant an
experimental outcome evaluation.
Methodologically, the carly stages of
the evaluation would have been kept
simple. Data would have been ob-
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tained through observation, examina-
tion of documents, informal interviews
with administrators, practitioners, and
consumers, and through the analysis of
the project’s financial and service rec-
ords. The project’s petformance would
have been judged according to its own
developmental goals and according to
administrative experiences with com-
parable programs {e.g., public wel-
fare's experiences in contracting for
services with nursing homes).

That there may be serious hazards in
the use of a phased approach to evalua-
tion should be clearly recognized. if a
controlled experimental evaluation is
introduced only after a project has
passed more proximate tests of its via-
bility, for example, difficulties of in-
troducing an experimental design may
be increased. When an intervention is
entirely new, the withholding of serv-
ices from members of a control group
can be defended on grounds, such as
the highly untested narure of the inter-
vention and the limited avatlability of
the new approach. Control of informa-
tion abour the availability of the inter-
vention ancl, hence, effective limita-
tion of demand for its services is casiest
when it is entirely new. Once a service
intervention has been made available to
a population, it is far more difficult to
impose the controls over its use neces-
sary if there is to be an experimental
evaluatton. Potential solutions to this
problem are available. One is to con-
duct the experimental study on a popu-
lation not otherwise eligible but
nonetheless similar. In the projecr de-
scribed here, for example, the experi-
mental study might have been done
on a population with an income level
slightly above that required for
Medicaid eligibility. Alternately, an
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experimental study may be launched at
another site if the intervention itself
can be transported readily. Campbell
(1969) has suggested in these situa-
tions thar research funds be used to
finance services for those receiving the
expertmental treatment.

Still another possible concern is that
if the experimental evaluation is not
undertaken immediately, it may never
be done at all. It is possible that a new
program approach with a plausible
rationale, efficient administration, ac-
ceptable cost, and professional and
client acceptance will attract considet-
able attention. It may gain widespread
adoption even in the absence of strong
research evidence showing its effec-
tiveness (Rivlin, 1971). A delay in the
introduction of experimental evalua-
tion may be seen as a dangerous invira-
tion to the premarure diffusion of an
inadequately tested intervention.

A question must be raised at this
point about the seriousness of the dam-
age that may arise from the diffusion of
an imperfectly tested intervention. In
the pharmacology literature there are,
of course, enough reports of disastrous
effects of inadequately tested medica-
tions to suggest that thorough experi-
mental testing of new drug therapies is
necessary before widespread use is
permitted. In the case of social pro-
grams, however, the risks are not likely
to be of the same nature. In the case of
social programs, such factors as sub-
stantial time lags in the emergency of
long-term effects, difficulties in meas-
urement of long-term effects, and ob-
stacles to the use of experimental de-
signs make it necessary that evaluative
judgments be based on proximare
rather than ultimate measures of effec-
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tiveness. Educational programs, for
example, are often judged on the basis
of evidence concerning the transmis-
sion of knowledge rather than success
in adult life. Further, it is rarely con-
sidered likely that innovative social
programs may have any harmful effect.
More often, the pertinent question is
whether they can be shown to have any
effect at ali of any kind.

In the present case, widespread dis-
satisfaction with present arrangements
for care of infirm older persons may
justify the adoption of imperfectly
tested reform measures. Dissatisfaction
with the quality of life in nursing
homes is widespread. The cost of such
care is also a matter of public concern.
In considering an alternative form of
care as an added option rather thanas a
substitute for nursing home care, pol-
icy makers may find it reasonable to
accept an altermative if it can be
mounted, attract and retain clients,
and be offered at a modest price. In this
case, subtle differences between in-
stitutional and in-home services in ef-
fects on health, morale, and even mor-
tality of those served may be of more
academic than social policy impor-
tance. Still another possibility is that
gross data on the viability of in-home
services may be sufficient to persuade
policy makers to accept in-home serv-
ices as a matter of principle. Experi-
mental evidence of subtle effects on the
health or morale of those served may
only persuade them to endorse or seek
improvements in the specific form of
in-home services.

EVALUATION AND POLICY ISSUES

The situation described here is one
in which a policy decision was made to
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invest in a test of publicly financed
in-home services for the indigent dis-
abled. Beyond that fundamental com-
mitment, specific choices regarding
the development of the project were
left to research methodologists. Al-
though most of the discussion has fo-
cused on evaluation research, the paper
has ar least as much to do with social
policy formation as it does with evalua-
tion methodology. Project develop-
ment was guided by evaluation re-
search requirements with important
but neglected social policy implica-
tions. Even if they command resources
and some control over programming,
evaluation researchers play a useful role
in program development oaly if their
work is addressed to policy issues. The
paper suggests that policy makers may
find it hazardous to rely on the re-
searcher’s explicit or implicit defini-
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19. The External Politics of the
National Income Transfer Experiment

Peter H. Rossi and Katharine C. Lyall

All large-scale, policy oriented re-
search projects are conducted within a
political context, and all research oper-
ations create their own internal politi-
cal systems, The context for a research
project includes the organizations
within which the project is embedded,
the relations with sponsors and sources
of funds, audiences that are willing or
not willing to learn of resuits, and
sometimes even the subjects of the re-
search or their organized representa-
tives. For large-scale policy oriented
research sponsored by a controversial
government agency, these elements of
context impinge with patticular force.
The National Income Transfer (NI'T)
project was no exception: There were
several instances when rthe project
moved perilously close to the kitchen
fire even though the support of its
sponsor, OEQ, was strong and unwav-
ering. The nature of these events and
how they were successfully handled are
integral parts of the lessons to be
learned from NIT. . . .

PRESSURES FOR EARLY
DISCLOSURE OF FINDINGS!

The NIT Experiment was designed
to run for three years, Although there
were plans for interim reports to OEQ,
there were no set plans for widespread
public release of early findings. Racher
the plan was to provide findings for

public release in the form of a final
report to be issued sometime after the
experiment had run its planned course.
To be sure, close running tabs would
be kept on the NIT families but more
as an administrative monitoring than
for the purpose of providing interim
information on findings. This long-
term perspective was consistent with
the expecration that it was the
policymaking needs of some years be-
yond the completion of the experiment
that were being served: Few expected
that some form of NIT would be placed
on the political agenda during the
course of the experiment itself.

Yet the political atmosphere that led
to approval of the experiment itself was
also a climate that was inclined to look
upon the idea of negative income tax
plans as at least conceivable, if not de-
sirable. Hence, within a few months
after the NIT Experiment was started,
the new Nixon administration began
to think of an overhaul of the existing
welfare system. The general idea of a
negative InCome tax program as a re-
placement for all or a part of the exist-
ing welfate system had been hovering
on the margins of the federal govern-
ment’s policy agenda for some years.
As early as 1965 the Council of
Economic Advisors undertook a study
of negative income tax plans recom-
mending in 1966 that a more extended

Adapted from Peter H. Rossi and Katharine Lyall, Reforming Public Welfare: A Critigue
of the Negative Income Tax Experiment (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1976), pp.
157-168. Copyright © 1976 Russell Sage Foundation. Reprinted by permission,
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study be made of this promising idea.
Early in 1968, President Johnson ap-
pointed a commission to study income
maintenance, the commission to repott
within two years of establishment. In
the summer of 1968 hearings on in-
come maintenance programs were ini-
tiated by the Joint Economic Commit-

tee of the Congress.
All of these events had taken place

before the first payment was made to
the first families enrolled in Trenton,
New Jersey. At the same time as the
debate over the design of the experi-
ment was going on, the new Nixon
administracion with Daniel Patrick
Moynihan on board began to explore
the possibilities of welfare reform with
negative income tax plans receiving
particular attention. By the middle of
April 1969, the president had deliv-
ered in a message co Congress a plan
for reform that hopefully would correct
some of the deficiencies of the then
current welfare system.

Within the White House staff, two
different approaches were being de-
bated: Danicl Moynihan and George
Schulez were leaning toward a plan thar
would have a high guarantee and
strong work incentives, while the pres-
ident's economic advisor, Arthur
Burns, stressed a much lower guaran-
tee and work requirements. By the end
of the summer of 1969, a compromise
Family Assistance Plan (FAP) was de-
vised and by the beginning of October,
legislation embodying FAP was intro-
duced into Congress. Inshore, the NIT
Experiment had been barely under way
for a year and had yet to complete en-
rollment of families in Scranton,
Pennsylvania, when legislation em-
bodying some of the ideas of a negative
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income tax proposal was introduced
into Congress.

It is nor at all clear how much the
NIT Experiment influenced the FAP
legislation at this stage. Certainly the
technical staff of OEO and HEW who
had participated in the formulation
and approval of the NIT Experiment
were involved as consultants to the var-
ious participants in the process.
Moynihan was certainly aware of the
experiment, as later events were to
prove. Perhaps the clearest poinc of
contact between the experiment and
the groups that were arguing over pol-
icy formulation was over the adminis-
tration of an income maintenance plan:
In setting up the NIT Experiment
much thought had gone into the ques-
tion of an approptiate accounting
period, and information on this score
was fed into the early discussions in the
executive branch that led to formation
of FAP.

As the FAP legislation in 1969 came
hefore the House Ways and Means
Committee, Harold Watts (director of
the Institute for Research on Poverry at
the University of Wisconsin which
held the prime contract for the project)
offered to ranking Minority member
Congressman John W. Byrnes (Wis-
consin) to testify on FAP, an offer thar
the Ways and Means Commirtree took
up in November 1969. Watts's tes-
timony tn an open meeting of the
committee was in favor of the FAP
legislarion, pointed out the gencral
similarity between the design of the
experiment and the drafting of the FAP
legislation, and made some sugges-
rions concerning the accounting period
to be employed.

The Ways and Means Committee
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requested that the NIT Experiment
staff testify again in January 1970 but
this time behind closed doors. Watts,
David Kershaw, and Lee Bawden? tes-
tified in this session. The testimony
given in this session also emphasized
the administrative aspects of the NIT
Expertment experience. Kershaw, a
principal investigator who managed
field operations, testified in fairly
vague terms on his impressions of the
results of the N1T Experiment thus far,
indicating that he could not discern
any meaningfu] rrend in work re-
sponse.

Around the same time as the NIT
principals were testifying, a “leak” ap-
peared in the New York Times to the
effect thar the Ways and Means Com-
mittee staff had uncovered a “secret
study” that projected a very heavy
work disincentive response to FAP and
possibly an incentive for breaking up
families, In response to this rumor, the
administration began to press for some
harder data from the NIT Experiment.
Moynihan is reputed to have expressed
his displeasure in no uncertain terms to
John Wilson, then director of Re-
search, Plans, Programs, and Evalua-
tion at OEQ, that the NIT Experiment
had been going for more than a year
and that some hard results cught to be
available. At the same time, Kershaw
had communicated to OEO that he
thought it would be possible to put
together some data on the first 500 or
so farnilies chat had been enrolled ini-
tially. Wilson gave the go-ahead signal
to Kershaw and within the short space
of a few weeks, Kershaw and Warts
hand-tallied® some of the data from 509
of the first-year enrolled families,

The hand-tallied results were incor-
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porated into a report written by Watts
and Kershaw eatitled “Preliminary
Results of the New Jersey Work Incen-
tive Experiment.” The results purport-
edly showed that there was no discern-
ible work disincentive nor were there
any severe changes in consumption
patterns among experimental families
that were receiving payments. Wilson
discussed the preliminary results in a
cabinet meeting. President Nixon in-
corporated the generally optimistic
findings into a speech he gave at a
governors' conference, and the “pre-
liminary report”™ was released to the
public in the middle of February. It
should be noted that the preliminary
report contained statements to indicate
that the findings were partial, tenta-
tive, and subject to change when data
from other sites would be available and
when a longer time experience with the
experiment was assessed.

Thus within less than eighteen
months of the beginning of the expet-
iment, some of its results were begin-
ning to filter into the policymaking
process. However, it should be clear
from this account that the infiltration
was far from optimum. First, although
the first yeat's experiences of the initial
group of families were of some interest,
it was not at all clear that these data
were of sufficient quality and general-
ity to warrant much artention. The
New Jersey cities were the first sites at
which families were selected: The eatly
data series on income, work effort, and
consumption patterns were early rec-
ognized as bearing significant defects;
and hand-tallying was a far from reli-
able mode of data processing although
a subsequent check by the General Ac-
counting Office (GAQ) found that the
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data had been coded and rallied cor-
rectly. In addition, the initial group of
families was drawn disproportionately
from among blacks and Puerto Ricans,
groups from whom it would be hard to
draw generalizations about the total
impact of FAP on the working poor.

Second, although FAP had some
kinship to the NIT Experiment, there
were also some very critical differences.
FAP was designed to supplement the
existing welfare system by providing
payments to the working poor while
the NIT plan was intended as a re-
placement. NIT had no built-in work
requirements while FAP contained
both manpower retraining features and
a work availability requirement that
led to its being called “*work-fare.” The
level of guaranteed support in FAP was
identical to that of the least generous
plan being tested tn NIT. It should be
noted that these differences did not
invalidate an extrapolation of NIT to
FAP: First, NIT did turn out to be in
competition with the existing welfare
systems of New Jersey and Pennsyl-
vania; second, few expected that the
work requirements of FAP could be
effectively implemented; finally, the
FAP plan was one that was at the lower
limits of the policy space of the exper-
iment, even though as a treatment, the
lowest plan was so far inferior to the
local welfare plans that few eligible
families assigned to that plan elected
for NIT payments.

Third, and most important to the
present discussion, the testimony of
NIT personnel and the release of pre-
liminary results were interpreted as
partisan behavior of the experimenters.
Watts's early testimony was certainly
volunteered in an effort to be helpful to
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the FAP proposal. All of the testimony
presented was offered at the request of
the administration or adminiscration
Supporters.

The testimony also brought the NIT
Experiment to the attention of the mass
media. Television reporters asked for
access to experimental families, re-
quests which were consistently turned
down.

The most important immediate con-
sequence of entry into the public atten-
tion was a decision by the GAO to
audit the experiment. GAO officials
sensed that the preliminary report
might play an important role in the
then upcoming Senate Finance Com-
mittee Hearings, wondered how pre-
liminary and tentative were the
findings, and decided to audit the ex-
periment.?

They asked for access to the raw data
series in order to evaluate the data
series, including names of participat-
ing families (possibly to check directly
with them whether data on families
were correct). Kershaw resisted giving
complete access to GAO investigators,
the critical point being information
that would reveal the identity of par-
ticipating families. Accepting  this
compromise, (GAQ investigators sam-
pled some of the data and issued 2
report. GAQ investigators emphasized
the tentative character of the prelim-
inary findings, expressed some satisfac-
tion with data quality and the tabula-
tion of findings, and endorsed the
continuation of the experiment as a
valuable aid to the policy formation
process.

Despite the GAQ report’s generally
favorable findings, the impact of the
GAO investigarion was, ironically, to
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undermine the credibility of the Pre-
liminary Report. Representatives on the
Ways and Means Committee inter-
viewed in 1972 remembered the tes-
timony of the NIT personnel adding a
qualifying phrase to the effect that cthey
also remembered something was
wrong with their dara that che GAO
had to look into. The sting of the GAO
investigation was not modified by
Wates's issuance of a later report enti-
tled “Adjusted and Extended Prelim-
inary Results from the Urban
Graduated Work Incentive Experi-
ment.”

By the time that the FAP legislation
came up for hearings in the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, the NIT Experi-
ment and its personnel had taken on a
decided partisan look in the minds of
those who were opposed to the FAP
legislation. When Watts testified be-
fore the Senate Finance Committee,
Senator John J. Williams (Delaware)
dismissed his testimony by asking only
one question: whether Warts’s salary
was being paid by OEQ.

Senator Williams also struck hard at
the NIT Experiment by demanding of
OEQ that the agency produce a list of
the names and addresses of participat-
ing families suggesting that funding
for the experiment would be cut off
if compliance was nor forthcoming,.
Senator Williams™ request created con-
siderable consternation among NIT
staff and OEQ since congressional sub-
poena powet could have compelled dis-
closure if the senator had been willing
to push the issue that far. Apparently
feeling that his objections to FAP had
gone far enough, Senator Williams did
not push his request for access to “raw
data,” when OEQ refused to honor his
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request on the grounds thar the data
were collected under promises of
conhdentiality.

The 1969-1970 version of FAP
legislation did not pass through Con-
gress, achieving approval of the House
but falling short of necessary support in
the Senate.

A second version of FAP was intro-
duced into the next session of Congress
in the fall of 1970. NIT personnel vol-
unteered to introduce some new data
into congressional hearings on this sec-
ond go-around, but OEO officials were
more cautious, Besides, the new tabu-
lations made by Harold Watts showed
a slight work disincentive. OEO ofti-
cials argued that the release of such
preliminary data might do some harm
to the FAP legislation.

OEO eventually gave permission to
Watts and Kershaw to send additional
findings to the House and Senate. Not
much attencion was paid to their
findings partially because the issues
that engaged the attention of con-
gressmen were no longer ones of work
disincentives but of the effects of over-
lapping welfare programs to which the
NIT Experiment could make little
contribution. But, some of the lack of
atcention to the NIT results was a mat-
ter of discounting what had come to
be regarded as a partisan and scmewhat
shaky source of information. In the
recollections of congressmen inter-
viewed later, the impact of the GAO
report on the previous (1970} prelimi-
nary report was considerable.®

A hindsigheful analysis of the NIT
experiences in trying to be relevant to
the decision making process reveals the
dangers that arc involved. First, it is
apparently easy to hecome identified as



The National Income Transfer Experiment

a partisan if one pursues the apparently
contradictory roles of advocate of a plan
and the bearer of scientific findings.
Reasonable questions raised about the
findings tend to accentuate the percep-
tion of one’s role as advocate. Second, it
is difficult to resist the pressures of the
sponsor. OEO was very much part of
the executive branch: The public re-
lease of the preliminary report by OFQ
was correctly scen by Congress as a
partisar: move. It should also be noted
that the NIT staff willingly volun-
teered to assemble the preliminary re-
port, a move that they were later to
regret, at least partially.®

Finally, the incident with Senator
Williams firmly brought to mind on
how fragile a base are erected researcher
promiscs to respondents of confiden-
tiality. Until there is some statutory
foundarion on which the promise of
confidentiality can be based, confiden-
tiality cannot be guaranteed. Had
Senator Williams wished to pursue the
matter and had he the support of his
colleagues, the raw data of the NIT
Experiment could have been sub-
poenaed. Possibly NIT personnel and
OEO would have chosen to fight such a
subpoena through the courts; even so
the outcome would have been in

doubt.

THE MERCER COUNTY PROSECUTOR
AND THE NIT EXPERIMENT

Threats to the promises of confi-
dentiality extended to participating
families from local sources as well. As
the experiment began to achieve some
publicity in the lateer part of 1909, the
county prosecutor of Mercer County (in
which Trenton is located) began to in-
quire into the possibility that some of
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the participating families may have
been accepting payments from both
the experiment and public welfare.
NIT payments not reported to welfare
authorities constituted evidence of
neglect, if not intentional fraud, on the
part of participating families.”

Almost any system of confidentiality
can be broken if enough attention Is
given to the problem. The county
prosecutor managed to determine the
names of a few families in Trenton who
were on the welfare rolls and also par-
ticipating in the experiment and in
late 1969 issued a subpoena rto
Machematica to produce the records of
payments to about a dozen participat-
ing families.

It should be noted that when the
experiment first started it would have
been legally impaossible for participat-
ing families that remained intace to
have been eligible for AFDC tn New
Jersey since payments could only be
made to households in which there
were no work-eligible males. When
the New Jersey welfare law was
changed early in 1969 extending
coverage o families with an un-
employed male parent present
(AFDC-1IP), some of the families par-
ticipating in the experiment became
eligible for welfare payments. Families
initially enrolled in Trenton were told
that they could receive payments from
both although they were advised that
they had to report welfare payments as
income on their monthly report forms
and that they were legally obligated to
report experimental payments to wel-
fare authorities.® Families enrolled in
other sites that were solicited after
AFDC-UP had been enacted in New
Jersey were rold that chey had to choose
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between welfare and NIT payments
and could not receive both.

Mathemarica's response  to  the
county prosecutor’s subpoena was to
give the prosecutor a summary of the
payments made to the families about
whom i nformation was requested but to
resist opening the records of all families
to the prosecutor's office. In a move to
quash the subpoena, Mathematica ar-
gued that to open the records was to
violate the pledge of confidentiality
made to participating families, that
the experiment served a useful pur-
pose, and that whatever apparent fraud
had been committed may have arisen
out of the understandable confusion in
participating {amilies’ minds berween
the two systems of payments.
Mathematica's arguments were backed
by statements from OEO officials
about the importance of the experi-
ment and careful applications of pres-
sure on the county prosecutor from a
variety of spurces.

For a period of nearly a year the
county prosecutor’s office persisted in
its attempts to subpoena Mathemati-
ca's records on participating Trenton
families. Mathematica countered by
handing over summaries of NIT pay-
ments made to families about whom
specific requests were made but con-
tinued €O resist turning over mote
complete records. At several points,
David Kershaw indicated his willing-
ness to go to jail rather than break
Mathemarica's pledges of confidential-
ity.

A compromise was eventually
reached in which the NIT Experimeat
assumed the liability for whatever
overpayments were made by che
Mercer County welfare department, a
sum that rtotaled approximately
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$20,000 for the eighteen-month
period that the fourteen families were
receiving dual payments. In addition,
guarterly checks were instituted with
the welfare departmencs at ail the sites
in which participating families’ names
were checked against the welfare rolls.
The rules were then changed for Tren-
ton families to prohibit dual participa-
rion.

As in the case of Senator Williams’
request for raw data, the subpoena
power of the Mercer County prosecutor
was never put to the ultimate test.”
The subpoena was never quashed, it
was withdrawn when the compromise
involving repayment was reached.
Hence, the issue whether pledges of
confidentialicy would be upheld by the
courts as sufficient reason for withhold-
ing detailed information on participat-
ing families was never tested.

This incident was to prompt HEW
to ask the National Academy of
Sciences/National Research Council
Committee on Federal Evaluation Re-
search to conduct a study of the prob-
lem of confidentiality to research
evaluating social programs. The com-
mittee with the aid of legal scholars has
drawn up a suggested federal statute
extending to evaluation research the
same protections extended to members
of the press concerning the materials
obtained in confidence from inform-
ants. Whether this legislation is ever o
be presented to Congress is largely a
matter of conjecture.'®

CONCERNING SOME EXTERNAL
POLITICAL PROBLEMS OF
CRITICAL SOCIAL POLICY
RESEARCH

The vast bulk of social research has
proceeded over the past fifty years
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without serious challenges to the in-
formal pledges of confidentiality ex-
tended routinely by social researchers
to their respondents. Much of the re-
search, however, has only been re-
motely related to social policy, and lit-
tle has had as close a connection with
ongoing policy formation as in the case
of NIT and the consideration of FAP in
Congress. An additional vulnerabiliry
of the NIT field experiment is that it
involved the possibility that participat-
ing families by virtue of their partici-
pation could be involved in seeming
fraud.

Two lessons may be drawn from the
NIT Experiment: First, it is important
to build up and retain an image of
impartiality as opposed to an image of
parcisanship. The artempt on the part
of NIT researchers to act in the dual
fand somewhat contradictory) role
both of advocates of FAP and as the
bearers of empirical data relevant to
critical policy questions did little to
build confidence in the outcome of the
experiment. The experiment was per-
ceived as flawed, and the experimenters
as just another set of administration
partisans.

Second, the legal foundations on
which social researchers  promise
contidentiality are very insecure, Up to
this point, the researchers have met the
issue by finding a compromise that
avoids bringing the issue to a clear
resolution in the courts, a solution that
only postpones the inevitable possibly
in the hope that customary procedures
will achieve some recognition in the
courts.'! It does appear as if some
policymakers intuitively understand
this vulnerability and use threats to
subpoena raw data as means of placing
pressures upon social researchers. It
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should be borne in mind thar it is nocat
all clear how Senator Williams could
have used access to raw data as means to
his goal of discrediting the FAP pro-
posal. Giving publicity ro specific par-
ticipating families might undermine
the conduct of the experiment but
would not be useful directly to Wil-
liams’ cause. Similarly the indictment
of a few families in Trenton for welfare
fraud would certainly have made pat-
ticipating families in Trenton and in
other New Jersey sites uneasy enough
to drop out of the experiment, but it is
hard to envisage that the welfare de-
partment in Mercer County would be
materially improved by the county
prosecutor's move although it is easy to
see that the prosecurtor could make
some personal mileage out of his
move. 12

Finally, a comment must be made
on the curious conjunction berween the
start of the experiment and the atrival
of some sort of NIT proposal ar the top
of the political agenda. It is apparent
that the political conditions that make
it possible to conduct field experiments
are the jeme political conditions that
make it likely rhat a related proposal
will appear on the agenda. Hence, the
NIT Experiment, which was scen by
the OEO administrators and NIT per-
sonnel as providing results relevant for
adistant future, turned out to be badly
timed for consideration as relevant to
the FAP proposal. That this is not a
circumstance that is unique to NIT can
be seen from similar examples in other
areas. For instance, at the same time
that the current (Ford) administration
is considering submitting a bill that
would set up a national health insur-
ance plan, HEW has just launched a
long-term field experiment testing the
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impact of such insurance on the
consumption of medical care. [t is now
quite clear that the resules of the exper-
iment, designed to provide informa-
tiot: relevant to the design of a national
health insurance plan, will not be any-
where near ready when a plan will be
presented to Congress. Another set of
examples are the current housing
voucher experiments, There has been
enough discussion of housing vouchers
int the Nixon and Ford administrations
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tion long before results from the exper-
iments are in.

This mistiming of field experiments
on prospective social policies suggests
that long-term field experiments con-
ducted under the sponsorship of
policymakers may turn out to be pre-
maturely obsolescent. Instead, it may
be necessary to consider other ways of
sponsoring field experiments, which
would be further removed from
policymakers and the immediacy of

to make one suspect that this too will their concerns.

appear in the form of proposed legisla-

NOTES

L. For a more detailed exposition of these events and an analysis of the impact of the
NIT Experiment on the formulation of FAP and the decision-making process within
Congress and the executive branch, see Margaret Boeckmann, “The Contribution of
Social Research to Social Policy: A Study of the New Jersey Income Maintenance
Experiment and the Family Assistance Plan” (Ph.D. diss., The Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity, 1973). Dr. Boeckmann's dissertation research was supported by a Russell Sage
Foundacion project. This section is based largely on the extensive discussion of the
relationships berween the NIT Experimert and Congress during congressional considera-
tion of FAP conrtained in Chapter 4.

2. Lee Bawden was the principal investigator of the Rural Income Maintenance
Experiment being conducted by the Institure for Research on Poverty in two rural sites,
one in Wisconsin and the other in North Carolina.

3. Hand-tallies were necessary because the dara, although available on tape, had
been formatted in so awkward a form that it was not possible to be retricved in a useful
fashion. Indeed one of the major problems that had to be overcome before final reports
were produced was to teformat the computer software system.

4. Under a 1967 amendment to the poverty act, the GAO was assigned the
responsibility to audit the performance of all OEO programs.

5. The discounting of the NIT Experiment's results is aptly illustrated in the
following excerpt from a personal interview (reported in Boeckmann, "“The Contribution
of Social Research,” p. 196) with Geoffrey Patterson, legislative aide to Senator Abraham
Ribicoft:

I guess thae in 1970 there had been some discrediting of the experiment. Thar the size
of the sample was small. That they had reported findings too carly. I remember that
when | had suggested to the senator that we use it in a statement to support our idea
that by providing a FAP type approach that you would actually be encouraging people
to work, he said, “No let’s not emphasize that experiment because of its controversial
nature.” And [ know that the Finance Committee had been attacking it. And whenever
you are using data o support your position, you always try to come up with the
strongest data possible you can, and if that information has already been attacked fairly
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strongly, you decide well, we will drop that and go on to something that we have a

great deal of copfidence in.

6. Wartes has expressed the view thar he did not feel it would have been socially
responsible to withhold interim information useful in the policy debare, stating ““The one
principle 1 did regard as important was to assure equal accessibility to the partial and
preltminary findings to all parcicipancs in the policy process—not just the immediate
sponsots of the project.” (Personal communication, July 1975.)

7. Families receiving welfare payments were supposed to report immediately all
change in income that might affect such payments. This is a rule that is not very
rigorously enforced, as mosr studies of the administration of public welfare show. The
discretion that is allowed casewotkers in most welfare systems is often exercised in
overlooking earnings from casual and intermittent employment, employment of second-
aty wage earners (teenagers), and so on. A thorough investigation of almost any welfarc
roll will bring to light instances in which some families are recetving at any one rime more
than they are due under current rules and regulations. Thus a “cheap shot” for any state’s
attocney would be to institute an investigation into “welfare fraud.”

8. This decision was made in order to maineain faith in the original agreements made
with enrolling families in Trenton. Since there was initially no problem of overlap with
AFDC, no mention was made in the enrollment process of the possibility of conflicts with
welfare. Hence, NIT administrators felt that it would be more in line with the original
understandings undertaken with Trenton families to allow participation jointly in
welfare and the cxperiment.

9. Avery similar case involving the county prosecutor of Bergen County who wished
to examine records for participating families in Jersey City was also solved by a similar
compromise. The amount of overpayment in Jersey City was considerably smaller since
rules prohibiting dual payment had been in effece from enroilment on and families
apparently understood che rules.

10. National Research Council, Protecting Individual Privacy in Evaluation Research
(Washingron, ID.C.: National Academy of Sciences, 1973).

11. There has also been some concern with insuring thar data files ate confidential by
stripping identifying information from such files. This move assumes that if the dara are
subpoenaed and such moves are upheld by the courts, the data do not contmin enough
detail to consticute an unwilling breaking of confidentiality pledges.

12. Something may be gained by the state’s atrorney in the way of favorable publicity
as 2 prosecutor who is hard on “welfare cheaters.”



20. Responding to Skid Row Alcobolism:
Self-Defeating Arrangements in an
Innovative Treatment Program

Lincoln J. Fry and Jon Miller

Based upon twenty-seven months of
participant observation in a skid row
mission, this study explores some of
the factors that contributed to the inef-
fectiveness and ultimate failure of what
began. as a highly promising al-
coholism rehabilitation program. The
program was very generously funded
from state and local resources; it was
technically and philosophically in-
novative; it was highly professionalized
and staffed by young, bright, eager
practitioners, Further, it was located in
the trecatment quarters of an estab-
lished, highly regarded religious or-
ganization that could add stability and
experience to this impressive array of
financial and professional resources.
Despite these advantages the experi-
ment could be credited with almost no
positive impact on the alcoholism
problem sutrounding it, and its profes-
sional staff could be seen to change
from confidence, to desperation, and
finally to disengagement as the failure
of the program became apparent.

The study describes how the inirial
optimism generared by this program
was eventually overwhelmed by inter-
nal and external considerations. The
program began with ambiguous and
conflicring goals which led to organiza-
tional conflicts involving the compet-
ing vested interests of participants. A

related factor was the absence of work-
able technologies for achieving stared
objectives.

Before we describe the evolution of
the program in more detail, a brief
comment on the difficuley of defining
and measuring organizational goals
and effectiveness seems useful. Assess-
ing the effectiveness of organizations
has always been an elusive task.
Perhaps ia reaction, Warren (1973) has
taken social scientists to task for con-
tinuing to support ineffecrive large-
scale comprehensive and coordinating
strategies designed to alleviate urban
social problems. These strategies in-
creasingly consist of interorganiza-
tional and interdisciplinary networks
designed to present a "unified” atrack
on a specific problem. They often have
vigorous advocates, yer clear guide-
lines have not been established to
measure or promote effectiveness, at
either the organizational or interor-
ganizational level. Organizational ef-
fectiveness is usually conceptualized in
terms of the degree of goal-
achievement (Etzioni, 1961, 1964;
Thompson, 1968); however, goals
have proven hard to identify. As a re-
sult, Eczioni (1964) finds it necessary
o distinguish between “real” and
“stated” goals while Perrow (1961)
idenrifies “stated” as distinct from

From Social Problems, Vol. 22, No. 5, June 19753, pp. 675-688. Reprinted by
permission of the authors and the Society for the Study of Social Problems.
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“operational” goals. When goals are
stated imprecisely they may provide
litele insighe for the observer to record
the operation of the organization and
measutre its effectiveness. However, it
is equally important to remernber that
when goals are imprecisely defined this
fact may itself be a factor preventing
the organization's participants from
moving in any consistent direction.
More than any other single factor, the
inability clearly to specify and imple-
ment its objectives condemned the
project we are about to describe to fail-
ure.

AN INNOVATIVE TREATMENT
PROGRAM

A major piece of state legislation
made funds available for counties in
California to create “comprehensive”
alcoholism trearment systems. This
legistation was designed to promote
cooperation between different levels of
government and agencies involved in
alcoholism treatment; its major impact
was to create  interorganizational
treatment ventures, especially between
the state department of vocational re-
habilitation and county health de-
partments. Prior to this legislation, al-
coholism treatment was offered by a
number of separate local, county and
state government agencies, and by pri-
vate organizations. In the system we
studied, one county-wide treatment
system was developed with the new
funding which centered on services
previously offered by the health de-
partment. Four clinics made up the
system; three of the four clinics were
joint ventures between the county
health department and the state de-
partment of vocational rehabiliration.
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The fourth clinic was located in a skid
row mission operated for a number of
years by 4 large philanthropic religious
organization. Data for the present
study were collected primarily within
this unusual mixed clinic and mission
setting. The study involved twenty-
seven months of participant observa-
tion, supplemented by questionnaires
and strategic interviews.!

The Mission

The mission, which could accom-
modate two hundred and thirty-five
residents, occupied the first five floors
of a building originally built as a hotel.
The first floor contained office space,
kitchen and dining areas, and a chapel.
The second floor housed a medical
clinic, a detoxification unit, and fur-
ther office space. Residents lived in
single, double, and dormitory style
rooms on the upper floors.?

The mission's management struc-
ture consisted of a titular head, charged
with responsibility for the spiritual
well-being of residents, and a business
manager responsible for financial af-
fairs. Resident responsibility rested
with the house manager and his assist-
ant, These two, both recovered al-
coholics, supervised the house staff re-
cruited from the resident alcoholic
population. The house manager was
an employee of the religious or-
ganization and could be moved from
one facility to another. The manager
had been in this mission six years when
the study began. House staff, on the
othet hand, were attached only to a
particular facility and their employ-
ment was transitory.®

Located on the main thoroughfare of
a major metropolitan skid row, the
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building which housed the mission ap-
peared more modern than the typical
structures lining the street; these were
primarily other missions, old hotels,
pawn shops and cheap bars. Men in
various stages of intoxication popu-
lated the street, some sleeping in
doorways. The major visible activity
conducted on the street appeared to be
drinking, primarily wine from bottles
in brown paper bags. Periodically,
paddy wagons appeared and took some
of the men to jail, usually those who
appeared unable to care for themselves,
The other missions on the street of-
fered the eraditional “three hots and a
cot” as their major service to al-
coholics. In contrase, this facility had
always stressed long term residency
and treatment. Whether recruiring
from the streets, “walk-ins,” or
through its court program, the mission
had traditionally admitted residents
based upon an assessment of the indi-
vidual’s determination to stop drink-
ing and to show a commitment to the
work ethic. Trearment involved reli-
gious meetings and employment serv-
ices; Alcoholics Anonymous meetings
were held in the facility once a week.
Employment consisted of “day work,”
with some hope of eventually finding
steady work allowing a resident to
leave the mission altogecher. Most
treatment activities were scheduled in
the evening and focused on the reli-
gious activities and the residents’
commonly shared drinking problem,

The Clinic

The clinic added to this mission was
not a completely new venture. Previ-
ously, several professional and clerical
personnel had been housed in the mis-
sion, including a social worker, a part-
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time physician for physical examina-
tions, a social service aide, and a clerk.
As a result of new funding, increased
resources were provided by the agen-
cies involved in the program and, most
important, an interdisciplinary treat-
ment team was added. The purpose of
this team approach was to concentrate
the technical expertise of several fields
on the single problem of alcoholism
and to coordinate this effort with that
of the mission.

The health department provided a
number of members for the inter-
disciplinary team:, including several
social workers and nurses, a public
health investigator, a recreation
therapist, and several part-time coun-
selors. The state department of voca-
tional rehabilitation provided the team
with a rehabilitation counselor, several
part-time physicians for physical
exantinations, a part-time job de-
veloper and several social service aides.
Both the county and the state provided
clerical staff. In addition, the state
provided the rehabilitation counselor
with a budget which included money
to be used for room and board for
selected patients as well as for training
and educational expenses. This vital
financial resource in the hands of the
treatment team was to become an im-
portant factor in che evolution of the
program.

The clinic expansion began when a
rehabilitation counselor was assigned
to the mission. At chis time, those
professional personnel employed in the
mission prior to the increased funding
were replaced by other professional
personnel recruited specifically to staff
the interdisciplinary team. This made
clear from the outset that the clinic was
to be committed to a counseling
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technology dispensed through the
team method, a group practice in
which a number of professionals (four
or five, in this setting) meet with a
single patient (Horwitz, 1970).
Through theie mutual interaction con-
sensus theoretically develops between
patient and team as to the course of
treatment.

Alccholics who entered the mission
had a choice. They could become clinic
patients or they could be designated
just as residents of the mission facility.
Non-clinic residents were to be under
the sole jurisdicdion of the religious
organization. Both types of patients
were live-ins, and were not segregared
within the mission. The clinic facilicy
provided minimal out-patient services.
The planning which provided for the
expanded services offered in the mis-
sion was intended to broaden the mis-
sion’s sources of patients, In addition
to the surrounding skid row, the
sources of recruitment became the pro-
bation department, the court system,
hospitals, other clinics within the
county systemn, and walk-ins. The mis-
sion had received residents from the
criminal justice system before the
team-oriented clinic was added, bur
the public health investigator actached
to the team had a formal responsibility
to work with the court system and to
expand the number of alcoholics sent to
the mission by the courts,

EMERGING DIFFICULTIES

Early Organizational Problems:
Ambiguous Goals and
Competing Interests

The clinic became operational with
the usual optimism expressed by the
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county treatment system and by the
religious  organization. Initially
everyone agreed that the clinic rep-
resented a change from the old method
of alcholism treatment on skid row and
that che clinic was a harbinger of the
future. This consensus was largely il-
lusory and short-lived because the im-
mediate changes created by the clinic
expansion were more far-reaching than
the simple addition of another treat-
ment modality would warrant. The
team approach affected all aspects of
the mission environment in fundamen-
tal ways and the unanticipated sources
of contention were many.

The clinic team immediately began
to recruit its own patients, to establish
training, educarional, and job de-
velopment programs for these patients,
and to acquire some degree of influence
over how the mission operated. As a
result, the first problem that emerged
was establishing working relationships
and mutual objectives for the mission
and the clinic. These relationships had
not received much attention until after
the clinic began to function and the
consequence was the alienation of the