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FOREWORD 

In the 1970s, there has been an increased interest in 
program oversight and accountability. Public officials, 
legislators, and the public are increasingly asking whether 

--programs are being implemented as intended, 

--programs are producing desired results and 
achieving intended purposes, 

--programs and the legislation authorizing programs 
should be continued or modified, in the light of 
experience, to achieve greater economy, efficiency, 
or effectiveness. 

Federal activities designed to evaluate programs have 
become increasingly significant due to greater demand for 
program oversight and accountability. This document outlines-- 
froin the General Accounting Office's perspective--the status 
of, and some of the major issues in, Federal program evalua- 
tion. We hope that the outlined information and concepts 
will aid the reader in better understanding the significance, 
prospects, and problems of Federal program evaluation. We 
also intend for this document to contribute to the dialogue-- 
in the Congress, Federal agencies, State and local governments, 
and program evaluation community--concerning how the practice 
and performance of program evaluation might be improved. 

We invite your comments on this document, and would 
welcome your suggestions concerning how program evaluation 
might be improved. We hope to use your comments and sugges- 
tions in developing future publications on Federal evaluation 
policy and methodology for dissemination to the Congress, 
Federal agencies, State and local governments, and the 
program evaluation community. 

Ga omp rolle 
of the United States 

October 1978 
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CHAPTER 1 

STATUS OF FEDERAL PROGRAM EVALUATION 

' Several trends in the 1970s have increased interest 
in program oversight and accountability. The United States 
congress has taken steps to improve its oversight of 
Federal programs, and is currently considering proposals 
for further improvements in program oversight and account- 
ability. As a result, various information gathering and 
analytical activities, sometimes referred to as "program 
evaluation,'' have become increasingly significant. In this 
chapter we will discuss each of these areas, as well as 
existing estimates of the scope and resources for Federal 
program evaluation. A definition of program evaluation 
will also be proposed. 

Interest in Oversight 
and Accountability 

Political leaders, public administrators, and the 
electorate need information with which to oversee programs 
if our system of government is to operate as intended. A 
fundamental tenet of a democractic society holds that 
governments and agencies entrusted with public resources 
and the authority for applying them have a responsibility 
to render a full accounting of their activities. This 
accounting is necessary to enable elected representatives 
to supervise and control administrative action; to enable 
administrative officials to effectively manage the programs 
entrusted to them; and ultimately, to enable citizens to 
determine the effectiveness with which they have been 
served by their government. 

Federal program oversight and accountability. More 
apparent trends include 

Several trends in the 1970s have increased interest in 

--reforms in the Federal budget process, such as enact- 
ment of the Congressional Budget Act, which estab- 
lished new congressional procedures for budgetmaking; 
another change was the institution of zero-base 
budgeting in the executive branch; 

--growing concern over the size, s c q e ,  and complexity 
of the Federal Government, the perceived uncontrol- 
lable nature of  the Federal budget, and the dimin- 
ishing portion of the budget available for new 
programs; and 
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--rising dissatisfaction with apparent government 
waste, inefficiency, and ineffectiveness mani- 
fested in the growing support for tax limitation 
and 'I sunset 'I in i tat i ve s . 

In the 1970s the Congress has taken steps to improve 
its capability to oversee the Federal Government. Besides 
implementing new procedures for budgetmaking, the Congress 
has increased its staff support for Members and committees, 
created two new congressional support agencies (the Congres- 
sional Budget Office and Office of Technology Assessment), 
and expanded the analytical functions of the Congressional 
Research Service and our office. 

In many pieces of legislation in the 1970s the Congress 
has included requirements for programs to be periodically 
reauthorized and for agencies to study and report to the 
Congress on the performance of programs authorized by the 
legislation. In 1978 the Congress enacted legislation 
establishing an Office of Inspector General in various 
Federal departments and agencies to review and report on 
programs. 

During the 1970s the Congress has also expanded the 
oversight responsibilities and authorities of its standing 
committees. In 1970, committees were required to report 
on their oversight activities during each Congress. In 
1974, committees were authorized to carry out their over- 
sight by contract or by requiring a government agency to 
do so.  Each House has also adopted new rules giving com- 
mittees additional oversight responsibilities. 

Various legislative proposals for further improving 
oversight and accountability of Federal programs were 
considered in the 95th Congress. Perhaps the most compre- 
hensive oversight reform proposal considered was S.2, the 
Sunset Act of 1978, which passed the Senate on October 11, 
1978. 

The July 13, 1978, report on S.2 by the Senate Committee 
on Rules and Administration (Senate Report 95-981) states 
that 

"The purpose of the bill, as.reported by the 
Committee on Rules and Administration, is to 
improve the effectiveness and efficiency of 
the Federal Government by strengthening congres- 
sional procedures for the review and reauthor- 
ization of Federal programs. These purposes are 
to be achieved through the establishment o f :  
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(1) a 10-year schedule over which all programs, 
with certain specific exemptions, are subject 
to termination unless.reauthorized following 
a program review; 

(2) an inventory of Federal programs, updated at 
the end of each session of Congress; 

(3) procedures for the selection of specific 
programs each Congress for indepth evaluation; 
and 

(4) the creation of a 3-year study commission to 
recommend to the Congress and to the President 
improvements in Government operations and 
organizations. 

"The committee believes the legislation it has 
reported is responsive to the clear public demand 
for improvement in the effectivenesss and efficiency 
of Government programs. The widely heralded "tax- 
payers revolt," including most notably the voter 
approval in California of a tax limitation referendum, 
is open to varied interpretations, but a t  a minimum, 
it is clear that taxpayers expect more rigorous, 
critical, and systematic evaluation of Government 
spending programs. 

"The committee believes the legislation it has 
reported will meet these objectives and provide 
the Congress with an improved ability to identify 
and eliminate obsolete or ineffective programs, 
reduce wasteful spending, and improve the effective- 
ness and efficiency of Government programs generally." 

Various information gathering and analytical activities 
in the Federal Government, sometimes referred to as "program 
evaluation," have become increasingly significant due to 
the growing demand for better program oversight and account- 
ability. To a large extent, improvements in oversight and 
accountability will depend on the ability of program 
evaluation to produce the information and analysis required. 
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D e f i n i t i o n  of  Program Evaluat ion 

I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  d e f i n e  t h e  s t a t u s  of Fede ra l  program 
e v a l u a t i o n  because no u n i v e r s a l l y  accepted d e f i n i t i o n  o f  pro- 
gram e v a l u a t i o n  e x i s t s .  Terms such a s  " a u d i t i n g , "  "program 
r e s u 1 t s aud i t i ng , I' pe r f o r  manc e aud i t ing , 'I implemen t a t ion 
r e v i e w , I' I' e v a 1 u a t ion r e s e a r c h , I' 'I p r og r am mo n i t o r  i ng , 'I I' p r og r am 
budget ing,"  "program a n a l y s i s , "  " p o l i c y  a n a l y s i s , "  " p o l i c y  
r e s e a r c h , "  "systems a n a l y s i s , "  " c o s t - b e n e f i t  a n a l y s i s , "  
"program review, 'I and " s o c i a l  experiments"  have been used 
synonymously w i t h  t h e  term "program e v a l u a t i o n . "  T h i s  s i t-  
u a t i o n  prompts acceptance of a broad d e f i n i t i o n .  

The GAO,  i n  c l a s s i f y i n g  i t s  own s tudy  p r o j e c t s ,  d e f i n e s  
program e v a l u a t i o n  a s  s t u d i e s  of programs which a r e  e f f e c t i v e -  
nes s -o r i en ted .  They addres s  and a r e  mainly concerned with 
outcomes--what has  been, i s  be ing ,  o r  should be accomplished 
through e x i s t i n g  Federal  programs and a c t i v i t i e s  i n  r e l a t i o n  
t o  o b j e c t i v e s  e s t a b l i s h e d  by Congress through s t a t u t e  o r  by 
agenc ie s  through implementing r e g u l a t i o n s  o r  procedures .  I n  
G A O  e v a l u a t i o n s ,  t h e  s t a f f  s eeks  t o  demonstrate  t h a t  a program 
e i t h e r  is or  is not  accomplishing what i t ' s  supposed t o  be 
accomplishing. Obviously any e v a l u a t i o n  of e x i s t i n g  programs 
has  ( o r  should have)  f u t u r e  p o l i c y  implicat ions--but  t h e  main 
o b j e c t i v e  of  GAO program e v a l u a t i o n  s t u d i e s  i s  t o  examine 
t h e  o p e r a t i o n  and outcomes of ongoing programs. 

Because s t a t e d  program ob jec t ives - - con ta ined  i n  l e g i s -  
l a t i o n  and execu t ive  p o l i c y  documents and subsequen t ly  t r a n s -  
l a t e d  i n  agency r e g u l a t i o n s  and procedures--may be unclear  o r  
may no t  r e l a t e  t o  a l l  p e r t i n e n t  program outcomes, an evalua- 
t o r  may have t o  use o t h e r  a p p r o p r i a t e  c r i t e r i a .  I n  c a s e s  where 
a program produces s i g n i f i c a n t  outcomes t h a t  were not  a n t i c i -  
pated when t h e  program was i n i t i a t e d ,  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  m i g h t  f i n d  
i t  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e s e  u n a n t i c i p a t e d  outcomes. The 
views, b e l i e f s ,  and e x p e c t a t i o n s  ( a s c e r t a i n e d  through su rveys ,  
i n t e r v i e w s ,  or  correspondence)  of congres s iona l  committees,  
agency o f f i c i a l s ,  program managers, i n t e r e s t  groups,  and t h e  
p u b l i c  may need t o  be u s e d  a s  e v a l u a t i v e  c r i t e r i a  when s t a t e d  
o b j e c t i v e s  a r e  determined t o  be inadequate  f o r  e v a l u a t i o n .  

For t h e s e  r easons ,  i t  should be u s e f u l  t o  cons ide r  program 
e v a l u a t i o n  a s  t h e  p r o c e s s  of a p p r a i s i n g  t h e  manner and e x t e n t  
t o  which programs a r e  

-- ach iev ing  t h e i r  s t a t e d  o b j e c t i v e s ;  

-- meeting t h e  performance p e r c e p t i o n s  and e x p e c t a t i o n s  
of r e s p o n s i b l e  p u b l i c  o f f i c i a l s ,  i n t e r e s t e d  groups,  
and/or t h e  p u b l i c ;  and 
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-- roducing other significant effects of either a 
zesirable or undesirable character; 

to assist future policy and management decisions.* 

Three points should be noted about the definition of 
program evaluation. First, evaluation is a retrospective 
process; it is always concerned with measuring the performance 
of an existing program. Evaluation does not necessarily 
include a prospective element: the evaluation may, but need 
not, be concerned with identifying and assessing alternative 
proposals. Second, evaluation does not assign values to 
a given program; the hypotheses and criteria for evaluation 
must come from sources other than the evaluator. In an eval- 
uation, a program and its outcomes are tested against object- 
ives, expectations, or values assigned by others (e.g., res- 
ponsible legislative, executive,or judicial officials in 
Federal, State, or local governments, individuals, and groups 
affected by the program). Third, evaluation is a feedback 
loop in the continuing process of policy and program 
development, execution, refinement, and reconsideration. 
In this sense, evaluation is use-oriented; evaluation 
fails when it does not assist future policy and management 
decisions. 

Aspects of Program Evaluation 

should not obscure the actual methods involved in studying 
programs. There can be many different emphases in evaluation 
studies. The selection of the appropriate evaluation emphasis 
and the corresponding techniques and methodologies should 
depend upon the purpose of the evaluation, particular questions 
and issues involved in the program, and the stage of the 
program's implementation. 

The lack of a precise definition of program evaluation 

Notwithstanding the many emphases in evaluation studies, 
the following three general aspects of program evaluation 
should be useful. 

\ 

*This definition is based on the definitions developed 
by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and by 
program evaluators at the Mitre Corporation symposium 
on the "Use of Evaluation by Federal Agencies." See 
"Resources for Federal Program Evaluation: Fiscal 
Year 1977," Office of Management and Budget, 1977, 
and Chelmisky, "An Analysis of the Proceedings of a 
Symposium on the Use of Evaluation by Federal Agencies," 
Sympo$ium Report, Volume 11, M77-39, Metrek Division, 
Mitre Corporation, July 1977. 
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I. Examination of Program Implementation/Process: 
Examining whether the implementation and execution 
of actual program activities and operations (pro- 
cesses) meet the perceptions and expectations 
of responsible political officials and individuals 
and groups affected by the program, and are in 
compliance with applicable laws, regulations, 
and guidelines governing the implementation and 
operation of the program. 

Evaluators should be concerned with program implementa- 
tion and processes. There is no point in being concerned 
with the outcomes of a particular program unless one knows 
that it did indeed take place. How a program is actually 
carried out is also important to understand. For a variety 
of reasons, a program in actual operation may not match the 
program as originally authorized. Actual program operations 
may not even be designed or able to produce the outcomes 
deemed desirable and feasible when the program was authorized. 

11. Appraisal of Program Outcome: Examining whether 
programs have outcomes which achieve legislative/ - .  

program objectives, meet the perceptions and 
expectations of responsible political officials 
and individuals and groups affected by the program, 
and/or produce other significant effects, whether 
desirable or undesirable. An evaluation of program 
outcome may include one or both of the following 
types of studies: 

1. Primary Results Review: Examining whether 
program activities and operations have 
immediate, primary, and direct results. 
Immediate and direct results generally 
relate to management goals f o r  the program; 
program performance on such goals can usually 
be controlled by management. 

2. Long Run, Secondary, or Indirect Impact 
Review: Examining whether program 
activities and their immediate and direct 
results are producing or contributing to 
impacts and effects which achieve long term, 
secondary, or indirect objectives, perceptions, 
and expectations, or which are considered 
desirable or undesirable, by responsible 
political officials and individuals and 
groups affected by the program. 
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Outcome evaluations gauge the extent to which a program 
effects changes in desirable (or undesirable) directions. 
Results or impacts are identified, measured, and compared with 
objectives, desired accomplishments, or expected results. 

We have divided outcomes into two classes -- primary 
results and long term, secondary, or indirect impacts. 
This conveys the notion that a program, while effective in 
producing desired primary results, may not be effective 
in producing intended long term, secondary, or indirect 
impacts and may also produce undesirable long term, secondary, 
or indirect effects. Primary results usually relate to 
agency management goals for a program, while long term, 
indirect, and secondary impacts usually relate to ultimate 
values and objectives such as reducing crime, inflation, 
or unemployment, enhancing health status, maintaining national 
security, or increasing the economic self-sufficiency 
of disadvantaged groups. A theory or model linking program 
activities, short term results, and long term, secondary, or 
indirect impacts must be identified or developed and then 
tested to conduct evaluations o f  long term, secondary, 
or indirect impact. 

111. Assessment of the Relative Effectiveness of 
Alternatives: Identifying and examining two 
or more programs o r  program strategies to 
determine which is more effective. This type 
of evaluation may compare program processes, 
costs, results, and/or impacts, or may compare 
the relative effectiveness of alternative 
proposals for changing t h e  program or for new 
programs . 

Evaluation of alternatives usually has a futuristic 
orientation and is concerned directly with the identification 
and assessment of alternatives for solving current or potential 
"problems" and/or improving Government efficiency or perform- 
ance in the future whether or not a program currently exists. 
Evaluations of alternatives often are a component of pro- 
gram evaluation studies. In fact, whenever a suggestion 
or recommendation is made on the basis of  an evaluation, 
the evaluator has (at least implicitly) identified a pre- 
ferred alternative for improving future program efficiency 
or performance. 

Scope and Resources for Federal Evaluation 

evaluation has precluded development of agreed-upon esti- 
mates of the number of Federal agency evaluation programs, 

The absence of an agreed-upon definition of program 
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o f f i c e s ,  o r  u n i t s ,  t h e  amount s p e n t  on  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  of  
F e d e r a l  p r o g r a m s ,  t h e  numDer o f  e v a l u a t i o n  s t u d i e s ,  and 
t h e  number o f  F e d e r a l  e v a l u a t o r s .  For e x a m p l e ,  t h e  O f f i c e  
o f  Management and Budge t  (OMB) and N a t i o n a l  R e s e a r c h  C o u n c i l  
(NRC) s u r v e y s  o f  e v a l u a t i o n  s p e n d i n g  i n  t h e  F e d e r a l  e x e c u t i v e  
a g e n c i e s  ( d i s c u s s e d  be low)  d i f f e r e d  c o n s i d e r a b l y  - OMB es- 
t i m a t e d  $243 m i l l i o n  i n  f i s c a l  y e a r  1977 ;  NRC e s t i m a t e d  $ 6 2  
m i l l i o n  i n  f i s c a l  y e a r  1976 .  Bo th  s u r v e y s  u s e d  d i f f e r i n g ,  
b u t  n a r r o w ,  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  p rogram e v a l u a t i o n .  

The OMB s u r v e y  of  r e s o u r c e s  d e v o t e d  t o  p rogram e v a l u -  
a t i o n  by e x e c u t i v e  b r a n c h  a g e n c i e s  i n  f i s c a l  y e a r  1977 
f o u n d  t h a t  o v e r  $243 m i l l i o n  were o b l i g a t e d  by t h e  e x e c u t i v e  
b r a n c h  f o r  p rogram e v a l u a t i o n ,  and t h a t  o v e r  $169 m i l l i o n ,  
o r  70 p e r c e n t  of t h e s e  f u n d s ,  were f o r  c o n t r a c t s  o r  g r a n t s .  

OMB E s t i m a t e  o f  O b l i g a t i o n s  f o r  Program 
E v a l u a t i o n  i n  F i s c a l  Year 1977 

( $  m i l l i o n s  ) 

S a l a r i e s  

and P e r s o n n e l  O t h e r  
C o n t r a c t s  and 

G r a n t s  B e n e f i t s "  Expenses  T o t a l  

11 C a b i n e t  
D e p a r t m e n t s  138 .7  37.4 8 .3  $ 184 .4  

28 Major 
I n d e p e n d e n t  
A g e n c i e s  3 1 . 1  23.8 3 .8  58.7 

TOTAL 169 .8  6 1 . 2  12 .0  $ 243.0 
L i n e s  may n o t  add t o  t o t a l s  b e c a u s e  of  r o u n d i n g .  

* Does n o t  i n c l u d e  e v a l u a t i o n  a c t i v i t y  by p a r t - t i m e  o r  
t e m p o r a r y  e m p l o y e e s ,  o r  t h o s e  who spend  50 p e r c e n t  o r  
l e s s  o f  t h e i r  time on  p rogram e v a l u a t i o n .  

The c o n s i d e r a b l e  F e d e r a l  e x p e n d i t u r e s  f o r  c o n t r a c t s  and 
g r a n t s - - o v e r  $169 m i l l i o n - - h a s  s u p p o r t e d  a p rogram e v a l u a t i o n  
i n d u s t r y  c o m p r i s e d  o f  a number o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  s u c h  a s  
u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  " t h i n k  t a n k "  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  p r i v a t e  f i r m s ,  and 
i n d i v i d u a l  c o n s u l t a n t s .  

The 0:4B s u r v e y  a l s o  showed t h a t  o v e r  2 ,100  e x e c u t i v e  
a g e n c y  s t a f f  y e a r s  were d e v o t e d  t o  e v a l u a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  
( s e e  n e x t  p a g e ) .  V i r t u a l l y  e v e r y  ma jo r  d e p a r t m e n t  and 
i n d e p e n d e n t  a g e n c y  c o n d u c t e d  what  OMB d e f i n e d  as  "program 
e v a l u a t i o n .  I' 
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OMB Estimate of Agency Personnel Resources 
Devoted to Program Evaluation in 

Fiscal Year 1977 

Agency Average Cost 
Full Time Evaluators (salary plus 
Permanent As a Percent benefits) of 
(FTP) of Total FTP Staff 
Staff Years FTP Devoted to 
for program Personnel Program 
Evaluation in Agencies Evaluation 

11 Cabinet 
Departments 1,422 

28 Major 
Independent 
Ag enc ie s 754 

. 0 9  $ 26,300 

- 2 1  31,600 

TOTALS 2,176 . 11 $ 28,100 

NRC found that over $1.8 billion was spent on social 
knowledge production and application activities in fiscal 
year 1976 of which $62 million was for "program evaluation" 
activities (see below). 

NRC Estimate of Federal Social Knowledge 
Production and Application Activities 

Fiscal Year 1976 ( $  millions) 

Knowledge production 
Research 655 36 
Demonstrations for policy formulation 204 11 
Program evaluation 62 3 
General purpose statistics 294 16 

Total 1,215 67 

Knowledge application 
Demonstrations for policy implementation 183 10 
Developaent of materials 121 7 
Dissemination 294 16 

Total 598 33 

TOTAL 1,813 100 
Lines may not add to totals because of rounding. 
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The OMB and N R C  s u r v e y s  d i d  n o t  i n c l u d e  t h e  Department  
of  D e f e n s e ' s  e x t e n s i v e  t e c h n i c a l  e v a l u a t i o n s  of major weapons 
and s u p p o r t  sys t ems .  E v a l u a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  
branch  a g e n c i e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  our  o f f i c e ,  were a l s o  n o t  su rveyed .  

I n  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  scope  and r e s o u r c e s  f o r  F e d e r a l  
e v a l u a t i o n ,  acknowledgement shou ld  be g i v e n  t o  t h e  r e s o u r c e s  
expended f o r  i n t e r n a l  a u d i t  a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h i n  F e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s .  
Although much  of  t h e  work of agency i n t e r n a l  a u d i t  g roups  
may n o t  be program e v a l u a t i o n  ( e . g . ,  f i n a n c i a l  a u d i t s ) ,  
o m i t t i n g  a l l  o f  t h e  i n t e r n a l  a u d i t  r e s o u r c e s  i n  t h e  F e d e r a l  
Government would r e s u l t  i n  an  incomple t e  p i c t u r e  of  program 
e v a l u a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h i n  F e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s .  Over 1 1 , 6 0 0  
p e r s o n n e l  a r e  devo ted  t o  i n t e r n a l  a u d i t  f u n c t i o n s  w i t h i n  
F e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s ,  b u t  l i t t l e  r e s e a r c h  has  been done on 
t h e  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p  of i n t e r n a l  a u d i t  and program e v a l u a t i o n .  

S i m i l a r l y ,  r e c o g n i t i o n  shou ld  a l s o  be g i v e n  t o  S t a t e  
an3  l o c a l  a u d i t  and e v a l u a t i o n  r e s o u r c e s  devo ted  t o  t h e  
examina t ion  of  F e d e r a l l y  a s s i s t e d  programs i n  t h o s e  j u r i s -  
d i c t i o n s .  Most S t a t e s  and many l o c a l  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  have 
e s t a b l i s h e d  u n i t s  t h a t  rev iew and a n a l y z e  t h e  per formance  
of government  programs,  and ove r  one-ha l f  of t h e  S t a t e  
l e g i s l a t u r e s  have e n a c t e d  some form o f  " s u n s e t "  l e g i s l a t i o n .  
S t a t e  and l o c a l  program review u n i t s  r ange  from t r a d i t i o n a l  
p o s t - a u d i t  a g e n c i e s  t o  m u l t i p l e  pu rpose  a g e n c i e s  t h a t  
c a r r y  o u t  v a r i o u s  t y p e s  of r e s e a r c h  on programs.  
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CHAPTER 2 

OVERVIEW OF ISSUES 

INVOLVING FEDERAL PROGRAM EVALUATION 

Trends  i n  t h e  1 9 7 0 s  f a v o r i n g  o v e r s i g h t  and account -  
a b i l i t y  of  F e d e r a l  programs a l s o  f a v o r  o v e r s i g h t  of  F e d e r a l  
e v a l u a t i o n  programs,  a c t i v i t i e s ,  an? e x p e n d i t u r e s .  T h i s  
c h a p t e r  o u t l i n e s  a v a r i e t y  of  i s sues  l i k e l y  t o  a r i s e  i n  
t h e  o v e r s i g h t  o f  F e d e r a l  program e v a l u a t i o n .  Such issues  
w i l l  a l s o  need t o  be r e s o l v e d  i f  t h e  per formance  of program 
e v a l u a t i o n  is t o  be improved.  I s s u e s  i n  p r o g r a n  e v a l u a t i o n  
a r i s e  i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  of d e s c r i b i n g ,  a p p r a i s i n g ,  and i d e n t i f y -  
i n g  problems and needed improvements i n  t h e  p r a c t i c e  of 
e v a l u a t i o n .  

The p r a c t i c e  o f  F e d e r a l  program e v a l u a t i o n  c a n  be viewed 
a s  i n v o l v i n g  two b a s i c  a s p e c t s .  T h e s e  i n c l u d e  

- - p r a c t i c e s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  and rnanagement 
o f  e v a l u a t i o n  programs o r  o f f i c e s  i n  t h e  F e d e r a l  gov- 
e rnment ,  and 

- - p r a c t i c e s  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  conduc t  of  i n d i v i d u a l  
e v a l u a t i o n  s t u d i e s .  

The i s s u e s  i n v o l v i n g  F e d e r a l  program e v a l u a t i o n  c 3 n  
t h u s  be c l a s s i f i e d  i n t o  two major g roups :  

A .  Issues i n  F e d e r a l  e v a l u a t i o n  management and p o l i c y .  
These  a r e  concerned  w i t h  t h e  r o l e ,  o b j e c t i v e s ,  
c a p a b i l i t i e s ,  and o r g a n i z a t i o n  of e v a l u a t i o n  i n  t h e  
F e d e r a l  Government and t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of  p r o c e s s e s  
by w h i c h  F e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s  p l a n  and manage t h e i r  
e v a l u a t i o n  programs.  

B. Issues i n  t h e  conduc t  of  program e v a l u a t i o n  s t u d i e s .  
T h e s e  a r e  concerned  w i t h  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of 
methods used t o  c a r r y  o u t  i n d i v i d u a l  e v a l u a t i o n  
s t u d i e s  o f  F e d e r a l  programs and t h e  adequacy o f  t h e  
s t a t e - o f - t h e - a r t  o f  program e v a l u a t i o n .  

I n d i v i d u a l  issues w i t h i n  t h e s e  two major  g r o u p s  w i l l  
be d i s c u s s e d  s e p a r a t e l y  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s e c t i o n .  To s u p p o r t  
ou r  t r e a t m e n t  of  t h e  i ssues ,  w e  have a t t e m 2 t e d  t o  use m a t e r i a l ,  
i n c l u d i n g  d i r e c t  q u o t e s ,  from l i t e r a t u r e  e x p r e s s i n g  t h e  
c o n c e r n s  of  a wide sampl ing  o f  t h e  F e d e r a l  e v a l u a t i o n  
community. 



4. ISSUES IN FECERAL EVALUATION MANAGEMENT A N D  POLICY 

A-1. The Lack of a Federal Evaluation Policy: Definitions, 
Objectives, and Criteria 

It is difficult to satisfactorily measure, appraise, 
or improve the effectiveness of current Federal evaluation 
management and policy. A major reason for this is the lack 
of consensus in the Federal evaluation community (Congress, 
GAO, OMR, Federal agencies, and non-Federal evaluation pro- 
ducers and users) concerning an operational Federal evaluation 
policy. This includes agreed-upon definitions, objectives, 
and criteria for evaluation, and in particular, the roles 
and objectives of individual evaluation groups in the legis- 
lative and executive branches of the Federal Government. 
Agreement on the types of evidence required to demonstrate 
the success of evaluation groups, an integral component 
of any Federal policy for evaluation, is also lacking. 

The lack of a Federal evaluation policy has, according 
to some experts, led to uncertainty and conflict on the part 
of evsluation offices as to how to organize, ?larl, and manage 
their work.l/ Evaluation offices in the Federal Government-- 
including GA9--can experience frustration by conflicting 
demands with no obvious way to choose between them. The 
lack of agreement on the qeasures and standards for appraising 
evaluation offices among those who plan, manage, conduct, 
and review evaluation efforts in the Federal government 
has caused and will continue to cause problems. 

There are many viewpoints on the appropriate role of 
evaluation in the Federal Government. Chelimsky has classi- 
fied the different standpoints into three broad perspectives: 

" A  knowledge perspective: In this view, the pur- 
pose of evaluation is to establish evidence leading 
to new knowledge about ...p roblems and about the 
effectiveness of governmental strategies for address- 
ing them.. . . 

"A management perspective: In this view, the purpose 
of evaluation is to serve as a flexible management 
tool, a support system for assessing and improving 
the operational efficiency of governaent programs.... 

"An accountability perspective: In this view, 
the purpose of evaluation is to make the best 
possible use of tax resources by holding program 
managers accountable for the worth (i.e., both 
the effectiveness and operational quality) of 
their programs."2/ 
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An e v a l u a t i o n  o f f i c e  or a n  e v a l u a t i o n  s t u d y  o f  a F e d e r a l  
p rog ram may s e r v e  many a u d i e n c e s  i n c l u d i n g  

--Congress  ( i n c l u d i n g  c o n g r e s s i o n a l  c o m m i t t e e s ,  

- - e x e c u t i v e  b r a n c h  p o l i c y m a k e r s  ( i n c l u d i n g  t h e  P r e s i d e n t ,  
t h e  C a b i n e t ,  and a g e n c y  h e a d s  and t h e i r  s t a f f ,  e . g . ,  
OMB, NSC) ; 

i n d i v i d u a l  members and s t a f f )  ; 

- - F e d e r a l  a g e n c y  p o l i c y  o f f i c i a l s ,  p rog ram m a n a g e r s ,  
and  t h e i r  s t a f f :  

- - S t a t e ,  l oca l ,  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  p o l i c y  o f f i c i a l s ,  
p rog ram m a n a g e r s ,  and t h e i r  s t a f f ;  

- - i n d i v i d u a l s  and g r o u p s  d i r e c t l y  s e r v e d ,  r e g u l a t e d ,  
o r  a f f e c t e d  by a program; and  

- - p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t  g r o u p s ,  t h e  p r e s s ,  t h e  g e n e r a l  
p u b l i c ,  and o t h e r  e v a l u a t o r s .  

A l t h o u g h  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  n e e d s  o f  u s e r s  i n  t h e s e  g r o u p s  
m i g h t  o v e r l a p ,  i n  r e a l i t y  t h e  d i f f e r i n g  f u n c t i o n s  and r o l e s  
o f  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  a u d i e n c e s  f o r  a n  e v a l u a t i o n  t e n d  t o  g e n e r a t e  
h i g h l y  d i s p a r a t e  e x p e c t a t i o n s  a b o u t  wha t  i n f o r m a t i o n  a n  
e v a l u a t i o n  s h o u l d  produce.3J F e d e r a l  "p rogram e v a l u a t i o n "  
c l e a r l y  s i g n i f i e s  d i f f e r e n t  t h i n g s  t o  d i f f e r e n t  a u d i e n c e s .  

A l l  o f  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e q u i r e m e n t s  i m p l i c i t  i n  t h e  
d i f f e r e n t  p e r s p e c t i v e s  and  a u d i e n c e s  c a n n o t  b e  met s i m u l -  
t a n e o u s l y  by a n  i n d i v i d u a l  e v a l u a t i o n  s t u d y  o r  o f f i c e .  
C o n s e q u e n t l y ,  e v a l u a t i o n  s t u d i e s  and o f f i c e s  a r e  and  w i l l  
c o n t i n u e  t o  b e  s u b j e c t  t o  c r i t i c i s m  f rom t h o s e  who h o l d  
d i f f e r e n t  p e r s p e c t i v e s  on  t h e  r o l e  o f  e v a l u a t i o n  and on  
t h e  e x t e n t  t o  wh ich  t h e  n e e d s  o f  t h e  v a r i o u s  p o t e n t i a l  
a u d i e n c e s  f o r  a n  e v a l u a t i o n  s h o u l d  be  s e r v e d .  

The l a c k  o f  a n  ag reed -upon  o p e r a t i o n a l  F e d e r a l  e v a l u -  
t i o n  p o l i c y  i n  p a r t  r e s u l t s  f rom t h e s e  d i f f e r i n g  p e r s p e c t i v e s  
and f rom a l a c k  o f  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  and  a g r e e m e n t  o n  o t h e r  
e v a l u a t i o n  p o l i c y  and  management i s s u e s  t h a t  h a v e  been  
r a i s e d  i n  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  community.  T h e s e  i s s u e s  w i l l  b e  
d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s e c t i o n s .  B e c a u s e  of t h e s e  
d i f f e r i n g  p e r s p e c t i v e s ,  t h e r e  is n o t  a c o n s e n s u s  w i t h i n  
t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  community o n  t h e s e  i s s u e s .  However,  we 

, b e l i e v e  t h e s e  i s s u e s  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  m a j o r  c o n c e r n s  t h a t  h a v e  
b e e n  e x p r e s s e d  c o n c e r n i n g  e v a l u a t i o n  p o l i c y  and management.  
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A - 2 .  I n c e n t i v e s  and A c c o u n t a b i l i t y  f o r  Program Performance 
and R e s u l t s  

A t  t h e  Xovember 1 9 7 6  K i t r e  C o r p o r a t i o n  s y ~ p o s i u m  on 
t h e  u s e  o f  e v a l u a t i o n  by F e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s ,  t h e  consensus  
among F e d e r a l  agency p e r s o n n e l  was t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  few 
i n c e n t i v e s  w i t h i n  a g e n c i e s  t h e y  r e p r e s e n t e d  ( a n d  i n  t h e  
F e d e r a l  Sovernlslent g e n e r a l l y )  t o  encourage  program e f f e c t i v e -  
n e s s  th rough  t h e  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  of program managers.?/ 
Agency r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t ,  p r e s e n t l y ,  program 
manaqers  a r e  n o t  h e l d  a c c o u n t a b l e  f o r  p r o g r a z  p e r f o r c a n c e .  
Q n e  agency r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  s t a t e d :  

"Teed I t e l l  y o u  t h a t  i t  o f t e n  seems t h a t  t h e r e  i s  
a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  f o r  e v e r y t h i n g  b u t  r e s u l t s ?  The re  
i s  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  f o r  f i d e l i t y  t o  a ? o l i c y  l i n e  even 
w h e n  t h e  p o l i c y  is vaque o r  i l l - d e f i n e d .  The re  is  
a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  € o r  good p u b l i c  and c o n g r e s s i o n a l  
r e l a t i o n s .  The re  is a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  f o r  s o e n j i n g  o n e ' s  
money p r o q p t l y .  There  is a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  f o r  a s s u r i n g  
co in ;~ l iancn  w i t h  a tnousana  a n 2  on& F e d e r a l  laws an3  
r e g u l a t i o n a  dnfi  s o  on .  ? u t  t o  ~ a k e  Govern:~,ent  w o r k ,  
nie i c u s  t ~3 7 t 2bl i s h  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  of  Zovernmsn t 'iianaaer s 
f o r  pro~rsm p s r f o r a s n c e  a n d  program r e s u l t s . " ? /  

I n  rev iewinq  government programs,  e v a l u a t o r s  have  
o € t c n  seen  o n e  o f  t h e  consequences  of  t h e  l a c k  o f  i n c e n t i v e ;  
a i d  a c c o u n t ~ h i l i t y - - ~ r 3 q r a ~ i  n o t  be ino  managsd t o  a c h i e v e  
r e y c l l t s  on c + r t a i r ,  o b j e c t i v e s .  accord in^ t o  Scan lon ,  
t h i s  '51 t u a t i o n  i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  when e v a l u a t o r s  f i n6  

- - d i f f e r e n t  a n d  c o n f l i c t i n g  v i e w p o i n t s  on what t h e  
prograln o b j e c t i v e ;  an6 a c t i v i t i e s  a r e ,  

- -unex?eztcd l a p 3  i n  r ro?ra:n o p e r a t i o n s  and imple- 
mTle7tat 1711, 

--?ric3r i t y  c o n ~ j r e s s i o n a l  o r  ay?ncy o b j e c t i v e s  r e -  
c e i ~ i n q  ,ii) nro]ra;+1 d e s i g n  a t t e n t i o n ,  

--no c a p a b i l i t y  f J r  r ece iv i r lg  o r  u s i n g  e v a l u a t i v e  
infor i l ia t ion  t o  , n a i n t a i n  o r  iinprove Grogram pe r -  
Eor,nance, anci/,sr 

--an sbs?nce  of  formal  2 n d  i r l f o r m a l  c h a n n e l s  ~ r o v i d i n g  
feedback  on s t s t e . 2  o n j e c t i v e s . $ /  

3omne o b s c r v e r s  b e l i e v e  t h a t  i f  program illanagers were 
accoun tab l :  an3 rew3rde3 f o r  proven program r e s u l t s  and 
p e r f o r x a n c e ,  t h e v  w o u l c ?  have an i n c e n t i v e  t o  manage wel l ,  
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institutionalize the evaluation function, and use evaluation 
information to improve and document the results and per- 
formance of their programs.z/ Presently, evaluation information 
will not be used unless a decisionmaker wants to use it, 
and it happens to be available. Nithout incentives and 
accountability f o r  program results, decisionmakers often 
will have no desire to request and little enthusiasm for 
using evaluations. According to Scanlon, in the present 
environment, the evaluator's 

"...chances of improving government policies, programs 
and productivity by making evaluation information 
available are extremely low (and) ... attempts to 
improve evaluation practices and methods are working 
a dry hole."g/ 

The establishment of a Senior Executive Service for 
Federal "super-grade" employees represents one approach f o r  
strengthening management incentives and the accountability 
of program managers. 
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A - 3 .  D e s i g n  and O r g a n i z a t i o n  of t h e  E v a l u a t i o n  Func t ion  

4 v a r i 2 t y  o f  q u e s t i o n s  have oeen r a i s e d  i n  t h e  eva lua -  
t i o n  community conce rn ing  t h e  p rope r  d e s i g n  and o r g a n i z a t i o n  
of  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  f u n c t i o n  i n  t h e  F e d e r a l  Government. T h e s e  
q u e s t i o n s  r e l a t e  t o  t h e  g e n e r a l  d e s i g n  and o r g a n i z a t i o n  of 
e v a l u a t i o n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  bo th  i n  t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  and 
e x e c u t i v e  b ranches .  These q u e s t i o n s  have  been r a i s e d  i n  t h e  
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of  o v e r s i g h t  re form p r o p o s a l s ,  i n c l u d i n g  
p r o p o s a l s  t o  a u t h o r i z e  o r  r e q u i r e  e v a l u a t i o n  i n  i n d i v i d u a l  
a g e n c i e s  and f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  programs.  Some of t h e  major 
q u e s t i o n s  i n c l u d e  

- - aud iences  t o  be  s e r v e d  by eva lua t ion- -To what  e x t e n t  
shou ld  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  f u n c t i o n  be o r g a n i z e d  and 
des igned  t o  s e r v e  d i f f e r e n t  p o t e n t i a l  u s e r s  of  
e v a l u a t i o n ?  

- - o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  func t ion - -  
T o  what e x t e n t  shou ld  e v a l u a t i o n  be c e n t r a l i z e d  o r  
d e c e n t r a l i z e d  i n  an agency ,  i n  t h e  e x e c u t i v e  o r  
l e g i s l a t i v e  b ranch ,  o r  i n  t h e  Congress  i t s e l f ?  

- - independence of t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  func t ion- -To what 
e x t e n t  shou ld  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  f u n c t i o n  be independ-  
e n t  o f  c o n g r e s s i o n a l  commi t t ees ,  e x e c u t i v e  p o l i c y  
o f t i c i a l s ,  o r  program managers? 

--mix of  in -house  v s .  c o n t r a c t  e v a l u a t i o n  work-- 
To what e x t e n t  shou ld  e v a l u a t i o n  s t u d i e s  be  done 
by o u t s i d e  c o n t r a c t o r s ?  

- -choice  of g r o u p  o r  agency r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  e v a l u a t i n g  
a p a r t i c u l a r  program --Should t h e  agency r e s p o n s i b l e  
f o r  a d m i n i s t e r i n g  t h e  program, a r e l a t e d  program 
agency ,  a r e s e a r c h  agency ,  a n  a d v i s o r y  commit tee ,  a 
s p e c i a l  commission,  OMB, G A O ,  o r  a c o n g r e s s i o n a l  
commit tee  have  t h e  l e a d  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  e v a l u a t i o n ?  

- - t h e  fund ing  of evaluation--How much shou ld  be 
s p e n t  on e v a l u a t i o n ,  shou ld  f u n d s  be earmarked 
E O K  e v a l u a t i o n ,  and s h o u l d  a c e r t a i n  p e r c e n t a g e  
o f  p r o y r a n  f u n d s  be s e t  a s i d e  f o r  e v a l u a t i o n ?  

- - g u i d e l i n e s  ana a u t h o r i t y  f o r  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  func t ion - -  
Should O M 8  o r  t h e  Congress  e s t a b l i s h  e x p l i c i t  r e q u i r e -  
ments  f o r  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  of p a r t i c u l a r  programs 
o r  f o r  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  f u n c t i o n  i n  a g e n c i e s ?  
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-- privacy of data on individuals and confidentiality 
of the evaluation function--To what extent should 
information on the oweration of the evaluation 
function, evaluation-data, and evaluation results 
be made available to various interested groups 
outside of the agency responsible for evaluation? 

How one answers questions related to the design and 
organization of the evaluation function depends on one's 
viewpoint on the proper role and objectives of evaluation 
(e:g., knowledge vs. management vs. accountability view- 
points). Those who see program evaluation from a knowledge 
or accountability viewpoint, for example, would tend to 
favor a relatively independent, non-confidential evaluation 
function so that objective and technically competent evalua- 
tions could be conceived, carried out, and reported to 
advance knowledge or enable accountability. However, if 
an evaluation office tried to be totally independent 
irrespective of the interests (e.g., reputations) of program 
or policy officials, the evaluation office might meet 
resistance from officials or managers responsible for 
the programs being evaluated, might become separated from 
the "real" decision processes , and might come under pressure 
to conduct studies of only minor non-controversial programs 
or activities s o  that the evaluations do not jeopardize 
the position of officials or managers. 

On the other hand, persons viewing program evaluation 
from a management perspective would tend to favor a relatively 
confidential evaluation function closely linked to policymakers 
and line managers. However, if an evaluation office is 
totally subservient to policymakers or program management, 
evaluation results which make policy officials or program 
management "look bad" might be suppressed, high quality 
studies might have a low priority in comparison to "fire- 
fighting" projects, and it might be difficult for others 
to appraise the evaluation operation because of a lack 
of documentation and the confidentiality of evaluation 
operations and results. 
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A-4. Evaluation Planning and Management 

A variety of questions have been raised in the evalu- 
ation community concerning the adequacy and effectiveness of 
evaluation planning and management. These questions relate 
to the processes by which an evaluation function or office 
assures that it achieves its objectives. Evaluation planning 
and managment includes processes used to 

--set evaluation office objectives and evaluation 
priorities; 

--select programs and topics for evaluation; 

--assure proper coordination and minimize unneces- 
sary duplication with other evaluation groups; 

--allocate resources and staff; 

--acquire evaluation information by contract; 

--monitor evaluation efforts to assure acceptable 
quality, usefulness, and resource expenditures; 

--package evaluative information; 

--disseminate evaluation information; and 

--appraise results and performance (usefulness, 
timeliness, quality) and lessons learned. 

Concerns have been expressed with the adequacy of these 
processes. For example, Abt has been critical of the processes 
used to,set evaluation priorities and allocate evaluation 
resources ("the highest cost programs do not get propor- 
tionally evaluated now; we need to allocate in proportion 
to impact"), processes used to select issues for evaluation 
("evaluations ... rarely compare programs with similar goals 
in different departments"), processes used to acquire 
evaluation information by contract ("there are unclear 
statements of specifications for the operators of program 
evaluation...work statements of program evaluation requests 
for proposals describe what they want done and but not 
Why"), and processes used to disseminate evaluation informa- 
tion ("there is no significant ...p lanned connection between 
outputs of program evaluations and the major programmatic 
budgetary decisions about programs").!4-/ 



B. ISSUES IN THE CONDUCT OF EVALUATION STUDIES 

B-1. Guidelines for Evaluation Studies 

Questions concerning the need for and appropriateness 
of evaluation study guidelines have been raised in the 
evaluation community. While there is a consensus on the 
need to improve and transfer state-of-the-art evaluation 
methodology to enable more cost-effective--efficient, timely, 
credible, useful--evaluations to be produced, there is not 
complete agreement on guidelines as the appropriate means for 
meeting this need. 

On the one hand, it is argued that guidelines are needed to 

--improve the efficiency, timeliness, and consistency 
of practice; 

--help avoid misapplications of the state-of-the-art; 

--assure the acceptability, credibility, and quality 
of evaluation information provided decisionmakers; 
and 

--enable judgments to be made of the work of eval- 
ators. 

Users of evaluations should be able to assume that eval- 
uations will be performed competently in a timely manner, and 
will be reported accurately. In line with this reasoning, we 
have developed general guidance for evaluation studies. The 
GAO report, Evaluation and Analysis to Support Decisionmaking 
(PAD-76-9), September 1, 1976, discusses certain conceptual 
aspects of conducting evaluations, as well as various practical 
aspects of managing and performing evaluation studies. Finding 
Out How Programs are Working: Suggestions For Congressional 
Oversight (PAD-78-31, November 22, 1977, outlines a process 
for the sequential review of the separate stages of an agency's 
implementation of legislation (e.g., executive policy, program 
design, establishment, operation, results, and impacts) to 
enable the identification and r e p o r t i n g  of any major problems 
in a program or deviations from legislative intent before large 
amounts are invested in the program or in data collection 
efforts. 

On the other hand, concerns have been raised regarding 
the appropriateness of guidelines. No one disputes the fact 
that the quality of program evaluation has improved in 
the past decade, in spite of the scarcity of generally 
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accepted guidelines for evaluators. Other concerns--typical 
for the guidelines issue in any context--must be recognized 
and accounted for if and when guidelines are developed, 
including concerns that guidelines for evaluation studies 
may 

--discourage experimentation and innovation needed 
for developing improvements in evaluation metho- 
dology i 

--constrain evaluators from tailoring studies to 
particular situations, 

--unnecessarily restrict the supply of certain types 
of evaluation and drive up the costs of producing 
evaluation information, 

--not be comprehensive enough to cover all the cir- 
cumstances to which they will be applied, 

--be difficult to enforce because their scope makes 
it impossible to monitor compliance, 

--require constant updating to keep up with advances 
in the state-of-the-art, and 

--be counterproductive if they deflect efforts from 
the achievement of study objectives to compliance 
with the guidelines. 

The absence of a consensus on the need for evaluation 
study guidelines results, in large part, from the absence of 
an agreed-upon Federal evaluation policy. Differing view- 
points on the role of evaluators has resulted in wide vari- 
ations in the evaluation methods used to develop evaluative 
information and the resultant quality of such information. 

Essentially, these differing viewpoints require eval- 
uators to make tradeoffs--between the study objectives of 
timeliness, cost, validity, reliability, scope, comprehen- 
siveness, pertinence, and significance--in the conduct of 
particular studies. Depending on the situation, acceptable 
evaluations can range from a 1 day site visit (or a few 
telephone calls) to a multi-year multimillion dollar longi- 
tudinal social experiment. In other words, the methodologies 
which should be employed in a study depend on the purposes 
of the study and the use to be made of the study results. 
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E-2. P r o f e s s i o n a l  S t a n d a r d s  f o r  E v a l u a t o r s  

Q u e s t i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  need  f o r  and a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  o f  
p r o f e s s i o n a l  s t a n d a r d s  f o r  e v a l u a t o r s  h a v e  a l s o  b e e n  r a i s e d  i n  
t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  community.  A s  n o t e d  p r e v i o u s l y ,  t h e r e  i s  a 
c o n s e n s u s  on  t h e  need  t o  improve  and  t r a n s f e r  s t a t e - o f - t h e -  
a r t  o f  e v a l u a t i o n  me thodo logy  t o  e n a b l e  more c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  
e v a l u a t i o n s  t o  b e  p r o d u c e d .  However, t h e r e  i s  n o t  a c o n s e n s u s  
o n  s t a n d a r d s  a s  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  means f o r  m e e t i n g  t h i s  need .  

On t h e  o n e  h a n d ,  p r o p o n e n t s  o f  s t a n d a r d s  a r g u e  t h a t  
u s e r s  o f  e v a l u a t i o n s  s h o u l d  b e  a b l e  t o  a s sume  t h a t  e v a l u a t i o n s  
were p e r f o r m e d  c o m p e t e n t l y  and r e p o r t e d  a c c u r a t e l y .  Assump- 
t i o n s  a b o u t  q u a l i t y  p r e s e n t l y  r e l y  p r i n c i p a l l y  upon t h e  
a c a d e m i c  c r e d e n t i a l s  o f  t h e  p e r f o r m e r s  a n d / o r  t h e  r e p u t a t i o n  
o f  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  t h e y  r e p r e s e n t .  More t h a n  t h a t  is  needed .  
I f  e v a l u a t i o n s  a r e  t o  b e  a c c o r d e d  c r e d i b i l i t y  and  r e c e p t i v i t y  
a s  p r o f e s s i o n a l  w o r k ,  t h e r e  s h o u l d  b e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  s t a n d a r d s  
b e h i n d  them. P r o f e s s i o n s  s u c h  a s  l a w ,  m e d i c i n e ,  and  a c c o u n t i n g  
h a v e  found  t h a t  a c a d e m i c  c r e d e n t i a l s  and  i n d i v i d u a l  and 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  r e p u t a t i o n s  a r e  n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  and  h a d  t o  be  
s u p p l e m e n t e d  by f o r m a l  p r o f e s s i o n a l  s t a n d a r d s .  S i n c e  program 
e v a l u a t i o n  may be  i n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y ,  b o t h  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  
s u b j e c t s  and  p e r f o r m e r s ,  i t  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  d e v e l o p  t h e  k i n d  
of c o n s e n s u s  needed  t o  d e r i v e  and  s u p p o r t  s u c h  s t a n d a r d s .  
B u t  n o t w i t h s t a n d i n g  i n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  i n t e r e s t s ,  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
c a n  be d e f i n e d  

- - a d e q u a t e  t e c h n i c a l  t r a i n i n g  and  p r o f i c i e n c y ,  

- - i n d e p e n d e n c e  i n  m e n t a l  a t t i t u d e ,  

--due p r o f e s s i o n a l  c a re ,  

- - s u f f i c i e n c y  and compe tency  o f  e v i d e n t i a l  m a t t e r ,  

- - c o n s i s t e n c y  of  p r a c t i c e ,  and 

--adequacy o f  d i s c l o s u r e .  

T h e s e  items r o u g h l y  p a r a l l e l  g e n e r a l l y  a c c e p t e d  a u d i t i n g  
s t a n d a r d s  and r e p r e s e n t  t h e  k i n d s  o f  q u a l i t y  a s s u r a n c e  t h a t  
u s e r s  o f  e v a l u a t i o n  a f f e c t i n g  p o l i c y  s h o u l d  r e a s o n a b l y  
e x p e c t  . 

Whi le  t h e  a r t  o f  p rogram e v a l u a t i o n  h a s  moved v i s i b l y  i n  
t h e  d i r e c t i o n  o f  p r o f e s s i o n a l i z a t i o n  i n  t h e  l a s t  d e c a d e  o r  s o ,  
p r o p o n e n t s  o f  s t a n d a r d s  a r g u e  t h a t  i t  w i l l  b e  t o  t h e  m u t u a l  
a d v a n t a g e  o f  e v a l u a t o r s  and t h e  u s e r s  o f  t h e i r  p r o d u c t s ,  and 
e s p e c i a l l y  gove rnmen t  u s e r s ,  i f  t h e r e  is now movement t o w a r d  
d e f i n e d  s t a n d a r d s .  
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O n  t h e  o t h e r  hand ,  t h e  c o n c e r n s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  
a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  of g u i d e l i n e s  a l s o  a p p l y  t o  s t a n d a r d s ,  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  c o n c e r n s  t h a t  t h e y  may u n n e c e s s a r i l y  
r e s t r i c t  t h e  supp ly  of e v a l u a t o r s  and i n c r e a s e  t h e  c o s t s  
o f  p roduc ing  e v a l u a t i o n  i n f o r m a t i o n .  O the r  c o n c e r n s  
r e g a r d i n g  s t a n d a r d s  have  been r a i s e d ,  i n c l u d i n g  c o n c e r n s  
t h a t :  

- - I t  may be t o o  e a r l y  i n  t h e  e v o l u t i o n  of  t h e  eva lu -  
a t i o n  p r o f e s s i o n  t o  d e v e l o p  s t a n d a r d s .  

- -S tanda rds  c o u l d ,  i n  e f f e c t ,  r e p r e s e n t  l i c e n s i n g  
r e q u i r e m e n t s  f o r  e v a l u a t o r s ,  w i t h  a l l  o f  t h e  
a t t e n d a n t  problems of monopoly and s e l f - r e g u l a t i o n .  

--The e v a l u a t i o n  f i e l d  shou ld  n o t  be c o n s i d e r e d  i n  t h e  
same s e n s e  a s  t h e  l e g a l ,  m e d i c a l ,  o r  a c c o u n t i n g  
p r o f e s s i o n s ,  b u t  more l i k e  t h e  p r o f e s s i o n  of 
j o u r n a l i s m .  

- -S tanda rds  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  s u f f i c i e n c y  of  e v i d e n t i a l  
m a t e r i a l  may l i m i t  an e v a l u a t o r ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  deve lop  
i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  time f o r  u s e  i n  a d e c i s i o n .  

N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f o r t s  a r e  be ing  i n i t i a t e d  
t o  d e v e l o p  e v a l u a t i o n  s t a n d a r d s  by such  g r o u p s  a s  t h e  Eval-  
u a t i o n  Research  S o c i e t y  of  America.  
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B - 3 .  Examining Program Implementation and Process 

A general criticism of the present state of evaluation 
is that evaluators tend t o  do "black box" evaluations 
(i.e., evaluations comparing only program inputs, such as 
dollars appropriated for a program, and program impacts, 
such as changes in average lifetime earnings of certain 
groups). Black box evaluations do not confirm how program 
inputs are translated into actual program activities, processes, 
or treatments. 

Program implementation and process is important to 
examine when assessing program impacts. Such examinations 
study the steps that occur between a policy mandate for 
a program (e.g., authorizing or appropriations legislation) 
and the occurance of inpacts by asking whether and how 

--a program was initiated; 

--a program deviated in actual practice from what was 
initially authorized and planned; 

--actual program activities are designed to achieve 
the impacts originally intended; and 

--useful measurements can be made of the relationship 
between actual program activities and program impacts. 

If the program inputs are not translated into the 
desired activities, and if the activities are not actually 
carried out as expected, then a simple examination of impact 
may be disappointing and misleading. Without confirming 
how a program is carried out at the field or operating level 
of a program, one cannot--without great risk--conclude that 
certain impacts occur as a result of the program. According 
to Freeman: 

"Failure to study process is serious. There may be many 
programs that offer significant solutions to defects 
in the human condition that have been passed over 
because the evaluation failed to show an impact. Yet, 
in fact, the real reason for the lack of impact was 
that the program was never implemented fully well, or 
at all. l1=/ 

In the case of aid-to-education programs initiated by legis- 
lation in the 1960s, Yin notes: 

"...the implementation process had frequently changed 
the nature of the programs and hence the nature of the . 
expected outcomes. New projects varied particularly 
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i n  t h e  degree t o  which they provided t e a c h e r s  w i t h  
i n i t i a l  t r a i n i n g ,  allowed f o r  adequate  s t a f f  meetings,  
and monitored changes i n  teaching p r a c t i c e s  ... I n  a 
few c a s e s ,  p r o j e c t s  changed s o  much dur ing  implementation 
t h a t  t h e  c h i l d r e n  of low-income f a m i l i e s  were no longer 
even t h e  a c t u a l  b e n e f i c i a r i e s . " s /  

Others  have made s i m i l a r  obse rva t ions .  Coleman bas  c a l l e d  
f o r  t h e  conduct o f  " s o c i a l  a u d i t s "  which t r a c e  t h e  flow of 
r e sources  f o r  a program down t o  t h e  l e v e l  a t  which program 
s e r v i c e s  a r e  d e l i v e r e d  t o  t h e  t a r g e t  g r o u p s . z /  The Urban 
I n s t i t u t e  has  begun an i n s t i t u t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  program t o  
develop more sys t ema t i c  ways of s tudying program imple- 
mentation.=/ 

impact of a program t h a t  was never implemented a s  intended,  
examination of program implementation and p rocess  would a l s o  
h e l p  reduce t h e  tendency of e v a l u a t o r s  t o  focus on c o n t e x t u a l  
( u n c o n t r o l l a b l e )  v a r i a b l e s  i n s t e a d  of v a r i a b l e s  under t h e  
c o n t r o l  of r e spons ib l e  program managers or  policymakers.  

Besides guarding a g a i n s t  f a u l t y  conc lus ions  about t h e  
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8-4. Using Appropriate  Evaluat ion C r i t e r i a  

One i s s u e  o f t e n  r a i s e d  i n  t h e  conduct of e v a l u a t i o n  
s t u d i e s  concerns c r i t e r i a  t h a t  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  should use i n  
e v a l u a t i n g  a p a r t i c u l a r  program. 

Eva lua to r s  o f t e n  encounter d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  a t t empt ing  
t o  i d e n t i f y  c r i t e r i a  f o r  e v a l u a t i o n .  T h i s ,  i n  p a r t ,  r e s u l t s  
from a l ack  of agreement on program o b j e c t i v e s  and on t h e  
t y p e s  of  information needed t o  v e r i f y  program performance. 
D i f f e r e n t  committees of t h e  Congress, agency o f f i c i a l s ,  
S t a t e  and l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s ,  program pe r sonne l ,  i n t e r e s t  groups,  
e t c . ,  may have d i f f e r e n t  b e l i e f s  about what a program is  and 
should be doing,  and what d a t a  is s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  proving 
program "success . "  Eva lua to r s  m u s t  t r y  t o  answer e v a l u a t i o n  
q u e s t i o n s  and/or t r y  t o  reach a conclusion r ega rd ing  program 
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  when 

- - l e g i s l a t i v e  i n t e n t  and s t a t e d  program g o a l s  a r e  
vague, appear t o  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  each o t h e r ,  appear 
t o  be "symbolic" r a t h e r  than r e a l ,  o r  have n o t  been 
t r a n s l a t e d  i n t o  o p e r a t i o n a l  terms by t h e  agency: 

- - ava i l ab le  e v a l u a t i o n  c r i t e r i a  and s t a n d a r d s  appear 
i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  l e g i s l a t i v e  i n t e n t  or  a c t u a l  pro- 
gram a c t i v i t i e s ;  and 

- - the re  appears  t o  be disagreement among the  members 
of Congress,  congres s iona l  committees, execu t ive  
agency o f f i c i a l s ,  and/or S t a t e  and l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  
over what t h e  program is  intended t o  accomplish 
and what s t anda rds  should be used t o  d e f i n e  program 
performance and program "problems." 

Federal  p o l i c i e s  do e x i s t  by v i r t u e  of s t a t u t o r y  language 
and i n t e n t ,  guidances from the  P r e s i d e n t  and agency p o l i c y  
o f f i c i a l s ,  i n d i v i d u a l  progran p l a n s ,  g u i d e l i n e s ,  and regula-  
t i o n s ,  p o s i t i o n  papers  from the  O f f i c e  of Management and Budget, 
and chosen e v a l u a t i o n  c r i t e r i a .  Often,  however, they a l l  
d i f f e r ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  a con t inu ing  deba te  concerning program 
o b j e c t i v e s  and success  c r i t e r i a . 2 /  I n  o t h e r  words, 

- - s p e c i f i c  program g o a l s  and t h e  evidence r equ i r ed  t o  
v e r i f y  performance i n  achieving such g o a l s  a r e  seldom 
a r t i c u l a t e d  and agreed t o  by r e l e v a n t  decisionmakers 
( e . g . ,  Congress,  execu t ive  policymakers and program 
managers):  
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- - t h e  l o g i c  l i n k i n g  program i n p u t s  (resources), pro- 
c e s s e s ,  ou tcomes ,  i m p a c t s ,  and g o a l s  i s  seldom a r t i c -  
u l a t e d  and ag reed  t o ;  and 

- - s u f f i c i e n t  d e c i s i o n  making a u t h o r i t y  (power t o  
a c q u i r e  and a l l o c a t e  r e s o u r c e s  ...) is  seldom v e s t e d  
i n  program m a n a g e r s . g /  

The e v a l u a t o r  is  one of  t h e  f i r s t  p e o p l e  ( a n d  sometimes 
t h e  o n l y  p e r s o n )  who m u s t  p roduce ,  t h rough  an  a c t u a l  measure- 
ment of c o n c r e t e  " r e a l  world"  s i t u a t i o n s ,  answers  t o  q u e s t i o n s  
formed from more r h e t o r i c a l  s t a t e m e n t s  i n  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  
world ( e . g . ,  h i g h e r  l e v e l s  i n  t h e  agency o r  i n  t h e  C o n g r e s s ) .  
The e v a l u a t o r  m u s t  d e t e r m i n e  from t h e  r h e t o r i c  of  t h o s e  
i n  c h a r g e  what  was t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  and p o l i c y  i n t e n t ,  and 
t h e n  m u s t  make measurements  t o  see i f  t h e  a c t u a l  program 
a d d r e s s e s  t h i s  i n t e n t .  I n  t h i s  env i ronmen t ,  Abt n o t e s  t h a t  
of t e n  

1. 

2.  

3 .  

e v a l u a t o r s  make t h e  f o l l o w i n g  m i s t a k e s :  

M i s - s e l e c t i o n  o f  program g o a l s  and subsequen t  c r i -  
t e r i a  of  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  as  i n  c a s e s  where t h e  program 
o p e r a t o r ' s  g o a l s  d i f f e r  from t h o s e  of t h e  s p o n s o r s  
and p o s s i b l y  t h o s e  i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e  e v a l u a t o r s .  

F a i l u r e  t o  f o c u s  e v a l u a t i o n s  on c o n t r o l l a b l e  p o l i c y  
v a r i a b l e s  ( v a r i a b l e s  under  t h e  c o n t r o l  of  p o l i c y  
makers )  i n s t e a d  of  c o n t e x t u a l  v a r i a b l e s  ( v a r i a b l e s  
n o t  under t h e  c o n t r o l  of  p o l i c y  m a k e r s ) .  

F a i l u r e  t o  s e l e c t  t h e  r e a d i l y  measu rab le  measures  o f  
e f f e c t i v e n e s s  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  p o l i c y  issues.l€J 
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B-5.  Applying A p p r o p r i a t e  Research  Methodologies  

a b o u t  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which e v a l u a t i o n  me thodo log ie s  a r e  a p p l i -  
ed  p r o p e r l y ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  e v a l u a t i o n s  o f  program impact .  
E v a l u a t i o n s  of  program impact  r e q u i r e  competent  a p p l i c a t i o n  
o f  r e s e a r c h  d e s i g n s  which p e r m i t  i n f e r e n c e s  t o  be  made a b o u t  
t h e  changes  b r o u g h t  a b o u t  by a program. According t o  Evans 
t h e r e  a r e  two r e a s o n s  f o r  a s s u r i n g  t h e  competent  a p p l i c a t i o n  
of  e v a l u a t i o n  methodology: 

Concerns  have  been r a i s e d  i n  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  community 

"When we t a l k  a b o u t  program e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  w e  a r e  
b a s i c a l l y  t a l k i n g  a b o u t  a c a u s e - e f f e c t  q u e s t i o n .  
We want  t o  measure  what  changes  have  r e s u l t e d  i n  
c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  program, b u t  more i m p o r t a n t l y  
w e  want  t o  be a b l e  t o  a t t r i b u t e  t h o s e  t o  t h e  program, 
n o t  j u s t  t h e  p a s s a g e  o f  t ime  o r  some o t h e r  e x t r a n e o u s  
v a r i a b l e .  Tha t  immedia te ly  b r i n g s  you i n t o  t h e  m a t t e r  
o f  r e s e a r c h  and e v a l u a t i o n  d e s i g n .  

"The o t h e r  r e a s o n  why d e s i g n  and methodology a r e  s o  
i m p o r t a n t  is because  a l l  o f  t h e  programs t h a t  w e  a r e  
t a l k i n g  a b o u t  ( o r  n e a r l y  a l l  o f  them)  a r e  i n h e r e n t l y  
c o n t r o v e r s i a l  s o c i a l  a c t i o n  t y p e  programs.  A s  s u c h ,  
i n  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  s p h e r e ,  i n  t h e  Congres s ,  and i n  t h e  
p u b l i c  t h e y  have  b o t h  t h e i r  p r o t a g o n i s t s  and t h e i r  
d e t r a c t o r s .  T h a t  means t h a t  any e v a l u a t i o n  o f  any  of 
these  programs,  no m a t t e r  what  i t  f inds - -whe the r  i t  
f i n d s  t h e  program e f f e c t i v e  o r  i n e f f e c t i v e - - i s  go ing  
t o  be a t t a c k e d ,  n o t  because  t h e  f i n d i n g s  a r e  d i s t a s t e -  
f u l  which may be t h e  r e a l  r e a s o n ,  b u t  on me thodo log ica l  
g rounds .  T h e r e f o r e ,  i f  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  i s  n o t  i t s e l f  
m e t h o d o l o g i c a l l y  d e f e n s i b l e  t o  a r e a s o n a b l e  d e g r e e ,  
i t s  c h a n c e s  o f  i n f l u e n c i n g  p o l i c i e s  and b u d g e t s  a r e  
t h e r e b y  l e s s e n e d  s u b s t a n t i a l l y . " = /  

To measure  program i m p a c t s ,  many e v a l u a t o r s  have  t r i e d  
t o  r e p l i c a t e  t h e  c l a s s i c a l  e x p e r i m e n t a l  model used  i n  s c i e n -  
t i f i c  r e s e a r c h  l a b o r a t o r i e s .  Many e v a l u a t o r s  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  
m e t h o d o l o g i c a l  q u a l i t y  o f  a n  e v a l u a t i o n  i s  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  
t o  t h e  d e g r e e  t o  which t h e  c l a s s i c  e x p e r i m e n t a l  model is 
r e p l i c a t e d .  Accord ing  t o  Abt ,  f o r  example,  some o f  t h e  t y p i c a l  
weaknesses  i n  a p p l y i n g  e v a l u a t i o n  methodology i n c l u d e :  

1--Lack o f  r andomiza t ion  i n  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  e x p e r i m e n t a l  
and c o n t r o l  g r o u p s ,  b i a s i n g  t h e  f i n d i n g s .  

2--Lack o f  any c o n t r o l  g r o u p s ,  r e n d e r i n g  t h e  v a l i d i t y  
and g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  of t h e  f i n d i n g s  c o m p l e t e l y  
u n c e r t a i n .  
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3--Failure to recognize and compensate for statistical 
artifacts such as regression towards the mean. 

$--Failure to select the readily measurable measures 
of effectiveness relevant to the policy issues. 

5--T00 broad a focus, and failure to limit the evaluation 
to program aspects that can be researched in enough 
depth to achieve validity within the time and effort 
resources available - the 'If ishing expedition" that 
generates a low signal-to-noise ratio. 

6--Too narrow focus, with premature concentration on a 
few variables assumed to be significant at the cost 
o f  excluding potentially more significant ones. 

-/--Too short duration to allow sufficient iteration of 
the data gathering efforts to narrow down to the 
critical issues in depth. 

8--Misdesign of questionnaires, often as a result of 
a lack of pilot testing that may be a result of a 
lack of sufficient time. 

9--Data gathering survey misdesign, particularly the 
inappropriate allocation of survey resources that 
result in an over-sampling of the most significant 
groups, as was the case with the attempted applica- 
tion of the Watts-Conlisk sampling model to the New 
Jersey income maintenance experiment. 

10--Failure to explore or ignorance of relevant litera- 
ture and data concerning similar programs or phe- 
nomena being evaluated. 

11--Failure to recognize and design around the Hawthorne 
effect and other types of self-fulfilling and self- 
selecting and de-selecting phenomena. 

12--Voluntarism in the selection of surveyed experimental 
and control groups leading to biased results, as when 
unsuccessful programs choose not to be a part of an 
evaluation. 

13--Premature and inappropriate data collection efforts 
of perishable information that cannot subsequently 
be readily corrected, as in the collection of  
significant amounts of unanalyzable data on planned 
variation in the Follow-Through Experiment. 
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14--Confusion of a program inventory for a program eval- 
uation--the substitution of merely descriptive case 
studies for analysis of program effectiveness and 
efficiency with respect to goals and resources use. 

15--Confusion of needs assessment for evaluation, assuming 
that determination of the relevance of program design 
to an established set of needs constitutes an adequate 
evaluation. 

16--Confusion of program operating standards or program 
outputs for impacts, as is frequently the case in 
school evaluations that boast of increased daily 
attendance that may or may not have any relationship 
to desired educational impacts such as increased 
lifetime earnings. 

uation procedures that directly influence program 
activities as part of the evaluation processes in 
non-reproducible ways.=/ 

17--Contamination of program results by formative eval- 

According to Abt, if these weaknesses were reduced o r  removed, 
the usefulness of evaluation and its applicability to legisla- 
tion would be improved. 
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B - 6 .  Adequacy Of The S t a t e  O f  The A r t  O f  E v a l u a t i o n  
Me t hod0 1 og y 

Q u e s t i o n s  have been r a i s e d  i n  t h e . e v a l u a t i o n  community 
a b o u t  t h e  adequacy of  t h e  s t a t e - o f - t h e - a r t  of e v a l u t i o n  
methodology.  Some have a rgued  t h a t  c u r r e n t  e v a l u a t i o n  m e t h -  
odology is  a d e q u a t e ,  s i n c e  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  work i n  e v a l u a t i o n  
was comple ted  30  y e a r s  ago .  O t h e r s  have a r g u e d ,  f o r  a v a r i e t y  
o f  r e a s o n s ,  t h a t  e v a l u a t i o n  methodology based on t h e  r a t i o n a l /  
e x p e r i m e n t a l  model is i n a d e q u a t e  and t h a t  a new e v a l u a t i o n  
"paradigm" i s  needed .  

Those who a rgue  t h a t  c u r r e n t  e v a l u a t i o n  methodology is 
a d e q u a t e  b a s i c a l l y  v i e w  e v a l u a t i o n  a s  a p r o c e s s  of  a p p l y i n g  
s o c i a l  s c i e n c e ,  o p e r a t i o n s  r e s e a r c h ,  and s u r v e y  r e s e a r c h  
methods t o  answer q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  program impact .  Pe rhaps  
t h e  s t r o n g e s t  p roponen t  of  t h i s  v i e w p o i n t  is  Abt ,  who h a s  
s t a t e d  t h a t  

" . . .mos t  of  t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  c o n c e p t s ,  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t a l  
d e s i g n s ,  t h e  i n s t r u m e n t  d e s i g n  i s sues ,  t h e  opera-  
t i o n a l  d e s i g n s  of program e v a l u a t i o n s  were done i n  
t h e  1 9 4 0 s  o r  ea r l i e r - -many  of them i n  World War 
I1 o p e r a t i o n s  r e s e a r c h ,  i n  e a r l i e r  p u b l i c  o p i n i o n  
and marke t ing  r e s e a r c h ,  i n  s u r v e y  r e s e a r c h  i n  t h e  
1 9 3 0 s  deve loped  f o r  commercial  p u r p o s e s . . . .  

" A  l o t  o f  t h e  m i s t a k e s  and e r r o r s  we 've  made i n  s o c i a l  
programs e v a l u a t i o n s  have r e s u l t e d  i n  t h e  r e d i s c o v e r y  
of t h i n g s  t h a t  have  been known s c i e n t i f i c a l l y  f o r  2 0  
y e a r s  b u t  were s imply  n o t  known t o  s o c i a l  programs 
e v a l u a t o r s . . .  . 

"The e v a l u a t i o n  a r t  h a s  advanced t o  t h e  p o i n t  t oday  
where we can  e v a l u a t e  a n y t h i n g ,  we can  d e t e r m i n e  
b e n e f i t / c o s t  r a t i o s ,  w e  can  d e t e r m i n e  r e l a t i v e  and 
a b s o l u t e  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e n e s s  - what w e  c a n ' t  d o  is 
a lways  g e t  i t  used and communicate our  results."l5J 

On  t h e  o t h e r  hand ,  t h e  adequacy of e v a l u a t i o n  r e s e a r c h  
me thodo log ie s  i n c r e a s i n g l y  h a s  been q u e s t i o n e d ,  bo th  from 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l  and p r a c t i c a l  v i e w p o i n t s .  Schon, f o r  example,  
h a s  s t a t e d  t h a t  

" C o n t r a r y  t o  mythology,  w e  a r e  l a r g e l y  unab le  t o  'know' 
i n  s i t u a t i o n s  of  s o c i a l  change ,  i f  t h e  c r i t e r i a  of  
knowledge a r e  t h o s e  of  t h e  r a t i o n a l / e x p e r i m e n t a l  model.  
The c o n s t r a i n t s  on knowing a f f e c t  n o t  o n l y  our  a b i l i t y  
t o  g a i n  c e r t a i n t y ,  o r  p r o b a b i l i t y ,  o r  p r e c i s e  knowledge, 
b u t  our  a b i l i t y  t o  e s t a b l i s h  knowledge i n  t h e  r a t i o n a l /  
e x p e r i m e n t a l  mode a t  a l l .  "a/ 
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And according t o  Guttentag:  

"The contex t  w i t h i n  which eva lua t ion  research  is con- 
ducted i s  too  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  c l a s s i c a l  experimental  
model. Most of t h e  assumptions of t h e  model cannot 
be f u l f i l l e d . . .  t h e  researcher  a b s t r a c t s  those few 
hypotheses which he cons iders  ' r e s e a r c h a b l e '  from t h e  
program's broad and mul t i face ted  g o a l s .  Given the  
r e s e a r c h e r ' s  c o n s t r a i n t s ,  t h e  f i n a l  hypotheses may have 
l i t t l e  re levance t o  what is a c t u a l l y  going on i n  t h e  
program. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  researcher  cannot randomize 
s u b j e c t s  o r  t rea tments .  Be cannot c o n t r o l  t h e  flow 
of s u b j e c t s  i n t o  or  o u t  of programs. When he does t r y  
t o  do so ,  c o n f l i c t s  w i t h  program a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  r e s u l t . " G /  

"One way i n  which t h i s  i s s u e  has been handled by research-  
e r s  t r a i n e d  i n  the  o lder  ( s c i e n t i f i c )  model, i s  not  t o  
have anything t o  do w i t h  a program u n l e s s  program admin- 
i s t r a t o r s  promise t o  make i t  an independent v a r i a b l e . . .  ." 

*****  

"When i t  is  demanded t h a t  problems be forced t o  f i t  
methods, r a t h e r  than v i c e  v e r s a ,  then t h e  need f o r  a 
paradigm s h i f t  is p a t e n t l y  c l e a r  . . . . i t (  emphasis added) 

* * * * *  

"When t h e  o lder  ( s c i e n t i f i c )  paradigm shapes t h e  d i s -  
cuss ion  i n  t h e  eva lua t ion  l i t e r a t u r e  ...( such i s s u e s )  
a r e  re lega ted  t o  t h e  annoying, i n t e r f e r i n g  category 
of ' t h e  p o l i t i c s  of evaluation'--which r e s e a r c h e r s  
b e l i e v e  o f t e n  i n t e r r u p t s  what they t h i n k  t o  be the  
proper conduct of e v a l u a t i v e  r e s e a r c h . . . . "  

***** 

"We d o  not  agree t h a t  e v a l u a t i o n  research  is  a p a l l i d ,  
warmed-over vers ion  of appl ied s o c i a l  research .  On 
t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  i t s  s c i e n t i f i c ,  i n t e l l e c t u a l  problems 
a r e  d i s t i n c t i v e l y  new, because of t h e  new c o n t e x t s ,  
o r i e n t a t i o n s  and issues confronted i n  p o s t - i n d u s t r i a l  
s o c i e t i e s . .  . . " 2 2 /  I 

An increas ing  number of e v a l u a t o r s  now v i e w  eva lua t ion  
a s  an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  of t h e  decisionmaking and government 
l e a r n i n g  f u n c t i o n  of ga ther ing  feedback information--whether 
by experimental  o r  any o t h e r  methods.G/ Researchers  a t  the  
Urban I n s t i t u t e ,  f o r  example, have developed a s e t  of evalu- 
a t i o n  techniques,  designed t o  be used  a t  d i f f e r e n t  s t a g e s  
of a program's l i f e ,  
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CHAPTER 3 

FUTURE GAO LINES OF EFFORT I N  

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY AND GUIDELINES 

T i t l e  V I 1  of  t h e  Congressional  Budget Act of 1 9 7 4  
i m p l i c i t l y  r e q u i r e s  our o f f i c e  t o  e x e r c i s e  a l e a d e r s h i p  
r o l e  i n  Federal  program eva lua t ion .  Our i n i t i a l  implemen- 
t a t i o n  of  t h e  T i t l e  V I 1  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  has  c o n t r i b u t e d  
t o  our understanding of t h e  i s s u e s ,  problems, and concerns 
i n  Fede ra l  e v a l u a t i o n  p o l i c y  and methodology o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  
preceding s e c t i o n s .  I n  t h e  long run,  however, t o  e f f i c i e n t l y  
and e f f e c t i v e l y  c a r r y  o u t  our T i t l e  V I 1  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  we 
w i l l  need t o  do more than j u s t  i d e n t i f y  t h e  s t a t u s ,  i s s u e s ,  
and p r o s p e c t s  of program e v a l u a t i o n .  We--in coope ra t ion  
w i t h  t h e  Federal  e v a l u a t i o n  community--will need t o  

--improve our a b i l i t y  t o  e v a l u a t e  programs and provide 
o t h e r  e v a l u a t i o n  r e l a t e d  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  Congress; 

- - fu r the r  t h e  s t a t e - o f - t h e - a r t  f o r  making high q u a l i t y ,  
u s e f u l  program e v a l u a t i o n s ;  

- - i d e n t i f y  and h e l p  b r ing  about improvements i n  Fede ra l  
e v a l u a t i o n  management and p o l i c y ;  and 

- - t r a n s f e r  and s h a r e  knowledge and l e s s o n s  l ea rned  i n  
e v a l u a t i o n  s o  t h a t  Congress,  Fede ra l  agenc ie s ,  and 
S t a t e  and l o c a l  governments can improve t h e i r  program 
e v a l u a t i o n  c a p a b i l i t i e s .  

We b e l i e v e  t h e  c l i m a t e  is  good f o r  s t a r t i n g  t o  d e a l  
e f f e c t i v e l y  w i t h  most of t h e  i s s u e s ,  concerns,  and problems 
i n  e v a l u a t i o n  and we hope t h a t  t h e  information and concepts  
p re sen ted  i n  t h i s  document w i l l  be a u s e f u l  s t e p  toward 
meeting our T i t l e  V I 1  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  W e  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  
undertaking work t o  

- - i d e n t i f y  e v a l u a t i o n  p r a c t i t i o n e r  needs i n  t h e  
methodology a r e a  which deserve p r i o r i t y  a t t e n t i o n ;  

- - i d e n t i f y  e x i s t i n g  e v a l u a t i o n  methods; 

--determine where and how e x i s t i n g  methodologies 
r e q u i r e  f u r t h e r  development; 

--develop e v a l u a t i o n  methods t o  meet i d e n t i f i e d  
needs ; 
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- -demonst ra te  newly developed  methods o r  improvements of  
e x i s t i n g  e v a l u a t i o n  methods t o  a s s u r e  a c r e d i b l e  b a s i s  
f o r  wide a c c e p t a n c e  i n  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  community; 

- - t r a n s f e r  e v a l u a t i o n  methods th roughou t  G.90 and t h e  

- - i d e n t i f y  t h e  o b j e c t i v e s ,  f u n c t i o n s ,  p o l i c i e s ,  o r g a n i -  

e v a l u a t i o n  community; 

z a t i o n ,  p l a n n i n g ,  and management o f  program e v a l u a t i o n  
i n  t h e  F e d e r a l  government;  

- - a s s i s t  i n  t h e  development  of  ag reed  upon p o l i c i e s  and 
c r i t e r i a  f o r  F e d e r a l  program e v a l u a t i o n ;  and 

- - a p p r a i s e  t h e  per formance  o f  F e d e r a l  e v a l u a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  
a c c o r d i n g  t o  agreed-upon c r i t e r i a .  

We seek your  a d v i c e ,  comments, and c o o p e r a t i o n  i n  h e l p i n g  
u s  b r i n g  a b o u t  improvements i n  t h e  p o l i c y ,  management, and 
methodology o f  F e d e r a l  program e v a l u a t i o n .  iJe e x p e c t  t h a t  
soqe  improvements i n  F e d e r a l  e v a l u a t i o n  w i l l  r e q u i r e  our  
l e a d e r s h i p ,  and we a r e  c o n t e m p l a t i n g  a s e r i e s  of  r o u n d t a b l e  
s e m i n a r s  a s  a v e h i c l e  f o r  deve lop ing  a consensus  F e d e r a l  
e v a l u a t i o n  p o l i c y .  
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