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ABSTRACT

The Evaluation of Social Programs:
Does Anything Work? - -

-

. T e Fl
. i Joseph Heillig \\§‘\\~

[y

\ . ) ? ‘
A high percentage_  of the evaluations of -~ social programs

-

indicate that these programs have little or no effect on the .

social problems tﬁey set oqé to qmeliorate; Thisﬁvﬁay be
becauseﬂ of faulty evaluation methodology, faultyf broqrgm
design, or because both program and evaluation fail to
‘address -the root causes of the.sociau pfoblem.

)

~ This study compares the evaluation ‘reports of 10

differept programs in the health and_soéiai service field.

Programs and their evaluations are examined through both a.

"normative® and a "critical® 'perspective. Six out of ten
*normative” evélpations produced cénclusive regulté. Four
of ten "normative" programs égpehred to achfeve their goals,
witﬁ another two achieving partial success. Factors
‘ ‘ LT

contributing to conclusive evaluations éppear to‘inclﬁde the
incorporation of evaluatiph‘ptopedures into a program at
its inception, a co-operative climate permitting éécehs to
data, and use oflthe classic experimental model.‘

\}he results ‘of ;n evaluation appear to have little

effect on the continuation or cancellation of a program,

Viewed through ~ a "critical®™ perspective, "normative"

. , i
programs fail to address the root causes of social problems,

and cannot bé evaluated,
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" Chapter I

&

¢

.o \ INTRODUCTION
. - ’, ’ . . L] N
This study ¥arose out of the author's experience as a

%

community worker; involved in and associated with a’' number

of 'different programs in thé health and‘ social services

‘field., |

¢

Curiosity about the effectiveness and the outcome of

‘specific projects was matched By ‘disappointment at the

[

~superficiality and inconclusiveness of the program

evS&g:fions of which the author was aware.

Funding agencies, policy-makers and administrators
increasingly demand that some attempt be made to determine
the’ effectiveness of public service and social action

programs. In addition, the professionals engaged in running

the programs need feedback to guide them.

And ' yet readings in the field of evaluati research

.

confirm that the results of program evaluatj sI)Lre very

often disappointing. For example, Weiss (2972) admits that
. /

, few examples can be quoted of important. gontributions to

" poliey and prbqram. . Rowe, (1981) states that it is

difficult, from -evaluation studies, to make definitive

statements on the effectiverness of juvenile delinguency

1.

. prevention programs. , ) .

Mann's (1972: 269) study of the evaluation ¢of almost
‘200 programs in psychotheripy, counselling, human relations,

led him to conclude that trying to scientifically evaluate

+

such ‘complex humqp relations’ activities. is virtually

s : .




impossible. , ‘ &

And ygt‘doubts‘about evaluation. Pesearch are matched by
continuing questions about the programs th?mselves. ‘ To the
duestion: " "does anything work?2" Fis%her (1918) concludLé
from an appraisal of twenty outcome'studiqs that there 1is"
ngg clear 'evidén;e that 'any form of soﬁial work is

effective. Wright "and Dixon (1979), examining studies of

1 . . -
a

juvenile delinguency prevention programs are led to question~
the effectiveness of these intervgntion’strategies.

Why is it that suéH a high percentage of evaluations
appear to be wunsatisfactory in prodﬁcing creditable
information on which decisions canbbe based?

Evaluation studies of action pragrams in the sogial.
and health services seem to indicate that a high proportlon‘
of these programs fail to solve the social problems to which
they are addressed. Three possibilities to be explored are:
(1)'thgt the methodology of the evaluation is at faulg: ({f
that the desig; of the program is improper: (3) or that both
program and evaluation fa{l’to address the rooé.causes of
the social problems they arerdesigqu‘to corréot.

This study will attempt to discover which oOf these
, . -

possibilities is correct.
, »

Methodology ﬁ

he st%%y will take the form of a review of a
selection . , evaluatlons as Yreported in the literature .

on crime prevention, delinquency, .alcohol . and drug

‘addiction, family planning, and other human service

"uy <

;il'
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Source of Data - . '

.
[ o N ' “»

14

T -

Srograms.. . . b ‘
A typology. of programs and of eyaluations will be

formulated, anda the cases will be examined is the light of
. > : )

that Lypolobyf// By charting the characteristicg of both
. : ~ . '

programs and their evaluations, it - is hoped that - an

éssociation may be found between type of evaluation, type of

n v L 4
prograf; success of the program in meeting its objectives,

and the effect of the evaluation on the program.

- A\

)

~ S \ : )
“Since this -study is to be based on a review of the

literature, _Eouices ‘of data will idbiudez a range of
published reports of eyal&%biops tha% havé been done in the
various fields of interest, These will include books of
reégfhgs on evalutions; stqdies published Sy the solicitor
General of Canada and ProQincial, Minlstries, Heéith and

Welfare Canada, and other governmen@ agencies if available;

' o~
journals including Evaluation and Change, Evaluation and

Program Planning, Evaluation Review, as well as journals
in education, c¢riminclogy, social work, .and other fields

. . ) ) ' .
which report on evaluations from time. to time.

-~

»

Chapter 11 will first review the literature on evalua-

v

tion research. #t will examine™ the growing demgnd by
funding sourfes for evaluations, the political nature of

evaluation research, and variows . factors which affect the

Ed
)

climate 1in which evaluation is done.

o

o

[

Chapter II will also egamiﬁe social problems and will -

'

focus upon two theoretical approaches through which social
‘ ’

N .

“3

-
-
3
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‘r Ed > " '

proSféms may be identified: the . "pormative" and
L4 q 1

the "critical." ‘ .

;{The critical theory of Reasons and Perdue . (1981) will

. °
.be’ Wsed as the basis on which both of, these p&i?retical

4
approaches are explored. - » _ .

P

In addition, labelling theory will‘be"examined, wiﬁg

particular attention béing"‘ focused on the writings of

LR S

Edelman (1977) and Platt [(1969).

4
s

perspectives, ”" *normative" and
: L]
"critical," to the design of social programs and to _the

! \ »
Next, we A:}Jl focus on the .application of the
1

two theore;ic

evaluations of those programs. The issue of values will be
exdmined in the light of its” relevaﬂ%e to evaluation

research. A critique will be offeredhgn each of the two

) N
N .
approaches concerning their usefulness for the examination

e
of social programs and their evaluations.

-

Finally, -this chapter will examine some of the organ-

\X;ational issues . which can affect the delfvery of social

services and the evaluations of those services. Such issues
& 1

include the. history and ideology of the organization, as

well as political pressures both inside and outside - of the

L IS

organization which. can affect priorities andservices.

Chapter III will deal\ wiis, the rese@gch portion of
’ t

this study. It will describe the methodol y, will define

"the t}pologies‘ which make uér?he vdriables used 1in the

research, and will present the findings of [the study.
Chapter IV w%&l'conclude the study!with observations

and conclusions drawn from the findings.

- 4
. ) -

\
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Chapter II.  EVALUATION.RESEARCH

A 4

What is evaluation research?™ -

Suchman (1971: 10) defines evaluation research as
L3 ¢ . y . . .

"the use of ;he scientific method for collecting data
concerning “the. degree to which some specified activity

achieveg< some desired' effect.™ Caro (1971: 2) refers
H N ~ &

. Yo, evdluation as "the procedure by which programs are

. stugied to ascertqin*theig effectiveness in the fulfilment

of goals."” According to‘ Weiss 82972: 4) ;the pOﬁpDSéNégf
‘.Qyéluation research is to measure the effects of a program
against the goals it set out to accomplisi as a means of
céntribuéing to %ubséqdént decision—hakihg about th? program

and improving further programming.”

Apnother way of putting it might be to say that”

«

evaluation ‘research sgté out to measure and quantify the

effects 05 human interactions im human service programs, in
' . o *

an attempt to \patioﬁalize the expenditure of money and

effort on such services.
“ 5

%

The growing need for evaluation

.

As Suchman (1971: 2) reminds us, ‘éll\soééﬁl institu-

v : .
tioné or subsystems... are reduired to give prooﬁ'df' theiyr
legitimacy and effectiveness iKﬂg;der to justify society's
continued support.® Pointing to the inéreaging sums beind

éﬁent on social service programs at the same time that the

effectiveness of many programs is being seriously

questioned, Caro (1971) suggests that evaluation has a vital
. ‘ p

J
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o~

measure progress or improvement; methods of recording and’

role to play in strengthening and improving these programs.

Weiss (1972) agrees that decision makers at all levels

t

- &
want and need some rational basis on which to decide on the
A

continuation, ‘expansion or cancellation of speciskc social
{

programs, and that evaluation research appears well suited
to the task of producing the requisite information.

N Oon the simplest level, then, we see that evaluation -
v
reasearch is ‘increasingly being used to provide

'scienqific' information on which sound decisions about

funding and prog;amming can be bésed.

~-  On another. ievel, as we shall see .later, evaluation
reééarck\fs also being used to rationalize or justify a wide
variety of polilical dbcisioqs, not 'necessarily

related to .the optimum delivery of social or health

~

services.

Evaluation Methodology

Evaluationr‘applies the methods of social research.
Principles and methods thag appiy to all other types of
research apply here-as well, Weiss notes that everything we
know about design, meas;;;ment and analysis comeé into play
in élanning and conducting an evaluation study.

Under ideal circumstances, and following4the standard\
‘experimental model, éhe‘ goals of the social
prggram* or project are clearl} spelled out, agreemént is

reached between program operators and evaluation researchers

on the factors defining “success®” and the indices which



i .
measuring those indices are established. \

x
“

‘A control group is'fouhd‘which matches the élieﬁt group
receiving treatment. ﬁoth gtoubsf afe measured before,.
A'during, and at interéals‘ aféer ;regtment. Differences in
performancé of the ' two groups are  attributed to the

program's treatment.

But evaluators must often work in circumstance; less
than ideal for scientific teséarch, and frequently encounter
a wide variety.of problems of measurement and design. .Some"
of thesex citeg in reports, include:

Tf‘ - ~=- the inability té@find a control group:

+

-~ the absence of pertinent records or data;

1

-=- lack of "suppoft by those funding the evaluatiop.

-

leading to insufficient money or time to do
adequate research:;
-- hostility of workers on the project being evaluated,

often leading to the withholding ' of needed’ (

4
information.
' v

[
13 A 1

Compromises to ideal methodology

v

Where the ideal is. impossible, . the ingenuity of the
researcher is brought into plhy. waiss-describés a. number
of quasi-é&perimential and ngn-exper{menfal designs in‘which

’fbsearchers do the bgst the} can with the data‘availaBlet.

It must be remembered, though,.that the further removed

C - from the ideal experimental design, the more doubtfu}n the

validity of the findings, and thus the more difficult it is

to attribute changes in tE; client group to the agency's

4
/
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program.

Political issues and climate of the eﬁaluation,

Suchman (1971: 16) argues that, unlike basic research
in the«behavio;al sciences, evaluation rgsearchvappliégA the
scientific méthod to problems that have administ;atide
consequences. Thié is to say.,, in effect, that evaluation
reggarch is a Qolitical act, since the outcome of an

evaluation can affect the life or death of a program, and

the careers of its administrators and workers.

What are some of the implications of this for the

quality of the research? . ) -
There are circumstances,. particularly in new pilot
projects, where it is in the political interest of program

operators to work. closely and harmoniously with the

evaluators- in order to préject good results and encourage

\
continued funding. ' . *

_On the other hand, there are'sther issues that combine

\

‘to make the whole question of gvaluatioh research suspect

in the eyes of the program workers on whom the evaluator

‘

depéndé for data.. For example;A program administrators and
workers may resent the time and energy required tolprovide
data for the evaluation: iimé taken from .providing
services to clients; friction cad :arise from differences

in personality between the humanist-oriented practitioner

and the detaclied and uncommitted researcher; the

N Y

adversary -or judgmental nature .of evaluation is

likely to provoke anxiety and hostility on the part of

) 8. .




agency staff whose program may be viewed asfthreatened;
.there may be ;hidden ~agendas behind the evaluation;
for example, evaluations have been used as an excuse
to deldy or postpone a decision, as a | wa& . of qgetting

“nan  administrator “off tho hook,". and ss'justificstion
for an unﬁopular decision. - ‘ |
Supposedly neutral evaluations can be used to decide
between the wighes of two opposing factLons‘ as an exéuse to
kill 7<p011ticqlly‘dangerous program; orlgs a form of public
relations to mako governments or tdnding bodiosﬁlook good.
Political,issues'such as tnssef‘hoéq a‘boweffol' effeot'
on the coopetative or nostile‘atmosphere surrounding the

. research, Thus we might expect that the.climate inﬁbhich,

the wotk is done would have a strong bearing on the qualxty

of the eValuation research.l . Ch
// ' o ‘ V . < B
SUMMARY SR . RN .o

o ¢

-

In sunmary{' tha practiCe of sound evaluation research -
( is often beset by methodoloqical problems. and coloured by

'polltlcal and interpersonal.;ssues. . These are among the

factors we must keep in mind as we study the evaluatlon of

programs, organizations, and agencies whlch deal with social

Sy .-
-

problems.
‘ . . ‘ ‘,.. \» . g ." . ’
. ) SOCIAL PROBLEMS - TWO THEORETICAL APPROACHES
o What is a social prpblem? $

€

Henshel & Henshel (1973) define social problems as

'situations related to -social”’ factors that adversely atfect’. .

] o '

‘ §
signlflcant numbers of ind1vidu5Ts in a slmilar way.

.o



In Horton .& Leslie's (1970) definition, a social
problem is 'a;condition -affecting i‘sigqificant nuﬁber of
people (in ways considered undesirable, about which,it is
’felt something can, be doné ‘through coliecgive social‘
action." '

‘ Blumer (1971) ’statés that ~  social problems are
s fundamentaliy ;foducfs of a process of collective definition
instead of "gxistiné indepéndentl; as a set of objective°
social arrangements with ;n'intrinsic makeup. In his view,
social problems arg¢ the product of a collective process.
This process is responsible for the emergence of social
problems, féi ﬁhe way in whigh they ar; seen, for the
the way'in which they are approached and considered, fopl
thé kind of offi;ial remedial plan which is-laid -out, and
and for the transformation of tﬁfs plaﬁ in its appliéabion.l‘
Clearii, a social broblém exists because a "significant
\number' of people sdy it does. Horton and ﬁeslie point ;ut'

-\6hat no condition, _no matter how dramatic or shocking to

., someone: else, is a social problem unless and until the
' (

values of a considerable number of people in the society

- -

define it as a probleml

Who decides?

Clearly, too, the question of values is of prime

o

importance to the identifying of such a problem. Whose
. ‘ . .
values are offended? Whose interests are at stake? This
. question, a most significant one in the search for an

understaﬁding of social problem$, is signalled by Reasons

LY

: 10
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and Perdue: ' \

"The student of social problems must critically

assess the interests of those perceiving a

phenomenon and attempting to make it a social
problent, and those vying interests that attempt

to keep the phenomenon from being designated a
ocial problem.™ (1981: 53).

/
/
\

Rfre gpssxble perspectlves

S1nce the 1dent1fication 1 of social problems is a

¢ »

collective process, it is not su pr#}xng that there should

-

exist a variety of ews on their
Rubington a JﬁZZinberg (19713<offer five perspecrives

through ;hféh sojfil preblems may be viewed:

1. = SOCIAL PATHdLOGY: whirh follows the organic analogy of

early socioiogy, descrlbed by ' Mills (1943).. ”WhAt exists.

is -defined accordlng to what - oughr\\vto be . "

. Health ‘is good » deviation is sick and bad;

thus a social problem is a violation of moral expectations.
. n - B

Under this perspective, juvenile delinquercy, for example,

is held to result from the bad character, or evil nature of

the young perpetrator.
2, SOCLAL DISORGANIZATION: believed to be ‘.caused by
populat1on movement, urban 11ving, féctory work, conflicr

between rural and urban valués, this persﬁ\btlve‘

S

arises out of the work of Park and others 'of thé

v

Chicago School. = “Taken together, three  factors -
imﬁigration, urbanization, industrialization - establish

a broad social and  gultural ' base: for a host of

*

I . . .
undesireable conditions that came to  ‘be known as’ sof{al

“

.
14
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problems."” Juvenile delinquency would be seen““here as

resulting from growing up in' slum conditions and the
) h ,

pressures of inner-city life. )

3. DEVIANT BEHAVIOR: Based on the anomic theories of

Durkheim and Merton and on Sutherland's  theory of

differential association. . As sociological theories became
' L]

vmbre systematic and more tested, sociology gained the right

to define the problems inh need of study. Social ‘problems

became defined almost exclusively by the’ notion of a

departure from the rules:, Juyenile delinquents would be

viewed, under . this perspective, as alienated, rebellious
"drop-outs"® taking out their hostility thards society
through deviant$behavior. ) o

4. VALUE  CONFLICT:  Where the earlier‘ persp%ctivés
emphasized order, énd,located disorder 1in the inadéquacies
of individuals, of ;background" ‘or of rules, conflict
theorists suchﬁh as Cose;, .Simmel. and Dahrendorf turn
immorality (disorder) on its head by claiming (that
Epe;e\{s a moraiigy 'in an indiviéuaLQS'defensa of" his

or her own ‘interests against .those of persons, groups,

¢reeds, or. norms that differ from his or her own. This]

perspective .suggests that juvenile delinguents should be

seen as .victimsvof an opg?essive sppial system which -has

made them the way they are. Their "dcting out" 1is an

understandable and justified form of protest.

5. LABELLING: The sociology of labelling, arising out
B

of the symoblic interactionist perspective, examines tlie

social definition of deviant behaviour. Most sociologists

12
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have ;greed that a social problem consists -of a subjective

definition, an objective condition, aga‘a desire for a .

solgtion. Until recently, however, sociologists have paid
more attention to the objective conditi&n than to the
subjective definition. Labelling theorists such.as Blhmeé,
_Edélman and Ryan, reversing the emphasis, take a closer
look - 'at’ the process of subjective., definition.
Labelling young people  as "juvenile deldmguents"
or 'tréyble—makers' ié a device used by an oppressive
‘'society to divert attention away from the economic causes of

their deprived and disadvantaged situation.

Two Theoretical Bases

Reasons and Perdue (1981) relate these five

perspectives to two underlying approaches to the study of

«sgcial problems; they call these two approaches the

"objective® and the "ideological."™ This study will focus on

those two theoretical « approaches, but for reasoni‘of
clarity, we intend to use. the terms "normative” and
"critical."

The "normative® approach views society as order .and a

. social problem is séen as a threat to the existing s¥atus

quo.

\ « .The "critical™ approach sees society as conflict and a

social’ problem is viewed as&fhe ri;y(t of an unequal

distribution ‘of power or resources.
As idgntified by Reasons and Perdue (1981), the
"normative" approach foéuses on an identified

condition, with the emphasis on describing and explaining

-«
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the foccﬁrrence of that condition."oﬂe typically asks why
éhe problem arose and wﬁy it‘persiéts.' For eiample, one
'might ask, "wWhat are the causes for the existéﬁce,
gontinuation, and growth of juvenile;éelinquenCY?'

«  The "critical” approach poses a somewhat
zifferent question: "How and why 13‘ a specific
rcondition labellgd a social éroblem while other .conditions
are ignored? Why, for‘ example, are drug addiction and -
drug abpsé generally considered problematice and other
issues™such as worker ‘'safety, neo-colonialism and economic
i?equality less often the focus of publié concerné”
In shoft, i@e 'normakive‘ approachf takes ‘for granted what

the “"critical” approach 'views as problematic.

chor&iné " to Reasons and Perdue, objective or

]

"normative” theorists take a "kinds of ' people,®
"kinds of environment"” position on criminals and
other problemétics. Students of crime have  focused
much of their time and effort on studyiﬁg the

¢riminal to find the céuses of crime. Their tendency is to
find the source of the individual's predicament in his or
her personal shortcomings; a stance which. is kno&n , as
;blaming tHe victim', |

A thoroughgoing examination of blamihg tHe'victim, is
perforped by ‘Ryan (1971) who documents the way stereoéypes
and myths are used under the "normativeé” approach to explain
a variety: of different social problems. The causes of

» v - . ’ l . s
deviance in inner-city schools, for example, are ascribed

to "limiggd backgrouné,' or "parental lack of values" or

14
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"culturally-deprived families."

"Normative® and "Critical” Approaches to Solutions

-

-

How does this play out in the identi§?€ation and

treatment of social problems? 1f_, we follow Ryan's

explanation, “"normative" theorists -would ascribe the low

academic‘ record of poor Black children to "slow .learnifng"or

to "lack of drive." “Crltlcal' theorxsts, on the other hand,
. . ,,51- '

would focus on the probfem~ of crowded, budget-starved,

’.\
‘ .

badly-taught schools. Look1ng at the problem of illegitimacy

.among the poor, one would ascribe the high rate to

"wanton morals,” the other would address the lack of access

to abbttien, and to birth-controlvclinlcs.

Obviously, the way the problem 'is perceived affects the
way solutions are approached. To blame the'v{ctim, which
is in effect thefet result of labellmg or sterotyplng, is

to &focus curative measures -on changlng the labelled person

iar group. Change efforts are dlrected towards bringing the

"delinquent!” or "deviant®™ into line, to producding conformity

rq

to norms. In the area of juvendle.delinquency, for”gxample,

C
such ‘efforts include street work, and leadership training,

individual and family counselling, vocational training and
' ¥ .

rehabilitation programs, psychotherapy, plus the .whole
structure of the juveniie court system, . -

. Looking through the - "critical™ point of view,

<

on the other hand, Ryan identifies the pr imary
\ . ;\i «
, . . -
causes of social  problems as powerlessness
and class conflict. Ryan maintains . that the

ultimate effect of the "normative" approach is always to

o 15
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distract attention aw;y froqﬁphe basid causes and to leave
the primary social injustices untouched.. "Almost all our
make-believe 1liberal programs are off-target,” he says:;

]

"they are designed(;o change the poor mans or to cool him

out.” (1971: 26). . - »

Change agents we;king under  the "critical"
perspertive, on the other hand, are llikeiy
to devote  themselves to redressing the social

injustices which they feel are the root cause of

frustration, despair and anger; ‘their activities would
n
likely take the form of organizing and leading community

pressure on a political level.
¢
¥ .
S0CIAL PROGRAMS ARISING QUT OF THE "NORMATIVE" APPROP;CH

s -

. If we take a "normative" perspective, wh;t kinds of

: "hélping" programs should we expectyto find?

4

As we have seen, if society is viewed in a Qormative
S
" . .
framework, deviance is ascribed to ‘particular types of
N ) . L
. 3
people who, through personal shortcomings, are unable to
¥ .

adapt to soéially-accepted norms, and whose activities are

0

seen as g’cause of social problems.
The 1list of social ills addressed is a broad one,

ranging through family breakdown, f:ife or child abuse,

o

unwanted pregnancy, juvenile‘delinquenpy, alcohol and drug

’

abuse, adult crime, to name just a few.
We should expect programs which adopt a "normative"

approach to ' focus on "chdnging the person” {(or




group), with the approach being either rehabilitative pr

preventive. Some of the implications are outlined below.

1

-

s
¢
s

The Helpigg,Agency's“Approach' . A}

1, Rehabilitative =~- The objective of these programs

v

is to change behavior from the unacceptable to . the

&
1

acceptable, as defined by the basic assumptions of the

'

"normative™ approach. Such programs set out to teach new
attitudes and new life skills through such methods as
leadership training programs, counselling, psychotherapy,

or behavior modification techniques.

v

/ 2. Preventive -- These programs usually take the form

v

of " education. The assumption behind such programs

is that %if people are given sound information about
’ P) ”

such  subjects  as diet, sexual practices, birth

control methods, parenting techniques, and othet life.

skills, they. will aYOin the practices which cause

social problems.

<A

The Role of Evaluatidg Research

From the ."normative" perspe¢tive, the purpose of
3 (; '

evaluation fesearch\yis to measure the effects of

3 program against the goals it set out to
accomplish. Cﬁange programs may be targetéd at individuals
or groups, at agencies or organizétions, or at whole
communities. _

Whatever. the case, the‘'goals must be clearly stated,

must be spectific, and must be measurable.

3

Weiss (1972) points out that fost evaluations tend to
‘ ;

%

°
¢
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concentrate on changes in program participants. The changes
. , \
may be in attitude or .in overt behavior, or both.
¢ \

bvaluators commonly use measureé of attitude, values,

personality variables, knowléﬁge, or skills. -
Changes in behaviorél can be measured;‘by trained

obse;vation, and‘,through recofds’ of incidents such as

# involvement Qith the law, emqlpyment or educational

©

stability, drug uge, and so on.

Some Dbasic Questions which must be resolved between

) " N i

program: operators  and the evaluators deal with the
)

identification of program goals, the 1identification of

the changes in attitude or behavior that constitute
. Ny ‘

"suctess," agreement on the degree of change that counts

»

for success, and on what indices constitute valid medsures.

. : ; A e
Critique of the "Normative" Approach )
o B e Y '
2 ,
As we ' have seen, Jhose adopting the "normative”

A& . _
pproach take tﬂiaview that social problems d&re caused by

particular types of people whose behaviour is judged to

* deviate from socia{ly accepted norms. Corrective measures

. ) & . .
centgr %E programs desggned to change the attitudes and be-
aviors of such people: to bring them back into line,‘or cool

s
them out.

v

Central to this wholé concept is the 1issue of the

vdlues of those who do the judging. Wortman (1975) states
. - . . .& ' “
A
that "“policy formation originates with the values of the

N »

‘policy makers and society, and these values are most immune
<

. to feedbdck." (1975: 566).
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Arising out of this issue of values are questiéns whieh
are keyffor evaluating program success or failure:
{ "Who selects program objectives?"
"Who defiﬁes 'success'?"
"By whosg_valués are khe programs judged?" énd
"Whose needs are really being served by thg. program:
those of the organization, those of the worifts

or action personnel, or those of the target

population?"

Wortman .(1975), signéls the importance of values in
selecting\tpe goals that are to be achieved; As ﬁe pointé
. out, a pgogram or treatmeqt may achieve the-goalsoset ‘ for:
it, but if : those goalé ,are themselves worthless,
the prodram cqﬁnot be evaluated L positively.
For example, a job-retraining program that sucpessfully
grooms recipients for low-paying, low~aéJancement positions
may not .be worth the costs involved in achieving such
marginal goals. )

Again, a family ¢risis intervention which éérsuades the
husband and wife to remain together "for the sake of the
children™" méy be seen as a success by the social worker, but
as a fqilu;e‘by the wife who was .hoping for a way out of an
intolerable situation.

The selection of program obJectlves and methodology are
based oh’ the particular views of the social world held by

the change agents and their organizations, and this

pérspective governs the definition of the situation and the
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.

problems requiring solutidﬁs. This in turn leads to related

and appropriate étrategies.and tactics.

q

Jackson (1972) has

illustrated how three different change agencies, intervening

into the affairs of a'single\community, each imposed its own .

perspective on the problem. Three. different sets of, values

led to the implantation of three quite different programs.

2

4

Summary I - . .
To sum up, then, a major weakness of ggﬁ\\"normative'
4 N o

presc

3

ription of :a’ treatment,

3 ¥

the implementation 5f an

" approach is.thatjthe’identificatjon of a social problem, the

intervention program, and  the evaluation of results all

arise out of:the value system of normative .organizations and

\
Thus

L4

workers, a value system based on maintaining the status quo.

thé'”normative“ perspective . ascribes deviant or problem.:

N . T ' \‘
bd8havior to shortcomings in individuals or groups and ,

-

fails

prdbl

Here

: , .-
to examine the socio-economic Pases of some social

ems.

A

>

"A ' recent study  entitled Work in

America finds that the work adults do
is usually central in 6£heir lives,
critical 'to their self-cbnception and
their self-esteem; but this research
also shows  that many  workers at all
occupational levels find their work so

stultifying and demeaning that it is a major
contributor to ph¢sical illness, emogional
disturbance, alcoholism and drug abuyse."
(Edelman, 1977: 27,. \

4

v

.

SOCIAL‘PROGRAMS ARISING OUT OF THE "CRITICAE“ APPROACH

Edelman is quoting a U.S. Department of Health,

"_Edﬁcation, and Welfare -study to support his contention that -
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the various sbcial problems we treat separately are very
largely symptoms of the same problem: an economic system
that produces too few jobs, too little income and security,
and too few oppértunities for self-fulfilment.

Labelling theorists such as Edelman maintain that
terms %tike "mental illness,” 'criminal,' "drug abuse" focus
attention on the alléged) weakness and pathology of the
individual, while diverting attention from  their
pathological social and econom}é eﬁvironments. Such theory
1s in accord with the views of Reasons and Perd;e (198f) who ¢
shggest that the idea systems prevailing {n contemporary

North America are those that are in the interests of power

and.wealth. Social problems, in their view, are the result

. of the maldistribution of power and wealth.

,The solution, therefore, 1lies not in changing the

person labelled as deviant, but in changing society to

¢

correct the injustices which cause misery.

Some Stratégjes for Social Change

-

Approching change from the "critical” perspective, we
enter into the realm of community organization practice.

. A3 f
Here the methodologies include a variety of

iniervention! practices, rang?ﬁﬁ??rom the low—key‘ "planned
change*® concepts inspired 'ISy‘ Lewin to the highly
confrontational actionsAbased on M&rxiqn analysis.

Rothman (1979) préposes a .useful three-model appréach

to intervention into communities:

1. Locality . development which pre-supposes that

21 :
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comhunity change can be pursued most effectively 'by\

3

involving a wide spectruh of local people in goal

determination and action. The emphasis is on democratic

. procedures, self-help, indigenous leadership.

L2, The social planning model emphasizes a

technical process of solving social problems. Rational
. % "

\

deliberation, controlled change, and the use gf experts with

technical skills have a central place in this model.

3. Social action pre-suppoées a disadvantaged
segment of the population fhat needs to be organized Lo make
adeéuate demands on the larger community for increased
resources or treatment ‘more in accordance with social
justicé. Its pfactitioners aim at basic changes in major

institutions or community practices and policies. Notable
\ . >

practitiohers of this,. last model would include Saul -

Alinsky and Martin Luther King in the U.S., Gandhi in

India, Lech Walesa 1in Poland.

The Role of Evaluation Research

“
AN

Does evaluation have a role to play in the area of
social change programs? Caro (1971) suégests thaﬁ it does
not, because action-orienfed groups that demapd radical and
rapid social change have neither the time nor. ' the’

inclinafion to wait for the results of evaluation studies.

He further signals the difficulties imposed on evaluation

»

— -researchers faifd' with the hostility of activist - leaders.

"The poverty spokesman resents that social research on

© poverty has nearly always been initiated by outsiders and is

-

- i
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addressed ‘tb‘issups defined by outsiders."” Caro (1971: 16)

concludes that many aqti;iéts cynicaliy view research as
awsubsﬁitute for needed "action. | : - . '

‘On the other hand, a. number of writers and
ptac;ltioners of community organization . feel that
evgluat;on, of social change programs is essential in
guiding the. thoice of strategies, and in answering the
génerél question: “Are we accomplishin@,what we set out to

do?2" ' ’

Key} Hudson and Armstrong (1976) describe goal model,
3 R ’

evaluation in which a program of action is plénned and
later assessed in strict relation to stated general aims and
to the objectives that are spééified in order to contribute
to the achievqments of these aims. Weiss 7 and

\

Rein (1972) offer a systems model for .judgihg the
N4 7

’

effectivenesJ of a community intervention.
Furthermore, Cox (1970) points out that the question of

accouﬁtability may apply to social change programs whicp.

increasingly, are being funded by various levels of
governments and by ;Z;ndations. ) U

Evaluation Methodology

N k)

-

Unlike the methodology for evaluating "normative" prog-

rams which measures changes to individuals . or groups, the
methodology for measuring the effectiveness of social change
programs must use completely different criteria and
methodologies. For one thing, the standard experimeatal
model + 1is inappropriate because a control group is
most likely not available. \ .

¢ s

. . I
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It is sometimes possible to "measure" the extent

of social_‘changes& using such indicators as new or

\ Ll

increased  government funding for programs, increased

social , acceptance for groups or movements (e.g.: the

number of times . Morgentaler  has been acquitted
on abaortion = charges; the decreasing incidence
of gays béing harassed; the new willingness of

governments to fund tenant associations). But gains in such
areas, though they may represent triumphs to the movéments.
involveds, can rarely be subjected to precise measurement.

Since the great majority of the evaluations which are
) A

funded, supported, and get published appear .to be

"normative," we would not expect “"critical® evaluations 'to
L4 .

be found in the 1literature on evaluation research. Where

evaluations: of social change programs are published,

.

they téke the form of case histories and the authors

make no attempt to be scientific, according to the canons of

-

the” experimental model. Such reports would likely

\
3

be found under the librafy index categories of "community

organizing,” "pressure groups” and similar classifications.

Involvement -- A Goal In Itself?

i

Community development workers and agencies face
problems in finding ways to measure change because of‘ the
difficulty Zof being conyincing about qualitative data.
Cawley (1979) has pointed out the need for a model of the
community development process so that "the informed hunches,

intuitive insights and thoughtful philosophical Trationales

‘. 24
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are supplemented by researches that result in tested

»

generalizable descriptions.” (1979: 5).

P }U

A model has been developed for use in an evaluation
system called SHAPES: an acronym for the Shared Process
Evaluation System. SHAPES is based on the conviction that
the process is at least as important as the task in
community development. It sets out, in effect, to document
and record the level of involvement of significant actors
during a series oflkey stages in a community development
program. It thus differs significantly from the usual
type of evaluation in which the ideal methodology isg
the controlled exéerimental model.

One evaluation wusing the SHAPES methodology has been

_included in the data of the present study.

Critique of the "Critical" Approach

Here, as in the "nbrmative® approach, the issue of
values emferges as siqpificant. The concep’ of social change
for the purpose of redistributing power and wealth raises
questions as "who will ‘ benefit? ," "Who will lose?,”
"Will the proposed change ‘truly correct a social injustice,
or will it simply réplaff one set of elites with anotﬁer?'

Warwick and Kelman (1976) distinguish four aépécts of
any sacial inte;bention that raise major’ethiqﬁl issues:

(1) the choice of goals to which the change ‘effort is

i

directed; ' . @
(2) the definition of the target of changg:

(3) the choice of means used to implement the intervention;

25
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“ﬂhkh (4) the assessment of the consequences of the intetventxon.

One of the weakness inherent in the "critical® approach

is that such choices and assessments are based on the values

of the activist-leaders of the intervention or movement.

-

This  must always raise the question  of how

representative are the leaders of a given social

‘change movement. Pressure movements designed to right major

social wrongs pust have the badking of .large groups of
ordinary ciiizens. This does not always happehL For example
Gilbert and Eaton t(l§76) describe _ how a small
group of local activists, claiming to spe;k for a majorigy
in a community, can spear-head change movements which few
may want.

Not all social ﬁroblems stem from economic insecurity
or deprivation; we cannot assert that a re-diptribﬁtioﬁ of
power and wealth would solve all of society's ills.
Upper middle class youthf are not less susceptible
susceptiblé thaﬁ any other group to juvenile crime, drug
abuse and other "deviant” .behavidr: as an exéﬁple,
the wefﬂ-publicize? problems .of the‘Kennedy family 1in ‘the
u.s. kcan hardly be attributed to lack §f either wealth or
power.

{Finally, we should.point‘to‘the rigks inherent in the
type of social engineering which often emerges with a new
social order.

The Quiet Revolution in Quebec, as an example, has

indeed altered the old power structures and has resulted in

a broader distribution of social benefits, particularly in

r
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the areas of health and social services. But it has brought
- )

"with it a breed of technocrats, .social engineers s+ who

administer the"system dnd who decide how, wher;, and to
whom services will be given, *
i OTHER FACTORS‘
In additon to the issues posed by the two theoretical
frameworks described above, there are other factors which
affect the delivery of social services and the evaluations

of those services.

fgﬁz”

THE ISSUE QF VALUES "
We have seen that the issue of wvalues

plays a crucial role in’ the study of evaluation
research. How 'sciengific' can evaluation research be when
Eh; measures of cﬂange, success or faijlure are determined
in every caste by the values of the researcher?

The qu;stidn of value-free science was raised by -Weber
(1949), who first pointed out the distinction between
"existential knowledge," i.e., knowledge of what "is,"
"normative knowledge," i.e., knowledge of what "should be."

While admitting that in the social sciences, value
judgements arising out ofﬂtggrsonal ideals 'may- tend to
influence scientific argumgpés, Weber maintained that such
value judgements have no piéce in empirical scignce.

Re¥earchers in the cultupgl sciences, he felt, must
consider that analysis oF thé d;ta is an end in itself, and

must refrain from asseésipg the value of the individual

facts 'in terms of their 4re1a$ionshi§s to ultimate values|

4
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In  ‘attempting to  create a gqulf between science
and values, Weber's doctrine ‘of a value-free sociology
sparked a debate between those who agree that the
‘kngwledge of  what "is" must not be contaminated
by the  knowledge 037 what "should be,™ and

those- who argue that value-free sociology 1is neither

desirable nor, indeed, possible. : -
, | | . ’ —~
Gouldner (1963) suggests that social science has an : .
obligation to\_manifest both its relevance and its concern
for the contemporary human predicament that forms the basis ¢
. . . o Vw
of its study, or risk losing credibility.
"Unless the value relevances of sociological ’

enquiry are made plainly evident, ynless .
there are at least some bridges betwdbn it

and larger human hopes éQg purposes, it must

inevitably be scorne by laymen = as \
pretentious word-mongering.” (1963: 43).

Hampden-Turner (1971) disputes the norms of 5:;};-free
science (detachment and objectivity), declaring that
"affirmation and involvement are appropriate to existential
’ °
enquiry.”
"Where men choose between aspects of their
past experience to create .their preferred
combinations, the moral choice is at the very
heart of existence and cannot be exorcised .
from the investigator or his subjects. ™
* (1971: 34),.
Infaddition, Becker (1966) refuses even to accept the
.possibility of a value~-free’ sociology, maintaining
. that there is no position from which sqgciological research
can be done that;}s not biased in one way or another. We

.

must always look at the matter from someone's point of view.

28
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Qﬁi?ce sociologists cdnnot avoid taking sides, Becker -

"Almost all the topics that sociologists.
study, at A least those that have some
relationship to the real world around us, ag&
seen by society as morality plays and
shall find ourselves, willy-nilly, taking
part in those plays on one side or another."
(1966: »45). . '

counsels that their problem is to make sure that, Qhat%ver
point of view they take, their research meets the stanaard
of good scientific work so that their unavoidable sympathieé
do not render theig‘;esults invalid. _\/' |
Since the word "value" forms the central concept in the
word "evaiuetion,“ it should not sWrprise us that the isgue

must be recognized and t'can be expected to

N B
arise and play a key role in the study that follows.

PSR

ORGANIZATIONAL ISSUES . ’

Also imdbrtant among the factors which affect -the
delivery of social services are organizational issues,

issues - of history and © ideology that govern the

selection and delivery of programs; political issues both

. inside and outside the organization which affect the way

services are delivered, as well as the way the process of

\

evaluation is perceived,

History and Ideology =+~ -

Jackson's (1972) research demonstrates how an
organization's ideological approach governs its definition
of the sfguation. the problems requiriné solution, and the

strategies and tactics that seem appropriate. In his study

29
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of three different service-oriented organizations working in

[y

the same community, Jacksorv shows how a difference in
istorical backgrounds plus ongoing internal conflict
. .

colored the outlook of each organization in different ways,

leading each of the three to adopt widely differing choices

of social action within the same community.

L

Internal and External Pressures

)

Benson (1973: 376) points to the effecf of contradic-
tions withirn organizations which include incompatable struc:
tural arrangements, conflictinglgoals,-and vested interests
of distinect groups or Aivisions in the organization, and

‘ conflicting perspectives or ideologies held by
partic{pants. These contradictory ekementé ’glay crucial
roles in shaping and reshaping the organ&zation and >its
approach to the™delivery of services. ‘ ‘ ‘

The effects of a variety of iNternal contradictions

‘upoA the direction, and indeed the survival of organizations
Ihas been‘ documented "by a number of writers. Both Thompson
(1967) and Brager (1969) discuss the effects of threats from
the extgrﬁal community and of uncertainty upon ‘a system;
cqn@itidn§ which lead in some caées to intérnal conflics. '

Marchant (1980) describes the polarization and confliét
between professionals and buReaucrats that occurs when an
agency is’ faced with survival issues. The results in the

A\ .
particular case uhder study were that services to clients,

"'. which should have been a primaﬁyﬁ,»cqpéérn became
peripheral. : -
e ' e -, : ! .

A
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Merton *(1949: 151) has identified the negative effect
that bureaucratic structures may have upon the servié;§izz ,

delivered by an organization, poihting out that where

officials are gupposed to serve the public, the very
| 4 “$ : '
norms of impersonality which govern their behavior may

cause conflict yith _ individual citizens.
In short, there is much evidence to support an analysis -
of organizational development -which suggests that
* . L2

organizations are at all times unstable, containing

)
-

contradictions which are not resolved, providing'the basis

[\ #

. ' A

for organizational change. It is evident thHat any study of
. dai

services, delivered by organizations, and evaluations of

those ser¥ces must take such issgues into~consideratipn.~\\\\
o ‘ - S 4
Expectations Arising Out gi %heoretical Background

Based on the foregoing discussion of the two |
theoretical perspectives, and issues around values and

#rganization, we will 1look at’ reports of evaluation

sgudies and ask: "Was the program planned in a
'normative' or 'critical' perSpectiveél and "Was the
evaluation done in ca ‘'normative’ or a_ 'critigal'
perspectiys?"

°

1. "If the program is "normative," we should eipegt the

social problem to be identifed as being caused by. a

particular type of person or behavior. We would expect the |

stated objectives of the program to be a change in behavior
‘and/or attitudes. A successful outcome of the prodram would

be identified as a ' significant, measureable change in

31 o
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behavior.
b ]

* If the evaluation of a "normatlive" program is also?
"normative," we would expect the evaluation research

‘to accept ‘the \above definition of the probleém and

objectives” of the program, and to use the Y standard

» * ’ ~ ’ ' e

[

,experimentaljjodel to measure results.

If the/ evaluation of a  "normative" program is
4 «"eriticql,"h we - would expect  the researchers to
reject the definition  of the social problem and

* the objectives o%?\fhe program as inappropriate; we would
. D S v . ' .
expect a .report of. "evaluation impossible” given the absence

F : ot

-of agrleed-upon goals. Y

[

2, I& the Erogram is "criticaf:“ we expect the social

problem to be &gceived as rooted in 5001o-econom1c

2 conditions; /we would expect the objective of the program to

q

be some form of social change, brought about by organlzed
»
‘social' or polltlcal pressure; a successful outcome of the

- progran wou}d be 1de&glf;ed as a qualitative change in the

conditions’ of the af;ytted group or population. -

«If the evaluation of a "critical" program is also
"cqit};al," we would expect a report which’

, , . ‘ ) . '
describes changes 1in teérms of new rights, concessions,

or other gains, as defined by the program objectives. -

’ ]

If the evaluation of a "critical" program is normatlve,

we would expect the researchers to reject the 1dent151cat1€n
of. ~the -problem and the objectives of the program as
inappropriate; we would expect a report of "evaluotion

» » . .
impossible" given the absence of agreed-upoen goals.
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How The Research Questions Will Be Answered

This study set out to answer the following questions:

_Where an ‘evaluation of a ;ocial ptogram indicates no

”effect,n“ is‘ this because,‘ }) the program design_ is - T

-faulty?vﬂor 2)‘£he_eva1uation méxhodolOQY'is féulty? or

. 3) because tﬁe‘pfééram f;ils to addregs the root cause

of the social problem? ’ ] .. -
It is 'expected ;hat the answers to these&q&estions may be’ :
obtained by,gxamining and charting the }ggprted re;ultsﬂ of | //,j
evaluation stJdies, as shown in Fidures 1 and ‘2. C
Figure 1 shows the réasoné:for a "no gffect"reédlt .of  a
*normative® ’and a‘”critical'tevaluatjpn.of‘ a “"normative" v

program.

Figure. 2 shows the reasons for a "no-effect” result, of a’.

%

"normative™ and a 'critical‘.bvalugijon of a "gritical"” ;

. B = 22 -

) | , .

program.
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Figure 1 ' o

. When the Evaluation of a 'Normaglve" Prqgram
- Shows 'No Effec

» . : !

‘Evaluation repoft ” . Reasonsg for
of "Normative"” Evaluation "No Effect”
Evaluation produces clear ‘ Faulty program
_ results, but data show design

that the indicators of.
program success (change

to person or groups) are
not being met. Nonignif-
icant, measureable 1mprove-
ment shown.

Standard- experimental model Faulty evaluation
was not followed. Evaluation . methodology
results reported as "mixed" ’

Because of gaps in data, or as
"sound evaluation impossible.”

-ty
;, .
Evaluation Report of ‘ ’ ' .
"Critical” Evaluation. '
Evaluation impogsiblé, since - , "Normative®™ program
stated objectives of the . fails to address
program are faulty. : - . the root causes of

! the social problem.




Figure 2

When the Evaluation of a *

Program Shows "No Efféct.

Evaluation Report of

"“Normative" Evaluation

Evaluation impossible since
objectives of the program
are faulty. ’

Reasons for "No
Effect™ *

Program fails to
address root causes
of the social préglem

Evaluation Report of
¥Critical® Evaluation
!

Goal model evaluation
indicated that .stated
goals not being t.

No social change ' reported.

Evaluation impossible since
indicators inappropriate.

+

?aulty program

~design

Faulﬁy evaluation
me thodology
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Chapter III ’

THE RESEARCH DESIGN .

The- Plan For The Study

To recapitulate: the field of evaluatioh research ,
includes a growing body of literature critical of the

evaluation of programs designed to alleviate social problems.

. A high pevcentage of the evaluations done seem Eo suggest

that such programs have little or no effect on the social

problems at which they are targeted.

-

L

This may be because many of these programs are indeed

- ineffectual; being either badly designed or badly carried

out. fp may also be because the evaluations were badly

executed. .

~ .

third possibility, posed‘by 'criticél"gpeorists, is
th;t oth programs and evaluationé fail té'address the roof
causes of the social problems they iFe designed to
ameliorate, setting out, as they do, 'to chang; the devjiant
or groubled person, rather than to change the economic
conditions that cause the problem. v
This study; then, sought to address three specifiﬁ
questioné: "Is the perceived failure of evaluations caused
by 1) faulty program des}gn? 2) faulty evaluation
methodology? or 3) failure to address the root causeérof the
problemé; |

A fourth question was also asked: ”Whére the project
is evaluated as ‘'successful,' what is the combination of

eleménts in program and evaluation that appear to be

N
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significant?”

Issues in Evaluation Research ‘ '

Out of the literature on evaluation research, cited
earlier, arose a number of issues or factors that appear to
affect the effectiveness" of any given evaluation study.
Some of these might be gréuped under the general concept of
"climate of the  evaluation.” They include a variety of
. . -
factors which influence the personal relationships hstween
the evalpators and the staff of *the agency; relationships
which  may affect the researcher's access to  data.
Evaluators who were'membe;s of the agency's own staff might
be expected to be working in a co-operative atmdsphere, and
to have ready access to data, while those sent in from
outside‘ by a funding source, for instance, might find a

hostile reception = and have difficulty obtaining the

information needed to do a sound evaluation.

Issues Which Might Affect Program Delivery
“‘ﬂ
Readings.on organizational theory helped to signaf some

of the 1issues which bear on the identification of social

problems and the design of progtams/ﬁb\ggal with them, as

-

well as illuminating the. importance of ﬁhe-politica} issues
surrounding the agency. In assess;ng the effectiveness qf
any program, it would be important to be aware of threats to
the agency's funding, for ex;mple, or of power . struggles
within the organization itself.’

The writer's own experience as a worker in four
different social‘dgencies and community oréanizations \was

~
A g
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. Source of Data

also wuseful in identifying factors that have a bearing on
program concept and delivery of services. These include the
agency's choice of prevention or treatment "~ methods, the
valués ugsed in setting goals and' objectives for treatment,
the prograﬁ's status ;nd history within the agency;

specifically, whether the program is a pilot project or an

ongoing service, and other factors.

The "Unfortunately™ Factor

In reports of evaluations, the word “"unfortunately”
appears with frequency. It is used to signal departures
from the ideal, situationé\where compromises had to bgamade,

where important data was unavailable .or withheld, and where
B

differences of opinion occurred between evaluation
researchers and program staff, or between program staff and

clients.

'

The "unfortunately” factor has been 1included as” 'a

variable in this study to find out if there is a significant

relationship between its use in a report and the success of

¥y
the project.

Since this study was to be an* evaluation of the
eiiséing evaluations of social p;ogfamé, and since virtually
every e{gzuation project results 1in a written report
submitted by the researcher, the logical source o% data was
deemed to be *a selection of those written reports..

It was assumed that the sources of such reports‘,would

be the organizations funding social research, such -as ;

[
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federal and provincial departments of health and welfare;
the individual organizations whi;h had been the subjects of
évaluation; and university and other libraries. It was also
assumed that such reports would be readily available to
researchers interested in studying evaluation methodology.

Unfortunately, the second assumption turned out to be
wrong. ‘A high percentage of evaluation studies are done on
a contract basis, and the gesults are deemed to be
confidential. Furthermore, because of;the political nature
of the evaluation process (an issue to be discussed more
fully later on) many ofgani;atiohs and funding "’ bodjes
refuse to make public the results of their | studies.
For example, Health’ & Welfare Canada, . which
requires én evaluation of very project it funds,
refused access to\ those reports on the grounds that
;he information is confidential.

The data for this study, then,ﬂ was limited to the
material to be found in libraries. A search was made of the’
holdings &isted under "Evaluation Studies," and similaf
classifications, in the libraries of Concordia University;
McGill (McLennan, School of Medicine, " and School of-Secial
Work) ; CarLeton;'as well'’as in the Bibliothéque Nationale du
Québec and the Bibliothé&que de la Ville de Montréal. |,

Even here, very few useful studies were found. The
méjority of. the holdings listed turhed out to be outside the
field of this study. Four useable research . reports were

eventually found, cone 1in Concordia, and three in the

library of the McGill School of Social Work. An additional

' 39
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two were supplied to the writer by colleagues.

An additional source was discovered in these same
libraries in the form of reports published in the
professional journels dealing with evaluagion research, and .
with the health and social sciences: These include The
&

Canadian Journal of Public Health, Evaluation, Evaluation

Program Planning, Evaluation & .Change, and Evaluation

Review. ’ v "
. N‘\Q;

S—

The Sample

Based upon the material that was available within.the
time allotted té‘thé search, ten studies were.selected. The
number of ten was imposed by the limitations of- time and
resources,

The éample included six published reports, and four
reports"written as 5ournal ar§icles. The programs that weye
examined éealt with juvenile delfnquency, parole and

. . . .
probation, drug addfé¢ioﬁ, nutrition education, battered
children, needs of senior citizens, families in crisis, low-
income citizen activists. Geographically the programs ranged:
from Langley B.C., through Winnipeg, Toronto, Ottawa,
Montreal, and the state of Nebraska in the u.s.

The advantage of using these reports as sources of data
lies in the fact that they are professionally researched
observations of the workings of social programs, and that

the information they provide is offered in a structured and

self to categorization and

, ' . \ o gl
organized manner. This lergf#y

content analysis.
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The disadvantage stems from the fact that each report
is written by the evaluator who did the research: a possiblex
source of bias.

The reports published in journals have the additional

-

_disadvantage that such articles -tend to focus on evaluation

L

méthodology, and to -ignore completely the important
r
organizational, ideological, and political issues, For

example, the outcgme of the evaluation on the agéncy and its

#

pz:§raﬁ - is not discussed in the journal articles we

analysed.

° . . '

Given ‘'the political nature of the evaluation process,

and the evident reluctance of organizations to make stﬁdies
available, the very fact that a study is published at all is
a statement about the openness of the orgaﬁizafions
involved. It also suggests that an attitude of wariness be

»

adopted by those using such reports as a source of ‘data,

- since they were written to be read by those responsible for

funding the evaluation, or for funding the progfam or

agency. ~

Further Sources for a Follow-Up Study

At a stage 'too. late to be of use in the present study,
an additional source of evaluation reports was h%iscovered.
The library of thé Cénadian'Council on Social Deve;oﬁhent in
Ottawa .contains evaluations which are available to students
of éocial issues,’a number of which appear to be relevant to
the present study.

There are also legal and political avenueé'ﬁhich‘ might




be explored through approaches to the research directors and
the planning and evaluation officers of federal and
provineial health and social service departments.

On the whole, though, the writer's experienced
diffiéhlty in obtaining examplgs of evaluation reports is

confirmed by Prof. Shiner of McGill and Prof. Rutman of

Carleton, both of whom are involved in evaluation research.

!

The Process -- Content Analysis

1 4
¢ Content analysis, according to Holsti. (1969) 1is a

methodology particularly suited to research questions which
can be answered directly by a description of the attributes
of contents, and frequency of occurrence. It was the method

selected for this study because it involves the systematic
‘ ‘ - s

‘

coding and categorizing” of information contained in

documents.

Strengths and Weaknesses of thef Methodology
1
Y

An advantage of content analysis, according to Holsti.

. (1969) is that it presents few problems of inference because
validity does not require comparison with data outside those
under analysis; the research question can be answered

directly from a description of communication content

(1969: 67). . \
Furthermore, since the data in the present study are

presented in ‘the form of .research reports which are in

themselves {Prhalized structures, the analysing and coding

of the information is facilitated.

-

‘"However, content analysis stands or. falls by ¥the

-
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clarity and approp;iateness of igs_gateQOties. In collapsing
data into ideal types, or categories, there is always the
need fo make judgemgpts,.‘with its attendant danger. There
_is also the risk of losing sharpness of definition. It |is
possible, for example, that there are in the present study,
instances of “reading 'betweén the 'lines™ in assigning
informationA to a particular category, or that assumptions
were made that are not, in faﬁt, correct. For example, in
the frequent absence of any mention of "evaluation climate,”
the assumption was made, '@ainly from the general tone of

the report, that the climate was co-operative.

.

-The Checklist or Grid

The next step 1in the design of .this study. w;s to
crystalize the various generalized issues and factors,v
identified in the above sources, into’ a set of specific
questions around the operations of the agency, the program,
the evaluation and ‘the results. These questions were’
organized into the form of a checklist or grid (Appendix
"A"). )

,As an example, the quéstion on "The theoretical bgsfs
of the program" was intended to find out whether the ;rogram
set out tq‘rehabilitate'ité client through counselling, or
by teaching skills for coping with »1ife's problﬂms; or
whether the aim was prevention through a cognitive médel.

This check}ist or grid wa§ pre-tested ‘and some

modifications were ma¥e. The revised grid then became the

instrument used to analyse the contents of each of the

43'/,%- | | \
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reports forming the data of this study.

The information produced from each report was then
coded, categorized, and collapsed into typologies, which are
defined below;

Categories to Nwhich no answers appeared in the‘ data
(i.e., "political climate,” "hidden agenda") wete eliminated
from the findings. The significance of their absencé from
eyaluation reborts is dealt with wunder the Discussion

. ‘0
section.

A4

Definitions of the Typologiem . 2

The typologies defined heré are divided into Program

’

Variables and Evaluation Variables.
For example, "Type of Social Problem" is a Prdgram
Variable. "Deviance,"."Un-coping” and "Dissatisfaction"" are

v

values of thié.variable. Their definitions are aslfollohs:
PROGRAM VARIABLES: h,

Type of Social~Problem

1

"Deqiance' - exemplified by drug addiction,
delinquency, crime '

"Un-coping” -~ inability of persons or families to
deal with the problems, pressures, requirements of society,
leading to what is identified "in social-work tgrmg» as

personal or family crisis.

"Dissatisfaction” -- with the way things are in

. | S C e R .
society, expréssed by individuals or groups in terms, of

proposed: action for change.
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fzge ef Program ,

”Rehab"“L designed to bring the person or group

‘back to accepted social behavior and norms.

? N
"Prevention" -- designed to identify and remedy
N . ‘
potential/sources of degance.

o

‘"Communitz org." =-- programs designed to help

gfoups to organize and take action on their own‘behalfq

. ’ r\&
to 'bring about change. y

Ideolog¥ .Behind Programs

'"Li£e Skills" ~-- assumes that people can be charged,
and helped to conform to "normal," acc;ptablé behavior
through psychotherapy or counse}ling} that behaviorsécan be
changed, learning capabilities impro?éd, personality tr‘its

altered, attitudes _ towards society *.imptove&, . that

individu&ts and groups can be taught to manage the various

[3

9 “
skills needed to cope with life-in this society.

"Cognitive --assiies that the leafning of information

about” a social practice (s&ch as . birth control, eating
habits, smok;ng, drug use, child—qearina, etc.) will-affect
béliefs and féelings asqut’;he~practiée, which in turn will
lead to "healthy" behaviors. W

"Take Charge"‘ -- focuses on the democratic activity of

people participating in the solution of their own préBlems,
Wfor the common good"? ~the process of reaching the goal is

sopetimes viewed as important as the goal, itself.

. o i
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Program Methodolagy

"Multi-intensive Therapy” -- use, by the helping agency

.

of treatments that are mubti-disciplinary, highly flexible*p

.
breaking the usual boundaries of agency, jurisdiction, inten-
sive, accessible, available on demand; characterized . by
small case-loads, close frequent contactg, one worker

playing many roles. o

"Traditional Counselling" -— the traditiénal model of

therapy br other counselling sessiops on a programmed basis.

1

: "Educational” -~ the programmed &a\chi;\g of information
L ) # £
and skills. . . . ,

"Pressure” -- the organizing of activist groups to
[
t

Ppressure the authorities intgq changing ' conditions deemed
. - . -

unsatisfactory.

.
L]
11

Project History ’ -

"Pilot/experiment” -- a prograﬁ designed“to.test a new

theory or method.

-

"ongging® -- a continuing, established program.

!

o
i

v EVALUATION VARIABLES:

b

Evaluation Methdﬁology

"Experimental” -- the classic experimental model, in

-

which samples are randomly assigned to control of
exper imental groups; pre- and poét-éests are administered to
Sbtb groups, / and follow-up tests are administered to both

groups at intervals subsequent to treatment.

f

Ao,
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- "Non-experimental” -- any other methoddlogy which

~

varies from of the experimental model. N

Evaluation Climate ) ' <

\ ' 1

“Co-operative" -- where it is evid?nt from the writtéen

report that program workers and evaluators are freely
\ .

sharing objectives and data. . \ 5

"Hostile" -- where the evaluator reports havingL

experienced difficulty in obtaining actcess td data, or where

. ' 7 . '
other obstacles to the study are raised by program staff.
: /

"Not reported® -- where the report makes no mertion , of
. \

the attitude’ of program staff.

2

Evaluation Status

\
"Built-in" -- where the evaluation procedure’ is buil%

into the planning of thé'progfam and the: evaluator’ forms

part of the.program staff. .- S ~

.
-

"Imposed” . =-- where the d7Valuation is done as an

-
afterthought, often by an outside consultant or group.

Evaluation Results

LS

"Program Goals Achieved" -- A gignificant ‘amount of;

positive change was measured along the agreed-~upon ,

indicators of "success."™ For e&ample:‘ "pParticipation (gn

- the program) resulted in a  downward trend in number

r

of offences; increases in re-entry inio/ employment or
education; reduced psychiatric hospitalization, as measdred

\ N
by official records and client self-report.”

¢

4

. 3 - ) & . “,
"Results Mixed"  -- Some portion of the stated ~ goals

>



LN

,’y'conclusions can be drawn.

PR

—~ -

"'was achieved, ' or improvement was demonstrated in a portion

of the té?éet group. For example: “The (nutrition education
program} ° produced large positive effects on knowledge and

behaviors but no changes on food preferences.”

"Program  Goals Not Achieved™ -~ A successfully

&

conducted ~“evaluation, which followed the classic
experimental model, failed to demonstrate that the program
effected any change in the target population,

"Evaluation Impossible® -- The evaluator reports that,

for any og‘a number of reasons, the data required to measure

program effectiveness - were not available, ~and no valid

48
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
¢

of the ten programs examined, eight operated out of a

«

zpormative' framework, in which the objective was to chﬁnge

the persorr.

4

The reason for this, it is apparent, lies in the source

of the data used 1in this study. The whole field of

.t

evaluation research, as diScussed by Weiss, Suchman, Caro,

[

and' others, and as written up 1in library and journal
!

sources, operates within the “normétive: framework. The
programs ;eValﬁated set out Fo "change the person™ i some
way, and the evaluation methodologies set out to measure the
extent of change. | :

Our fidaings, therefore, expresied in . terms of
success or failure of program or of eQaluation, must be
viewed in a “ﬁormative"perspective.

[ A
Table . shows that four of the ten programs achieved

the goals established for .them, and another four achieved

mixed, or partial success.- This tends to refute the

critics of evaluation research .who suggest that a high
' . .

proportion of programs fail to solve the problems to -~which

Y

they are addressed.
- . It will be noted, too,‘that six of ten evaluations used
methodologiés which- produced segmingly clear results. Where
the ewaluatibn results are in doubt, the program results cén
only be in doubt also. Where a sound evaluation was

impossible, no results .can be projected for the program.

There were no cases, ' within the sample of ten, where a

[

successfully conducted evaluation found a program to have
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failed completely.

Tables 2‘ to 6 indicate ;hat might be the optimum
combinatioﬁ of elements; of the four programs which achieved
their goals, three,;re rehabilitation programs (Tables 3A,
3B, 3C)% fhey arise ou; of a "life-slills' ideology

{Tables 4A, 4B, 4C). They use multi-intensive therapies

(Tables 5A, 5B, 5C) as innovative experiments (Tables 6A,

GB' SC)Q s . r'a '.
In 1 four cases, the 'evaluation climate ‘was
either perative, or not reborted (Tables 2B to 6B). In

three cases, the evaluations were built into the program
(Tables 2C tQA§C), and the evaluation methodology was the

élassic experimental model (Tables 2A to 6A.).

The foué?ﬂ case in' which goals were achieved was a

community organization project, where the evaluation was

an after-thought -and was conducted by the SHAPES method

described earlier.

L . \

We ' note that none of the three "prevention" programs
achieved their goals (Table 3{; nor did'either of. the'
"cognitive” (Table 4). 'Fraditional counselling™ and
'echatiph' metﬁodologies failed to achieve better than

mixed results (Table 5). None of the on-going programs were

among thdse evaluated as “"successful® (Table 6).

*

1. Tables 2A to 6A show a relationship between program
variables and evaluathon methodology. . Tables 2B to 6B show
a relationship between those same variables and evaluation:-
climate. Tables 2C to 6C show a relationship between program
variables and evaluation status.

.
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Looking at. the edéLpation methodology (Tables'2A-6A),

we see that three of the four successful evaluations used
B .

i
the "experimental® model, with a wide variety of indicesg
-

agreed upon by practitioners at the beginning of the
programs. Evidently, it is possible to conduct sound
evaluation research, at least where innovative pilot
projects are being testeq.

It ;ppea}s to be essential, however, thatr the
eva}uating team be built into the design of the program, and
that evaluators have a say, from the very beginning, in the
selection of the. indicators of “"success" and in the
methodology used to do the evaluition (Tables ZCJGC).

?Qe 'experimenta;' model also'produced two cases where
program rbsu\ts appear to be mixed (Tabies 2A~6A).
Presumably, as noted ’eatlie; this methodology might, in
a larger sample, have re;ealed examples of programs which
failed completely to achieve the desired results.,

. The "climate” in which the evaluation is carried out

%
appears to be important {Tables 2B-6B). In only two cases

"was the climate portrayed . as “hostile"™ and in both,
a sound evaluation was judged to be impossible, due to

the withholding of information or the refusal to

- permit testing of adency clients.

If there is anything to be learned from the two cases

where evaluation proved to be impossible, it is that in both

cases the evaluation methodology was noﬁ—experimenkal. the
~evaluation had been imposed upon the agency by outside

' M " ‘ . . - s
gources, and the atmosphere was hos:}Xg, with information

67




being withheld from the researchers (Tables 2 to 6). ‘

"Unfortunately" Factor

The use of the word "unfortunately"” in a report
signals some departure from the planned,}procedure, a
compromise either in the program or the evaiuétioa. Table 7
shows that the "unfortunately® factor appears nine times in
the four cases’where results were mixed, and nine times in
the two cases where results were impossible to assess. In
the four cases where success was achieved, no deviation

from the ideal was reported.

Other Variables - ,
It was expected that political pressures w1th1n or with

out the organization might have a significant bearlng on the

results of the program - being delivered. In only‘

three out of ten cases was the “climate" 1in which
the agency operated mentioned by the evaluators. In
-dkwo cases the "climate® was reported as positive and stable,

in the third it was reported as turbulent. The two

stable agencies incluyded one in  which the

~evaluation was impossible, the other. in which goals were
being achieved. There"wofyd'appear, from this limited
sample' at any rate, to be no relationship between agency

"climate" and'the outcome of the evaluation to the.agency.

Hidden Agenda

S

Among the criticisms of evaluation research is the
*
observation that evaluators often bring to their projects a
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hidden agenda, of a political nature imposed upon them by
outside sources. Although this was one of the variables to
be examined in the current study, no instances of hidden
agenda of a political naF&Fe were reported. Perhaps this is

not surprising since all reports were written by the

evaluators themselves.
o,

Qutcome to Agency

The outcome to the agenéy as a result of its proggém
evaluation was reported in only two of the ten cases, and
these éwo were both 1nstances where evaluation was judge§-
impossible, One adency whose progrSm could not be evaluated
had its project expanded, the other's program was cancelled.

It should be noted that noﬁe, of the studies of
successful ' pilot ‘or experimental projects reported on
whether or not the innovat}ve‘model was adcpted for general
use, or whether the program continued after the evaluation
was done. It wéuld appear that the outcome of an evaluagion
upon an agency's program is not considered by évaluators' to

be a signifcant variable; the issue is not mentioned in

eight out of ten reports studied.

[4]

Evaluating Community Organizationbprograms

Tables 3A, B, and C show that the sample included two

community organization programs, one of .which appears to

have .achieved its stated goal, the other proving impossible

to evaluate. Since the goals of pressure-group activities

and citizen movements are political, éhe *normative" frame-

work of evaluation used in all but .one of tQS§e studies

¢ 70




is inappropriate. ) .

l'The problem of determining'*ar%?bles‘and methodologies
for measuring social change or»politiéal gains was diséLSsed
earlier. One answer appears to be a model of process
evaluation in which 'sﬁeps toward a goal are idenéified\ in

"advance and reqgular assessments are made ‘of 'act}bns taken
. » S

and progress made.

4 In one gf‘the cases in this study, the involvement éf
activ}st-pargicipants was ‘'signaled as one of the éoqls of
the project.‘lh_this instance, the use of the SﬁAPES méthoa
of evalgation produced an indication of success.

L4




Chaptef Iv

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

. This study was undertaken to clarify the author's views

N ,
on the effectiveness of social programs and the role of

their evaluations.

-

Resé&tvations about the efficacy‘ of the evaluation

process, éparked by experiences in the "field,
appeared  to be supported by Weiss (1972},
. Guba - (1972), Mann | (1972) and ®a. number of other

Y

critics, who have pointed to the high percentage_ of

evaluations which indicate little positive effect.

&

Several questionss weres poseé: "Is this the result of
faulty'program design, unsound evaluation methodology, or

because both program andgevaluation were inappropriate?”

I

Furthermore, "If cases can be found of evaluations ,that

appear to indicate successful results of programs, what
is the combination of elements which seem to have

contributed to success?"

It would égggz% from this study'that the"quesﬁgoné can

" be answered in several ways, depending on which theoretical

approach 1is used to view the'dét?.
Those adopting the "normative" perspective, as we saw

earliér, suggest that social ills rgsult‘from the inability

3

+ + ’ ! .
of some individuals or some groups to adapt to the stapdards

of béﬁaviér_ set by society. Deviance, in the words of

Reasons andfPeraue_(IQSI), arises out of a°"kind of person”

" or "kind of background”". The deviantkpersonh it is assumed,

is wunwilling because - of personality traits, or unable

/

M . 72 ‘ ot
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because of weakness,. fo cope or conform. o v
Social problems can thus be addressed by programs which
set out to teach new living and coping- ?kills, to alter

personality traits, or to modify "uﬁacceptab e" behaviors.
r
The assumptiqQn behind such programs is that the subject

~

really wants to conform and to change bécauSe society's dis-
approval (and thus his/her stigma) makes life unbearable.

The desired changes can be measured along certain

S

indices, the selection of those indices being governed by

-

the normative values of the program planners ané-operators.
If we look at the data %rom our study, we see:

1)-- three rehabilitative programs in which the goals set
by agency managers were achieved, where positive behavier
.changes could be documenteé, where“ars}gnificant numbpr of
clients went back to school, ory”got and held jobs, or
appeared to resolve family éonflicts;

2)--= two additionai érograms %here results are described
as "mixed," whérein some positive, measurable gains were

B et , L

made by some clients. . \
Furthermoré, the data suggest that it is Qossiﬁle to
do hethodologically sound evaluatidns. Six of the ten

Y
evaluations produced assessments that appear to be clear..

?

C:::infs finding would appear to cast some doubt on our
premise that sound evaluyation is rarely, 1if ever, possible.

Evidently there are circumstances when both evaluations and

programs work hand in hand to achieve the desired reSults.

What are theicharactéristics of successful evaluations?
4 " ‘G?

2
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Based on the data of this study- \\ . ) 5

(1) The -program is 11ke1y to be a pilot projecﬁ,

testing out " innovative methods. "

\

<%

. skills to individuals or families who have had extreme

1

dlfflculty adapting to soc1al norms.

) (3) The program methodology includes multi- dlsciplhqary

tephnlqueif intensified, 1individualized, round-the—clock

i 3

(4) Because it is a pilot project, the evaluation is

. A
llkely to be built in froh the ;start, -with the evaluator a

part of the teanm. ‘Agreement exists on pssgram ob;ectxvés

L3
.

and Mg measuremedts‘of success.
-+

(5) Mechanisms .- are set up to use the 'é;perimental
modelY  with ° p;é—tests- and follow-=up tests-being made to

both‘the tf?ated client population -and an untregied control
. ‘ . 8 a - ..

L - ] . [ ] ", ‘
groups, . LN . ’ ‘

o4 . : e

.- This would'@ppear to answer the questidns posed at the

»

Beglnnlng of this study. ..

r .
However, a very different view of- these programs
emerges if  one takes the - "dritical” approach. At

1]

the most bynical, it 4is Possible to suggest that most of

o~ -

these social programs are 'realEi exercises in  public

relations, designed to make the

i

and concerned.’ -This 1is the/énalysis suggested by Edelman

tablishment lcok: caring

(1977). - C B .

.. Ryan (197i: 152) . argues tWat "almost all our make-

L4
[l

vt

(2) It is a rehabilitative program,' teaching life

'péiiévéiliberal'progréms are off target ... designed either -



™

v o
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¥

g

to change the poor man or to cool him out.” In this’ view,
prescriptions for cure are invariably conceidedﬂto revamp
and revise the victim, never to change the surrounding

circumstances.

f

Y '
'

Viewed from the "critical® perspective, nine of the
ten programs in our data fail to address. the root cause
oéithe problem, since they focussed on changing the pérsoh.

The more approprhste type ©of ' program, under the

"critical"™ approcach, : would be the 'COManity action, or

[t

&

social pressure ,movement.. Our data include. two

examples: one of them failed to achileve its objective and

Co . % . .
one was apparently successful in reaching its stated goals:

v

From the secon@ example, 1t- can be seen that
., L . ‘} - . ‘ . i . LN
some movements do succeed’ 1n changing sccial structures and

3 |
fn bringing some redistribution, of power or henefits to
. . . ‘

. disadvantaged segments of society.

I

+ The “"éritical” approach is a useful® tool - that

provide$d an alternate view of social.problems. It explains

v

in part, at 'least, hodﬁ it %ﬁ that despite the money and
energy tﬁat have been expended over many vyears by

dedicated and skilled professionals in 'many agencies,

T

‘ ' 3 .
there 1is still no diminution in the amount of <crime, .

delinquency, famiy& breakdown, addiction, and other social

B

ilds. * T ~
Insofar as these problems result from.deprivation and

social injustice, the normativéemagencies and programs do no
; ] g 1

address them. In fact, they serve to givert atten;ion away

from the true nature of the problems. ¢

& P

.
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* However this ' perspective does not explain that.
PN .

proportion of deviant behavior which 1s caused by

’

' persqnalxiy factors. It may be true,. as Platt (1969)

sugéests.l that the'  concept of juventle delingquency

was 1nvented to provide Jhstlflcatxon,for the child-saving
N . & t .

+

movement,, with its economic , underpinnings. But not all

delinguéncy is in the eye of the beholder. Somé

youngsters' hostillty may Dbe the result of personality
factors ra&her tﬁan of social injustice.
'It must be stressed that there is a portion of social
probléms which are psychologically inspired, .asnd-
ihich, if . treatable ‘-at all, must e amenable
to psychblogxcally Bhsed methods | rather than social ckangé:
Perhaps éhe most important single finding to emerge
from this. study, then, 1s the key role of the thoretical

perspective which 1is wused in viewing any given social

problem and ‘in judging any given social program: " The skill

- of the ' observer lies in deciding which of the "lenses® is

+

the most abpropriate. ’ ' -

Issue of Values

-t

In four of ¢t cases studied, clients' opinions on the

success or fahlure of the program differed in some respects

from the judgments of the program operators or the findings

of the -evaluators.

\

In such cases, client ratings were viewed as suspect by
the evaluators, on t e assumption that professionals are

"

bettér able than the ~actual sufferer to judge improvement.:
- .\ T
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Notg that »ne of these four was a Kganization
example. '
| Aside from allowing us to wonder T these programs are
designed to benefit, this points up a ey 1Ssue that
underlies both the theoretical approaches; ghe guestion
2f. values. \

The identification of a condition ‘as a "social
problem®, the selection nf strategies for dealing with that
problem, the measures of success or failure; all -these
are based on the value systems of the organizational actor;
1pvolved,

We note that this 1s every bit As true for community
organizers and for social change movements as - for
rehabilitation and prevention pfogramg. Disputes over
values and goals have led to the fragmentation of more than

A
one "progressive” movement,

Evaluation of Evaluations

ra)

This stydy began 'by questioning the role)‘and . the
effi?acy of evaluation researcﬂf One questign which hgs not
been satisfactorily answered is the relationship between the

\evalu;tion and the progr%m.',Pefhaps this is becayse of the
small §ize of the sample.

Only twq cases of the ten give a report on the ouftcome
to the agency of the evaluation that was‘done. Both of these

were instances where a sound evaluation proved, to be

impossible because of th® hostile "climate" surrounding the

.re;éarch. iy

v
. .
f 4 . .
a
" . L A T S '
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In one -of these cases, the inconclusive evaluation was

1g&ored and the pro&ram was expanded. In the second case
the inconclusive evaluation w;s used to support an already-
made political decision to cancel the project.
On the ouécomesrof the other eth£ ¢ases where program
) ‘. goals were judged to have been fully or bartially acﬁieved.
we can only speculaée,
§h1le\4t would be dangerous to draw conclusions based
on ' the limited findings of two cases, ohe , might
éay that mﬁny evaluations are attempts to rationalize and
justify decftions which.have'aiready been made on political
grounds by program manag;rs or fuhders.
What  is \ the explanation of the high percentage of
{ ’

) " evaluations that show: little or no-effect? Probably a

»

N . . . !
combination of factors:

~ ' -~ Some programs really do fajf to achieve their goals;

-~ Some programs do help a fertain percentage of their

b clients, but the “"climates™ or circumstances surrounding

2 P v
their evaluations make a positive evaluation impossible;

.
2

-~ Sometiges a happy combination of circuﬁ%tances

permits both program and evalyation to succeed, at least
. A
in the eyes of those doing the %SEng. -
— ,
\ LY
<
7
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_ THE CHECKLIST QR GRID

THE AGENCY

‘Identification
Source of Data .w.library cail 50)
Type . of program (crime

community devel. etc)
¥

’

Geogr. Area Served

Age of agency when evaluation done
Target pbpulation
Background

of agency (sponsorship,

. philosophical approach, accodntability, etc.

prevention,

health . ed.,
c.f’&‘!

funding,

)hisf%}}f’ h

"Political <climate" in which agency functions (calm and
stable, fighting for survival,* under outside
pressure, internal conflicts etc.)

~ § 4

THE PROGRAM(S) -t ,

Stated primary objectives of'prograg )

Secondary objectives , ) .

Theoretical basis of program

Assumptions arising from above

: . . 0 s '

Program  (actions, services) arising from these

assumptions \ *

Source of clientele (referrals, self-referred, poli&g,

outreach etc.)

¢

IIEX THE EVALUATION

Stated goals‘ of the evaluation -- (
desire tosimprove program;
continued existence, etc.

Any hidden ?oals/agenda eviderit?
- £
Eval. generated byv(outside;'internal)
Eval. funded by (outside: internal)

¥ i

84

regular

Ny

process analysisy .
accountability;
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. . Checklist -=- cont'd

Evaluators (outsiders; insiders; both) 8
! (same discipline as agency; sociologists;
etc.) '

Climate of evaluation (fully co-operative; some data
withheld; adversary/defensive/suspicious)

Comparison with other agencied?

-
THE IDEAL ! ' |
Program goals (restated from p.l.)
Indicators of success in aéhieving goals ‘ - %
Assumptions involved in choice of thode indicators .
Methodology required to measure those indicators
("Ideally, we would measure the following...")
We followed the whole plan... The reseafch was carried
out as planned ‘ 4
B o |
Unfortunately ... we were not able to measure tﬁe
following...
Reasons Lwﬁy we could not measure those pérticuldr )
indicators . ‘
Indicators we settled for instead 4 | ' .
What we acéually did measure (methodology) , |
Results we had to settle for
Admitted ) shortcomings of the evaluat #on feséq;ch |
{indirect measurements: low response, etc.) ‘ |
7
i : @
. ' ' > !
e f ‘ . . . ‘
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| Checklist -- cont'd

| v

Conclusions arrived at, based on what we did

"Rationalizations® ' -- {(we made some agssumptions; there

were additional spin-off benefits; etc)-

If stated goals were met -- L .

-desired change observed in target population '

®

-no change
-change observed, but different from goal

Recommendations of evaluators

[
Outcome to agency of -evaluation (progr. continyes
unchanged; change: recomm. ‘put into practice;
change: progr. discontinued etc,) \k

"
l i
.
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