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: S\qugestlons for and examples of CD evaluabxon :epo:Jts, xncludiag a few

f‘ e Several major cdﬁcluéxons are drawn from the 'study ) In oenefal,

‘or m&t‘hods hut has tempered hse of those developed elsewhere and has , \

t

- Iart of evaluatunﬁ Communjty DeVelopmen!; 1C’D) ac ,vn;;qt as, represeﬂ@ed RRIETN

g ‘

.

B 1n CD llterature. 'rhx, stuﬁy is notﬂ field studyb fnvestigation ' '

"

ORI .
proceaures mclude compar;lspn o-t‘ proposed models of CD eva‘L 1

.t

7

|('

'thh ref)orte of actual ‘practice, an.d comparison of both CD ‘mo é1l'wd1)d ;bﬁ""

S5

.practice 1n ev&f;atloﬂ w.tth models frequentﬁf prcedrxbed, and'sometlmes o .;'."

e
¢ %

guscd for social devclopment act1v1t1es genew:ally.= 'rhe study offers

S L B

. l

‘examplcs of zx:latmg pro;ect rcports to hypotheses of CD procesm ', Y
B SR

'y

.a
'T ‘ 40
the state‘ of the evaluaﬂ.ve art :Ln |terms of ;nod'els a,f\d tools :LS' about
'3
prggrams e);cept for a "hnmber oﬁ

the sanua fox‘ CD ae for other .-,s

R A‘.r‘q 4

mtetestmg new trends, su,ch as advers’ax:y evaluatloq,.m areas outs:.de " | i

of CD but Wthh -may have apphcablhtyk there also. Another fmd.mg 1s
»

P ’ n e .

™ . > . < .

that CD evaluatlon thouqht has not con‘tnbuted a Set of unique princ1ples

gy iAo s gt ,.A._t;., wip e W ey -_t‘~,_a,_ _.,,‘._,. - i f...-‘ e T -l

LAy
H)

' emphas:.zed acthn reSearch ‘and: othor 1n-house deczsion-making processes. ;

. 1 .
thlrd fmdmg 1" that few actual evalua\tl.ons in, soc1a1 settlngs; -

'.‘whether CD or" otherwx.se,r\ﬂ?er been of hlgh callbre. )E‘our{:hv evalua,tlon *.

. . B . ' . S
reports 1n al] soc1a1 development fle’.’lds thd to - *cflect: the 1ow cal;Lbre

-

‘of the actual proceechngs in evaluatmn. F;tth, CD cvaluatmn rgorts.

A

are poorer oh t’he averagc than those in other soc1a1 fleldq oven ]

.~ D

though CD‘ev#t!éns would appoat to face muoh the san gxob exns.as_,_r o ;

';z“__.,w "c ' ).



prchlq in st;n:mg aims in Qﬁtail, eptablishmq cnt:eria and mdicqgrs; :

'.“‘and sctztilg tlme sli@}és t’or eft‘ec{:b antiqipated in CD activit:.es?' Fxnally, #
- therc is neerd fom & u\ode,l or modelg for rcport:%writing so tha(: eva].ua- - ~_.,I’.‘v.:'
' ltxon req&tts from 'v:atiqusrcb ‘activities max be confpared, insofa: -as . .),(’\;,-,f, T

) e posable and desirabie. with r‘esl;ecf td some coimnon clasmfica!:mns, .

.'.:/- e ! l [

e cntena, and indices. _ 51x ,specific zte‘comex)dations are made. ‘

n-". » .
’s . . ) . - -
oz s : 4 L
Vi 4
i N . t
. - Y ’
L 2 )
. . v ]
. " b i ! .

) : '.[” - . ‘.
. A 4.
b - S [} : > 3
. » A
T ‘- ! 2 3 Iy i
. . § . . 5 . - { S
,, o A :
Lo s t
' . . A Ce - I
» . ~ i ¢
. -
.
P ' o
[ X = S
. .. ] - ¢ . i g
-~ . . % . .
i “- 4 .!




e - Y
s AT ! \» .
o e ! ’ |
LA b . SO \ L
. ! .

. , ) ‘ X ! . .' a{' . , “ ra . ; -
. e '+, PACKNOWLEDGMENTS -~ - .~ )

. . Loy ' s - ‘ . : i

L e 'rhe aritor ,wtesscs t-.hanks co Professbrs R.A. Pcndorgast and
‘h ) K . '

i{ayden Robe;rts "for ||..-ir sorvxce on the thes:.s |COmmit:t:ce durmg a peri.od

N o of oth’br preqsing dm 'es- ‘, Thanks are dms also to my wife Phyllis for

. i

hcr. pauence ‘ind 1(le" e, to Gwen Farqcy, without whose spccd and at’uracy
- !t

‘1n',ty§1nq and othctﬁ"‘ opqvatlon the theé’is could not have mct production Lo
[« 3

. " : "_‘:.‘a’aadlines, and to p,.|.~r Fén‘qiey for arrar‘\gemcnt bf copymg on shor?:

- e coat ’ T » . P .I . . '_ ! . o ' i

K R "dotice. R I ST L ‘ o : .
The wrlter-,\«,'knowlnges a gpecial debt to Professor C.A.S. Hynam

) . 5 . ’ . o . ) S ‘ °

- S T . P . .

T * encouragement !..n‘ienCe, adviée, ‘and a g.eneral comm:.tment--of time

and energ!y bcyond Unl norma'lly ext)ected of a thesxs supervisor.

.. Lo Lo RO - oo vl .' . ; Te s fy
. . . ot .
1
AI v . 7 -
' B - 1
i . N
f - -
. ~ . . .
. -4 o . .
. ° &
- ' +
i S PR .
. i B : !
o e e sime - e— . e e Srwe s n Swep e et - - f ’ =
¥. * - / : ¥ .
. A".
PO . 4 3 .
L. '
o . / .
i o . .
E ' o e !
! ’ “N.
i . A
- N .
~
’ ’ ::'b'
! R
. 3
! % : .
. L * \ .
z ] [
.
' ’
K . .
— g .
‘ 1 N
R
1
. ’ .
i i
. S e
., .»"( \ - .
. . > ~ -
a 1 -
Il ‘\',. kY "
’ .;‘5‘?. >
- . om- B '
vi : -



' . . : - ' s : : ' , a,
Sl  TRPLE OF €ONTENTS R

‘. CHAPTER : L b . PAGE

1 INTRODUCTION . « « « « et o b o e o o o oo o o e o v 1
WHY A THESIS ON COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT EVALUATION? . . . 2
L CUMETHOD  « v v 4 e o a e e e e e e e®e e e e e

Form #f Investigation . : . o'W + « +« « v ¢« « 30 w.o | 8
*The Lipcrature»Uséd e .';.. B R ’/ 10
Some Cautions . . . . .0 Sl L o oo e e e e e 12

© UBASIC.CONCEPTS . 4 « = ¢ « v o o v an o n s oo ot o - 14

.- . > .., ‘Community Develépment Défined . . B T 15
: Rolated Concepts . o & ¢ ¢ ¢ v 0 e e e e e g e e e 17
Evaluation Defined . , '« . , « « & o ol o o o W . 19
Eyaluation-RescarEh N LY C R R 21 .
Formative and Summative Evaluation . . . :% . . ... 25

2 GENERAL. THEORY AND PRACTICE IN THE EVALUA'rI'bﬁ
OF SOCIAL PROGRAMS . . . . .+ o o v o v o o o v v oo 27

The Literature Uscd. i . + o« « « o ¢ o & o & o o o u s
‘Historical DevelOpment "= « . o « o = o o« o o « « « . | 31

Recent Trends . .+ « v oo v o v o v W0 o a0 s o PR 50
’ ‘ Problems and Prospects . . ... . « . o i o o 2% o .o . 66

.. 3 GENERAL WORKS RELATED TO COMMUNITY DEVHR@PMENT _ .
© 7 EVALUATION « & & o s e e o o o o so 5 o o o v 0 ta b o 99 .

KEY CD TEXTS. . = < 4. «le o oo o o o o o oo o o o . - 100
Ross: A Canadian View = . . + « o .+ « = « « » « o » 100
An English View . . . . . . . . ¢ p il o oo 0 0 . s " 103
‘An American View . . .. . . . .
A Group of Seven . . ., . o e o e e o e e o . 111
Another Colonial Service View . . . . . . . .'. . . . 116
A Later Amecricany Analysés“&'. P b 3

AUNMANUAL o o o v v o vowe e e d e e e e e e e 132
JREVASIONS .+ v v u vee v w i e e e e e e e e 0. . 134
Gendral ConsideratioRs & . . ¢ . . & 4 v . o .re o . 136 -
Steps in Evaluations 2y . . .. . . o 0. .0 .. . 138
Significante . . i v e e 0 v e i e e e e i we e e 152

107 g



X8

. CHAPTER

Contriputions from India . ... . . .
‘Other Significant Contrxbutlonq « v
Significant Recent DGVelopmcnts . iy

« A Final WOrd e e e e i e e e e e e e e e W

!

4 ILLUSTRATIVE CASES OF CD EVAL_U?\TIS)N REPORTS . . . . . . .

| MOUNTING PROBLEMS . + v v v o o o oifn o « egvme o o o o

A ]
{
5 M
!
6 CO
-
' REFERENCES

SOURCES QF REPORTS *u o'W v s v v v v v v o u a0 v o0

1 0
i .

ILLUSTRATIONS OF TYPES QF tVAQpATION RFPORTS . . . . .~

Non-E¢aluative Research Reports . . . . . . . . .
Evaluation Research Repbrts . . R
Indxan CC Evaluatxon R T A
AT’I‘EMPT AT HYPO’I‘HESIS 'rEs'r&uG e e e e

FIRST TIOUGHTS . N N N

"IN RETROSPECT + « & o' v v v o o s oe o i o o v o o

ANALYTICM.R.BPORTS.........,‘...,...;

Case 1-: San Jose de Naranjo Electrlcai K

Cooperative e e e e e s e a4 s 4 e e e e e e e

Relation to Hypotheses e e 4 4 e e e e e e

Conclusion: Relation 3? Pro;ect to Hypotheses . .

-Case -2: . Gomilla Rural Admlnxstratxve Experxmeltqa.r—
Rclation“to Hypothesess'. . .. . . .

Conclusion: Rela@xon of Project of Hypotheses .« . %

NCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS . . .’ . « . o . . o .

CONCLUSIONS . « & « v v e o v v ere v e v e e a e

RECOMMENDATIONS - « « « & 4 ¢ o 4 « o a v u o v v o .

. S . . '/'\
- - - - - .. - - - - - - - - *> e - ‘e . - - - . . - - »
: ' ‘ . ‘ o .t*
. ‘ °
. . °
o .
) - ’
1' '\ ’
i ' '
viii |

OTHFR WORKS ON CD EVALUATION . 4 . . « . « o v 4 o' o

PAGE

- 154

155
166

. 180

183
185,

186

. 189

189
193
199

215

215

222.
226

‘228>;

228

233§
1236 ¢

.231~.m3

2397

241
24Q
243
246

250



" TABLE -

1‘,

Y

‘with 23° Pomts Nado by wu \ A
N . o OF

~ Summary of «arumz\ki_:nc*\s 7
for them re 15 I\spccts o{“Ihdlan CD ‘Program . . . o . e -

i

Comparison o”f Kcy CD Toxt

Beors' (1970) Rat g;
of D . . -

76) f scssments and Bases

E

F

cuem !
i

ix . ‘c

o J‘ e . D
e e e e ’- . %.’ ..



<%

f“: . ,: l R ( L _ '
. 'S - ' » . 1
: 1 Ce l ' :' % f b ’,w:.:i K ¥
B . éﬁ?«n . , L w4
! ‘»;,i C L
,.‘ B . - Ix . - 'N‘ % ' . . . , * ! ‘:
o 'rhf hesis trades the ﬁstory of ev&luation attenpta tound ‘h
% . n" . ‘ .' /’ -

| cbmmunity development lftcrntuze, woﬁhs tho merits of t:hese atthmpta

h

_against general proposit;ons found in stnndard work.s on wial p:pqram

evaluation (mcluding com\unity developmer? educational, end other

i

é .
programs), and pomg out problens in couuupity development evaluation .

' speqiflcally. Zhe study examines the . literatute on theotiee and speci‘ic
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and_, methods selection fot programs,, are_.lncluded ih. the study.
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in the Community Dewvetoy ment nulleotin, the Tnternational Rgview of

.

. ° . . .
Community Development, o, ¢pe Ccompuni ty flevelopment Review, threg inter-

. . i ‘.
national professional |, rpals for CD practitioners and theoreticians.
‘ - > , ) t
Of these 231 articles (19 porcent of 26%), over half were on CD policy
. J' . .

or Fhilb“”VhY' Only ¢/ (29 percent) were project reports according to

o
‘

Erasmus' "reading of 14 griginal articles without reference to the

" Abstracts categories.”  waorst of alls Erdsmué (1968:665 found ‘that only

42 (18 percent) "qualiiied in any way as analytical papers.”
The shortage .1 sroject reports dacs not appear to have changed

\ . N ) ’ ,
in a secend volume of i, tracts, this time published by Ess;z Press and

edited by Lackey (127.)  The present writer has noted that the 119 ;
S

arti{f&ﬁgfistod Ifi Ll “programs and Evaluation" section of Volume II of
Community Development npstracts (hercinafter short-formed as CDA) con--

stitutc o very minor j...pion of the. 1200 items listed cxclusive of the
y‘? K . ; T
listings of beoks. 1 1pne 119 "Programs and Evaluation" articles, 18 can

be discounted as irret yane to programs and eval@@tion or as duplicates

of articles appearing iy, yolume I of CDA. A check through-other sections

'

of Volume; IT unearthi 1 nother dozen project and program reports.

- .

Undoubtedly others ar. .~ rtered throughout the volume under other headings,
but the number of pro,. .. raporte.fis quite small in comparispn with

materials on other to) i in a4 volume which abstracts items published

X



,aré availdble. If indeed thoy are auj11ablv they do-hot appear- to have

6

& . )
largely in the 1963-68 prriad. _Tb#;othc; topics iqcludq_social,sc;cnge

typologips, lheorxes, and ﬁ;inciples, and pres¢gntation of various,CD_
prihciplcs‘hJL validated by reference to any particular project or program

v ~

. . | . . .
evaluation. Phe general unaQHi]nhility of reportd contrasts sharply w{th

in abstract numbor 1382,5V01um0 II, CDA that countless studies

a statement

° .

made mugh e nt in CD R ofessional journals and volumes of abstracts.
The unavrxlablllty of reports arfnct" the present study 1f othep hlddcn,

reports nontnln subﬁtdnrxglly different evaluatlons from those reported

Iy

‘in proqu,lonal Jourmv s, ‘major tpxts, and a few other sources.

-3l
. ~

In a major text on CD, Brokensha' and Hodge {1969 : 196) state

- flatly that ”the&e are relatively few examples of comprehensive and

[}

rigorous nvaluationé of dévelapmnn; projects . . . . These authors

- !

rogard thomr own teoxt a§ a crltlcal .assesspent of CD at a cruclal 901nt~-

| :
the end of Lhc Un1tcd thlons "Decade fog Dovelopment" w1th 1ts myriad

special prO)ccts In the manner of Dunham, Brokensha and Hodge thlnk

r

the "1950-68 period prova%gs ample sources of material for evaluation;"
- . 5 . . " . i . i

" but that féw of‘thpse sources have béen used for evaluative purposes

“ 2

.(1969:1).  The authors sought in their own text to utglize various sources

to summarize ‘the history of CD, including its origins, influences, and

o ’ . ‘
goals, 'in order. to determine whether amd to what degree _the goalé'have_

been achieved. wWhile the; authors” text sufferds from some difficulties

- ’

*\)

dxqcus sed jY;ildtcr section of this thesxs, Brokensha and Hodge at loast

recognize- a need for evaluatlon, and this’ recoqnltlon is a qtep ahead of
[

a number of other CD authors. )

Another form of cvidence that evatuation is a minor clement in

(B



\\,

- o .. - R :
~. . CD literature is the ypgence of sections on cvaluutlon 1n scvcral kcy

{ L e T o - S U ————

[

a basis'for summativ. syaluations which may help rationalize!the
decision-making Proc...c. The Biddles treat the crucial arca of the

relation of research . ,ta to judgments only when mentioning the impact

v

Of,jqumengé about j..;1e. 0ddly, the Biddles do not mention judgments.

.

Ch texts. In thc.c“ntext o£ the present study,-"kuy texts" are thosc[ E
S v : : _ _
listed in a number i cD bibliographies and/or used in community
M . A
w‘SCVQIOPmL"t courses “bt . The UniVersiéy of Alberta, and conscquently
asﬁumCé to have m“f“ seminal c;ntribu;ionsiin cstablishmén; of CD as ’
a f101ﬂt Key texts ngch as'thnse'by Rbss"{1955),- attcn (19 7), and
Cary (1970’ pl°V1d‘\*nmc clues but not many guldelxnvs and sta;ls for
program or proJ‘lct-“valuatioh. Whllp thc blbllographlcs COnfdlnS? in 1
: ‘ Yo s,
these texts db“bigt 2 fow sources on cvaluation studies and methods,
15Ck of SYQtemﬂtlc dl“Cu;glon of Qhe meortancc of\cvaluatxon and ;ts
attendant techniqueu dpwnpluys tﬁ% s;gnificancc/of évaluatidn-—with
| ] . .
depressing results ’“r tho'_ 1nterestcd 1n,the topid.
Blddle and Widle! s key texb~T;e Conmunlty D@veloment Proccss
(%966)»h;5 a chaptes n aocion résearch* but! this chapter addrcsses‘
Fome C%itical ingbf 1n*evaluat1 only: obllquely lf‘at all Thé N
rP%varCh descr;bed ?f relttqé\only to 'ustmen;s w1th1n a Prdéram by
its immediate Q§er“, hot to the Juestion of viding information and
'éy, asscssm;“ts for the ymirpose of higher 1eve£-’f}nai" or "summabive ' ¥
‘ decisions about;cog“huationJ termlnaglon, or, widespread adoptipn of
| '%‘thhnique or pré“ﬂfm bec1510n makers in reglonal, national, and.
ingerﬁationa} agcncsfw supporting locai CcD efforts need- 1nformat10n
enabling compariéshiqm;nq ccmpeting CD.activities and thctoby‘prgvi@ing'

’
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IR ﬂbOUt programs or 'nchnlqpps, nnd rtrus" only that )u gmcntq about . \\
-M_~ A->-———--———~——~I-- N u, ' ‘ ! ) t.'\
. . a, |

. %
and B’ddlc' 19“6"'|) ’A lator seFtion of thig thesis will P&xurn to )
1
. - the Biddlos' Appriv,.p to chlQaLlOn _ For Lhe momcnt the i portdﬂ}h -
R ,.p01nt is khat eVCH {he Biddles' relaf:vely late: cthrlbutlon to co ‘kﬁﬁ\:yi.
lltnraturn prOVLd'“ little glalgtancé to perséﬁq catchxng fo ‘teghhiqués \\H;Q‘f
| = ; gn@\ﬁfandards for ' valuation of CD aci;qltle;‘ PQKEiCaIariy\fgr coﬁpar§-  ™
IS -, ‘ R PR RN S

-3 N

(thve;and"qgmmatlvu "valuatlons. . X “«

' . : \
N

’BQfOfb\?“‘“m1ng too cr1t1ca1 too soon rgQu\SLng the state ®

. -

_cvaluation in CD, “ﬁo reader bhOUld be advlscd that wf}ters of maJor"

. . e

jtexty in other f‘“'dv of‘ébcial program ebaluatibn (see, e 9y Rossi and
. B B i ‘\\ -
W1111?m5' 1972; S hman, 1967 NleJ 1972a and b). have JuSt a7 mahx
o L -
. complaints about. 14, state of evaluat}Qn in their respectlve flelds, ag\\\

i !..\ \ X
is dxacussed in (“'tter Two of. the prc ent qtndy. Moreover/_evaluatlon | 'i\*\\
A . . ‘ ; . ) X . .

report» on. CD Bc“‘l'wms, ,and articles and text chapters on how to evaluate N

these Pf°9rams do ‘Vlst. BLers (1960), Janes (1961), an& Cllnard (1963N

\ .
ﬁh haVe produced lm"v"tlnq dlscu5510ns of, evaluatlon bechnlques and .
ar , L. . e )
Crlté$43' 'Jaln. .(1967) duvotes a chapter - €6 eValuatlon prlnCLplcs and }
. SN

N e . . -' 1
b p@actlce in his Vﬂff»xev¥éw of thefIndian cD programl .Chandra@(l974) o

4\"

and Kar%naratne ("16) have produced artlcles evaluatlng aspects: of the

Indian CD program ., g prOVId%ng benchmarkg and guxdcllnes for fEEfre
eval““tlon report Howcvcr,.thcse e;amples are but a]few-51gnpo;ts
o i - y ,
. along gcnei;l&y Mivyrked roadd with mény crossroads in a'varigatéd
fgnds?ape' Thc‘PV“ant'thé;iSaétfémpﬁs to add somufmure éuidepbsts. /

by



METLOD

. b
This SCction presants a'discussion’of‘tl

study. The qucu551on 1( presented “in thrce sul

(«(1) a short dcscrlptlon of the form of invoyth

«\ ‘

o methods dsedlin the’ ;

"-utlons..'These are:

"‘on; (2) an'idcntifi4
‘ﬂ

catlan ‘of the q;xgins and categorles of the souv.“"uéva and (3) nge

\\
general® cauttons about the xmpact thch the tch

- ’\’

. .I L N . X
. The second technlque 1s the rclat1nq ol

on evaiuatlon to a standard body of 11teraturc.

-socialuprogram fields, includinq social-welfar«
; .

’

SN

o of sohrces used and

thLlr locatlon have upon the study.‘ - _;nu;” ' A
) i '} v\\\\ | ! 7
QR‘Formiof InVnstigatioan\g‘ o . ‘ . K
Tl ‘ , ' . SR I
| ‘%xhvaour prlnCLpal technmqucs wera chosen t“ 'ulf;ll the task of
invest£8§t3ng the ‘state .of the art of evaluatxon F CD act1v1t1es - 3;; Te
~ N ‘l‘ " .l ‘. H :' R
The technlquzg\are emumcrated hcre only for purp””“s of 1aeﬂ$lflcatlon, .
‘~\‘: . . \ g ] ‘. [ .
"hGQ\iZ ordcr of prloflty, nor in the order 1n whnhh they appear 1n the
thes1s;\qor in order of therr,treatment ln the )nlﬂarch conductedffor &
. SN N : o {L
~\ A N N o, Lo N a o . " . a
5 the theS:LS. , .\.‘\~\’ o ; . \ ! ’- . . zf N . "(
‘ ;ﬁ%e firstttSbhniéue is examin;tiﬁn of th. exﬁ%nt to whxcn y
‘ g N . : A
-11te§ature on CD presents models, methods, a"d~“k\\er1a for evaluatlon
.'procedures. Chapter Three lS the prlnc1pal rct““'tgry of the 1nforma- ,f‘f
. [ B Lo
‘—tlon relevant to thls examlnatlon. “ ! - . A 2 -

(h or1ented 11teratur_\\;g;‘7f”1
" ﬁvaldation in other ' :

e} educatlon,»ln order

‘;to det rmine the. extent to which cD evaluatlon m‘ involvc-—or be peﬁcexﬁedT'

~

by its practitioners and theorists»to inVOlVQ--u wn1quc set of. pt1ncrples
B ’

.. \ - ' _
'erlterla, end activities. The»relevant 1nf0rmut|,” is found at scveral

LA

-

vp?ints‘in the'thesis, but Chnpters Three and Sha

\

are partibﬁlarly '

.o




T e N A : PR S
T . .The third ttchnique is 1nvesttgation of the adequacy of- the 5_];‘.$‘ ';3
: . . o . g
.llterature devotnd to evaluation of cb aCL1v1t10n,'1nclud1ng con id&ration e

Ty

ﬂfj of the scope of auch 1iterature and its dngree oL c0nformity to GD and/ : r.":“j
: l s R ! B . . ! A
or other evaluatlon models. Chapters Three and Four conta1n tpe main
[ ¥ It o M ’ Lo
S o
thrust of th1s xnvestlgatlon, but the mo;t 91qn1£1cant conclusions

! . -

'Comprlse one - of the focal poxnts of Lhaptor 51x. o ”-'v:'“*c e

;“ o ;" xpe fourth techn1Que is evaluatlon of the a%ate of CD evaluatxon, S o
. : - - . . !
"'and cdnelderatlon of recommendatlons for further ovaluatlon cfforts and

N Y

w

O _their study. Chapter 51x contalna the maxn thrust of thlS asgpgf of

‘.

R ¢ f s y. - - LT e e “ue&%ﬁﬂ‘

Iﬂ is meosbele ﬂb arrange the forego;nq technxques ln any

tb-,'ez'__:neanxngtul order of . nr10r1ty,«nor'wereﬁ$hese aspects of the study alwaysl
:?1. ,1gf’fcond?cted 1n a secuent1a1 fashxon.i Droposed conciusione.chanqﬁd‘ae,ﬁorev“V
. | - data was dlscovered, aﬂd thls ﬂew data o‘ten recuxred a’ retUrﬁ to prev10us~7

'/”SNQ aSPLLtS of the study For 1nstance, late dlscovery of Karunaratne s (1976)

evaluatlon of th ndlaﬁ CD movemgnt and Tumxn S (1970) and Brlckell s*
e T : I,

_ : (1 6) evaluatlon of the state of evaluatlon in ‘other soc1a1 programs | d.“'yl?

. yo . § : o . i

'}:_:ff’-? led to some read;ugtment‘of thn estdmateq of CD evaluatlons as. compared ' ; s
. ‘:'* w1th other sbcial ., f1elds. Flnally,.ltlls dlfflcult to determlne whether

the long stru?gle‘for deflnltlons forjthe study should be llsted~as a; N

flfth technlque of some. 1mport.. Certalnly the framlng of such deflnltlons
ENR ) o .
is both dlfflcult and necessary to circumscribe. and reflne the area of

. '

<investigationf'and perhaps such c1rcumocrlpt10n and {eflnement can’ be
. . S L . “ . . . .

ldfntlfled as a Lechnlque for the study. o

. . : A later snctxon of thls chapter contalns a dlstlncLlon between

3
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~.‘evarﬁﬁtion and evnlua tve r‘ while evaluaeieh !s'an"

4ot Loy | e

fmaking of a judqment as td the worth ot-domet ing, evaluative research

involvgs tﬁq,applicat&on Of wysﬂbmatlc tcchnlq es—-usually consxdered

'll
avallable information aﬁd Orqanize and rhterpre

! e

l..

'_tO make. a JUdgméﬂt based on 0v1dence.. The techn ques used 1n the

b

SR

;3#

» P°1"tf' H*a.ﬁﬁc R "lﬁ t ‘ij :;

- The Literature'Used

] svnt StUdY make thalftUﬂY not only an ‘evaluation but also evaluatiVe

" . “ , I ; - '

-

[ research as broadly deflncd hnre and dlscussed 1n m7re dctall at a 1ater

N

3-_-+

. 'A“z&,.\‘

Ki

' l N
Conmunlty Devel?vment ﬂbstra«Ls, Volumes T (1964) and 11 (1972), | e

b) llsted in CD blbllographl(s complled by staff and studentS'in the

' DlVlle” of Conmunlty DCVEIOpment, The Unlver51ty of Alberta, c) llsted

in ?1b110graph1es in tGXtS U%"d in courses offcred by The’ Unlversity qf

.

Alberta s/Dév1slom of Communlty Develooment, d) drawn from searches at

-v-\,

= the Sage unlversity S 11brary, -and e) drawn through recomnendatlons fron

5'; : mhe llteraturc erd for thé study Encludes xtems. a) llsted in

[P

professors and graduate studcnts ip the same unlver51ty sf01V1slqn of‘n,'t N i

e T I R T R

g
Communlty Devclopment. :v ST ‘f‘~:f C

The llterature surV“Yed in the. study falls into the" follow1ng
a) materlaﬂs dvullng w1th gencral quostlons of evaluation
' morc fleld b) mﬂ'nrlals presentlng a body of. theory and -

w1 .

_;r evaluatlon of eommbn1ty development as a fleld, or

omponent aCtIvltles, c) materlals evaluatlng one or_more

i
1

' I
°f +@p: evgt&n with evaluatlon of a spec1f1c CD

i

o

1
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'““ifﬂ‘ ' The cacugory 1nto whxch an ltem from thc llteratére falls is .
. B e ] "v.. . - N .
= 4ldentlf1ed xncghe thesis at the point at. whlch the item xu ﬁlSCUSJFd or

-

', ‘hrouqh chapter hcadnngs and qUbhhads- ﬁ‘
: ‘ )
The study relied part:cularly heav11y on the two volumcs of

3 ) .
'ommunity Dovo]qpmont Abstracts (CDA) in onder to ldentxfy items to co !

~

‘lnvesthate. CDA naturally sifits items dﬂﬁ weighs the1r relevancc to

; g “
'

' Those items escaping thc CDA net or dropped by CDA ‘as da elevant

, had,little chance of.incluSion in the present study unlessomentionedI::;.

. o i -
. ‘r

: » o ! . L
ne -of the other sources used for the study.-‘?hus the study reljies
hvav11y on the presortlng conducted through CDA.. Evcn'amonq”items

o

‘ m"ntloned in CDh, the present wrlter was conflned‘to major use only of

lhose ltems avallable inm orlglnal form from the librarles of The Un1v9r51ty

N -

Y ‘
«f Alberta and 1ts Dlv1sron<of Communlty Development, or from a few other

. [ . | . N .
.‘uurces. thn a CDA abstract had to be used for ‘the presegt study

hvcawse of unaVailablllty of the orlglnal 1tem, the abstract is noted o

ey’ such in the text of the the51s s0 that the reader may be aware of the,
[} . .
: . y o
'.'ther of materlals provxded by the addltlon of an abstractor. Oon ",
=" i . '. '

“vca51on also an abstract was used because even though the orlglnal 1tem

\ - _ - R

]

. was ayailable, it_waSﬂin'a language-—such as‘Dutchf-unfamlllar»to the

,l'resent writer. .
o . .o . o f

CDA apparently covers ﬁuch_of the‘community'deVelophént oriented S
Iitbrature,published inlthe pcribd‘losz'through 1968. (Volume II of CDA
" -
: wns publlshed 1n 1972 but contalns entries only through 1968 ) 'Other'

recent relevant lltcrature.

nources had to\be used’ to locate the morel

The most 1mportant of these other sources bere two- profe551onal Journals

- L

'ur CD, The Journal of, the Coﬁmunlty DfVﬂl_pmonL ‘0tlety, published in-

-~

LI
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the UnLtgd Statoes, and The’ cnmnunxty ﬁuvn]opmﬂnL Journal,.publluhcd in:

‘ thc Unitcd kinqﬂom;: In addition, tho fxln' of C.A.5. Hynam and ‘a bihlib-

l"
graphy by Vera Radlo ‘proved monL hLlprl, s dxd lL'lLHQb at Tho UnLeralty

of Alberta berary.' The plv-ont Jtudy rhuu 1nc1udv works‘fr0m the

period 1952 through 1976.

Some Cautions

Several cautlons arc ncccssary re ardlng the lltcratuz used-

l
! t }

for the study The absencc of an up toﬁuaLc volume of CDA probably
hlnderg the scopo of the.lltcrature covcrod after the 1ate-1960 s.
por 1n,tancc, the latest CDA (1972 320 22) llsto 280 perlodxcals as

-
sourc;s of CD- nglntcd artlclcs. of theao ocrxodlcals, 49 had - 51x or

'.omere artlcles con41dcred rcluvant by CDA edltors. These artxcles‘were,

nrxmarxly from the. perlod 1963 through 1968. The - countrles of origin

' -
. i

" of thc 49 pcrlodlcan.are- Bulglum, Canada; Denmark Jamalca, Mexlco,

Pakistan, Phllloplnes, Poland Unlted "Kingdom, Yugoqlavxa—-one each,

Bra%ll thherlands—-two publlcatlons each; - France——three,’Italy—ffour,
Indla--flve,.Unlted States--£3 of theqc publlcatlons, a number are
navallable through The: unxver51ty d‘ Alberta lerary, and scveral
/
contain articles érinted'in languageS!unfamlllar to the prcsqnt wrltérﬂ
. ] .

Consec uently the orcsent study faced 11n1tatlons imposed by the 1ack of
|

' a collating and tranalatlng agency for post- 1968 conmunlty dcv;lopmcnt

,lltcraturc, let alonc the llmltaflons mepch for the pre- -1968 perlod

by tgnn'~ in CDA llstlngq.

v

The addltlonal problom of CD revorms lockgd uo chausc of restrlc—

tions Dlaccd upon thcm by snonsoran agonc1es or governments is dlscussed

’

Y

12




¥ - , o oo .

‘ e ) " . .
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'~oh1y beOfiy in ShlS.LhOSlse Hore lt 15 sufficient to note Lhnt
this problem, unlikc thc problem of publishtd matcr1als dcallng thh : ’

P - 4 '
cod%unlty dovelopmcnt, cannot: be solved through the application of a Ce
o . '

tcxtrproces ng comp;ﬁp& system such as is currontly‘availabrc foi tobic

lscarchcs.in ficlds snch as education. Both probloms~7aosembly of pub-

llshod matovlals and unavallabllrty of other matexlals because of agency
. | [

or govcrnmental'restrictions-—are treated bricfly in the final chaptér of

. . PR
ths thesis, a chapter whlch'lncludcs recommcndatlons for 1mprov1ng access§g

“to Cp reports.
o4 . . '

. . Several further cautions are 'in order,before proCecding to

-dcfinitions'of the basic concebts used for the study. The first cautlon o

is that whlle study. of thc llteraturc -on CD evaluatlon—-ltems advxslng

how to conduct an evaluation, items reportind”evéiuations, items doing

: I S

both—-prov1des ev1dencc for )udgments of the state of ﬂ..iart of CD . . i
| . .

evaluatlon, the reader should not lose s1ght of the fact that such Judg-

N

ments ‘are 1nferewces. Many excellent evaluatlon reports ‘may go unseen .

_outside small circles because of,agency o: governmental restrictions.
Such reports, if kn&m; certainly would influence judgment of the overall

E'QUality'of CD evaluations and their reportage.’ S o,

A sccond caution ie.that juagments-of the'quaiity of CD‘evalua;

t;ons are not judqments of the guality of CD actxvxtles exccpt for thelr
-evaluatlon components. A progrhm may be hlthy successful but have a

'

poor evaluatlgp éﬁhponent, or unsuccessful ln all areas except quallty of

evaluatlon tcchnlques and reportage.;‘ :
: A third caution is that the literaturc surveyed is taken at face

value. The present study lacked the rosources which would enable any site




-,

visits or othor chocks op the accuracy of reportaqe.. Even occanional

mulL:plc evaluatlons of an achvxty may not be a good check on the

rclldbllnty of tho ovaluatxonq, ‘for 1naccnrate data maﬁ‘haVe bonn uscd--~
zv ’ ~

knowingly or unknowingly--@y nll parties produclnq cvaludtions. If,largu
ﬁum;cre of th&!sburpbs used for the presont stddv are intenfionally or
unintcnticnallv inaccdratc, ﬁho etudy ls correspOndinqu wQakéncd.
Findlly, the writcr pleads qgilty to occasional lapses into
commencs more upptopri@}e‘to an evaluation'of gencral Cekecﬁivitics thdn
T : o L A :
to an evaluation of the art of CD evaluation. The quality of cD evelndtlun

! o o : e

: . St . v
appears at times inseparablF from the quality of all cD activities. At

other times, “although the issyes éppéif*§epurablc7Lconfincmcnt*of‘coﬁhontn L

“only to the art of evaluation appeared undesirable. ' e T *Q\fpﬂa‘i

~ BASIC CONCEPTS
N

Study of evaluatlon in communlty development requlres as a mininpp

Jtart1ng po1nt 1deﬂ![f1catlon of two key concepts. evaluation and.'
\‘ -

o

communlty development. ‘This ldentxflcatlon leads na;utally into,expdena-

tlon of several related concepts.' In the case of community development,

relatLd concepts 1nclude soc1al development, process, method, program,
pr03ect, actlvity, movement and ideology.. Many other concepts cluster

: aboutfcommunify developmentlas well, but not all related concepts requir.

definition for the present study. 1In the. caSc of cvaluabion,isnch concbp|b

as evaluatldﬁP;esearch, pollcy analy51s, formatlvc and qummatlve evalua-
"%
thnS, goals, ob]nct1ves,,cr1ter1a, 1nputs, throughputs, outputs and datn
- .

"'mdke thcir contributions to use of evaluation as a tool for cstabllshlng

[3

the merit or lack of merit of some activity. 'The conccpts(of,evdlhation,

I . .
i ) . !
4
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cvaluation tcsearch, péllcy analys&p, and formatxvc and ,ummative evalua~+

tion are of enough significancg,to merit. expldnation in this openinq ,"“-
chapter. Other concepts ;elevant to. eveluatxon are diSLUb sed in Chapter , T )
g
Two or in later sectxons as -the conccpts arise xn partxcyiar works under K
/ . R . : . R ' . T

‘study; S A o .

. L. . . .
L . . . .

" Community Devélopment Defined

A host of co def1n1t10ns cg;sbf"'ﬁn“sautoy ('962:121-129) cices

a numbcr o§y§hese—~"ﬂn even larger llSt complled by LoGras (n. d. )\appears

JUNRS " .

-to contain no less than 37 deflnltlons of CD plus related prlnczples and | k o |
T T N o
descrxptaons. Wlth so many defln‘~1ons of CD, ther! is bound to be some

cS%fusmon and conflict regardlng whether CD is a program, process method, s

T . t +

’ ! t)
! movement, goal, or,some combinatlon of two or more of these or eyen other
T t . . v . - . .

ingredients. The scope of CD lS also in dzspute._vls CD a part of. ‘

< . ‘ \ . .

-3

. fy

! community organxzatxon,,or v1ce—versa? Por 1nstance, a'United Nations

semlnat (Du hSautoy, 1962:125) regarded CD as a "larqer and hqre compre- .

- :

' henslve process whlch 1nc1udes communlty organlzétlon.«. (CD is the)

means to 1mp1ement soc1a1 and ec0nom;c‘plann1ng utlllzzng the: xn1t1at1ve '

Lo . g - e P El U VA .'.--A,“ PRI e e et

»

and part1c1patlon of the people concerned," whereas communlty organxzatlon

is "the,process of creatlng, employlng, and coordlnatlng soc1a1 1nstitu—
! PR R

i

tions, both formal and 1nforma1, for the' purpose of communxty development.

However, Brokensha and Hodge (1969) in a long}dLSCussxbn gave °tressed
~_,—..—-.-—-——»-'~—~’~~' T T . R o

the' intimacy of-CD as a "face to Face' tcchnlque 6perat1nq usually

in advance of the more formal structures of communlty organlzation -

‘and not encompassing the 1agter. Glearly Brokensa and nodge do nbot share'

‘the United Nations seminar's view of the relationship between cbmmunlty

‘% C . . PR ) . I

“development. and commun' , rzation. However, despite“Brokensha and )
{ PR ) .' - ) - ’
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"’s, " o, ) v N , ! .
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-

+and Hodgg 8 arqumonts. w;,r.hin thu present t\udy Ch is cdt\~;13etﬂ a body '

\“f aJ.ms and: activifu-q whj.ch can encompaé;s comunit‘y orgam.zation This

‘ A L3 '
“lgﬁ? ' rolationship of CD to community organization owes much co the borruwingt
ch séQoral definer“ of CD have mndo from Ross' (1955) def;nitxon ‘of
. cﬁmunity orqamzauon (vxde tlm Internatlonal Cooporntmn )\dmmi..i.mtion [s / ;
dt..f).nitwn ot‘ CD in Mmiclicr, 1056, and cDh d&fmitlons m Blddle and -
o ! Blddle, 1966, Bto)kcn‘{ ha and Hodge, 1969) o -\ E i i C o
. ?iﬁrt | r’tag thesxs the. defxna.tion of’ Ch used as a basr:%nnt isa . l\
;gaefxnltion offered by Arthur Dunham at a cﬁnference on cqmmunxty development ;
;;‘iff ;held March 25, 1969 at The Univcrsxty‘of Alberta. D&nham ¥§? had extensive
- -'experxence with and is a major contrhbucor to thé th rie ;nd pqﬁncxplesf” ;
: N .

—

" of United Na;ions cqﬁmun‘lty_ dgvelopment work. His défmxuon of CD is:

. Community Deyvelopment is o t/m;;am.?.ed efforts of people to improve
the COndltlons of. cogmunlty life and the’ capacxty of the;people for - o
part1c1patlon, self-dlrectmm and integrated effort .in. oomumty '
_affa1rs .. throygh self hq&p, voluntary part:cxpatxon, and
' ' cdooperation of people in tha.community, but usually with- techxﬂ.cal%

asgistance from government or. voluntary organizations.

@ N ’ - v

- All' evaluations 1dént1f1 as cormm:m.ty dewelopmnnt evaluatxons /

— J ,._.,»-.,,.‘ v eme g

o . . ”.

I :‘ S SUUT '_...-a:’w

LRGN

tJ.on of CD.. L
In tei‘ms ‘of thé presept étudy, "social.developmém." is defined

oo '

v”*’,.' » as orgamzed efforts to improve human welfare (aftet Wels 5, 1972a 1)

’“

Socml development is broader than communxty dcveloxz'm;nt, wh:.ch latter is

a- t{pe of social dcvelopment SOcial deve‘lopment doeg not in itseif imply .
/ .

' /
local part1c1pat10n in decision-making, sé&lf- help. or commum_é;y based e
! . T

. !
. efforts. vhen thlese ésont, soc1a1 lommcourmunxty

kvdevelopmcnt". N

3



Ru la tad Cunccpti;

A nufber of conc.epts 'réldt«.d to tlm definitiorw of CD" sclecccd“fog

che pmaout study require nomﬁ jduntificm,mn 'rhesc c0nccpt.s age:t . w

.

rocqss. Merhod, program, project. activhy, movement, and ldeoloqy

i

/s =
-An a&pcct of CD whigp has aufferul fnm what l‘hdm (19‘,9) has' .

r

termed "conccptual c0nt[usion" is faulcy or no distmct_ion bf't:ween CD a;& . .v.s

) ‘proccss and Cp-as program. ‘The present t'udy ‘Q"omp,%‘;ys the term -cB pmcg“v: -. .
to identify the actxons of: 50c~1a1 animat {gnp)so Qhat the pmpl: involved o
in a CD actwlity 1dent1£y the a;tnvxty‘as !helrQ sub.,tantial y’articipa- _-0'- ;
tidn in ducxsmn-making, and sclf-help l’e-ulmg h&ard finonf:\ial sclf- ’

, support: and/or more equxtpble dist?i%ution of cq:::mity tesource§ ;‘na' . T i
.Ibcnefxts (adapted from Hynam,.l 973a) 'rhc 'duc§tiona1 and Matxonal .. o .f,& A
techniques. to‘lmtl.ate .and miﬂtaxn the Cb process )cc.mstituf; ‘ . .4

' "C. proqram" is the cootdmatcd utxlxmt ion of apéroaches a?d ..
&
: whz.ch relﬁﬁon 'local coummztxes as units of actxon to purpos‘ully%hanqe
“living . c&dxtlons by makmg use’ of intetnu| and cxternal reso&cgs % ~ e
'(adaptéd from m'.nam, 1973a)!. .. f S o ' & s ) . '
o \Unfbx:t:.unately fhere i.s"uﬁé.é{&reéniel:tf amongCD wtite;s agtoé: ’g

"~ gonstitutes a CD:'proqram and'i'what a CD, Ptﬂiect is. sgme authots may use ‘%
the terms 1nterchanqcably while dthets may have in mxnd a dlstineﬁo;n
be:tween~proq‘ram and pro;ect. ‘ Sevetal*arit- TS on Indxan CD’ (e. g.. %eeré’ o *‘
1960; Chandra, 1974; Jain, 1967; Karunarat s, 1976) make a Clear distinc- “'\‘,;;a.
tion bet\ween the Indian CD proqru\ &s a wlu.lc and the vanous 10(_31 proyect{
operating under the auspices of the pro‘ngl.m. This diStinction',s l?orrowed 'l .
s for the pregcnt study. i B .
h In this study Cb’ projrams arc con:ider.d to be rather broad sets’ ; B

-~
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of €O . yjvities coordinated through reqional, national, or intgrnational.

bodic.. ¢p projects are smaller, more localized, and usually shorter-
’ . ™
term unig . conducted under “the aegis of Cb programs and -utilizing €8

; ‘ » : S o ! -
techui. . (CD process and methods), and perhaps other techniques ag well,
In purgpof specitic project goals which fit under the CD program
urbrel 1y ‘wpile individual authors may vary reqgarding arfy di:;tihcrio‘n

betweru vy frogram and CDr‘projq_-'ct, the present writer hadlattempted to

e . , ‘ . ‘ i
ré]',‘ilm"‘"" the distinction described above and to note the cases where the

.

TePOrt - diced do not differentiate program from project or have reversed
Ehe i ciction made in this thesis, - - v L
1t ) : .
“Ch oactivity" is used herein as a general term covoring\boglf CD N
Progran nd projects. A CD activity is a specific set of goals ant‘\f
ACKIGH L ypported by CD processes ang methods. For instance, the estab-

Lishi - j0f cormunity recreational couneils is a CD activity provided the

:tec}”‘i_"""  for the establishment involve the participatory and se¢lf-help
B Y, .

! .

asSpeCt L F ¢he CD process. Development ,of agricultural marketing and >
mONCY 1. ..41ng agencies might also be a CD activity. "The ' coordination of
such vt yities under some agency with national or international links

£

invglv«- a €D program, prowvided again that she activity includes the

FArtica1ory and self-help aspects mentioned in Dunham's and Hynam's . ¢
. .. .

Yrow . . : . s 4 .

PLeVIons 1y jndicated concepts.  The coordinating body itsclf may _be

L : ) -, SR
sestablie g and run through non-Ch mmeans- $':-hhas £1at, buyt the activities

conduct. y ypder the aucpices of the body must be*participatory and self-

help cviiid to b ategorized as CD activities. .
The thesio makes some use of the term "CD movement! and a little

of the vy "CD ideoleqy."  CD certainly appears to hm{n fzo_m_e/of\ the

I . ;

18
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I / .
. v v
i \ -
| :
characteristics o arganization, longevity, and . loosely-connected
‘ i - .
system of goals and merhods which collectivoly might be termed a movement. .
. ) L. :
Al . ' 1 N { v
The ddentification .of ¢op 13 a movement has value in a thesis on judging
the merit of L“_V’”ﬂramn apd prdjccts, which, “in order to be considered
successtul, Uty must have more immediate and direct social benefits:
than those Charartog iy . - N S e
) ) AtTteristic of a4 movement broadly considered. . Some evaluators
— { '

of LD‘“”t1V1t}“” Iolnt to perceived, assumed, or hoped-for progress in
. . * . ’ ‘1 . N .
achieving the goal: of a €D kovement as a counterweight to failure to

achicve more imnediate and direct benefitls for the population participating

|
o specific ¢n ACtivity. Insofar as progress toward movement goals may
- be considered an cvalgative criterion fot CD, the concept of a CD movement,
L - ' I :
has significance for the present study. Similarly, a CD idcology is ;

important to evatuation insofar as the value and belicf system of the

{de:d v oig i . ) : ) ) . o
1dedlogy 16 incorpur,ted -in the CD program or project objectives used as a

set of standards .. inst which the actiwity may he weighed.

\ ..
‘ . .
‘

_ Evaluation Definng

T [ . . .

According to, Weiss (19724:1), cvaluatien is an elastic word that

stretches Lo coverjidgments of many kinds. . . . What all Uses of the .

.

AR

! word have in comman i the nation of judging merit. . . examining and

weighing a phenomenoy, | [ agadnst some explicit or implicit yardstick."

* »

’ o Bvaluation, L defined by The hlberta Teachers' Association (1974),

y e M » . p . - . ‘ " - .‘v . . . e . ’
is- "the produFL of . serics ©f processes whfgh alwiys (emphasis in original)

i M 1 ] . ’- . . . . . ’ M .
l”CI”T" a Judgme,t Py “somccne having in mind a purpose to be served in

making & Judgment."  phe proponents of this definition of evaluation also
identify L:m (V.“"""' processes which ri-'.mlu.;\ti!on may include, 'oxcqpt ‘that
the cighth éu"} } . : - ! ' }

A 2o beorneluded in order for there to be an evaluation. The

.

.
. .
a



processes are:
) ' o ‘

. L. Identification of arcas in which judgments are desired;
o S e AR B T
2. Identification of goals and stanqards for mdiking jhdgments;

3. ‘Communication of qgoals and standards to appropriate particsg

~ . i

L E ‘. .
4. Sclection of devices tor obtaining required information;

5. Collection of information;
: . |
6. Analysis of information; : i

: : v [ , .
7. Relation of information to goals and standards; o ];
; - . -

] - ) . I . .

8. Making of judqmeqts re performance; ' :

; ;
9. Communications of judgments;
10. Utilization of judgments. i

In this thesis "evaluation" refers to the act and reporting of .

judgments about something. "CcDh evaluation” is the act and reporting of
_ . ‘ X ,

.

jpdgments of the. merits of CD techniques and activities. - When the judgment

rests on technigues for'qnalyzinq,aims, methods, and resul;s through'study'

. .
s

of evidence gathered. through scientific or~quési;scientific procedures,
. ) . . . - . . }

the cvaluation is the produkt of "evaluation research,” a technique discussed

in.fufthcrfgctail‘pclow. ) R , ‘ - ~"e
Witfrock (1569f diffé;entiates 5ctwcen formal aqd ihfqrmal.;ypes
of evaluation. | Informal evaluatio; dcgufs'é;qctically all the t;mé'as L
, _ . S E PO
pooﬁlé-jﬁdge the worth of their su;roundihqs. Whilc-infor@al cValSations
éayvbu quite sophixtiéatod in their weighing of'c¥bqficncc, values, "and
knowiﬁdqe; thesn oval&aﬁions ra;ély-include exﬁﬁiciﬁ étaéchnts,of the
procesaes;_cvidcncc, aﬁd cgitcria.involvcd. Oniy tﬂc:judqmehts are
. ! ' '

stated. 1In contrapt, formal evaluations require objective statement and

“ measurement of the bases fok:the judgments made.  Indeed, mak ing explicit

1 G ,
| 1 o » |



;.] v I o L } . . ' '
and measuring the bases for judgments is the central feature of formal
_Other writers, including Rossi and Williamg (1972), Suchman 4
. . . ] '

(1967), and Wciﬁb (197 a- and b) nppgnr to make a dl.tln(LlOn 51mxlur to

_evaluation,’

v’ ; L
,

Wittrock's, but idontify informal ovﬁluution'simply asoan everyﬂay sort
. . * - . . | ‘ . [N R

of evaluation .and formal evaluation as cvaluative--or cvaluation-research.

(Whilce .the adjéctival form of "evaluation" is "cvqluutixo,"

common usage
]
Al

since the late 1960's has resulted in the term "evaluation rescarch®

g . -h .t : ) N
receiving as much use as“&ﬂe‘more proper: term "evaluative rescarch,"
. o ) . N . '
‘This study uses the terms interchangeably.)
" . |
T . T « -
o

Evaluation Research : — o
. . ’ R

WCle (y97‘l)hag stroqscd the 91qnif1cant dlffcrcnce between -

.
‘-\_'—’

evaluation ahd'ovalhation research.: Evaluatlon, consideked nerely as

s

: ; . - )
‘)udgmcnt of merlt and welghlng of a. phcnomenon against some yaldthck,

v

LNy
does not guarantee that, the Judgment 1s made agalnst any agreed upon,
announced, and'demonstrdble,standaragf. That task is left to\evaluatxon
o L ) . 5 S g

research, with-théwlattéf identified as cxpefimental_or quasi-experimental

-

] L .
study cmploylng technlques generalf? consxﬁered sc1cnt1flc In evaluation

’-‘". 15 , - . -

rescarch the tools &F research are used to anreasc the accuracy aAd
# .

object1v1ty of judqmpnt of merlt -and ratlonallzo proqram'dcc151ons.

-

Requlrcmcnts for evaluatlon reooarch 1nc1ude - ,f/" C L

1. Clear and qucific,cxitcria”for-judging success;
2. Systematic collcction of evidence from {(at least a representative
H . . l - EPE )

“sample of) the units concerned;

i

-

.3. Translation of evidence into-quantitativg terms if possible;
. PRI |
t ‘

-"4. Comparison of evidence with criteria set;

5. Judgmént‘of success (or failure).. ) ' SR _ ' .
. .. : , i



" may rely on guesses, fccllngs, or Jmvaustons of trqxned oz untlalncd
' d ] \

a ] w -
- . 1\ B9 ’ N
ol ' . )
. [ ] O
. 1
o ‘ . Sy e . e : 3 : -
. Evaluation rosearch differs from»evaluntlon in that ovaldntgon .
o ! \
-~ b Y

oblservers and participants~with¢ut correctinq for,personul bias and

extremely small, often unstnted,,sdmplc units of_andlyéis. N

“The' dxst&nctlon betwben evaluatlon amd evaluatlon rtsoarchiwill
o

w

crlterla gdﬂ evidence from those works which present data, criteria, and

PR o . S E . s - -
conclusions., Tt will be.seen that .the distinction identifies one of the-

dcrucial.prohlems in evaluation of CD'activitics} namely,'that while -

evaluations abound, evaluation.research is relatively scarce in CD
literature. - o ¥ . SR .
' o . ’ T T

.bf sources. Brooks (19655‘identifies‘the dbjcctives of evaluative

!

: i
| -

research as determlnatlon of the extent to whlch any act1v1ty adheres ‘to
. o .

the stated goal, ascerta:nlng the 1mpazt whlch key varlables have WLthln

" the program, and determinihg‘the impact of%exte:hal variables which'might

explaxn change without teference to the progran ICllna{d (1966) suggests

athat evaluatlve effdrts may test-not iny the efflclency of program k

methods but also thq theorles upon wh!ch a prdgram is based Hyman and

S

Wright (1967) stress the 1mportance of u51ng methods yneldlng °yvtemat1c,

between judgnents of the worth of something anﬁ systematlc procedures for

comprehen51ve, and objeétivc evidence Suchman (1967) dlatlngu1shes

|- . X
!

presenting objective cvidence\supportinq such judgments. Thefformer
K 4 | » v o il ‘ .

»

process ;% evalpetion; the'la;ter is evaluative reséarchQ' Evaluative-
rescarch, then, is "the utlllzatlon of scxentlflc res earch methods alnd”

techniques for Fhe purpose of'making}an evaluation ;/4/{Nand evaluativel
. ‘ . o T SR v

i .
! L

o S

1hLlP 1dent1Fy work providing CD ovaluutions'without.referonee_tooﬂobjective"

N

Weiss' view of evhiluation rescarch has pripor support from a number

22



“*j“~“5“"‘prOV1ng**rather-than~~ﬂssﬂrtrnq~mthe~wgqth,of_ﬂome soclal_gct1V1tY

-

. evaluntlve resenr&h Thuorotlcally the tochnlquca are the same . (Ln

'to programs In evaluatdve rescarch both admlnl t atlve and sc1ent1flc'
. .,I . . , ' N
»crlterxa play rolcs in deturmlnlng the uscfulness of ‘a study, and the

adm*nlstrqtlvé, or der151on-mak1ng, crlterla domlnate.' oo T ey

.-‘ ,. | SRR : N | | . ' '. ‘ N )

‘

resca:ch»fefcts to those prqcpdures which ihcrcase the possibility for:

< . . . : » -\
A

. : : 1 S
(Suchman, 1967:7-8), TheJﬂEtlon programs lnvo]vod are,. accordlng to

Sughman (1967 8), "any organlzed ffort on the part of some offlcxal or

’. e

voluntary agency to pr¢VLde some pub]tc service or to moot some $0C181 .' e
. N ~ ) Y .
problnm." Suchman also d1 t1nguiqhgb between b351c rc"oaxch and -

_prdct1co evaluatxvo rcsonich runs into dlfflCUltlcS whlch pruvont

Atotally pure,,laboratory—like experimcnts:and res oarrh), thc dxoqgn9Ul5h1n9

'
.

fdature is that basic rgscarch is intended to dlscovcr new knowledge

J

,Mhllc ovaluatlve rcsgarch is. 1ntcndcd to judge the extent to whlch gome

proqram or procodure has achievcd the desired'rcsult. 5uccess in basxc : 3,‘2 J(»

' LN ; ‘

researcb requlreq only the sc1entxf1c valldlty of flndlngs. SuCCGSSUlD ‘

i

'evaluatlvg rcsearch 1nVO1ves its usefulncss 1n mdk ng dcc151ons relatlve

-
!

Ta

.

W1lllamq, in R0551 and wllllams (1972 4) . ldcntlfles evaluatlve

resnarch ‘as "measuremcnt of ouccomes PR under actual opcrdt;ng condltlons
or undor cond1tlons that reflcct 1n somc reasonable degree the problems u‘n_é;..
= aSSOCiqted.With operafing social.programsm, Bofh evaluatlons Of the

effect of existing programs and evéldations of fic]d pxperlmcnts testing

new 1dcas for foectlveness in settlngs at lcast partly correqpondlng to'-
actual fxcld condltionq fall wlthxn the conccpt of nvaluatlve rcsearch

v ' .
Eyaluatlvc resoarrh 19 dlftcront from on- sltc monlmorlnq, which. ls the

study of inputs into.projeat adninistratﬁbn‘tp prove;gdminlstrqtlye

l_,' y



fcaslb:%lty of - thC program, but whlch 01thcr aaqumes tho rcqults or dogq

.
. i

LN

‘ the goalq, and furthor lnformatlon roqulrcments for dec1slon-nak1ng may

not concorn 1t clf w1Lh them at all .MorQOVUr;‘cvdluatIVQ rQSQarch dqes

o . . oy
not concorn 1tsclf with: "demonsrrdtlon pzojcct«l unle s, thcse mcet the

,crlterla of fleld cxpezlmcntq in. whlch evaluatlvc reSOarrh is p0351b1e.
\ '.D‘

' Domonatrar1on,pr03cct are usudlly q form of monltorlng .. .

‘Williams alSo dlSCUSSGSf901iCy analejs).whichAiqisometimes confused

[ . e

,With-thluative'rascarch: Wlllldms (1n RogSL and W1111ams, 1972 3- 4)

1dentxf1eh pnllcy analy31s as ayﬂlhcsj hg of research and other 1nforma—-i
. H .

?lon in’ ordcr to 1nd1gatc avaliablc Jholces in "prgdlctcd qualltatlvc and ',

1 B V.
'qunthathO cost/bencflt tcrms aq a format for dec151on maklng" S0 goals
may. be avsnvsed in tvrms of value lnPuLs and thc requlred output to ‘meet

,’.,

. . . . !
be detcrmlncd.- Pollcy analysxs lS a anhnlque for puttlng alternatlves

on’é comparable ba91q~—whether qualltutlve,.quantltatlve, or. both--so that
alternat1ve§ may'bc.cr;mlned on a‘corﬁon scale.' Pollcy ana1951s is not.
1tsglf resoarch.any ﬁore thén req?esqlon anﬁly51s or other statlstlcal )

. Ty : , ' ) v
technlques for analy51s are research Sucd technlques and pollcy-analy51s “

- t

‘arc«mean of utlllzlng'the results of research, and are dependent ultlmately
S . : . /I

upon the quallty of 1nformatlon ICCOIV4d (see also Welss, 1972a 84491)

e An 1Aportant dlstxnctlon betw'.n p011Cy analysls and evaluatlon

T
’ b

:'Wthh has strong 1mp}1cat10ns for CD fvuluatlon 1s the dlfforence 1ni»’

' . /

".mean1ng whﬁnﬁthe term "cffectlvencss is used in oollcy analyqls as com— -

L . o ¢ i ! l
pared’w1th use of "cffecqxvcness" in ulhcr evaluatlon contexts. Rossi‘

v

b(lanossi.anﬂ'williams 197?) statea lhat "ln the pollcy ana1y51s gontext

thc term means qome(baldncejbctwoen cu tb and bcneflts. In the evaluatlon

[
N . H . ,

context (CfﬂCLthCHOSS) means the abjllry of a -program to achleve any

-: r . "J _.t; x 1v _ | o .végffz

€
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f

e e i e

‘ effccts at wll, regardle s othhc costs or bvnefxts 1nvolvud " Th« l@int

o txonate bOth to the,or;qlnnl cost of potablllty and to thn addltLon¢|

Al

i .
: \

is important particularly where a number of social serV1Lea are Blr.,dy

'

xn LfoCt- In such sxtuat;ons, bcneflts accruing from any ddd1t10n||
scrv1ce are likely to be. small, rcgardless of . the costs of the add"lonal
]

‘scrvxce. “For 1nqtance, Lhc ¢ost° of ach1ov1ng potablc water in a chmmunlty

mny noé be qrtat, but the rcsults wxll be. The add1t10na1 costs,,huwever/

of maklnq the now pOLdblL water actunlly tas ty may be greaLly dlsprnpor_

)

btncfxt achloved" Slmllar cases occur ih othor soc1a1 scrv1ce proqy.ms.

it is less. coa&ly and generally more benef1c1al to’ ellmlnate llllt(lucy
: . 4 ’
than to move a populatlon from a Grade VI. readlng level to a hagh u(hool

!

.graduatlon‘lcvel.athus' effcctlveness as applled tq cost beneflt *ltuations

i

may . demonstrate that developlng tasty ‘'water. and ra1s1ng 11teracy to_

. university cntrance.standards aretoo costly.' W1th1n the qontext of Hon-

¢ cost bcneflt evaLuatlons, however, these proqrams may be v1ewed as
S
effective desplte'ever.ldwering ratios of benefits to costslu This
! Cooe
. .

assumptlon of effectlveness despltc "high costs may be well founded i the

soc1ety Jnvolved w15hcs the serv1ces en@cted reqardless of relatlvdl/
. small payoffs at lcast as determlncd by the relatlvely clumsy proc:d“,es
|

- used to apply flnanc1al welghts to outcomes..

n

Formative and Summative | : S0 £ N
"~ Evaluation - ' ’

.

Two further distinctions in ecvaluation are useful in the opeyjng

T - . .
4 '

,'chdpter._.Attho&gh the distinction between formative gnd summative
_evaldation comes from the field of;evuluat;on of oducqtipnal curficu]d'

. K . VA . .; ' " - . o
;Scriven's (1967) distincdtion . is valuable in‘other contexts also.

' ’ S n N ) o B :
. » _ - : . ) oo

¢
e

o
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.

'"“FdfﬁatiVﬁMéVﬁlﬂqfYOh“‘ééﬂﬁratOS’data*wh%ch“is fcd"chkminto-a-systcm}~““~ -

' \ ' Iz

{ . . ‘
such q% a project of program, in order to make'adjustments or improvements
during the life of the progrdm.. ConSequcntly,_a<pr0qram;is not left to
run simply according to the original désign{.but is. adjusted tb incor-

porate changes, usiually ones whigh' on the basis of cvidence are considered
" to be improvements. Such cvqluatidh scrves the nceds of clients and

program or project developers ang admjnistrqtord moye than the neceds of
‘ - - i . S - S .
. purely scientific research with its typical "no intcrference" model once -
deaﬁ’dent and independent ‘variables are identificd amd experimental and

. e . . - _I. . B

-, )
- ‘L, . R

pohtrol groups cstdablished. ; o o N . -
"Summative cyaléation" occurs after completion of the activity
1 L ., . . e N s

N e A '
under Study. The conclusions drawn from. the summative eraluation are then

¢

appliéd to the question of estdblishmgn;,of similqr actiQities, and/or

continmuation of the activity studied. While formativé-evaluation.is
devoted to.adjustment withih an activity to effect some change, usually-

one.considered an

proVidiné_ddta—-includingAjuggments-—fof‘decisions About whgther.éimilar
- i I. . . A " . v B . . A .
.activities should be launched or whether the ‘techniques used in-an
‘activity are transferrable to other activities and locales. ‘The
: : T e T - I o

DN T . . . S o y . .
distinction between formative and summative evaluation is ugctul in
. . ) ) .. . N N N . :
avoiding confusion about the purposes.of cvaluation in variouk program L
settings. 'The matter is taken up in more detail in Chapters Two and

Three.

improvement, summative evaluation is concerncd with .

K
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for furthcr CD evaluation efforts. .o

,sciected. The second .section outllncs the dcvelopment of ev luatlve
: , Vl 4

] . R ‘ . ‘m
* CHAPTER TWO .
. o

GENERAL THIORY AND PRACTICE IN THC R :

EVALUATION OF. SOCIAL PROGRAMS R .

If /it is tgue that CD is.a type of S_’iay.gcvolopment, then there

should be mérit in exploring means of évaluatﬁ!’ébcial_devclopmeng
: e 'h ' C !

activities and determining whother these means make any contribution to

Ch evaluation. In this chapter impoftant points derived from the litera~

ture on social program cvaluatlon, 1nclud1ng cducatlonnl programs, ar%

prpéénted both as historically lqnlflcant to CD and potentlally uscfui
h .

. e
' P ¢

-Both‘becausehofithe‘contrlbutlons made by e‘ucatlonal evaluators,
and pbecause of the orientation of the prescnt wrlter, more attention is
T _ ; o : )
paid to educational evaluation researoh than would be‘the'oase Lf.an
b ‘ § :

. analyst from another background had produced thls revxew. . e

’mhe materlal is organlzed 1n the followxng fashlon. Thc'first
: [ .
sectlon contaxns an oxplanatloq of the llmltatlons on the 11terature

rescarch. The thlrd Jcctlon contains a dlaCUGSlon of rocent trtnds.
. ! .

‘The last scotlonAprov1dcs an assessment of thé currert state-and future

[}

' prospcctb of the ficld. It is hopcd that the stall of the toveraqe

pfovided will prove us cful to othor CD reseaxchcrs anPbngatlng connec-

‘ & D

" tions. between CD and other social rogram areas and seukan a551utance

in cvaluation. Since the fourtp—section contains assessments.-of move-

‘ments and methods identified in the grcond Find third cections, a number of
- N " . . ) l N .



D

topics-are'faised twice, but in diff“'“n;*gdiscs and to differcnt ends: ™
TrmmmemmmeeS o e a i tan e ,,___..> e e e » y “ =269 . LT 2 ' : I

. The‘Liﬁ%rnturc Uscd ‘ 4 - i N
| . ‘ T o

general social science and educatiomal y,g),)ications. Works which are

specifiéélix:CD—Qriehted.areiCICQth}|“ thé f%i;éyiaa‘?haptéfs.’ e
Qorth notingihﬁfc,;howcver,“that ¢D~“""ntcd.wdrks'app;§f tquorrow/V¢fy
'heévily ff°mj“9"7CD works ‘ﬁ fvaluufi“ﬂ‘s;chfas those diécussed in-nhc |
.,préf_;ent“chapitgr. .' T]l\iS fact 152{[955 !;I|l'-_"lj];_5;i',;lg .if one considers tlh‘llt cD
is a relatively yoiing field and, that "rv'-wuati’ch_-—at least in the “scien'ti‘fic

aspect of~éva1uativc resecarch and_not lmply the Judgment aspecL of any

4

/ ,
'evaluat10n-—ls a scL of technlques du.,vpd from bClentlflC method aﬂ

appllcable both to natural and labornln,y settlngs.

s
"

The llperature discu sed in thiy, chapter is drawn almost exc1u51vely

from American sources, and’deals with 'ypes of evaluativé research, not.

! ) . /

simply evaluation. The concentratlon Vo evaluatlve research is easxer

- . /
- to explaln than the 1nundatlon from Am'vlcan sources. thle 1t appears
: o
almost-lmp0551bler;o w:lte a work on auy, social developmeht field without

. " : - o - . ) 3
making reference to some ]udgmentswot 'he field under consideration, if-

1

such Judimonts or cvalustions Prosen! 1L, qitailed model for furthis
evaiuatibns} then the‘wofk makes no dv“; in the literature on evaiuaglon.',
it is not unfair to, say that the llLU),|urn oh evaiuatlon ls, very
‘largely 1f not entirely, the llteratny. on‘eQaluagién resgarch. ’
| The American dgm;nanhe of thi litégatufe, dé 1;a§t'ig English,
is a more éifficult qdcstioh éq answip | 'Whilé the ‘%oté';% evaluaéion . o » :
rgsearch are Europcdh/ the dévelopmunfp,tn the field in the'bast 40 years'

j,appeg: to-be almost éxclusively Amerii..,, 'or gue to British expatriates

I e . °



& 5

]

i

i

&)
-

SO . ‘ S : e
ﬂsuch as Scriven (19§7L 1972y 1Tiving in the Unitcd States. Canadian
‘a !
evaluation rescarch appears to be: partlcularly hcavxly influencod by
'f

“American practzces ( Le, e. g., Mu«kny and Haguixe, 1971) The domlnance

' fcountry with compcnsatory educatinnal and anti—poverty.programs,‘these

[

may be related glmply to the 5120 of - the American populbtion compared St

to thefrést of the Ehgllsh'speaklng.wornd. s1nco operatlons research g -

~was 1nvcntod ip Britain and since thc UnLtcd Stafes 15 not/the only X

) . g
Ty
V 4 ‘ . 1
Clements lack cxplanatory force a: reasons. for the Amcrxcan domination
\ y C

~o£ evaluative research. Better Oy[aanatlons afe prOV}ded by the very
3 T o

N . \ o e
prominent place which the social sciences occupy in Amerlcan unlver51t1es!.

“and by traditional Amerigan conscrvatism’about intgrferencevln private .

' 1

lives. -, @
Perhaps the deihaﬁbé\jﬁ'qnly a mather of perspective. British
: ‘ S - . L oo .

,scﬁolarsiandvpfactitioners have mde cohtributicns to the,séiedce/of
evaluative research. .and no% all ;E these. Btltlsh researchers were
expatrlates at the tlme of their «ontrlbﬁtlon.\ R0551 (ROSSEiand WLlliams, )

[ e . i
1972 37- 38) points out’ that Briti: h soc1al resea;chers have a dlfferent

L -

. . /' . . . t .

perspectlve from Amerlcan‘fesearchnrs and make much 1ess‘uf the dlStlnC‘
N rd ' . .
thnS between pure ‘and applled awl "hard" and "soft" rescarch that have ’

~.

created a hotbed of-COntroversy‘umﬁng Ameriéan soCialrscientlsts regar@;ng
) , / T, ' . . \\:‘\
_‘evaluative researchi' "Because Britlsh soc1al sg;gmtls;s have always .‘,\\\

~
~

: part1c1pated in Engllsh polltlcq a social crit#€% and in high quality

jougnalisg; working Wlﬁh policy mikers docs.not éccm to the Briﬁish
sccicllsciéntists'as espccially ot of‘liQe‘Qith che rcgula;.accivicies

of gcaéemics."' in'thcsé conditions it is.odé if the,nritish_coﬁtribut;dné'
to ;ocidl prodrgm evaluacion Iit“vqgure‘arc rea;ly less ncmefcusathan the

'



T . -~ . . N

= xapulation differencd botwech Britain-and-the Unitod States would

suggest. ‘The matérials which non-North American practitioners of =
r . e .. N ‘ S . .
e \ (] .
cvaluative research have dcveldﬁ@d'mny not circulate in the journgls
Cd - 1

- comnonly”rcad in North Amexjca, Y ' o
: ' [ .

'

While it may be assumed that thé more closcely éﬁ"activity'

réscmbles CD the more likeély that the means of cvaluation of such ar®
- ' . activity will‘ptove transforrable to D, some principles and. methods

-+ in cvaluntlon may prove helpful dos pxtc apparont remoteness to the
]
‘latter. For 1ns§ancc,-educat10na1 ﬁrogram ovnluatlon has made’ a sxgnlfl-

cant contrlbutldn to the lmteraturc on evaluation and sofmc of the*conccpps, Q
: ' ( o
urznc1olcs, and methodb employed in cducatlonal cvaluatlon gppear quite

’ : , ’uvcful to CD also. The relation‘between CcDh cvaluation]and educational

t

jprogra'm‘eva_l,uatidn may aopoar less remote if one considers'the historical

. o ' ' : I , S , ' S

. connection between’ extension work/and CD (Coady, 1939; Brokensha, and -
s o to- ) o . ) ' . i

odge, 1969). Y L

- The following'ahalysisiutilizcs works;from the period-l942 ﬁp to

,/
. '

1977, thus lncludxng works 1mmeq1ately przor to or contemooraneous w1th

i A

CD efforts [CD is usually consxdered a post-war phenonenon (see, e.g9., .

<

* Sanders in Cary, 1970 9/)] Most ‘oFithe works emnloycd fau withif thé

\

‘1960'3. Significant works prior to the;1960.s,'and more cspec1a11y o

the\iéso's; are difficult tg fiﬂd?because of the prcflgso’g'staté of the . i

-fiéld.9f‘§yalﬁétiyé reseé;éﬁ:. There'is“ejideﬁcelthat carliéf works of.
N . merit;héve been coﬁgideicd'aﬁd thcir findings inCorporatcé'by'the(authdrs

of latcr horké. chept for the openlnq/sectlon on ﬁlstorlcal developmcnt

of evaluatlve rescarch, the matetlal is orqanx?vd toplcally rather than Lo

| \
-

chronologlcally, but some. attcntlon to chronoloqy is glven within toplcs.fﬁ

' ~e : : . : %o
| ‘4! 5 \ - g _:_ ' - - .:‘ S 74\



" uistorical Dovelophment . L

4 .
-

ed

af

, T i ' . a .
~ Suchman (1967),traces’the thtorioa1~developmen€ of evaluativc'

‘

resé:iih. focuq 5ing on its developmcnt in the field of public heajth

bot oitiné other social proqram fxoldn as well. ”Bocipl program Qtaff

’“‘:

havo had an interest in evaluation beqause they apply sbcial‘seicnce

prlhcxplcs to thexr‘prart1C(b and nced to. prove the, cffectlvencss of

their programs to obtaln yublic qupport vaen when social services were

.
' - . )

depcndent on benevolent despotism, some trial and error empirical.evaluation

- o . B | : L ‘
took place, albeit without knowledqc of underlying social processes. In -

the late seventeenth and throughaut. the eighteenth century, there was'
. . i . . . - A .

N . . l AN

an increased interest in rational, scientific evaluation. NatiOns .

collected vital statigtic:. Graunt in 1692 and Holley in 1693 proposed
~

the use of morbidlty and mortality data as the basis for planning of

pub11c serv1ces.

R - . N f : ‘A@A .
During the ninaqtéenth century statistical indices were used to

: . ‘- . ‘ t ’ "
’‘indicate the state of current yersué past conditions. -Such statistics

as were gathered for the.social services, however, gave little indication

i - .
'

of the ouality of sgiviEc o;'Ofia desirable standard. "Chapin’s.1914

f
’emphgsizing criteria established by experts, a list of service areas

N

) consiaercd most important for programs, a rating method,, and a focus onf

esults achieved af well as effort expondcd. Chapjin's systom did not

3

. comparative rating scheme for community heagth services was’é ncw approach

havc an immedigte impact. because a rapld increase in the demand for soéia}_

. I
: o

services kept/agencies tqo busy with their clicnts‘fo spend time am¢:°*

f .

‘resources on ﬁrog;am evalu tion. Programs expandcd wlthout evaluatxon in

I

the cvgluatlve rescarch scense. After thc qék,t Lorld War, howtvcr,,

Q

o N L

&
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‘ : : N I .

P

. ’

. ;
. L . . . .
expansion had created gqreat difticulties in scetting standards for social

services and providihg some uniformity of approach.  Fvaluation quides

develppod Lo meet the new needs provided rather arbitrary guidelines for
¢
self-cvaluation, but had the positive effects of providing models for

record keeping, communicating some sort of national and professional
A t

stdndards 1o Aagencive, and alerting aocial sorvice workers to the nend
. : . -

’

tor and difficulticsdof cvaluative research,

Svdenstricker, as carly as 1926, suggested urne ofl experimental

.

atud cohron aroups gy a format tor cvaluation of social services, streysed

clear bdentifigation of program objectives and methods, and advoeated " |
evaluation of specific program activiticvs before evaluation of the total
Fol : . [ « .

progyran. Bvaluation guides of the period, however, woere desiqgned ‘for use

by relatively unsophiaticated progyram staff and so ignored the experi-

* . N N i
mental approach.  The quides fell short in not regarding the objectives,
A 1

w i

mothods, and personnel regquirements for evaluative research.  Suchman
o

Jotails these shortcomings because they continue to be the main problems .

in evaluative research, as is discussed in later sections of this vhapter.
o .

o I .

Cont¥nlled oxr;ol'_imcntr;'. Houston (in Rossi and Williams, 1972)

~

and Campbiell and SL%A\;}{E;Y (1966) trace developments in controlled ‘experi-

. ‘ . \ . - . N
mental design for cvaluative research.f Development of statistical

4

procedurns for-exXperimonts begah in the eighteenth century. . The nine-

teenth contributed Bayes' pﬁbb..‘jbi.lity theory,¥uler's Latin squares for

. LI
othting treatments in an experiment, and Galton's work on the normal*

curve.  The twoenticth added Gosset'!s distribution of the mean for small
. ; .
samples and MceCall's 1923 volume on research technigues of both the

' I

uted

-

experimantal and quasi-experimnental varigty. Fisher (1939) contrit

.



(N

The l\(‘fi_i:_il\ of Experiments, ‘Uu- classic work on the requirements for

controlled comparative cxperimentation. ' .

¢ Regarding the importance of Fishor's work, Campbell and Stanley
(1966) no*+ that it is Fisher's insistence gn randomization of units

ohce assembled for the experiment, rathér than reliance on some qrc—
‘ ‘ : !

[ B
sorting techniques for matching, which is at oncde PFigher's: greatast

N

contribution to experimental design and the contribution most difficult

v . - R ! L,
for researchers to accept, forgpresorting or matching has an intuitive,

but talse, appcal. {
Judging froﬂ Suqhmdn's statements about social program cvaluation,
. . c ' . . . .
particularly in the public health area, oducation Was a unique social

! [
area in.that it went through o comparative experimentation period at all”

prior to the post-Second World War era. Campbell and Stanley (1966:2)

note that in the' early 1900's  "a wave of enthusiasm

Tl

for experimentation:

dominated . . . perhaps reaching its apex in the 1920's. And this

!
) 1

“enthusiasm gave way to apathy and rejeétion, and to the adoption of new -

v . : |
psychologies unamcnable to exporimental verification.' The decline in

enthusiasm for comparative cxperiments in education affected the morale
: ‘ : ; :

of the experimenters themselves, who often appecared at the forefront of

the movement toward:a more descriptive approach to programs and their
L3

evaluation. Thé loss of faiLh“was aftr}butuble to tho“COnfiiqt Af‘high
hopps and disappointinq'rcsultsi ExpnrimontQ did not proddcc rcvolutionéry
brnakthrougﬁs, afd, according to Campbcfl and Stanley (1966:3;, "often
proved to be tcdiogw, cquivocal, of undcpondablc qoplicqgility, and to
confirm PrO'SCiU%YLfi& pisdom . . . " part of the probfc;hlies'with the .

relative inadequacy of the statistical techniques employed as comparcd
L ‘ ) ) aues ,

f

i
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; . '
- - with the complexity of actual BOCial "settings.  Indéed, it is not an
unfair assessment to say that in the 1920's and 1930's the comparative [

(

S ‘
experiment involved studics too badly desiqnpd coptrols too poorly

)

ﬂpnllvd,qnd statistical tools too weak to produce s ciﬁntifically
| o | ‘

acceptable results. .

\

\

Conflict of models.. One regsult of the decline in enthusiasm for

. . ' . R I . i
comparative cducational research wasg the emergence of the Tylerian

¢

school bf non-comparative evaluations. leth,and Tylnr (1917) in an cight
year 1tudy used a different approdch than the standard Fiﬁhcrian design.

L

Thoey concbntrnpcd.only on whcthor behaviors cxhibited were in keeping.
O . b

with the stated objectives of thn program. Mo control qroups wore employed.
lThn!]DPIOJLh leq”erd statement of objectives in behavioral terms so that
‘ ’ ‘

matching of behavior and objective:; Could oceur. concentration on observed

\

behavior eliminated many prdb;cms xlgafdlng relldblllty, valldlty, ana #
ebjectivity of data. Moroovcr, ty)“Q‘dlffchnt behav1or° rO dlfforent
ObJOCtlvos made dlffﬁre“tlal evaln.tlon pos siblé) that is, the rQSearchers

could detormine rates of success and failuré'for the diffetcnt objectives.

< |
Disddvantagcs of the model includwd the dlfflCUltY of preCLsely -and
|

. I .
! adluu1tcly Hfdtlng bohlvlorq rcqu'd YU objectve:s, aVOi?anco‘of analysis
] 5

©f whather the OhJCCtlyQS are Val“”hle, attention solely to objectives

i
.

sct at the outset of a ?roqgam, ignoring of allvbohaviofé not contributing
to ﬁé;£ing of programﬁobjectivcs, and no possibility of comparis son with
‘other proéramS. ‘ b

Despite .the disadvantages “5rqd£ the model has had ek influéncq

on évaluative research, and-a number of nco-Tylerian models have omorgcd;
- . R i

‘These models include the work of Cronbach '(1968), Taba and Sawin (1962),

‘ \



and wxﬂhv"sor (1461), dll of whnn ropxo,ont A wave of ﬁuo Ty]OLIJn IR

csiticinm against.th resurgance Of‘thﬁ comparat ive vxpurimonﬁ in

: l
the ldtﬂ 1950 s, 1mpollod‘by the United States- Sovict Union compntltlon

»

1nI space rochnoloqy, which brought new cmp hasis in (‘dllC.Jtlondl ‘program
fundlng as well 33 dcinands fnf nvw.proqrumﬁi Competing demapds for
rc@ontién of'0130r,cur;iLuln, Pdrticuquly ih méthomutiés and the hatural
usciencbs; prodhcvd\ingroascd interest in Comyarativ; evaluation, but

techniques had not kept page with demand, oxcept for Lindquist's (1953)
I o
dppllhﬂtlon of Fisherian tCChnlqun* in n(tunl proqram scttings. However,

Camvbvll and Staqloy in 1963 ﬂddtd modern touches to the question of

) |
cexperimental des ign within Progrums. - The authors themselves regarded

| : L.
their work as ilqnlfxcant to ovdluatogb in aqy flpld' and prcsentod a
number of true experimental and qua51—exner1mental desiqns whlch later
influenccd bthor major evaluative researchers suff1c10ntly cnough to.

1
| .
ang*ear in their texts (Rossi ’and Williams, 1972: 59 02 Welss, l972a:62 72;

Suchman, 19()7.93"96). Whl].C‘ Cnllll])bell and Stanley S 84_page effo:t
appeared first in a handbook of research on tcaching, thcif work;has*
b ‘ !

since bnon printed as a monograph (Campboll and Stanley, 1966), and has

_been rnprxnted at lcast 15 times, . L
-

; : Lo - . ; SRR
A valid and reliable compyrative evaluation cnables determination

of which of two or more program: with similar goals is more effective.

’ . . .
Unfortunately, most comparative «cyaluations conducted in the -1950's and.
k] . :

1960's did not @OmP“nSJCG fOf the pro@}éﬁ of programs which were serving

quito»diffcront populations. Hetore turning further to Ehé-considcration
: C e

of mcthodological problems in ¢Yaluation, however, some general develop-

ments in social policy and Arogrun evaluation in the United States since

3
N H

i ;
[the 1930's will be outlined. L c

L3
”
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- I

Explanatiop for gains. ’Iﬂ‘b ‘what 'cap “increased iAterditTin

'evaluatiyo'rbscafch be attributed? s
Rossi- (in ROGSL hnd!williams, 19725 idéntifies thc,luloué as "
, . . ; ' .
the period in which social® scientists began to make at least |\ weak
' | . 0 v l'
impact upon policy din the United States. The tew DLJl proglqms’of
' ; |

b L ‘ . ) _
President Franklin Rooncvelt involved economists in thol: P‘dnning, and

a few cc HnohlsLG held plqh poultxons at the polxcy -making lov.q) bocxal

scientists uutglae Qggﬁxh<f5 were connected ubuqlly ‘with hpn|1h' educa- !
Lioh and woelfare, and did ﬁot hold koybdécis}OHFmaklng!rolcﬁ. Some;

' . ] s o o ) ©
research was conduciu& Lhroﬁqh Wworks Projoété Administration ~nd Nationai
Youth Adﬁinl ttaLLgn fundn, bug/%nn¢o the goals of- theoe]proq.dms wexe -

as ssumed to bo]seif -evident wifh-easily rccognlzable cffectq, and because
]the social gcicnpé methédologicsﬁof ;he'tiMQ were not vcty ¢liticient in

. _ , S » ‘ o

;vgiuatinglprograms, little eValnatipnv?Esearch was conducted, Magor

t

'proqrams such as the 1v1llam Conservatlon Corps nelthé;Jhad’|heir N

effo.ctqucM assessed’nbﬁ kept adcqqate records as a foundal ion for

e
i

lg:ér assessmeﬁt+

1y. informed guesses wéreluscd by polrcy~m“kcisl

»pling tbchnings did not begin to provigi reliable
information umstil the 1940's. One contribution of the Dcpg&on and
: N Ty b .

Census and

. ° . L4 . . . . . - . .
the New Deal, however, waS'dcmonstraéi?n of the need to maint.,in a
: - : : . i

-data.b§sc which could bg uécd to monitor sodial trchdg. Thu:qjga

cxplo fon of the 1950's “and 1960's lJ related to this neoad, ., develop-
|

mbnt of the techn1cal capabllltlcs for storina, rctrieving g intorprctiﬁg
. : - . - - :

such data is a direct consequence of appreciation of the nedl ﬁ0f

. [ \ . ) . . . :
information., ‘For instance, many developments in computer techgglogy are

gelatcd directly to the demands of the United States Cehsus. 



-

The uocond Noxld War pLOVldCd an xmpotuu goth in thv UnltLd

Kingdom and thu Unltud “tatoq to oporatlonb ro°oarch or ,ystoms rLHCﬂrCh,A
: e I : .
dCllVCd orxglnally “from thc work of Von Bcrtalanffy in: blology, Wancr

o

in s /rholoqy, Cassirer xn phxlosophy and Sorokln in %OJIOIOGY ( LO,

[ o
e.g., VOHXBcrtdlanffy, 19h/), and appilod by BldePUL, Bronowskl and ; o

othurs_to_military operatlons. In a sort of non-organlc form nnd ]argoly

without reference to its originhtors,-operatlons rescarch hns heen- used

o ] -u-

in ytoqram evaluation in North Americay, especially in thé‘form'of cost- .
benefit analyulq Llod to progran. buddetinq ‘ ’ - ' ,‘ : T

Suchman (1967) rtlatcs the rcccnt growth of 1ntere st in evn]uatlve'
. 1

rChcjxch to the gtncral increase in conf1don¢e that thL bchavxoral
. . - N . ' . {
- . oy
* scicnges can bL used to attack goc1al problcmst Domestic and 1nterf
’ 0 - \ . .

national proqram' face 1ntroabcd pre""ure from Cll ants . and gupportcrs

fof even more proqrans, but alsojfor prooflthat thc serV1ccs work.}

i . ‘w .

Suchnan (1967 ?y“o&Yb that the worrlcs of the public, governmcnts, and

- B s, [y

social aClQnt] td ‘have led to "a suddon»awakcnlnq of 1ntcrest 1n a lonq—

' L]

jnoglcdted”aSpect of-social resoarch--theﬂcvaluative study;' and that S

rcv1ew of proqram 1n leGrnL soc1al fxelds "rcvnaled thc an(lty of

both conccptuallzatlon and scientific reqcarch on the effcctxvcntss of

i * !

most activities Fn these arcas." Be11 f in the tf}zvnnce of oc1al sc1ence

for .programs is one.reason for pfessure for evaluation becausd*yithbut'
- o . | . | ) . ' ]
evaluation social relevance gannot be substantiated. , .
o ‘Suchman argues that cvaluation nceds are even grcatcr and fdlling
. : i ) ,
them even more dlfflLUlt in thv Uost -Second world War DLKIOA bncause
i . \

social scervice agencfes havc bhecome involvnd not only in cl1m1nnt1ng

- ; , ‘ :




‘undurlrablc rondxtlons on a ‘case bdul bﬁipﬁiéo'in‘dEETﬁdT?“iﬁﬁfbViﬁé""”"“"”“ e

» N . | l

‘the qualgty of community life. In thono Lhangcd (ondltxonq, tho emphasis.

-

in ovaluation activities is shifting away frpm prOVquon of btandardxrod
.. I L . .

self-cvalyation guides qnd,movinq'towards developmcnt of cvaluatlve
"' "' ; v ’ ’ ‘. .. " i : .
rescarch into the services and objectives of specific programs.  This .
Lype of rcsearch is linked closely to the program planning process. °
d ) R . . ' - ' .

The mcthpdology and - framework for such ovaluatLVC rescarch

) - o v o
-7 became’ a goncern in the 1950's and has contlnued'so[51nce. ourhman (1967'
B . -, . Lt t . ’ A T .

f'!lO) cites the 1955 work of Knutson'ano the tecam oE:Grccnbcrg and Matt;son; '

Ciocco's 1960 cfforﬁs,ahd~Fleck's 1961 woﬁk'ds indicative of the concerns
-t for dofininé hicrdrchies.qf objeotivcs qnd"the‘ihtcrvonihg oonditioné-

-

neces ;qry for achlevcment of ultxmate objectlves, use of expeklmcntal

MEETEE N S e [ )

designs. wlth 1nd1odsw1thknown Lnllablllty and valldlty, and use of
e I
, ‘
nxporlcnced, tralncd -and --1nsofar as p0551b1e—-object1ve researchers.h

“A trad;txon arlslng from the smoll group work of LeW1n (1948)

£has had a qrow1ng 1mpact 51nce the 1950 s. This tradltlon is- actlon

e

[

rcsoarch, in. whlch the people 1nvolved in a process moke ‘their! o%n ,

' evaluatlon as part of self study technlqucs. The process of avtlon .
}fgeseqrch is muchﬁlike‘Ross (k955) deflnltlon of communlty organ17atlon,
a except 'for the addition of an cvaluative component. The rgpearch
and evaluation aspects in action researc¢h are gubordinated to -the desires

/
of. the members -of thc‘group$Lrathef than to those of some outside :

.

'groUp of dcéision—makers, Action reScarch involves a cyclicai process,-f

or pcrhaps a splial process slnce developmcnt isg a goal in action
i . t . .

'
\

S .res carch. The process bcgins w1th the part1c1pants 1dont1f1catlon -of .

! .a goal, ;orecds to: analyals of attendant dxffxcultles in rcachan the

) : . . ,



' series of steps to'take, commences the steps and analyzes the results as

»the oxjgntatlon of actlon roscarch toward the’ goa] of program partici- f

cvxluatlon and thcxoby fuels the’ evaldatlon rcscarch movemcnt.

~-worr1cd ‘about evaluatxng such programs, the measures requlrcd were | qulte

godi, plans some form Of'attack including'spocific_objccttvvs and A

o o . i
d . . . . . v

. / o ‘ .
a ba is for conm&nccmcnt of a new cyclc . S S : .

4

As notcd 1n othor sections of thl" thLSlS, action reacarch has "

had considerahle'impact‘on'sooial program evaIuation gcnerql]y,and CD !

'ov1luar1on partlcularly., Thls ;npaot is. not surpr1 xng considering

f

¢

58

‘pants. ‘Weiss (1972&) mcntions a growing interegt in action rescarch

e ) - A , . | .
and advocacy cvaluation, both of which are means for the cvaluators

themselves to ?ry to directly 1nf1uence thc.dec;sionvprocess./ The

l
. 4

relation of roseatch to parnicipants‘ concerns 1ncreases 1ntere t Ln

o

- - : . i ]

R0551 (1n R0551 and W1111ans, 1972) notes a numbcr of dlffergnces

|

between social programs in the 1930's and thbSe*in the 1960'5, and'thinks
that ihcse dlffcrcnces are at least’ partly accountable for the empha51s N

oo
|

_dn eValuation'of l960's programs. Programs in’ the 1930 s had relatlvely

| . ..
51nplv alms such as enploylng X numbcr of people.; Insofar as anyone‘

.

‘ . - . . - ' ~

simple. Horuovnr, 1930 s programs affccted such a ]"ge segment of the -

. L[]
pOpnlation‘thqt-Justxfication was a rclatlvply smalliproblem; for‘

=

© instance, job pldccment'programs did not chc‘scvére_problcms of appli-

I P R L .
canr motlvatjon or - lack of pUbllC support Morcovor; since programs werc-”

almcd at a largc and generally skilled segment of the populatlon, thcre\§

: N | 2 ik
was-not_much-conCan‘that the! addition of.morc and'md:p~programsvto ) '3}3‘”,,7~

assist more marginally motivated and rélatively incapable people would
pro&ucuulittle'or no - cffect. In‘conLrast,’whbn'Prosidcnthohnson .

. ' e i . A -
",V . " N . ’ : A . . . N . (" > . . N ) 7

-0



1)

. } ! ! e .
welfare programs. ™., ,

A(1968).

(i

initidted the wWar on Poucrtyj concerns ubbut'marginal effects and
complex’aims were reflected in legislation requiring cvaluation of the
anti-poverty programs, incliding legal, ecducational, and general social

In addition, ‘the cost-benefit model first employed in 1961 by
Robert S. MgNamara in the Department of Dcfénce,was extended in 1965

[y

to all federal aqgencies through the Program, Planning, Budgeting System.

- This system also had an impact on state and local agencies), and has found

Ll - ‘
its way into‘Canadi?nffcdcrnl and p;oiincial,governmcnt departments

as.well. | A brief rpvigw ofvthc-approach may-be found in McGivney
(1967) . A lpnqer'und‘mqrojsdnquind work/on,thd,subjgct is Uartley
. : /
. , . i IR I i
The resgltﬁibf data:systems,vévaluatidn legislation, and cost-
Lo . N . . ] . .

. v ' v o : - . e
bencfit analysis. include: ; more attention by policy makers to the

information required for effecti&e decisions; a: growth im-the number
- B . . . -

of social scientists inVolvcd in goveérnment programs,.especial&y‘social

programs, and at incfcasinéiy higher lcbels»(see, e.qg., Evans, 1974);
..’ / . .

‘United )tates Offxco of Education, which also has its own offlce for

. ! . o !

;establishﬁcnt of_sociaLJ;qséardhnfirms vying for‘contracts‘at federal,
_ state and locaF’levels;\dnd federal -funding of at least eight research

. ' : . 1 . F .
' e . . .‘ : i3 - L I
and,cvaluation centres afflllatcd wﬂﬁh various unlvcrggtles. .

- ”
“hﬁﬂf ccntrcs 1nclude the prestlglous Centre for the Study of
Evaluatlon, founded 1n 1966 and opcratinq out of the Unlver51ty of
T
California at lLos Angelcs. The centre was orlqlnally sponsored by the

!

. Yesearch and evaiuation, one of the fi{st such centﬁal offices in an

-American social agenc¢y. ‘About 1974 the Ccntre's sponsorship passed to

’
" a

A



tho-Nutiondi Institute of Eduédtion. “The originnl purposc'of the centre
‘ » . . L
was to gtudy nnd lmprOVL thv evaluation of 1nbtxurtlona1 proglamn, and -,

a

specxtxu task' included Lhcory bu11d1nq, study of proqram varxahlgg,

“and development and4ficld testing of bvaluawion systems. The (anxe s
A T -l :
-, \ . -f- ' v . ' !. ) i ) * a . Cakl .
definition%f evaluation stresses the role of evaluation in/decision=

making. In 1969 the centre's mandate broadened to include all ‘issues

in educational evaluation, with a new crphasis on providing a scientific:

.basis fér policv dcéisioﬁs. ﬁy 1976 thb‘centrn:had again broadovod'its
mandate, this tiﬁe to'jncludc social sctioh as'wcll.és educﬁtional
. - ‘ A 3 v . !
programs. The centre has. concentrated on é(few major proéfam arcas in
. ‘ L
order to avoid qpreadlng ltb IESOurCCb too thlnly Among dthcf contri—' .
/ ’ v

butxone of the Lcntre 4i's productlon of a newslctter/ Evaluatlon\comment

© (1968 to pregont), thch affordb cvaluators a widely dis scmlnatod organ

for intpréhanqes on evaluative research.

i '

Floweringlof'educational evaluation: . Educafional evaluation, ' i

at least in terms of models and propo als for methods if not in terms of »1‘:

. ' I
‘results, flowerpd durlng the 1960's and 1970 s. The nco-Tylcrlans and -

v

Camrbell and Stanley have been mentloned alruady hortly after thelr I

contrxbutlons a notablc Incrcase in cmphas15 on gvaluatlon of gducatlonal

/ v o . )
proqrams obtdinod when education became the prlnc1pal weapon ' in the United C

States' War on Poverty (1965 1970, and, in reduced form, cont1nu1n§
thercafter) ! Canadian governments also poured more monéy into educa-
tional prog}ams in the-l97o{s in o;der to resolve a number of éutstanding‘
social, cvltufal, énd economic problems such a% reqiénalidisparity,

1nad6§uate numbers of sklllnd workers, and unlllnguallsm in an 0ff1ClJlly

bilingual nation Proqrams such as Newstart in Canada and Hoad Stnrt in

'

%7 -'J



‘.

tlic United States had built-in evaluation components as a result of
legislation; Alberta Wewstart, indeed, was officially designated as an

1 .

action rescarch agency, and had « pq9fcssional'00aludtdr pn_its staff

(Evans, 1974;‘K]apsteih, 1471); ‘Howévcr,.pteuipitatc action in the face
of "accountnbiiit?“ demands in the United s;atcs rcsultod ianiecc-meal/
.bor%gwing'of ovaluution‘tcdhniqdcs, suéh as cost énalyuis, wiﬁhoﬁﬁ dué
. . . ’ . . ' T
rggard-to the conceptual frameworks and the data required for sucgcssful'“
userof SUCH‘SystcmS‘(WCiSS, L97éa:84—91f" The résultinq.féiluFes”iH‘“
“valuati§h cfforts, jngludind'pdorLy éouéuéﬁed.evalﬁétions 5nd cfforts.
which were gofminatcd quérc p;éducing re§0{ts, ﬁgy,have~hindered |
pqugrcss in qu&étiondl evalu;tion Bf adding‘t;:the{atmospheré of mi;-
/ ' . v :

trust and cynicism recounted so often in evaluation texts. and articles.

. {
!

(Weiss 1972b:7; Weiss 1"972&:6;—23', 98-107; Guba, l969:29~f31).' D‘es_pit.:e

1 ..

the theoretical and practical difficulties, demands for
and non-comparative evaluatiops_inéreasea during the 1960's.
, i [ ‘ : ‘ ' '

r/» it is ré?éalimg to note also that educatipnai evaluation progiamb
and centros, including the Centre for thé.sfpdy’of Evaluation, survived
thc'197l'dismahtling of much of %he federal apparapuszx'prbqram budgeting.

'

~This'surviﬁhl_§rgbaply reflects the fact that only a portionof the |

o : ‘ Oy . I . C . . .
cducationul evaluations conducted as a result of federal legislation

invdlved ‘cost-benefit analygis. While the cost-benefit approach continued
. . o . o ) y

to weaken in the late 1960's and t?ereafter, cducationa; evaluation

\

research,. despite many trials including complex, confusing, and conflicting

'

"goals, weak methods, and inadequate financial-shpport, has':actually
o : , ' : - .
prospered since about 1965. “Some of the most significant contributions

- of the 1965-1976 period are identificd below.
A. - N ' . ’ . V I

~

;-



~components. ‘ _—

Lumsdain (1965), an educational tichnologist, offers ‘an evalua-
s ‘ - ! : .

tiqn' cheme in which judqm¢ﬁts'are relat« go Li® appropriateness,

practicaliﬁY} and” effectiveness of the pvqgram; The modclvréqwires

~ statement of objectives in behavioral t“'msvih order to rclate behavior

' [ .
to the approprlatengsq and effectiveness srlterla..4

‘

Glasur'“ (196;) aPPIOGCh 1nvolv.” foxmulatlng Ob]CCthcS'
{

pvrfoxmlnq a pre-aqscqamnnt to dctcrmlno the prpuent condltxons,
doglgnlnq a prdgram whlchvlncludeq An evaluyation componcnt, mcasurlnq

actual achiovcmdnt in order to mnkc nCCdud’adjugtments durinq thP cpurse

|

of the program lnstead of waltlﬁq ‘until’ A ho COhCluSlOn, and flnal

!
cvaluation>to revise the program and lnliiate a new cycle;' The approach

. . ,

bears a strong rescmblance to 1atcr propn,ala of Stufflebcam (1967) and
By . ~

Alkin (1969), but is dlfferent in dstait regarding numbcr of components _

E

+ in the evaluatlon proce‘, and separatlon of procedures relatxng to these

0 .

“In view of thc éVaiUéti:;?P(égleM in the mid-1960's, Scriven

!

(1967) attenpted ‘to create order. out of .“JO\ and prvade both a set Of

commqn terms apd a methodology for. evalunllon act1V1t1es.~-He'stressed.m
- : ‘ o

“‘that the ‘goal 6f‘evaluation,is con§§ant: to inghqthe worthi of whatover

H | : . :/ ' K ) [ o o . v )
is being evaluated. ' Several roles can bw derived from the goal of
¢ ¢ . - . A )

cvaluation, roles such as program develjuwent and decision-making, but

the goal: should not be confused with the rolé§ of evaluation. . Scriven

made an’appgren%ly lasting distinction Leween formative and summative ;

evaluation, and identified role differcn..g for evaluators as a_

A
N

consequence of the type;of evalUbtion'bui“q conducted. One of Scriven's

most important contributions was his vicw that the tools for adequate
. . . . \. ‘ . N . , .

-



. Alkin (1969), the ccntre s dlrector,.identlfles flve dec1510n areas--

; v
1

i

evaluation of edutatiopal programs are available, but frequently mis-

applibd of’not used at all. . Rcferdnces to Scrivch in the works of

k)

othcr cvaluatlve rescarchers: (MacKay and Magulrc, 1971 Houstdn, in

.

v50551 and wllllams, 1972, WClSS, 1972a and 1972b) attost to his influence

ot i

on cvaluative research.: This 1nf10enco, however, has been at the con- .
o ] ) C RS .

ceptual and organizationai‘iciél rather. than at tho leveildf tools and

_procedures fot,evalhatioh.

' )
‘Stake’ (1967) stressed the need to gathcr data on 1nputs,
. y '
. | |

proce,qes, and outputs, to deocrlbe the relatlonghxps among the%e. dnd .

- I .
to.mAﬂc-Judgmcnts bascd on the descriptions. Stakc's modelwfocusses on ’

. ‘

’

a broad view of. faatorg contrlbutlng to establlshmcnt, proccsscs, and

effects of a pfoglam. Indeed, Stake's V1cw is, so broad that there ‘

o .
i

v i

: apgears to be no limit to the data collectxon requlred

e : . &
' Stufflebcam (l968).deviqed an evaluatipn quel based'on the o

'

. decision-making prdgess. He identifies four stages of evaluation: -

centext,- input, préocess ‘and productf ‘%he Centre for theglitudy of
. - ) fl
. ¢ . , . < . .
Eyaluation used 'this model as a building block for th
N : S

gyﬁ{em goals, proqram plannlng, program lmplementatlon, program improve-= .

' ) -

ment, and program ccrtlflcatlon-—and their related cvaluatlon processes.

System voals and progran plannlng fornm a sct of de01410ns, the othér

H

: three aceaé-fOrm a second set. The first set of dQC1510ns and cvaluatlon

aCthltIPb d8als Wlth ch01ce of a program- the second sct. deals with /

evaluatlon of the pxogram chosen. Alkln (1969 5) says that in the second
.": /

’sct, tho ObJOCthCq to ‘be achleved and the program which it is assumed

w1ll bc most ‘successful in achlcvan these Ob]eCthCS are chfrally

»

\ A ' R e oo : -

)

[}

r
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considcred as 'given.'" Within the sccond set, there may not necessaril9
\?: ) . i ‘- . .

be a sequential move from implomcntatiu"'throuéh modification .to certi-~

'

fication, parggcularly when the need for program improvement becomes - . .

go cvidéntvnhat to wnitvfor cvn%uapion nf'tﬁc implcmenhgﬁiéd aﬁpccc:u '_. ..
before inz:king a;“(l‘justr.neht‘s mﬁqhtj ‘prfove HHi.cidul': ’-'-I‘he 5;,C§.n(1 ;;(ﬂ-_:emp].o‘y’s = .
qiSctntg'and‘deginable gﬁjectivég and pqrefgllg qucifiés the ﬁ:eat;gnts T, )

used within the qhoécn proqrnm and the mnang fb; meisuring thedr c}fccﬂg;
~ . : " . o, ‘. . . ,'
As part of the qﬂnblal contribut jons tF cducational evaluation '

' » i

in the 1960's, the work of the systenvijnalysd Provus (1969) and’ pf

wittrock (1969) should be mentioned. Wittrock

15 s1gT}f1cdnt to all

DY
[ -

social proqraT‘fieldsfbccause of his strategyifor cstlnatxng cause -and -
cffect relatiénshdps in non-experimqnh;k.sétt' gs.. HiS.bmcatment of - V ,1' .
. N . bt ) ) , - I-. # o -

"na&urnligtic" data ﬁs discussed below under ’Recent‘zrcnds. oo *

-~ In the 1970° i a nunber of new l,pnds in evaluation rpsearch

.

cmerged to take thexr*blace be51de COnllnlled experlments, neo-Tylerlan

models, and SyQths and dec191&n~mak1nq Ipproaphes_ pivg~of these® trends
N : \ : .

Y

‘are scriven's (1972) goal fre..q§?luat1“” SYSten; Levine's (1973).

‘ adversary model Kourxlgky'f (i973)A§ﬂriati§n§9n this moéél, Fiéz-/;[
Gg;bon and Morris' (1975) thCOfY'babﬁd 'valuaglon ‘model, and Glass
}l?%Gi'metdfﬁDGIYSlS and\mega-cyaluatxn“, Thzso dovclooments in models -
and methodolééyés are discussed in fhu eectiok of this thapterfdealing

with current trends and issues in evalu.aiive fesecarch. . ¢
: . " { . I'
] KRS &’
Recent .non-cducation contributfoy,g, 31-_ is unfair to imply by .
. < ' T : ‘
om1n51on that all developments in evaln.|UDJ! scarch in ®he past two
.. . r o : R

decades have been in education. Ext(,-n:sivo_ w&k has proceeded in other q

fields, as an examination of the Xeferiy.es listed in Caro (l%a' Mullén‘

o \ . . ’.



. o |

and pumion, et al, (1972), Rossi and Williams (1972), and Weiss (1970a)
will attest. ALl of the works just mentiGued are important in their
own right, and are used extenttively throughbut. the present study.

,u - . ' - ,i. L . B P o . . .o
Suchman (1967) produced his major tx-ﬁfg on ovaluative resoarch

¢

\

ey

. - . . ' i .
bocause he felt that the field suffered from 19ck of a systematic
) . o - . .
. | L . '
. . . R . . T . .
analysis of the theoretical, nethodological, .lln]"!, adiministrative priaciples
underlying its objectives and procedurds. CGitingta nunber of continuing

%

T

v

trobilons roqarding object ives, methodology, and adminiseration, Suchoan

\ .
-~ \ .
Pdent i hod concepts, cateaories, and methods useMl to the evaluation
: - Al N . N :
pracvtice,.  Of particular importance to his onchasis on hicrarchies of
\ : N .
obijectife and his identification and (11‘:;Cl‘i§>tit‘ln of five categories of”

cvaluiations.t The B roit catoegory s ('fHﬂ[‘fi cxvendeds Thrs category

!

Cays no reaard to osearch tor oroof of results. Sachnantnakes an analogy

to counting the nunber of times a bird flgp:; its wings., The 'second
3 ' : ' '

category in rerformance, or how far the bird flies. The third category

is-adequagy of performance in relation to total need, or measuring the
’ ' ! oy

. .
distance flown in terms of the destination.  The fourth category is

3
s ! ' .
.

of ficiency conpared with alternatives, for instance, did the bird take
‘ . . . ; ' . .
advankage of ajr qurrents? '1'h~~!fin.1'1 ‘category is process evaluation,

! M

.o ‘ . : N . i .
the determination of how and why a program does or docs not.work. This

final category is not usually consiidered evalaative rescarch, but Suchman

Stresses ibts sianificafiee as'a tool for propping up faltering programs.

 In the remarikably brief Space «)fK\ single 6000 word article,

Caro (196Y) raises what appears to be nearly every issue in evaluative
~ X .
research and ;\rm,‘:u_un:;'.1‘}>-'3wiIdorin«; array of references in support or

o I
3

L3

.

contradiction ot opinions on vrofessionalism, methodology, administration,



. . oo . A
bind use of findings. s article is l.lh'u‘ hest survey of critical issues
. : N \
o 1

.

in less than book length, )
. ! ' . '
The very good year ot 1972 saw the publication of several major

works in ovalpative r(rs:v[.n‘ch,‘ including those of Mallen and Dumpson’and

theit associates, Rossio and Williams and their contributors, and two
> . \ N B : .
works by Weiss.  The NG IR and Dumpson volume troats  the, tonic, of

v

ovaluation of social finterveytion. Considerations include theoretical
| AN J . _
nalysig of a numbev _of case studies

. . ,
. . - N\
. “and methodoloaical rvquxrm:u-nt'r., and
- : . [ ‘
y - . I3 ! 3 . .

of ovaluative rescarch into speial wopl practices In making a distinction!
’ M7 ' i

among nicro-, !;z!‘;',:tn-,\.md macro-systoms e the anthors paint out the

!

Jiftering problens prevalent in ovaluative rescarch at the'in(livid\\\ml

“or amall groun (micro) level, the gocial system (menzo) lovel of the
B‘u’

*
corrmnity, and the r.m\vro—sy:;tcm 1ovel of national and i.n'tcrnat:)'pna@”

|

nrugrnm:i' and institutions. . i
. - . .

Ros:i and Williams produced a volume which incluc&rg contributions
from hembors of the Office of Ecopomic Okaportunity's evaluation research
, R o

staff gand also papers nrosented at the American Academy of Arts and

Scicnces' 1969 conference on "Evaluation of Social Action. Programs." 1
. L ' Yo | . ’ '
“More than mere editors, Rossi and Williams contribute over one third

. : . L ' | ’

of the text in_ their volume, including a summary of the conference .
o

proceedings attended by over 30 American . and British evaluators. The

[y

conclusion roached by these evaluators as to which rescarch designs

- | , .

are nost desirable nay provide the only list of its e which can be

o | .

identificd directly with a large group of professiona cevaiuation
3 ) . .

. * — )
i

| rescarchers. Othgr t:opi«j};' covered l.)y.Ros::" aaa Williams include clabora- °

. '
oy .

tigm of. the desigas identified on the preference list, and discussion of

% . .
l - L
B . -

-



key problems caused by political ahd administrative considerations in
! oo - b~

the vractice of evaluative, resecarch.  All the points identified in this

S varagraph are.discussed in the»nuxtSuugions»of,thismchaptur,.including ..

. o : N " ; ‘ o C e A e
. invariably are developed along specialized lines"” and "fail to provide.- .

the opinions expressed in the Rossi l.md william. text.

' . ' .

Woeiss' (1972a) wnri.on cvaluative rescarch comprises only 128

pages of text but is the best summary of the topic in terms of both
. N |

‘theory and practice. Onoe professionak reséarcher (Stevens, 1976) ‘hag

termed Ueiss' Lvaluat i‘(?ll.r Research "the evaluator's BiBle."™ Ho more

vithy explication of the topic appears to exist, at least in the Fnglish
1 - . . ) ) . )
language. Weing (1972b) has 3150 published a tollection of significant

readings onevaluative rvescarch as drawn from many social program and © |

cducational research arcas. A third contribution, important but of
1 . . .
less significance than Weiss' tyo major 1972 yorks, is her 1973 article

o

on organizational constraints on the application of resecarch findings

in mental health studies.’ o

. Mgldixmgn The foregoing analysis has treated educational program
evaluation scbarately from other .evaluation arcas in social research.
S . . : X .
i N . N
iistorically, not only has -education been rather isolated from other

. . . L . . SN R k
research area:, 'but the other areas have been fgirly well tSelated fyom .
\ < i B s - . -

v
}
|

cach other. Mann (1965:191) pointsiout ‘that the isolation of 3oclal -

dcience field: into areas cach vroducing their own journals has tended
. 1 . ) . .

to obscure metiodological commonalitices &nd has prevented exchange of

3 el ' X : . ) . L
information; articles gn evaluative rescarch in various. figlds "almost

. : ST MRS SR

o

- . | d .-

‘ ‘

BN

! - : ot

any comparative. sense of the impact 6f evaluative research."

e e i e aili3 L A



ool AN ‘ ' A R : !

Caro, (1060 96) cites Fairweather's hope that “lauttidisciplinary
. : | s :

‘

teami b gocial scientists” could "dcflne and s;udy.soule problems

n oty nuxural 5ettinq5." UlLLLuLk (1060) .is.also hopeful that! e

- .
) . .

contriigtions from a varloty of social sciences will invrove and

incrmq““‘tho stack of bOH(P”t" for upplxcatron in n;alu1t1on1 (gdiés. | ‘
_ | | |
“hese G indeed some indications of a melding in evaluation r@scarch,' o S
o ‘ ) ¥ ‘
“r”u”hly brguuut tnv Jlumping together of cducational and other programs
under g\ pious federal agencies in the United states forced Qvaluatofs , ,
bfiom “overal fieldsjto c#habft a;licast tempbrarily. It is likely that
. I . ! ‘
ddnfuluyuaLivo reality vroduced a merge;ldhich would have taken vFry
Emch Ponger if laft to the Ac¢domic communities Lhem;elvnd. Whatever
the f*nwﬁ,”thg cffoct is no;ﬁd&able. The Céntre for the Study of
‘V“]J";on ﬂas in the past fourlyears given Attentloﬁ to evaluatlons
OuLiint nqucational ?roqram arcas; ahd has soﬁqht‘to'apply‘some techniques
dcv“'“fﬂd for gdhcatioﬁ to other’ fields, ahd.techniqdes fro% other
fi“]”” to QJucdtion. Rossi and will;ams,:andtwe;sg blend,techniques
' md v peinles from all socidl'brogrdg arcas. Thé.tit}c ofvweissl
(107"Hi book of'readﬁngs, Evaluaci;g ﬁbtion Proqréms:' Reddqus.in.} - o
fﬁﬁLV" Aetion nnﬁ Eduqkplon, tclls alli» b ' '; 1'
. . L . ,
The foregoing review of socli a€>and ecducational proqrdihevaluatlon
) . ) s .
is jJ‘Jnrrative rather>thdh exhahstivcw However, it is gunerally true
that e lxtcrathe beyond: that referred t0 erotoforc is elthcf S ‘ _ w 
1“(“'l”v1toﬁ in thL major works c1tod in thi: soction or pozntu back
LOWA 1 e works cited as tﬁou@h they were major’p;aks in a mountain )
Lalige It mﬂy be, then,'ﬁhAt the foregouing discussion ha; manaqed to
Sidentyy g tﬁuzuminuncds and can safc]Yfiqnorc.thé_footﬁiilb. In Pﬁgf'
, . . ‘ o .

| N o .

7
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following section the current featurcs of ‘evaluative research, .including

. . . - S i '
the key: issues and developnents, are discussed. ‘ B

* 4 .

Recent Trends . S . |

! 4 \

/

! ‘ ‘ . . .- . ’ . \
This section sketches the advantages and disadvantages of several

. . . _— ‘ { ' o . Co
new trends in evaluative research which may make significant. contribu-
. ‘ : ‘ ' : .

tions to social program ficlds. These approaches, while usually proposed
. : , ‘ |

¢ o
: -

- . 1 .
in the contexy of cducational programs, appear usable in all social

settings.  The approaches discussed are Wittrock's model for estimating
, ‘ : o : L L .
cause and cffect relationships in natural scttings, Scriven's goal-frge

.evaluation model, and several critical rusponﬁes to it, the adversary
' ' . ! : -
evaluation models of Levine and Kourilsky,i the thphry—basod evaluation
Lo . o N . . ’ 4 . : \
~model of Fitz-Gibbon and Morris, and Glass' model for1mcta—analysis.
wittrock (1969) developegd a strategy for estimating cause and.
uralistic or non-experimental data in order
to test theories in natural settings. The approach is. to measure
: | : . n :
i . , i ) : . :

effoct relationships in-nat

several presumably important characteristics of the program énvironTeht,

measure the program

\

‘

qunutify,indibidual characteristics of the clients,

i ’ . i y L ’ ' - . >
butcomes, and try to interrelate thch measures. Multivariate stati
; , ; g
. ’ . ! . .
tical procedures can be used for estimating cause and oﬁfect relationf
‘n ). . N - . . . 9

ships. The tqchniquo;tequir&é explicit statement and yuantification o

the bases for program decisions. The point is not to gather information

on individual differences or other variqblés simply to identify them as

1

such, ‘but to sce how the differences may function as ekplanatory =

l

principles in analysis of outcomes when the, outcomes

environpental and client factors. Measuring outcomes does not explain
. . - ‘ ‘

how and why they were achieved; to do that requires quantification of
. , , , . i

.

L

T ’ )

arc weighed against

50

»gt,




Andiviinal characteristics.

!

.. Chane. -

74Ny ol | he bihavior change in the clients is ‘uffxcxe'L to meet the

_way

salicig  gharactoristics of the cnvironmngt any_their rqlationﬁhips_tq

R ‘iwiumck cautions that using standardized tests 91!.__91;1,_"[‘,25 to "

] o
L - !
ddL"Wlno proqxamliffocLa Ln)cc spread of the c¢lients aleng a normal

curv. Vthh may make no sense in ‘terms of the proqram qoalq The

dlr‘“!“ntiated scores ma? have no'bcarinq on thq quustlox of: whgther

. T . |
g N B . o

ment ‘Uwurbs that tﬁcllevel achiéved: is compared wit
| : A ) : . i A; . -
suffic |.nt." Another problem is involved in before/after (pretest/post-
o o A . ,
L] . -l. . N
iy i o w, v ~ . -
tenst) wasures: the after measure cah indicate that there has been a
behavi,, change, but not that the program has bgen the cause of the
: S . L A ~
- Wittrodk cites tHrec-commop criticisms of his npproach:. that”
. . 1 ) ) : |
Stroe, on mcasuring progress toward statéd goals tends to lead to
Al_i
» _

lgn“'!“l of othcn qunxflcqnt but unstated, _and erhdpS unantic1pated'

rch”"” of the program; that changes in program Staff are as important

1as Chayag in clients Srd | ~hou1d be consxdered in. evaluatlon, and that’
. 1 .

I ,/

tOO V"~lsc ob]uctxves tend . to be narrow and terldllZL the p:ogram.

_Whi]‘ 'lmLttlnq the his torlcal forcv of thesc criticis ms; WltthCk says

\ o

th'/'”'n crltxclqms -of Eﬁ% way evaluatlons ‘have been applled, not the

only 1., prespecified objectives, nor us nly .of narrow, non- hvlrarChIZCd

>

objiriiyes, nor cvaluation only relating to clients. While cvaluations

tradit)nally have focussed solely on outcomes or inputs, Wittrock's
' st c ’ ‘ ' . : N . . . .
SYstem jncludes consideration of what qoes on in the program, including

i 5
i

the ' could be applicd. His own approach docs not rcqulrL attentlon i

he level considered



_tﬁu,impnct of: the program cnvironment. upon the clients. - The rcqux Lte

“methodological knowledge is available Lo estimate cause and effect
_ . , ) B

»relﬂtjonﬁ;&n»nen—expefimuhtnernatural-settiﬂqsg-wThewmethonLogyj~

.

ln(ludon work as far back as Wright's 1934 atudy on use of path I

cocfficients in notworks of'vuriables_nssumed to[bc a series OF causal
1 ' \ . ! . -
influencls. Fagh pfth conthCLonﬁ is a dlffeant prcdlctlon from a

\ -
different thcury. While :dth.cocfflcxontb can no more provo (dUSL LthCt

relattanships than can any. other techniQue,,the PncfflClﬂnt; provxdc

‘estimates of the probnbilfty‘of explanations béinq'wrong.
o ] Ce g . . N
Scriven (1972) appears to repudiate his carlier {1967) position
y, - . N . L " . “ .
whvn'he proposes a "goal-free” form of evaluation.. The use of unantici-
. , . ! -
1 - . . = B -,
. ancd ffocts as one form of rating of programs leads to consideration
> N . . . . . ) / K { .
Qf whethef it is useful to separatc intended and unintended effects. in
| re - | TR o
outcome evaluations. While there may be justification for scparating-
~ . ! . N )

thCSC»CfoCtS in the plannihg”prbccss, clierits and decision—makérS]are

morc 1n;ercqtcd in the outcomes per se than in whethcr or not they were

lexpected. Furthermore, program_propo sals oftem provide a greqt deal of
. : : ) ) . R !
rhetoric about intents'vcrsﬂs‘outcomos——a;rhctorlc which often is sub-
stituted for actual supporting evidence in'proposuls.i_Specification‘df,

-some. cffects as side-cffects, secondary effects,-or unanticipated;

S

‘féfféctS”Icadﬁ”tQ‘ignpring of the significancc‘of'sbmc?cfﬂthCSc'effccts;f
; » o L : T AR _— Sl
which somctimes are the moét'siqnificqnt cffects of a program and moré '
in keeping with new priorities than the originally intended effects.
. . .

At times the side cffects aré cven dnticipqted. Rvaluation in tcrms of

goals provides too limited a proflle of the pro;cct and docm qot include

oven those anticipated effects not cons Jdcrcd project goals but which

’



co . .. . ’ . o . ’ .
evaluator's or decision-maker's goals for project goals. ' The cvaluation
. T B . : . ¥ - .

f

are nonctheless essential’impacts of the project.. Goal-free evaluation

allows mid=way shifts in projoct goals bucause evaluation is still

-possible if concentration is-on -the cffects without reference Lo .goals. . -.-

'

Scriven regards evaluation of goals as an  unnccessary,
. . o / ‘ -l
contaminating step. Cogparison of actual cffects with demonstrated

.

.o L . ) , )
neceds should be adéqudte.  He doubts the efficacy cven of‘qoal-bds$d s

format.ive. evaluationsy) one function of formative evaluation is to pprovide
a preview of summative cvaluation,lsoAtherc has to be consgiderable
similarity between the two. ~ Good formative evaluation requircs external

, : ¢ R ) C
evaluators to hélp internal evaluators'to aveid the "tunnel vision™ of

)

looking énly at outcomes rnlatcd'to established goals. To achicve’ good

- I

. . : v | o . N . ) 3 , R .
gyoal-free conditions for both formative and. .summative evaluations, the

‘external evaluators must be kept'unéontaminatcd ffom,knowlcdqc of program

goals. Scriven does not explain how this cleanliness is accomplished.
Goal-free cvaluation avoigs the Qrobiom‘of'dealing with alleged

'

VerSUS‘réal~90als)'and theroby.climinapes concern about use of rather

graniiosc goals in order to get a project approved for the sake of

-
-

considcrably diffnronf goals in the dctual.projcct.\

The goql-ffee.approach]is nbt'é case of substitd;ing the -

]
. !
'

S ! { R ! .
is related td broader, Whency or ~socictal necds which sect standards

bq90nd those of the evaluator or the evaluatcd:‘lThe,standards selcctéﬂ_ :

' must, be shown to be morall@ correct and appropriate to the program, but

are not inhcrent in the .program. By denying qoal—relnted"infofmdtidn to .

.the-evaluator‘ft is possiblerto keep him: from inferring projcct goals. o

.The screening of data prcvqnts the evaluator from secing intended effccts,_

' . ) ]



]

.

v

" stan8ards for such cvaluations improve, managers/will 1,,.} jegs . -

. //

The intention of any pﬁodycur is of little cdbncern to 1y,

hypot heses about effects, enabling a better look at ajy

so he concentrates-on arcas which project staff, lnclud1ﬂq internal

L4 .
cvaluators, w111 miss bdcause of their concentration iy 6015, Project

“planning need not be nffvcth by goal-free cvaluation ey oxternal

o - e B ‘\" o . t
valuators; the.project staff still usclgonlsj}n thei; planning.  Goal-
free evaluation concentrates.on treatments and resour., ., and forms

'
v

1053 thc nf!vvt

’

A . ; .- ¥ f o
Pthan can occur in goal-based evaluation. .;; is truc '“wt'project

. _ 1 .
administrators view qun}~[:cg cvaluation as a threat, 1., Jgministrators
oo A /

'hnvo’a similar feeling about goal-based cva}uqtion, S0 mapagement

S : o { . =
opposition is not sufficient reason for not attempting .., .)_frie evalua-

tion. lowover, managers may perceive- goal-free evaluat |, 45 an even

o

q}catgr threat than goPi*banchevaluationﬁ for the gout [, type allows

/

less pos s1b111ty of mannqomont co-optation of @ evaluaty, ., bccau(g tHore is

1css'0pynrtuﬁity for’intnraction betwan managg:s a“d"hu‘evaluatoré.

As goal=free cvaluations become - a requirement for PO ams and as the
.". . : N - . i

)

+
'

threatened as it becomes‘clear that the cvaantionVinv”|ch_jul;meﬁtﬁ

of what is produced rathcr than ulaccmcnt of bldmL Qn A produccr.
[ . ‘
.Scrivcn‘mentiohs‘spvcral mclhodologlcal analnql“. to thv goal—
froad approdcﬁ. Many art cri'tics do npt Judge a work ) th baals of

' / - . . Lo X . . .
what an artist intended but only on thg basis QE.WhQ"“Hw'bcen produccd.

consumer

-
v

compared with concern about satisfactory performance, 1al-free versus

. )

goal-based evaluation is much like the philosophical '““frovcrsy about
P , - / /

R L , o . ,

whether the motives or the. consequences of actions wre . hyhigal

e | : . 4 . : .
significance. In medical rescarch the "double blind" ., .iment is used

'

v,

Ny -



so that cven the nq?nts and the evaluator ; go not know which trecatment
. V'I ' . ! ' :

. A < ) . . .
.iS t.h(? ["LIC(}L)O, lt‘?t l‘\lOnC t‘he Datlont.ﬁ;. '[‘his Cxtr(_:lnc Cdution has, proved

' e - R o - . - e - . . .. - [ . - . - e v e o e .. . - PR ':..A‘,
. necessary -in orgur to ensure- that ngfr'mvntcr behavior does not give

3

!

‘.the control group nhy'c1uos whigh miGght. .\ fect thoe experiment,

It is too ecarly to-discern what ympact Scriven's goal-free

-

S ) | . _
approdCF will have on the evaluation of ..cjal vrograms. Granted the

L N . g .o : .
severe criticism the approach has receiveg from other evaluation
g /v ! . - .

‘designers, such as Alkin (1972), Knella (1972), Pophuam (1972.and

interest, even though assejfsing without 1ioking at goals is very odd. =

)

jlcqal’practicc.'jLevihc(197

Stufflebeam (1972) all of whom express c¢uireme doubt about the feas-

ibility and, utility of the techrique, th. approach may yet prove of
: ol \ ) - , . .o )
, , . .

.

. | ‘
Levine (1973a) offers qrmodol Con adversary cvaluation of community

_ ) K . ‘ . , ‘4 f
programg and clinicdl problemsi. He arquc; that éxperiments and statis

tical inferencos largely ignore the sovi,| context of investigations.
The only rescarch instrument sufficiently complex to manage the inter-

twining variables ih actual programs 'is 1je mind,of the observer. Much

of the information which the mind MUSt tiocess is nog,limi;ed to‘quanti*lv

‘ tative and statlstically deOHStrale ququros. Law also_reéuires

analysis beyond the quant\tative, and th, ddversary hodel is based oﬁ

X

st a w1dc varloty of evidence” and tu “nable thc reader to ‘come to
his own conclusioh based on the array o! ;ogitive evidence on'the one
. ! ’ B

hand, and the-array of specific pebuttals. on the other hand. Regarding
many current studies as "pscudo-precisc" \1q ptherwise imperfcct,'Levine

thinks the adversary apprchh has built 4 checks and dufficiqnt rigor
to. provide estimates of the confidence 'whjch can be placed on' the

? .ot

a: 1)Pf°P0"‘ ‘use of a "tcam to rather an‘§‘$



. . . i , o o .
conclunloﬁs, cvin where qualy | gtive evidence is used. - .y
‘ , . .
R . |

In Levine's model an '|dvcr sary” cxamines the evidencetto develop .

L IR Lol

. . { . )
a rebuttal of ecach item frow which an investigator wishes to draw an

infomee. © The adversary's 1ole is precise; he is Pot a general critic

but w specific critic, The model also includes a "roviewer" who inter=-:
, s ‘ :

views PdrtiCiU““tS’i” the program or observes first hand the activities
) c .

of the inves thdtdf and is .vijlable to the adversary. Levine arqgues

pdofial pride ang jnvolveriont contained in the  ad¥ersary
- . LY . E . -

pe to Im;:::kf“adcquutc datd than collaborative
o » 5

'ﬂlhﬂ Pf0P05“~‘thaL in ,tudlee rclyLng hcav11y on quali-

'_,};yotenf& Llln.c;al :,upcrvx.,xon" ba uscd in Wh_l(h an
. .
/
observer kNOW10dq&ﬂb10 ODOU' he, prc)udlce" of the investigator correct

T 0
fOf the latter's b145? A“f“vﬂn'more stgnificant rccommendation is with

i

regard to devclopmcnt of a H'tonomy or typologj 6f~pv1§cnce CJthOllCJ
~

L and ’CGNerd rcbuttals, som"lnng llke the Uniform Rg}cs of Lvmdcnce.'

L

‘The adnquacy Of é case would iy, Jqdqu agalnbt the atandardb set through
the taxonomy. ‘As a squrcc ©! guidelines' Levine rocommends reexamination

of the evaluations done in h'hool systems bcfore'thcAFirst'Wo}lq;war,

eV&lUQCiOhS which appear to lu. of the same type which Suchmah -(1967)

»

‘refers to in the field of D“L!ic.beéLghuduring,the’same period. -Levine:

! _ .
(1973:3) declares that "we iv..q a classification for types of problems
which arc best handled bY dilierent modes of approach . . . the experi-

ment necds to yield the place nf honor, or, at least’ to share it with
other forms of research.” ' {k.r a scverely doubtful view of whether
. | N '

anylcvqluationltakonomv sufv i -jently uncomplex to be useful can be

produced, scé-Worthen (1968) ., e

H



Cde

that the general agrecement thdt thoo,,

fﬁndinq wtll'spucumb'to outside pre:,

alternative to the single-recommendl
s, . ‘s T \
. . ) N . )

- prima facie casc for a proposal to iy,

!

‘Rggdrdan thowproﬂpects for ““lversary cvaluation, Levine says

~is no single scicnti!ﬂc meLhod
‘ : PO-2AAee RO s S

»os not quarantee that studies angt () _— . ' ..
9“’ t guaral at s - ' thises will soon include non-
, L . c '
experinental and non-quantitative oy,
] . . te

Cdmmittecs_apprévinq %rojccg
. ¢ * . '
)”lfes eventually, but only hs

socictal demdnds, such as oppositia,. , - . . e
: o 3y 1 as ot ; " Lo further invasions of privacy

by researchers, redquire ndw researc, 'rocedures. Tevine warhs Tinallyf
. . : - r
. . . s
J .
.

that -to continue total reliance on 1.

1, .
'

I .
for soci scicence research will roe:, . Lo " N
© ‘ a} ? e ?‘ ] ML in a furthed concentration on

-

Vlistical. and oxperimental procedures

‘tools applicable to a Llimited set ol 4y b5 06 1o the dchimchtlof considera-

i ot ‘
»” ¥ . . . - . N N :
tion of what ought to be Lhe rangL “1 topics studied.

’ i . - ! . e - . : : . :
A hCCOnd {orm af adv%;aafy m“dhl'is,offercd by Kourilsky (1973@).

‘
v

She arqu‘cs that the model reduces -thy, . . .
- ” o impact of bldS:v The

e

! .
‘ modc% is an
‘ . v : ‘

-

nn approach in models such®as

R [ F— Cow T e ) ..
Alh;n s (1969), in Wh}chﬂan:lnvhst]Wj?)r‘Séarches for the optimal plan

‘and develops a recommendation which 1. fits the d&ta The advérsary
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han sur t ‘ Y Ulew are neéeded, or where the decision
. ) . i 1Y

'
t

to be made involves commitment of ““L”'lﬁtidl‘rosoutfes
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Kourilsky's model, however,
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Kéurilqky‘proposeg that an affirmat i, evaluator gather and submit’ the

dedision-maker and the negative |
evaluator. The ncgativa cvaluator 4,y . similar steps to present the
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‘"'rfers from Levine's on many points.
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. . “The decision-maker receives th .
contrary case., the .dt-‘?l-; on-maker rece ¥ BRe. 1ty and schedules
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rcbuttal« are'heard./ Both the cvaluators and the
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”“cision—maker may -,

‘ask- for letlflC\Llon and cross-examine xgqardinq * 1 lue bfcmj"cq'and
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data he decisioh-maker flnnll} ttcm[tf't gy“'“wslzc the information
. " and make an appropriate decision based on ‘the SYnlh”qis

N Koufllsky'

(1973a?5)9bs?rvos thdt‘advcrsary cvgluatibn is-lil»’th; légal process
_.because‘"an id¢a is given its fay in cqurt."”butllw like the dialectic"
;. process bocause "the deéisiéh—make; does notvhavf']“ choos; betwcégithé
' %, ﬁiaintiff.andth? dcfehdﬂn;.. . W HOWOV?Fi the‘p.
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, R 'The advadtagcs of adversary evaluation‘infjude, flrst the'
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reccptlon of a wider array of lnformatlon due to ‘h“ opposxng v1ew§'and
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the very nature of the - adversar)vltuatlon, secouql an lmprovcnent ln the .
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quallty of ev1dcnce betause cach side 1s tested ““"nst the "anv1l of‘

n,' " , ’ .
blttcr scrutlny ~th.u:d, a reducklon in unthtln‘ “Las from‘unnotxced

P osychologlcal sets; fourth, a dlmlnlshlng of the |. vibility prev;lcnt

i i n-r alu t s f second ¢ ,'-.' > .
in 51nglc rccommcndat}on ey 173 ion %9F-r¢°, ,'”'fqlng the conclusion

“desifea‘by't&é abcisioﬁ;makerr fif;h, q-réveaiinq Y hidaén assdmbtiéné
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y | In a second article Kowrllgky (1973b) tak... ' / /

to Levine's model. ‘She 1nd1cat;o (1973b: 7) that L‘n n we use the word
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ly different axes,

an advorsary approach
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clinical supervisor-~but does not anol‘&'a formal debdate. Indeud,
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¢ Levine's upproach.uu%grsyto-bc-un adversary model for research, inot
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for evaluatidn. Loevine proposcs to use ‘the model for resqpﬁch rather '
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" than for dccisions. Kouf@lgky’wishcs to use the model td bring about
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" an -cgo-involvement in i?c‘évalqagors $0 that they will do éheir,ﬁcsf .

, to present fheir positfpns; 'Koh?ilsky fiqu it.aitficult'tp s;eéify . f

exactly yhlﬁ Ldvinb's approach involvés;“thé’pféccdures and sp;cific
- : b o :

goals a:é’not*clcar unoggh for rcplﬁcation. Nor in it clear,that
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Levine's model is a novel contribution; Guilford's 1952 text in psychology

" provides similar contribbutions regarding reliability of obscrvations. ;
. ... “fTherc'is some dangcr that usc of the adversary approadh as part of the 8
. N » . t

o .© information gathering process will weigh down the investigator .and
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- prevent arecative contributions. Many major scientific discoveriecs
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;p;gbably.could‘not have becn made.wlthxq the context SF the controls - ceem

. . Use of the‘approach—is limited. also becausc the quality of 'data
. -obtained by systematic,subjpctive obscrvation is not as good as that-

\
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a‘%.’..uqbtained through statistical and expe51mentdl procedures.  However,
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LT advqfﬁqry research could be- uscd 1n-s1tua;ans"whuru other approaches
— ) =% T '
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. appear inapplicable. Kourilsky concludes ,'t_l!L,LCViuu',s model is not
v 1 v : . B .
_" . \ . B . '. . ’
yct ‘ready foraimplementation, but is important because it points out -t
ES : .
 weaknesscs in ?cliancc solely on experimental design and.statistical i
il ‘ ’ - e [
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procedurcs.
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Levine's (1973b) adversqu reply Qdéiourilnky’admits the . dis-

tinction between adversary r.ciarch and aﬁ\}qrséry tvaluation. He agrees
N [ . , ' o
with most of Kpprilsky;s offfervations, but detects . weakness in both
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\ adversary models,  Neither has providod o socure enough base for the
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A adversary who must '1]:‘]”'“‘ AUUHISE ot ion favered by the degision-
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- ‘maker. There mudt be more attention (o quaranteding . the motivation and ‘
a . . S | .f’
independence Sf both “VC"“"”‘JEM and adverdary’ cvaluators mast boe.
trained Lo recdgnizeafl to some deqgr e accept. the role JE politieal
factors in decisions, or else, Lht‘ ov. .1\} wors wil'l become v,}hy trustrated
o . .- |
. by c\\mpn_\x:\i::v:; which are pnl itic ally inspirced. '.Tl"*"' an extensive .
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A oht‘ monent only a fow evalaatjons have been conducted .
. ? : » : : ® .
“\ wor oy either the Levine or ok Kourilsky model or some variation of .
ot one o tl o There dis some dindication th 1t adver sary, *v:@ntton\ . o
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for the Stukly’of Bvaluation. .’I‘he model has utility in all proqr.qm a’reas :
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wher «h_.}x vd outcones are, expected ' beé at some remove fr&nf.tl LI
° nitiation @ thv vrogram, ine lmhnq mituations where the ou ome s may -
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not be avparent until. vears .\tt!-l Perons have lett t L ﬁroq’x am; T}\LO\*y- 2
. , f'\ B ta . \"
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of theory-based cvaluation pertains to the carly, staqges of a'proqgram
when the fo.\turu, or variables to be studied are selected.  Not dverything {
| : v

can be studied. The use of a theory 6f operations indicates the arcas
: | o

to-select,  Whercas Stake (11‘)()7) cconsiders variable _:;oqlc.c(;ion as a purely.
I

i

| . . ) ' ;
subjec L]VL m.\Lror, thvoty ~basg od dvatluatign de:.& ribes the choice in terms .
of -tho téaunw‘ whuh are a: ..umod to prodm ¢ the outcomes desired.  The |
1 . .

‘ !
. ¥ . S . |
thory chw:on doob not. hava t:o be the: one ,on \\'hlch‘ the prpgram itself
.V\ J - . s ’
A hﬁvd buat Lnlw b{\ stated and the degree of its operationalization | .
‘1 .

¥ 4 - T ﬂ " . ot ' : o ) : .
prodifam mu mt kb verified. @) _ ' - ’ t - ’

1.4'.‘ . . "

R . . . R
o ,2’- . ~‘1“.t'."—01hbnn and Moxris roqard thtoory—bu sad evaluation as
v ' [ Y Lo . ‘ ) \
N M‘,{'Qﬁxﬁépr'.ttu and porhap. nec u‘;sary, ‘in at l(m it two cases: "'first, where
sRREE \ \ <
a‘ p);oqx.m is basod on a particular thcory,_and ‘*(‘(.ond whc-n the quegtions

&

% ,.‘

i , . ’ o]
. ap A kod" by docm ,).on makor staff, or clients, -are the type to which- -
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T oul‘y theory-based anqwg 4
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the first case, the ev valuator m‘Ay assess the; qualxt.y of fit lf\ t:he T
' § i M
fol]owing_aroas:u the fit bctwe/én the evaluator's‘and ‘w‘;‘mqgram

'dgc}'ﬁ' po'ss'ible, at lecast fon the present. In

4
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pr;%}txons and proqram npg_l‘dt_yons, and the fit b-'twet.n obs (‘rvcd and

. Pors .onnel'T‘ dxnturprotat.tcm of the modcl- the \fit between these inter-
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expacted out comes, whcrc thc:;c are measurable. ' :
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In the :;c'co}r’]d cas o fnvolvmg dl':t:ant and pérhaps ‘uxtdngxbl\e
outcomes  which cannot L?‘l‘ mqn urgd nt all or at h‘a no.t within the
’ ’ . N ,.«.:‘:-

‘ .t‘valuatlou,#fords an opportuxuty to make
. . \
~onc kppd of q*«n":\mc.nt annl'fnvoid the argument that arcas which cqnno_t S
‘ ~ ' . e - . ‘m‘x L
be evalu tcd ::huuld‘not bajatitempted.  Theory=based cvaluation makes'
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time available, 't,huory—,b.\

g’»roqravm‘. -ff‘.umou t;ablp [nr us mq the theory icl.ontifiod';md intended o,

. for -the program, a wotd" (‘onu‘ntratmn oh rolatlvuly low lfVLl but - R 3
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/ - Admitting that the social scicences lack theories an peliable as '
r N .
thn':o in Lhu n.x;m \l scicnees, tho authm nonclhu WS thlnk let thct(\v |
. ): o . C . - -
are adequa e Lheor ies for beginning. the myTbaa\vd ov‘\lu;\t.mn. llowcv«.r, ‘ Co
|

|
such ova}uatlons l<;~f\«| thomselves

Lhox.lo are othr!r prnbl‘ems. ond is'._thut;

.

to appeals to aglnority ot the time of roeportage. To,avoi}. selling
N - ) A

’
. v \ i\ B ~
; the conclusion: the cvaluator must _-p( uky that the OVQ‘} involyus
P H ’ . l
b ‘ . :
o . .
key assumptions aboul process. A sv(:?ml problem, ory
) : .~ r .
. L . . ' .

] ’ C ‘ " RN . .
15 that th\vury—lk.ls:cd avaluation requires ¢valuators wien A yrogter
T S AR

generalist background than do input/output cvaluations, for lllt‘Oﬁy-b\\so.Q..

! .
’ X . ,7;- .. | ‘,_ A o, ’ ‘ . . .. : g
cevaludtion draws its theories from a’wide rango of dx?cuﬂlnm;. . - ?— :

Theopyrbased evaluation appears more likcly to (ontw ibute to .
1 L . B SRR s

| ."

'
N

long range lnulqu Af A knowledgé l)m‘.u than more 1mmed1at‘ ly Otlentod
. \ .

evnluations. Three distinct buan1L=, arg- (lqrxflmxt1on gt .ump\tlons PR IV AN

»
-

rcqa_tng .choice of V_ariables, comparability. of data in Cﬁ'fngph‘t

! -

 evaluations, ind,pcstiqxg of thcb.r'.y. All research ano\lves ~~"12ct:1§ of _
. . . . - . v | _, A . K '_“f‘
L varnhlos, but -in many cases researchers do. not risk critic l:;m of thclr ' N

\

sclection by expla'ininq it.. Theory-based cvaluation makey the assumptions

-

’
’ explicit, which is not the case ip the usual, atheoretical, .valuation. :
- pot S R 2
(For fuller discussions ot‘”thc ' ure to 'specify._the ,actu.u assumptions o
. N ; “ ' S ‘ -’g
. ‘madcl in rebvardl, see Homans, 1967, ..md\\ﬂul‘ll K971 ] C‘.',",'f'\ll"db‘ilit':y R 1*
of cval,uatioms coul'gi be achmwd among _vei'_sc programs if . oh weré‘ . S
" . . . K . . . ' re : N ‘ . . -
- 7 weighed againsk some theory assumed to provide variables fu, ::tudy in ‘
, s i B . \ . o o N ’- . i . .
i . all the programs. This approach gnables cross-s ito comp:un NS whlch i
\ !canfot be made through morc idosyncratic and athvorcticnl ~pproaches.
) ‘_l_. R ‘ . . ) ’ i . ' .
therd’ theory-based evaluations ,Sould be conductdd in ‘conj‘uu--t ion with _
A . . ' ‘
(.c)rm\‘;ntlvo expe 1mcnt:., the 1attcr would prov.mv a good Miay,g of.testan _
| N B
the prcdxctwc power of pe,,Llflc thcorms. ' .. . .
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Theories supply a'means, good or bad, of predictjon. N signifi-

_cant advancement o;’ social cjence knowledge would occu
theories werd tested in cacl, of several proyvams.  Whichever theories

-c

Cif competing

1

di: "-h“”“‘“‘d consi: ‘L“"tly botwedn of fective nnd llncftoc_tlw. programs

’ ~ “Th Y ‘ .
could be used later for th“ tntire program planning process, including

evidluation. Only’a broad {'I‘l‘r‘o.ﬂ:h to theory testing can pravide informa-

~ . theories ar o | :
tion on what theories are Generalizable to many situations. Because: the

]
.

social. sciences offer only loaas rathor than, qoh.dly} qrounded LhLOI‘lQS, -

. o] : . _
th\‘“!\- blncd oval\nr wn is or l.~rod as: one of a numbqt" o!: CVAJ%‘Qtlve ' . .

BT,

5)’-’*&‘"‘ her UNK{‘ the oo fcrrod modey, irutnl“-iéwibbo;! 'anci lrlotrl.s Q"

)

Lhmk ft?fnt pory- lu..od eviluation otf(.la mﬂrc‘thart‘

'l‘hlcllast more recmn development to be disc
l : H : ' . .
mt_t\l-analy is prou&dure Glans identifies three leve
S AR o - 2
first_ level, primary analysi-, jg the application o stati Pt

in the original study. Setondary ahalysis is re-analysis either to ‘ '

answer new: questions or ‘togyl, a bet‘t‘er job of answering the original

S . . . ,
. qU(‘.§t10NS-‘ A "'Umbﬂ-”l‘ of secandary analyses £ major Studies in the United
, . \ P
States, sm_h s the chd St stu&j_y “conductod by W(‘sklnghouse, have Q.

On,currod and sométimes have rovcrs(‘d the fxnlhngs prc cnted 1n the
? i

..prAimary; nx)a‘lys.i“s." ‘The third fovol is mcta .malys’I.,, whlc.h Glass (1976 3) ‘"
1
identifies as.*the d"ﬂlY ~.r_.‘una'1ysis .. .’tlhc statistical analysis
.of a large vollection of ﬂ!\ol'lysi:;, ru:}ult,s “from ‘individual studids for .4 6
' ' N ’ : b
~ the purpose of integrating Ui findings . . . (and providing) a rigotou*
alternative to the casual, wirrative discussions of rescarch’ studic® which
typif 6512‘ ittempts to make : * : ira tese. ~
%! Yy attemg O Make onge of, the rapidly. expanding research b
11tczat_u1(‘ Narrative révicws cdithot reveal the siqgnificance of 500
: Lo E o . ’ o
) - . ;? . . . .
N . -
. }
n\ \ '3- ’ .



" diverse ﬁtudies oh onc broad topic, . :r
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(:ldbq (l‘)l(, 4) vww, Qho need for e La -analysis as dJrLcuy

- - " { '
related to thc ‘uxplm.v.i.vo groth in rescar L studies.. The problem is

qroatest fn opkcomo ovalual‘son i.n natural '«‘ttlhg because the ﬁnﬁéri)iay '

r . -
~

of var, mblos mroly DlOdllC(“' fh& .amc ,fuun,,gs twico. rield studi‘és'
. . 1 ) B

w- -

do not lnuld upon e and!fwr ‘{‘n"any loqh ,‘1 swxonug f;om Whﬂtg} Kknown

\ to whati should be asked next. - ' J{ L "_'l

s
!

G s (1976:4) favors meta-analys .l \
Glas: .(1 (’.‘ ) fe | ¢ * ovm:l cullmg of ‘supposedly
\ péor studivs and retention of the good onJ ", Wthh are frequently "one s

own o_tJ 'that of .one'ss¥adents and frlend " Design and analysis may not
.= be that serious a mattfer the empilrical ‘l""..tion of whcthcr the less \qell

‘ T \

de annd studn" are flgxuflcnntly dlff( g 1n thou: rcsulto from t&

better desgigned ones has not been re_,olvn. " The real problcm is to glban

.knowl}edqq from tho ?;‘vailablc' infotmat_ionl. tilass (1976:4) say:# J\ hundrcd

- ’ ‘ ) .
@‘t.ltiohs are mutje. 'Somconc mu’st‘rc.‘nl Lhen and dlmovor what they
say." . Only new quedrCh t:echmques can’ """)ck thc‘ knowledgc in a "fa..hlon

, . | :
more valuable t'ﬁan the typical review of . .core or 4o ‘of studiﬁs_ At the

Lo

moment.'good n‘?yiews"bascd on new tech,lr}dqu...‘. for unlqcki‘; k‘nov,wled,gve.\are

more ‘important .than' Jdditionnl.' oriq,inal ') ':'-ufch. ‘Unfortﬁnﬁ‘i:cly,

. i .
.’rc carch fundlng for interpreting fmd“‘"' lagswcll behind fumhnq for

original s'tudics ‘even .thouthrcsearch revy! Wy involvc :staggcri'ng offorts.
.. R T X
e 1 . what crxtux.‘]a m\jst tudLes meet La. 'f'rc they can. be. conpurcd?
’x‘,‘ . * i
: Genérally, the avaxlablllty of raw data in ;4 form n!cetin‘ccrtain st:aﬂt.is-

' tlcaH-‘"dmptlon., allows for a cluster apy. 'w\ch wluch pxoducc, sophis-

tiedf

“ahfs“‘ thn. orlg.\nal dgta ar., -n'\avnilablc,- a«lower order of

. 4. N J& K . ’ «
:?i'}', ‘1n"iybl' "iﬁvshll pos-.yble ‘Gltlng sever. | Attempts at teasing out
b . . . N -
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. impl.-lcratiow: from studict‘-}‘oﬁ'@i‘:j@uu- topics, qi:w:., .mys that the l’YUb1/\~lm
\ y
- . SR e e — s ‘
wuh “these c"folrt" has Doen' the rel, it Lvoly wmxk mnum(loluguw u-.od
, e . j ‘
The measures vmployod have .mchccxtml only -the| presence and degrea of
. ' 7 . : co i mr .
i C / . . , i
at.-\t'.'u;tical '-siqnifl\cance, not 'th(‘. ‘telation o,f speci L"ic Ecutures ito
‘ ouL‘LomL‘,,h the d(—“J'-'(‘C of clfict a l’-ntu,uldr trcatmvnt hab, or the relative.

‘ - . . ! o ‘
effuctivonc‘ss of; 5cvcral tn:dtmcntf;, (These are the issuod proposecd by.
y . 1 . B . . : N ! . .

Wittrock in 1969 as the subjects:of multivariate analysis-withia the
: - o " . c : : . - nor

contgxt of single studies.) Beyond a’certain point, ]ho,wn'ver, actual

better methods and desiqgus WOuldSleucc vari_anbn anong Study findings.

. . i L ' ) ..

situations are too complex anll itcractive, for .dny ready assumption that
. N -~ M N .

] . L]
" $4 : s il
The vaciance should be regarged as pds umql and Jrroducxbl and studied
’ : s . "a .. .
in its-own right. The tecluu-ques fbr doing so’ are .the staﬁ"dard multi-

e : c : . ; : S

- \ o . . e : G
variate analysis techniques used in primgry analysis, not the literature

f

. . . : - 1’ . . . . . .
re,,vww so commonly employed -in secondary analysis. In other words,
g (
.
the iovm‘wr and 1nt,eqra’tlon oflre‘;e.nrgh is a proble in data .analysxs.

~

i
) ‘ '
It’-‘v‘b “"t clear whetdger Gla:.! approa,c‘:h requires that the data

! . y . . \ e S : ’ . .
uscd for meta—angﬁsls‘ lnvqh"; Qo'ml“lrative cxperimuw ‘i-l»s main example

. 1" . -
. . » a2 DI
cmploys such stydies but a’ sccond example apparsntly rﬂi‘ms not. : ' |
. The new approaches deSCflbul« ddeL are the onev 'whxch appear -
. e A o . ’ Sy

.‘t:vo havc the most’ 1nport for CD C‘le!ntllon. In 11atcr chaptcrs,of the
. l . .

N

pre::l-nt t;udy thqe ;tends are disouised in the light of problems, in

evaluation Of co dCthlt““ “Before turni‘nq to that discussion, howcvc;iw

an assessment ‘Of the current.probli; and pros spects in evaluative ‘

a [

_ . oot ' e o b I
_research is provided., S : :
_ . . ]
] .
Sa v i £ L. K , \ ' Il
. B ‘
P SR Ve
S iy R
\ o ! . \ _ ,
LY \ 7
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S _ _
v Probloems and Prospects . - .

1

~In-this final-section of the—general” gpview of ovaluative -
; ‘ i1
: n . . -y - . . ‘
rescarch, sowme continmiing probYems in evaluation drc‘furvoyod and a look -
. | ' A . . . X “
at prospects is oftered. . The s'm.'vcy iS prc:;chtod‘with ,rcférc,n.cc to the

n

@

works &f several jmvortant critics of cv.\luauve re'wv Suchmun
(14“1): Guba (1969)v Chro (1“69) and Zu sman, and Blsﬁonvtte (1973), thh

;foPFCHCCS ¢CCﬂSl°“011Y to other nuthors.to,proyidc support of the
v} | : ' ! I / o ,
i gﬁ ument or to offer SiGnificant counter views. The discussion. of - S
A s ! ; .
1 ' prOsno(Lq also antuqisﬁhe vxows of the aLorcmcntlonLd;grLterﬂ,‘plus ) y

. those of Evans (1974), Rossi and Williams (1972),. wLxsﬁ"c1Q72a> and |

o

some othof prominent. evaluators. The authors noted 1nocar to rdise-all = ' °
PR

‘ . ¥ ' ’ ) . ' '_*‘
or almost all of the major points suggcstcd in works on the State of

L ) - e ,
avaluative research, ’ .
X I - T ! o '.7: . ". AN : . ! . . . X
K T R o ' R : S
< s . . T, PN ’ -
i 'The oublxd hcalth soc1oloqlst Suchman dlécussob the

el -
' W1de rangc of varlatlon covcr;d ;; the term "evaluatlon," and the
.. »absénée'of precise and :frm'dcfinitions of'EhC'objectivcs andlprqéeJUr§§f'
of evalﬁativé.researcﬁ;> Thc‘ﬁhcory.dné method of eValuativc'}eségr;; s
o l;'faQo lagged far behind dev§L§pment qg th§ mothbdology fof}oﬁhe#.form; " - }{
o of Fcéo;rch. _Mnjor CO“fC}éQCés ha§c’noted.thc neéd fof anfévaluaﬁiop

of the theories and Nuthods of progran ovalnatxon—-thc need for an

chluatlon of evaluaélon, or-a meta-uvaluutlon- S ‘ S .
L f o .

NS Tho wide rnnqe of Lxlstan cvaluntxon atudlés needs
systematic classification according ta ﬁ!ﬁhxflcant criteria of
v content and mcthod There are many Lyp@v and levels of evalua-
tion, and it is to he hopvd that a carcful analysis of the Q
underlying components, ‘in terms of both means and end®, willl
v result in a more meaningful definition of cev Jluation and - a more
useful system tor classifying, compating, and making more '
‘. cunulatuyg the mﬁny vv:luxtxon studies, past, present and T \
o © fdture, 6 . . ! _
i o o /.; (Suchman, 1967:7) . - .

S



4 . .. Buchman identifics six continuing prdhlcmh regarding the |

. .«nObjGCtivhs-for-evaludtive~fﬁﬁéa¥eht~;first,/drf(cus-en traditional - - - o

Y . N Y 3
PrOGram activitios rather .than on cxpcrimontnlyoncsr second,” an cmphasis
1 / ’ _

- . /
on mea:nring nfforL cxpondcd 1athvr than ‘res ull~ achieved; third, a

“ .
qUﬂntilativo bias reéinforcing rnqurd—keopinq without regard to the

/ . ' . B

. ! ) » . . . ) » .
quality Qf‘the activities recordud; fburth, dependence on objectives

sed on’ unprovcd or unsound AJMTthionsb fifth, confusion among ultimate, -

B s ‘ ‘ .
lntcrm“ gh&ﬂ% and 1mmod1ate objectives and consequent failure to consider
~, et | 1 . .
! il
L lntcrrylationships among levcls of an orqanization; sixth, qdhcruncc to

/
3 .

"objectived and standards so erovcd from rcallty that ovxoqys ta a<hreve

v | >

L tbcv will 1nvv1tab1y fail dnd conﬁequuntly‘é:jd Lo ’ru~trat10n

S

s
) -

..

'olﬁ Lontlnu1nq problemq in methodology are: f1r t,:rcllanco on

QXiSEi“ﬂ rccskds which may not havevcﬁploychprdpcr saﬁézzhg or Ather
;§°°d“tvnﬁ prdccdurés; may fbéus-atténtipn on ay;ilablc rather than -
- 2 £
L ‘V-lmPQrfﬂnL data, and probably contaln few ClUCo to causal’ relatlonshlps, n
ST . .
sccond, 11LW of- ag ‘experimental de51gn througn which any obs;rved ' o

CfECCtt mxght be attrlbutablc to a SchLflC Drogram adt1v1ty, thlrd, . t

use of ludlLCS of unknowh accuracy ‘and relLab¢ whichﬂreduce cenftidence

ln-ﬁhﬂ vrecision of the lndlcCa and thL rcﬁlmc&blllty of rusults of the !

I _ b : .
o 'StUdYr 'nprth use of siibjective and arbltraty standard* for - computxng '
.- the worth of an act1v1ty, flfth 1ack,of attontion to tho impact of

$ >w§ n »
‘ aflaﬂﬁnns ‘in local communlty factors affectlng programq,‘sixth, produc-

tion of urrayq of descriptive data which cannot be interpreted without

rcfcruuvvvto unexplored causal relationships.

\

| . o
. | s . I3 1 . c e h . . 3 '
‘ Suchman also denélflcs threc problems in administration of
N S v I . ;o E ;
QVJluulivn_rcscarqh: first, -reliance on program pgrsonncl for evaluatiogr

-



s . : o8

. P T .
even though these personncl -are. unable to use more than the least

. ' / N .
sophisticated techniques and are~likely to b ‘urigven in dpplication™

of sgientific standards; siecond, reliance on sclf-cvaluation approaches
. . o S ; . N
in which administrators will inevitably face problems regarding

. ) L. . ' » /R
- ¢bjectivity; third, tacking evaluation dnto othoer program duties of ' jlg ;

administrative persénncl whose commitmunts,fingpront, and durrent work .
) A R 3

~ ‘ ' . . - .
overload all militate agalnst significant cfforts at evaluative rescarch.,
/ v : .

The educational evaluator Guba (1969) thiqks that the traditional

' ‘ ! . s
methods of program . cevaluation are in such contradiction of the observa-
tions of prucuitioneés'and clicnts that the techniques of cevaluation

must be called into question. ‘He ¢ites six "clinical signs oﬁ.failurc"
: v " . i ,

1

that ovaluations have been aéfont‘or inef fective? The fitst sign is

avoidance of .evaluation except where expressly”required. -Even then the
cvaluation may be circumvented thrbugh failure to provide the stafﬁlandi

’ o Lo . . ] i i
resources required. Sccond, there; is an air of anxiety on the part of
cvaluators’and practitioners because cvaluations are often.misapplied ¥ . |
and consequently yield random, mcaningless data which is nonctheless '
used by higher authorities for program decisions. "The third sign is

the immobilization which has occurred despite federal laws jrequiring

,aluatlor_m of federally-supportid programs. Fourth is t)ﬁ'phrasxng of
cvaluation guidelines in terms no' vague as to be meaningless, rather |

than in tFrﬁs 0f~Q52f0}~OPOrA£ioha1 progedures. Fifth,‘cQ;déncé . .
) inaicates thapurcputablc ?valuazién theérists ployed asfconsulf@nts
\ 0 : :
to programs havg Advised.usq of study designs found;yantinqvin terms of’
%‘acceptable.standards of mothodulogyf “Guba “19 5:31) Sbeerves ;haé "iE
. . X . . N

is certainly a-scrious symptom of disorder when the oxperts in the field



e

I ' ! ‘ ' ~ ‘ T,
- . ! . e lr 3 . ]
of evaluation seem to be unable to design evaluations that meet tven

their own.criteria of techinical soundness."  Sixth, too many comparative
. X ’ . ‘ '
studies report "no significant difference.” Can programs!be sQ consis-

“tently similaf in their results? Are nonc better or worse than others?

_hffairs. First is the lack of an adequate. definition of cvhluation..

Writers who suggest avoiding uompdrative,studios simply because of their

previous lack of cfficacy fail to-rcébqnizc that the cemparative
r

question is precisely the one that must be answered when secking the

A

most. cffective program among available alternatives. ‘ S
/ ' SR | ! ,
: , / \ .,
Guba identifics seven "basic lacks" which explain the state of s

4

'
N

s . L . . /
Fisherian evaluation as measurement and-norming, Tylerian evaluation as
' - \;"I - e ) . . k‘ .

determination of the congruency between objuectives and- performance,- and .«

g \ B

cvaluation as professional judgment all offer certain advantages but

also certain disadvantages because of the specific properties offthe;‘~'p\,
: : . : » e 0

s ! ‘e . . ! ’ I . A
particular evaluation prpcess deﬁaped. : / - vt
B B ) N - ] X . -\'y"

The carly historical view of sevaluation as the scienge Of“q . 4’
\ , , has .
&,

developihg and interpreting statistically based instrugénts narrows §he‘

" v " - -~ . . ’ b I <~
scope of cvaluation and blurs the fact that value judgments are unavoid-?- .
/- ' . . ~-. .

. Y

able (e.qg., ﬂggps become a value criterion when used in cvaluative

‘ . ' ; ‘ ,
agtiyities). Viewing evaluation as measurcment leads to treatmefit onlyr

of items capable of statistical manipulation, and disrcqafd of other
items as unimportant. The limits imposed by the available tools are

viewed as the actual limits of concern. ' o) R

The Tyleriﬁ' definition of cvgluation as determination of the

_congruency between behaviorally stated performance and objectives, within
. . . . . . « . .

L 4

the context of the-entire program and proccss, has the benefit of fodussiug

4 \ .

1 on products and procesges used to, achieve the products, and offers
s ) N . .



. . _ o
jack, However, ‘the objcctiged'thomsulvcsAhdvu
/ , .

. ! -
“tO bhe Very haro

1 . “w
N

them to performance indicators, and there, is a tendency to focus only ..

- /

on summative cvaluation which prevents adjustments withinjthe current
. < . . \ '
_Program round. (However, some ned-Tylerian models such as Walbesser's
. ' ) . T o, . i .
1965 model appear to have formative usegs.) The Tylerian definition_and

'

; Wodel does not‘provido Qa means bf detufmininq whether an objective is

valuable. .yler relicd on psychology and phllo.ophy to per forn thls

. function but dld not . ,quost how, to choosc among rival views, T
) o ) .
The dcfinition of cvaluation as professional judgment openly

admits and ddfines thc rolc'of values. Judgmont cvaluatiohs are procqss

o

‘oricnted and con~equent1y place more enphasxs on 1nalghts ga)ned in the

.

- Drhvuss than on,ouncomes..iCd.pgted to'statistica 2apd’ Tylerian _” ‘

’ viluations, )udgmental cvaluations lnvolve lite}
I CU[]Hctlon andcpudgment The use of experienced. éxpert cvaluators

W“O rccoqnlze the 1nterp1ay.of varlops factors gproduces 1nformétlon.

.- 22

§§ ¢not qvailqblctvia lnstrument" evaluatmo%& Noqetheless; there are
snfious cdnceré%\that gudqmont evaluations are emnloyed only because of
th“tdlfflcultlciaOf obtA1n1nq more pr‘plse and: objccklve 1nformatxon,
;}~h.not becaUGé ofvaﬂy 1nhorentgpowcr in thc 5udqmonial technlque." Tﬁef

b -

‘mP]lCIt proccsses of judgmental evaluations thd to ochure both the

. .. 4 . ‘ y
data considered and hhc criteria for assessmentﬁ so»ngt%lt is.
. et . . 25 )

!

edil'ficult to tell why somecthing is the case or to gencrdlize to other

Caling . ’ . . _ 1 ~

\ . ,; : v . !\, i y N ) .
The sccond basic lack is the' absence of an adequate theory of
ok ’ T

¢valuation.  Little .progress has been made since Tyler's formulations

\
L]

Fvlwtinq objet:tives to behavior.  The rquation of evaluation

y specificd in ordcr” €6 obtain preécision™in relating

VA



%; | . |
| no
' ' ‘ 3!
‘ ' '
N ( ( ' ” |
: | v, : !
methodology w1th xcsearch mgthodoloqy hn?_hud dire <o, oquuncos. Uae
lof the cuntrqllcd uxperiment modql shifgé:rhu focus |” i COVLry of
uhiqcru#l]y truﬁ kndw&e&qc {500 also‘williams»in'Ronn‘hu“lknlliamsh
}972:4-5;/ahd Suchmbh,‘l967i§%él)} but, thc ;cal ﬁunqioﬁ of pvaluatiVQ ‘
rescarch is to make )udgmbnt" about phunomuna a pr“vp“”‘which actibely l
xnvxtcs lnterLrOnCC from any factors .which nght be inr{ucntial. {.

:. évon in the lmboratory ﬁhore is inpcrvention which, ‘while ‘
éatefully contryliéd, nonuthclcss.altofs the sitgntiu“; llawaver, in o /
some ficld wo;k-gn evaludtor may avoid--insofar ?S-l““%i%lq;*intcrvention *‘ 

.and éonﬁuntratc_instead»on ébscgvatién. .SdbjeCt‘to no cohtrols ﬁct‘by )
the uyaluatof, the nétp:al-data arisinu CncomPQSS§5;JWl.factors, while .fj J
difficﬁig éo nnaly;c, the déta contains the trufh of ﬂvruaiAsituations.
Guba qucstlons that c1a551cal oxperimbntal models, W“‘«h because of their
°tructu1 can provmde only summatlvelevaluatlbns, can ﬁ.bvlac usdful A ,
Lnfornatlon in social 51tuat10ns whxch requlrc fOrmullvn approachus and (
readjusted‘treatmcnts. (Houston, howcver, in Rossi and Ullllams,‘1972,'
disputes Guga'gﬁclaiﬁ.) . ' . ,

Guba notes that sociQI prgg;aﬁ;cvaﬁQaﬁ}oné‘py,;“ invél?c scvergi o .
simultancous’ treatments, thc'scpqrat¢ cffecpé of thrhiuJQ neea to be

dlStlngUlahLd buL usually cannot be under the current m-thodology, ' . ’ ]

whth is 1napp11gab1e to program situations. For 1“"-ugo, most
-

i
i

statistipal processcs "are based upon assumptléhs abnu{ ' andom sampling,

éiatistical ndrms,.and equah cffects offtrcatmcntlun a1l persons to which

. the treatment is qppliod (this last assgmption is often called the -
"‘a@ditivity assumpti.on")-' In practice, good treatm‘«-nl,‘ (such as job , ’4

is . .

‘tralnlnq for motivated mdxvuluqls) have mteractlv«- vl licts .Lnrrcasug J

the effects on some cllents who have dlﬁforvnt Lharq.|,,1qtlc, than DtPQr
L] ‘

: ! . <
. . . g : _ o .
: : _ .

0_.
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_ : _ Y L
: BT -
- &
. . \ . , ‘ g
clients (e.g., thv.. more motxvdt(.d e clmnt, th(- "‘“" effective ¢the
'job training). E o / ¥

The thlrd majpr IQCK is abiiace &f knowlcdgc about the requ1rc~

2
!

ments for dccxu10n—nak1nq | Mosﬁ mndnls strcss rational decision-making
but is this really the model most ayicable to actual'progf;ms?' In

‘ : !
reality it is difficult to CXeALe wironess of the.need for a decision,
.t°.d9V9l°b cven a small range of pipe altOFnativés; and to get the

decision-maker to select dn.alternaliye 9n’ the basis of ratibndi

! .

: R
considerations and defined cr1tc(1u dther than "shoot from the h1n,

. . ;

an a@t1v1Ly which is often. hcld in hsgh ﬁ?tcem by decxslon makers.
Braylrooku and Llndblom 1963- o f "dlsjoxnted 1ncrcmentallsm is

more aépropgiatf to the actual deCi“lon-maklng process than the rational

’

modcl\(aléo known as policy analyéiu)., aluatiOnal:décisio s arc not
properly classified in-a taxonomy :i, typel of evaluations cqdn be related
to‘the,;xpes.of decisions required.. (seo’also McGiverly, 1969, who dowbts

. g . : . ., KN ) R .
that, given the‘_comp’lexitie's'involv.q,_any uscful typology or taxonomy

3 . . - N : : . X . . .
of evaluat;on decisions can be dcv“lupcd soon.) Evaluators,often leave

dcc1$1on-makers unaware of the need |op dg_cj_slon and the crlter).a for

making onc, ahd often produce repoyn. Wthh fail' to providc‘credlbley

intclligible advice. i

The fourth basic'lack is th. .bsonce of criteria for making

Judgments. Thevjustiﬁicat%phffor‘plgci“q a vélue on’ the dcgree Of

achievement is scarce indeed. Evalu.lorh hav; not sp¢c1f1cd a ph;1050~

phlcal basxs for evaluatlons nor th., lcvhniques for screcnlng. Guba

- (1969:36) sdys that gvaluators lach a1 adequate methodoloqy for

e : ; Lo <+
specifying values cven though this “'"<lfléptlon is the ovaluator s
most professional task and “chicf 1.y lo a3 proféssional rather than

technical role." . R

B



‘moré reliance on tochnlques suc 1,',3 aam;ﬂ-mg.wuh the attendant

" and 1"f°r’“"t1°n from l}dl'“-du*’mb]ect often conrrlbutes llt:t,le té

_ R
h°115tlc levaluatlon bccaglc Df _“mncentration on incons cquent_ial!ff:,details

must the cvaluativc‘;otitegia Y| ‘!p'p‘ro‘ich (c.q.. a United Nations

. o o C i oo e
- . ' ta lv .t
. 2 . . 2 38

'vf L4 ¢ @' . [N

of dChlonng ConCCH sus on the leues gnd Fhe cevaluative Crltprla.

especially in pluralist societic,, of necessity the same data will .
' i : S . '

producgy dif{fc‘m"t' evaluations when weighed agaihst differont value

4
~

standards held for a program. Icyding between evaluators and pr"dgr.‘:m .

~

,staff regarding values is only one yspect of the. b'x‘ofad'?r problem.
: : . : B

. M
' i - . i
Administrators will weigh cconomic ang political considerations while

aluators occupy themselves will, hard data apd considerations which
. A . »

- . . v . .

‘are rational only' in the scientific¢ sense. ; ' L Q
N . = ‘ ‘ ' '
| I\ fifth consideration i the lack of ap'{‘oache involving
) )

L : I .
s

. dlfﬂt‘r(‘ntlatcd I.CVL].‘: Such 'af) llltl]v1du‘11 CIlcnt' cllcpt group' proqram'

an‘j "-‘UO@ or, lntcrnatioml I"wqram network lgvels. Most, cvuluatxve

.

‘re.aear(‘h has been at’ the m1croun,mlc or cllwt end of this scale, -not

[ ,
o .
at t’—he macrocos_mlc program end, and, tg_chn),gac's used at £hé microcosmic

i Ve

4

end may not be approprlate at th. other eﬂd (See also Mullen, Dumpsdn,
N * " {

’et 31 %97% For 1”‘5"—5‘"(?9' to what dcgrqg..qm behavxoral objectlves

be US(—‘d to describe the succests,g macroproqréms with all their adminis-

v

th’-lVC Com"le’u"—l“s"’ At the m.u.. ‘rocosmic q also there is nececsarlly

“
g

.technlcal probloms. ‘Faulty a""'%onm)&xcur _mactOevaluat_lons..

{
st .-»

) Cannbl” make use Of all thc d’at-l 'luaw ﬁ?m reports of mlcroprOCesse‘s'

" a5

.*‘

Lnstead °f on bread processes. (e also Tumin, 1970, *fqﬁ:_an extended

'
]

discussion of miCl'OPKOCGSSGS in 3wxcroe<&ﬁations.) The main purposes. -

of different _1C‘V(§15 in a proqram petwork may eiffer markedly, and

b 1

.

1 N -

T

' ) . . ’ ! ) .
B w-—Pz:esumabl-yTLhe;-b;eéade.r.— +he” program ‘thcr groater thc—di—ffrcu“l‘t‘r—-'“’__—
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spoentty luﬂ]udﬁlnumt? d'vyolunmont thqu\m-‘ '.'fmd pxolvct., prolmhly
. L e
¢
‘“‘ LYk, uLt.d on «hl tx_u_nt ;,L tkeria t;;.lb.\_u_,,l_'hﬂﬁ'e_qrg\_‘. Lo WhiCh s

. )

. . h“’/“‘“' v ‘&'blc-\ A LD pru)m t ) fl‘l'w ovaluation of macroﬁ»tquram:.:‘

‘-

By “"‘I“‘) Yoatiye d\tVanm:c in perspective, not simply a quantitative

K4 E “ha . . A a . . ~ ‘ . P w . .
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: ine r\-.|-,\. R ER N ' : “
‘ . T 7 t RACVRE ’ o
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The sisth Tack ),dnnht wd 1@'\7 &mm is the lack of mvchﬁbm«' ffor & )
= J . >
(‘Wdlun 1 n.., }m\ G k mq and rvepor t mq cvaluag wo 1nf«wmur wn. ’w l‘l°b10'\‘
W T . LR . ; . . N
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\ cof RN . ’ ' P . . Y, v S
. and. Wiy i.nn':’-'-, FY70; gndtGlass, 19760), | R , : - : )
! oo 's"lu' seventh 1.,gk is a lack of uxriﬁed "}.‘ox’::g)n\nul. ;fj‘ho, gtz.lrkot .
: R S . . * \..» . N .
< . X ' :
can b b thou aands more th n tho fow hundr od ov.\lu ttors .prod_uccd -
Y g . "‘ Py : : .
"‘“bh Yoo, and t‘w‘.w.ulahlv short term ,1xt~1’\:uto “dov not brldt}(‘ ‘the -
> ! . : ( ) . v !
RAL R TR muvoz.utu\q sre. not prmﬁqu per?xs ,Smo o b).ng t«wh%‘.af . .
: r . \' - u ﬁ N ,‘
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Y E'; - v ", | , . . '

“*ar&mq why - sgme aspccts, ofa;vaiuatwc rc.,carch aré problonm ﬂnd
w

: .
ether the problomo can be resolved, there 'is a Pﬂable Sllnllquty e g

r

. ‘ v

’ : roor v ‘\t ’;“
1n all .,tag s of evaluatlonwncludxng t.pee_lflcatxon of objegtweg' :

ch Drocedures, Sélmmxstratxon‘ and repozting .,w-'w;e dﬁ Q? &
1. - . w ’. o o
ﬁlndlngs. All of sthe. crltlcs agree that m ome Té'orm thp 15" I'roblem%— L
! N Y
' areas llstedJ Suchman -are. 1ndeed problems, ‘dxfferences"' in\roLvQ tho -

de31gn of. reye .

- ‘_A, »: . w-r .\_(‘ .T s e '\

{

”

| _ \becausc &E{ such subjccr.ivé conss,dczations, the dlff;cult €S ol )con{:luctinq b

solutlons pmpospd or whegher a solutxpn 'xs. Possxble. s .' o L, e
. - e I RS

Other xssues oq whlc?\ there lS a rcasonablo apouni: éf .xgg‘cpment e

\ d

Y

1ncludc thb dlfflculty of rCmovmg sub)ective cgﬁideratio =Y [rom -the‘~
o . v"o\ 4 Y L
vanx)us stagc of evalua,;:xor\y the ‘prdblem of alternatwe

S p ’.
S o L N

Ny -

‘1[: . '«

il
AR -.,, s ' Y e

control'led comparatxue experimcnts in actmg setungs. and t}uL ueed

X '\’-.
subtletles.

! L

' So;ne other .is
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to upcciffcatibn.of standaids'for'judgMGnt. oL

.@Vluation; there is difficulty particularly in separating program

: 88 -
¢ \ ' ) ‘ , Q . o
] ! " h N . N R " 7},
*—Pthiﬁms—%n ,eiecttan—and—spﬁcrftcatieﬂ~of oﬁéeet{vesT—iaelud;ag—how it
iﬁ"' _‘ \ »
to nlace a value on thesc; Thcre is conqxdctab]c conccrn,aﬁ%ut a e
. T . i L S -

Quuntitative bias in selection of objccﬁives. Similar'problcms pqrtain .

.
~

All of the authors warn of difficulties in controls and

.

Sampling. "Administrative problcms conmonly citcd 1ngludb ompctxng

ard oonfllctlng values amonq agencxes, clients, uponsoréf and qvaluators.

*'The problem of bias is underscored. Bi@s may Pelate to se:v1cg orien-
e L

tation and defensiveness of program staff, to insensitivities of

eV.iluators, or to political consider?;ions. At least two of thevcritiCSv i

e

" Cil.w jnattention .to possible causal factors as a major problem in o

'

.efl.cts from the impact attributable to the particular staff involved.

/ / . . ,
All the problems cited lead not only to resistance to evaluation,

but |ead also to multlple and contradxctory 1nterpretat10ns of results.

The critics are 'in less agreement abomt the problens 1nvolved

in reporting; interprbting, and recommending on research findings, but

&

' L cegs
at lcast two identify timing as a kcy difficulty: Often the results

of ..valuations are available too laée to be utlllzed in the dec1s1on N qiﬁ*é

3

P'“fess. Evén when avallablc the :esults may be too complex or capable
Y

°! 1oo many interpretations .to prove useful to rational dec1510n—mak1ng

"Oh ' he basis of findings as to prégram results."-At least three authors

Cit.. the rarity of unambiguous reports centaining clear, and clearly .

Ayl icable, reccommcendations. A related problem is lack of ahAeffLQient_

. . B . - . ; . .
SYstem for making such reports available to other rescarchers, program ' .

Starf, and decision-makers. ‘ )

i ‘ -
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i These, . then, are tho major problcm areas idcnt:ifted by promineﬂt
o . . . . ' )
i critics of the ptaftxce of ovaluativc.rescarch. Hany ‘of thcse cr1ticf‘ﬁ\ . f'§
are mentioned dlso in the works of othcr authors, such as Campbgll'ahd . ,;-f
;’ stanlcef®(1966), Evans (1974), ﬁoési an@,Williams (1972),-and ﬁeiés'“" S .
: - iy
(1972a), most of whom agree w;th the five main critics cited hgtein Qt
that although practxce has not yet. made petfect. ot cvéh come close, " '
theru is some hope fot bﬁcful cvaluatlon orov dh me b851c'€ond1t1ons
. are met. Thls'cohclusxon is a little morc hopeML than“Mann's (1965), e
. < . ° Lo ’ ’ . ;/‘
l ‘who doubts ‘that evaluative rescarch can be effective cven granted improved’
-téchniques.\ The fdlloﬁinq‘section bricfly treats thG'prospects‘er ' v
; . . A N “ - 1
evaluatxve research in soc1a1 Drograms, given the problem-laden past "“52;' '
N A ; ) .
and current developments. S N T Y ,:g' S ;

.design. In thé section on recent developments, Levlne s (1973)'v1ews C R

_on alternative models suggested some of the reasons for displacing’
: - - : : oL : g T

'.evaluative reSeafdh is desirable, but disagree as tb itélfeasibility,

:partlcularly wlth roanect to usé of the claqs1cal cxpcrxmental quLgn ' : -

o' . . A

. T, . . o~ i c G . . ! : A
;- ’ '\ - RN ' ' : ‘3%
. ’ N ' R &2

" Prdspects. In thls last sectlon of the survey of ébéluati % .
research, two aspects receive atten;i?n:. first thc more spedmflc,but S Lo
o - S
nagging problem of experimental design, and\second“the mOte genetal ’ - ’ ..']

but related concerns about “the prospects for evaluatioﬁ’reseatch/;g,ﬁ»' o ,
. T ' i ' . / v - o T
any form at all. ° ST T T RV . e :
kn aspect of‘partrculat concern to- evaluators regard1n§’growth S
o

i

of the ficld is the questlon of the appllcablllty of experlmental

A ]

) . . . . - . . L g
experimental design’ from-the position of preferréd technique in action |

settings. Some other views on the subjcct are presented here. . o -

Social scientists gencrally, but not always, agree that .

‘ : E ’ JEPEE I

Y



récexvxng none or an alternat&We treatment.-wE lity of 910'

.’P.

assuted throuqh provision -of an cqual chance that\a person u“l fali "'V~ - .

: &nto the experi.mem:al or thc control gr0un. " Thus dit@pxenc? bet.yeen , R f:

v i N R -". o

alone. Thxs dxstrlbution enabl s comparison of post-troatmcnt dlfferences

between the two groups with the ange of dlfferences that could be \, : o

Mann (1965), after. review | of 181 cases of evaluabxve research~.
\ . .

1n human relatlons tra1nxng, “educa 1on, and group psychotherapY (a good
I N

sample, says Mann, of about 3000-50@0 studles of behéyxdrai change

< processes),vconcludes that the studﬁes are 1nadequate for development L
: - . - L S

of.any SClentlflc generallzatlons. He refers to evaluative- research - ,

)
- - M

as "a scicntific blind alley",becausQ\natural-settlngs.1mpose tOO-many

methodologlcal llmltat1ons, evean1th control group desrgns. Mannﬁ

, ,
recommends that soclal scaent1sts 1nterested in human betterment 1dent1fy

. P T / L TN e Loy e - P ‘,‘.l_ - . [ o T
and~test the,basi? components-of soc;aiychanqe through laboratory

. 9 : r . '
. experiments, and convey the findings so that they amy form the bases

Lo

for social.action progrems. The chief adbantages of staying in the

laboratory 1n5tead of d01nq evaluatlve research rn fleld sxtuatlons

‘are: flrst the behavxor studxed in the laboratory is more likely to
- ‘ & ‘ ! :
\\\;\\\be isolated into basiCHCOmponents-which are‘gcnerallzable;=second, more -
_\;SWQrful tools for research -are available ip thc'iaboratory'setting. .. s

)

m.‘Houstin (1969, in Rossi and Q&lliams, 1972)_agqees\with Mann

{ e ) .

T
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' 'designs,ﬁac#mlanatory force and congequently ax‘e! no sgpbri.or an B .

the program is a success (ad hoc compansons ihvblve persons expoéeéQ =
o to a program and persons not exposed but. de&ed smilar. such corhparism.g

‘/ however do not involve i'andomizd ass.tgnment of persons\ td experimen‘ba]

- ‘ 3 i

. and conttol groups) Houston declates* that mdst professi nal db/;eatiorm :

/ “to’ t:he experimental model are based on msunderstanding or\poor applica.. _

.‘ st
. -

tion o£ the model. Howeve&:, another and more potent t_ e of obJeetion

] /stens from program admmlstrators who fea:r applicatmn of he model 'will

i
3 o [.

- -result in proof of t‘axlure of (:hesir programs ("’hﬁ.s argun\ent 15; L
- ,—supported by a number of evaluatxon researchers, see espec1a11y Stanley
o

in Ross1 and’lelxams; 972:68669.) Thus, unllke,mann, Houston says

‘3 th major problpqgwqq applxcatlon of controlled experiments are 1gnoranJL

3|
... and fear, not methodo oglcal llmztatlons. Hls conciuslonwthat the tOOlq

: N . N

for true exper1men g are avallable is’ supported a150nby Scriven (1967),

Suchman (1967): Stanley (1n R0551 and wllllams, 1972), and Evans (1974)
. A4
% Evans (1974 9) however, stresses that even where this obv1ously

‘ N ' ! o :
xstronqer’design is not'feaStble-.'. . nather than throw up our hands anq

w1thdraw from the arena bccause we cannot have random assanment, we mun|

I3

- carry out whatever k1nd of evaluat;pn is fea51ble and useﬁul thhln thu .

r

';:;h\gonstralnts of the policy ptocess and ‘make the,best use ofllt.we '.ﬂg.

. ) ’ :

Can.fl o . . . R . N ) .' . A .




o s ."’ e
experxmcntal desans-to“%f%%iqe USets of'thp

» Jale

’Critlcs doubtfulJ;,“jnuu_

e

: sOurCes 9f error and Inas.

i DI SR,

co?trolled expétiment model may use tﬁe modnl,4 

. o " : N N -
: T selectlon may be Antende (e.g.. sf,
*. . . t :}
" , (
gt th;s case there 1s no need
b ‘e .
#, .

' - 'in descendlng order of preference amohg reg.d,,hétg;"g 5-¢i .fr jﬁ' f71f§ET~1ﬁ: ’
./\ :I . ) .. \ . .’rf‘ ' - ." o" " ' ‘ '- - “
BRI T Classxcai Fxshcnap experments, pr. "'tably wn:h factor.ial L
. oow i desxgns.. ) o ST . . LT

A . » _2. Quasx-cxperlmcn:s thh meure contrn[ Wroupq, e.g:, trélnxng LR
. .€12 prograp candldates com@ared w1th u"‘mlluyed frledds,'” ; ~:;  e

e u‘.‘3.= Correlat;qnai desxgns in which stalln||,a1 ccntrols afc émployed,
. | O ‘

A }mdzts oﬁ,*qtams ana projects, ‘“‘l'l'-y.mg qua'litat‘-ive‘r.--
: by outs;de obggtvers* Loy T R U
i "{ - -‘Q E ‘
v_;:‘ff’ I . L ‘ B
- .. . - A h .
5 . .( ! .
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J:ely 'on "correlat.io;nal designg

¥
BRI 'rﬁ ~

tz.mes e .

-u'

\ e
when déczsions wz,ll mt wa.1t and the eec151on-maker must. rely .on\the
S PN e
"best lnformatmn avazlable rathet than the best' mformamm poss:.ble.

Perhaps it 1s p0551b1e ‘to- draw some hope from t.he:.x‘ough 'agzqeme,nt

N ' among evaluatlon researchers along the l.mes d:.scussed by Rossx. It I B

N ':_‘.' " .4dees not sqem reasona le to abandon the comparatwe *expetimental 1,,{

v_'but t:he realltxes of onstramts m the soc1al Sé~tt1ng Sugqest wt . -,1 |
S LR o R
. approxlmatmns to: the model may be the best that can he aqh&e\td ‘in many SR

D . .4" '\ . o . A“ N . ; .. o .‘ . L
,cases. The utlhty of . such approxlmatn.ons should not ‘be dcnled K - .ﬁ o .

o . . : . .._._‘ :' S ' . ‘; . ~,v . C e | . ~ s

‘‘‘‘‘‘



. v'l,

"-} ‘Thc oarly 1960°'s saw-a’ bufst of 1ntcrest which br&%ght sangninc hopes\
for agﬁf!iation of techn1ques rangind from the controliod expotimcnt

'fyjl through Tylerxan models and the entxrdhpolrcy.analy31s procpss, The

admgnistratrve qgg politlc,fggrcssures ouﬁ;upon the effotts attompted

4 v
.

'<dec11ne rp fnthusrasm for evalueﬁive reSearch. The affects of the

. . . v-f.-/-r | \ R

[N

.wmalaise were §y1dcnt part"hlary about 1969 altq?ugh some symptoms

‘j,wereqev1den Qearller 1n the wrltrngs of Mann (1965), Suchman (1967),\
ks N TS

‘-ﬁnmklng than was evidencad 1n the more hopeful w%rks qf the 1960 s, such

1

as many of’ tHe works deal;ng thh operatlfns research. ) f“' o

Eyaluetors generally are cr1t1ca1 of the shoddlness of past

,,‘... SR TRPE R S ek

A‘evaluatlons, but belleve that 1mprovements are helng nade.. Thus '..'

D A I

o Suéhman, wr1t1ng in* 1967 felt that dquite the exlstehoe of few good

Pltts weaknesses m desn;n, resulted 1n mahy f.y.lures and a gcnaral . r‘;:'»:'

; LY.

'examples, eva%uative research could progress if the 51ne g non requird-_

;- . RS \. SR

mends of prov;slon of spec1a1 fundlng and tralnlng researchéé% could biy -

.

isathfled. 'His own text was a major step forward. Caro ¢1969 96), mm,

! 'years later, SAld that evaluatlon research ronalned 1mperfect “from a.

-
.

'strlctiy methodologlcal perspnctxvc, but lt ls llﬁely to be superlor fnr
I S “

&

practxcal as wcll as‘sc1ent1fxc purposes to the 1mpre5310nlst1c accounlu'

Y !

I
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i that now gulde most act:.on programs SIn the samc ycar Guba. aﬁtor hxs
v % '

Tl e et

~iong polcmi.c on the state O£ the art. citod a, numbe of hopcful trqnds

'. which migljg relxcve‘ h1s ‘seven’ basicgnd wornsome lacks. . \

Rossi (xn Ross1 and. WLllxams, 197?:49) makes the following

- o ’J'ﬁ“mhnt of the prospects for evaluatioml ' ~'.. .
’ I " ' . ) " ‘ . N B s
weo@ - "..s . The state of the art as: practlccd lags far behind the
L e .pzdeal Yet ther are significant, contributions to] policy makmg
. L - _that evaluation, even poorly practxcud, cafi make. ' Even more =
R B ..u'ggmnt, the stateof the pract:.ced agrt . is. 1mproving An v
. ', responsc to the htﬂghtened level of denands for evaluatron _ /
| 'iresearch _ . , . '
‘; Welss (1972) agrees w1th Ross1 s gencral assessmént about 1nproved

u‘

teChHIQUGS. ‘but is doubtful of the chances for applylng the art. Unlrke

. 3 R
X?i ] ul L .

B : |
o most other wnters, Weiss thinks that the pmmary reason for4£1nd1ngs

i N

of “no 51qn1f1cant dlfference or "11tt1e effect" is: not a matter of y Co

weak evaluatlon tools but a. matter of weak" program effccts. \She stresses

’

e that "11ttle effect" is all the more reason for test:.ng pro;ects on a ..

"f small scale before the pro:jects are expanded and entrenched Unfortunately '

e b
a .

5 .there is some ev1dence that progran{s are becom1ng even 1ess wlllmg hosts

~

\

to. evaluatlon teams precxsely because of. "llttle effect" f:mdmgs.; T-he' g
e T ™ I %e - :
trend says Weiss, is toward 1nterna1 evFluators who™ ¢an be more ea511y e

j : . .

':controlled and thea.r fmdmgs suppressed

. jte

Zusman and Blssonette (1973), while extremely skeptlcal of current

pract::.ce, offer some. hope for a morc constralned but effectlve future

oL 'for evaluation'research 1f. the authors four pr1nc1pal guldch.nes -and

two ancxllary pOlnts are observed as descrlbed 1n ‘the’ prev1ous se&:

v . R

tlon.

E3

Evans (1974); the hcad‘ of evaluartlye research for the Um.ted
S ! : - ‘o -
States Office of'_)f-:ducntipn‘, no&js, that to the date of. his wr1ting.- :

“significant cvalua\tions of social programs in the United States have



- ~of staffmg. fundmg, organﬁzat;onal placement, and a

h ]

suoport for evaluatxve reseatch declmed' in xmportance ’f

. ' - L o - L , PR N
. . . . A . e ._'4_., K o - - .
. a' ] .‘ \ . - ;r - \ . . ,"&

becn few and the fcw have had llnited sdccess qiven the effott o.xpendcd, B ‘

/

Evans says that in the 1965 74 pcpod the ttadltml\al Pl‘Oblenis

1iCY !mkers

fbec”more attdﬂed to rcsearch, and placed evaluato:;i at'or near the _

: . top of admmlstratlve h1erarchms-—the only location at which EValuators .

' . .

' can do much good rcgarding assmtance to polxcy making. More SOPhlsticated

-:llst of six almost exhaUSts the number of studles w1th sxgnlficant

evalu-ators.dc;\.velopcd better methodolcg_tes and,

'but to large extent has dcmdnstrated that program suchﬁcss requxrcs

\ appl J.ed _th—cm ‘to la rgé,_-'_
. ‘ v : .
J '

P
¥

scale,evaluations:” The placc of experimental design in such evaluations

'_i.ricre’as,ed. Field experiments were.used somctimes as'\_tryouts',be’fore :

— . P

fuil—.{cale- impl‘emex?xtatio,ni ,_o_f, programs which might; “prove iﬁefvfet':t-ive,, -

costly, and dlfflcult to shed once estabhshed. S °° _ . |

Evans c1tes a number. of evaluatlon‘s in sup{brt of ﬁi«t c0ntcntions
. . o .
about‘progres‘s 51x ma)or studlea have’ contnbuted’to the surge of
N\ [ - . ot i B ‘

interest in evaluatlon and have affected pollcy dec:.szons.‘ W}ule the

oollcy ;mpllcatlons, such a list ‘Fays Evans, ,could not have hpen o ' _ ;
-4 ! . B
’. .

complled even ten jears aqo

Some cf these 'studies ‘have partlc’(ﬁ,ﬁ‘

significance for community - development. The Westmghous evaluat;on of

N Head Start has been‘the subJect of much debate over methods and r(\c)ults' '

~

more than popularity and good motlvatlon. _"The evaluatlon of the

Emcrgcncy School Assistance Program prov:.dcd ev1dence that low furﬂzd:

*

~ locally dcveloped ‘Jects are more effeotlve than mor_e exgenswe,’ B

c \3,

.ccntrally 1n1t1ated compensatory educatlonal programs. This findiﬁg

}

Ampp(‘ars tc sunport Hynam s (1966) contcntlon that startiny small 1.; a

-
v . . | . .
by . o - . ' . ..
N < .
. : ] . ) ) . ;2
. : a . ,. h : . :



ot

’and adVLSory bodxes empowere{f‘

. . . e ,
polltlclzatlon of debates overu ey Hay Tt :
evaluatlon proves more popular and efiectlve, adminiﬁtratlve rcsistance v _

7Y to it has 1ncreased Dec131on-makers have developed unreallstic L - !

X ©

- - 4 ne
eis%ctatlons as’ to how fast an evaluatxon can be cOnducted and what its

*

) rgsults can reveal about ‘a program.' Flnally, there is the Jproblem of .

mlslcadlng publlc debate over evaluatlons._ Often the very exlstence of = .
. [ -

_ ’ thevdebate"leads decision-makers to belieVe-that an.evaluatlon 1s;fau1ty;\

Ross1 {in ROss1 and W1111ams. 1972) has suggested that no good

evaluatron goes unpunrshed ft ‘is'a relatlvely new development, however,

,\*J/;that depate over the technxcal nerlts of an evaluatlon can provoke :
pollcy makers~to lay aside’ a reasonably good study "and” resort to what
Evans _ (1974 12) calls "the old and. famlllar mcthods of maklng th

decision . {_. methods that are hlghly partlsan and subjectxve in nature.

-
\

\ While - fearful that theaiiw problems facxng evaluatlon JAre more . X
.- . ~

»serlous than the older problems OA loglstzcs,'Evans thinks that evalua-

y tlon has a chan¢e to nove from marglnal lmpact to greater force .on

"

programs His hope is an adequate expression of the general.v1ews og

\

mOSt-o is colleagues cited 1n"hrs chapter. .They are hopeful of a

‘bet er future for evaluatlon rcsearch, but experlence teaqhes thcm not .
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t-ptesent state o’\he techmquea for egluatton juptify moro than a 3.?.

aponf,ical. social. paycﬂoloqical, and economic fatfors ptosent :

m’ny .
v [ \o “
. for evaluators to assume ‘that nbre than & mud increase sﬂ» the mle ()f

w Ve "&,‘ e oy . \’_
evaluation 13 li‘kely soon., Nor‘ s th ‘_ e son to assume th.ut the

to bo overly sanquﬁ.ne. In t‘e argnfx eg social proqrams;) there arc u,o

“ '%‘::‘_; ."

i

' ¢ L . L . .i ._ . . ) “ LIS

’

[ mild :Herease Yh’ its'ﬁle.; el e

’

o rungs of Rdss:. 53 hiera;chy_ , Flfth

g
. summanze his v1ews on the applicability of the evaluation procedurun

. W .
mentioned in thls chapte!' ‘to CD setti.ngs. l‘-‘irst, the genez‘al Mels

o Second, the authox: favots use of some ot' the newer or moze recently \ K
)

3\' . 3 . . . " ,.-‘ N - :
- At this point it is advisable fo:; the present writerm B »_/;'

O
S : ~ Sl

,"1 IR TSR

from ‘the 1960 'S offer a menu from wh‘xch to select what to evaluate. o &

.
—a

' . ¥ < v
refmed techm.q\xes such as. theory-based and adversary evalnatjpn .

o ") v\\ '

with only one: techm.que appli.ed in any@rtxculat cp act1v1ty.~ 'l‘him

use of goal free evaluanon should be postponed til msults as to

1t.s utzltty_ may be ava:.lable Erom other fields. ' Fourth, CD evalt’latms

3 .
generally should stay w1th the methods 1dent1f1ed o‘n the lower three Ty

S

(see, e. q., _Welss, 0197 the more ref.}.ned methods» should be used
1 B . o T
» spanngly g:d where less rlgor:ous means have suggested that tlpere is g o

somethmg worth futther anestlgatlon. 81xth.~as suggested by Caro

(1969), the stnda:ﬂs for stat:.stical va11d1ty and rehab:.lity in acuon

o settmgs should ‘be reduced ‘to a: lowcr order or probablllty. - Finally, j_n S :

RN

most CcDh settlngs,%se explld‘t Judgmental or actlon research methodq.
. a
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3““ chapter present;s some gem:ral princip.les' and p:‘%tices bﬁ as»

3 LN

cD evaluaﬁion as - they apoear in standard works on CD and 1aa/éva1uation

& T
- L Loe L,

E - component. "he orinclples are discussed in tertns of their rlossible
o applzcability ta CD proq:ams and in tems of t‘he relationship of thqae ) " . J
[ e :

princioles to evaluation approaches 'in other socia.l develbpment fields.

Sme of the wotks%lScussed focue du:ectly on evaluation or mclude T 'ﬂ

L 4 4

‘ : . » -
evaluatlon amonq a\‘nmber of t:opjcs m:esented. Some»other CD wor,ks R

& ﬁ'_, B cMaed in this chapte\ave very little to say abouf. eval,guation di'rectiy,

. L e
“but provide leading, statepénts for. consﬁktaﬂon of evamation guiuuues. Y

i ,'x‘hese vaguer works appeu' im“the septi.on of the chapter hea?;d "lOey,

L Lo \ - s

Texts; along’ with a few key texts whwl eo:t in sectxons on evalua;ion. )

| : o
Natmms handbdok on evaluation of development prdjects. ; 'rhe next/

LA e

sect:.on analyzes some signifxcant articles and other works on . CD . ‘ e
\ C T ’ ‘.

evaluatxon. A final sectxon draws broad conclusiohs from Chapters
_ ‘rwo and Three.. g : , Cy 0 -‘ ' 'A o S
L v Sone of thq works in the last sectxon of this chapter arise from - .

- evaluations of the Indxan CD proqram. ‘x'he works cited are those fM’l/ch
consciqusly offcr Qeneral principles appl;.cable to all CD evalu&ti.on.

- The more progtam specxfxc or oro;ect spt.cxfxc ‘works evaluating Indxan '

Ccb are referred to in r.‘xat part of Chapter l-‘our dealing thh CD eva].uatlon

-

in India. ‘u . o . . " . . . ;,z“,‘:.
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'mﬂku a nunbur of judgments, and provides lcadlng statemcnt

v

' b L . )
anythlnq like ovaluavac roqcaxgh. fle identifics cevaluation as one of

~a numbcr of technical zolcs,whxrh are only one of many of the communxty

" d
worker's areas of rOuponsibility. The worker should be ob)Lctlvo in

s . N
undcrstandlnq thu‘&ommunlty wogk procesa, butqmugt bo gC\‘ltLVC cnough
L ] b, .

to interpret the intcrdctivc o&fucrs to the communlty in a mannor

\:
- oY . N »

increasing the pro"nnct" for coopcratlon. Tlic worker is cautioncd against

offering final solutions or dnmandinq accnptunce of the data which he
) _ . [

provides tn his expert ‘capacity.

The role o¥ cvaluation in Ross' sense is formative, but Ross does’

" <y

not provide any models br nuch advice even for this lxmjtcd form of

.

‘ovnluation._ Few uncfﬂ] models for formative evaluation existed 1n 1955.

RoGa' commitment to cven formative evaluation is extremely limited by

hir concern’ about cvaluator scnsitivity to community feceling:

‘
: ’

Ross makes no mcntion of fornal evaluation of outcomes through

.

o L1b11s11ng LrltLrla and asqcmbllng evidence fon Judqmenti;> He does

which cén be

used as a starting point for evaluation. Principles and descriptions
. r B )

of cormunity work, plus discussions of tpc worker's roles all prévide
. . - 7 5
: S .

. : : . R \ ' B
grist for the evaluation mill. For instance, an evaluator could use :

] ~ . o7
Ru:u':(IOSS:lGir”Tburth (of thirteen) prlnClple of Lommunlty actlon,

"4l association mist involve leaders (both formal dnd lnﬁormal)

o

identified with and accepted by, major subqrdups in tho community,”

as a goal or criterion in judgina the success of a project or as a

technique which shqyld be analyzed as to its cffects. In a thcofy-

-
)

bdﬁvq evaluation, a project would be assessed as to whether the principlc

wa. present; in other forms of evaluation such as Stake's (1967), the

- .



U

exverimental evaluation the principle could e view

“ .

3
)

vrincivle could be cvaluated as a process, In an cxnerimental or quasi-

ed as a hypotheiis
1 L3 Py

to test..

‘Ross' failure to provide a useful l.geriptio of iteriarand
i _ : icrip n. cr

techniques for cevaluation leawves the road vphen for use of the judgmental
techniques which Guba (1969) warns obscur.. hoth the data considercd and
the criteria used, so that explanations .ajyg general izations are difficqﬂt

. <

" at bost. Omng might arque also that the Ahiince of advice on how to

‘ . .

cvaluate leaves the road open to- the "hardg® statistical techniques which
. . ? !
Guba fears limit the evaluatiop to less Significant hut more mecasyrable
- h Y

-

factors. . ‘ o ' Rt

. Because Ross' work sold 30,000 CObdei in a total of“six languages,

Ross and Lappin produced a 1967 revision, 1ir¢]e clhanged from thé 1955
version except fog An updated bibliograph; (With-no ap?érent‘igéreage
in‘ks -6r‘1 ovaluatioﬁ) and" a new s'c;ctiori fn\whi.ch‘th'ree ca‘se_'stixdi.es
are, analyzcddi; relation.to princ;ples prnp”;od in‘thc'boog‘ The authors

admit that the cases are incohplcte and th.y some unspecified "liberties"
have been taken with them to nmakeé points ci,. for beginning students.
ROSS anc Lapvin (1967:236) concentrate on "ldgntifying the concepts
. N A | , "

rather than evaluating the performance of iy,. practitioner in the various

i

: . . " e | .
cases." The authors quite correctly note "It case materials fqr\socxal_'

. . ' | N
development work are short on  records and '\ng on asswaptions, but

this obscrvation mernaly emphasizes that .. cases presented in the

volume, with the unspecified liberticgs taken, are not useful materials

for cvaluation. : < I . . o,
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. N : \ . e [ ’ :
to*the.furmq;_nrltlsh colonial administrator Batten's toxts Communities

.\'
-

/ ~ Much the same commont‘ ‘as madc dhOVl ubout Rous! work apply

-

‘ ! ‘ :
an® Fheir Develppnient (1957; revised 1967, but the revision contains

little changé cxccpt an updated bibliography which ihclﬁdes a fcw works

‘ on CD cvaluatlon), Tralnlnq for Conmunlty n'vAlonmcnt

A Critical Study

of Moszm (1‘)6”), and "‘ho Human Factor in Clunmunltx Hork (19(,_,) Hogever,

Batten donq deal more directly thh eleudtlun than docs Ross.

In hlS 1957 work Batten too prondng princinlos'which may be

'

uf;eful as CVC\lUdthC‘ crlterla, CSPC‘CJ.B']\]-Y "lm e Battoen frcqueﬁtly stresses

%

o

the problem of meas urlnq long term goals such aS‘attitude change. He

cites a Macodonlan case where 1nterest in Cbh and some contlnuatlon of

AKY

.

However,. the pcople are waltlnq for nore ouLnge'stimulation instead of

i
\

expanding the project themselves. Are then he results of the projsﬁF

'satisfactory? Battehﬁtgﬁpks not, provided Uit the most imbortant

~

!

=

criterion in CD work 1is that the worker mak:... himself fedundant.

Regarding thc Anthonlsh Movemcnt, Batten complains that .the methods and

- '

tHe dcqree of success are 1nadgcuately dornm.”ted' S0 the leosone learned

remain largely untaught. With Puerto Rlcan “h therc is the problem of

~

long term aims to produce ‘attitude change, hut availability in the

v

meantime of only short term measures involwiyy, vhysical gains. In

i

Africa the achievement of physical facilitico; fop villagé—wi&e use is

the only form of project whigh\has been attrmptﬁd,

become dormant after mecting their facilitic.. need.

. ¢
and cormpunities

Continuing dévelop-

nent requirés work with smdller, special int.,egt groups, but .such work

'

|

project outcomes erdurcd desplte the ;ntcrru“rlons of war and occupatlon. ‘
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v

v

. . N \ 'I..
Y is® ofLon urxt1€17cd as not LD& In India thero is of
?{ . non-phyqxcal goalq, but the qOVLrnmcnt has requixcd CD worke to show '
. A spocxfxc mater:al qaxns in aqrxculture. and to ghow thom qutc ly. - All

. -
thoue gaqes\dugqvat problems thh reqard to evaluatlvo crxterla
e ms hi's . {

. C
Batben 3 dlSCUSSIQn of casits is a form of cvaluatxon, bu

framéwork for ahaleis }s not always clhur. Thcre.ate no spegiflc

'y
t

: w
crxtcgﬁa and no- recommendations for analytlc tcchnxqucs. He docs refer )

g

at lpast oncc to a sxtuatxdn Wwhich may lnvobvc a comparative cxperxmc t-
\ . .
use of stngv cartoon health f)lnu in two dlffcront Afrlcan countrics

to dotcrmlne the relatlve morlts of cartoon-ovcr 11ve actlon f11ms in
, hoalth'prqgrams (thé«cartoon‘filﬁs were gcﬁter rcccived in terﬁs oé.
' : _ ' , o .
o achiubind.thevhéalth'program goals). Batfen does not proViée enough 
: detaii'tb dctcrmipc wbe?hcr tge "experiment“:meeté‘Fishcfign/or even
quasi—cxéerimcntal design réquiremcnts. - f -
. ; {

d Batte&:s~§:rk on CD’ tralnlng (1962) is a dlscu551on and evalup—" e
tion of his and.other training courses. Although assessments;o‘ structures /

anﬂ cases are focal p01nts in Batten S rourse, evaluatlon methods and’

v \

5

° criteria.do not flgure in hxs 1dcnt1f1cat10n of tralnlng needs.‘ In a

véhqptcr on course evaluationrqaétten sayé that trainees arc invited to

criticize the coursel anonymously and in detail, ﬁﬁth@suddéstions‘for

1nprovement. The staff summarize the critiquq% for group discussion.

N ‘
L

Batten‘al;o rcllcg on inf ornnl comments from tralnecg,‘andfoh indirect ;

s o

evidence of success bUCh as rcqucs;s:fron Vbetors to attend add1t10na1
sessions, and referrals from graduatcs. Batten admlts tha& such evideénce

19 onl/ proof that tralneeq feel satlsfzed,,but occasxonally Battcp

receives rough cvzdonco that qraduaces “practice the tochnlquqs lcarned

{



- | s X0, . !
. J ' . - . , R ‘ r L '
and nanifcst the ‘CD attitudes encourach. This'cvidence comés;frem o i
' - t T
lottors {rom ‘former trainces and othurs, and from confcrencc reports : {‘ S

! ' : . b : ‘ ‘ L
1nvolv1ng graduates*_ ,QJ‘ , o T - ‘ T ' .

3

b Batten says that whxle to others the evidcncc is hbpha7ard and

weak, he has not trxed moré precxse evalqatlon technxqucs because hc &13'

doas not “think the results would be meanlnaful and Q&caﬁse it would be
’ « K . . N

wronq‘to evaluatU'further'anyway. Significant-critcﬁia.arejnot sky:"

centxble to precxsc measurenent, and trying to evaluatc changes in .'f ¢
v . "\,

1 v
_ the tralnee knowlodge and sanse of ¢omm1tmeqt would destroy tht open - "

{
atmoqphere of the coutse and consequently destroy thL central theme
L g

A Y
.-

that rospctt £6r. others is a core concept of co.” , b

The argument that the naln featurcs of the course ate bcyond the

rea}n of prcc15e measurenent ‘ap eats to be suooorted by the views of ' \ ;:
: . [ -
evaluators,such as Guba (1969) The arguneht that cvaluatlon itself

- . P

1nter‘ercs w1th human dlgnlty x\ of culte a dlfferent order, and,,xf

‘\.

! : o
'truc, is sufflcxent'reason to brlna\tg a halt a11 attempts at evaluatlon.

.
SN

Howevet Batten s own tra1n1ng technlqueS\s\h]ect the 1nd1vmdual

9
Qonmunlty worker to group{ana1y515 of one of his

descr1hcd in Batten ] 1965 book, ;he Human Factor in Co unlty WOrk. MR
v T — — - B

aThe 37 chses prescnted therexn al1’ step ftom cases subJected t Jlntenée

o

3rcrut1ny in Batten s tralnlng course, and the 51tuat10n durxng that 7\\\
e ,

me

.course would aopear to run -some of the. risks which Batten does not want

v 4t ' ' ﬂ' R . R

. to run witl a long . range summatlve evaluatzon. ) ' o T

. . A -
For the 19GJ work thc technlque for. ana1y51s was group dlscu5510n~ !

_of each case study. Thc diSChSSlon concentrattd on dtagn051ng why the

\ .
worker failed and dor1v1ng 1mp11cat10na rcqardlng howuhe mlght have

Py : . . \
o N R



"improvod the chahrcs for success. Latcr\Battenfgrohpcd the cases 1n-."

- . X . ; ~

' elght maxn problem dreas, and drew 27'gcnxra1 conclusions.‘ hpparently
: ‘.*s ‘J" .

-Batnen did not set the stagc for discussaon by oquesting prxnciples of
CD; the tralnces drcw coucluslons based on their own views of proper

0 A

) technmquos and pr1ncip1es for connunlty worh ‘ Thuv the qucctives and

. qélterla 1nvolved 1n the exercise and the cases are unstated,\a very

.‘0

“consxdcrable problcm when assc7s1ng the merlts of ‘the book

LL'“A' Grlffiths (1966 SOY‘\ln a. revxew of Batton book, states the

' @
problcms well: many of the conclusions drawn by thg(part1c19ants apoear

shallow. the\readcr cannot gct more detaxls from the worger who presented

i'the casc, and the reader{1s unnware of “the fundamental ori c1ole or \m . (f‘qf

. hypothesxs whlch unde!!ues the nature of Fhe 1nqu1ry the reader lacks L

"the 1nrormatlon to make h;s own. olagn051s or »PrOJect from hlS experlence T
.'a method of evaluatlon whlch he can apply tJ‘hls own fleld experlenCe. Lfé‘(.
t | Smce the cases prov1de l1tt1; or no. 1nformat10n abou? 1ocal | !
'culture, the reader is pushed toward acceptlng Batten s (1965 4) assertlon ,\(‘
'that we.need ndt "take the dx‘ferencos in cultural settlng VCry serlously |
i nto account, for the\?a51k factors whlch glve rlse to these problems i.Q;H: }*§

<
o 2

are the same everywhere, however much thelr Culturalfexpre551on may vary
The reader nlght even agree regardlng the four basic factors whxch
2 g N

Battcn gives as pxamnles- that people w111 not- w1111ngly acceot or

. pers:.st in 1nnovatlon unless they see pcrsonal advantagc,\that people._'i _
'rescnt cr1t1c1sm rrom an out51dorJ that pcoplL wlll not wllllngly o 4i-j.;‘\“'
coopcgate wlth a group they do notntrust, thax oeoplc w111 opnose a | -
‘change. whlch reduces thelr qfatu“or adds to thelr rlvals ' However,

Batten may also have unstatcd but less dcfen51ble "truths" 1n nlnd.



Ba@tcg s casas aro rj,:ntidn agﬁn 11\ Chqﬁtct Fﬂvc of the .’j o

P . 0 ‘.
. wor&( are thaf: 1&: is. -olcu.,scd ch. evaluatloﬁ an

/

‘ ,prescnt qtl{dy bccnuso’ of thou:

L

o .

{ -

tcstmq. _ Fox:- prqsenp uurpoﬁes the nos,t mtcr
RS . : e . )

that, although Batten

AN v . Y

% .
%53@2 rejects mmcdlate succcsslas a sufflcmnt crlt non, but also

1, "‘-'I ' S -

qucstlons use of long term effects strlctly rélatcd‘ to materlal galns o

R

or' to contlnuxng use. of an outside aqency Thc ult matc cr1ter!1a must
be self—rellahce, cooperatmn and awareness of thc need for further
o . . -

: »chanqe.[. Yet, short term fallures ‘are confldence erodlng, so should be _

'

'avoided Batten (1965 3) clalms that ‘failures are always the fault of

Y""

the w°rker., "Elther hxs t:&oiOe, or hls plannmg,‘ or h1.s Sklll w111 have
) e

‘ bcen at’ fault,"' ) the worker should learn how 4:0 dJ.agnose hlS fallures

' .“_

)

: : 5 .
" so as to. avoid them in future. It is noss:.ble to agree wJ.th Batten s

stress on- leaming wlthout takmg hlS extreme v1ew that the worker is
always responslble for a fallure._- T - _ oo

. T ' ol e ol

o In. all of Batften s works dlscussmn methods .are cr1t1<:a11y

' ' 1
1m@‘rtant and ther;e 1$ attcnt:.on% prlnc.l.ples wh:.chx:an be used for

y ,atlve cr1tcr1a, but evaluatlon tcchnlcues apoear ad hoc and based

i solely q\narratlve reports. For 1nstance, ‘in’ thc 37 cases discu‘ssed

t1 ng " fea turesl Qf.f’ Battcn ]

>

.
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and- some case naterial evaluated in the text accordlng to operat;onal

’The biblioqraphy tomTho Communlty Dovolopmont Proceeq llsts at least
7 ;

fLeet, ;962).? Evaluatlon is mentconed or dlqcussed 1n at least four

'.olacéS‘fn the text: on pageq 90-91 and llo regardlng charts of Cb

assumb&lons and generallzatlonq abOut 1nd1Viduals, groups, - and co work.

I f

ono.volume on’ oc1a1 science evaluati%h practices and three works '
!

..dlrectIQ related to cD evaluatloh (Cllnard,,1963 Hayes, 1959; and '

' .

i

: process, in a four scntence dlscu351on on’ oagd 100, -and Tﬁ’ﬁsges 1376141‘

"

'as-part of a chaptervon<actlon,rescarch; _The evaluation involved'iE::\

2

. " 'the people's fudgment oftEheir own' efforts, according to. standards ‘set e

'

e humag expericnce of practical growth;" I; is dlfflCult to detormlne to

in eValuarion is that of ehcourageri

. \ ! .
: actlon research, the’Blddles refer to evakuatlon, but alhays in a rather

4 v , . . 3 _
for the acgivity’underrakeni Thesé:standqﬁds.may change as the people ."’
' S 3 N o . ‘ -

;

\begin'to think{in termé of the next‘acﬁivity{ The role of the cD worker]

\ -r‘_,‘ L . ‘ . .
. ) T ) ’ ’ . ". ¢

i In thelr chaoter on "Research DeSLgn," wh;ch turns out to be E i

i . : ¢

" . :
/ Rt

'cautlous n&nner, They credlt Lew1n (1948) w1th devcloplnq the nccpt

e J
o¢ acclon research and prOVLde-the follow1ng descrlpczéh of lt:

. .« « . On=- 901ng study " of a’ spcial process and its results
to date; which,is carried on: as oart of ‘the process . . . findings:
are pscd to gu\de ‘and correct thF dOClSlOnS of the, cont1nu1ng
process. Partlclpants contr1buté to ‘research . .. (as ‘able)
R Contrlbutlon to 9c1ent1f1c qcnerallzatlon nay | be sought -
by ruallfled part1c1pants, as webl -as practlcal answers, to

-'Problems . S L e

] A )

" (Biddle and Blddle, 1966:128j ité1ics L
in orlglnal ) i - ’

) Blddle and Blddlc (1966\137) regaré CcD processes as an opportunlty

tolbulld needed soc1a1 science theorles "from thp small scale laboratory

what extent the Bxddles arb scrlous[about their refqrcnce to CD as a
. \

.
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. 1 et ' - :
“produce favorable results. . The Biddles regard this hopeful belief as

Ae

( *

laboratory cxpcrienéc, and to what cxtcnt_théy(ﬁhink thoofies can be

e e e e S BN

deriveq from experiences subjcét to'many’uhcon;rollcd.faqtors.
. The authors stress the h¢cess§ﬁy of rescarchers aﬁd CD workers :
believing from thc beginning of a project that experimehtation'can . \

.

I

a precondition for action reseacrch. As the projcct:progrdsses, the

increase as part of a~proceséAwhich'islé'sqif—fulfil;ing prophecy.

' be maintained whepfcvidencé provokes criticismiof an individual.

citizén participants'will become ‘increasingly optimistic as their ékilis,

Qﬁilé it‘is prue.phdg oxpurimenturs’woulq not éxperimcnt if'théy dia
T N . - . . ‘
not hold éhy‘bopc of good results,\it is odd that.the Biddles never ’ i
adaress the péssibilit§ of failuré'in action rcsoaféh; nér the p£6pdsitioﬂ"
éﬁat if sométhing can‘bé léarned from sgccqgé; then.why’nét frém‘féiiure?
. . : . g . -
The BiddieS‘a;c nbﬁ:en;husiastic about forms on’ which af?ccorde#vt

s
-

judgeé and interprets participants’ behavior . Records should be non-

. e ~
judgmental accounts, with evaluation left to periodic reviews by the -

nucleus of CD workers, resEérchersvgndbcitizens. The total filﬁ‘of b o -

I : : : Sl . : S
events: should include meectings, summaries of dqta, and accounts of
action taken. The authorg advise that "compassionate objectivity" must.

. e ’ A ’ . B R s ” ° ) . :

or \

n i

e ..

Ce

Evaluatior® must emphasize improying the broccss; not judging anrindividual?!
) SR N . 1

Judgments about pcople are irretrievable once written, so_should be

r v

conveyed only through group discussion where the ju gments arise

naturally. ‘ B O o )

The autthors also suggest that the plethora of recorded material -
should be summarized onfﬁroccss analysis forms which show revised

statements of purpose, record significant cvents, and detail decisions ,j

\

L
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resultrng fron evaiuatien—of the eventsT The—B;ddles_hon._thaf :ost

- ‘ *

prOJects,w1ll produce an "Eventual Narratlve" fron the process anal;sxs,»

. -

a narrattgp 1nclud1ng statlst1cs and findings from data researou, prus

andlyses of the events and dec1s1ons. ‘CD mlght benerlt from 4b’1catzon

[ ¥

of these narratlves, which would confirm general hypoenesns aboat humah

M

,capab111t1es for self—lmorovement Conflrmatlon of 'more soecxf;c o

I
hypotheses is less 11kely in the act1on research sett1ﬁg. but. :arratlve

reports are only a flrst step to more sophlstlcated for:s o< analysls.‘ "

I .
Processes descrlbed in narratlve reports could be class fied in terms

of types.of social situations, and‘the resultlng taxonony nighs yield,

~ ¥

.say the Blddles (1966 144),'"qua11tative and: quantitative trea:re t of

" researchland proceeds t'o(g'e harder forms when the softer forzms sugges

¢!

R) . R

descrlbable 1tems of experlence in the flow of process. hese'snouléﬂ
e | o . ) ..
flnally lead to conc1u51ons about nan—ln-development, waich then b eo@e

Ml AR

new general hypotheses f further testlng . : ‘ o R

The Biddles' descrigtioﬂ of a movement from narrative resorts

.

to taxohomies and hypothesis testingris reminisceﬁt,of4Rossi'sh(in
Rossi and Williams, 1972) viewfthat,one,begins'with sofiter forms of

o hat‘therc aré “intercsting results to stud'.more thorcuchi . o Tne -3rddzes’
t ar 19 : Yy Sy k

process analysis and . taxonony proposal also appear to'relate <o

4 . ¢ ’

(19%6) meta- analy51s and -Zusman and Blssonette s (1973) c0ﬁcerﬂ~ about

g .
1ntelllglble fxndlngs being reporte& 1n abstracts designed ror‘use-by

3

people involved in paagrams It is pern1tted— however,,‘o be core

“7!

~

ske:mSical than tnr Blodlo as ta whcthor,all p:ocess':ﬂa-y.‘s wWluld

’ i
conflrm gencral hyootheses about human capabllltl

h
o]
"
n
19
=
rh
}

I

'()
0
&
{3
1]
3
r
.

A .
The Blddles orov;de a numbe" of useful stat:feo‘s abo;- tha

M | . .. . . ) K . “. . .




~

‘conduct and reportling of action research. Some of these statements,

such as stress on the importance of osthblishinq’a base line involving

*  qata used as the starting point fqr ¢tomparisons with later measurements, 'Fk,e,

are significant to evaluatiqp“as well as to action‘research itself.

P

. ™
v . Indccd most of the dlscusq1oﬁ»of actlon research rathcr obv1ously
’ [ o
rClJth to cvaluatlon, the . dtsturban olemcnt is that the Blddrcs regdrd
‘ 1

ng other type of rebearch as 51qn1f1cant to.CD and put bllnders cvcn
1 _ . o
' on the oroductlon of actlon research. Surely at least soine CD activitics
‘ ' : -
“need at least OLcaSLQnalJy a more formal summative evaluathﬁ, partlcularly

whcre a sponsorlng agency is 1nvolved Perh&ns the Amerxcan orlentatloﬁ

of the Blddlcs 1is an cxplanatlon of the 1gnor1ng of ! summatlve, comparabbjp,’
N L4 N \ . - ‘

the, and extcrha{gsvaluatlons.' The CD process most famlllar to the

Blcdles 15 not fhe result of massxve nailonal proqrams with. more or

less:clearly stated goals-and guldellncs,-but ariscs rather from extensive‘

\_‘ ~N oo -
- Y

work and other cfforts on a relatlvély smaller scale and w1th strlctly

N local goals. In such a settlng the nec0551ty for 1nformat10n is st111 ot
. |

prcqent, but usually seqses fornatlve con51derat10ns and is suboré:nated oo

to local proccqs needs.

"_‘A'Gr‘otipoY-seveh . . 'J R BRI S AR

Communlry Developmoet as. a ProLess, the 1970 text edlted by o pa
S Cary and contalnlng chaptcrs by him and srr‘otnLr CD wrlters, contaﬂns |
s . | . some\materlal'on eraioatlon, 'Despite some inrerest'dh his part in .~ .

evaluation, however, Cary falls tb cmte evaluatlon technlques as one ’ .
" of the tralnlnq needs for CD workers. " o . L

B

Sanders (in Cary, 1970:29} is concerncd that CD relies upon
. : ' . Ce e e o o L : ) .
\ , qchcrqlizatio%s borrowed from the social sciences and developed. without

\\: . . 3 R ) . ‘ a



.
€

N o . o B ‘ ‘ |
and similarities in cbmpagisop~wl|h other’types of social action which

reference t6 CD actly;txes: CD fagks "a body.of tested theory on

-

'dc$¢109ﬁent01 change - .", nor an we know 1n a systematic way why spmc .

. programs’ UC&LUd by the chC}OP"'q:standards and other proqrams faxl ﬂ:
. . . i i

He Sugqestsuthat CD programs bc titudied in’ terms of their differences

. | \
may . “°t be rootcd in-a ‘DClelC locality. Vafious iists of CD principlcs

. .
1 -

COUldeb¢~§lach within a COnCGanul framework and tested as operatlonal

" [

ProPOSltlonur 30 that Vﬂludble "'inclples might be réfined and others >

|

) \
dlscarcled ) SanderS- qugqastl.on I akin to I‘1t7-G1bl:lon and Morns (1975)

e A .

.
!

9U9905t10n that theory based eV--Iuatlons be conducted in conJunctlon o

with comparatxve experlnents so. 'hat the predxctlve oowér of the theory

’1-;}ght e tested . o .k';j; ‘ f o _ " - -

Ty

’

R

: Warren (in”Ca:y,51970) a'|\uses that dlfferences in the spec1f1c

..f.-

contexts for CD have to be take" Iqto account when. asse551ng CD act1v1ties. N

B

1.

' "here is no Ong way Of CD, anpd thv values used for selectlon of goals

- and methodédwilﬁegﬁry- Wanxea's itress on the signiﬁicaﬁce‘of'IOCal

H . - ° R .

- variations. iS’_Supp?I‘.f-Zde bYY th_e vVlc-w's of eva]_uatOts such as Guba (1969)

'
'

and Wweiss (1972a). . 7 SRR
'j«l. Sutton (1n Cary, 1970 57) descrlbes CD as afcontinudty éf -camplex
a°t1°" ePISOdGS }2/¥hffﬁ/lh° Selj Llon, plannan, and achiev1ng of goals

~are dellberate and orlented to” th' collecﬁlve good of an entire place-i

-

related SOCiCtY-” EV&luathn'Sh“nld demonstrate the con51stency between -

e

action CDlSOdeS and soc1cta1 valu”p' so. that CD may be seen- to be in the
publLC'lnterest.' co needs SPQCj“l evnluatlon procedures because it is

non-routine bnd its output is d"!:cult to measure.' Cary thinks-that.A

. Sutton's use .of aCtlon Cplsodﬂs P'UVldeS a means of. subjecting CD. to

4:@ : _ S o



fac" th"-‘"- Sutton Pr°"1d°'- no, t;echmque for evaluation. "1. says tifat
@

CD“PiSOdGB can be J“’A‘JQ" u*cording to the deqreu to which the episodes

’{'; H

R lead to the "°Plc°m°" of. ‘ﬁ~-cumu1ative collective effeétiVencss of the

s

- of a model as "a systematj, representatlon of an object or event~in

| 1deal¢zed and abstract f°'m " Thxs deflnxtlon suggests that there
'orogram.

_actions of tPe communxty f nature, Ehi opportunltles fbr 1nterventlon,

1
’ -

events. - Critical }ngred;. “L%; are group cohesxon or’ eSpnt de corps.

S,

and ﬂ°°ial capltal, L“CIU“lng know-how and finanC1a1 resoqrces. Sutton

Soes not say 5°' but the ‘lttome and the crltxcal ingrcdlengp night

. form evaluatAVQ criteria

1 -~ . f

(% 3N

uaqgsﬂiom (in Carv,.1940) also says that there are many‘¥xnds of

authentxc D, Wlth many 1“'11 variations; ™ These variatxons create

=-|
'dlffi°“1ths for evaluatxu" because observers\may 1gnore local: qoals

)
N -

and percelve only'one mod«l of CD, so dlstingulshlnq dszerences from
ER ‘. i

deflcle“C1¢S is a problen If Haggstrom is right, then €D evaluatO{g

\
1,

L
.are in need of rqv1ewinq M'-H:ems’en s (in Kourlleky. 1973 4) deflnltlon

& / s

. &

»

°

céuld be ldBal variationq which ¢T11' not harm thepauthenticity'of‘the

T

of these aSPeCts Concern., that many actlvitles dxsqu1sed as’ CD‘do not

H o~
Pr°"°te any change in the legnments of power among/have and have—not )
7 ' /
quUDSr HBQQStfom Pr°°°5‘“ that CD evaluatlon should focus on determlna-
. ' 'p
lt1°“ of “hethe or "°t .an ﬂ'tivity is really_CD; This suggestion is

¢
i

obviously supgqrtlve of thh”ry_baséd evaluation. L :

|

_ oy |

.

e

:and the standards of eva]”ﬂixon of communities. He prov1des no descrlptlon ’



J

Schler scems t: view evaluat'ion an st;tictly a mot:ivatinq activity. an&

3 ,"'° that °“d'°“1Y 3“""“““ PToju.. g appear to be evaluatod He sugqe?sta * .

, ‘ Jomt eval.uatipn by ﬁle worker '""1 the villaqors, ‘hd adviso‘s thlt the

| ; ] "".
“worker. become an applaudinq a‘-“"'nce x:eprcsent:ativc of the‘;ht:sidg h

Y

.world and cncouraqmg new achiev. '"\nts. Evaluation in such a context

J-nVOlVGSn no aCCO\mtJbllitY to 9]"‘m.or1ng aqencies and decislon-makers o -‘-‘
! . v s m. N “ : " “« 4

at other 18"(‘15- Howevcr, as: C‘"'l |msis in a CD nwect shifts to ensuring

* R -

. A contmuous mvo'lv:e:;ent and deveh.,.mg sound ptograns,QSchler anticipm:es - . .

". that interest in plannmgr traxm.a, ‘and evaluat:ion witl lnCrease; - R . l"!

. Schler provxdeb ‘Procedur..y, conte:)t:, and human inﬁeract*i‘.on nodeﬁ u «;

for CD. Amoaq ‘70 subaspects in |....L1 in these nodels, e\;alum:io» N

& listed five tmes..; Resource oru. "ulhation in the procedura mode]ﬁ":‘ : ' ’i

"' ' requlr’es b““{lt in evaluation, Al so does the‘content model-,' whe;ew % i ‘ A
4 s o e o .
e ‘3\315 of the Si"te‘“ requi.te °°“"'-uaus examn#‘atxon in relation to‘f.he ’.‘g !

B need for comunxty changev l':"‘7‘]“%101'1 shoulé provide feedbatck on @steﬂ .

po effect:.veness. ¢ Schler appears Y nug st an’ evaluAtive cmenon \vhen

g egpemsmrid . R A H SO
b o "»:f:""t!;"r"f_"

he says th;t cd's "ié’sid&a} effect are more important than immediate T
' goals. | T T
3 . ) . * ot e, . :,' .o R .

/ - .Schlet ('}n Cary, 1970:14u) concludes that anyone stﬁdying long- .

term CD effeCts ®wuld be well “-"'rléed tb"#’ﬁ\clude‘ 'evéailuative'i,nstruménts BN

g - to detemme to what degree Prout..tjve goal sett:.ng, self-help, )oxnt o
" 4 g )
enterprise endeavors, .dexfxgcratl(- human relationships, “and rational- . (
_.concerted de°i51°“‘m'§g‘9 and &t 1,n have become institutionalized iate: . 3

1 . . . . .
P

the overall structure of a Wilty system.” With this statement

’

' M

ja



‘ A K e a

Schlv. 45 departed from his previous concern with local, motivational

. ASPre s of evaluation and has proposed a more far reJchin% summat ive ,
evgl”"ion. His interest in such cvaluation is not suppor ted by Yiny
-~ N —l .
S T ‘- ’ . " v v * . .t .
Sugy flons as to its accomplishment, but the concern about residual
c’ . ‘ . .
a . - . .
and gsterm effects suggests thag with Schler also we have a case
B )
!
wher, | . . ! -
her 'heory-based evaluation should be considered.
Morris (in Cary, 1970) thinks that.the CD worker's role as a
LY. : . '
OS5 . . : .
POSET L f Glternatives includes an cvaluation component. The agent
MUSE 1w the techniques:for evaluyating proyress and the decisions made
. ?bo”' cwurses of action. The only téchniques Morris cites havc(to do.
. . . . | .
wi . . S : . ,
1l U wen meetings, committees, and bureaucratic structures; there 1is .
; . . . o - o
MO 4 tirence to rescarch.  He distinguishes among.three types of
(24 N R ! . . . \‘~. N .
SLEU e in CD activitics: totally local, local under outside agencies
o 4 " B e > N . . . .
CSUDLLc v ye of locally-chosen projects, and local under national agencies
laryg. . . . P ~ .
“r”;': interested in tapping local resources to fit clo%ely def4ined
nati..,. ., . : N . . .
v £l interests. Each structuré has implications for. what the local

i

€D wiir Wwill berallowed to do, and, partly as a consequence of this
: ’ ' . 1 . - - . ¢
fact, implications also for the sklection.of evaluative ¢riteria. .

oy

3 Cary's l15-item biblﬁoqraphy lists several books and articles® -
UM ant to the dcvolopment'df'an evaluation consciousness and

oval, . . : S : i
‘l"'lun techniques for CD. Even so, the combination of text and

list ' ) o M .

U gn Cary's work is not sufficient to warrant a étatemunt that

CVali ion figures as a major topic in this 200-page book, certainly not

whie : , y : . | .
WBCR L peader considers that the foregoing commentary contains all of

<

the '"1irences to evaluation provided by the seven Fontributors to Cary's .

text , : : o _ //
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* Another Colonial Service View ‘

b

Brokensha and Hodge (1969:1), two other graduates of the British

colonial service experience and the authors of Community Development:
. o o B .

An Interprotation, claim that their purpose is primarily "to attempt

a¥ritical asscssment of community development,” an assessment which

thoey rcéard as-timely hecauéc\"dmp%é SOurées of material for cvaluation"
exiﬁL since the carlyniQSO's surge in Cﬁ,énd since Batten produced "the
first major clear statement on thc'subject" of CD in 1957. The authors

point also to the United Nation's designation of the 1960's as a "decade
, . . : )

-

"of development," and to increasing dissatisfaction with CD practice, as

.

additional .recasons for cvaluation-of CD. : .

In a sense Brokensha and Hodge's entire book is an evaluation of |

1 , A . “ 2
CD, as presented in terms of its origins, aims, processes, and accomplish-

ments. The authors' major conclusions are . that CD is significant to
3 ' c

!
i

modernization if‘ohly\bQCAuse of the resources podred into CD, that'

‘much” CD work has been disappointing, that the ‘reasons for this result

°

are many and varied, that there is no general thedty of modcrnization;
. . & .- ,

that foreign technical assistance has been extensive but unecven in

effectiveness and quality, that CD must involve both economic' and social

development, that CD is not universally applicable, that CD must relate

to other aspects of developmant, that CD has a modest but potentially

2 ~

importdnt. role ,in some locales, particularly in local development,

X,

including developing -loc#l lcadgrshib, hAd that CD workers should have
. . N

.
~

. v o N ' o
'high ideals and low expc¢ctations. .The method by which Brokensha and L T
Hodge arrive at these conclusions is sometimes more implicit than

. . : .. . . -
explicit, and on occasion the reader may have difficulty finding the
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"
-

[nrtions\of the text which address cvidence for these conclusions. As
3 :

an cvaluat\on cxcr01qc thoe work is rumbllnq, somvthc" conlublnq, but

\.v’

'cortdlnly 1nt(rort1ng nnd Pltes a ctoqs-sectlon of ChleWHQEQal and ' .

references supporting tho quthors' contcntions. The formuL, mcthods,
H

and criterla for the aisessment are riot as clear, however, as that usecd

~ “’

by Karunarntno (1976) in a model anlclo on the Indign CD pxogram.
Some scbt;ons of Brokensha ‘and uodge 5 bog decal dlrgctly w1ph

‘the condition of CDh evaluations and some techniques whlch m]ght 1mprove

.o . Al
LhC‘yondition. R - - a .'\ ) r S
LY ' N : . ~

In discussion of CD method, the authors identify four stages: L
first, initial contact and creation of rapport; sccond, Systematic

‘discussion; third, planning and execution; fourth, conclu:ion and
B ! - ’ '

: ‘ . . )
evaluation of the project. The fourth step provides an opportunity for
. . ' . ) l B

vt

qelcbration of the success, and also for evaluation. The colebratory
aspects may overshadow the cvaluation and encourage faking of results
to justify the-celcbrétion.f Cleariy Brokénsha’and Hodge are discussing

,horc evaluatlon only in a very loose sense and only" involving, nrOJccts

’,

claimed to be successes. - This form of evaluatlon is 51m11dr to the
‘early-stage fype suggestcd by Schler . (in Cary, 1970);

Brokensha and Hodge are also interested in more formal types of
. i . - . &g

evaluation, and cmphasize the importance of record-keeping 4s'a ‘source
A . . B

. ‘ o o ‘
of evaluation’information. The records must be analytical, not merely
recounting of discrete items for administrative purposes.  The authors

; b

mention with favor the process analysis techniques devised by Biddle

and Biddle (1966). Brokensha and Hodge also think that supervision |

] il

by an cffective, encouraging superior also plays an }mporluht part in:

evaluation, by providing mdtivc-?or self-cexamination.
. ! N ’ T8



CD saccesses and failures arc reedd\

The authors think that few good cxamnles of evaluations exist

!

1 in CD lltoraturo‘ 'mhoy attrlbute Chls fact parLly to admxnigtratlvo

i e e s .- = - —— ' s ——

re 1‘qance and to the lack of 1ntoreqt of scholars who hav; not seen

the thdoreticalrimpIicatﬁons.of CD'work,, he authors cite favorably

the work of the.Cornell University evaluation oflthc'Peacc-CorpS'

N o R B , o .
Peruvian program as‘a ‘good example of an evaluation (or at lecast as
. LA T

'qoodlan cxample‘aé is available), and refer to the Program Evaluation

OrganizatiOn's work in India a ﬁﬂzllttle less favorably beciuse of work

Rl

| - . .
of- uneven, and perhaps doclln1ng, quallty Brokensha)and Hodge mentilon

o a few,bther cvaluations.and refer po RoSsi's 1967 advice that researchers

\ - '
must s tro 55 to pract1t1oners that pr Jétt resu]tsﬂarc usually sllght

, \

and often unfavorable. Brokcnsha

The studies should include

before, during and ‘after measures. While evaluation is a sensitive .

v

matter, both researchers'and'administrarorS'may beqih‘to realize fthat

Pt {

they can benefit from each other's actions. .
. . 3 4. 'J

Brokensha and Hodge suggest the use of_cdét-bencfit,ratiés as a

, ‘n‘
¢

means of evalmpation. "The authors derive'ﬁogr apparent benefits from

: : : ) ) o o o . ‘
the 1959 Hartwell House definition Qf-C?r'bengf}ts of community. stability;

Sclf rcliince, and, likely, cconoﬁic'progresé; social rcéponsfbility;

"

and polltxcal rcspon51b111ty. While with'the'boséible exccption of I

1

'qcl‘—rellancc the bcneflta are dlfflcult to measurc, a rough form of

nd Hodge sﬁatc that morc studies of

e

cougrbencfit-analysis ought to‘be'possible. The authors mote that the

\ _ c .
Cornell Peace Corps nvaluation used a very crude cost-bencfit ratio,

[

. asuiqning one point. to each activity accomplished} such as garbage

1

collecting or church building. "The cvaluation demonstrated that

\ ‘ ' 1

5

RSN ’ v
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3 N
e, '

‘exposure to the Peacé Corps produced decldpmpﬁt at-a ‘mate three times .

faster than in other situations, Whiio the Peécn Corps evaluation was \

*

— —_ ————- fom et — e ORI, - JR—

'prxmltLVL thxough not taklnq 1nto arcount long tcrm ‘eoffects nor the

scale of.gn actlvxty. phe appﬁgach mlqht be refxncd>to‘improvc its -
utility. s : ., . ) Sl e

B

Brokon hu nnd Hodqﬁ Lomplaln that dlthough contq are casior to

- \ ,
meakure thanvbenefits,‘thcrc»arp only a handful of CD arEiclcs containlnq
full figurcds on a project. In most-éd%es either no figures are presented -

or they are not detailed dccording, to région ‘and project. ‘The authors
! : . " s \ ‘ g '

suggest five arcas in whiéh‘dcta%led figures are required: central
administratibn and training; salaries and staff allowances; subsidiary

expenses such as travel and housing; value of any free labor; and!value
S o 0% any pree seEmhe 4
of”maﬁcfials. All levels involved in a projeect--local, regional,

hational, international--should sﬁbmit‘figUres_on'théffive arecas.
_ - L o Sy T ,
The costs. could.beiweiqhednaqainst alternative uses of the resources T

and. say Brokcnsha and Hodqe (1969 184), compared "to the, tanglble

bOnufltSl v‘luod at prevalllng prlces,'together w1th the 1ntanglb1e s
| rewﬂrds of cormmunity spxrlt, Cphcsiveness,-stability,‘and the like." -

TPC main P?intiié tq{determine.whether’gfcatef impaéﬁ could hﬁve been‘ SR
_madc thr§uqhvsdmevother acti&ity. The questlon shoqld be asked Lven

;;f'ﬁo Pfc;iSéfaHSQéf115‘9655151&; vCD emnléys thougands of workers éné.l \
qqsts miilions of dollé:s,.sb should be bv;luatgd. lBrokénqha agd Hodge_ o
(19692i84) say Fﬁat’Cb "aChie§§ments\are'oftep surrounded b?Agn!unSatgs- .

féCtOtY cloud of Qagueness, and advances in the "equally intangible": -

fiéiﬂ of cducation suggest cout-bcnefit analysis can be employed in CD.
Cbgt-benefit‘analysis i a part of the overational rescarch,

L
t
H



ERUER A G I “'w‘wvv”"’\“‘f‘ bR D I S A A

syqtums analyals\ and’ program budqetxng approaqhes wh|,h are uscd in S

I3

\

DO]ICY ana1y51 as dcscmlbbd in Lhe fxrs{ chaptor nl lhxs thcsxs. N

. [
ﬁconsxdorlng what has hhnponcd to these,qpproachcs sn“.” a fcwbyears
af%cr Brokcnoha and Hodgc publlshgd thclr text, 1t L“ well to tempe? ' .
fthcxr.cnthUSLasm by/;cferdncc to two more crltxcal '1uiLwch ;f.coRt- ’
bcneflt‘analyslﬁ aﬁd proqram.budgetlng ' ‘
’ Weis ;S | (1972a 83) unyg fhaﬁ in Lryxng tO!lanl|fy tang1b¥e and

’;Lntangzblc bcncf1ts, obtxmatc dlrert{and 1nd1ruct prhq,am costs, and
Lr;nslatu tthe 1nto a dollar flqurc, "the cos t ben(;h 'ahalyst4is o ttj ;.q

,.in the same boaﬁ 55.cy¢Fy“o;hgr”évaluatdr;" H9 mugt’féiecb ih&i;atsis;

JtiméAE?;mé;,'coﬁparigoﬁ gréupé, and the recordo to by “*dMlned if; o '

. f%ganglbleé.arc §ssuned‘to be 1mportant outcomesf th;“ ;hey must‘bé'-,v‘ o |
tranqlated lnto déllar térms, or if thlS is 1mp0551h|.' they must be' E
rcported qualxtatlvely. ) _V.A.‘f\\*\*‘] o n

! The level of natlonal 1nc6me has - beJn.a ﬁrlt.,‘on in cost— “‘
vbeneflt analys1s,\w1tﬁ progra;s deemed gOQd if lnc‘"““lng\the level::~f'ff.*j {

. Fowever{ measures of relatlve costs and beneflts ‘6 ﬁ"fferént 9r0ups ) . ;:J  
,ﬁay bé ;équi;ZQ éven when. a p;og;;m.incrgéses'0yeiajl.;ncome"ané.aiso | (\ |
when the int§n§.9f>a.prégra$>is‘E?'rédistriﬁp;é:va;hg}'thgnﬁnecééSarilix -

| tnorease income’ Anotheg problen is selection of fuiy. g to be included
»iﬁ.ﬁalgﬁiationdof 5 béﬁefit}» should éhe«qachl‘ﬁion'i”r curé éé'a - ._:i‘; ‘

A érug addi;t %nVélQe oﬁiy ﬁis incteascd.iﬁcdmei(:f'any, or 1nc1udc ;HsoA‘v
sé&%qgf\ff’fjclety through rnduced hospltallza 10n, '“ﬂrt, jail, and’

‘ . |
crime-victim cos(:s’> The 1fems selected have cFormoun nffccés on'the -
totgl caleulatlon.' Estlmat;ng rhe."matkct vaLhc“ ot ., bcncflt is anéthér‘“. :
tr1ck§ buqlncés.‘ The "fixed Lcncélt" "tratcg& is Oil." used. as a way (r

. . o b X‘ : . :
o
/



o T U "“i : R "f, ’ ‘ ;‘a I
xout‘of thc problvm, but thlS solutlon s aesanmont of an "acceptable

d t .
levol of" boneflt assumgs qhat cach program roathcs the levclp ‘and. “ . -

‘ PR ———

"merely domp7res thc costs of tho program*l The problem'of what rcally
“is qn acccptablc level of bencfxt rdma;ns. ‘fv

Tochnlcal problemq 1nc1udc the rathcr far rc1ching CFUJ&I theorxcs

:

‘often us cd by . analysta.to Juqth. the r cost bcncflt ralculatlons._ For -

I , ' :
'1nstante, an analyqt may relato lncreased school ach1tvchcnt to as§hncd" '[

1ater‘édrning5, but the cause and'effect relatlonshxp assumcd-hcrc is -
contrary to cv1dcntc that’ both lchnLvoment and 1ncpmt are largely

'1nflucnccd by soc1al class.' Another tcchnlcal problcm is a551gn1nq an v

'

approprlate dlscount rate to rcduce bcnoflts by some pcrcentagc 1n
'compensatlén for forchnc altcrnatlves. Mchvney (1969) has polntéd
out that dec1sxons on dlscountlnq ada\gthcr financial matters ard pot_l o ![

based on purely objcctlve con51derat10ns;‘ Aéoription of]ooé‘ to éfoqtqﬁg%fe'f
items 1nvolves welghlng of haréet prlces, antlcipited 1nf1at10n, and . _{w
.:ﬁaﬁsumptlons\ebout trends all of yﬁlch 1nvolve estlmetes bascd on verylngi;‘;
:'guesses thh dlfferentlal effects on. the anaiy31s. ‘ MCGlVﬂCYsays there
are. ho obJectrve cg1tet1a for aetermlnat{on of a éroper the frame f;i
-we'Projéct,,»,.' | : : fp L o R S },fb
| Mréitneyalso‘tité poi

.

1cal problems whlch affect the ana1y51s. o

Governmcnts seldom clcarly tatc thelr objcctlves, and ofken state no
) ! [ ’ i ) ‘.|
objcctives at all. In the Unltpd States, and even in parllamentaty L

L .

pollcy dcvclopment is fragncnted anong governments at varlous

"l‘

:&aa‘t‘ken will dlffcr from gtoup to group, and w1th1n groups. A nunber




A
i

asslgncd some order of prlorlty, coﬂfllcts among goal" cannot bc

\

'indicate a dircction to take, such as."to increasc productivity,” the .

‘import-f "whon an ex1§t1ng progran is cxnnndcd, thc same cost docs th

‘ rccruxtment of lcss quallfled staff. "The analyst must calculq;e the
)

e

b

-of laws are enacted w1thout am accompany1ng statuﬂont of purpoac so '

' |
thorc ig- noth:n? for the systom or cost bcnoflt pProcess to relate the‘

\ P

Tact fo rcgardlnq achxevcﬂ;qf of goals.i Even where stated, ‘goals” off_h
. \ :.» N

' \
are too ambxguous to bc uuofhl to the analy51s. Unlc 38 goals are

-

N

rcsolved;;_Finally, When goals are statcd»yery‘brondly in terms which

possibilitiés.for idcntifying.trade-df:s afe réduced by the.difficulties
’ A : . - . B

o"flndlng an objcct1v0 to trade. o - , , . \

- Weiss (1972a 87~ 88) mentlons a, flnal tcchnlcal problcm of some
f
E Vo i
necessarlly proYlde the samc behe‘1ts-—for cxamplc,'whcn the expanded

¥ "

nroqram ‘feaches. into the ranks of the disadvantaqed or necessltdtes
. y .

'

'h ) ) ..
& o \
. ) \
\

:‘cost boneflt ratlo ‘or thc 1ncremental 1nvestment o .

_ Weiss’ concludes that cost—beneflt analy is is-moSt'useful wheret
S \ S ! . . . o |
avalablc\data dehonstrates program 1mpact, where pr1nc1pal beneflts

. L - . |
can bc translated into dollars w1thout too much oucsswork and where an

. _ . : i
1ncrease in general levels of bencflts '1s mdre lmportant than changes
.55 !

3 *%n the distribution of costs andsbeneflts. The reader may be justly

succossful appllcatlon of cost bcneflt analysls. Weiss,adVises also .

N n . , \

that cost bcneflL analy51s may lend a false sense of prec1510n to

|
decis 1on—mak1ng. The.tcchnlque is no better than thc aSSumptlons and

Lo
£l

inforhntion upon which“it rests. ’Ultlmatcly, even whcre good,lnformatlon

is available, program decisions will depend largely on value prefercnces,

skeptical of-the dcqree to which‘CD eccivities meet Welss,ycglterla,ford.”“’:

122

'\.’ ..‘ .

—



"but cost-benefit ‘analysis can WCLp clarify situations so that prcforrca'
. o Y . ‘ 4,',

AAValuesfbépomc.morérohvious_whdn“prog:amfchDiCQﬁ_ﬂtn,madck o

\ i
Neither ln 1ts b351c form nor as pdrt of proqgram budgeting or
. ) N

systems dnalysis does cost- buncfxt analys1, offer qu1to Lhe prohl se whlch
Jrokcmshn and Hodgc hoocd for in ]969.1: ost-benefit advances in thc
"equally intangxble" ficld of educatlon have PrOVCdllarqcly illusory,

[ .
"ané a few years after Brokencha und Hodqo' tCXt\appcagod mObL of the

huge proqram budgct;nq apparatuq of the Unchd Statnf Govcrnmcnt had
.bqen'dismantlegi‘ ngss prov%dgs phé main goasQn:' the data-reqdier-fLr
’x‘ thé pureafe éf making goodfassésshgnté wés,simply unévukigble,’ Without
. _ . o o o :
satisfactbr? baSe,lihc data thelyecarly planning‘cxurcise was . spinning

of whools thle program dcc1gi0n¢ cont*nucd to rcly on profe551onal and

A polltlcal Judqments. ‘Weiss and MCGlV ey - both POlnl out that the problems
'encounterud do noL mean that no beanlt have accrnud from cost ~-henefit - -

vahd pr@gram budqetinq approaches, but‘in,no W£se hnvc the approachcs

i
1

produced‘a.mahagefial revolution of compl@té‘khdw]vﬁgc for decigion-
B . . . . ~ . . ' i " v‘ . . \ v ) . ’\
making. ' . ‘ ’ .
Inlléavihg Brokensha and Hodge's work, it iy wcllvto’summarize'
\ S : S R A . . }
- - that while w;itinq a purported evaluation of CD, th.' authors fail to‘

_provide much advice on program evaluation, and-it i wely tO”iqnoné.T

me . of what@ﬁs provided. This is not to déclare their work unénlightening

or even Unihtéresting, but, rather,Wunsatisfaéto;y,

b : o - L . o
. A Later Amorlcan Analysis " . ' ‘ o

!
|

In his toxt, Commqu;y Dcvelqpment (1970), the Wlscons1n

1

profo§sor Wileden provides a chapter-contalnlng a mogre detalled discussion
: Sen e A ‘ , ! dise

LY

of evpluatibn than is containgd in any of the other major Cb texts
: ) -‘ . . -.. v . '- . "

, - |
revicwed heretofore.

!



",and groups 1nvolvcd 1n a program.

3wi;odcn.(1970:261) defines evdludtion as "ldtinq of aohievcmonts'

2.

in terms of’objectivcs.' Two vnrlablcs are 1nvo]u¥ : qccurato 1ntor-

124

.pretatxon of ah acfual 51tuatrén, and development,?f a standard to wexgh

devc10pmunps against. Thcvcompgaxxty of actions ‘“volwing-human beings

v
.

makes objectivc\cﬁaluation of CDfdctiyitieﬁ diffh{”ltf‘pa}tﬁéﬁlarly'thre»
: B .\ -

the persons involved in the cvaluat1on are also “"nrg in the program

!
being ovalhated. In the communlty dcvelopmcnt s{

reasons QQr

evaluation'includc: firét} tangible evidéncé of "rﬂipplishmcnt° sc;ond,
;. , _ ;s
cncouragemcnt to ‘do even. bctt;r 1n the*fu&grcr thl.d an‘aocounting for

past sUpport and‘a 3u tlflcatlon ‘for contlnuance, aneciélly.ih cases

. -

whcre 1-wults arelexpcbted to be sloy in comlng aip consequeﬁtly
: ; s

evaluatlon must scrvc as a pLIludlC stlmulus, f““'Lh a baéis for furtﬁer ]

plannin 'ahd<action.in terms of where the rogram .. ‘
: 9 o prog: 15 how and where it

fls goxng, with evaluatlon perhaps domonstratlng @ need to alter, expand

i ‘ '
'

Cor abandon elther program methods or pb]ectlves, ond fifth, a means of

demonstrating the personal and professional growtl, ¢ all.those persons

Wileden says that the meanlngs of succes: und fallure vary

amoﬁgrtbe ind}vidnals and groups involVed in ‘a.lyﬂqram, but all can
.fearm,fromrsuoceés,aslwclinas'from‘fﬁilure. Thv.Lrhgohs ;na groupo_”
benefittipg from pvaluation iné{udef ‘firSt, the "iqht coﬁmunity, which
cén gain cncoordgemcnt from success aﬁdEprevcntzxn‘qrrégée-of failurc;
second . program leadcrs, wholcan‘lncroase thclr ‘“moctcncL through :
.evaluatlon (thcse'lcaagrs ma;, justlflably, be the. onlyfproqram . .
.cvaloatorr on some occa51ons), thlrd, supportlnq “w'ncles, whlcﬂ &aﬁ

‘use ovaluationsyto jusrify progr erpendltures iy alsb as a basis for

*

»



»fUrthcr‘decision—making; and fourth, competent external cvaluators,
' ! : ] ) -

“Who;not‘onlyoprovideiinsights~to*program~ﬁartieiphnts¥butwalsoégéin‘; :

to the body of sc1ent1f1c knowlcdgé on socxal actxon.

v1nclud1ng spelllng these out and gettlnq consensus on them if thCue
‘.program gnd the condltlons under which the program operated, thlrd

‘failure'is‘a?piicable to other situétions and programs; ‘and fourth,

1 -

'

12

«

| ’ 2o
1nsxghts themselvcs in the soarch for gunerallzable prxnc1plo addihg

1
Wileden (1970:267) views evaluation as a continuous process
WHich to bc‘really beneficial must inQolve an understanding of the
: e -

local 51tuatron | terms of the optlmum welfare of the commﬁnlty.

e
,7. .

The process 1nc1udes. fir‘t' Ldentlflcatlon of program ob;]cctlves, | '

J

1

"two 1ngredlcnts ‘have been 1ack1ng prev1ously, second famlllaglzatlon

b
- .,

wrth the orqan12at10na1 structures, methods, ‘and prOCCsses USLd in the o

' measurement of the extent of the accompllshment of objcctlves, lncludlng

reasons for. success'or fallure,fand the degree to_whlch success or

“

suggestxons for program 1mprovement. b
tooa

: . . o
Evaluatlve techniqucs must take intg account the nature of

|

_the'progéﬁm; its stage;of'devclopment,'the proqram‘s.importance, and

: N _ - : . ' . S
the available personnel and time. -Wileden mentions several techniques. . ..

K

|

First, detailed record keeping regérdinq'moetings-ahd'theif"aCcompIiéhmeﬁts

can be an evaluation and/or fuel |for more cxtensive evaluations.
Second, .morc.sophisticated report formats can ‘involve financial state- .

ments, dcscriptions of éccomplishments, listings of°personnc1 and
!
agenc1es lnvolved in. the program, - and dloCUSSlOﬂS of future program

!

directfbns. ThHird, ratlng plans or score: cards can relate programs to
ol

some standard allawing local'floxibility and rate organizatidns involved
~\. ’ ‘

o . - }



-

Ay

!

‘ ‘ . ) . o | L !
1n CD. activ1tlcs. “Foukth, intervicws can be conducted'on a sample basls‘,

\
)

'ﬁ%h

2

. Wlth P sons YODfCSQHt&thL of the communltv”“usrng—vmati samp}es, —=
§

"strangvrs ~as 1ntcrvxewer , . and. unb1a cd que trons. Frfth,,case
4 . L o o‘
\i" . Y

hlstorles can be prov1ded as: 111ustrat1ve matctxal for evaluatron and

+

for publlCltY and oncouraqcmcnt. The hlstorxes may be of successes or
L0 ’ N !
of fallUres, but - nust be lntcrcstlng readxng and true’ to tho facts of

' )
the cases. Slxth, evaluatlon groups comprxsed of program personnel

! y. . T

aned a supportxng :role in evaluatlon can be 1nvolved in order to\

1mprovo the evaluutrox IOCLdurGS and to increase acceptance of the
1 P

. evaluatlon by those carrylng out the program. chenfﬁj/;CIentlflc :

3
\ . T

‘_evaluatlon studlcs can be uscd employlnq competent 3rofessxonal

purpose and conductlng var;ous survey and case study;pperatldhs meetlng

"tralncd oersonnel whlch must be anOIVed. Skllled evaluators must be -

Ob]cct1v1ty must bc ensured throuqh proper technlques and use of. outsxde

r

'evaluators u51ng bench mark studles and control groups for comparlson

| .

i A

the five criteria,offvalidi y{x'eliability, objectivity, practlcabllxty o
. eria of validity) Teliability, objectivity, practicability

and 51mpllc1ty. L
. l «
f WLleden suggests that the last named technlque is the most

~
\.‘

‘valuable but the least used because of the tlme,\exoense, and hlghﬂ?

. N

dtilizedias-consultants_or 1rectors of the evaluatlon proyect 1f 1t is
. . oo . AN

to ¥mtct -the criteria of’e'SCientifié'evalpatlon study’. He jalso mentlons

\\

. U L T s L
somé cautions in making evaluatlons. .There~must be properﬁcalculatxon“{

! .
o

of ‘the time needed for plannlng, maklng, and 1nterpret1ng the evaluation,

persons as performcrs'of, or at‘least dlrectors orvconsultants “for, the

‘evaluatxon. Flnalky) 1nce no evaluation can.successfully cover an

is required. A . }' ' |

{ .

i

@entlrc program, clarlflcatlon of the llmlts of the scope of the evaluat10n<

N

\\_

~

sl



wiledeh's chapter on'evaluation is useful but lfmited. 'Certainly

he does not hrov1do anvth;ng_l;ke the’ denth of materxdl and analysis in

127

Haycs' (1966) United Natxons manual, but such dvpth should not be'
‘o | -

expected in a text aimed more at progﬂhm practxtioncrs and not devoted .
particularly to.eualuation.- Lﬁ is‘surprisine, hoﬁeber; that fow |
references on evaluatlon and resecarch are noted in N1]cden s 310~item
blblloqfaphy. where lcss than ten of the entries apptar to have evaluatiomﬂ
or rescarch as their primary tmphas1s, and such stanqard artlcles and
books as thosc by Boors (1960), Ctlnard (1963), Hafes (1966), ‘and Jaries

(19§l) are absent from the 1ist.. Wilkeden's focus on rural_socxalv‘
. ‘ R N

_programs withinythe United States appears_to be the cause for ignoring

J the small wealth of 11teraturc aifllable on program evaluatlon 1n other

‘‘countries. Although Wlleden makes occa51onal reference ‘to non- US CD

pr°§na $, he‘doesanot refer'to-evaluatlon studles of them.

A dlfflcult aspect of Hlleden s approach to evaluatlon is hlS

\

for Psz;ams. Regardlng reports Wlleden (1970 269) says "The 1mportant
' ﬁhing,‘o course, is that it (the report) reaches not only the v1tally

interested people 1n the commUnlty; but also that usually largc number

°f Jﬂthet lndlfﬁerent people\whose stlmulated interest-can. oiten tip. the T

. ~
balance in terms of success ‘or féllure of any expandlng program of .-~

s

,Communmty—w1de 1mprovement." On rating plans and score cards, wileden
° . 4 y

(1970 269) says that these technlques can be employed "as .a basis for

'

v

QIV1ng awards for odtstandlng communlty work,f and he views case hlstories

as feature.maga21nn~or 5unday newspaper artlcles. wlleden (1970: 262)k

91 30 stres 508 that "mcasures of aCcompll hments encourage the people of

- . . 4

‘ . . i
thelfemmunity to want to do things to become‘even better. eThey affect

\
\
. -

1



! - . ' .

thc‘spifit and attitudes of the vapie.' This result alone is sufficiént

= -

to justxfy tho oxpcndeurc of tamu and cfﬁoru & a communxty in cvaluatlnq

chanqas thdt havc been made."  While there is nothan wrong thh

. " -

req¢rding A‘Kluation_as 1 motivator‘andﬁg squrce of publicity, stressing
. Bl e :; .

v

“these roles does %end to shift the focus from the requirecments of formal

evaluation to the requi:emehts7of‘prcss aqehtq.
@«
' . "_ ! . ' o
‘A'siﬁi1¢r shift of focus'qccqrs when wilpdch(IO?O:ZQQ)»states

that reports are written."on the assumption that the persons who hcqr

or read the report are in a positipn to appraisé properly what is qoiﬂé

»

-on, It is‘expccted,_of gou&sé}rthat thdyﬂwill make a favorable appraisal,

'

‘and this will usually°be the case when'the accomplighmen; is of a nature |

LS

the present studyl The extent of hls analy51s becomes: a ;1tt1e more

-~

texts .discussed previously. Table 1 results from the presentfwtiter'é

'

that has previously-been agrecdvupoﬁ as desifable.“‘ ' .

Dcsplte thc aforementlonéd odditxes, WLleden s 1s thc best

review of evaluatlon prov1ded in any of the ma)or CD texts sutveyed in

, I

. €

clear. whgn his . statements on reason$ for qyaluatlon, groups benefxttxng,

-

tomponents of evaluation, évaluation technxques, and cautions regardlnq

evéluation are ¢ompafed with the'views‘pfesentcd in the othet-majdf; .

.

' -«w:

attcmpt to make such a comparison. Items clcarly statcd by thc authors

«l -

studied, or judged ev1dent from the tcchnlques employed in: thelr own
37 . .

; analyses.,are placed on a'chargeain/relation to Wwileden's 23 main points.

) F : ;
Since a numher of statements- by the various authors are confusing and

difficult to place in the matrix, several foétnqtcs are offered.

) - e
. . , . ' Yo

The main conclusion drdwn from the métrix is tha% Wileden indeed '~

» . |

offcrs the most comprehensive statement of evaluatxon offervd if a key
| S f B
€D text. Another Eeaturc evident from the matrix is#g?at few authors

0
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-

p¥ovidc cautiondry‘statbmcnts about lec rcquxrvmcnts, ens nrlnq 5 S

O ST Bt
.o : \ S
!
ob]octhLty, and 11m1t1nq the scope of uvaluation studics. From the

'footnotcs to the matrlx the concluslon is dvrxvcd that CD wrttcrs are
. {

split on the question of whether only sudccsscs ;7 only failures, Qr
R - i ) .

both. should be evaluated. This gpllt may bo ireldted to the intents the

; . N ) i . { i
various authors have for cvalunting Ln‘theffirst place, but the case is
. ! . L .

not clear.

A. UN MANUAL
' .

: . - . o
"By 1949 United Nations (hercinafter referred to’'as UN) interest

in ecanomic and social development programs resulted in expansion of UN
activities in these areas and in a\di;cctfbe{thbt c&itica% exainination

of these activities and their}rcsults bo“undertakcn (Hayes, 1966:1) .

One oqurbwﬁh of this directive was a 1954 Gencva conference on "Critiera’

' N ) l .- : I3 5 f. ° ‘ - : : * ‘ 'z
and Techniques of Evaluation of, Technical Assistance for Economic.

Dchlopmeﬁt)" The report of this conference, publisheaiby the UN in

”

1955, represents one of thc'earliest effolts at establishing evaluativé
v _ . :
crlterla ‘for ec0nom1c and oc1a1 deve%opment programs 1nclusva ‘of the

v

Another rcsult.of the. conference was publication of a scb of papers on -
! R . 1 s

techniques of evaluation (International Social :Sciecnce Bullctin, 1955,

L !

vol. VI;b’#3). A third significant fesult was arrangement of a contract

\bﬂtwcen Samucl P. Hayes, a:’social SCantlSt and social dcvelopment

' 4
'practltloner, and UNESCO's Dcpartment of Soc1a1 Sc‘cnges to produce an

evaluation manual for social dcvclopmcn; pro;cct administrators and field
_ C

i

-workers. . The focus of the mangal was on inexpensive and simple evaluation .

¢

[ ’

self- help and 1oca11y orlcntcd types charactcrlzxng communlty dovclopmcnt.»"

132
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‘ L]

tcchniduc not rquernq dddxtlonal staff or czcatlnq nvorburden:uq ': e

T _ [ ey e | ,.

N : | o
demands on project.pcrsonnql and the clicnt(ﬁiﬁ)]ntjon (Hayqs,'lﬂuh:lu'

i
' - oyt

gt.passig).
' o . b S
rdblis shed by UNESCO fin 195 9, Hayes" manual on‘Mggyuring‘}pu

' Resplt" of Dwvolopmont qu;orlg proved: popqlar cnough td'wa:rantvfu,thcr'

attention to the applﬁcability of the work to projcct-siﬁuaﬁion".
- B ’ . ‘ ] . . R \ N I l>~ ~ .

Consequently UNESCO arrnnch two- seminars at thc'Arab ‘tatcu F““””m'ntdl

Bducation Centre, ulr"Ol Layyan, qupt, in. Deccmber 1961 and D°L'mhur
T .
19626"to chd out the practhal dppllcabxllty of the con¢opts andl

) proccdure: pzcscqtul"sln thc manual‘(uayes, 1966 11) thhcrland;
Profosqor A.J. chhora was sclcntxflc dlrector for thL semlnars, Whlch
. .
lﬂVOlVOd project petaonnel from 16 Egypt;an and Sudancse cfforts tn u
|

.o \

health oducatlon, and rural devclupment In general the pr03ect
foicers were not social SCienti?ts~(H5yes( 1966:8). ' S

. -The first seminax focusscd on planning of the evaiuatibn.u,rores»

and training of the administrators in the teéhhiqpes of CVaiuqtion. Thév
. e o P ' : L !

sbcond seminar heard cvaluation reports from project offigqrs aboha

appiicatiohs of the mcthdds.and criteria to local situations. TWvlvc of

}

' \
the orxglnal 16 progects werelaeqused ahd a Re port on. the Regln“.4

N e -3 ;
chhnu al Assistance Pro;]cct\on the Devolopmont of Evaluatlon Tr*; ues - ¢
\ —
was producod by UNBSCO in 1964. Recommcndatlons.from the project “’ficefs
I : A_ [ . . ; .
" about thd utility of;Hayes' manual werc consolidated' by Wichers, wjy,
! : S o . . .

' transmitted to Hayes a report contaihihg suggestions for revisioﬁ ”f

ths'mgnual; Hayes comp}etcd revisions in 1964, bdt UNESCO did'nul lellSh

a fevised edition until 1966 (Hayes, 1966:7-8,. 11- 12),~undcr the .1.le_ .
Ebaluatinq Dévdlqpmdnf Projgcts.
]
\ . i \
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..

" in IndLa’and the’ Corncll Unﬁver {ty evql

and Hodgt,

programs.‘ The ﬂechnqucs squcstod,/

;testcd, and is
Outs1de oé the consxderablc offorts of

in Latinlhmcrica (both discuss cd later {
" for evaluation represents the semlnal_
‘the COmmOn‘ﬁccpe of CD‘projects;-’His

well with both, full scale programs pn,

‘lncxpensxve scale to be done;thhoutfaddltlons tolstaff and w1thout

Since use, of Haycs mnnunl is bac'od by UN?“

1969 197), sbmc attentlon,noc'

‘been ficld

has

‘rs on €D (u”q Brakensha

doscribed as "uanful" by wjx

to be paid to Hnyes'-&nrk.‘
\ ) I .
'qtionqu.Peﬁce‘Corps.activities

this paper), unycsf UN,SChcmd.
i ‘ '

4

valuation critcria appearvto_f;tw

\ -

-projects within or outside of
\ .
: [ I

owever, ar& designcd‘on a small;
)

r

‘ f
"sophlstlcated rescarch tools, and tVe starting p01nt is usually data

’ . . ‘

i,
already asscmbled for othcr purposeb by other aqcnc1cs. The approach

used 1s to analyqp data to\establlsh a startlnq pou)tA compare this. ., .-

[

'data w1th data on results, and relate the results to program ob]ectlves.'

l

‘Revisions

:In the prcsent study thc mﬁln dlscu551on of Hayes UN Manual

!

i

\ - e
A L T . \

K

‘refers to: the 1966 edxtlon of hlS work It ‘appears adv;sable,_therefore,

t

=‘published'beforevthe}Arab StaRes-seanars ﬁnd ‘the resultlng rev1510ns.

The most 51gnxf1cant changes are outlined below.

A\

monstratlon

langUage;wbut

make it clear

apbrcach" and

A\

The flrsd)qdltion appears to explaln conccpts--fo¥ 1nstance' \\'
{

N

of cause and effect rclatlonshlps-—bctter in non-technlcal

N ..

fails Lo 1dent1fy some conceqts suff1c1ently enough o
that they are separate.' For instance, the ideas of teirst

. ) ~ . ! : . . :
"s?cio—psychological",cvaluations arc more clearly

¢ Program Evaluation Organization

ontxxbutlon toitho ‘field w1th1n‘ e

‘to mentlon the major dlfferences between that cdltlon -and the - 1959 edltlon C

A

R
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L ‘\ . P N \ S
1dcnt1£1able in tlie sccond edition Whure‘thc terms aréfintfoducgd than
_ .I,M..,___.. el e ,i.__j.f_, ST
in Lho first edxtxon where thc 1dcan urc ‘described w%&hout labclling. e
» The rewvised edition CONtainﬁ‘nevcral-néw vnctionsL Thése 1nrlqdp
”soctlon deacrlblng lochl pr0)ects WthLn thc contcxt of narlonal
chCIOPment' a warnan about the potnntiql difﬂiculties'in,obtaﬂninq;
.information. a scction on use of caso studies'from the Arab States o .
' M _.A.‘

scmxnérs to dnmonstrate Lomb POlntb; und advlcc ﬁhat bcforc, durxng,'and

after' tageq are not alwaygloao11y 1d-nLlf1ab10 in a projcct.‘ Th@(S/ls

aleo/a sectlon on cloolnq and shapnnq thc élr le" to make ovaluatlon.‘ ’
, . ) !

a cgntinuous.proccss. The rQVLsed Odition.dévotes'morc.dttcntion to

e

statxstlcal qonccpts such as - sampllnq, ﬁnlverrc’ and control groups.

7;The blblloqraphy 1n the. rev1ac? edlm.“n 1§ expandod from. 46 to 71 1tems, .o
_'w;th no cuts. Gf:eral works On COiJ“tlng and Bnalyzlng data 1mcreach | '.L
S o CL -~

from 27 to 46: WOrks citing SPelelf cases of data LnaIYSlb in under—. | |
- d'0\;13.109'85Countl‘ies increascd from ﬂ“ to 25r" The propOrtlonateiy smaller

~

‘1ncrease in the latter group 15 1nd1:,t1v% of the relatlve rates of -

' \ O
chanqe in the number Of technlcal, thcoretlcal works on data anaiysxs , o

-and the num?er of case studics prlnt«q 1n the early 1960 5. 'Thevgéne;al _

thruat in 7valuat10n 11terature 1“d1'|tes an exp1051on in works on . - o
t . N et B . “""rl\ H L. . Y -
S ‘ .

.theorctlcal technlques but muc@ lesn nﬁ'a'bang in'the 1iterature,on
‘actual cases: o . ‘ ‘ o
| "Iﬁ thé.éffort to arrive'at'm“fdvtec%ﬁicél'bfccision in@ﬁSe of
‘ o .

‘ terms 1n the SQCODd edlltlon, Ilayes Lo rlflccs somoe of the glmpllc]_ty
of 10“90099;50 apparent in the firsy. Wthher ‘any real Benefit ‘derives
N : ’ ' ‘ ‘\
from the rev151on is dependent partly on the 1ev01 of soph;btlcatlon

l ' .
Of project personnel. Many, bUt hot ull of the revisdd wordings. in - .

the manual appear to be-the result ot an author. thinking too long about.



phra,lngb, and maklng rovisxons whxch do ‘not 1mprovo upon thc orlglnal

second cdltldns of thc UN Mnnual ' "hc degreb to whlch this lack of

. R}

"+ change reflect: ,atzoﬁact1on wlth thL flxstledxtlon is dxfflcult to

S

A

and the foreword doscrlbes thc manual as "wcll rCCCIVLd on its flr ' .

. | y \
dctormlnc thhout rbfcrencc to ungathgrcd data on Lhc[opmnion of fxeld

wégiFrr and ‘senior admlnlbtratorq usxng Lhc work Tho UNESCO forcword

K

‘(Hayoa, 1966 8) Lo thc sccond cdltlon 1ndlcatps that roportp at the

!

second ovaluatlon semlnar "a pchred to be very 9dt) factory in guncral,
ap

t

appearance.” Howcvcr, som$ probloms must have‘ﬁg:n pdrcelch or there ' -
wquld notihavo‘bcen a révipion Whethcr the - r¢V1rlon mects the need ls"
‘ o S I‘. | o i
another matter. o co
. ", . “
Gencral Con"ldnrntxons . T . S : : S

- B Vo b . ’ o

S Hayes qtresses the nOCGSbltY of plannlng the -evaluation. as a -,

componcnt of the cntlre dcvelopmenq pro)ect.» Only w1fh such plannlng

i can th; establlshmcnt of a proper,tlme schedule kor the evaluatlon and

tho gatherlng of the approprmate data be assured, 1f aven’ then.
g .

The 1nterrn1at10nshxpg in chanqo are dlfflchlt to\ldentlfy. |
A ‘

Hayes . (ISGG 14) says certaln kinds of change are of "stratgglc 1nportancen__

\

durlnq thg perlod when a tradgtlonal soc1a1 qystem lS trad‘!ormlng 1ts¢1f

l

'Lnto one charactorlzod by a self-susta1n1ng process of dechnologlcal and

matcrlal advande. \Haycs sayq thosc stratcglc changcs may be subsumed

under three broad hcadlmgs first ptoposod by. E. E Hagcn (1957 193 215)

ﬁéﬁanqeb in the 1nformat10n, ,kxlls, and attltudcs of 1nd1v1dua1s, changes

41n soc1al relatlon,hlps and lnothtutlons, and changvs in ocial overhcad

|
capital;' In any wcll d051gncd dcvclopment ptOJect, goals are not l1m1ted

- . o 1

‘

136
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8 ) [ | . . . ) . .
-;u»meLnyugﬂporqrymrdsults;.attention"is paid.also_to the broader and longer = - -

- o ‘ ) , . - | »
r.mge changes suggested Ly Hagen as strategic criteria for dcvclqvmont-

lnnofar as possible:and_lnsofar as the data warrant it, an cvaluatien

v

should rclate a dcvelomnont|projcct to the strdtpqxc\chanqes mentioned

by Hﬂqcn. aklng thls cffort "tloses the c;rclc bY relatlng cven the
N PR - ' ‘l

,'mnllcqt progch to the total: deVClOment effort, and prov1dcs some

means for viowlng a projoct thhlu.tbg/ESé{cxt of bxoador offorts and
. -
”WllnSt thc backdrop of broadnr crlterxa The ""tratcglc changcs form

v ! + v . -

Lhe set of unlvcrsal crltorln whlch makes it p0951b1e to compare one
. ) ! X

‘ ]\uu]cgt with another. Voo ‘

e

- . Haye xdcntxfles two types of evaluation for developmcnt projects:
. \ : S
"ust approach and socio- pqychologlcal evaluatlon. Flrst approach

-

- “valuation taps the 1evcl of change ldcntlfled by such a supcrflClal

pJ:tcrion as harvest rcsults. Soc1o psychoyoglcal eValuatlon taps the !

. l
d'nétr levels 1dentxf1ed by serious change in attitudes. $UCh an

B

Willlngness tO‘cxperlment bnd xnnovatc, or to promote 1nnovat an. This

]ﬂ'tef'tYpe.of change has‘to be evaluated if thg evaluator is interested

fln the prédlctlon of future conduct. . | ,

The UN Manual focusscs on prOJccts and their . 1nd1vxdual operatlons,
. fooo R,
"l on programs. Pro;ects are - slmpLer Unlta whlqh may or mi‘ not be -
: | . Wa
x
”"dched to broadcn,programs.- Evalumtlon of. proqrams rcqulrcs the sort

L Y
/

o census and eogﬁgmlc data’ avallab&e at. thc natlonal 1cvel prOJeCt

I

|
‘%'luatlon is rcllant on local data and is’ usuallylconducted by’ persons
L
directly: involved ‘in the\project. Thorc is an 1ntcrolay of program and
: - S0 ! o
o o P )
IMoject evaluation because information on progccts helps add to d
| : . : a o - :

ograms and the lattér form of data may. bé-used as a standard for

\
|

ata oh

*

.

. . : , _ |
annegsing local results. L B ! '



"Steps in Evaluation

cuniversity or a commuhity development training school, but in most cases

~and CvalUdthe criteria for a prOJPét, one pcrson or offlce ‘should manage |

-confusion among aims dominate. The process of obtaining agrecment is

The stcps\gayus‘proposcs‘fér-thc process of cvdluation are

first, thL do¢cr1ptlon of the pr01oct and its- goals; second, dcscription

v
N

of the data Lo be uhod to. lndlcate changcs and Slde -effects; thlrd,
collectlon of data bgfore, durlnq, and after 'the prOJe(t. fourth,
. |
|
analyqls, 1nterpretatlon, and review 6f findings. All bt the thlrd

step’ are relatLVLly ,melc and can be accomplxshod w1thout increasing

“staff or‘budqots. Step Lhree may warrant use of addﬁtlonal staff or- the

. : . e
sorvices of an outside agency such .as a ‘social research unit at a
: . . : o i

ebaluation'ﬁill be cdhducgcd by project staff.
| .

!
1

First step. . Regérding'the first sfepq Hayes suggests that to
f&.*__¢..J2 St : )

_avoid the broblem of dxffernnt lntercst groups sbecifying differént aims,

puttlng dlffcrcnt meanhngs and values on the alms spec1f1ed, or puttlng

off the task of maklng a descrlptlve statewent of the goals, Qperdtlons, i

' | o
the task of preparlng the descrlptlon and obtalnlng the agreement of the' "1*f

intcrnsted‘partics Sometlmcs the achleVQment of agreemcnt among all
: .. P

‘parties regardlng the pro;ect deacrxptlon is one of the most dlfflcult

steps in the pro;ect | But w1thout 5 spec1f1cat1on of thg prO]CCt, ere
w111 be no way to determine what is to be onluated, .and thc llkellhood

A ~
of] cooperation of all partlcs to achieve devclopmcnc is reduced. [A

counter argument is that cooperatlon sometimes 15 the rebult of confu510n

[y

amdng groups over\gdals.]
1 .
The possibilities for evaluation dwindle where vagueness and
. . . ' .

., e N



~~~-- g~time'consumingf~but»may~ptovtde-elariﬁicationy»modiﬁi@dtion}!and4moie;»%w—_w-

" detailed spccificalion of goals, procedurces and indicators. Clarification

H \ ' i . : ,
1 : - ‘

X

1

and modification Qf‘objectivcb will occur after a project is under way,

b , .

50'shoptﬁ be incorpqrdted‘into,thc planning stage where it .is pdsstble

for clarification to assist in avoiding common pitfalls. .The resulting

descriptive statement should be available to all groups involvcﬂiig' ‘ .

!

”mcre'Significant‘than‘immédiate-onesf one criterion of evaluation ought:

the project, including‘thc public, whether served or participating.

‘Prbgcct results should be gomsidered in relation to six major
. \ . PR ! N

K

standards or dimensions: * first, the kinds of results sought, inaluding = *. -

permanence and spread; second, side cffccts;]thifd; area of activity

and also areayéf Endire&t influéﬁce in which résults_appcai;'fourth;
. , . _ | . .

‘bacc'bf change; fifth, cost in relation to iésu1t$ of specified size;-
i N L. B ! . . b A

} '

'sixth, extent to Which results may?be attributable to outside factors.

1 . .
. . .. . . " . - ' . " l o
Results may be of several kinds: pgrsonal,{cconpmlc, social,

-

I“

administrative, or other kinds. Which should be $tudied}_and how Valid

and reliable c&h\téé data be for such study? An important factor is
felationgof‘the dﬁénge to'the meaere used to-deménstpéte the changé;
hﬁ@ djrcct.isxtﬁé'relationship? éince long term'fesulés are u;ualiQ'
P . ; : 7 . ; . .
a , ‘ v, . C R
to be whether or not the project has resulted in a continuous.and
expanding scope fér.éctivity,f While it is hard to éeparateuthe effects
of projegt factors from external influcnécs, the likelihood of persistence
and exp;nsion‘can be mcqsured'at least partly through déta én-peoplé?s

attitudes about the project--provided care %s taken to screen for
/ . | ’ ‘ S . .

"courtesy” responses. Another form of measure is the deqrcc to which
project changes arp institutionalized.

\

oy
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ffects may be positive, negative, both, or neither. |

.

T T ~i_d(:_ i —e
AUsgally there are no bqsciliﬁc data, for comparison unless thc‘siQE offécté
. ) ; o B T _
werc énticipatcd{l EvaluatprS'm09 counter ghisfprdblcﬁ by checking
fpéoplc’s mcﬁoriéé'of prc-pfsjcct-conditicﬁs,\bxamihing any generai‘data
aVaildble,;ér'lockiﬁalat *control aréaé.""nnticipatod siégléffbcﬁs may
inﬁluené§ gxojectlpﬁjhping dn? fléxib%;ity.f;ﬁéfipdic cd&lecfion of dét#:
o ]

-1

_.dufing the project makes it possible tb‘kcep a'watch‘on side effects and

me

adjust thcvprojo;t accbréingly.

'~Sincclbrojccts-may, and are usually intended to, influence people

Ca ~ . L - . SRR
outside the project arca, it is necessary to specify: the area of prdJect‘

.-

activity (the persons or. groups involved) and the arca of  influence (the -

: total‘populdtion) upon which the project is éxpected to have an effect.

. . ] 3
The direct results w;thin the arca of ﬁCtiVitY are usually the easiest

e

-upon which to,bbtain data, but the results. in the afealof influéhcéfare '
significant alsé, although much hardes to analyze vis .a vis the pro-

pbrtiqhs of influence from the project and from,other>fotces. .
The rate of change'qxpectéa is a substantial criterion.  ?roje¢ts

S

imgossiblc‘to complete in the a;iowable time should not! be attempted.

L

Project criteria include achievement at lowest possiblé cost

and feéognitiqnybyfthc sponsoring orqanizatioﬂ‘and the ﬁé&g;pfscrved that

. i o . . ) . P
the benefits outweigh the costs. Project casts are themg€lves a result
X - ' X : - ! . t .
scope; for insfahce,'

-
B

of. the project. Analysis of 'costs must be broad in

use of heaQy.equipmen; should be weighed not‘only.against_produétivity

and fcaucéd labor cés;sf bht aléo in felation té impdct on the counfry's-
foreign exchange Bdrdfn»anavuncmploymgnt p;oﬂlems. Hcavily supéidi%ggs
."pilot‘projths" muét‘bc évqlua;cd'ngt on%y*on‘thc basis of individuai
'sucécss but glsé'withykéggrd:to éd;éEdbi]ity éf‘thé.pfojéct in normal .!

- - . . . ) . - '

Lo
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fgituﬂtiﬁﬁS"whcre’hUaQy“cdﬁitﬂlLﬂnd~other~expen

L L L . , . o,
. of .costs vchus ostimates may assist lnndctorm1n1ng rcasons- for success_

syvtematlc observat1on of bchavxor, and daﬁa from systematlc questlonlng.

' cannot‘be conductod without some commitment o! staff tlme. o

procedures and allocation of;staff.resources to cvaluati&n;‘-

e 141

S

v

s——{w—ll-l‘ .f}o&—b@»—-sub" i digcd I ___

/ \ , : ,

-by a sponsor‘ Bndqot cstlmntes should be as dctatlod and rOlllbth as

povwlble so that” roron51derat10n of costs versus’ antL(Lpatcd rcsults can

occuribefore the pro;ect bcglns. .on compiotlon of a progect, a comparlson

or failure. . X e ' o
Hayes also advises that collection of data on the ‘impact of . .

Ly

'sngn;ptojeét factorslbe consiﬂoréd at-an‘qasly stage of E%e'projeqt..;,[
Sébond«sfcg | Rédﬁrding sLep two,‘désisions!on and.dcscripﬁions . ¢
R \ A
. of data to bc.nscd Hayes cautiéns that. progects should not use all the B
) nétnoés he describes. ‘No | 51ngle pro;ect warrants more than a sLlectlon .

/ S
;éfom’the’storehouse. Tge'ma]or types of dafa Aaycs identifies are:l‘. e
data al:cédy'a&gilable from censUs,\rgdistration, andvs;milar;mgtsriql;:‘ :J;
additionél records kept in conjunction'wifh.thé‘project;ndstéffrom. f. ;l;

v

‘AWhateVLr proccdurcs are Used, evaluatlon and'lnterprctatlon of data

)

.,

> : : )

. . o . ) . »
ment increases if interviews and observatlons areulncluded.

projcctslft 1east one man-honth;is requxred for the collectlon phase

alone. Senior petsonqel'should be 1nvolvcd 1n planning of evaluatxon

Hayes discusses usc of the types of records also cited by

wileden (1970)'and scme btﬁcr authors{ A.coﬁparison of budgets with .
. -

: actual expondltures may suggest too short a tlme lxnm for the pro;ect

K

,underspcndan may 1nd1cate too much emphasls on malntenance or a central-

,ization of declslon—maklng‘ Records of staff turnover may squcst reasons

o4



- o ' e ' N . . ; 'f,""hj

for success or failure: high turnover may hqrt rcs.ult 1 low" tursivol . °
combined with et results ma indicate a staff;nq problem.  Comparison .o

' . .
. . . - . . . B .
. ; . ; ) . N N

of targets wbthmacq?mplxshmonts may suggest toq hx#h or ,too low
. . ’ . (I .

. -

éxpcctntions. - . , -
~To be vcty;usefﬁl'go;rccs of data, Haycé sﬁqgostS*égék abséfva-' ‘
tlonq'bvlplanncd, rclated to'érojoct goals, rccordéd -relatcd“to prqject,; >
\ . A
activities,;guantichd refﬁncd, and iheckod for rillnbllity, valldlty, . ‘ .,
"and p;OCLSLOH.. Obscrvatgons madg by pro;cct staff;havc the advantaqe 1' » i;«"‘
~of not relylng on the clleq.vto be capahle and Wll 1nq to ropo;t on his ‘.

I
behavxor. Good obscrvatlons requ1re‘§ime use of cpntrols such as stdndard

definitions regarding whom to observe,~identificaq_on.of what data to
. ’ Vo - : . : Do ' » : - .
' . 3 ‘ . P - . . !
100k for, pfovision‘of stafidardized conditions for!observation, and the

use of score sheets and mechanlcal aids (saip as ajtomatic cbunters),

* “a i ’

 where p0551ble, to ensure accuracy Both quantitarlve and qualltatlve ’ f

ana1y51s ‘are des;rable. Quantlflcation may, 1nvolvg gompléx scalqs for -

[ .« < o
f

qradxng types of answers such as grading ‘the type 6f‘use made ot-well

" water. Usually ptOJects Aare too eXtensive to tak% more. than a samplo

. : .
- “
.

.sct of obscrvat1ons.

)

- e . . B - N ) -

Intervxews are a useful supplement to rccl;ded data, nd are

oftenjthe only way to discover'attitudes. Althouéh prO)eOtS ‘usudlly
cannot afforad thevpdraphcrnnliq for scientific/ingerviewing, cven - '
L 4 - , .

ort to refine procedures.
. . -

aas: .first, people’'s’

informal quethonlnq can be improvecd by‘modest ef

Que stions should be with reference to six major |

knowlodqc of the pro]cct ‘secofd, views of the pimposps of qhe-prdject: : . 1‘

thlrd . views of the significance of these purposgs;'fpufhh, views of S
L 4 ; . o ’ .

(phys1cal?) chanqcs occuring during the pro;ect, flfth, uiews of how

\.‘ N . _

people. have changed; sixth, vicws ag to whether thc chanqcs in four and -
t

W.i

&

#

-2



ive are N result bf tho projcct or purts,oﬁgit.

y .
» Ty 3 Who ,,hm;ld ask and wh() ..hnuld answor Lpo qu«‘-.udna; Hayes '
. ! ‘ayg, ‘that uauully the projc\;t.xffj.-;houId do L;hu asking. Whilu the use
" of -.;t.\t'f raisefn‘th'e ,pectr(\ ot’ bias, an- duadvnﬁt.nqu is onlwvujhud
" . ' . . "?, ©
,'.‘.‘ by Lhu pmblom«‘ ).nvolvcd in using out sida -cvqluatm-;‘s. Hayes (1966:47)

' . .

S [u :
e leVL-t" that, uv('n whoro tr: um.d Lnt(\rvu‘wcr" not dirdc t_ly\tmd\ul to

i « " . f

- the. pmjcgt; are used, these h_‘imtorviewor:; must work on 'heha-lf ol the’
. A4 [
o $ sponsoring agendy and in close cooperation with Project staff or else

LN
4

K S the queastioning wi}l take on "the aspect of an outside investigation,
rather than.a tool of internal good management " - Hayes throws his lot

. N ) v :
in ‘wvith the pr()poncnt,:: of in—houso evaluation fog use by project adminis-

e .
. trators athur than for uqo by docv ion-makers from out.,lde.

. w :
¢ . The chicf answerers should be: tho people personally affected by
the project. U;;uuli)‘} a sample will do, previded it 15 large jenough to

allow reliable umc,lusion.,. -The . usual pu_uautxons (which layes (ll..,CUSSOS

v

in L’imtail' in his a[.vpo'ndix‘ on stadistical mct)‘x_ods)\'appl'y._reqarding

v . y
. . . U,

- CUsampling.. Hayes is concerned particuilurly that evdluators take geographic

‘ . .

v . . " -

. « . - L . Co. e
- ’ ! . .

factors into gcecount when drawing samfiples; too often\in undérde,volép_ed

. H N L e - . . . X s ’ .
JoqQuntries chere 'is a temptation to t!lk only to people'who are relatively

casily accessible.® The sample should be' proportioned according to

population density. ‘ - o o . IR

. Attheugh theregis always the problem of bifs, various local
0 leaders, &£ivil servants, and officials should be ‘asked about the effects '
. | - > i : : . :

of a projects The attitudes of leaders and officials often influence

“other people's attitndes, ‘and often also leaders and officials have
» . t ! - s ' 4
information that is otherwise unobtainable but bears on project successes,
. v R o . k T ) ' )
_hnsl Jailures.  Employecs in the project should be interviiwed also, again

143



with allowance for bias. Discerepancies in' the replies from employees,
clients, civil servants, and local le?dcps ate signifidant and can ‘ \
suggest a need. for rechecking lbports,.achinvinq-bcttcr agreement on -

: P ! 8 . . .
goals, estuablishing better communications, or changing aspects of the
project.
2

o ' »

Hayes providAn considerable advice on how to asnk questions.

' L
Interested readers should check his manual.  iowevér, hig important
‘ S . ’ . ‘
section on psychological factors in interviows g discussed bélow because
. : o .

of its particular significance to CD evaluation in unsophisticated

» t - ‘ 3 . -
‘seottings. s

\

vs\,"..ﬁ 3 ,‘_“ 3 - v g 3 o . . -. .
lhy&hu]QQ]le ffutors in the interview situation include suspicions

-

t N . ‘f.‘-

on the part of respondents, - but usually curiqﬂﬂity hnd A desire to ﬂ?f
please those in authority will assist inferviuwing. . The support of 10cai" '
leaders asgists interviews, as do frankness, olarity, aml a clpar relation

o o o LT
of the interview's purposes to the goals of ‘tespondents ., Inhibiting
factors -include language barriers, suspicion of foreignu}S; dislike of

N . 'l . ) h

g [ . . - : . : h ; L

‘the govornmuht{or of projeéct objectives, status fears, and fear of sanctions

~-"~against deviance. | These fears may, be well foundod, SO it is.necessary for

intervicwers to establish. an atmosphere of tolerance and trust. (oddly,
! . . ‘ o o o |
NHayes does not state that it is also necessary that thiu atmosphere be
genuine--that the rbspondont's answers not beé used against him ) !
. . \ " . - R L . ;

i

Hayes provides advice about "loaded" language and suqgests that

questions bé phrased 'a(?cord‘inq to habifs of local'uysage, ‘Stigns should
: : . , Gkl ¢

| .
avoid embarassment of the respondent; there i nho point in asking questions
A . . . . -, Cooa ¢

A

0y oyl .- K B
that the ‘ros;xmden‘g cannot reasonably be expected to answer.- Fears: of -
LR . | '
losing face might result in "invented answers,"  There arc a number of e
\ . | -\ . S

techniques for phrafing questions so that deviant answers do not appeadr

£ . .

N



8

to be vxco)tion§1 md so that a "ucvessib Wb ot '
o e pLl . 5 at a suce h ol "no's" do not have to ) v oy

be given in n,cultqrc where saying "1no” is o form of imp01iscneﬂﬁ-

Projective tochniquon can get at the respowdengety feclings ﬁnder the ’

guise Of'hnkfnq”hqw'nththrsyfuol."’” e
Pretesting the schedules and questiogpaires with a small éqmplc'

.~ .' ) ! . . . .
is vary important to refine questions and 11.ain the interviewers

Consideration should be given also to use ol |, control qfoﬁp of persons
nearly or centirely unnffected"hy the projoot Andlyngu‘of data uuﬁnllyr
) . : 8 : e

requires compqrison\with similar. projects in| with conditions clscwhere.

o . . Y k v ; R
!Elﬁﬂ.ﬁESﬂ' Hlayes advises ithat for wrficiency's sake the yuidance-

for collection of data should be centralize but the actual collnctionl S

) . P .
should be decentralized, Information 1S impu.rtant to project success

and to expansion and continuance or result::, Participatioﬁ of project
\ : . .

'userSE&T clients as data gatherers helps cnnye bﬁblic kndwledge ahd
participation. Huyés (1b66:67) opposes th. ldeca of bringing in outside.

_experts for collecting data on project resuli;: *The notion of. outside .
. B . . Tt

t ’ . . . .
investigators is incompatible with the view | . | that improved data

! \

collection should. be regarded as a manageim: tool to be devcldped and {

utilized through the cooperation of all inte.gted ﬁA;tids." Whatever
. - ~ : .

- N . il . ) ‘ ) N :-'.m .
thC biases of PrOjCCt pchODHCX' ang whateve, the benefits from the : s
- o | ! . L - -

| -

purported objectivity of outside evaluatory, (e outsiders face too many

problems to assist in use of the -management ;”01 If hostile to the
. : ' - : Vo . o . -
project, they will be prevented” from Getfi“w‘infqrmation;'evcn when noti
: S ) U ' : : 3
hostile, their orienta:ioni;?.thé'prO)ecL Peuires much timéutth:pcajeép,
. 4 T ~a v

- pcrsonnel;could'bettcruﬁpcnd bn othelr aCtivl;lcs, and the Vbry foreigness
. | . ! ’ i . .

L

" . .- A A e ‘ Lt
of the evatuators is likely to result 1nxp|u,vct personncl ignoring the
' » » . . <

)



]
| ) !

final report as irrelevant. " Outsiders may perform a useful role
nal repor , ‘ ) o ‘ R
Aadvising re,data collbction, especially if the outsiders are ‘perceivag

as part of the project tnam.h A
: ' - e oo s . . . : : .
, Data needs usually differ in ‘the h?é~bfb56ct7'iﬁiﬁﬁaiﬁft?"ﬁhd"'w

.post*pxn)cct stages, insofar as these stages can be identified™as

. ; g X o
scparapc phases. Idcntifyinq bqginning and end'points_is often neatly

4 . '
\ '

1mpoa;1blo-—cspoc1ally in thv case of the "end pOxnU'fﬁ'a pro;oct

1ntcndvd to be contlnuoug and expundlnq Howevcr,ﬂcvnn in this case~||

is posulblo to 1dnnL1gy dn \spect of the project and trace its resulty |

over a period decmed sufficient to demonstrate siqnifigqnt-results.
. . L]
| H ' : .

. /,A\\;;_fij,ixnsﬁ of ihduiry are uséful before é projcct is begun or i,
- N g . ' : \

’even'nppr0ved. Fll,t, quldancu»and 1Cﬂdo as to what data to LOllQCt ("n
.,' . . i
>

be obtaxnnd through dctullcd rnqt g0 f slmllarvptO]eCtS. Thclt ObJQ“lvcs

oparatlons, rpsults, LOStS, and s1d effccts can be studled through N
N . | .

reportd, Lnterviews, and sitc visits. - Sccond, detailed discussion wilh

knowledguablc peopl tan- provxde 1nformatlon on’ the desxrablllty of
. \

tho propoaed ptoject's objcctLveé'and thc llkelxhood oﬁ’good results,
Third, exploratory intcrvicws-ﬁith»local lcaders‘and other persohs
affected by a p;qject'obta;n data,‘brovide hinté_bn.collection,,help -

clarify ohjectives to loca® perséns, and demgnstrate scrious intent
- . . : ‘ : e G X o o o

regarding use of a consultation process. :Fourth, usc of already - L, o

ayaiiabld'data‘providcs baée‘iihcs fbr'evaluation, aésiéﬁs planning, ¢

and indicates what additional data needs to be cOllected. Fifth;

. s, . f ; .

‘arranqemonts should be made with persons and groups to Ecqp records

: N o . ‘. . . 1
necded for the project. -Sixth, if observations and intcrviews are . |
: . ' ' ' ' , \ ' , ‘ ¢
. - planned, thesévshould-bcgin cven before the project in ordcf,tb(gct o

base lines. The first three types of inquiry occur ‘in the planning
| ) R -
$ o ‘ - S U &

"~



"evaluation also. The'l last, thruo Lypc rcquiro'somc additional time’

, - . |
~andﬁresourcésr”b0tm3ru‘ uff;c;anly usgful_tu JUgtify ;9mﬂ\952¢n§9“h_glmm.

aver quarters. Slncc the’ prlmary purposb for collectlng data is to

“" N ) t o ) < " l ) "x
.. . . ‘~_I . [ . '..“. N \ . . o~ .

process for all .projects, so,might as well bu*qdaptéd to assist

even in small projc«ts. ' o ! S
\ - )
thlu qfta collected only at the cnd of a prOJLCt cap be ubeful,
|

|
LVaanthH is more ln'LruuthO and (onvxncan if thprc are base ‘lines
! ‘ r f
for Lomparl son. Hayds (1966:70)‘11m1ts basc lxnc data tu,pre—p;qjuct
. \ .
1nf01mdtlon thzowan "light on the nltuatxon the plOJch is intcndcd '
\

}(dr oxpuvtﬁd) tp change, ! Collvctmun bhOUld begin after thc pro;cct s

l o
location and the choice of controls h@vc been determined. Base line -
~ f o . T . i oo -
édtd help frame objectives and may reveal hidden factors affecting project
. N . . . . - v ‘ .
o T
success, such as. local resistance.. Ramlflcatlons of pro;ect proposals

- can be explored throuqh c0mparlson thh base.. @1ne data; e.g., studies

|

_of unOMployant mlth 1ndicat» Fome sxde effects of Lntroductlon of farm

( ‘ S 3
machinery. Haycs cites 18 ramLf1Cat10ns whlch could be studied bcfore

' . . N

completlon of project plans.. o _

; v .
- At lelOUb sLages of the pro;ect, comparlsons should be madL thh

thg course. of sxmxlar prOJects. ‘Such comparisons assxst selectlon oﬁ
- . ; [r ' \
further pertinent data. Quarterly and annual reports are usually
t \ Lo i :
\ .
suff1c1cnt, but should havc some standardxzed format to assist compar son

ad]ust progoct operatlons, data must»be'collucted and analyzed quick%? ‘\

nough to. serve pro)ect ad]uqtmcnt dec1slon—mak1ng. -Largely exttaneous
\,

data.merely clutters the dcc151on-makrng process. Where. posazbre, o

data, including costs, should be related to specific operat;ons to

. v .
dctermine the comparative efficiencylbf these. ’
Sy _ o i .

c

| o o T R oy

147"

L 3



|+ ' , R . S

. N . N . \..‘- ] . \
Intcrort in data on the rcsults nf prOJQcts is ery hlqh but
: | R
. oftcn Lhcre has becn Lnadoquntc pre=- andd in-pxojgct data collectlon tjs . AL
\ o . ‘
demonatratc res ults. Howcvcr, when only phd-of prOJoct data is X

B S R e e - L e e

. . N . 4
avallablv 1t is "tlll pos sxblc to assc:s; on the basis of combarisons
. . ' v o
) With »_:;.imilar projocts. Int(‘l'ViL‘WS Wi.th "l‘OjCCt perconnol and cllonts,
. _
and roview of existing rncordb are the Mot Lommgn fn:m, o, obtalnlng

data on prOJOCtlreSQitSm' A vital task iy dcéd?i f oh of what-bbc;ations“ lj-
ac;ually‘went énbas ébmpnred with Qriginql ;1( |
.dsséssdd;Withoﬁé'shch a dckcripﬁion.’\pura on sidévqffcctg may appéar |
Iin‘érro“dbr and stronger form dhrinq th“_CGurse of a projcct and proﬁaﬁl?
geqnﬁre‘pént-projoct ébsefvgtiqns ;ﬁd iﬁtétvawé ;oAget‘ah ddéquatey

“Results ¢annot be !

| ?
k)

: i - L ‘. ’ y . | . )
asaossmnn%} - The cumulat;vn.and long Lo imPQEt of. 1de effpcts o

warrant, data collection ‘one to ﬁhree,‘nnd agaln -five to ten 9oars after
tcrmmnat‘on of a pro;cct. Ma)or succexu trlterla for development ate

relatcd to permanLnLe and opread, s0 at lcast a five to ten ;ear wait "‘t .;
is reQULr?d er f;nallevaluationf ‘- T 'i : ..,  ‘  %, A
| . B o E . s : B _
StéE four. .In dlscu53}n9 analY'ld of. f;ndxngs, Hayes treats-
: onﬁy lntcrcomparlsbns og pairs; he reqard; multlplc rclat;onshlps as
\ . ;
too- cbmplex\for most PrOJeCébaj Howcver, the. more sets of data collected,

the more.intcrcbmpdriSQns that can be madh (e.g.} £hree setgfof data = A\
e can prov1de three 1ntcrcompar1qons, bthr”ur scts provide six)--although

P Y

not all of them may\be meanianul.
S Requ1temcntﬁ for beglnnxng to " C-llmate the magnltude of chanqe

in an!arLa durlné the time rxod of a pknJQct 1nvolve a) dlta on the‘

changc,souqht in.the projects,
l’ !
the Hgtter sct of data Lo be collectc through the’meﬂns d15cussed in

od b) dd'a on pro—prp]cct condltxons,



" |project the qgéét df,chnngc1 The uccond typel of. control 15 a larger

l . | .' ‘ . v",ur;
L ' i . : \

' I L. ) *

Stop Two. whtle\in ‘many cascs a\chanqc 18 obv:ouﬁly the rcsult of a

prO)cct, Lnformatxon domonétratlnq Lhat a. Chdnqn took place’ 15 not in

-

itself proof that thc pnu)cct oaused the chanq“ | The two princ1pal

.~mcth0db fpr dombnstratlng cdusc and cffe?t re]“t10nsh1ps lnvolve’
tcontrols. One ‘method us®s a control group, ur.d, ar aqt1v1ty whlch

appgars 51m11ar to but goplrate from the prOJu«L If\thc projcct and'

|
‘the control show dlffcrences in cope and rato of change, and Lhe only'

.

pcrc01ved dlfference in rondltlona llkely to pyoducc tho chanqe is the

, dovelopment prOJect 1tsc]f, thon there is. qood ,Qason to con51dgr the 1

x \ ,

|

to group, aCL1V1ty, or area 1nc]ud1ng the devqlobmnht pro;ch but 1argé

.]1

‘

enouqh that the’ project could not be expectod au account for all chanqes

ln the largor qr?up A change in the prd)ect ¥ "LargetT WhCrL no other,'v

it w

project is 1nvoluqﬁ and~where the cha?ge is of ]cqaer lmpa%‘ or does ;

not occurlat all in, ‘the larger group can be atlrlbuted to” the 1nﬁiuencc

of thc pro;ect ..-' e ‘W
S F6r cither t&pé:of cuntrol~déscribed,vqﬂod'base iiné d;ta fon
. i g
rhc_ébntrol ?nd the prOJect are lmportant for uﬁag:rlng cﬁungés and -
értribut}ng them ‘to specific causes; Where bw“” line data Qre\ T

[N ) . Ta

_AunAVAilable we are fdrceé‘to assumey‘but cannut demonStraté, that‘

the two 81tuat10ns were almxlar beforc ‘the project commenced 'Where'

v

" base llne data aLe lack1nq+ the assumptlon 0f~~lm11ar1ty between pro;ect

‘and control areas_ln the prc-pro;eﬁt stagg.qhuu|d be made chn though ‘
.
1

unsupported, w1thout the assumptlon, no compuvi on at all is p0551b1e

£

| Anothcr sort of control is c@mparlson h'tween two' developmedt
prOJocts thh sxmllar purposoq and ldrqoly qlmlldr operatlops.' The few

-

dxba1mxlar>opcgatlon may bc responalblc for any hotlccablc dlfference

v c -
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’ B Y
\' . »
e o L \ ' L e w150
‘. \ 4 '.. : " C . A ‘... i . '
O
P ‘ |
in results. [Hnyus; analysoﬂ of brnh|.m“ with control groups is levs
. : ! S
L ! ‘
J,"'.* °Ophlst1cat0d thﬂn thaé Of Cﬂmpbcll NI Stanl(‘y (19()6) |Or WL}I‘)d (1972.1) ]
OTD fdbtor ‘of particular” 1ml"'"lnce is whcthcr gonc al factor:> “
at work in the control and prOJcct a:.,. are ‘at work at diffcrent rates
in the two arcas and so have differ““'lql'impacts'on changos. For. -
\ A -
1nqtance, 1mprovonowtq in the local ‘“NMUnxcations nctﬁork in one of ‘
b N
the arcas may bc an 1mpoxtant influen.,, outside lhn dcope of a PrO]Cct.
I .
“While refined °tatlstlhal pr“"durcs may bo Uqu for: ana1y515,
, R )
most projecys .can get along with Slm"“ tqeatmcnts‘oé data. Graphic
’ | : — . T
representations » ‘'useful in eitt . ; R S . .
presentations are u ither ‘dwe. When using interview data
: o ' ) . . '. >. \'. X o :
the ?rocess of analysis is similar agy For other data. One still must
E . . » ., . R 1 . - - -
check for general faotors.which_migh( prlaiﬁ-the change'without ascribing

v 1(1tcl‘prutat10n [ Data and ﬁtCrpretﬂ' i, g whlch do nOt mak9 .:Cnse to the

‘peopln 1nvolvod in a pro;ect probablv nnnuld be re-worked andlreinter-i

|
S s ' |
it to the project. Some pllog adml"’“'vators and experts pbriodlcally

analyze daQa. Thesc persons ‘are a gu”4 source Gf lnformatlon on whether °
' : b
the changes that have occurred are plnL‘bly ‘the resultssof the prOJect.

ulta,should belroported clcarly to ltrt1c1pants .and persons affected

-~

p& a project and{diScussed with them l“ ordér to increase interecst and

- - T\\ . ) ’ e : i o
provide information needed if peoplc e to take-democratic éolutiohs

to probﬂems. 'Participants and client: ., hot ohly rcclplentsqgfidata, -

S

! N . : .
-they are also suppllers and consumern, vnd can’ prov1de a551°tance in

v

|
1

p:ctcd because there is obviously s”m”‘hing wroﬁg :
; C ST . - - . ;
: . . . T ,

Interpretation involyes more iy, production of tables; descrip-
tive and judgmental statements should )., jpeo)yded to rclate thcAprOJect
to its goals, its operations, and to i gide forcoa. Interprctation

.-

should “robably.takc into acceunt brag hoﬁditions and trends bvyond
. “ . .\ B ‘. ) ’

‘ . . .

{ \ . . .



; lil ‘ |
the project and i?s-”“ﬂtrols. Chagges d? not usually per,lst in full, \

B ) .‘ ‘\’ i . }
and most CXPQCLQtlon“ lor pro;ects\are'too hlgh. Comparxson on a broad

: fgont‘has the benefit ”f tompcring eriticism: by rolatlng ‘the- pxo;ect to
\ ) .
the qencrally slow d“V'lbpmentS»q1Sewhere.
: L S
¥ . ' o -
D closing cirvyg, Haycs describes the evalutlon process as ‘ |
' i s

circular.. ‘The fé“r Hlapg 1nVOIVLd lead back to the baglnnxng in: the

)
“sense that the resulty of the process arc used to adjust the brojcct's
opetations or ta make. 4vc151on" about the oper atlon of futurc prOJcc,t:r

The txme TCh‘”Hlo for :evaluation should bo‘gftabllshvd at the\

N : . .

beqxnhan of. the pro;.{t' and a flrst dréft reporn should be pﬁcpdred

at about the tw“ thiaa, stage. The . first cvaluation takes lo ger than o éﬁi

succeeding ones.  Late, the exercise is incorporated into project routine.
and the statf is more rypjjjar with evaluation tethniques. However,
. . : 1
good evaluation alwayu prequires some time and resources. = Haycs (1966:89) |
‘ . \ ‘ . . . ; .
5099“5t5‘a§derthk1“? “inly those studiek for which the required staff-

. - - . } . . .
time and Other expendiiyres are available and can bé justified."

So fa¥ as pouiiple, -chandges should be_cbnsidcred in relatiof to
the majof’ changes lint. earlier as most significant in developméht: '

changé's injlhd}vidualnj social relatlonshlps and- LnstltutlonS, and social

. ] \ ‘
overhead capital. fI” 'his wise, all prOJccts will contrlbute to the
- /- . P
broadest p0°51ble ‘V”‘“ltlon and each project will fit into the qeneral
. L3 - . -
developm?§t congept. Aﬂhile'it is best .for sheh’ broad evaluation to

involve specialists, ju,ject administrdtors also can make attempts to

- broaden cvaluation. !



‘Significance
__il___f.u_j__ ‘
. The previous ldng‘discussion of Hdyes' UN Manual 'is presénted ‘ .

becaysa the mapual provides the most detailled description of the actual
R e U
working steps in evaluating a development, project. No other work cited

in this or succeeding ch?pters of the present study contains as much
| . ¢
L . . { o, v
relevant detail on CD evaluation. There may be some dispute as to whether -
3 . : ' ’ ,
! e | :

Hayes' manual is a text on CD evaluation or simply on cvaluation of any
developinent project. Hayes regards social and etonomic. development as
improyemants.in the quality .of living, and docs not. separate social and -

economic considcrdtion into two types .of dechOpment.‘ He thinkshinyterms
of ‘a’ rather smakl ;locality base, which is dppropriate to.CD, be,a-project,

.
\

but does not necessq:ily think in terms of popular participation. However, -~

he does suggest popular involvement] in.data gathering and evaluation,

, . i
- . N . . ) ‘ » !
items also appropriate' to CD. It is a moot point whether the work is ! ( :
. : . - . . . . . . i . } \ .
- a CD evdluation manual; it is treated so hete, and the suggestions in : ~
. . R L : Tl ' . :
the manual certainly appear appropriate to CD. ' oy ’

) ) ) . . " v
If Hayes' work weré added to the matrix indicating how often '
A C - . ' N |

wifbdcn's (1970) points abou;'evaluation are raised by other CD writers

(Table 1), Hayes would, scare on all points and many more wouid have to

"be .added to cover the range of his analysis. Of course Hayes emphasizes

\ . ‘ _
some points more than others. .The points which would have to be added .§§
B . S :
wone points more Fnan o O Y L3N
to the matrix include details of ;cchniques, cautions regarding eyalua-
tion, and the significapce and types of! short and long tcrmvevaluétive
criteria.
’ |

A.comparison of Hayes' work with evaiuatiou»manuals such as those
by Campbell and Stanley (1966) , Suchman (1967) and Weiss (1972a) suggests .
- _ | . ; : o i '
that although Hayes differs

s to degree of sophistication required in
| ! . s,

| : !
' !



. o . ‘ s

analysis and design, he does so after much consideration of project .

needs and possibilities. Moreover, there is.cvidence in the work of -
\ : ! . ) . .
_the other evaluators mentioned here that _they. regard Hayes’ reduced
. . . [

attention to statistical functions and experiméntal designs as quite

rcasonable in the circumstances. of small, underfunded, understaffed

‘ ' ‘ | | ‘ ‘ N |
projects in underduvolopedzareas. Weiss (1972a9 mentions the two ‘

cditions of the UN Manual in her list of works on conceptual and

mOthOdOloglcal:lsnues, and offers much advice abouﬂ'accommodating

~ " t . O

- . L. .
.1o¢al,ﬂu§5i\énd realities.

hhn:jons &he manuals, and Hayes' propositions
L . N

- .

‘of.evaluatioﬁ'fit.nicély with the main intent {(but
i ." . : \ . S ot . ' .

-

A ~ > - . . o
__NkvAPthaPS t'detai}s) of Zusman and Bissonctte's (1973) principal ;
-« recommendations regarding useful, early, built-in evaluations and clearly h i
X \ , . !

stated evaluation reports. Hayesf~approach also conforms to Rossi's

(in Rossi-ahd,WiLljams, 1972) suggeétion that evaluation ' research move
. o l . X I
into the higher®rcaches of the hicrarchy of designs after simpler
D ( : : . » )
mOIhOds'demonstratu.ﬁhat theré are results worthy of fﬁrther‘study( - K

&
v

“ Thus, “there is ample evidence that CD practitioners are in good
: ! - - ) o N . ‘ oy
hands if they utilize the UN Manuals authored by Hayes. It is becausg
. . .k h - -
' of that opinion thut Hayes' work has received extended. treatment here.
' ' . ‘ -

g

. v 1

The present WritczrhaS‘only'minor~quhrrels with Hayes, particularly owver
S0 : . o ' ! » )
the matter of usc of external evdluators. Done with due attention to-

-
A

local sensitivies, such evaluation does not appear to this writer incapable

of achieving valid rcsults helpful to both the local project and the - BN

broader program and its sponsors. . The political and.cmotiohal difficultfes’

s

internal and exterpal to. the project are admitted, and are as formidable

. N . C “‘ ’ .
as Brickell's (197¢) devastating analysis suggests, but. it may be hoped

-

..J“;;“ '
o e AL

0
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e

- books. The material is org

* “some of "the articles briefly revie@ed=may prove to be of considerable

still that the right~thinking,outéide’cvnluétor %ill got -a fair and uscful

[

i ‘ 4

result. 6ne wéy out of the problem of obtaininq ﬁseful, d¢p61i§iéized

‘. l ‘ " N
~ Texternal evaluations may be to cmploy Glass' (1976) meta-analysis.

. Lo ! . )
‘Cases could become anonymous units in the anqusis, and only general .

trends among numbers of cases would be studied.  Glass thinks such
, e _

‘E;nal sis is possible ¢ven if the condition of the original reports is -

| : . . . -

less than excellent.  However, othcrfénalysts,may be less sanguine that
removal from the scene of the project produces no scrious harm to review

of the information.

t “
\ OTHER' WORKS 'ON CD EVALUATION ~ | &
I . N ) . » . ' .
\—N\Q\\b This section contains a discussion of a selettion of significant -
contributions to CD evaluation apart from the works previously mgntlgned i

[

: . ' "' H v s ’ ) - ! ’. ) -
in this chapter. , The treatment includes articles and sections of a.fewj

’
-

* N ’ . v g K3

anized into subsections on contgibutions

4 ' ' ‘ > o

from India, other major contributions, and brief. reviews of contributions
of lesser significance. In the case of the last mentioned subseéction,

1

significance but are- too-recent, for suchi assessment. In all the su?*

1 . .
.

sections, the focus is primarily on significant new approaches, or
comhinations of older ones. .
l .

s

The materiﬁls:drawn from the Indian CD,progtam-involve only J

- those contributions which prescribe general rules for evaluation practice.

. 0

Not included in this-chapter are works principally aimed at.evalqating
» . . . . - : v .

a particular program or project, such as.casc studies of Indian projects

-

or evaluations of Peace Corps activities. A seﬂectipn of such items is
inqiudnd_in Gﬂaptet ?ouru‘

v! . . . ' v ) - N : . N /

A - ; ) I ’ .
. o co .
. S ! - - . :
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Contributions from.India : , L .

1 ! :

‘cheral writct _on Indlan con have prov;dpd prlncxples and

¥

adv1ce acncrally uscful to any CD cvaluatxon. Among the mosm signifiqant’.

of these contributions are wo:ks by Bcers (1060), Cllnard (1963, 1966),
- e, .
and Jaln (1967) ' -

Tho Ford Fohndution°uva1uator Becrs (1960)”draws lessons .

a o

I
from the lmpact of the Indlan CD proqram s Proqramme Evaluatlon Ordhnlza—

,tlon_(PBO) and-from unspoc1f1ed~othcr ‘eff ?rts, and applles these lcqsons

tolaﬁ analys iq of prlnc1p1cs and necds in €D evaluation. H1§ rev1za of

’

the PEO is discusseg‘in the next chapter of the_present qtudy; only the

gcnerally appllcable aspocts are, dtscussed below. . .
T o i ! o
; ,,»F;1 ccording to’ Beers (1960 212), by 1960 evaluatlon had‘"special -

statu as a field of attentlon in- community developmen " Common view-'

’\

4]

PN

points.about purposes, scope, and nrocedurés for ev&iﬁéﬁlon had emergeg’

By s, . . e

' R
In practlce evaluatlon usually, but not always, 1nvolves assessxng the

&

means by which CcD goals are reached or are to be reachedu not assessing’,

the goals themselves. "Beers (1960:212) says that "the.cr1t1c1sm of aims

and purposes is a task for policY'makersv'ahd not “for technicians who
undertake evaluation.". Eivé”rules for evaluation are offered. First,

R . .

arrangements for evaluation should ba included in the planning scheme,

o E )

and reworked when the.plan is changed. Second, good evaluative criteria

t . ‘ ' . X LI
require clear. statements of significant (not minute) immediate,. inter-
\ . T ' - i ' . .
mediate, and ultimate goals, prefecrably in gquantifiable terms. Third,
: ‘ coe . _ R
the means of reaching the 90713 must be described. Fourth, the data

'to;bc'used*as'cvidencc of.accomplishméht-gf ends through stated means

must ‘be 1dn 'fiéd.\vFiftg~+a less qenéfal-rule-ﬁmostgevaluatidhs should
.‘.,‘ ' . . . L ‘; .
L .
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(% ]
o

e EE
involve p;oject participnnte,‘includind ‘Laff and citizenq. Such invoive-
T ment oﬁbhaeiéeh cvaiuation Au. self-appraic al nd makes cvaluation a .
- bas 1&“60 pf553f3>1nstead of an‘out91dL io,pcction. N ‘ ﬁ, ‘v - !

( ‘ ‘ Social researth does noL 1nd1cate what m1qht be *an’ optlmum ratc

-0 y ’ 1\

of change. cD dnthusiasts Judgﬂ ‘that violent rcvolutlon is too fast
’ . &

.
A .

ang, letting naturc takes it course too slow. qucver;‘socxfl mescarch
. " . o - . ! ' .
hai not fackled once of.°the fundamental problems in’ evaluatian: the

b relative efficacy ¢f gradualism. &D evaluation oftcen stresses thdt.k S

L ! , . L . ! .
expectations for programs are too high., World wide experience confirms

¢onclusions from India: " CD replaces old problems. with newer, sométimes

lurger ones; CD is eéconomically inefficient in some respects; continua--
. ' . » . PN ’
tion rs'dépcnant(on'material,results and public participation; CD.

, 1
N v

r"quiEGS'outside resources; participation often slows decision-making;

‘CD gcts dxfferentxal levels of support from the squents of a'communxty:'

o

;thvre hre always unlntcnded ‘and unantlclpated results. bas;c tradltlons
2 'Orn ¢1ways affected local people always have short rande v1ews,~1nd1ccs

-of succaég are not. generally agreed upon,,goals are never ‘all stated,

’

T L « X -

qg:'nﬁr all meaéhrements planna&lthere is no knowledge of what an aIternative
& -

i Ny
- - - Y

, ]
;P:%qram mlght have accompl:shed. All thesc c0n51dorablc problcms lead

e -

* o wo*kor frustration, sometimes to deqrees bcyQ" the actual scope of

o

th‘ problems. One role of evaluatlon is - to 1dcn61fy obstacles and

h“pufully thereby produce lower expectations and onable concéntration on
) v ) o .
* ¥

i . . -l

what' can be done. . ‘ - . .

Beers (1960 217) suggests a nccd for %pji}es of "how to know in

a qxven case, whcthcr ar not the processes of community developmcnt are
A ]
ac Iually under way. He proposa } system untried at the date of his

W'iLan (and perhaps since). The system 1nvolve§ ratlnq of the extcnt
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oo :
A\ ta which ecight internal] condit ions .m’c@(\iqht’ internal/external relations

1 .
. B » i

" ' \ " are present in a given,activity, | The list o constitutes d ratingof 16

2 \ " Co . Lo B . . - L . ‘4
clements of CD."_JA A prnhlo line tot.xllan zevo on ‘& five point scale of
- N -
: o ey . . .
L] - . N . Y .
, cach of the 16 oluxm nt ﬂmld mean no D is pxo- ont; mprqfllo line of
. - _."? . . o ' :
five wonld indicate, "maximum-presence” of CD. Rm‘.i ngs but.w&*n: one and
. . - T s . : o ' Y\
four on cach item wonld show the relative degree of presence ‘Qf a
., v N e X & .., - . .
i particular eletment below maximum presence. Withinsthe Secope olgBeer's
* . ‘ “
: YR ] : ) . . .
anatysis Lt is not, v.ntifcly clear whether the 16 olements are consideged
L)

C N .~ .

' Lo i : o . '
» the necessary and suffitient €D elements or are ofilly examples.  The:list
i . - . . 1 1 ) '

. 15 a4 rov ii::ionQat' Tumin's 1958 list of social requirements for D and
x . . : : .
‘ - . o - & Co
[ Tarpeard do Y.Cf%‘moru to preconditions for €D than .to actual operations in ’

\'-'ﬁhwovvr, the rating scheme appears usoful as @ starting ",'

’ ~aPoint tfor theory-based evaluation, and other writers such as laggstrom - | |

a . e 3 .
: ! . 1 . ) LRy

! - . S

\ -

S
Yoa CDoactivi

(in.Cary, 1970) have sugqnstod the ‘need for .iciec;t‘if»i‘eat.ioxy of "when tj\ure*

\ ' N - .
Toe is ¢Cb and wh(n thule is_not, so the r‘gmq systom is Jprm,(.nted in 'I‘uble d

vy , L,

q
-

~ alonq withd"[‘\m\r ' judqnont of how t.hc Indxan proq& has\.far@dg yith;’f}' o

- ' . . . R .

#
respect to the scale, Be‘urq (196Q0: 718) says that tho res ultmq proflle
oo o . w o 1

'LUllld h«' nkon as a, hypoth( Sis to guxdo turthc offurt_s at cvgluat’i n,

? as well as some ﬁ‘b,&"ﬁ‘ic ‘rescarch igt). the pr,ublums‘ of community dévelopment.”

&

, ) . . . . ‘ o . ‘{,"- ]
. . oo ¥ 3
v l\.ntly ﬁow the pxonlc (.On.)thllt% a_hypothesis is nbt made clcar. ) -
: R : : Tev L e Y

; It may be thxt Beers!' article is more hélpful' ,in;_'t'crms of ,its
. ' . = id " i . v'A_ N

>

uv;xl‘u.ntnion of the Ind'mn experipnce (q.v., Chapter g;pur of ‘this thesis)
Fid : o - , . - i . - .
L% : . L * , . B -2 i '
- s © than-in more general tern‘ 'The material is pre_g&xt.od in\a disjointed
oo ort " o .

? Ll ) ‘* . ’ . : X
‘_;.fd’shviq.n, perhapg- because not all the itcms arékit'\ fact related, such y
1 - _ ;

. 1 . N
> "

SRTR lmu} vctxon on c‘ommununtlon which i‘ﬁ’Icft out of the rprc‘iont

T LS ~
( ot \\1. \

ok ’,A ,- sbudy "While thore: is'mcx‘i’t.in Bocrs""* V(" rul s fo;‘ vvnluutxen, similar
weo sl i : t.* S N2 o
¥ M ' )

rule:a wore proposed hy llaye [ln 1959ralonq Fith additional on%fs N -

i .
3 N \




- . v \\l
, Table 2 oo \
' . :
; Beers' | (1')10) Rating Scheme ¥or Jmqunq ~
¢ : - Presence, of 'CD
. '
- C L o . Degroe of Presence
. \ . .o - A " .
’ Elvthents - o. 1 2 3 4, 5
; ‘ : ' ‘ e
., il A . ’ ’ ) ’ PR 3 T
. i T-n.t_}‘_rn.’tl Condi-t* ions . L e » , : &
1 S I l&ﬂgm of &1;;(0!\‘“}“'. o o ) : X
’ 2, ‘Actipb.dpp-$&au§<QQQ¢ changcs Vo "X
V. i} AP Lo tf the "px;pblvms , '\ ! 7.? 4 X, '
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i o :,"gﬂ’l'?‘ .)l'OVL‘m(‘nt- : X - )
‘:‘H% n{ﬁ oo o bilit f‘ S | | \
3 M '
_ h‘ W] ,}on O po ssibill y o . "x ( .

S A9 gﬂ{lf‘ﬂ\lp S o
. e -.w "’ co ] ’ -
Ff.,f ” i} Awau‘*no-w of conscequenc es: trylng - . R
b . v‘a vnot t;Lylnq% . X ‘ o
”’L,: ,A K 2 : e » . . o .
A I "% I‘rufmonu, for r(".ulsk.. (‘f.,' Lryd’f’fq .
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o I ) e ‘
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- . necgsaary self2 relmncq \ X Co
1%.. App!‘dpr).ate natiqpal and othcr » o . e
o - " units mvnlvcd / . . : . X
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~

contributions are the UQQOWLLOH‘ that an. ovaluatlon of the ffxcagy of

\ N 159

‘Beers' rating achomo may bc,of %omc*usc. Other siqnificant A

| 'Y

.

gradualxsmvxa necded lnd that quo-tlonlnq the WQrth of qoalv is bcyond _ !
«the dUtl‘—““Of cvaluators It is hot clvar whether Beors means that
. ‘ B -

cevaluaters should noL mdkc'pOliCY.rocgmmcndations, but it is di" ult

to sce how thOuQ could be made Wllhout somotimes being 1ndﬁ§ -l sess-
\

mcntt Of goals (L.f Llll\\lld, 1963, 1966), Th'l.‘." l\'l‘.“t s "-)[Spears

. . . .y . : :‘ R 2 'A’ B . . .
mxulcndxng, espccxal;y whcre uvaluators arejthcmgpvas pare{qipgﬁts‘ ¥

" N o . ..

Clinard (1963) 5T§5fdr5Wﬁwﬁenera1 progositibné~from oxpenienceg"

in the CD activity evaluated.

» -
-~
..

in Indlan CD program cvaluation, Pmrthularly of the urban proqtam.
\ ) AT ! N B S O

. Clinaxd (1963 187) stresses thc r\dxxtm'ob)ccthc eVu]udt1on in 'assessing
. B R K . - N - -

the cffectlvoncas of programs——e.pp xally naw proqLams--ln Mrdcr dr!mkél -,‘/{/{\
decis'ionqbou't thcm. and he uses the term “evaluanon" to t:"or cl—e(@

defined and rigorous procedure, with the use of quant;tat).ve medsHres ’-

. LEX - S

btandards to t0$t the acnual a;hl“Veant of, tﬁese obJectLVus:"' ﬁoweQer; L "ﬁ’ﬁ

in deSctibing the purposes Of evd10gtion inhurban CD, Clindwd br;adqns S

: th; intent ;0 1nclude not only O"SLum Q in gerﬁ; of objectlvos, but also B
the followxng: tests of]assumpt:nn %nd theoties beh;nd pollgy and % .

practxce, chccks on effLCqu of-anhods; ;qgabtadﬁe :& plannxng and . .

O ~.'|,

Opgrqtlcn by ptovxdxng 1nformdtign qbout"?aff and client prgctatlons,' A

' L s
:AWAreness, and reqpons for aLCOptiug or;re)ectlnq programs; and to provxde
. ‘ . . . - V. ' ' ) o ' ! 3
: - . . [ ) Lo d - - R : 4 - < . .
public relations information. ' Clinard favors built-in cvaluation o \
. N . ' .'v-., L ‘_> - . . N ' - ‘- ‘
. N . . y . . ! ]
S - - Bt ol 5 : ) A .
components over eX-post facto,studjes, and wants evaluation at succeeding
L& ‘ oot oo . : . I . . . 7 “ ‘r Y
- stagus of the CD activity. * . C ' SRR
o e ) . LA o o
- v Evaluation tasks<in urban ¢p fall into three areas: . program ’ '
s _ _ o » . . o R
L . . ': ) . “ . . . N . ) .
> : - T o . .
R | v Ny



'spocify, but successful chungv Loqulroq Lontxnuous movemcnt towar@

Therao ure?advaltaqvv -and dlnndvnntagcs both in extexnai and inkernal

' Fe
nvaluatxoﬂ?, tﬁthc typos may ‘be uSQd somctxmes in a

~stresrus that researchers nugd not only tcchnlcal skllls

T o o

e - S : L 160

1mpacts, content, and ozganlzuhxonx Cllndxd dos Lllbo“ these

uch the_same terms as Hayes (1_'9,'_3,9_.:,1_‘266)“_&19,_0,8'_ ;i_l?cl_!!d_i_nq._A_Gﬂ', hasis on

long term results. (linard says that urb.in CD, eva;uatlon is more diffi- -

Sz ey '
cult than rural bdcuuse she 1ndnCLq for rural evaluation are simpler,

with many more physical items thnn\in urban CD, which latter has a
o (c‘ s B v ! .

stronger focus on non-physical achievement: such as community fecling.
. . ’ v ‘ . : | ‘

Thi optimum'pcriodﬁ for evaluation of.suuh changes ateAdiﬁfiéult>to

N

- B ¢
cxtxrom responqmb111ty, which rvquircs at-least thfec tbwfiy@ xgp;Q

°

" ..u.v.r.- WG eod

: L o , Co e
fnﬂhion; Clinard favors use df Hayes' (1959) steps'in c
1

1
orlvntatxon to thL CD program dnd xts phllosophy

Clxnard rocounts ‘the use of partlcxpatxon rates qurveys comparing :, . T

\ .
1

leader and‘follower op1n1ons,‘lmd;stud1es ofv e. cash value of resources

N RN B .. i ul . - i
. . A ) . [
'mobilized. Such techniques provide criteria‘qguwell as data for
" ‘ . R . . b
. . A S Y . _' : , | »
evaluations. The.studles Cllnard.cxtqs. apparcntly favorably, include ¥ Y

i
ot

b?th dctallod and general reuommendat1ons regardan programs and pOllCY-
. e i

_ : Clxnard dgspmnguxahca between evaluatlon rcscarch. which welghs ‘.
n

outputs aqainstvobjectives;_and ‘wider researqb, which probes into the \

causes underlying the evaluation report's findings and tries to.deteml\ne o) £ .

qoncral principleé;!’onCD work {cf. Suchman, 1967')n». "l\'le suggests that ) ”

r¢°barch un1ts 1ndopondcnt of but assxstxng partlcular CcD pro;ects qhoutﬂ

“

conduct stualus to fill the gap¢ in knoqledqe of thu motlvatlons,. abits.

~ - |

and social ties of urban citizens in uﬁanrdeveloped countrxes. “Such

research units.can alseuprbvidg community,profiltf from which‘likcly .



.7 step, assessmonth), regarding pol.u. ies to Ec adopted. and &e comprohcnswe'

.‘V» ;,.,M € ) .
tngdc frmntly, but trcats wider xesearch on cauqe _as evaluauv_e

* S i "

’ . ) 0 -

.ngots for CD activities may be sulccted . v .

may foeel -11%01110( ou(]”t‘btlonb abour concentrating ovulu.\t Lonl on new '
A.,, \
programs (‘,f.y ‘.uémdn and Bis sonf't:tg, 1973) and usl\\g evaluduon for
TS "
theory tqst:;x_\«_;‘ (cf. Jain, 1067 Caﬁ 1‘769) are - familmr c,oneept:s‘ l

n~

et ~\;-‘ ’”,1 “n

Note however, that th(\tl} concepts are in Cllhdld Jﬁrttolas (anq *’gﬁq ‘ '

tin o his 1966 work, Slums \\nd.Commuvay l)ovelqpm(‘nt, .-whn.ch rvpcats the
10!
i 3 -

. | .
basic discussion presented in @h 1963 artu.lc angt pzovulc. ox‘.te.nsivc

i il
Mﬁny ot Clinard"'w*m)ge itionsg- dft“ quxlax to Hayns + 'l‘hu reador- -

i

""{chiitional -i‘nfo.x'nnt:ion,nw T ulLs achwvcd in thc DLlhl Pilot"Projcct)
some ye.\ra before tholr‘ populnnty in the gcm'ral llt&,mtuxc on ewalua-

N . | )

. i

- t'_ion rcsearch; 'Clinard hi’ma:elf attributes gany Of hi‘s ideas. to a staff’ 1

.4' ' L . - ',' . - - " ; .. . r‘%

member of the Programme Lvaluation Organization, but the ideas appear ¥
b g ‘ ea -

P

v . o o : e
to ha\m been .\round for some time before Clinard and other eva}uatorSm M
‘. . B .. o \
promoted them m detau with pbspect to the India CD program or Wﬁf\ 1
' ’ ‘\‘ ) 3 . AR
I\metican 'evhl(mtions in the 1960's and 1970":. : -

ot ' : S }‘

\ A The most impormnt featurels of Clxnard s contrxbutlon are his

omphasxs on- evaluatlon- mcludmg recom:nendanons (and, as a_n*ecessary pre- -

i .

.a::pec'ts of! tht» rqsezizj-ch- propo’sed. Cllmrd seems to dxffor fro: Bu.rs

'-‘(l‘)GO’)"as'-'té the advi's‘;ibil’i‘t-j'/‘“bf;'ev‘a'luato‘ts ,a?.'ses inq qoals, at' lea'st",

thrc .may bu occasions whcn a pohcy recommendat_ion is a 1ecommexhdat10n

4 o+

- to change /a goal Cllnard',s dxbnnctlon betwcon cvaluatxon ané research

: , ", A N : . .
'ecd not’ detain the teadcr Suc*hman (1967) admits tm_ Bmtuﬁdﬁon is -~

5

\ .
resca‘rc ‘;h dsic Ja)n (1967) . “The ,\mpottant point is" that Clinard S

; “ fan e \‘.'».“f

L) - Fa ' AP
Spouses,,}an};»%o';'. Py ve;ﬁextenswu approach‘mcludmg scguhe_, for
’___. . ““"l‘%:'. oL . .
©_causes and und,;l rxncxples. . ‘ . -
: QP'" .. . \ ’
'.v”.‘gw < S ) ) : ' \

e

At

7

2
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v
, Jnnn s (1967) 636 pdgqucviow, Community Dévolopmont and L o
. €
p““‘hﬂyﬂ'l R in Indxn, has;sﬁag%crs on vvaluatxon rcqoarcﬂ and _its.
- U | )
resulto in thL Indian CD program. He bclicvos that cvaluation roscarch
. S 1 :
. ‘ 1“ Cb h“' %PLOme fairly soph1 txcatcd bocause of United thxonﬁ ﬁguerto< !
e \\“ - .
B l !
wote 77 Riean,. phllipplne, add Indxan effortq. Basod on these sources, pattx—
TEN : \
Yo bular e Prodramme i lose
el bularly. ‘%FF‘ uccesqcs and problem of India's Programmp Evaluation
-OYQQQizadion. Jain suggesds that CD cvaluation be conductcd'on a morc -
' . th“ory"’rl“nted basls. He proposes a modol dddpted by h1m from the |
work Of nllhArman (no date qiven by Jaln) and from Haye"' 1559 Uy'Manuﬂl.x.. .
. Thv-propoch model treats ' two typcs of gpowth as the,subject" ‘ )
e o | .
matter of ¢n nvaluatlon. The first’ typu is qunﬁltdtlvc/ﬂggregdtlve' p'
y \ ! N
(' J ’ : .
“hl“h Jd’” (!967 19) ‘says "forms the subJect matter of, statistlcal
. . - \ e ‘, .’
1 \ * \ . N -
‘ﬂnalysxs ﬂ“d is cascntxally J matchlng operation." The second " type is \
PR ' o A i Sy v
< - structuray, dvnllng with the maturatlon, ngarrangcmcnt, and resultlng
imbalanc"”’ln the structure._ Research, on th1s tYpe involves dlsentangling \
, the fJCt”r' %pcc1fy1ng thcxr relatlenbhlps, relatlng these to the . v e
Ve 5 ' ’ .
E@9°Ieb1°"l\madel used, ‘and intd eting the closeness or d;stance 1. -
: ‘ 9 ) 3!
- 'between *'ﬂlaty and @he-mﬁdel Statistical tephn1ques ‘ eﬁblo?ed in
X & i K g
°btlmat”‘ Of - the varlous 1nput output relatlonshmps of thercontrollable,
. . v 4
s ' Pl:f“éd '"‘!ris in the 51tuatldn (xt'gppegrs that Jaln intends. that the U ¢
o me&@bruq Hﬂud for demonstratlnq quantltative'growth be employed as tools 3
: <in tho »?rnclural andiy51s) The stages to be pmployed in the model- ‘ ]
. § . 'ﬁ ‘,
\_’buxldmr; .md \model flttlng process \are: fn‘st, bulldlng the frame of ‘
I { - ) .
: rqfe:cng. 'H' . the proJect, xnclgdxng "spacing out! (hicrarahxz1nq and | ' '
: ) . 3
" .sectorxz»uq) the social sogtor, prOJoct forcos ?nd conutralnlng forces, . ;;
| o . ‘:n
. ) o ¥
D s°C°"d"C”"lu1P§ do§cr1h1nq variables; nhlrd establlshxng equatxonS’* : _g
' bl : s oo
‘ for StUdV of lnbcznal and external varlablcs “and gauglng the distance .
e o L
SRV (b S ,




LY

I

:_fj'ig' ﬂfte"rnai and exte'fn ]

Haycs 1959 clas§1f1cat10n of'three main areas of change-—chanqes in

9

bctweon thc'proncct and the model. fourth, sihplifying'thc modeﬂ and

‘mukinq it more I%Jllstlc through refereﬂee to~ddta from dota;lcd obser=. ..

) .
vations. The procedurc" 1nc1udL\tht1ng of thc ffccts of factors

.

in terms of thelr'contrxbutions to lag.and to interactive and adddtive

N

.cffects. Indicators of qualltatlve success are a\problcm, vhrst

thpS are composkte 1nd1ces and scal;ng techniques. The rosearch.should
‘ .

.proceed in the-followinq ordcré stntement of ob)ectivc and questiions,

R o - A
aLath nés of presum(bly cxplanatory hypothebcs, identification of\fuctorb
‘ ‘ 3

'and thelr 1nd1cators 1n a prellmlnary scheme "of rclat1onshlpau data

$ oS

collcction, statistical tests of hYpothesized felatianh@pﬁ%Fanq inter-
| ., R . ‘ ol e . R
\ wo Lo é’km L . .
prctatlon of rcsults. : i . \ ~ . ‘

'

& | .
Slncc CD results are‘the proddct of both planned and unplanncd.

\ ( _
factors, evaluatlon rescarch must review ‘lanncd faitors and unplanncd ;

 {fiuencés.m ‘The pmpllgau%ons are that rcsearch

mu%t\debcrlbc the exxsting state, ﬁdﬁmtlfy changes over tlme, 1ntegrate
A

balancés and stresSes-in the change process,yrelate changcs‘to thg

hierarchy of prOJcct factors,_analyze the role of plannlng in chanq:{
A . A\ 25
and dcscrlbe a strategy of change. Jaln (1967: 521) suggests use of

”ndlvxduals (three large cateqorlcs\of such change), chanqes in- 1nter-!v
\ ,

/ pqrsonal rclatxons (four catcgorles), and changeq in social overhead

(QWO catcgorlesf--as "thcoretxcal expectatxons about the kind qf changes
A y - \
\accompanying community dchlopment.“ These chaqgah.should bc analeed

Y v

{ . L .
in-terms of their pervas1vone§s enduran&o, and 1mp11cat10ns. Jhin ;!&-- .

1 - -

\ .xdcnn1fxcs cD as changes 1n thebe threo qroups of compon?nts and thnir

1ntcrru1a§10nshx§s S0 as to malntaxq continuity and 1dcnt1fy of the. \
S .

-communi ty within\thcunatiopal‘concqxt.\ Indices exist or can be preparcd

\ ! i . " - 'm e ‘ ‘:

4 .
. - b



|

--~qudlityW€Haycs”'chanqu~in~%ﬂ§%v¥éaa18)r“Soquf~diffurpntiation and

}

L : : \ . - Vo
for demonstration of growth in the 'three main areas of jopylation

l
. e A o |
integration (interpersonal relatxone), and m turlal development - (5001a1
. | ,

pvcrhead).‘ fois) cquals the composlrc index of thc indicle: for thcsF three

qroupsf While uch a composlte iAth does not weight or scale the

| \ ‘ i
!

il . ,' ‘, .
chponents of the individual ind;ccg, the'compositc in ot least a first

step while resdarchers attempt to find means foréassiq“ing defensible
\ - . : -

woights: gy d | e
-, . .

CD>activitie§'and subcomponents can b? related to. the three broad

: . e ! . . 1
areas descqibcd as material development, populatlon quality, &ndréﬁs}al
| oo . ) - \. ‘ .

- - ar

differentiation and integration, but sich relg®ion. donh not anshgr’ the

~ o : ) )
: . _ \
‘question of which changes are the results of planned‘inputs and which !

care the feSQltf‘of,otherlfactors. Jain says longituding} studies arq.

u"

nQ help in ans wcrlng the quesrlon[because such studxew mvrely assyme

\4’__1

‘that éhanges are the results of planAeﬂ efforts. The “Judles do hot
aécountHZOFJthé effects of maturation, contemporaneou“ “Vcnts; inter-
active: effecﬁﬁ,'and the cffects whxéh the measurement proce;g ;tself -
‘may have on outcomes -(e.q.’,\\‘the information disga&ent fon c:pabil'ity

most’ or all of thfsc\effects, the blgqest probléT ot aly’ is fxndxng
madchan 3roups. ”gf rcasonably satlsfactory control q,”ups can be"
found, gf;lngvof cxperxmcntal desxgnq can elxmlnatc most or all of
1th; validity qu}érs jeoFardiz§ng }nternilAandifxtorqﬁl Vulidigy.
3 Jai: advises thatzusc'oﬂ his model méy:encounlu; practgcal

difficulties such as unavailability of base line data, iy imposiibility

\
|

of obtalnlnh a control qroup because a whole region ’“«lnvnlved in a .

Al

"in a quéstidnﬁairc), thle proper us e of a’ contfol qr”up can eliminate -

~

|

.
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\

_program. “OL“VQV, more httentioh to intcgration of evaluation in the

| . . . ”

~Planning stages and more concern with the data collection can reduee

the practical problems.
. \ ‘
Many of Jnin's'ébsqrvations are made also by othcr'cvalgators. *.

1 . .

Guba (1?69) dif;uu:‘,sgs interactive effects, and'-Campbc-ll and AStan}h‘Y (19(’6) w
'PfOVidc‘a.ihbrL book on éuaghiﬁg thrcéﬁsfto iﬁtcrndl‘dnd q#tdrnni; ‘ ‘
. ) N
i(rcprcsontdtivnnunn) validity in e*perimcnﬂal and quasi-ﬁgpcrimnntai
. : . . i y

res LﬂfCh “QY"§EOE couréé is the author of somc og Jdin's‘gpgqcstions
: : I .

and part of his analysis. cD writers such as Sanders (thquy. 1970) '/-,\‘
have decried the woaknessiof CD theory and ha;; quéeétcd hypothesis

testing, and educators have Sugqestéd theory-based evaluation and other - =
approaches which have some nelationsqip to.Jain's model. Jain's @ = A
P, ’ v '

singular Cthribntion is that he has provided whatgappecars to be the T
\ . . . .
-k
most comprehensive and definitive model for ap‘evaluation.utilizing a
vl : - ! ) . x

theoretical base for measuring outputs and idéﬁﬁifygng planned, unplafned, g
and interactive offects which can be used for process and. output - . :!

QVGIUGCIOH and -aluo to keflne the model. The model .alsa Was the advantage

- of comblnatxon with compatat1v$ experlmcntal research, unllke qucls

~

by cvaluatorshsuch as some-of the neo—TerQians.

The Basic px:oblcm with Jain's medel, or at'l.c\ast wi‘tm&his

_Jrltnr s undoanlndLng of it, is that of envmsxonlng the‘model in
|

-

<\practxge, a dlfil'nliy whlch ‘may be due in part at least to deflcultY
| .
in understanding some of the intorrelationships and subaspects in the

: o . o | ‘ . y
model as described by Jain. §n the foreqoing discussion the -present
writer has made o [ow guesses as .to what Jain.intends. For instance,
) ' . \ '
the relationship lu-fween quantitative and structural cvaluations is not

t



(2]

e

o

- - \ C T ’e} 0

\ .

Llear, nor is it clear that Jain (1967]321) 1nLcnds that CD evaantion.

-

A85e85 A otratnqy of . planned change rater than. s;mply des;ﬁlbe onv

The prcsont

Higher and the Lower Terms”

writer has rendered Kclat1on hlp of‘the chdnqes w1th the
1 .o

as "relate changes to the hierarchy oft’

. [ : -
project factors," and has had to make some other guesses about the

'moan%ng of some of Jain's terms.

|

i

Yet, whild the foregoing points.

may be more than quibbles, Jain has performed a significant task. in

wrapping up

so many concerns and approaches

which begs for testing.

Other Siqnificant Contributidns

1

-

- N

.

»63” Amonq other worthy approaches to CDh

partﬂcular;y instructive. These approaches

|

\ .
into a model of CD evaluation

l

: |
evaluation four stand out as

L)
L T

arel  first, an early and

illuminating model from antther United Nations agency; second, & model’

drawn ftom American experiences with independent CD activities; third, -

\ .
O

.

Y
)

> 9

'a model ‘refining quantltatlve and quak_tatlve measutes in coajunction P

3

Y

&«
«

with process.reports and explicit criteria for outcome evélutiongyami‘“'.'

\

.féurth, an qpproach moreé clearly foc#sing on administrative dilemmés'

- than any other discussion.

|

N

‘e

i

» kA
.

A

[N

' Anothor"&nodnl; wWorlad Héalth Orcjanization's ‘Expert -Committee ..

| o8 . : L j .
“on Health Education of the Public (1954) stresses evaluation's role in

decision-making.

\

All program planners need to a3§esszthei; actions,

and -to do this properly should ensure that plannlng 1ncludes flve

essential anredlents ‘in evaluation:

. . Lo < . A . -
objectives, sclcctxon'&% success criteria, selection of evaluation
- N ¥oN B . . . N

Vot

'

clearistatement‘of program

0

’

procedures which reflect the criteria, use of a basé line for measuresy |

-

and.pre~tcsting of methods used,

v .

| i

It is not clear whether methods -

-

e

e



A

v objcctivesA(cf. Suchman, 1967). Thc-committee's-judémcnt of effort

7

ThL commxttee s 11st

{s sxmllar to steps rccommcndcd latcr and in more‘
deta;l by Glasser (ﬂQG)), Stufflobcam (1967), and Alkin (1969), allowing
tfor somic differences in ordcr and description of_thg units in the various
lists mentioned.. The Expoert Committee's list doc; not mention formative
and summatch pﬁrposcs for evaluation, but'those‘;rc discuéscd'elsewhere‘

in the committee's“rcport; -

Thc Expcrt Commxttca advises that dentlflcatlon of proper

ERPSR

obboctxveq should take placc in conqultatxom with the peoplc supposcd td

bohcfit from an activity. "Programs must take into account local resources,
and the local pcople s views on what constltute problems and what cnusea

\
them. The principal ob)ectzves must be gupportcd by lnterLdlate ones

which help'determinp'spccific“acﬁ‘oﬁ‘steps. The cp J ‘ éescrlbes-

] eval“tlon as rcldtlvely Smele once comprehensxve o __ves'have_
bcen restated Q% specific ‘terms for a program or project. This view
bcems overly sanguine, even after specxfac statements af objectives are

%ﬂade, some -may prOVe difficult to measure becs%se they cannot be'related
V .
to available hndlcesb e.qg. gkwhat gi the 1ndex for satxsfaCtlon with
: 1

.,

2 Ty .
medical servxces’ 2 T R
o !t
,; . R 5. : )
T Thb commltteehithlf 15‘&oncerned about the problem of crlterla
: - ) :
for success: physxcal acconpllshmcnts are usually Y. to mcasure, but

’ ; CH
i N . f

CD and/or publlc health programs usually require lnchators di changes

in pcople's habits—~measdres much more difficult to .employ and usually

'quuiiing more arbitrarily set. levels of acceptable achievement than .

- »

. . . Lo
in physical ta:gct§. The committee warns against resort to the effort.

| : , STy .
measures which are often’used, ,but which have no valid relatign to-’ )

'
'

167
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e '

|

measures may be a llttlc harsh, but it is true,that such mcasurps have ..

e \ - -

no clearly: domon%&rnble_airect reratlon'to“ﬁtogtam ob)eptxves~unless-~_ S

thc‘objoctlvcs arc #he effonts themsclvcs.‘ - ,"‘
. .
In oxdcr to prevent the probloms of using cx- YO st facto cvaluation

P

to prove success, the cKmmLLtoc advocates carly planning of ovaluation

so that base 11nes can be established. The committoL dlsapprove" of A

-

use of a c0mparioon group as an altcrnatLVL to base lines, for use of .

“such a group shlfts the focus from program accompllshments to d1[fLrences

betWCon qroups. Like many nco-Tylérians, the Expert Committce is not

‘1

interested in 1nt;r program comparlson, ‘nor 1F coutrollcd éxpceronts

y

or quas si- experimonts."ht least, such disinterest aggears to be the_:'

explanatlon for the committee's- fallure to make the obvious p01nt, latet
ﬁade'by Hayes (1959), that basc\lines g3y be used in conjpnct;on with a
comparison group L ’ ‘ e ’ '

In its enthu51asm for evaluatxon.hased on outcomes in relation

\ . ) .‘,, ;

to stated pb)ectxves, the commlttee rejects therldea of 1nc1ud1ng

e .. .o

unexpected outcomes as success criterxa, thus taklng a Tyletlan, not
even neo-Tylerian, view. The‘approach appears a fundamental‘weakness
because of the numbcr of unantxcxpated effects 11kely xn a CD program
However, tho Expert Committee's general approach doeq not prevent addinq
new criteria, and tochnlquea such as expcrlmental desxgn, to tﬁe basic
‘ingredients 1dént1f1ed by the commlttee.' Noteworthy is the relat1ve
comprchensiveness of the approach offured at a fairly early date in d’

the dGVLIOment of evaluative rescarch proposa)s and tcchnxques for

N .

) ]
nat a5 LClQCth and comprehensive as Jain' s (1967), thcy appear to be - ‘f

bascd on exporxence wlth thq dxfflcultxcs ongcndered by thc highly

> -

L)
. . ¥

®

*CD programs, partlcularly Jcbutsxdo._ of Indxa.- while the proposals are ’ '



»
Y

, to these trends,:JangS proposes 3 "stock -taking," or seﬁiZZ%;}uatibn
N N . ) '| . N ‘ "

Y

- ~increasinq the rclevaﬁcy of CD&_liagns is intbtestod particulatly in " o v

" of ¢p's principles, goals, and current pbsition as a first step in

- ® : . . ) e 169

A

problcmatic procedurcs chd in many soc1a1 program cv§jiaLlonq

o T

Unlted States before the 1960'8. and are a preccursor t? the more dctalled

‘ and more, broadly orlentvd apdroach offered by Hayes ' : ' . . |

'{' s w
R -
I

CD movement. Jancs' (1961) sccks ;b mako CD more rcélevant to

ah increasingly urbanized American setting in which CD's local and

[}

o . . . N
" pluralistic approaches are jeopardized by the embrgence of city-planning

and lérge scale federal intervention in local affairs. To .accommodate

!
»

cy
A

. prbchsxonalxzatlon of CD workers throuqh unlver51ty'tra1n1nq blendlng

1 . .y .
social scfence prihciplps with an action orientation in order to produce
graduates capable of filling the mediating and coordinating roles of _‘ T"
AR : : s . ‘ "

cdmmunity_organizaﬁiqn (in Rbss"(1955) sense] woikersoin expanding

A" Yoyl ' | ’ N
" urban sett#ngs. Janes.thinks that Jf CD cannot adapt to urban settings

J *
; .

the qn‘ﬁovemcnt,willlihevitably decline simply because of the population ./ - .

K}

" shift to urban‘ateaS. ; o - o
. . o _ .

: evaluatzng specich cb pro;ects and progtams.

. Whatever one's v;ews of professxonal;zatxon of CD, Jahes comments .
K - ¥
" on criteria for evaluating Ehe effect1Veness of CD are uscful fot -~ ‘_ : “”1!*‘

!
o

‘Janes says tﬁat“evaluaﬁion involves application of a standard .
to specific cases to determine their cffectiveness. The complexity of
1bcal needs and conditions makés measurement.a.coﬁplicatcd'task. CD [ ,

. workcrs, communlty leaders, and Lnterost groups. dxffer gapcernlnq the»

¢
[y -

- need for and results of a CD act1v1ty Some people even fcel hindered/

N

by its accomplishmcnt. Consequently, an op1n16n poll about offects is
: P

1 X . A
. - o . \

i
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~ .. . .not’in itself an adcquate medsurv of ¢p because the opinion of the |

.!‘majority of .the mom;:'nt" may of:::(\ru_r.e decjpsly f;;lt .anxieties or bittz:r‘ncm.. L
on the part of some other community groups. Mcsré ongctivc measures ! Y
are Irequbred;.’ related /to t;lie 'CDh mé;vement's'p’remi.s_.és,‘ but not re»-l}"ihq

on cxpréssioas‘of majority opinibn. ° {:

. . .
\ .

Jancs ‘1961 10) E"'OP‘)S@-’J three main xndlcators of success- (1)

~voluntaristic’ cutablishmcnt of nn orgamzation ablc ‘t_o mwt community

needs, ‘11) increased intcraction and communxcatxon among commumty )
‘ . . - S ,

mambers, and (III) deVeiOpmt‘ntS of prOcc.dures or teqhmques which could q
‘ ) ‘ .
be uscd in other commum‘txes to meet ﬂocal ,needs.f' Thes\mdlccs are
‘ . ‘ ‘1 N
assumed g-,¢ rclate t° Cp's “1‘?’1'“0@0 qoal -of improvﬁ.n!; the quahty of .

commumty 11fe- anes adwvises that the first in tator re uircs t:hat
q

3

an innovation work well’ enouqh thnL there are not at.tempts to fm?nd

PRSP

! "c‘ .
L 'otganxzatlons to do the same task. Ttlxe second lqah:ator. lncreased
- { X | e

1nteract10n (and presumabl? Janes moans mcreased f:osxtxve 1nteraction).

]

Wty . . i

dﬁeg ot teq.%re t the 9031 of a spec;.n.hc €D activzty be regched;

~~r: / 4

‘ s
a quroved coumumcatxon is 1tse1f a u;.\tenon of s‘jdcess because the ' < F

‘ capacxty to nespond to challengo hag 1mptoved thlrd obJectj.ve

. S L ~ ‘

indicator 1mfolves dxffusxon oi « tf.chm* gp&»* comnumty “Lf- .

‘o 1 : g2 ‘
P ‘ - ‘

A surveys, to other localbs., The (ltrfu&"x{s‘xs 1tsﬂ‘f the evvdence of Coe

e e 4,' e

success, despx% whether opixuon in ém ofj,g}.

ocale was. favorable St i
" 55 1o
Qr unfavorable. _m“’“" o, : R .
s R ‘ ' ' - i Coe R
4 : . S
. Is it fau- to 19"°re qu'«ll.xg'c local opmmn as a cntcnon gs 5
i ug,‘ a ‘ )
success, and are therq more shorbt%nrm measures ‘Wh:.ch correlabe .with

B

N

T

-
thc 1ong-run indicators proposed'.’ Jnm_s suﬁsts that CD pnnqiples

. | require only th"‘t a local “‘“‘3°"“Y fmd an act;lvu:x‘ acccptable in’ that :
l 4 | |
- they do not actively oppose it There need not’ be massive lgcal . S

- . 4 N
» . . + b g 'y
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- * ’ ‘\ - ‘?\ . U ) \I:“ \ ~ ,'l. ‘\;M
_ . avalua\txon report should be phrased 1n terms of the l\atter, f\’ét the o
' . - . r A . . L ) ) .. [ P
\ \ . ! o ’ h . . . . . L .
. : t‘orm;_r. e -\ . o , ‘ . . - 3
. Lo in assossmg the mcnta of the. Lov«.ll Rxch(; scheme, foui‘ main %ﬁ,: L
. \ N . ...‘ . T -._ .- B
T ‘ pmnts need to be con\sxdered J.pst, l.t is true that Lovell and Rid\es .
e se subgeckihe oty ollend o~
|- {Q use sub_)ectxvt: techmﬁues,“perhaps :.n selection ° he nide prx.nc 1[).-11{ .
RIAY A\ ‘ ¢ [ BN ‘ y' ' oL o
© e attxtu&eé | -and - certainly inthe selg&:t;on of“' thq crttena and 1ndicos. SRR
. v - e It . .
- T T “uowever. Guba (1'969) has pomted ‘ou Lhat all threc prmcxpal "dchntion's‘if
. . E A - s 4‘-,'
T . am \ of ov luatxon-—stati.stxcal measure, ’rylermn conqruonCy(chc.ck,. and L
B '3 - S, : SR ;
t S P ot‘essxohal Judgmenteq. types—*i}\'oive at. leas,c some subjecn’o Colwidcra* IR
- .;-'\ @ ﬂ‘.;,t{c}nsi S ,-.u_,v‘cu an ‘ '_’ehcs prpvxdc a Jclu.me which- ogcnléi commnes . r
e R .‘% ' . , . * e ; ".h__' !
oo ) Y] K . N . R | N
N L Y " e i = :
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,.,;' - -;ubjc.ctivc nnd ObJC\Ctch clcmcnts. 'I‘hcu‘ approach involves t.xplicit

F m——— e b e - S S

, v

\ w
st.atomcnt of pr&,essu.., oh)octives, criteria[, and xndiu_w in " an outcomc

evaluauon, and the mdwators uscd are ‘stated bchav;orully 1f sbmctimcs

T -

]

"li‘ S \problonmtlcally boca 9. of thé %1ff10uutﬁgq thcront in 4pccify1ng ":“"._ ¥
;' 3;:' the, mxnbrlty Qf xndfbatq" whlch do not xnvo\ve casily 1dcntified . T I 15
.‘*ﬂ qunntltx% 'Thir;; while rclyxng on proccqs LUpOttg tmllcd out.by prodram.‘ i»‘N{
"\r’i 3 3tdt{ plaiﬁa Lhe SodelL—?1Chus<PropgsaF in thL Lowcst level af sﬁe :.
.'_ h1erér&hy p;éfnrrgdﬂEZ’p;ofe&syp??l Qvaluators (cf ROaLl,‘ln Rossi and © Y -
—“a ’w‘llllams, 1972) ,it};c schome’ ‘doos( lh\;o.lvz Qxanttt tive measuros as well "\
\ »jfﬁ? -as- qu&lltiilvc ggdgmcntqg\so\may bhno{it 553; a}form of cro§s Chcck‘of j ;ffh%Kx
"4 &3“-‘: two forms Qf'.;nfomatxéwt&' SQ? fnf boilh L-ﬂtYP(‘b‘tend !;i) 'SUDI‘)Ott' the \_ ' '\0 -'.‘ \
- ) G " : "y . 5 e
b '-.",?"l'f-Sa(qu.r éw»gi tl]': dgqrée c:f‘ sgccesg pcco?dm% t;o a&cntinon. '.‘ L
l._' n  ~;;' Fou{t“:" &fxgiefl thc d;E@\cultles vmhere’}\t 1; 3slnq so Amny, e n
e B fmd @g\étuﬂésbbs\ﬂ‘é‘,..,_nd(m'apdré‘, tl:c scheme is .,J,mple enough to. be» ‘-v“ o & -
‘ | employcd bﬁgpﬂbgéad‘sﬁaff gnh«mogxflcq 6. f{t theanlocal gltvhégon.' {ﬁ”ﬁ';c;:  ¢
'\ egpect £o-v8'll ‘four po\:m’tﬂs r.nent:mnéd’ t-her: J.S cons:.derablg mex:it' .y 1

I'. . A\ - ! e
Y P i
e ih movmg further in. Ebe chf’eotxon pomtad 1'.0 by Lovell and R;.chesn Then: ‘
’ w‘" < . ,q’\ oy ’ " ! -
s -
approach appeax;s tb be one way to move beyoad the frustratmq v_agueness ‘ \

- \ \ o - .;. o - W R . N ‘ . # ‘_‘v
‘ar co- B .- PN TP
L? i‘_ Of then‘ ment.onéBatten\ S . Li“\ 7

I N . sl ’
! . -
e B e

'\" 9_110 mmas. , Lpstem, 'rr).p\)dl, and Pelim (1973) discuss e\‘raluatlon
-_" l in term., of CD Mn‘ifatrafors”eva}uatmon dilemmasz kmd of ova‘luatlon; ' \
, | for, v)hom, by whom, and co.,t \The .?:)-c[')r:ssly CD. 1nterest\of tho-.e nuthors »
. ' whb\‘haée érouucod a bo\ok q>h bOC‘lal proqxam evaiuaﬁion 1ncrca.,¢..s the ' v
) .f . 5 sigm,flcance of thc art:-icle‘dt'_spl't(\: the oddlty of rejec-tlvr'\g t.he ' v - - f
'{“.‘ stand.xrd usage o drhe \tcrm."ovaluf:t.ive ro..sealtcih'"‘ to cover mre typg.s'o"f- S .
- b inqui;y t:h’an lnciﬁu;xl‘exptv::zﬁ}mcnt;s for ‘asscs's'in.g %Jutcom'cs\.‘ o . . j:’ ’
. ’ . v T . ‘
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,QPM- - ~The ﬂuﬂms ““e’thag—an ocmxsé)ro‘mms thvotve™

"‘u' rE ‘ . .
‘.nprobIems and stages.. Conacquontly, the throo qplnhznda d‘ﬂbvnluatign-— ) b
. e " - v C : .

C 'offort. efﬁ’[txvenesa, and efflcxunuy-—can be rclated to threo sequential o

iiﬂl‘” oo T

. R , . . . . . \ N
%\ e stagos in-proﬁ}éms:,f1n1tﬁ'tggn, 1nvolv1ng plannlng and securinq

S ’ . Yesources; ¢ ntact, 1nvolvinq v!fortb to reauh thL targut popuLatxon,

\ B i
. . . [ : ' ".,‘ .
N C and 1mp1;mentat:.u¥1 mvolvmg effoﬁat teaclung proqn.\m qogl E.nch‘
1

" and all of the t?peb of ovaluatlon can be applied to the - ‘stages,. but

M

wﬂ some tprq or Lomblnatxons are more approprldtc q} one atagu thnn at . v

SN " - 74 D

e 0T match design andk!pbhnlquc to a pdrtlcular stagc of the pxogram.' The

\recommended matches are survey mLthods and case stleos dur1n¢~1nitiat10n, i P
. | . i \v. "‘_\"‘\ A«

qurVLY mcLhOds and m@nagement dﬁdxts for contact, and fiuld expcriments

R unothcx. The auéﬁqﬂg thod&forc opt @or "dxfferentxal cvaluaLlon" toé} o |

4

Ly

RV

- . Tand co't bcnofit'

. . T o "'\.'? . A
analysis for»zlgtcmcntation. Lo R : O

'Qgg,av g at&on C g

.r,,ﬂn B e “
. . ,’ .

- make it imp§§ A r a single evaluatxon to sgrva alr Lonqumers\the

T ' . : -

V..

ce same way, admxnlsttigqis mustrconsidet facto:s sqch as poixtlcal"*_

o " '%'_cl1m.Ee, varied goalsgz},lnterest groups and plecy makdrs, eXiS¢iW?~' ~ n B

conpxovor51es about the prOg(gm, and poss&bllltgca ol getting agrcement
i """““\
"on proqrq& gbaise. becxsxons on kxnd of evaluatxon and seleuti?n of an_, .
. . ! ‘ " .
' uvaluatux w1ll dcpend paztlxﬁop thc answers to questions about the . -
o consumers. v R . ) ._:
. ."'.)4 .""wﬁa..w o o :
i »Admxttlng advantaqes Q aﬁandvantageu whcthd! an internal or
I
o . ,'" fal cvaluator is eclcctcd, thc authors 4ugg(.t that che CD S _"
R TN HDIRIN WP S } \ e
\ R .

- i -
admxniaurator anertaln partxcularly the bxuseg of thc éxopoacd cvaluator A

. ey . _ Vo . ‘ R
. Wlﬁh rogpcét to concepts (is Lvaluation for thcory buxlding or to B
S . B VoL
i _ produgﬁ adecc") and muthods, and then- Wngh thouv bxases agaxnst the‘ e
* - qués ions ef kind of evqlhatxon rcqu;![d Yor thc “tago of “tho proqrqﬂ, and
pobe consumers d. «\‘ R A R et {ﬂ
5 servdd, o - N e o L o -
S b S 'w’l N i S o ' , -
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ovaluation, and squcs: conqultﬁng_with evalpators who have had

"be arrangemcnlu for ad hoc deyxsiona and for runeqotlatxon
'Ws1ng flndlnqs durxng pnd after the pro;ect. The evaluator ‘and petkaps

) othor conqmltants sh;,%d help answer questxons about the 1mpl+catxons
A :

 of\f1nd1ngb Fipall

The authord anxce and analys;s is helpfuL partxcularly because of the B :V .
. T (IS

‘of ovaluatxon, and mcthods of evaluatxon. However, the general concept . .

“in ordcr to, avoxd so*o of the tzp;cal problems ment}oned by the authors . .

‘ ' \ V T ..‘\
_ \ o . i
ORI . A
The authors alsd advise regarding ‘direct and’ indirect costs In~ T BT |

b : 3

'cxpcxxoncc with costs for' thc kxnds of evaluation contcmplated. . . -
\ N . + N Al '

- Besides ;he.four maln “dxlvmmas," ccrthn administrative factors
) \ N, Y m ‘ A .
are siqnificant. The authors strongly advise that the‘cvaluator be
. ! “ Lo ' L

g his role, specifying total projectV

-

pla(od under  a contrﬂct des
ey

' . o : o
co,tq in terms of fundnnq, res urcou, and xmposxtlons on staff, defining:

jurisdictions, and 1nd1LaL1nq prop03cd use of llndxnbs. Thcgc bhould

) K : )
_,qﬁhc contract

on certain dat%s Feedback mcchanljms are requxred\fon>cOnngcr1ng and

-

~
. { ‘.

howaver many consultants are 1nvolved, che cD

- To- .

i admxnlstrdtor must . take the prxnc1pa1 respQESibllltygfér the evaluation N

- - y - . . .' Pl

\
.and, the use of thc findings. = v . . ol ) Sl

\ . _ » . ‘ . oo . o _'_«ﬂw
ThL cledr focus Epsteln, Trxpod; aﬂﬁ Fellin pfoviﬁe on the -~~~ . ' .
admlnlstratlve dccxsxons faced by CR admxnistrators is unxque despxte
[

thv number of cvaluagors wrxtxng from .the- decxsxon—maklng;perspectxve.

- . W ...v
c0ncegt of dlffcrentaal_ébdiqgﬁi%n as applled to proqram stages, kinds'

.

nccds moreJekpllc‘tion than is provxdcd in the. space of a btlLf artlcle.

- . . -

Anothcr valuablc vspc‘t is thc stxpulatxon "of items 1n & contract o ..
. . ’

- . L . .

and by a’ number of othcr evaluators qucp aisossx %ge W1111ams (1972) - ', 3
. ¥ ) \" o

and welcs (197 a 1972b) o R R Yy
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number of 'ot)\cr c:ontnbutlons t Valuation are wOrth brief mention. In
KY e o

B tho case of ‘ﬁw m1d 1970 s contrlbutlons. it is too early to tell whether

.th(r“\1>proache .-\dv.med will be adopted an& prove uqcful 1m the - long run.
’ * 1,
Saksena (1968) reviews'c.valdat’;ion in UleES_%‘O'adult literacy"
» ’ ' ’ o
proqz nmd,\as rél’atcd to ‘acoision;ma‘k‘inq on tho basis of results rolat\ed,"
. S
v . to objcctives.' .The appxoach Lsnsxmxla\r t:o scv-.ral us dd by th(. Ccntr:.

- . . \
for Lho Etudy of Lvaluatnon, such as dcscnbed bs’ I\lkln (19\39) ’IQ - .

\ a . ar
~

approauh 15 a ma]or\ sluf.t away’ from the stnctly Juaqmenta% eval.uatlons

- . -

uscd’ in-adult literacy programs prlor to the 1967 commencement of‘
. . . ‘. N - *

’
. -

'expnri‘mcntal proj'ccts\in several cOumtries. Sa-ksena provides a detailed-

dosc_rxptzox\ of ‘the &ntu.).pated ex?aluitlon program. . .Had %e' preséni: -3

M +

. i wnrcr bev"n abIc toflillocate .ahy '
Ca » to Saksena S descr oukd ha pcen 1nc;luded 1n Chapbf E‘our ‘bf

,z;ts of ghet outcomcs, a follow-up

. » K

.-

the present stud'y.- _. . T '.ﬁ’ ' ' [
. 0 N - ’ A re- ‘ : ; C * v ' 1 )

Vaughn (1972) offers an evalaatlon ofla two-day CD instltute ‘in.

® -
' De_lgwa‘ré. v ,T}_\e,. cvefluation process 9sed‘gcroal-ly eppcars to} be'o dcc};ne'
' - fro%i the'.vér\oc'c.do_résA émployed by..B:attén (1962, 19’6$), but go_.'i.xx’ter‘é_:%.‘jipg. ‘
set of evaluative criteria reIa %9 actual CD(actJ.VJ.txes to oomponeh’ ‘
\‘of. an "1deak rype" of CDr&pro;:ess was used 'rhe flve cntef:.a -and 31
*

“

r ‘ ‘..

0

accompanylng .mdxces appear t:o involve :ilmost no quantxtatg,,w; assecﬁs. )

- t St o A FER A -
While thc‘prescnt wrxter favors a mix of qualltntlwz and quan'tu.atxve

e

o lndlCC“; in thc munner of Lovcll and Rxchbs (1967 1968), Vaughg‘s a’rticlé_ N |

‘4

e e e
. | LS.WC?;?. rusa o "\ ,-{ LY :\. _

Tt\ué wQstorn chxonal CRD Comm.t:t(_e (1972), a group of 18 extenSxon '

‘.
L

e . vy . ~ : 4

cducatlpn professors, has’ prowded six broad pcrforzﬁance crrtegla for .

. . . v . S

’

e
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' Wuth a "common quund" of msumptxons *out Ch.. The asaumptxons‘and o .
. . .
a set of cond]{txons for t\valuation proVL:tF lxtt:le or nothing new for: . £ °
i ,' T TR -
CcD pmcutxoners, b]ut the art_ivle is one of the fcw doalmg with evalua-'
n P P

. | tion of the CD workcr rather than thc program or prOJect. he six . .
e - evaluative criteria ar‘e,,: awarencss of grou-pj,hg and problcms of the

cl mntclc, success in frndufq 10~.ourcets~ ﬁgvclopment of local leadcrship;

\ . ' . \

use of a propc,r mix of contcnt and:.ﬁz;oc;s», use of 1ntcrpcrbonal ..kllls;

.
Gty e
Lol A S

use of Jnrordlsc;mplmnry qk1113~ (*l;,'q lasﬁ"two arcas arc de‘fﬁd by the ' -

.7 tautliors as "individual skxll" anq, Hgpnd) %htevement") Some of t:he .
y v ~“ ‘o ‘

' crltena montroned appear to be- capanle of%uty in evaluatﬂon of the
\ -

CcD actlvity u;self as weLl. 4
N ) vOtH (197\5) 1dent1f1es and t to. cxssxst resolution of fxve
, -
. L mzxn problems im c;) i ™ < ‘ cti g :jd clear .ca.usa‘lr&:_‘ '
model nabxlxty t‘ﬁ properly rgndomuag ‘ v ‘ | '
' “"‘{;f-‘ prok:lcms (weak e.ffocta, rouqh measures\. }sf,ruail samples, ‘ but: t}hor; .S B \
st -y

Ve dq;bt t}rat weak eﬁfects are a techmcal problem), and poln;l"cal 1nflqences'
' Hxs analy\sls h‘)s lxtt:le new to offer excep«t Eo‘

attémpt\s be made to apply "dynamc ca.uﬂl mo&éls" to CD e\ﬂalnatio

. o ‘ l 3
ST Sucm mode.ls buxldx*i}"txa nu}nbcr of explanatory tactors wh:.ch are chockcd -
3 . . agamst the data frbm vanqus igmpj.@*ﬂ,ts. 'I‘he model allows for mxd- *
\ ‘ B L i P 4
” strcam changes in program because the model cag ad)ust. by addrng another '

’ ! . S .
' vglable. Thxs abllzty to- ad)usti ;,s an advant:age over mo-.-.t expenme(al ’y

. dg§1gns. anevcr,’ t;he model requ,lres very large samples 1E a numberﬂof

. ‘\ : 3 ' v
\ alternatwe cau‘sal vqrxablcs buxlt 1nto .thc model are to hP elim;naéod* ",_ "\:
Y n‘ J \ a N N N
. s ‘
or mlnxmi‘zcd as alternativc explanatxons to the explanatlon provldedby
. X \ - .
- i - e . oo o D )f e
- ‘the t;rcatmcnt variable: - S S 02! .



o " Cohcn (19’76:22) atttmpts ‘to temper Voth's views hy 'ugqcsting
hat in the reco.nt rush to provide quantifiable outcomo evaluations of
' CD activities “one can 10sc sight of valua‘blc.;nfomatlon derived fron\l
: :
' study)mg the process by whlch the pz‘OJcct was conducted. One sﬁould not

- .

be d:.scouraged from publishing dcscriptive rFSults simply bccause thoy 3

. .may apyear 'lcss sqi.bntifxc than quantltatwe data. There is room fo

both experlmental desxgn and descnptlve evaluations, the latter

"
v

) 3 v
partxculatly in regard to processes w&thm CD prqaects. Tho slb‘wness e

L \
- B Y l
of change in many CD actlvxtiés requiros evaluation techmques Capable

-of detectxng very sl;qht effects Descrip\:xve ddta complled durlnq the S
i Ry R 3
R )
coutse of a} pfo;ect often réveal Just such effects. ‘ . M _,_' _ KR
to A : ‘ . "Q
, . R tcchm.que too new t0o assei 15 the ﬁared Process t:ya/lpatxgo IR
B . B St
" t . . T R -l." )
o System developed at The Ontaq,xo Institute for Studd.q,s in BducAtion. . / T
. Macheracher, pavxe. and Pattgrﬁon ﬁi’]ﬁ S)" s? th@t the sYst?em bt :
3 . ..
S e - o collects infométioﬁ about who w.;s uwo\lved in a’ e
. caommunity developmept pro;ect -and- aboanhich ngtlcal events .m‘.-
*  took place. Then the system links(Ehésdata inv ¢ individual 5 &“gi" :
\ "1+ and events to a co‘rmnumty development prpeess gL\ 'l‘his“, S "":’,,"r
\ .« linking ptrovides a data configuration Which can s"'" egQs, the . 1 .. .
input td a vanety qf,evaluatxon questions. = S ) e ,' . “’g‘
b Bnéfly the system requi,res a set of assumptzon about evalu ti.on, o
‘ o . ,- L,
a sét of defm:.t:.ons related to CD. and data collectioa, summary, e
- - : " *r» ~ 2 RS
RN e . t - Vol oa A
T dlspfny and analysxs. ‘Some mﬁeresting work on. CD'defiqithﬂ%y d‘@oﬂe N .
. ; ] e N . . ' L aat .
. m order to standatdme the systm. Bata gatherinq invo‘l.vqs.ﬁtensive A L 3
' Ll

/ \' mterv.tews w1th Lndwiduals and Vfth groups acting as a uni.t _ 'rhe
| A

Mo collated descnptions are dz.splaye‘ on several matriges shom.ﬁg difﬁetent

.

"r,ypes of mv?lvyments ahd shared perceptions of actors in:the CD act.vity.

_'Many- j'udqments can’ be m&fc'ie baseE on the system data, part;cularly CIS I

< 'worker,s own Judgments abbut th prEcess. values. and inter;ventxons ﬁsed" = ’ A
. 0 R

Ns U e ‘ _
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. . ! .
by then'i.. No judqmcnt of a “onc appropriau process is possible. The .

-

systcm do\és not 1m‘?lve judgments based on external criterif only

shared perceptidnq’%z’e used Conaequently, support for the BYBWN han : $ ’

/ . [ A
~ been good fxom CD worhrs exposcd to }t. The syste'm ena-bles CD workers ‘ o

to match their. pcrceptxons against those of othets invol\(cd in’ a D

¥ AT . o "
! ‘ - . w o l"A"
. .

T activity S S N R

" -0 . The - systefn appears to provxde CD workers a means’ of ovaluating,
» ’ |

St rathe‘? than prov:.de them mth an evaluation. 'rhe lsy..tcm also appeiu:s

unique in relyﬂ\q e &ely on sub‘jective data. but lquamt:it'yigq the data e ‘
v‘ ,‘ Ay - ! ,"?‘ . ‘.'
%ough use Of the Wiees.,~}{owewer, 1t is defxmtely too .carly to TN,

4'-'0

‘assess the, sxs;,em‘s \azility.

., €. . \
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sat . B
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-
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L ,‘_ While the aﬂalysia ln thi§ ohapter doa‘s hot exhaust the qenerally o

*oia ; " ‘l l.- . B

. [ X4 . ..
ava:.lable lxterature ptopbsmq qenerally applicable sc;.hemes t’or CD oo N

- . by

eValuatmn. there is .reaeon to belj,eVQ tbat tge review comes near to

AR PR S .
Lo dqing. so, end ’eh be&er teason to bqlieve that’ thco re‘ﬁ}ew exhausts - e
:,. 7?“ ,'. . "-_ iy '. ) ...' . 4.% \ N o ; ’ )
the stock of. gngiﬁal‘ views and on.ginal camﬁhatzohs.» Ror instance, - R LA
D _(.. i o . ) N ) .- ‘

a check of ,maa:enals am the two voJ,umes of Comunxty Development Abstracts o
lf st ~ .

‘“_t‘ (1963, and 1972) anfl browéings thrauqh Volumes 4-and 7‘:0-10 of the - e

..

-0

Coﬁmum.ty D‘evgoment Jour;iad the 1968*-1972 ’ﬁians ﬁ the Internatlonal

‘ R .
- > . ’ 4

G
Revxew of Conmumty Development, and the 1972-19 edltwns of the Journal.

K - .
r ,'s ' < %

' of thc Comhnn:.ty Developé:ent SOciety has not uncaveted articles of qenetal

s N .’ , . ) X
L] EE
R B )
14 -

s significance f.o CD evaluatmn addit.mna]. to thOSe presented 1n this e

)

chapter. &‘here are ‘a number of arncles éem:riﬁng eva).uation approachee

L .l.,-.‘

@ :
in partiéulu P!‘Ogramq, a. small numbe: of wh;.qh are diScussed in Chapter

Y Four, and of’ course many CD case studz.es and other mtar}.als do cont;ai.n'
) . . > _ ;." X | L ’
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evalu;\tions. In fact. t;he amonnt of €D liceratﬁié ot‘fcring judgmcnts ' '.\

must comptme nearly the tntal amount of. CD litcraturc. What is lacking R

. . “ SRS X ’ A ‘

is 2 reasonable mmber 1‘95 arcic.les, monographs, or sections of books -
Cab

on evaluathn methods. criferia, mdices an%the like. Even amonq the .V ).-

[

few materials avaxlablo. the;'e ls.a surprising amoun¢ of /repctitm(\, l
w1t11 onlly a few really d;fferent viqws emerging‘ In his res;iect; CD
:»cvaluation app.;ars to be lnorc na?rowv in i::s perspectiv.e than at least
v
s 'the\more recen‘efforts 1n‘ other. foms éf sc‘:ci‘al L;z‘oqramg'. However, - .o
o 't-_he quaiity of a few co.nt;:xbuuonls 1n CD evaluat:mn, such as t:hoae by ' ;

=t
g,

v 5

" w Clmard Hayes. Jain,and Lovell and Riches may make up- partly for the
i/

N Acarc?ty c'»’!gpat:enals, and Hayes at leasp sta@s on aqhal tootihq with S o ‘
; . .. ‘

the zbeﬁ'metﬁ,odoloqists, m otheg: Q’{‘”‘?'{" It is likely tMt Clinard qmd D l )

o Jain place very hthly as’ well e a4 S AR
. 1 0.‘ .\# .’\. P . . .VI‘. }‘
e Mogt cD evaluatlons should use ]qumental tachniques (see , IR 1’:;
T . \’ g T BN O
. ’ L ] i

'ith explicir.ly st&d suTndards and methods, and/orl

h _page 720 'above)

W

)

’3 should employ actidn. research “In batgl these. foma of: eva&&tion, A;,-‘? ,f-‘u; ,b\ g 1

S e R

.

- ;.f : ‘ benefit: to . the particular prOJect undt‘ar'study Jppears mg dichas.e o P:_ﬁgé
A 'h 'conce:tratxon ;;fomat:’vp con&,derations_ § Sa(tpling of nzny sim&lar 2 -
; T o~ Y e BRI TN o peE

. project$ can utilizé éeme of. the mox.-e refmed Lvaluation téch.?iquee' ‘ - ,

v -t ‘ ) ' o - Lo .

’ ",7'1 Stansti&:al data avaxlable cduld pe. submitsed for smmumuse in L " ~
3 - >e - o) . . . ) .

A ) meta—analysis ‘of pro;ects w,xthout add&i burden to progect '8 afi,( ana ”«; “.oJ. J/
PR "% . AN . . . a !\ ) ‘: =

.
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CHAPTER FOUR | . o

_ILLUSTRATIVE CASES OF GB~

- ' 'EVALUATION REPORTS

Chapter Three pro sented CD evaluation models and rclated them to

dcvelopmqnts.in other social program fields. Thé results suggest that

thc best CD ecvaluation modcls, such as those of Beers (1960), Clinard

(1963, 1966), Epstein, Lrlpodx and Fellxn (1973), Hayes (1959, 1966),
Jai&‘?§967), and wiLeden (1970) are comparable in quality to good social
program evaluation models and may-be a little more realistic than most

of these in terms’of evaluating in social settings."While i¢ is not

'suggestéd that CD works directly influenced new trends in evaluation such

.

as theory based evaluation, it is interesting that the germ of ?he tﬁéory-

.

based evaluation idea appears in work such as Haggstrom' s (in Cary.,
1970). A number of toplcs, such as evaluation for dec1sion-nak1ng, use -

.of built-in evaluatlons, consideration of short, 1n§ermed1ate and long-

term objectlves, and use of ach1evement rirher than effort criteria,

while dcveloped orlglnally for, use 1n the United States, appedr in CD

literature and occa51onally-1n CD.practice beforc any widespread use of

4
the technlques in evaluatlon of social programs in_ American locales. /// ;

The present chachr carries the analysxs forward through review

L Y
of examples of "literature containing actual evaluations of CD aqt1v1t1es,

S

and rclates these evaluations to their aegroe of conformity with CD

and other social develdpment evaluation models. The treatdent is

P

illustrative, not comprehensive, and covers several types of evaluation,
. .
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'ranqing from rcports which contain evaluatlons but do not appear to -

jmeet the requlrcments of cvaluatlve rescarch, to more rescarch orientod

<, .

I3

reports, and to more cxtcnsxve ovaluatlons definitely mecting the
I !

.
crxterxa for cvaluat1vc research and providing evaluations of large :

1
scale CD activ;ties. , v

SOURCES OF REPORTS ' .

re are

! 1] - ' . .
: _As indicated in the first chapter of this study, i

problems with availability and quality of- CDrevaluation raports.

!

Brfkcnsha and Hodge (1969), Dunham (1968), and Erasmus - have indicated

that few evaluations, and even fewer adeqhate ones, of CD activities

1Y
.

exist. The'type.of cval&étigp referred to is that in a systematic
eva}uatign report, preferably biésenting'summatiye data asﬁﬁell.a;
. ¢ . !
descri;tlops"bf fims, structures, procééses; and conclusions. Lbiﬁhead N
(1969: 69) says that 12 lS "4 matter of amazement that in the thqusﬁnds

.

of pro;ects carrxed out all over the world by the special agencxes of A -

(the) UN and by governmehts, oo little time and thought has been devoted r

to attempts to discover whether the effort was worthwhlre, “and 1f not, K

why not." The authors cited split on the questéon(of whethcr an adequate
. : R
amount of case materidl is available from which to derive evaluations.

While the other authors think that ample materials exist, Erasmus says

there are few cases available, let alone analytical studies. The question

appears to hinge on what an author will accept as a study and what he

views as an available case; ECrasmus referred particularly to studies .

o < . . »
listed in the first volume of Community . Development Abstracts and to

bther literature available in various journals familiar to social

4 e .
scientists interested in development. These periodicals, plus a few

,/ .
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books, would _appear.to. mark the _outer bounds of comnon knowlodqe alinq

i u , *

practitioners and studiers of CD.\ Reports published by qoverhments amd -

developmcnt agencies, or. commtssxoned by them but:not published,-ﬁnd

! -

selected theses supply the bulk of the remaxnder\?f materials, but Arq&

r

not commonly known. . : . ;
. . ' . &
The present writer has jdentified between 200 arnd 300 ‘case

) ' _ : ] .

stpdics out of about 2100 articlgs listed ih the 1964.and 1972 volumes .

1

of Community Development Abstracts‘(éDA).' The wide range in the estimate

-

reflects the difficulty of classification of the materials; what, for
instance, is one to make of an entry SPCh as Number: 1856, "The Social

Role of the Army in Iran"; is the entry really a case study of CD’ _ The
\
200. to 300 qases are exclusive of any dlfferent enes which may appear "

’

in the 345 books, mcnographs, and reports also included in the two

o

4

volumes. ~Cases appearing in the Cpmmunity Development Journal, the'

N . ) - { .
International Review of Community Development, the Journal of the : ://

'

Community Development Society,” and aizek.other publications such as

Human Organization.and Rural _Sociology but not included 'in the volumes

of .abstracts’ appear to number abou; aihundred dlscountlng the one and

(

two oaragraph, 1mpréc15e “Case Studles in Commun1ty Development” begun

:by the Communlty DeVelopment Journal rn 1968 as teachlng devices. [About

‘

1968 the professional journals for CD began increaslng the Eelitive

P
numger of‘case/reperts:as;compered with .the philpsephical articles ,so
decried by Erasmus.] Altogether, there would‘appeer to Eé about 400.
case;Aeasily available for analysls. Pre&ticelly‘all'of these cases;
aSnyell as practically all other CD materials, coutaiﬁ judgméﬁts.'

rd

However, few of the. cases are intended as ecvaluation reports, nor do

many meet even the loose criteria. for evaluative research in the rather-

- ' ~. o . »
J ~ N _ !
. , .
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y ‘broad sense xsed on paqd*lo of the prescnt stndy‘~— Fewer—stall meer._ihe__h_ ___

© oy ’ )
N ”

x 1# more precise crit:frp described by Weiss (1972a) and listed on pan 21 of
L ) . '
‘ this‘thests. e \ C ﬂf; . : ' T Co
o PV . Y
. ,T: There are other sources of evaluation reports and case materials:
b o ) - ' - '
books such as, those by Clinard (1966), Jhin (1967), and one odited by S

Niehoff (1966), government agencies such as Newstart in Canada, the

Programme Evaluation Organization in India, and the United States Peace

.

porﬂéi United ﬁations”reports,_unpublished thqpcs, and series‘gr 3 .

» publ&shé”dissertations such as Cornell Univer51ty s Latin American
‘ ’Studies Program Dissertatioﬁjéeries, which has some CD studies among a.

. N ; .

4
. host of 'studies of 1itcrary, philosophical, economic, ahd sociological
| » e - .
y .
questions-(SeeL e.g., Baring—Gould, 1976, Agricultural and Communitl

Development in Mexican Ejidos: Reality in Conflict).
[} : : ) ' ¢ :
. : L4 .
e Thus, despite complaihts about lack of materials,-severai\a\ -
. ) .

hundE%d fairly acces51b1e spudies exist. However, many of these materials'

. are of the narrative, anecdotal type. Wlth inadequate reference to oy
! objectives, criteria, 1nd1ces, and outcomes which wouldlqualify the
’ 'studies as bearing.a relationship to any of. the evaluation MOdeIS/presented
’gﬁ tarlier cnapters. éonsequently, the bulk of this material, particularly
' that'from‘CD journals, is disregarded 1n,the present stgpy. This “tactic ;

is the result of an examinatien of materials listedvin the two volumes

of CD abstracts and in’ post 1968 editions of the Community Development

Journal and the International Revxew of Community Development. In this o

elimination the present author may be accused of applying a judqmental

: '
¢ evaluation . Rather than produce further statistics on the reportsf

the-apﬁfqicn taken is to provide illustrations of several of the pr1nc1pal

types of'reporﬁ\offered in the literature.

o

-
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“The rcports"discussed in" the remainder'of.thrb qupte: appeart

to be on a gradient from almost entlrely non—evaluative to” not only o, .
evaluatzvc but xllustrating evaluative researcﬂ' Further attempts at
c1ass1f1catxon, however, require finer discrinlnations capable of -
provoking‘frner dlspute. The po1nt at which readers will wish to ﬂ

1dent1fy an item as eValuatxve research wfll vary with the reader, but ,

t

probably will come either wrth the report by Hall (1974) or with the ',
. : ‘Y t .

next One after. The discussion of evaluation in the Indxan cp program

recexves a SPEC131 subseCtlon headxng because of the complex1ty of the '

~

: evaluation~1ssue.‘

-

o
va

Non- Evaluaqlon Research Report§ '

The Jamalcan Soc1a1‘levelopment Comm1591on (1974) report on
9

- Jamaican CD is an example of a report whgch offers very little in i

’_resoect tQ useful comparxson w1th the evaluatxon models presented 1n
[ ;

J_th1s-study; The report descrxbes the’ alms and history of Jamaican CD,
§

includlng transformatlons in the admlnxstratxon, proJests, and spec1f1c

objéctives. Expectatlons loom larqe, but data on ach;evements to date

i

_are absent. The only dlfference between the style of thrs report and

" nunerous others is that there are. very few Judgments of the program

Fi 1

i -

at a11 1n the Jamalcan report, the style 1s almost entirely non-Judgmental

in te{ms-of program‘repbrtage-' .', J-

A report by Zielhuis (1974) also,recounte a CD.program, this

¢ time in Surinam, but offeré many more judgments and recommendations

4

~ than the Jamaican’ case. ztﬁ‘gu1s makes a number of evaluatxons. Por -

t ."’

¢ e

. . . ‘ . L
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»—--A~--~—;————--£n.s.tanee#%he’#lapse—of—se&eral_pﬁot_pmjectswdu ,r__l_abk of Lo
qualified field staff Well-meaning barkors of private CD projects

hr

¢

: influencxng CD, and relates CD both to government'planning and to the

often build faciliti;s for the local people without finding out what

the people want and enl&sting their aid . The projects ran into trouble .
P \

»because neither the backers nor the people can pay the operating costs.

&\

Zielhuis also analyzes.social, e&onomic,‘and attitudinal factors : .
« -

"
LI

"need for local people to gain enough seff-condifence to demand more self-

, A . o o x ,
gdlernment . O e, ' S

". In a sense Zielhuis proﬁides data to support his Judgments and
- . L 3 )

o recomxnendations. "“he sense 1s about the® same as 19 the Jamaican report,

’ except that 21e1huis deals in more.detail with conditions affecting cD.

-However, Zielhuis does not provide qualitative data' on number of pro;ects,

’

staff, COst, participation rates and so on. Nor does he. appea!\to be -
: o . 1 . . Co

. Lo ‘."‘ .ol . [ ' ! . ‘
'interested-inlgLstinq whethér CD will work if given the various'types'of

’

support he 1dentif1es as necessary, he merely assumes CD will’ provoke

.:'confidence and political particxpation. The general effect of the

report is that the reader revxews a number of’ statements about conditions

! -

C but is'totally dependent upon Z1e1huis' sweepinq-descriptions -of them.~

- ey -

It may be that Zd7lhu15 has considerable evidence accumulated in support

U .

of his views. If so, he does not pass it on to the reader. zielhuis

provxdes an evaluation, but the methods and. eVidence behind it are not

3 . "l

presented. Consequently, the report does not fall .within even the looseg%

’ S .t
charadzerization of evaluative reqearch, even though the evaluation "

J; j

provrded is 1nterest1ng -and may be usefulx _ T ) d T &

;o y S 4
Qne reason for the relatiVe absence of reports prov1d1ng o

IS

evaluations, particularly summatlve ‘evaluations, and evidence for these
: : e . i A 3 '
. R v
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——— rmis—that—many Ga—reperts—are—priated at»a_point.heforeAfinal_resultsru_.“Ammm

4

e

e

v;w;. ’ . ST L ‘hl

on an ecﬁlvity are available. There is a- distressing tendency in CD

. ’

literature to,publish reports on expectattons for projects just gettlng

underway and to publish vaque but hopeful intergm reports on projects

‘. in proqress, but to publish far fe,er reports on project reéblts.

o Th15 tcndency may reflect the relatxve avai&ablllty of the, three types

‘

l . ‘
of reports mentloned The result 197that althouqh a number good “

.

reports prov1de only 1nc1dental evaluatlons of a formatlve type;,

-~

é;,' An example of an excellent narrat1Ve report with 1nc1dbntal,

'

A
_ lnter alia evaluatlon of an exten51ve program (although labelled a

prOJect) 1s the Commun1ty Development.ﬂorklng Group's (1974) drscussion

of the Brxtlshdﬁatxonal Community Development Pro;ect between 1969 and

“1974. The orogram was concelved as a nelghborhood based experiment for

meetlng people s needs in highly socxally deprived areas. The basic

.assumption was thst chang1ng 1nd1v1duals‘would brlng the best results,

provided thet social services were available in a small locality‘base. o

¢ B . \
Because the 12 1oca1 pro;ects commenced between mid-1969 and late 1972,

‘the three to f1ve year run bf the projects means each is at a different

stage No summative evaluatlon is p0551b1e'as of the datelof writing,

! - .

but a number of 1mp11cat10ns are dlscussed by the authors. -

’

- These 1mp11cat10ns~re1ate to changes durlng the course of the

project. Local teémsfbegen to question the emphasis on resolving

individual pathology)and placed the blame and the solutions on social

"arrangements (cf. Suchman, 1967).,.Con§equent1y the projectS‘have

shifted from or added other strategies to the cD and service deveclopment

efforts originally conceivdd. For instance, community action in the

’
>

i

191



‘only of a project narrative.

of strategies.

- : . ' ‘ . . _
A%fif}pﬁgfly, the original summatiye rescarch functions assigned

to ratpér remote, objective, external evaluators have ‘been overshadqred

’ - »

sformed by a new emphagis on action research to prov{de’information
imqediately required déciSiqns and to p%dvide'a record of project

pdﬁcational ﬁbdels. The British approach, however, goes ‘beyond the

* » .
-

Biddles"agﬁ on @&seafgh'ana even beyond their hope for a refinement Of

P D

-

process analy is.repofts so that a takonomy may be developed. Like )

the Indian prodram evalugtofs inard (1963, .1966) and Jain (1967{< éhq

, . . { ) . .
also proposes that service delivery be cast into the framework of
g €
experimental design. -

i 4

| Because the projectsfare still far from completion th? report
’ ~

provideé no summative evaluation. Even information on the f@rmative
evaluations which obviously have occurred is scanty. The projects include
R ; (

what appears to be a complex and excellent scheme* for evaluation, with
attention to theory and a typology of social strategies, but the project

report does not itself provide a good example of an evaluation report,
" . . . B I . i
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Evaluation Research Raportss

i . ‘

Hall (1974) reports a rural health education pq9qram ih Tahzania.
. i : i ) . L\

I. d - ‘ 7 . N .
\_he describes the aims, techniques, target groups, and staffing o _;he f
’ . B : . . ¥ K [
health campaign. This program alsb has a built-in evaluation s¢ ' '

which is to assess the following aspects of a radio study health

- o |
campaiyn based on the cducation principles promoted by quld Freire

and Ivan, Illich: ofganiqatiénal cffiq}ency,‘gs'based:dn demographic /

. / o, -
data, attendance rates, numbers and locations of grozp%, and problems
, N :
, ‘ - , .
in reception and dist?ibution: amount of knowledge gained, as based ®

on before and after tests of a sample.of target grﬁups} changes in
B . , o . - . "

‘héaith habits, as based on field surveys of health'practices in eight

~ ’ ’ N " )
villages before and after the radio campaign. .This'evaluation scheme
* ) - A N ' . . ’
certainly is ambitious, establishing a base line, providing effort angd
éfficiency'measdres,_and testing both-kncwledge and'behavioryof people

exposed to the piogram. The evaluation design shoulqd ﬁlease most if not
. ) '- / L . . :
all professional evaluators. However, it might be useful to run an

additional site visit some consideralle time af;er’the'cqmpaign in order
. d ' .
. to see if observéd-qhahges havé_endured5 - .
. ‘ e
Unfortunately, -the report of the program is too early to desc;ibeqn
all results. However,'Héll is ab;e to describe the'r;Sﬁlés and evaluate

-~

their.effectivepes§ in terms of number of people.;eacheda_and financial

cost per peréon reached as compared with costs of previous, smaller radio

.

campaigns. He safely concludes thatclarger campaigns have lower unit i

'°costs;-Whethér the staff resources for group discussions in a one-
. ‘ v : ) - > . ‘
million pcfson‘éampaign are adequate has to wait on the main evaluation.
Hall"s report comes close to a good cvaluation'report at least
. ’ N '

'partialiy based on the results of evaluation rescarch. However, the
: ) 4 .

=

i
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" report was publlsheq too' soon to utilize the resultssﬁfa more detailed

summative .evaluation. Perhaps theosummative evaluation will nrqduce
‘ :

local residents' purchase of an estate'
and economic transformat1on (see Chapter F&ve of thxs study- ‘also
o

,’Hol@)‘rg*aﬁd Dobyns, 1962; Huxzer, 1964, abstract. Niehoff, 1966).
(e

iate unlversxty resvaed & contract to evaluate the impact of

' Uhited'Stateq,Peace Cérps programs in the Peruvian Andes (Dobyns, /'

Doughty, and Holmberg, 1965 see also Peace Corps Volynteer, January,

1966, Bosserman's 1967 artxcle in- French, aﬂd a English abstract in

V' 'Volume II of gpmmunity DevelOpmeht Abstracts, 1972; Brokensha and

deBge,,1969). The prcgram gsed_a,rough index of benefits along the

\\_}{gés of the unweighted index suggésted by Jain (1967) as a'first step

9

ih measurements; e.g.; garbage pick-up and building c‘community hall
AN , . . <
‘each. score one pdeint on a 100-point index of local developments. By ..
use of this scale a formula was worked out'that,villéges assisted by

" the Peace Corps had a g?te of change\aveﬁéging three and tanging'tO'S.B

e

« 7 tif®s as fast as other villages. The study concluded that the Peace

Corps. helped create or strengthen local institutions able to contiJ;e
-or .

developmqqt. Morcover, while fluency in Spanish was a'major factor

i - ' .
in a volunteer achieviing local respect apd thereby becoming effective,

L



o s

\ ' language fluency was detcrmined to have ir&ufficiont power as a gredictoi'

to be used as a sole crxtetien for pelecttdﬂ':f voluntecrﬂ che:r {

\\a ' 'Cﬁecqots'such as persqpality*en& ﬁatticular technical sk;lgs ehn_conpen-;
sate for weakness in Spanish, in-at léast iB percent of cases, and-in - S

b T 24 pcrcent of cases fluency in Spanish did not relate wish'success. -
Anothet si?nificant flnding indxcated that v01::f§:¥ satisfectirn was, ;;r _‘vl

o positively éorrela;eﬂfulth wel;—Qefined jobs and’ administtapige suppo;}'

and quigdnce. » ' I B . //A
: N . ' v v . v . v
b .' The Peace Corps evaluatxon uses the relatively rough meagure
s »
' of an index which assigns no qualitatxve difference to health, cr‘ﬂit, N
i_': . . . .o
"and telxgious servaces 50 that any achievement receives a point on

| v .
" Othe index. - It appears possible to dez?lop«sone»scaling of benefits, but

{ . .

o D oo _ -
Judgments have to be made about the relative merits ‘of building a church \ 7

/ ..

versus collectxng garbage.' On the dthet hand. deternination of the cost
sxde off'a cost-benef;t ratxo might not be an overuhelming difficulby

Reccu:ds re ava:.lab]:e of the Peace Corps budget * the nler of volunteerg

u

traxned, and the combihatxon of their local salary and Amerlcan-paid

expenses and re-entry allowance. In the cadl of a nunber of Peace Corps

T,

projects. the real questxon is whether there is any acceptable (to the

Unlted States or the host country) alternatxve to wexgh against the cost. -

Another problem is directly related to the Pedce Corps evaluation scheme.
how typical were the villages involved? Perhaps the higher rates of ‘
change are due af least in part to indigenous factors. Withéht access

}/F‘Efo dgtai1s en‘the selection proceis! ﬁhe question remains unanswered.
) Lochhead (1969) provides e'recounting and evaluation of an

. - . . ’ “ N .
evaluation report. Among several efforts of social development minded c
economis;s workfng forothe Un;ted.Nations, the Unitea.Natiens!Reseatch



. - \ ':(' . By 106
. %g Vv . | ’f : '
In*tutc for 90c1a1 Dcvelopwent ptodwhed a 1965 evaluation teport .‘ L .
son i_;gods to Induce Change at the local bevel. ,!l'he tentat&ve concluslons ‘ i)
reached involve 'local, 1&.1 social plmnmq. 'rho researchers Attembtcd ' & E

o to weiqh methods for dcfining and meaautxng social facto:; Ln‘levelop-cnt,

and to do so uscd questionnaires and interviews to obtain the ogépions of -

v
* about 400 largely expatri:;quD workers involved primarily Laﬁﬁural Araas

in projec‘ts mvolving agriculture, comun.lty development, health, adu{t
* !

education and other community-orxented work in 10 countries in the Hiddle_'

R
East, Africa, and Latin\America. Most of Lhevworkers had experience in

»morf than one project and using various techniques such as social

" ‘animation, foruns, demonstra and cooperation: All of the projects

" enlisted voluntary IQcaf’cooA aéisa. v o \
‘ . v , ‘ L -
The 64 questionsﬁé§ked covered bgfh broad and spegific topics.
N
General fxndinqs lndlcate that it is possible to- induce change and that

e
" the results are often succegsfnl. Local peoplc then work tovar¢ change

jif leadersbip and help are available. While 28 percent'of’respondeﬁt!

e

ratéd;their last projec;'as "very éucCessful"_and 61'percent’gs"aoderately

. * A : ‘
successful,"\gggyaa percent considered their last project a’ failure. L

. i ,
These ratings were cross checked by referral-also to judgments :rou' ’

- \ N
- . i
-

cclleagues. e . : : o - SRR

The fxve pr1nc1pa1 reasons given for success were: qpality of

staff; qualxty of planning; knowledge of the, local and natxon7{rcond1tlons,

customs. and language, resources behind the pro;ect, and use of pr ures
‘ N /«. ) -

re;nforcxng ‘local motxvatxon, part1c1patxon, and cooperatlveness (sée

Chapter Five of this thes1s). Except for cases where mater1a1 tndncements
" L '
were offered, the most valuable techniques gor‘gaining'ldcal cooperation
were communications techniques such as demonstrations and discussions.
) A . d
' LR - . \
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s concern b}aced oh lardhold,i.ng practices gs a iﬂndrande to developmerh

~

A

-

suff, toqfauft wuhahuu of staff fm the ptojeCt. and distd IR
from the local pgop!% 'rhere was lm:tle aqreement apout loc ttitudes' h -,
and condl'tions hinderind develomont. 'rho problq moeg mentmned by ;‘ CE e

ncludinq poot tit-to looal cohaitloam unxea‘mblb q\ah" tor&.ho time

1nvolvedﬁ.¢nd sutfin& proble-s subh '.- poo: trmi.niuv’. pmr caliﬁ'l #f

requndents (23 perbent) was\traditioml optactices. Inpbilit&vqﬁ._,. I

local people to work toqether, and inequxtxes in land ownetship and

-

L e

respo‘ﬁdehts respeccively. -

.. . 1. :
.+ The mOst mterestinﬁ fmqu Eor tha ptesent wtiter is the low i

i

land tenute; the O workers recoqnxze t:hat land tenu;e.is a prob T
‘in most’ countrxes, Fonsequently the reasons for success or faxlute

of particular pro;ects nust be souqht elsewhete, such as in the' attfi‘tude o ’

.

¢

distribntion were mentioned by only 4 percent and 2 pem:ent of tha A “é
e w RO B ”‘_,, g

-t e
‘& *"" ¢ e 1! "
B

\

s T

o =
i & 4 . .!:

‘of the Etron in the V1cos experinens (see e. g., Nxehoff, 1966), the .

CD workers are overly optuust:.c in"r¢porting -the results, of r.hen.r C ») e
g . oLy L. :.) -

projects. Othet explanatxons might be offe ed, and probably. a combina— b L

tion of explananons apply. ‘ > £

v

RN

v

.o

oy A .
; P
e . 3 [

Al . . ‘:. * » : (v 4

v

PR 4
N _"“‘ : B ‘k 4, . Loe «{&'-.
The view of the 400 CD workers appea.rs A be k direct contradicnon of : L
rather formidable evi.dence and arquments given by Huizer (1968, 1964, IR T
' i
abstract. CDA, Volume 1) that land reform xs,cruci.al to CD; - Sev_ex‘alv W
R " ° -y X '. &
explanatxons for the discrepancy in views ate,r‘ -;he pro;ects mvolvinq v _
1 : Lot
] _‘)-
o



fu{fly succossful, and that Nie possible ways of véylaininﬁ the' success

can be used for further plaining. Remaining questions include the

definition and cosdt sas, and the relationship between CD and
. . . ) y !
. . - LY ! - . ‘ .
other types of development. LochHead thinks that cost-benetfst analysis
~ p .
Wwill demonstrate that €D prejpcts Provide the best results in both social

4 ’
and cconomic terms.

Elsewhere in this study the probliems of cost-benefit analysis
have been detailed. The methods of evaluation used by the UN research

“teamrare suggestive of Clinard's (1963, 1966} advocacy of research into

P .
causal factors. However, the rescarch method used--opinions of people
(v ' )
“involved in. the projects--is on the lowest level of the hierarchy of
. v N ' »
\ " .
research dusiqns‘pr‘?nrrod by more than a %core of evaluators (sce pages

97-93 of this the

is). The results prov'ded/ﬁgéf/gycstioning CD workers
are inftructive, but may réquire somefvalidation by other means

cphsiderin' the «funtar claims and ewidence offered by so many writers

that CD gencrally produces weak or cven detrimental cffects (see, e.g.,

 Batten, 1965, 1967; Erasmus, 19683 H

bzer, 1964( abstract; Karunaratne,
1976) . However, the judqmental approach (and its qﬁﬁ“&ification) mav be
. . . -
Rreqardcd as a first st;y in evaluation, i,step;to be combined wéth.othcr
evidence and judgments. - 7
Lockhead's article 1s an evaluation of a CD evalﬁation which

. ~ N . . . " . . -
itself uses expert opinign based on experience 1in many projects. This

forgmof article is not infrequent in CD publications; for instance, by

happenstance the article following Lochhdad's in the Community Deveclopment

Journal evaluates a Thailand CD evaluation report {Gordon, 1969).

198
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+ Gordon's article has the added filter of being an evaluation

Howeve

of the {Thailand repgrt as reviewed in the Times Litcrafy Supplementf

an evaluatign: Before the

the rcader should

mind boggl *ze that the present authdr's ‘ 5

i
ad's articYe is in tBe same cateqoly. Thus does

!

discussioq of Lochhe

the problcm.of filtérs abound.

Indian CD Evaluation |
The following discussion of evaluation of ts;\lndlan CD program

departs from the format of the rest of the chapter in order to provide

general background to an extended reyiew of what is recommended by the
. .
present writer aé a model'eva;u;2§on eport. The background'information

also affords an opportunity for evaluation of the work of India's

2

Programme Evaluation Or aniZation, as viewed by several authors.

' .
Qlificance in litexatuge. 1In 1952 India launched a nationwide
ad _

i

community devefobment effort that has since been the subject of scores

IS

of articles, boocks, pamphlets, and monographs, and has received mention

~ A
or detailed description in pany standard yorks on community and. er )
. ! ; /
forms of social development. Indeed’, India's tondltlons and progtrams f\\,A

aré the subject of more items listed in thp 2489 1tem, two-volume

compendium Community Developpent Abstracts (CDA) than any ot

L4

conditions and efforts except thé United States. 1India's listi

r country's

outstrip in numbers those for such well known CD programs as the

Philippine and Puerto Rican programs. While it is 1mp0551ble to sepdrate
out all the general articles and other non- CD‘?:stings from the complex

t

network of abstracts and tabulate only the CD-oriented li%tings, a review
of the total listings for programs, research, and so ial science

%.

w
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N

descriptions of local areas indicates the rclative weight of India in

r

the CDA literature. Reports "involving the United States comprise 462
items, India 306, the Philippines 45, and Pucrto Rico 30. Proportionately

more of the.United States listings are socio-cconomic or other social

I3
3

science descriptions or report research studies not directly related

to CD programs; this hcavy component of non-CD lisfings‘is not surprising
. . » . . .. N .
in view of E%e fact that the United States, unlike India, Puerto Rico,

and the Philippines, has no national CD programs.
» . ‘ 4
I ' .

While many of the CPA items on India involwe social research

“
'

studies or describe. general conditions, it appcars that descriptions

N

‘of CD programs, CD oriented}research, projéct reléted,fesearch, qes

evaluations of CD actiyities are nonetheless numerous, constituting

about half of the Indian CDA listings. - ‘ /

~

The CDA entries do not exhaust the literature on Indian CD. S

The CDA volumes cover only items published from 1953 through,t968, and

miss some materials even from that period. For instance, Jain's vast
LY

;1967 study Communigx;Development and Panchayati Raj is not mentioned

"in CDA. It has not been ascertained whether the ratio of Indian
prog%am materials to other. CD program materials also pertains in

!
}iterature outside that abstracted in CDA.

But.if the Indian'maﬁerials‘impress by their weight, so aiso
they impress by %hcir variety. In comparison wi?h materials on programs
elsewhere, the published materials on India contained in professional
journals and bébks have a relatively greater weight of criticdl analyses

~

and evaluation studies based on research data. Both more spirited

‘attacks bn and more spirited defemces of CD occur in the®Indian materials

] a
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than in those dcaling’with other CD. programs. The result is a géperally
¢! , * \
© livelier literature than that for, say, 'CD activities in the formexly
P ) . . : \
w\Britiéh‘African.tetri?orics. (For.a qpick revicw of the battles, \

Lo . :

» v o
refer to the sections on "Programs and Evaluation" in each volume of \y ,

con.y o o | . 2 ,
- . . ) ’ ‘ | f( ' !

CDﬂénd PEO. At lcast-part of the reason for the spirited attacks\

. sy . . )
and defences is the existence of an organization established with- the
. - . . . L

pandade of evaludtion research into the CD programs and projects.

- Some of the reports of the Programme'EyaIuation Organization (PEO) have

. A j -
-/ : : . ‘
been extremely critical of particular projects and even of the program’s:

broad objectives.. These :epoits have inspiféngxpounterattack by'CD '.,

enthusiasts who have criticized both the techniques and the motives of
* I . . ! . .
the evaluators. Dey (1960), for instance, says that the PEO's reports

have created déspondency(and‘distrusé. The evaluations were conducted

without reference ‘to the broaderlgoals,of the CD program, the goals of

’

human growth rather than economic development, including agricultural

productivity. The goal of stimulating initiative, and the conditions

o

limitiné.the pace of understanding.of CD goals and methods, were

. » . ‘ . ) o g
recognized but not incorporated Lntogthe measures because there were

I .

' no accurate scales available for heasuring anything except”ﬁateria;
. , . ¢
gains. Not surprisingly, the tests used were inappfopriate to the

prégram, and the limited physical'resulté-demonstrated created

o

dissatisfaction with the program. Becers (1960) on the other hand is

more satisfied with the evaluation work. Brokensha and Hodge (1969) také
j ; ” g

7
o/

/

the middle view’that the work has been uneven and that CD workers

“think the reports are increasingly out of touch with reality.

/



‘To galn a bctter understandxng of the scope and complcxlty “of |

,evaluatlng a vast CD program, it is necessary to dcscrlbe something

of the aims and operatlon of the }ndlan program ‘and the Role of the

PEO within it. Chatterjee (&957) xdentxfxes the CD program s main

'

objective as the production of rapid social changc through & comprehensive

and .integrated ppproach. Yhile improvement in agricultural techniques

is the cornerstone, improvements in heqlth} education, reoreation,
! . ' .
. ? .
_ . S ]
cooperation, and other aspecgf of community life-are all - part of the *

v

program. Basic aims involve increases in agricultural productivity,

deoreased rural unemployment, better village commungcations;.primary
eéucation,’puéiic healtha sanitation, sociel educarion, recreation, ,
housing; and the promo;ion'of handicrafts ;nd small soale inﬁustries;
’ . : . o 4
Beers (1960) adds that the program is intended ;o_transform;the social
a;d economic iife of;phe %0 percént of  the pdpnlqtionﬁiivingrin %ﬁé

L] B ‘ - - . R
4 . ) . . -

eonntry's 500,000 villages. (Later an urban program was adoed; see
Clinard, 1963, 1966, and Chandra, 1974r)\‘Under a Ministry forfCD; the
‘agencylfor the:trénsformation is the National‘Extens&on Servioe, with
Block units of féo or so villades in "circles" of'idl\eesn\circle

hav1ng a village worker responsible to a ,Block Development Ofi@cer

and assisted by his extension specialists. cD is promoted for. purpbses

of lnteraqency cooperatlon, cooperatlon of the people w1th agencies,

for changlng v111aqe soc1a1 and economic outlooks by use of lo?a
government and cooserative organizations, and for a multi-purpose approach

to intensive area development. . .

.

To aid this &aét and ambitious development scheme India has a.

1 : *
. ) ¢ ! . v
built-in evaluation agency to pro&ide information on a reqular basis for

\ . o .

N
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. program adjustment. The PEO produces annual recperts and reviews of

specific projects. Beers (1960:205) calls the rcports "a unique literature

_in community dcvclOpmcnt{ and cspecially they are a 'casc;»documénfation

.. of evaluation as a component in community development.” PEO betweoie1952 "

. o . !
and 1959 pr9duced»29 reports on various aspects of CD. From the first,
. . - X ! -
reports framed findings in terms of classification schemes and general'
. { 0 .
. R [ - .
‘hypotheses for future action. The annual reports often express conclusions

.

in terms of value judgments, such as "outstanding" or "gainihg" as'to

'dcgfee of success of the program. " The bases for such judgments and the
; . ‘ ‘ ,
relative difference in scale between "gaining" ‘and "éqglsfactory" are
] ., | ! : :

not c}ear and’ consistent. ' , ‘ . 4
: ' . ' :
What uses have the reports had? -Beers (1960:208) says that = v

‘reports have been "studied and appliedy but algo«occasionally rejected,

overlooked, or ignored." They.é}e used ofﬁéh in political debates, with

different emphases placed on’ the
| .

findings. The Mihistry for CD makes
. Mttle reference to them, but other ageqcies have recommendedfuse of

I

i

some, of the proposals. ‘The reports do hot‘appear to be used in training

) .

* courses,. nor by field workers or Block ngelopmcnt Committees. At least,

«

_there.is'no evidence of suych use. wood is ‘dited by Beers;(l§60:209)

‘as one critic who has complained that the CD prodram goes its own way
. . ] . ' . .

without studyihg the reports or using pilot projects and base line surveys

for their originai purposes of hypotheses testing. i

B "Beers cites a number of complaints about the¢ reports.~ A major
i . "

-~ complaint is that the reports ‘are based on sample -units from near the

-~ . -

'

evaluation centres. . These uﬁifs:probably are unrepresentative of the -
' . ’ IR :
y : , . _ !
program area as 3 whole. Consequently, the reports énd up being

L

4
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TN

~~about confu510n oﬁ evaluatxon’and“teqdnf role

“, .
”. X v .a_'

‘ ‘ . 4 :
illustrative, not represcntanve. L@{Qtfrltglilsms involve complaints
" 8

. unsyﬁpathe;ic

~

. evaluators, treatment of ends as well_as means, |
. . B ' ,:' °

v
rovision oof recommenda-
1] . .

‘

instead of human gfowéh tarqets? However, Beers nptes’ that major
. no. H

1mportant and its reports as’ ob]ectlve, crltxcal, and fearless._, Dube

1)’-“::‘] ’ [ . \ ° o

has asked for more aﬁtentlon to evliuatlonuof the sooial consequences
. \

’

of.projects. Beers suggests thatfattcnbion'be,given to,evaluating CDh

training programé;v‘He also notes_ that ‘the Organizatio%s itself plans

to focus more.soqioiogical implications as the CD program passes '

.
' .

through stages where administrative and economic matters losg, some
. R . B . N -fl. ’
of their importance. = : , ‘ o .
: p . ;

! v . { v

Jain (1967) also reports many févorab}e views. of the PEO and

.t

-

. [ ‘ B
high-level .conferences on CD. \ However, severe criticism of the organiza-

«t%on remains. Besides the iriticiéms,mentioned~by Beers, complaints

. ) - [ . .
involve absence of controls for studies, lack of guidance for devélopment

of indicators pf non—physical‘achiezgments, lack of cost analysis, and

faildfe t6 provide repeat studies. ' Jain adds his own concern that no ‘

theoretiéal approach is offered in the evaluations, so no causal factors
~are isolated nor effects predicted. Jain ofzxggrse tries 'to solve this

problem through his own model for evaluation.

P In sum, *PEO has drawn fand surv'xved fire from many sources, _
pr
and has receldid ﬁiéigetfrom many others. The degree to which its reports

do not meet the ne" CcD worke{s is unknown. At the pollcy level,vthe

reports appear to hao. B_some increase i® influecnce between 1960 and

. i
o"’ : C

'
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of the communlty.

o N ) 7 . . q‘.

1967. Qucstions as to their ult te utility are unanswered. liowever,

R R Ca
in the light of theancxt case evaluation to be discusgsed, the-

. . ! . .
reports may be examinations of a moribund proqramﬂ '

. ’
{ . -
| /

A mo£;1 evaluation. A:.most striWing example of an evaluation
of a Community Development program is Karunaratrne's (1976) "failure of

the CD Programme in India." The scope of the evaluation is even more

' i

!

_in a 23 page article. Because in many ways Karunaratne's article ser:;s
as a model for evaluation reports, and is not only the latest but the [ ~
_most complete review and evaluation--in ‘journal form--of the rural arm

~of the Indian’CD program, the article is/discuséed in detail below.

/ l , .
Karunaratne presents his argument in the following format:

v v
|

identification of the generally claimed aims of the Indian CD program;

‘

lmplementatlon and later program adaptatlons, admlnlstratlve structure;

evaluation of 15 prograﬁ)act1v1t1es related to the general and specific

aims of{the program; opérétional comparison of the program versus a

' . 3
general model of CD activities; and final summation of the relative

successes and fallures of the program

?he program aims cited from several sources can be reduced to:

increasing agricultural'productlon; improving communlcatlons, health,
N .

hygiene, and eduqation in rural rareas; developing among villaggrs é

drive for new knowledge to transform their way of life; and emph35121ng

1ndrv1dual family respon51b111ty to work voluntarily for the beneflt

s .

In the hlstory of the CD program from its pllot phase status in

¢ I .

1952 to its extension throughout the country by 1964, the critical year

! o «®
impressive considering the' vastness of the program reviewed $o thoroughly

Ty
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was 1958; two crucial aspects of the CD p{ogrgm-—the cooperatives and

“the panchayats--really begah to function ‘nationally. The panchayats

! . . i
were iﬁ!‘ndcd to harness the pcople's involvement and initiative in

a democratically elected village body. To these councils multi-purpdse . ;

village lcevel workers were assigncdnto work as sogial catalysts. Under

the councils wefe various; development activities hahdled ﬂhro;qh

cooperative socié;ies, youth groups, and women's gfoups: Throhgh the

counciis and their sub-organizations, a Rural Works Pngram: to be

completed on a self;help basis, was initiatea. Panchayats were adminis-
T - &

? . . .
tratively supported through the block structure. Districts comprising

15 to 20 blocks were also formed.  After the 1957 Balawantray Mehta
: . -

Committee evaluation, defmocratic representation was extended from the

. f o r .
local level to the block and district level through creation of two

.additional tiers of representation:. ‘the Panchayat Samiti comprised of
/ : . ¢ . ‘

/

representatives from the‘villageﬁgouncils; and the,Zilla Parishads S

{
v

comprised of reEresentatiQeS of the Samitis. /This three-tier structure
[ '

commanded all CD planning.and development rk. 1In 1960 the Intensive

Agricultural Development Programme was added to the CD administrative

. . . ) / : .
stru re. : - . / L
tructure . o~ ' / ) y
s B}

Karuharatne evaluates the CD/progrdm in relation to its stated .

aims, and stresses that in the brpédest terms the program is a failure

L]

" because of a failure to involve the people and secure their participation

in thevdeyeiopment process. He suggests that persons disputing his

judgment should state~their'own cases. His eéxtensive evaluation is

conducted under 15 subheadings descfibing and judging specific aspects of

the progfam with cach related back to program aims. All the aspects
1

7

!
{

206

v



. - S 207

&
involved were not nccessarily intcnécd, but are cffects of the program.

-

Under two summary .and sumhative sectidns Karunaratne relates the program
to general CDsthecory and prinéiples. The 15 aspects covered are:

invelvement of - the pcople, type and .rate of contributichs from the

-

people, Rural Works Programme, neglcct of poorer rpglons (conCLntration*‘
On maie producti%@ reglons), socral classes of members of local councils

(panchayats), populdr participdtion‘in local government, public opinion,‘
: ) . i ,
actual functionipg/cfficiency of panchayats, agrictiltural develogmehb,

i ‘ : N
role of education in the panchayat, social education, literacy program,

"e cultural program, ‘agricultural bias, and social education organizers'

_activities.) Karunaratne judges all these‘aspects,weak or detrimental in

4

their effects and provides various qualitative’and quantitative evidence
. -4 SOS

- .
£9{’:::ﬂ;udgments. Table 3 summa;izes‘the specific assessments and their

bases.', : ' o | . . X
! . %

After hls examlnatlon of what went wrong and why in 15 aspects

|

. &

of the CD program, Karunaratne (1976 115) relaf%s his analysms to the
!
’ key area of dlfflcultles in the Indlan conceptuallzatlon of CD, which
! .
should ‘be "a concept and a sté’%egy that could be utilized 1n“plann1ng

-

and'implementlng development programmes." Unfortunately CD was not : v L\
clearly enough conceptualized in India to prevent confu51on between a

strategy and a program. The strategy or technique known as’ CD became
_confused with the activities in the various development projects
/ . L. - .
themselves, and the self-help, local initiative character of CD was lost ‘/-
Rl R » N T e

(i ~

' : o e L1
in the midst of bureadcratic procedures for achieving physical targets.

Too little time and thought were spent on relating programs to CD S

o . i . i .
objectives. Instead, planning sessions concentrated on administrative

machinery and other tools for implementing program activities themselvés.



: ~ Tptes o,
K . _« Summary of Karunaratne's %1976) Assessments . i
. And Bases for Them re 15 Aspects of
A ' . - Indian CD ‘Pogram S
- . ' N : o
‘ , ! : R T e
- Aspect O Assessment Bascs of Assessment
1. Involvément of Real participation did i. Narrative reports#*
thé pcople * not occur ii. ﬂtténdaAcc rates
' P identified im surveys
2. Contributions ~  Falseindicator of i. Narrative reports
' from the people involvement in % . ii. Surveys of contribution
,/& ‘(labor, money) p\anning decisions; . rates and types, ‘
o / : fofus on physical . including forced
, contributions, not . ;| . m
f humAn grdwth - b
3. Rural;Works - r only; no fdcus. i. Narrative reports
‘Programme learning re CD‘aims; , ii. Opinion spryeys of
( ¢ c¢oncd@htration on ‘ knowledge of aims
. N larger, administra- iii. Surveys of contribu-!
, - - tively simpler @~ ~  tion rates as % of
- . . targets g government expenditure,
) , A . \‘ e " 1952 (55%) - 1966 (21%)
: { . ' . » e
. 4. Neglect of A mistaKe, ,they needed’ i. Narrative reports’
- poorer areas CD the mosf; increases A : : '
i . gap be;wéf poor and T
, : . - others 3 .
A , _ j ' '
. 4 5. Mgmbership of ~ Run by wealthier _ i..Narrative ‘reports
local councils . classes; traditional  ii. Surveys of panchayat
(panchayats) leadership ’ © membership related to - > °
. o A , social class P
L .

6. People's partici-' village.assemblies i. Narratiye reports
pation in locg} o(gram sabha) rarely , ii. Survey of participation
government " meet ' . ' '

7. Public opinion- People disappSnteqd i, Narrative reports
<j\ of CD L with panchayats =~ ii. Opinion ‘surveys -
8. Efficiency/. - Often no quorum; meet i. Narrative Teports (some
functioning of °  infrequently and . quantitative evidence)
. panchayats accomplish little ii. Surveys of fredquency of
‘} U \ : ) : o meetings and attendance

. S . of.elected officers

pe

. - - — . -
*Refers to various reviews which are largely judgmental accounts but
may conﬁqin figures not directly rcferrcd;to by Karunaratne. -

/ . - Do
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o ' _‘ Table 3 (Continued)

.
-

.. 77 naspect 70 777 Assessment T T 0 T "“Bascs"qf Assesmnty T e
. ' ’f
o 9. Aqucultural -’,”Q;gen further emphasis i. Narrative Feports (some
*developments/' after 1960, but sti%l qpantitative cvidence)
‘ below stated goals' ii. Surveys qf use of new
. betwecn 1951 and 1971; practices )
. . . no apprcciable rise iii. statistics on agricul-
a : in productivity ! ) ‘tural yield and fer-
’ [ : tilizer use E
‘;o. Education in .  Failed to emphasize i. Narrative reports
- panchayat leaynlng through i e o
processes involvement in ‘ ‘
' decisions ' '
l}. Social educa- . Concentrated on adult i i. Narrative repdfns
tion for . llteracy, not skills ° " ;
. participation’ of dgmoc;atic action \ o .
' N . :
A 12. Literacy Taught reading and == . i. Narrative reports,
‘ . Programme . writing but did. not- , including critiques
‘ .9 relate them to occu- of statistically-
' pqtionhl and social based claims i R4

needs; retention of
o skills declines with

: no. use; #adults embar- ’ - "
. - P assed by schqo% X } ' P
\\) S - -attendance v . ‘ .
< ‘Classpes held at wrong
" - times (e.g. sowing b -
/" season); statistics o
. - - faulty ‘ i .
L ] . . . : .
13. Cultural . Lack of public © i. Narrative reports
Programme .  involvement ) ' ’
. o . - % " N .
14. Agricultural. ‘Village level CD ° : i. Narrative Treports
Bias ~ g workers aftex 1959 ©ii. Survey indicating time
T : directed to devote 80% spe on social educa-
. + of time to agriculture . tion actua}fiareduced
- : ' 3 conSe" ient ‘reduction to zero . . -
. i of. attentlon to sacial :
*/// : ’ educatlon w, . : i . '
- 1S. Social Education Key social animation- " i. Narrative reports
. Organlzers‘r . roles changed to support appdrently containing
© Roles ; of - 1mmpd1¢te targexs ) some quant1tat1ve
' ‘such as agricultural ’ ‘information
: o ~ productivity; many :
) Ty position® dropped by :
- " , 7.1962; rest dropped or. .
' ooy Eransferred to other . ..
o , posts,.hy 1967. ! :

P
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- 'rhw-central preb;em_m_tm Indizm program. says ___FEM""-“E'_ _

(1976 116), was not in the CD plan it.,clf. "but in the stzategy and - 8

methods used?to 1mplqment the- plan, and it is in this tha he educative

»
role o¢ the pcople who partxcipate" is important. The program vwas

. bound to faxl unless the poople were cducated throuqh participation

in the development process. (It appears that by "educatloh“ Xarunaratne
means»learning throtgh participation in‘planningeand decision-maﬁgng.)

.Ohce the politxcal supporters of the orqunal program had lost politicall
power, critics of ‘the §roa§am took advantage of the conceptual confusion

) brought about by task orxentatlon and attacked CD unmercxfully iThis .
| ‘

attack would have been ineffective had. the program\beeh true to its

orlgrnal ‘aims by’ creatlng a self—rellant populace., i b .
\ ' v : .

Karunaratne regards the CD program as a "total faxlure because,

.

despxte a few minor successes in ikﬁoi;lnq the people, no lbngstandan

results were achleved " Both the economic and social, aspects of the
program failed‘ One survey 1nd1cates that the people themselves never
understood ths prxmary purposes of the- program, answers‘nost frequently
giQenvconcerning prograp goals)eere "increased, aqrxcultural production

and *improvement of physicalbfacflities.““ Even opinions on the role of

-

the panchayats concentrated on management of social welfare fécilitie?\

.
<

and projeets, rather than on use of the panchayats to decentralize

political control and ‘institute local democracy. No conceptien of 'CD
as process occurs in the survey luterVLeHs. -\ ' )
e \
Karunaratne quotes S.K. Dey' s sad chronicle outllnlng the decline
of'Cb. By 1969 the CcD Central Traznxng Ins 1tute had been abolished;

local training xnstltutes transferred to the stgtesi-and the CD budget -,
. = ’ e

rs
s

cut to the,point’where all efforts were, on nalntenance of staff, with f



4

o money for pxogram activities. Karunaratne adds, that the tdsk R

oricntation of the program itsclf preventcd the learning cxporlentea.“\’(
R 4

. : L S 13

. L ¥,

- .

k '
A

necessary to the continuance of;xnmlar participation. The task&

.
provided no carry over of political, socxal and technical skilln

- from one task to the next. Once a task was over, "thg people retreatcd

) !
back intQ theix apathy." Karunaratne (1976:118) is convinced that the.

¢ . » . .
€D program would have succeeded if the education/participation role

‘had becn achieved. The other problems besctting the program-~-lack of Q\

staff training, poor coordxnatxon, and communications, insufficient . e

deccntrnlx*atlon, fuzzy political perspectlves--"could have been corrected

. hal

as the programme progressed on an ongoing research basis . . . if only

the’ partlcxpants had been immersed and put through the le;!nan expet&enres.

the thxnkxng. delLboratlng, deciding and cooperative actxon process w1th;?
~he development programmes."” Karunaratne cites the "Chinese.straxeqy”~}f
as an'example of ﬁuccessful;develépmept through the education/participa-= _&ﬂ
‘ . ! ,
tion dimension. . i

LY

Karunaratne 8 teport and v1ewslhave been cited at such length

for several reasans. HIS article is one of the most comprehensive revxews
€ -
1} -

of the Indiah CD program to be found in a professional ‘journal, -and traces
program dcyelopmcnt from inéeptionlin 1951 through at least 1973. The

review cites more survey and other data than any iother article commonly

available. The organization of the article is very straiqhtforward in

its relation of eventsﬁto goals and in its attempt to explaih the
program's failure through provision of aﬂ'encbmpassing theory of -the

critical aspect of development. The presentation of evidence for
Karunaratne's views enables the ‘reader to give some thought to the’
' s’ >

adequacy of the evidence in.relation to the strength of the views.
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\ +
, /—-\\ |
. °
Despite efforts at a complete, accurate cvaluation, the article
has some severc weaknesses. Karunaratne runs a scerious risk in lays ;\_//

all the blame for failure at the door of inadcquqte'attcntion to

education through participation. A difficulty of great force i% the land

tvﬁhre arrangements in most villaéos, including splitting of'small.
holdings because of inhorit;nce practicesﬁ Another broblom is the
landless condition of many rural dwel}urs who do not havc compensatin@
cééﬁ¢rcial or tcehnicnl cmployment. Widcspreud usu:y is qiso a problem.
Itiis difficult to see how é?ucation/pnrticipa&ion could be a primary
force to cor{ect sugh probiems. Dumont (1962, abstraqt)fpoints out

that the manug(§/¥or gram sovakslstate that no attention is to be paid
to the problems of share cropping and usur? (seé also Langley, 1957).

In China, whose development efforts Kagunaratne S0 much admires, the
lan@{was collectivized (and many landownérs massacred) prior to
cducation/participation programs, so scveral major problems were
o

resolved through non-CD meafls.

Dominance of the panchayats by the‘wealthier members of the

viilage is another problom;which appears to require more than education/
bartigipation‘efforts to resolve (see e.g., Mehta, 1954, abstract;

Desai, 1958; Acharya, 1959; Panchandikar, 1962; Patil, 1965, abstract).

Strong federal and state organizational support of the panchayati-raj

1

’

appear to. be musts., Indeced, Karunaratne sccmérrathcr cavalier in his
approach to organizational, economic, and. staff training problems

. ) ] ’ . »
generally. Survely these prqblcms are more than mere appendages to the
bréblcm of education/participation. Katunaratne also isicriticél of
férmcré for the@r reluctance to adopt new farm practices; he attributgs

this reluctance %o a gencral view of the inevitability of poverty.

212
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Mandelbaum (1953) identifies the pr;mc-factor in reluctance to innovate
as an inability to afford taking any zlqks, the f;rmer in a subsistence
agricultur; 1tuat10n cannot afford nxperlmentatxon whoghcr he wants

to change or not. Karunaratnc seems insensitive to or uncoénizan; of *
this problem (sce also Sanwal, 1965).

L

i A major failing of Karunaratne's article s that at no peint
does he consider ‘the urban side of the Indian CD program.' The ursan
program, gécnu§e of its ﬁutufal l§ck of emphasis on agr?cultural
ACvelopment, was frée to cén&entratc on thg-education/pnrticipatioﬁ

" considerations’ so strgnqu favbred by Karunaratne (see Clinara, 1963,

< » N
1966). While there is some evidence that urban Cp also fe11~{ato 1 n@

'task-orie@tation trap, this evidence. is all outside Karunaratne's review
:since the la&ter makes no mention of urban CD at all{, Chandra (1974)
'qivcs detailed &vidence which‘Karunaratnc might have'uscd in supporg of
the_contention'that urban CD is fajling qlsé, even, though Chandra does -
5ot éra@ that conclusion from his evidence. 1Ignoring of urban CD‘Qould
be less of a problem if Karunaratne héd at any point: in hisvrevieﬁ

stated -that he wa% examining only the rural aspccté of the CD program.

Despite the weaknesses mentioned, Karunaratng's eyaluation‘cffort
i - : "
rrmains the best single attempt at comprehensive evaluation of the (rural)

Indian CD program within the space limitations of a journal article.
More exten ive reports may exist, but they are not commonly aval . able and .
so at once lose much of their impact. Karunaratne's;&areful weavinq of

judgments with qualitative and quantitative ev1dence from narrative and
f

*

statistical reports s*rengthcna his argument, and the format of his report,

starting with aims and moving through Structures to evaluation of
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specific aspects in relation to general aims and a model of CD suggests

’
.

a format which shopld be'apgéied to other CD evaluation reports.
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CHAPTER FIVE . o C S

AN ATTEMPT AT HYPOTHESIS TESTING

At one.point the fogus of the present study was entirely

differont. All other elemcnts wgre to be subordinate to the testlng

L]
of a tthC -part hYPOLh051s regardlng effective CD methods. Now the
51

‘dlscussioh of the attempt to dcsign”such a test is almost an appendix .

to the thesis. ' The process by which the change occurred, and the

results of the final atfempt toldt least relate CD literature to the

g / y i
hypothesis, are the subjects of this chapter. X ,

oy

" FIRST THOUGHTS
L .

In an unpublished pépefﬂﬂyham (1973a) attempted to defiﬂe-and
3 ) :

delimit CD through a technique based on empirical data. The vast.
o : , . / .

. . . ! o .

majority of recorded cases of CD successes and failures since CD's

commencement, said iynam (19733:1)‘

. will support or tend to support the hypothétes that.
In development projects in which people are involved there is a L

. very high positive correlation between lastlng success (in terms
of stated objectlvcs) and:

concerned identify the project as theirs.
Substantial Pdrt1c1patlon by the pecople in acCLSlon-
making. , :

3. Self-help, m“usured in terms of progress toward financial
self-support or equity. (Underlined in original.)
o~ : » :

The three principles in the hypothesis could be used as the

' | 1. Social animitjop (educatlon -motjvation) untll the people
\\ ,

"outer limits" of Cp. Any other prxnc1plcs for CD could be added to dhe’

“inundarles as soon ay valxdatcd - Cp deflnltlons,such as Hynam's (1968)

‘

215 -



~

A

for ;CD process and CD p}ogramiand'Biddle. and Biddlc‘s (1966) CD
definition, could be placed within the boun@aries. However, onl}
definitions which ﬁnéoﬁporntcd at'leéstfsne three boundary principles
would be accepted as definitions of CD. |

, Hynam (1963a:2) also stated that . v FE;/,-
‘ I xS . ‘
Assuming- that the h?pothesis referred to above is adequately
validated and Community Dcvelopment is delimited as suggested, !
then claims for the adequacy of Community Development will begin
to be basged not only on faith and qut feeling but on fact, .i.e.-

- that it is a very cffective method ‘of ensuring lastlng develop-

ment, much more effective than the methods outside our lxmxts.

The word ‘begin' is used dell erately because it is felt -that ‘
a great deal of work nceds td be done along these lines if ' ’
Communlty Development i$ to attain academic credlblllty as a

science as well as an art. Whether the artistic or scientific -
aspect of éommunity De¢velopment should predominate is.another !
question which we do not intend to pursue here, but it is

suggested that what this area of endeavour requires most at

the present moment is massive injections of empirical data to

give some form and shape to an'hmorphous fog of feeling.’

.

In a later unpubllshcd paper Hynam (1973b) again ‘stated his -
- I
hypothesis, this time: w1th the prefatory remark that "there is now
: . - ‘ :
abundant glpbal empirical evidence (albeit ln‘need of~collatlon and '

.

indexing) in support of the hypothesis . . .- ." He suggested also that
CD_gained merip over the Years because of-the effectiveness of the N

1
)

'three prlnc1p1es in the hypothe51s, and perhaps because of other

v . , " o
ideological or: sentimental reasons. Hynam (1973b3}»,9t029§32 a holistic

view of CD in which the three principles, and”perhaps others not yet

i

N
principles too. Hynam (1973b: 1) says conSLderable e*;dence suggests

-

"that othérwise well planne@ and funded™® socxal development schemes very
: ; ] i . ‘

often, if not always, fail miserably in the lohd run if they do not
( ) o

contain at least these (three) ingredients."™ CD aé»défincd and delimited

can be advocated for its "eminent practicality"” andfnot‘mergiy'fOr o

i

-
¢

8
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\/” - Y1 ca
-identified,-might be mixed with other ingredients necessary for success-
' . { S ’ .
. i A\
ful development. N I ) : \ ‘

W\About 1974 Hynam and Sandra McKenna 1nvest1gated a number of

, 0

cages commonly identified as CD episodes (afiayugh not neeessarily

\ fittlng the CD boundaries 1n Hynam S 1973 proposal) and attempted to
relate these to the three -part. hypotheais. The cffort was- intended to
[ .. ! : i

‘be illustrat1Ve, not to produce a convincing statistical correlation.

About‘zo case studies were analyzed of which :B arc extant. Also

’
~

,analyzed were cdse studies asscmbled by Hynam prior %o 1974. Altogether,

31 cases were studi:k in relation to "fit" with the three principles
o ‘ . . . bt ;' :
from Hynam's hypothesis, plus identification as a success of failure Y
. X ] ) . .

in terms of the -project or program's immediate goals (rather than

| \
longer term goals related to a CD phllosophy) .

The results of the exerc1se were not tabulated by Hynam and

McKenna, but the present author has developed the following'summary.
, S [

' The ratings are those of Hynam and/or McKenna, not those of the authors.
;of the reports._ of 24 cases judged a success within the project's own
terms by Hynam and/or McKennd (1nclud1ng four multiple pro;ects with

~

a majority of successful~e1ements), 22 contained socialvanimation,

19 participation in decisioh<g3§ing, and 22 self-help, with 12 aléo
receiving outside helf. Of the four projects judged failureg, none

contained any of the three elements from Hynam's hypothesis. These
' . ‘ /

four projects relied on external aid. A mditiﬁle-activity containing
r S

one success'and one failure usedrthe three elefents from the hypothesis R
in the successful projeqt butvonly self-help inAthe failure. fTwo

projects too d}fficult to judge as success.or'faiiﬂre had used the

three ingredients. B - . B

v



“The foregoing'summary indicates a rather lopsbded‘relatiOnship ,

-
i

bétwcen success and use of the elements' in the hypothesis. However, _the

'

~results are merely lllustratxve[and mask a number of problems. (It is

because the results are only 111ustrat1ve that references for the

iy
\

spccxflc projects are not listed 1n?§he present study ) The first

w
problcm is that no representatlve sample of successes and farlures was '

. »
v

1nvolved The second problem is prOJect Summarles from the’ two1

!

<

yresearchers 1nd1cate a certain amount of 1ndec151on as to whether one
! s .' -—l'\" o '

p01nt of the exerc1se was. to deternlne whethen or not a prOJect was CD

merely by reference to the’ hypothesxs and use' of its 1ngred1ents as the

v

outer limlts of CD as suggested by Hynam. In,several 1nstances the

»
4

summary notes rhlse this questlon, such as w1th respect to the successful

t

Gezrra scheme whlch did npt rely on 10cal-dec1sxon—mak1ng (see Galtskell,-
1959). In the case of at least two other projects, the reviewer quest}oned

whether 1t was CD. . It is not clear in these incidents'whether the
rev1ewer (Hynam or McKenna) meant CcD within the limits of the three

t

lngredlents from the hypothe51s.: However, Hynam (l973a 1) has emphasxzed ‘

T i h

:the effectlveness of the approach descrlbed in. the hypothesxs, SO was

3

not . 1nterested only in the sort of valuatlon suggested by Haggstrom

(in Cary, 1970) in whlch a pr¢ject pould be analyzed only 1n terms of

whether it fitsthe definition ﬁ CD. A thlrd probleh is the matter of '

'

-~

whether the three 1ngred1ents were present in a pro;ect but werey
not rcported by the ‘author of the study in effect thlS problem reduces
anelysis ‘of cases to ana1y51s of what authors sLy about cases, not

enalysis of the cases themselves. Thrs problcm is, common Edbllterature

-

‘reviews.

s

118



‘get a fast oberview of the area of study‘gy examining the 106 abstracts‘

-thlS time of cases in- Volume II of CDA, indicated that there would bé

and sclf help, six llsted part1c1pat10n in decision-making and self—

. ‘:” } .///’/"‘ ; ' .‘ o , .

. |
In late 1975 the ptcsent wrxter, who had some knowlecdgg of CD

case- studleg because of a previous assxgnment for Hynam ‘in 1968- 1969,

" .

undcrtook the task of fufthcr'examlnation of casas in relation to.

Hynam's hypothesis. prefully, the task would‘comprise the centrepiece

~

of a thesis on CD evaluation. The tortuous route of this study is

recounted below. ’ ) !

-~

A major concern was whether enough cases existed for review, 9

and what sort. of cases they were. .The first approach used was to .

1
!

on "Programs and Evaluation"  in Volume I &f'Community.Dpvelopmcnt

i

Abqtractq (CDA) . The rev1cw of the CDA cases suggested that fewer

- ’

case studies were in c1rcu1at10n than even the crltlcal statements. of !

°

wrltcrs such as Erasmus (1968) might suggest. An additional check,

N

- °

great diffiéulty in finding literature to c1a§sify‘as CD if the OUter
‘ o . . ’
limite" distinction was retained. Of 106 actual cases not duplicates
! , . ) .
from Volume I in the 118-item section,on-“Programs.and Evaluation,"” enly

-
‘ {

36 listed one or more of the t@ree ingredientslor subhypotheses in.

-

Hynam's'hypothesié. Of these 36, five listed all three ingredients,

two llstcd only social an:matlon, elght llsted only part1c1pat10n in

C e .

decision- maklng, 13 llsted only self help, two listed both animation

help, and none listed both anlmatlon and part1c1pat10n in dec1§10n~mak1ng.

—
Further discoVeries were made. Of'th;/?O case abstracts making

/ - Tk

‘no reference to‘any of the three ingredients, only 33 reported the

outcomes of the activities. Of these 33, Zloreported positive outcomes
. o . ! ' ! :
and 12 negative. Thus the ratio of successeszto failures in activities

- 219



not indicating any presence 9f'socia1 animation, participation in
1 ‘ .
dec1sxon making, or self -help is 1.75: l Activities reporting the

€

prescnce of one or more of the three eltments and also reporting outcomes

numbcred 29, with 21 positive and eight negative evaluations. The

i
. |

ratio of successcs to failures is 2.6:1. Thistdiffcrence in ratios

is 1nterest}nq, but so many limiting factors operatc that the discovery
leads to nothing more than questions about whethcr caiculation.of any

© ratio is justifiable when only about half the cases report outcomes,
] : , ’ - a
when the basis of the information is abstracts. of cases, and when these
{

cases present the problem of scale bctween mhlti- -project national.
l/‘

programs and sﬂhgle pro;eﬁ:s. P ‘ .

‘As a result of the checks of the th volqmes of CDA, the

'

decision taken was to set aside use of the elgments of the hypothesis
as the limits of a definition of €D and thereby of CD cases. Further,

"no definition of CD would be attehpted for the study; case reports

used would be con51dered soc1al development cases, with social
’ deVelopment deflned very loosely along: the lines of betterlng people s

lot. The problem of how to welgh programs havxng a multltude of

v i ! {

‘prOJects 1n comparlson with. single prOJects resulted in the decision
. . Y B

to use only cases on a reasonably small scale so that reports would
L s

not ihVolve the whoLed?akistan Village Aid Program in comparison w1th a

b

le pilot projecttin the Somali Republic.

water
) I

.

The next “decision wathhat résults would be reported on the
, ‘
basis of whether none, one, two, or all of the three-elements in the

hypothesis were present in a case. Conseduently, the hypothesis (the

term "hyéothesis" is used in this study in ‘the standard sense of a

.y
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'

tentative explanation of an event pr'conditﬂpn in order to provide a

" . .

gu1do\for investigation) was restated as three cparate hypptheses-

fj 1. In soc1a1 devolopmcnt activities there is a highpositive’

' correlation between success in tcrms{of stated objectives
and Bocial animation until the people’ directly. affected by . -
the act1v1ty identify the actgblty as theirs. , : //

2. In qocial development activitios there ia a high positive . s e
gorrglation between success in terms of stated objeéctives ’
and sqbstantlal public partxtlpatxon 1n,dcc1s1on~$ﬂt;ng.

3. In social devclopment act1vxtlos there is a hiéh&poe;tlve
correletlon between lagting success’ it terms of stated )
objectives and self-help, the latter measured in, t&ms of
actions aimed at progress toward \financial self—eupport or
economic and social equ1ty o . .

t

It was agreed that the threc hypotheses ‘do not neccSSarlly ‘J

\ ¥

. involve- thﬂpc sequential steps but that usually the expectation’ would

e\that a project would move from social animation to participatidn'to - *

B .

SCIf—helé. Furthermore, participation i% decision-making need not
’ i ’

‘negegsarily imply an actual vote on an activity; consultation also might
' . ’ ! ) ’ - _'. 1.
satisfy the requirements of participation. It was Agreed to admit for
. \ ; o . ‘ R . ‘
study any social development action and worry about fit with CD laterlif .

the hypotheses received eppport in the broadef‘arena fifst.
i/. ‘. ' . . ‘ ‘ .
It was expected that'prqblems might result from too broad = s

! hypotheses, for instance the question of what constitdtes"substantial"

v

part1c1pat10n in decision-making was: left open. So was the question of

how much self- help would have to be 1nvolved to meet the third hypothe51s

‘requ1remente. ‘By keeping the hypotheses qulte broad, the ﬁtudy

2

N N . . . ‘ i
automatically cast a wider net, the results from which might be refined

later, if nccessary, through more careful specifications of hypotheses

-

/ and subdivisions of these.



CDA, plus othef sources‘a§ availablo, e.d., gqvcrnment reports.

N 4
i
. . -

MOUNTING PROBLEMS

v
-

As cases for the study tr;ckled in, the'reSearchex gave mﬂre ¢
. [’ . ° .
lthought to the question of design., Al the combinatigns/of the presencé
or absence of the three vafiabips identificd in the hypothesis totalled ,

Eighé ! Should there be. elght;beparate analyses, or morely two, prcsehce
|

of one -Or more of the three elements ag gclatcé to succcss and faulure,

IR
v [N ]

and abscnce of thc elements as related to success or. failure? What

about negative "proofs" such qs when an, author says "1f only. we had

done .x we would have been successful?” Bagggn (1965) for 1nstance, e

had presented 37.case“studies'which appearea to be fertile ground for

negative proofs. Consideration of 23 of_these casésfpicked as a

‘ \, ! .
reasonable sampllng w1th no intent to exclude any parFlcular case

pointed up séberal problems. All the cases used by Batten were failures

in commupity work. Besides this bias to the negativée, Batten has
. e ’ ¢ :

- declared that all failures are the fault of the worker; conseduently
one would assume that the dégpils of the cases’thbméelves and -the
. [ ) ) )

analysis presented would focus on matters over whigh the worker could’
. ! . . ®,

. T . : |
have some control. Other important factors, such as general economic
: .

conditions_affeqting the local area, ﬁightxbe.left out. >Fuxther, the

céses aro onohymous and not detailedt . Each cgée.roiieé for its ocouracy
:stfictly-on tﬁ; pérception of the oefgon presenting the‘case at |

Batten's seminars. in'such al setting, and without reference ‘to

| S I S f
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N

N

evaluative rcsearch,‘no'great stpre can.be placed on the case matgrials.

L ' . - ‘ . .
BattenTahd—his’traininq-group»offer_a wealfth of-teaﬁons for failure,
. . { 1 .

~ .
° ‘

some whiclt-Batten himself does not approve of because they shift the .

. v :

o

tifies lack of social animation as a a’reason for failurc six times

and lack of participation-in decision-making was a factor in five = |

N . ’ i N . [ . . N » oe '
. different conclusions drawn from readings at different times. The
. . Q- . '

help 13 times. Use of "at most" in the previous segtence is due to

N , : : , .
failures The present writer listcg lack of social animation at most
16.time,\}ack of participation at most 13 times, andjlack of self-

i

{

Y

disérepancy in viewpoints cast*goubt on.whether narrative reports of

cases could prpvide very useful information or even leads about the

impact of the three broad~activit1¢s lgsted'in the hypothesq;. Moreover,

-

of the\ 23 cases, the present writer identified the presence of one or

more off the activities in at least 10 cases. How would this relationship

_with failure compare with fhe'rélationships'which mi?ht obtain if

[

several other factors were studied also, with or }ithoqt regard to
.. . TN ) .

explicit statement of these factors by thé:reporter of‘thg,prbjec;?

Ve

. v . . : :
" Besides the problem of the availability of project reports at

~

4 . {

all, the hypotheses tester faces the problem of ;eit interpretation™in .

~

" . -

. R . N ) 0 . . . ‘ . .
situations where project reporters were not themselves interested in

" reporting items that could be taken as evidence for demonstrating the

‘ . [ :
or longer period. ,In some cases the report writer provides no evaluation

! .. ' N I -
hypotheses. Many reports, for instance, do not focus on success or
failure .of an activity but herely describe the activity over a shorter
i : \ ' . o

himself and little data upon which the researcher could base an -

4

L]

‘focus from the workér ‘o outside cohditions. Of\%3‘caseé,'Batten tden- -

»
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cvaluation. When data is provided, it is often ambiguous because

'péojéét objettives are not statéa’cléarly ¢nough,'if at all} for‘firm"

Qi
conclusions to be drawn. Apparently some authors rely on unstated but’
\ v ' ol .
presumed universal CD objectives as program objectives; other writers

describe éxtremely limited objectives which may cry out. for placement

. within a broader framework. Since the hypotheses to be tesqed were

- : | . :
stated in terms of a relationship between stated objectives dnd use of.

the techniques identified in the hypotheses, severe limitations were
: N

put upon source material for’support’of the hypotheses when much svurce

0 .9 LY
material makes no referdnce to stated objectives. A special problem
i ;

occurred in.22 cases wherc-activities identified in the hypotheses

- were also the objectives of a proqr‘h;;iq such cases great confusion

!
arises as to when an objective is being igéytified and when an action,

\ For the study no attempt was made to search CD literature for

!
\

othef hypotheses to test besides the three intended to be used in the:

study. It was recognized that suc¢h an attempt might produce some other ..

hyéotﬁeseé which could prer to be of more explanatory power than the

three pféposed, butvaddiﬁion of more hypotheses éppeared to be beyénd

the scope of any reasonable uﬁfuﬁaed stué?; Hhen planning for the

study atrived at the stage of consideration of a éomparisoh or control
\

group (such planning occurred intermittently while various case stupies

were Qeing sifted), the procedare selected was the use of two sets of

‘data for'a correlational study. . The first set would’relate projects

1
|

using one or more of social animation, par;icipat;on“in decision~making,

|

and self-help tobjudgments of project success and failure. The second

o ‘ A o
set would provide a similar relation for projects in which none of the

. . !
A
\ 1!‘ .

a5
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factors from the three hypotheses were judged to b

..

. representation of the design is as f

¢
.Seé_q

Set 2

t

- The design is the same as relating driver training graduates
, » n -

-

Not A

present.

A simple

pass/fail rates on the driver's license examination and then doing the

same for persens who did not take driver training.
Later, however, questions about qudlit} and quantity of reports

led to abandonment of the sccond set. The remain

kY

y
v

ing analysis would

provide a ratio of successes to failures only for projects containing

. one or more of the practices identified in the three hypotheses.

v Concentration on this set, however, could produce separate ratios for

the occurrence of each of the seven possible combinations of the

practices: A, B, C, AB, AC, BC, ABC.- If ABC had the highest proportion
of successes to faiiures, Hynam's original three-part hypothesis would

have some evidence in its favor. In practice, however; even this approacir

proved unpromising.

i
i

.reports would preQent drawing any useful conclusions except a

+ 5tate of the reports.

: ! s : v
Mounting evidence indicated that the state of the

bout the

Finaily the sbecifications for the study were described in a

draft report and agreed to 'as follows:

The test of the hypotheses involves an analysis of social .

development project and. program
. whether a high positiye correlatidn exists between reported

ports in ¢rder to determine

success of social develorment activities and reported instances
No gontrol of

accuracy in project reportage is possible within t limitations

of tHe behaviors identified in the hypotheses.

o]

W

<

to
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4
of the study. Since all reports arce taken at face value,. the
study's focus on reported instances must be stressed; cxplora~_
tion of whether there are unreported instances and whether
reported instances did in fact occur are b\yond the resources
‘ fbr the study. The broad spectrum of countrln,, programs

x::\‘ projects, and authors represented in thc rcporLb may le nd

crodlblltty to thc study. s | ,

Unfortunately the "broad Spcctrum" turned out to be'quite narrow.
For‘instancc, the ubiquitous Cornell-Vicos Project has received no less

thgn 11 treatments (refer to Volumes I and IT of géﬁ,‘énd_three articles
in Niehoff, 1966), bup reports on other Latin American FD.cfforts at
" the project level are rare. For whatever feasons, and many were’ posited
in a draft report. for thc proposod study, case materials ultimately
proved too rare and;unwiﬁldy and the study designvtoo qucétionablg

for continuation as the focal point of a thesis. Better instead to
provide a review ofrthc state of the art or science of CD evaluatibn

as repr; sented 1n CD lltvrature, compare proposed procedures. with reports
ofzrtual.practice, compare both of these elements Fo evaluation procedures
iﬁ other social 60velopmént activities, and provide suggestions for
andoexamples of eval?ation reports, including a few examples of rélatinq
project information'tolhypothesés. }In late 1976 the approaéh just
dc,crlbud rcplaccd the attempt at hypothesis testing. However, it

% i &

was agrered that the wfIter would include oxamplos of the analytlcal
Aﬁ

» - !

reports he had.p:eparqd for the now abandoned effort at hypothesis

.
tcstiﬁg. Bcfore turning to these, how%yer, a few broad comments about
. »

“»
3 L}

the role qﬁﬁhypothcscs »n CD evaluation are ipforder.

LaATT T
i
I3

IN RETROSPECT

Abandoning the attempt .at hypothesis testing'shoulq not be

\J:ogardod as admisgion of porpgtual defeat. 1In the first place, probloms
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'with rescarch design and with iraluating CD cases do not prevent use
of ielements iﬁ Hynam's original.hypbthcsis as thcfoﬁtér limits for
defining. the domain of CD, with other. elements added as considcréd
defensible. The fact * at numerous cfforts currently identified as
CD would disappear from the rolls may enhance rather than reduce the ,
utility of the outer limits concept. In this coennection we should bé
mindfﬁl of Haggstrom's (in'Cary, 1970) view that the startin?\point for
CD cvaluation 'is evaluation of whether sbmething is CD.

Additionally, c0nsideriné that CD has lonq—tefm process and.
" movement goals as well as short-, intcrmediate, and léng-term.broje@f
ani program goals, usec of‘%hcgry—based evaluatiop in CD ;s one of the
approaches which, ought to be tried, and Hynam's hypothesis pfovides at
least a first step for such evaluation. The dcfihifions to be employed
for /the three main elements (and for the description of "development
‘prpjccts in which people are invovled") require some refining, and ;here
‘may be need tos identify subprocesses, but ;hc'gcneral hYpothesi; can be

used as the touchstone for theory-based evaluation. As Fitz-Gibbon

'

and Morris (1975) suggest, combinatior of thebry—based evaluation with

comparative experiments enables testing of the predictive power of
. s '

theory. Evaluation reports would be written in terms of one or more
theories' capacity to explain processes and effects., Perhaps CD can

move closer to thé day -when such evaluations are conducted. In terms

of Hynam's hypothesis, it is significant that 400 CD practitioners

surveyed by a United Nations agency (Lochhcad,”1969:66) have listed

"using procedures that increasc motivation, interest, participation

’ . .
and cooperativeness of the local population” as a principal recason for

SUCCeSS. _
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ANALYTICAL REPORTS , .

. t .
6 . i ’

Following are two cxamples of the writer's attempts at providing

hypothesis-related analyses of project reports.. The first report

focusses on a project in a single community; the sccond on a much more

extensive project covering 30Q villages aK\Eiii of a national program.
The rcfcruncc stylc for- thc reports dlffcrs sllghtly from thesis style

by occurring at the end of a secntence. Thc format of the reports,

’

with parenthetical comments and};frious heads, also differs somewhat

from thesis style.
t . 4

Case 1: San Josc de Naranjo

Elccrrical Cooperative .o

'

% Project Area Description: San Jose De Naranjo is a small
.. . Y
agrlgultural community about 65 mlles from San Jose, the capital of

’ Costa Rica. The village has a falrly homogeneous populatlon, wlth
75 pcrccntiof the‘population comprised of smallholders owning their
own coffee farms. ‘There is oome local commeréial activiﬂ&‘in the -
form of small éﬁops. The coffee farms idontify the‘community asna :
markeﬁ agricultural rather than a subsisﬁcnce agricultural community.
.Project Administrative Arrangements: 'The Pilot-P:ojggt for
Rural Cooperatives was organized by the Cooperative DeoarCment of the
National Bank of Costa Rlca, the Pan\Amcrican Unioh,'tho Inter-American
Institute of Agrlcultural Sciences, and the Costa Rica Natlonal
Instituto of Housing and City Plannlng. Tho &atlonal Bank pledged

$4528.88 (US) for commenccment of the pro;ect, handled the organ12at10nal

arrangements and provided the technical and admxnlstratlve staff; the‘

“other organizations offered technical assistance and served as a steering

o '
.

f
I
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; . ‘ : . .
" body. An offlcxal of the bank served as project director and was T . ®

!

. assist:g~by an advisory committec‘fompri sing represgn&at1ves of the

" other organizatioms involved. This committee (a) set standards for

selecting the pilot projcci_community; (b) recpmmcndcd what type’of
‘cooperative sﬁould be developed in the -project community, (c} sugqested

guidelines for a local education campaign, (d) brgvidcd other general //
; / : A

* advice regarding the function of the project as a pilot project with

transferrable results. The director retained the exccutive functions.

i ’ :

The crucial role was seen to be sclection of the pilot community: '
) - . , ‘ _

a community‘with the social arrangeRepts and community interest deemed

esscntial to success of any project. _ Ah extensive socio-economid¢ study
. of three villages identified San Jose de Naranjo-bs containing the
assumed prerequisites of good local leadership, community homogeneity;

interest in improvement, good land tenure practices, reasonably good

credit record, and local trust of agents of the national government. :

San Jose de Naranjo were poor recreatlonal
. . K + >
facilifjes, no running watex, no electricity, no library, poor‘trads—

rtakion to neighboring cent eé} nd relativély low level of goods and

’,ferv1ces available through local shops. '
! 8 i | . : .o
. - ’ { '

Program Objectives: Organizational--objectives of outside’

agepc1es Since the pro;ect was initiated at the natlonal and inter-

: I
! national ordanization 1eve¢s and was lntcnded as a plet project, the

' goéls of t agencies and’of the local people were not identical. The .

gcnerél goals of the agencies were (a) to experiment with ‘techniques
. o

for efficient organization of rural cooperatives, (b) to show that

<

' . - .
rural cooperatives are suitably- dynamic agencies for accomplishing

'

¢ L
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: B ,
. y .
/ : . .
. : . S _ !

social and cultural as well as cconomic programs, (c) to provide an

., institutional model at the local, national, and itfbfgational levels
' " » -" '
which could be applied to other--albeit less well organized and
\\\\srosperbus-—communities. ’ : K
\ !

‘Local--local objectives wére of necessity village oriented,

focussing on MQeting of felt needs rather than on techniques reproducible

in other locales. The villagers wished to improve the social and -
i . ' o
cultural milieu and the standard of living in the community.' The

villagers saw the establishment of ajcoopcrative énd the construction of
‘an clectfic light plant és-tbe{r primary objectivés. Cbnvenignbly,'thé
latter goal became the main focus of the cooperatiye.enterbrise desirgd
by both‘thc local commuhity and the outsidé agencies. Through this

. occurrence there was cstablished some degree of coincidence of village

!
o

and agency goals.

Time Lihe——the period May 26, 1955 through June 1957 is covered
in thebreport. Thefinteragency agreement was signed May 26,.1955. '
T . ! |

From June through December of that year the.agencies formed the

administrative and advisory machinery for the pilot project, discussed

potential sites, and made the site recommendations. To this point )

L %
local involvement occurred only through a socio-economic survey &,

conducted by project personnél. The.s;te was selecievaanuary 2, 1956.
- During 1956!an‘equcational‘and ieadersﬁip tfainfng program was

conducted, the cooperétide legally'estaﬁlishcd; te?ﬁnical stqﬁies,for
:glectriQ;chtioﬁ launched, -a plaﬁ sélected, financial arrangement; mgde,
ah& a plant constructed. Power ﬁasbturned.on Sanuary 19, 1957, And

the official obening occurred April 28.
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Projcect Results--the Project resulted in formation of a
village cooperative which grganizcd for and arranged the finances of

the desirea‘i}ectriéal plant. The coopcrative was the first'cooperative

in Latin Amcrica expressly organized for the purpose o
a . , :

ment and supervision of a technical project. The project fully mobilized
. ; , ,

ocal develop-

;
~

the community, trained local 'leaders, and resulted in "a total moral

. S ‘ ' ’ i :
and material contribution in solving the, problems" of concern to the

village (Niehoff, 1966:105). Local management‘and<1eader§hip structures
were developed for the cobperative; capital raised locally financed
43.2 percent of the progect (the rest was loaned by the Nat10na1 Bank),

and considerable local labour was utxlxzed in the constructlon of the

power plant, with only tthnlcal.gssistance from outside the village.

| . , - K Lo,
While no figures are given regarding economic progress, the benefits of
clectrical power for economic 1mprovement, materlal tomfort//and

]

.educatronal .services’ would appear to be self-ev1dent.

° [
Assessment--The project appears to have been complepely success-'

) . ! :
ful in “terms of accomplishment of local and agency objectives.
Reasons for Success 6ffgred by Project Reporter--The reporter

stresses proper selection of”afcommunity‘éapablé of aohieving’gpodr
_résults; San Josgyde‘Naranjo had the physical and Ieadership base,
’the prign éiperience at(o;ganizing, and the community enthusiasm £§
make a‘suécess of theAproject. Selection'og Ene propef site is

i
attrlbuted to the careful- 1dcnt1f1cat10n and community. survey work .

undertaken by tochnxcal experts who d1d prcllmlnary checks of a dozen

communities and then narrowed these to three p0ssibilities,for.an

extensive community socio-economic survey. Community surveys for
. ' ) ’ .

e ¥

231



development!,  One wonders alsd

R Y '

- successful projects. (This emphasis on identifying sﬁitablc sites

'

suggests that there are.vi ges in which succesgful'projccts are

impossible or at least nearl sorconsidering available techniques for

what the cffect.was_on the other two

villages which wére surveyed but not sclected; did citizens of these

v [

. villages expericnce disappointment at not bcingAchoscn for a project?

|

In addi{iob to attributing success to the good ﬁrbspects in the villaqé
itsdlf, thevrqpo;ter notes that the project used.,a strategy "that is

always a solid basis for change . . . (commencing) a type of project
| . . o

!

thgt was élﬁays desired~by the community. By basing the effort on an

It

-existing felt need, they had a solid motivational base from which to -
work" (Niehoff, L966§§3). An additional feature. in the success was the

extensive communications metwork used to inform villagers, train leaders,

énd encourage locéi involvement, ail of which resulted in local identifi-

¢
[

cation with the project: ‘
. . The next and always esséhfial step was to get the
local people involved in all ways: to get their active _
participation in developing their’ own organizations, to help’
plan, and to provide the material assistance and labor
. needed. There could be little doubt amond the Costa Ricans
involved that the cooperative was their own rélativeLy early
in the project history. (Niehoff, 1966&?2)i ‘
, . . R | . - ‘ .
(It is significant that this .identification occurred despite the outside
y _ . ‘

" impetus in initiating the project. A[préject, then, need not be totally

-

indigehous to bevidentified as the villagers' own, and may serve both
the community's own opjeqtivcslénd.differént—-if overlapping--objectives
of outside groups.) ‘ .

The rcpor:%r also cites the ties of the project with a national

1

‘sqfection purposes_afp reqgarded-‘as crucial for - -sclection of sites for ,i./

W/
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organization interested in coopcfdtiva development. _fhese ties provided
Uédminisér&tiv; éuppoft,ﬂﬁraining, credit, and techniéal heip. The -
'rcpoétcr notés the 'similarity between ﬁgis supbort structure and thétl
y N : ‘ v
: for the Vicos Project in ﬁgru (we may add the Comilla Project in Eas

Pakistan to this list). . ‘ A

. ' R Lo ' ' :
The following summary appears a fair statement of the reasons : S
offered by the project reporter regarding the success of the project:
. ' ; Jal .
(1) good selection tcchhiques'identifying a suitable site, (2) selection

. , r .
of » project meeting-local felt needs, 13) promq;ﬁ6; of community:

: ‘ |
identification with the project, (4) participation of the community
1eadﬁr§hip and to some extent ;he whole community in the decision-

'making process, (5) usle of extensive local efforts in the management, . 1

;finéncing, and construction involved in thg project, (6) use of outside

. B o v o Co
organizational structures as support services for credit, administration,
. ’ . » . i
and technical help as required. Reason$ 3, 4, and. 5 are of course the

,social animatidn, participation in decision-making, and self-help - .
: . . i . ° ﬂ,’ ' _ ) #
activities identified in the three hypotheses presented in this.thesis.
Cal - } .

s
L

Relation to Hypotheses -~

~ - :

)

Social animation. Although the project originated frodfoutside

»

San Jase, the{natiénalfﬁﬁa‘international aims fit well wi;h‘local'felt

needs, therebf.simpigﬁfing the problem of local iaentification with the
ot . . 4 ’ . . 1‘ ¢

"project. It should be remembered that the outside-agencies were

interggted inpa pilot project in which’téchniqués could béltested and
skills transferred to other projects; the villagers were interested in
a_ldcal cooperative and a power plant, not in viability of the tdchniques

i . ‘ ; . R
elsewhere. Local interests howcver dovetailed nicely with those of the

v _ . . - - : ' ;
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,prqqutrinitiators,:anq the marriage of agency and local lobjectives

enabled'eésy'l

where there waj

|

aspects of the

of confirming age

3

.

o

'qlready much local enthusiasm for at least the local

1

roject. The animation process had the’avantAges

y assessment of local nceds and identifying and

traihihg 1oca1'lcdders. "The campaign, in which social animation and

participation in decision-making become blurred, incﬁbégd the \

t

‘ - H

following clements: . ' ‘ o

1. Visits by agency.officials to detemine‘gca_l neec‘l,s.‘ ‘ ;'

i
‘

2.

. of the project. : i
. i .

1
\

Selection and training of local leaders identified by villagers
through guestions asked in the community survey undertaken as
part of the sclection process for a prqject site. The villagers
agreed with the |suggestion that small group training techniques

- were necessary and that such training should begin with the
leaders identified by the villagers. : »

"The next step was the development of a special, simpfé,
attractive, qnd varied program for the rest of the community
with a view to stimulating among them a spirit of cooperat:ion

_and mutual assistance, as well as understanding, through s:mple

and graphic media, of the fundamentals of_copperativism" (ttirhof £, 1

1 1966:100). The educational program for the villagers involved

formal visits by agency personnel, villager visits to other
cooperatives and technical facilities in other areas, 54 formal

I

talks on cooperatives attended by a total of 756 persons,

. formation of study clpbs,'filMS, posters, courses on cooperativism

(27 lessons with an average attendance of 22), 62 clhsses for
Grade V and VI,chfidrén, designation of a recording secretary

for ‘the cooperative, and publi%ation of a weekly information
bulletin written by local persons and designed for both training
and insplrational purposes and encouraging locdl discussion
through the bukletin. An evaluation component for: assessment

of increased village and project personnel knowledge and interest
in cooperativism was also included in the educational component

Later, working committees of citizens were formed to deal with
education, membership and publicity, finance, and legal matters.
Each committee had three members and workeg wnder the general
guidance of a work coordinator and a central organizing :
committec. These committces conducted not only cducational work

~ e

.

AU
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but arranged for ‘the establishment of the cooperative itself
and assisted in copduct of 'its business. These last roles
involved participation in decision-making.
e |
o . i

!

i
'

Participation in decision-making. The reporter says that since

in the original community survey villagers identified perséns "“who can
. A

best represent the people of this locality in discussing . . . ecbno%ic

and so?ialjpfoblems with the various governmental agencies,” the

people themselves ".'. . in a completely dgmocratic way sclected the

group and community leaders who in turn collaborated effectively in
. - ' b

the development of the prO]ect first of all and, later, as members of™ _

the Board of Directors, the Superv;slon Committee; and the Board of

Arbitration and Managcmcnt, once the” peoplc had renewed thexr expression

of confldence by entrustlng these rcspon51b111t1es to é&em" (Nlehoff
1966:98-99). One may well argué at whlch séage the.dec1$lon-mak1nql_

:eqqrding selection of leaders actually';ook place, during the survey

or when board and committee members were elected. Identifying leaders

.in a survey.may be an expression of confidence but is not local

The later approval of these leaders, through election tg the cooperativé's

s

decision-making unless the villagers know the identified persons will

bé,approachédugy agency officials to become developers of the broject.}

~

4 /

boards, and the activitiles of the leaders themselves are, however,

exampleskof substantial participation in deéision—making. Another

~

significant area of public pa;ticipation was through the various working

committees which provided not only éducationdl leadership but assisted

~ v

.\.

formal gstablishment of the coopératiﬁe and helped in the qdmin'strative[\\

financial, and work voordination tasks of the organization. ese
. : i

committees were involved allso in the estimates prepared for costs,
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conSumption, and ecquipment required“under\two different plant proposals:

oné for a hydro—elcctric plant and one for a'diesellplant. The ecstimates

involved the work of technicians, agency personnel, and the local

committees. The cooperative's leadership approved the diesecl alternative

/\ : k‘": : . ' »

‘and presented this to the consﬁitutional assembly[of cooperative members.
, . I . ..

. . - : ; A
This latter body ratified the proposal upon the recommendation of the
leaders. Unfortunately the reporter gives no population figures for

‘ l : : . o
the village and only spotty figures for participation in the decision-

making and other activities of the cooperative qtself, so no participation

rate f&r various activities can béﬁggfked out.

The coépérative erpared its own accounts and conducted its own
. . » .

administration through its committees and a manager, with advice from

2

the national bank's Coopergtives Department. .

Self-help. Besides the‘éonsideﬂable selffhelp}iAvorved in the

D o ) . ' :
~educational program and the participation .in committee work and other

| . .

L ! r :
decision-making as previously recounted, the cooperative "did the work

‘ B i
necessary to install a plant and produce and distribute electric power
, _ \ . P

, ) z \
in the locality" (Nichoff, 1966:105). Moredver, a surprisingly large
v , . R _ [ .

amount of capital (43 percent) was raised locally'from the smallholders
e arst==.

and other citizens. Certainly{g&iﬁ capital represe?ts a substantial

commitment to self-help.

Conclusion: Relation of Project ‘ o :
to Hypotheses

I .

| The project indicates a corrélation:betwoeﬁ}the activities

o : .
identified in the three hypotheses and project success. The techniques

~identificd in the following summary statement of the reporter are those
. .

) . i
1 '



.of social animation, participation in decision-making, ‘and: sclf-help.
; o s : S S . ‘ ,

What the reporter calls "association" is social animation and the'term

: k]
"enterprise" covers both decision+making and self-help.

The two basic aspects, association and entcr?iisc, were
perfectly balanced; the former by mecans of an educational . o
campaign which developed awareness of the need for joint action
for the common good, and the Latter through thL conviction that
- the maximum contribution compatible with the pOSSlbllltleS
of each individual would be needed to insurc the economic
and financial solidity of }he organization. Ih short, the
neced for a total moral and’material contribution in solving
the problome which COﬁCuln them was emphasizcéd. This project
demonstrated that when communities are stimulated and guided
to achieve something through their own efforts, ‘the response
is-fully forthcoming. (Nichoff, 1966:105-106)

Casc; 2:  Comilla Rural ' r
Administrative Experiment ‘ '

Prdject'Aréa Deséription—— The pfoﬂect began with one union
| ’ uncil of a numbef of villages in Comilia Thana, an administratiye
nit of 300 villages in Eaét Pakistan. EvenLually 12 union councils
involving all 300 villaée# in gﬁe thana were cdveréd by the project.
The number of people involved is in the.feds of thousandslbﬁﬁ no
.exact'figure is available. Agri;ultuge'is the economic mainstay of
the thana.
;

Time Line-~The prOJect report ‘covers the period 1961 through

- ' 1966, c0ncentrat1ng on the 1965-1966 perlod of the urth annual report.

°

Pro]ect Objectives--Development of rural areas through 1ncreased
agricultural productlon, capital formation through: development and ;
maintenance of rural services in éolice protection, communications,
sanitat%on[«bublic health, rccreation, adult educ;tion, and local
government éenerally. |

Project Besults—-FormationAof basic villaée,orgahization;

|

P | n ' \



: 2
establishment of village levell local plahning; cmergence of a new .

2 . . .
pattern of rural leadership; government programs of various departments

\
o
collaboration between department officers and local people; banking

have been integrated into rural delvelopment, resulting in closer i

-facilities have been created for village farmers through a thana_

central cJopcrative associntionf farm income has increased.

.‘Assegsméntf-In general thc,pgojcct appcérs go have fegistered
considefﬁblegsuccesﬁ in teﬁmé»df~thé stated objectives. ' v

Reasons for Success as Ofﬁeredfby Project Reporter--Two sets

appear. The first set (Sultan, 1966:10)} includes: (1) plaﬁhing from
below; f2) pre-work measurement; (3) proper accounting; (4) proper
superv151on, (5) dissemination of idecas and information to the péoble;
(6) full part1c1pptlon. These si# are citéd as principles followed in
the prOJect. Later {Sultan, 196&:49~50) a somewﬁaﬁ diffe;ent but}

related set of‘reasons is given for t?e success of Comilla as compared

to the'general fallure of other cooperative movements in East Paklstan.

The reasons for success are: .(l) strictness of the ¢ \zi:ij
S ‘ 5
authority--the thana gouncil; (2) honesty and integrity o offxc&

van&-elected officers at all levels; (3) existence .of a hard credit

prﬁgram throuah taxétion at the local level,_segd'money from ;hé central

government, and coo;dinatibn and reaLloéation through the thana councgl;
. ) _ .

(4) loyalty and sihéerity of the coopefative association members; (5)

timely rcpayﬁent of loans by membéfs and the creation of mgmber‘savings.

The result of such effopts, says the reporter, is the creation of sound
and self-sustaining village units which can.continuously develop through

increésingly self-supported and incieasing}y sophisticated projects.
_ _ ]

.
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LI

, The reporter makes a partigularly strong case regarding the importance
pf a strict coordinatihg body that réquircs proper accopnting and

fiscal responsgbility.

Rclation to Hypotheses . i

Social animation. Project officers were enjoined to become
teachers of the people and not simply administrators. They encouraged
. ‘ | )

k-4 ' .
local leaders to change roles from petitioners and protestors (traditiohal

roles in the thana system) to d;ganizersaand‘planners. © At least insofar
| . : ,' : ’

.as the project administration and localfleadorship are goncerncd, aCtions°
. t -

4

i i
associated with the social animation hypothesis are preLént. . The project
|
reporter also claims that a major principle followed in' the project wasg
dissemination of ideas and information to the people (Sultan, 1966:10),
. i ' ' N ' M . ' . ,

an activity appropriate to social animation. :

~
RN}

Participation in'decision—making. "The Union qpunéils actively
:

participated in the preparation and'fqrmulation of the ?héha council One

I

‘ | |
Year Plan and Five Year Plan and took keen interest invihe preparation.
of the Union Plan Book” (Sultan, 1%5655). The Thana ¢opncil,'undér the

Basic Democracies system waé made the coordinating and'Planning agency%

for rural development. Planning as well as coordinatiop was introduced "'
- K R )

at the. thana lcvein bringing planning within the scope pof activities of

village government, with locally ciected leaders becomi

project committees. established for specific projects within the scope
‘ W : i

of the general plan. Chairmen and secretaries of projﬁtt committees ,
. & 6

received specific training %or administration of theié‘profects. "

. Y
Engineers working for the national government examined and approved local

\—\ .
.
. .

b, . -
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'

, plans for capital projects such as capal drainage ‘qnd were generally
impressed with the quality of local project planning. The union councils

have the power to tax and disburse funds, a significant improvement over

4, »

‘previous arrangements’ in which local qovnrﬁing boards lacked this

.
0

\
by
' -

“decision-making capacity. Y

Vi . ) {
v o~ -

L“ " .‘ > .“ .
Local people participate in planning and duciSLOn—mpklng throuqgh

a network of cooperatives based at village level-but reinforced by a
+ thana level association embracing all 300 villages and providing a strongly .
disciplined level of financial accountability. villagers organizb for

tlreir own pconomic- self-interest and choose their own leaders, but
' ! ‘ N .

receive the strong support servicc®of the central asgpciation which is

also a disbursing agency for funds“providnd by the central government
¢ ‘ ) : . )
as a supplement to those raised locally. The two tjer structure of

cooperative associations and a central association iapitalizcs on the

3

> existence of the village as-the basic social and economic unit but adds

the strength of the central agsociation to provide creditﬁ,training,

. and financial discipline. ) . . ¢
» . Self-help.’ The brojoct has a very heavy self-help cmphasis. h‘ ’//
- e L

v - : . X
The union councils raise their own funds and incur expenditures.

»
]

Responsibility for-debts is required of the cooperatives and defaulting '

. .
‘- 3

" associations are dissolved. There is no system of government handouts;

N

a stern financial discipline is exacted. Projects employ local labour

5n the off-season periods-when there is littlg'agrﬁculgural»work. There

is extemnsive training of local pecople for manﬁgcment of the agricultural

. .

and non-agricultural cooperative associations. Projects have resulted .

in an increase in farm output and income, and thcse increases have

.

i



-and cquity in services.

the project described.

' 4
- o
enabled incrcased taxation to support social sorvices. in the thana,,
. "\ ‘

There appecars, then, to be progress toward ?olh economic self-sufficiency

i

A
14

s

" Conclusion:. Relation of Project

to Hypotheses

Local eouncils adhering to strict &;nancial practices are of
course adhering’also to a rigorous practiée of self-help. ‘Membér
participation in ?rojcqts} and member commitment to,tﬁo cooperatives,
and repnymeh; of loans'and creation of savings are indicatiogs'of strong
participation in the self-help aspects of the projeqt. The embhaseé
on p]asniﬁg from below and on full‘part§cipation in decision-making = |

through development of a local infrastructure for decision-making

indicate the presence in the project of activities associated with the

" decision-making hypothesis. The prdaect also made use of at least

some activities for social animation: training of local leaders and u

the role descriptions of project ddministrators indicate an interest

in motivating the people in the‘yillages, and dissemination of

information and ideas to villagers also reinforces social animation.

.l. ",’ i © : .
Thus ™t is concluded that the Comilla project indicates a correlation .

'
[

between activities identified 'in the threc hypotheses and success in

i
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CHAPTER SIX

CONCLUSIONS/AND RECOMMENDATIONS

HEE ’ "o
Through five parts, this study has weighed the merits of community
development cfforts‘égainst models developed for evaluation of CD. CD -
evaluation models, practices, and reportage have been weighed against

the evaluation procedures and models in other social programs. Related
o .

topics discussed were the development, status, problems, and prospects
of social’ program cvaluation generaily; and an abortive effort at

"hypothesis testing which nonetheless produced insights into the state

<.

‘ of CD evaluation.

. . : v / N ‘
Only a few of the techniques used in the present study are

. : . / .
quantitative, and these few involve “simple counting procedures, not

statistical analysis. The judgments offered are based on interprctations
of quantitative and qualitative evidence\gifated systematically, a
N process which fits the looser definition. of evaluation research, as

offered on page 10 gf this stday. Readers will have to answer for
' 4

precide statemgnts
.

themselves the question whether the sfudy meects more
' : : : - N

, o : .
of requirements for cvaluation research, such as Weiss' (1972a) on . . Y

a

) pages 21 and 22 of the report.

In using the word "art" ingtéad éf "science" when titling this_
study, thé writcr was acknowledging a distinction frqucntlf made
be;weeh professional judqmcntéf approaches based on observations éhd C .
profcssiohal st&ndards,_aﬁd the expérimental and quantitative approach

usually attributed to scientific evaluation. However, it might be said

242



" research is employed. [Be mindfhl, however in re¢ Kourilsky's (1973)

-of the innovator."} /
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.

that evaluation rescarcgh is an art employing a carcfully considered

1.

combination of ‘subjective and objcct%vc approaches which result ;n a
judgmént superior to an informed guqgss (sece, c.g., Rossi, in Rossi and
williamé; 1972). without making too'much df {ﬁ overworked‘disttnctionf/
the political, spciai. and administrative végqries.in Qction'programé,
with the ‘attendant frgqucnt nced to rely on the weaker .rescarch designs,

suggest that cvaluation is more art than science even’ whap cvaluation
. °

-

!

advice that "any reading of the history of science will show that

! . "
impor'tant intellectual and experimental. progress was often made on the

s

basis of dubious evidence, added to insight and inspiration on the part

P

The present chapter offers erluqtidn of the state of the art

(e .
{

bf €D evaluation, and presents some recommendations regarding avenues

of further study and refinement of both study and evaluation techniques.

'
i

CONCLUSIONS - ° _
. 0

fhe following‘general.conc¥usiogs are offered as bascd ﬁpon
evidence presented elséwhcré in'%he study. These conclusions adGIQSS‘
the general probﬂéms|discussed‘&n the first ﬁarﬁ of Chépter One and |
in the introductions to succeeding chapters.
.In genetral, th; state‘of the.evélﬁative'art in Lerﬁs $f ﬁodels
and tool§ is aﬁout thq same in CD as in other sociaL procrams except
for a number of interesting new trends in areas outside CD but which )
may have applicabi;it; there also. Some of these trends (see pages S0
to 65 of this study) appeér moic appropri%te-to pgoéram situations than do,

controlled experiments.

J
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’ .

' CD evaluation thought has not contributed a sct of unique

‘-
'

/-
‘principlcs Lsgﬁﬁethods but has tempered use of those developed clsewhere
/

. . N . . .
and has emphasized in-house, formative, and action resdarch oriented N

evaluation more than have other social program areas. However, CD has’
’ A .
not abandoned .summative evaluation although its role is less significant . {
. B I o

than in other social development evaluations.

The best CD evaluation thought is as good as the best in other

" arcas and may be more realistic about application in social settings
. . [ : . ’
(see, c.g., Hayes, 1959, 1966). ' : _ : ‘ ' i

Fow actual cvaluations in any social settings, including CD, _ e
" { Co . )
have been of high calibre. ' However, some recent ‘evaluations in the
United States of programs such as Head Start appear-to be breaking new

»

ground. Ié may be thaL new initiatives such as the'intefnal and
cxternal_ivaluations of the British Commﬁnity Develqément Préject will i
folioQ suit. The new approach taken by a\\éam at tﬁe Ontario.Iﬂstitute
for Studib§ in.Education may providé CD with a powerful tool for
evdluatioﬁ (see page 182). | |

' In all social development fields therétis administrative resistance

f
\

: ' . . e ‘ |
to conducting evaluations. The resistance 1s for many rcasons and takes

;

the varied forms described by writers such as Caro (1969), Guba (1969),

“and Suéhmank(l967). .Means-of 6vercomin§,this resistance must be explored .

if adequa;e evaluations are to be perforﬁed. ‘ A i
Prégrams.also'suffcr from lack of, staff train'&g in evaluation "-\\

and its uses, .and particularly with regard to the r tionships between \\

o 1

!

evaluators and other stqff.

-

The need for evaluation of programs should not be taken to

-



Yy o
~ | .

suggest evaluatlon (partlcularly cxternal summat.ive evaluations) of all _

programs, nor to sugqﬁst that an évaluatxon should usec all the means

~

at hand.
-

Evaludtion reports in all social development fiqlds tend to be
weak in evidence, criteria, and intelligibility, nor is there much

attention to causbl factors. ' . | .

Distribution of much evaluation information has been'haphazard

. ' 1 . I3 . .
and. sometimes does not occur at all because of fear of negative criticism.

' i

' Because suppressed fcpo:ts are lost to other resecarchers, little can be

said about them, ‘not even ;hafvthcy are a serious problem-.for evaluation.

i [ . '

CD cvaluation literaturq, while good on cdhcepts; 'is weak on

actual reports of evaluations. Few. examples of good %fudies exist despite

i

some recent surges of interest in Qvaluaﬁioni Even though the case
o

uevaluatxon literature in-all sdc1a1 flelds is not of gencrally hxgh
i . r
' {

qualxty, CD's lxterayure on such evaluations must make Q\Fecord low

'

showing. Many reasons have been advancéd to explain the weakncsses of

t

the reports which exist and the abSenéé of othei'ones. The main rcasons

-

for the numerical shortage are hypothesxzed as practltloneﬂ xnterest in

1mmcdiate objectives, fear of attack, concern about interference with

clients, concern abdut program disruption due to the needs of evaluators, -

Y

: 4 . . a . . L
inadequate financial resources to conduct evaluations to report, and
‘lack of concern about past activities. It is unknown 'whéther any

substantial number of evaluations occur which are never reported outside

the aéency.‘ N
All evaluatlons appear to- be influenced by or to qenerate o
. )

political debate.. Indced it appears that all evaluations are subject

f
. '

24 5"4.
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i B . ) [ N ‘
. i o

to political ingbkfgrencc from the outside as well as' administrative

' resistance from the inside. ' .

There is need for a model or models for report writing so that
, . N - { o L

“evaluation rceports from diffcrent“gctivities can be comparcd, insofar

\
!

as possible and desirable, with resppct to some, commoh clabqlflcdt1ons

and erhaps critcrxa and indices. However, care must be taken th;\ any
! : i . !

» . i ¢ .
standard format not become a procrustean bed” when reports.are reviewed

n

I ’
by policy makers.
There is need for some t?pc of clearing house involving data

processing of CD and other social development reports (evaluations and

othekwisc), lists of contact persons, and of projects, programs and CD-
N 1 . .
oriented training institutions so that more comprehensive information

on CD can be available than is available from abstracts, journals, and
) . ' . . , \
reqular and occasional®ources. .

i ' .
Problems in CD evaluation run the gamut of problems common to-.

f

evaluation of soCial'deVelopmcnt activities. However, CD appears to
have an even greater degrec of difficulty in the areas of explicitly
: Id . . .
stating aims' in sufficient detail for use in évaluation, establishing
o I . . . .

criteria and indicators, and determining the ldngth of time required

.

before an activity can be rated a success or failure.

'
'

RECOMMENDATIONS

, .
1

The previous section "hids stated conéiusions, some of which appear’
to be rccommendations. They are not. They are statements of need which

are detailed enough to look like recommendations. To be useful, , {
‘ . . v e _ - " .
recommendations neéd to state the exact'problem.addressed) the proposed -

.
)
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i

solution, the proposer and the recipient of the recommendation. While

many rccommendations are confusing because of the failure to relate a

p;oﬁicm|to a sslﬁtioh, many more récbmmpqdations a;o ihconséquontial‘
bccéuge'ﬁot a&drcsséd to éomc decision-making %ody, cveﬁ if the body is
the recoOmmender himSelf. 4ﬁ }ocommgndation should'nqt hang in air but
beitransmitted'to some agency where' the fcébmmendafidn can geﬁ é hearing

and possibly do some gbod. ) .

[

In terms of ‘the conclusions prescnted in the previous secction, ‘ Co
some of the conclusions require no recommendation: Others necd attention
but the iﬁstrumcnp for providing the dttention is'lacking. For instance,

who should rececive a recommendation such as "That political interference

c - ! ~

in evaluation studies’ be curtailed,” the.United Nations? Who should

. ! .
send it? . : N
' s . -t {\ [y

Following are six recommendations which state possible solutions

for the problems identified in the preambles for cach set of recommen-

’ ‘ : \

dations.
S~
y . . o/ ’
BYeamble: » '
-~ - !
o T
That, in order to provide training in evaluative research }
for CD workers, the writer's thesis-committee or a member of
it make the following recommendations to the academic staff .
. N N . \J

of the Division of:Community Fevelopment:

'

1. The advisability of inlcuding seminars in evaluative
//[ © research as an element in one or more of the core courses for

the M.A._pr@éram be considered;



« k _
2. Community Development students interested in sophisticated

evaluative researchrbe‘éncouraqed to hone tjeir skills in this

aren'thr&ugh appropriate additional study. _ r

‘ : ]
3. The curriculum for seminars in evaluative research include

4[ the topics of administrative resistance,, political interference,
b . |
|

basic evaluation principles and procedures, recent trends, and.

{
produttion of uscful evaluation reports.

3

A L)
v : Y .
4. The materials for semidars. in e¢valuative research ‘include
i ' N | .

the CSE Summative Evaluatjon Kit: How to Prescnt an*Bvaluation

Report (Center for the Y dyt of Evaluation, 1975); Evaluation

) ﬁoscarch, (Weiss, 1972a) and Evaluating'Dcvelggmcnt Projects

l (Hayes, 1966).

Preamble: ‘ : ‘ ’ |

That, in order to improve rescarch and evaluative research
i w ‘ . A . .
techniques in study of Community Development, the writer's thesis

!

committee or a member of it make the following recommendations to

1

the academic staff of the Division of Community Development for

transmittal to the appropriate university body: |
2 S : i | .
a !

5. The Division of Community Development, the.University of Alberta

commence liaison with the operators of the Shared Process Evaluation
/ o . St
System, The Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, and the
Department of Regional and'Commuhity Affairs, University of Missouri

with a view to establishment of a text processing data bank of

~information relating to community development proéram;.

|

248
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6. The Divi{}on of Community Development, The University of

 Alberta discuss with the operators of the Shared Process

Evaluation System, The Ontario Institute for Studies in Edflucation,
. g R ks -

the possibilitios of devoloping detailed information for use in

theory-based cevaluations ofvcbmmunity development activities.

| . -~

L., . . l
. |
Exccution of these six recommendations would be”a significant
- ) . - ’ . [
step in improving the quality of CD evaluation.

L

by
{

-.\I
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