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ABSTRACT 

The conduct of program evaluation research has grown considerably in recent years, 

in response to explicit legislative mandate as well as executive agency directive. How-

ever critic,ism abounds about the utility to the government of many of these types of re-

search. This report disCUSS€lS some of the factors -,-- both governmental and non-govern-

mental which contribute to this situation. It also identifies recent actio~s taken to 

remedy the discrepancy between the promises and utility of evaluation research. Re-

maining issues of possib~e legislative concern are also listed. 

.'.' 
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PART I. INTRODUCTION 

Federal expenditures for program evaluation are estimated to have risen by more 

than 500 percent from 1969 to 1974~ from $20 million to more than $130 million. This 

incr.ease in program evaluation activities reflects two important trends. The first 

is a shift in total Federal budget expenditures toward greater emphasis on human re-
t 

sources programs, from approximately $65 billion in 1969 to almost $173 billion in 

1976. .-y The second trend consists of a "many-fold multiplication" in congressional 

appropriations for evaluations in response to increasing demands from the Congress, 

the President, and executive agencies for greater accountability and evaluation of 

the resources devoted to social programs. -1! The conduct of program evaluation is 

also part of a broader trend to provide decisionmakers in both executive and legisla-

tive branches of Government with objective information or policy advice on the effects 

or Federal actions and programs, preferabJy before large-scale application. -.J..I Dr. 

~ Executive Office of the President. The United States Budget in Brief, Fiscal 
Year 1976, Washington, D.C., U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1975. p. 7~ 

-~ Mushkin, Selma J. Evaluation: Use With Caution. Evaluation, v. 1, 1973: 31. 
The Senate Agriculture Committee's needs for evaluation especially an evaluation 
of the Farmer's Home Administration are described in James W. Giltmier. Policy 
Formation Through Program Evaluation and Systems Analysis: A Congressional View, 
mimeo, 20 pages, paper presented before Evaluation Seminar, (held monthly under 
Sen. Brock's authority), Seminar held November 20, 1974~ U.S. Capitol. 

Program evaluation activities required under the Congressional Budget and Impound­
ment Control Act are described below in this Int:r:,duction. In addition, The Office 
of Technology Assessment, established under. P.L. 92-484, October 13, 1972, as an 
information and analysis office attached to the Congress, will " ••• provide [the 
Congress with) early indications of the probable beneficial and adverse impacts 
of the applications of technology ..... and other relevant information, to assist 
in the legislative process. [See: U.S. Congress, Senate. Committee on Rules 
and Administration. Subcommittee on Computer Services. Technology Assessment 
for the Congress, staff study, November 1, 1972, 92nd 'Congr'ess, 2nd session, 
Washington. D.C. U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972. (CoIlUllitt(;J~ Print.)] 
Judicial interpretation of the National Env~ronmental Policy Act of 1969" now 
reflected in revised guidelines issued by the Council on Environmental Quality. 
requires the submission of 102 impact statements on a wide variety o~ major Fed­
eral activities which may impact on the "human environment," broadly def-lned. 
These activities include constDlction of faci1:ities~ alerations to the na1::ural 
physicul environment, funding proposals, and administrative actions, as well as 
.proposals for different types o~F!i'.de}:'ally supported scientific research and 
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H. Guyford Stever, the President's Scienc~ Adviser estimates that $835 million will 

be obligate~ for social Rand D programs in the fiscal year 1975. In fact in dis-

cuss~g the 1975 budget message he singled out for special consideration as social ex-
'< 

periments designed to generate information for public policymaking~ three programs ,in 

health insurance, income maintenance, and housing allowances, "lith obligations estimated f 

to total $33.9 million. ~ 

Concurrent with increasing activity in social program evaluation, however, there 

is evidence of heightened concern by Members of Congress, agency program administra-

tors, and social scientists, with inadequacies in program evalua.tion methodology, pro-
';t 

cedures for data collection, procurement, administration, and utility of program eval- \ 

uation, especially in planning, oversight, and budgeting functions. 
, 

The history of Federal llsocia1 program evaluation" a.ctivities has never been fully 

chronicled. Similarly, there is no detailed analysis of the merits of evaluation ob-

jectives, programs, and approaches used by different social program-oriented agencies. 

This report is designed to provide the Congress with background information on existing 

and emerging issues of concern relating to evaluation. Part I is this introduction. 

Part II deals with some general issues in program evaluation: its objectives, commu-

uications between researchers a.nd program managers, and the difficulties of using eva~­

uation in agency management procedures. Part III treats OMS program evaluation activ-

ities. proposals for interagency evaluation mechanisms, and activities surrounding im-

prcvement of legislative branch programs evaluation capabilities. Part IV deals with 

issues relating to the procurement and conduct of program evaluation research from the 

point of view of both the evaluation researcher and the government user. Part V deals 

"71th methodologica.l issues in the conduct of program evaluation. The possible issues 

development which may result in development of technology, with a potential impact 
on the environment. (See: Council on Environmental Quality • Preparation of 
Envir.onmental Impact Statements. Guidelines. Federal Register. v. 38, no. 14, 
Part II, August I, 1973). 

~I The Science Adviser, "Federal Budget for Science and Technology - FY 1975." 
February 4, 1974: 8. 
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of legislative concern raised by information presented in the report are collated in 

Part VI. 

The term "program evaluation" is used in two general ways in the Federal government. 

At a very aggregated level, the term denotes a process of assessing cost and effective­

ness to ascertain the appropriate funding level for a program in relation to other 

national goals. At a less aggreg~~ed 1 1 h ~ eve , t e term refers to the processes of eval~ 

uating a particular agency's program to determine wh'ether and to what extent it' achieves 

its purposes (impact evaluation), and whether it is administered efficiently (p~ocess 

evaluation) • Decisio~akers use these evaluat4 0ns In' d 'd' h .... eCl, ~ng wether a pro gram should 

be continued, lIlOdified, terminated, or replaced by h" anot er more beneficial and more 

effec tive" program. 

The term "program eval t' If h b ua ~on as een associated '"ith any activity to measure the 

effectiveness and outcome of H a program. owever, it has been most widely associated in 

recent years with evaluation of' . 1 maJor soc~a programs, such as educational intervention 

strategies, work incentives. and J' uv, enile training. I th . \2 n ~s respect, evaluat1on, ac-

cording to Wbo1~~, et. al., provid~s ,"objective information to program managers and 

pol:i'.cy-makers on the costs and effects of national [social] programs and local projects, 

ther:uby assisting in [promoting] f'f ct' ,. e e ~ve management and efficient allocation of lim-

Federal agencies have d ·1 'd rob f"d eve ope a nu er 0 " 'iffe:::ent types of program evaluation 

mechanisms. Tft'e Congress mandates some evaluations, which ~re conducted at sti~ulated 

funding levels and with mandated techniques. Some agencies initiate evaluation to pro-

vide information, for program planning and· budget J·ust{ficat{ons. ... ~ ~ Effective coordinated 

program evaluation offices exist in some agenc{es. 0 h .... t er agencies have not organized 

their program evaluation activities formally. 

~lOl:y. Joseph S., et. a1. Federal Evaluation Policy: Analyzing the Effects of 
ub1~c Programs. Washington. D.C., The Urban Institute [19701 pp. 19-20. 
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One characteristic is common to almost all social prog~am evaluations --- that is 

methodology. Thus according to Wholey, et. a1., "evaluation is research, the. ap-plica­

tion of the scientific method ••. to learn what happens as a result of program activi-

ties. II Evaluation thus includes: 

the definition of program objectives, the development of measures of progress 
toward these objectives, the assessment of what difference public programs 
actually make, and the projection of what reasonably could be expected if the 
program were continued or expanded. ~I 

The. tools and techniques of. program evaluation usually incorporate the basic techniques 

of social science research --- systematic collection of evidence from a representative 

sample of the population; translation of information into quantitative terms; and anal­

ysis of the information, using statistical manipulation and reference to theoretical 

notions about human behavior. to ndraw conclusions about the effectiveness, the merit~ 

the success, of the phenomenon under study." ... 1./ 
Much of the current criticisms of program evaluation research relate to its state-

of-the-art and its questionable utility to the government. A number of recent or on-

going governmental and professional activities illustrate these concerns. 

The need to improve the state-of-the-art of program evaluation is underscored by 

the establishment within the Research Applie;d to National Needs program (RANN). of the 

National Science Foundation, of a $2.5 million program to provide "-cigorous examination
ll 

and refinement of the techniques of program evaluation and policy-oriented research in 

the fields of labor, youth, health. and criminal justice. ~/ 

The Science and Technology Policy Office of the National Science Foundation is sup-

porting three research projects on social science policy, designed in part to improve 

the conduct and use of program evaluation. These studies are: 

~/ 

Idem. 

Weiss, Cat:ol R. Evaluation Research: Hethode for Assessing ProgramEff~ctiveness. 
Englewood CUffs. Prentice-Hall [19721. p. 2. 

"NSF !nitiates' Programs for Evaluation of Policy-Related Research Cancel'.'ned with 
Human Resources." NSF News Release, April 11, 1973. (NSF 73-137.) 

;1 
)' 

'\ ! 
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National Academy of SCiences, Study of Social Research and Development and its 
Role in Policy Making, 6 mOB., $116,500; 

Social Science Research Council, Confer.ence on Social Experimentation, 12 mos., 
$23,100; and 

University of Washington, Social Policy Analysis and Research in Social Policy­
making, 14 mos., $50,000. 

Some of these topics were addressed during ONO conferences held at Dartmouth during 

the summer of 1974. The first~ a conference on Social Ex.perimentation, was sponsored by 

the Social Science Research Council with funding from the National Science Foundation. 

The second, the "Dartmouth/Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD), 

Seminar on Social Research and Public Policies,1I was supported with funds from the Ford 

Foundation, Dartmouth. and the OECD. Th~ Fifth Annual Conference of the National Capi­

tal Area Chapter of the American Society for Public Administration had a session devoted 

to examining the conduct and utility of program evaluation. It was held on November 14 

and 15, 1974 in Washington, D.C. 

Numerous bills were introduced during the 93rd Congress to incorporate rigorous 

program evaluation, pilot test, and cost-benefit analysis procedures into legislati~n 

in order to improve congressional oversight of the budget. The Congressional Budget and 

Impoundment Control Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-344. approved July 12, 1974), established a 

Program Evaluation Office in the General Accounting Office and gives the agency added 

responsibility for program eva~uation. It also strengthens legislative responsibility 

fer using program evaluation information. 

The topic of assessing the quality of evaluation research, especially experimenta­

tion, for decisionmakil,g processes is also receiving some attention by the Special Com­

mittee on Federal Agency Evaluation Research of the Division of Behavioral Sciences of 

the National Research Council. The Office of ~~nagement and Budget has also established 

an Office of Evaluation and Program Implementat~on to assess these issues. In addition, 

the General Accounting Office has published several reports directed to congressional 
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requiring program evaluation. nle GAO is now preparing a guide for program evaluation 

standards. expected to be r.E'.leased in the. Spring of 1975. 

An effort is made in this report to present background information in a manner 

"1hic.h serves the i11.terests of the Congress. Hany of the issues raised may be relevant 

to both House and Senate Budget COllllllittees and the Congression,al Budget Office~ estab:'" 

lished under the Congressional Budget and lmpoundment Control Act of 1974, P.L. 93-344 

of July 12, 1974. In addition some ~.uthoridng committees as well as committees re­

sponsible more generally for overseeing the organization and administration of Govern­

ment might possibly be concerned with the issues 'raised. 

'1 
! 
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PART n. THE INITIA'l'ION AND USE OF PROGRAM EVALUATION 

The General Accounting Office (GAO), estimates that "Federal expenditures for non­

defense p't'ogram evaluation have risen dramatically in the past few years --- from less 

than $20 rr.i11ion in the fiscal year 1969 to at least $110 million in fiscal year 1972 ...'l! 

and $130 million in the fiscal year 1974. ~/ As a result, according to the GAO: 

The fOllowing format is used in presentir,:;J: the material. Each issue is developed 

by referring to current activities and literature, such as those of the Office of Manage-

In ·t:esponse [to the increasing uemand for program evaluation] e'ltecutive agenci~s 
have set up new evaluation offices and e).-panded existing offices. Contracting 
for evaluation studies has expanded greatly. The trend in nu.mloer and size of 
evaluation studies sponsored by the Federal Government has been upward. Private 
foundations as well have. stepped up funding of evaluation studies. State and 
local governments have increased evaluation efforts and several universities have 
set up evaluation institutions. 11/ 

Although program evaluation is extensively used) there is Widespread criticism of 

ment and Budget, the General Accounting Office, the National Science Foundation, and the its utility to decision-makers. For instance, Sen. William V. Roth, Jr., reporting to 

National Academy of Sciences; social science critiques; and published and unpublished 
the Congress on a 1972 staff study entitled Report on Survey of Federal Progra~ Eva1ua-

Federal agency reports. Also drawn upon if applicable, are legislative activities which tion Practices, said "the study conducted by my staff suggests s~rious weaknesses in 

a.ddress these topiCS. If available, recommendations for improvement from pub1:1lShed agency evaluative and analytical procedures. 11 The report, he cont:inued. "ca11[sl at-

sources are given. The possible i.ssues of legislative concern generated by the report 
tention to the need for the executive branch to improve and extend its attempts to 

are presented in Part VI. 

(It should be noted that the Library Services Division of the Congressional Research: JLI U.S. General accounting Office. Program Evaluation: Legislative Language and a 
User's G;.).:i.de to Selected Sources. Washington. D.C. t U,S, General Accounting Of­
fice [June 1973] p. 1. It should be noted that most of the literature on p;rogram 
evaluation indicates increasing demand by both Federal agencies and the Congress, 
and increased funding by agencies to support the conduct of program evaluations. 
Dr. Allen Schick disagrees. He reports in a 1973 publication: " ••• There has been 

Service has published multilithed annotated bibliographies on program evaluation. All 

were prepared by Nancy Davenport. They are: Evaluation Research in Public Administra-

tion: Selected References. 1961-1974) October 21, 1974, 9 p.; Evaluations of Manpower 

Training Programs: Selected References. 1970-1974, October 25, 1974, 8 p.; and Evalua-

tion Research in Social Policy: Selected References ,:1970-1974, October 31, 1974, 8 p.) 

10! 

. 11/ 
;-
i 

a definite drop of interest in large progr~ evaluation, though many Federa~ agencies 
are trying to institutionalize evaluation through the collection of output and per­
formance data." (Allen Schick (Senior Specialist, Congressional R.esearch Service, 
Library of Congress), liThe Pilot Testing of New Programst . .An Analysi::; of Title IV, _ 
s. 3984 (nnd Congress),H !!!. U.S. Congress. Joint Economic Committee. SU~C01l1-
mittee on Budgeting, Hanagement, and Expenditures. Improving Congressional Con­
trol Over the Budg¢.t: A ComllendiuIn of Materials, Harch 27, 1973. W~shington, 
D.C., U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1973. p. 276. (Committee Print.) 

"Program Evaluation in the Executive Branch: Estimate of Funds Budgeted for Fis­
cal 1974,1\ in U.S. Congress. Joint Committee on Congr&6aional Operations. Con­
gressional Research Support and Information Servicles: A Compendium of Materials. 
Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off. [May 1974] pp. 289-290. 

Program Evaluation: 
op. cit.: p. 1. 

Legislative Language and a User's Guide to Selected Sources, 
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measure the accomplishments of governmental activities and weigh these accomplishments 

aga.inst their costs." 12/ Federal administrators who fund and oversee program evalua-

tion research have also criticized i.ts utility. For instance, Robert G. Bruce, Assistant I'! 
\ .... , 

Administrator for Program Planning and Evaluati.on, Social and Rehabilitation Service, 

IfEW, reports~ "We might as well be candid: Federal program evaluations so far have 

been 1ar ge1y ineff ecti ve. " 13/ Ga rth Buchanan and J 0' eph Wholey. pro gram eva1ua tian i'i I; 

researchers at the Urban Institute, a research and evaluation agency created first to 

serve the Department of Housing and Urban Development, observe similarly: 
., .... 

• • • While we have seen that increasing amounts of money are being budgeted for 
evaluation, we conclude that this increasing support must be due to a continuing 
recognition by the Government tha~ evaluation information is needed for the devel­
opment and management of social progr~rns. rather than to the recognition that 
evaluation as currently practiced is the answer to these needs. We are, led to 
this conclusion because in our judgment, the impact of evaluation results on pro­
gram development and improvement over the last two years has been disappointing 
when compared with the amount of money and effort that has gone into evaluation. JAJ 

The Office of Management and Budget recently inj.tiated a major effort to improve 

Federal agency program evaluation capabilities. Agency spokesmen identify four basic 
-,'. 

difficulties with current Federal programevaluatiop research. Their concerns parallel 

those raised above. They are: (1) timeliness for decis i onmak in g; (2) reliability of 

the data used and the ~thods employed; (3) relevance of evaluation activities to major 

policymaking needs; and (4) insuring that program evaluation reports are made available 

to and utilized by decisionmakers. 15/ 

])i.l 

,,", 

Public Program Arialysis and Evaluation for the Purposes of the Executive and the 
,Congress. Statement of the Hon. William V. Roth on the Floor of the Senate. Con­
'gressi,anal Record, June 8, 1972 (daily edition): S. 9026. , The study referred .to 
'is: Report on Survey of Federal Program Evaluation Practices Conducted by the Staff 
of Senator William V. Roth, Jr •• (Detaware), May 1972: 86 pp. (Available from 

Senator Roth's office.) YcfEC1; j!>1f} 

Bruce, Robert G. What Goes Wrong with Evaluation and How to Prevent It. Human \ 
Needs. (Publication of office of the Administrator. Soci~l and Rehabilitation :,; 
Service, Department of Health, Education andWel£are.) v.I, no. 1. 1972.

j 

Bucpanan, Garth N. and Joseph S. ~lholey. Federal Level Evaluation, Evaluation Fall, ! 
. 1972: 2'1-22. WeisS holdss;milarly that much evaluation research falls short of ,I 

the expectations of funders. program staff and evaluators. See her:,~urrent arti- iI 
cIe: Weiss, Carol H. Between the Cup and the Lip •• , Evaluation, v. t., no. 1" ',', 

1973: 49-55. ( 
Lewis, Frank L. and Frank G. Zarb. Federal Program Evaluation From the OMB Per-
spective. Public Administration Review, n. 4, July/August 1914: 314.· 

".! 
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Tne literatJre on improving th d e a ministration of program evaluatJ.·on raises im-

a J.tJ.onal legislative concern. portant issues which may warrant dd' , These, which will be 

developed below, are to: I c ari£y the purposes of ev~luation' , enhance communicHtion be-

tween administrators and program evaluators; integrate program evaluatJ.'on into program 

management; and. establish better information dissemination systems. 

A. The Need to Clarify Legislative Statements of Evaluation. Program Goals and the Purposes of 

According to the literature, much of the failure of program evaluation can be at-

tributed to policymakers and 1 . 1 egJ.s ators who write vague stat f ements 0 program goals, 

which give ev 1 t ' a ua ors J.mprecise yardsticks or standards against which to measure pro-

gram accomplishmen~and deficiencies or costs and benefits. Dr. Bruce succinctly char-

acterized this lack of definition: 

Program goals have to be carefully def' d what a progr ' J.ne. There must be 1 am J.S supposed to accomplish . c ear statements of 
them up and go out and measure wheth clear J.n the sense that you can pick 
Too often there is a tendenc to er or not you have achieved the program oals ~a:e~cribe the purpose of aYprag~:~: U~~~b:~ad statements of legislative i~tent· 
de~~J.ng specific and measurable proaram out atements only provide a context for 
e_l.nitions to serve as criteria for~ 1 ~omes. A lac~ of such agreed upon 

the larg til eva uatJ.ng a progra ' es s ng e cause of ineffecti 1 m s performance may be ve eva uation studies. 16/ . 

1. Discrepancies Between the Purposes _ of Evaluation and the Techniques of Evalua-

tion. The literature reflects se".reral variants on this theme of the need to specify 

, program otlJ;,',actives and legisiative requirements for program evaluation. 

One the.e receiving attention is: 

cause of the lack of correspondence 

techniques of evaluation research. 

many programs are not amenable to evaluation be-

b et\'!een their,.~,lbroad ob j ec ti ves and :::1' the tools and 

On this pOin.t, Thomas Morehouse reports that Federal 

ta e one of two forms: social services programs k maintenance programs or opportunity 

programs. A maintenance " program provides tangible goods or services to a clearly de-

fined population, such as 

directly meet the material 

16/ Bruce, op. cit. 

food or money. An opportunity program, in contrast, does not 

needs of a population, but is designed t II' o J.ncrease the group's 
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capabilities ot,opportunities to.acqllire goods and services (and somedmea status and 

power) for themselves," These opportunities include providing the individual with job 

training or education to give him the skills needed to obtain directly goods and ser-

vices. Innovative social programs, un which most program evaluations are required, 

are designed to provide opportunity, not goods or services. "The consequence for 

evaluation." Morehouse reports. "is that program 'outputs' are often more elusive and 

less easily measured than the outputs of tangible maintenance benefit programs." In-

stead, these programs are "explorations of problems, objettives, and means." Evaluators 

therefore are forced to evaluate program performance by using input measures, such as 

manpower allocated to administer the program or funds spent, Suth techniques yield very 

little information about the effects of the intervention strategy underlying the pro-

gram. Morehouse concludes that social scientists who conduct evaluations are criticized 

by policymakers and administrators who "continue to call for 'objective information' 

and de""nd • rigorouS scieotific' evaluation." aDd by fellow social scientists who call 

program evaluation research trivia. 17/ 

A second widely addressed theme is that non-specific or non-quantifiable state-

ments of legislative program objectives militate against evaluation because broad-gauged 
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program treatment should be a 1i d . pp e 1n a large enough number or 
quate sample of program exper' " cases to provide an ade-

1ence. 19/ However, "most of tIle Federal social action 

and economic development eva uation requirements have been programs to which 1 attached 

de not fit. this mold." He continues: 

[They often have] broad aim th be concerned more with ch s . at cannot be specified in clear 
of individuals direct1 • anging a situation than with affectin-

cut 
form; they may 

and regional s ttl y. they generalls operate in ope g a large number 
ferent situati~ns ng~ and a given program tends to ta~~ ~~~~ntrol1ed community 

~~~;:::!t:sf~~rime:t:~Og~S::'i~ni:h~:;~l;r~:~te~:emselve:r~!i!~~O!na~=f-
alone the reqUire:::!Ua~iOn research are structured in~ot:; basic data collection 
sentative samples 2~/ or standardized treatment, contro1_ogram operations, let • __ comparison, and repre-

2. Recommendations t S o pecify Program Goals in legislation. 
recent years constitutes Most evaluation in 

a response to legislative requirements i 
or expli itl i ncorporated implicitly 

c y nte authorizing legislation. Four recent reports have criticized the 

vagueness of these legislative requirements and offered suggestions for making th em more 

on orm with the methods and specific, to c f procedures of current 1 eva uation practices and 

to the resources authorized to conduct evaluations •. 

Accounting Office provided the Cong~ess 

language req . . 

For example~ . Ma 1n rch of 1974, the General 

witha.n inventory d ' an analysis of legislative u1r1ng program evaluation. 

one submitted in A ugust of 1972, were de. signed 
GAO with informati to provide 

on to carry out its expanded 1 

This report, and an earlier 

Le i l' . eva uation responsibilities under the 

i g s ative Reorganization 

notes. requires that the following criteria be met: "it assumes that a program has well, " Act of 1970. _2_2/ They were sienal committees in carrying out legislativ~ analysis functions required under section 

programs cannot be evaluated easily with existing social science evaluation tecbnique
s 

which are oriented toward experimentation. 18/ The experimental approach, Morehouse 

defined objectives aDd that its effectiveoess can be determined by measuring the extent 

intended also to assist co ngres-

to v.ttich objectives are achieved; the setting in which the program operates should be 

reasonably "controlled"; the program "treatment should be reasonably uniform; and the 

12./ 
He adds that this is true " ••• even if performance (using experimentation and q~~ntitative techniques) has often fallen far short of aspirations, and even if 
many evaluation research projects have been carried out in other, less highly re­
garded ways." (Morehouse t 871.) The basic source is Thomas A. Morehouse. Program 
Evaluation: Social Research Versus public Policy. Public Admipistration Review 

[November/December 1972]: 872. 

For an explanation of social experimentation and its use in social program evalua­

tion research, see Part V of thiS report. 
E = 

19/ Idem 
. ~ 

"" 

\ 20/ Ibid., pp. 871-872. 

i 
j 

c 

1 

21/ 

122/ 1,-

GAO reports cited below' Wh 1 58; and National Adviso~ CO eY~let. a1. Federal Evaluation Policy, op. 
For Success: Toward Polic ounC1 on Education Professions Development. 
AdVisory Council on Ed tI on Educational Evaluation A Report of the 
Off., June 1974. pp. ~~~36~n Professions Development: Washington, U.S. 

cit.: 57-
Search 

National 
Govt. Print. 

Legislative References to Evaluatio ~~;2com~troller General to the. Chai~ 196~ (62 pages); preceded by a Letter from 
tiv; Lan=gNO:. ~-16l740); and "Updat::: ;ar~a~~ c~o~"",sional Committee. August 11 
cit •• pp. '33;:33~~ Congressional Research suppor~ an~oir:m Eva~uation: Legisla- • n ormat10n Services, op •. 
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136 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, amended in 1970. ~/ The General 

Accounting Office,surveyed legislative requirements for program evaluation assessing 

thei~ wording along several dimensions: official responsible for evaluation, measures 

of effectiveness, methods required, report recipients, report dates, nature of recom-

mendations, and funds authorized. The following conclusions were derived: 

(1) Of the 40 acts including evaluation references: 
15 acts are in the health and safety area; 
5 acts are in the education area; 
4 acts are in the transportation area; 
3 acts are in the law enforcement area; 
2 acts are in the housing area; 
2 acts are in the environmental area; 
2 acts are in the international area; 
2 acts are in the agricultural area; 
2 acts are in the economic opportunity area; 
the remaining acts are each in a different area-aging, selective 

service, and employment. 
(2) Multiple references to evaluation (more than one section on evaluation) 

are included in 19 of the 40 acts. 
(3) Specific authorization for funding evaluation is included in only 6 of 

the 40 acts. (4) Specific wording concerning measures of effectiveness is included in 24 

acts. (5) Eight acts include language specifying methods of data collection and 
analysis. However, each title of the Economic Opportunity Act includes very 
specific and detailed language on methods of evaluation including cost-benefit 
analysis, use of control groups, and standards for evaluation. 

, (6) Specific reporting date(s) for evaluation results are included in 36 
acts. Reporting requirements range from a very general time span (annually) to 
a very specific date (on or before January 31, for example). 

(7) There is a wide range concerning who is specified as responsible for con-
ducting evaluations and who is specified as the recipient of the evaluation reports, ! 

Most of the laws (and sections within laws) include evaluation references specifying 
responsibility for conducting evaluation and dissemination of results. 

(8) Most of the laws in the health area and many of the laws in the other 
areas include wording for recommendations expected from the evaluations. Most 
recommendation language is quite specific. Recommendations are expected on a 
broad range of topics including changes in the legislation, changes in the program, 
changes in program plans, and improvement in eva1uation'methods and measures. 24/ 

~ According to GAO this section "directs standing committees of the House and Senate 
to review on a continuing basis, the ,.pp1ication~ administration, and execution of 
those laws, or parts of laws, within its jurisdiction in order to assist.the House 
and Senate in (1) its analysis, appraisal, and evaluation of the application, ad­
ministration, and execution of the laws enacted by the Congress, and (2) it~ formu- I 
1ation, consideration, and enactment of such modifications or changes in those laws I 1 
and of such additional legislation as may be necessary or appropriate." 

\ 

24/ Congressional Research Support and Information Services, OPe cit., pp. 338-9. The 
40 acts requiring evaluation are summarized in the publication. 

. 
5 

.\ , 
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In support of assisting committee chairmen's efforts to improve the quality of 

legislative language requiring evaluation, the GAO subsequently suggested the following 

"model" of statutory 1 eva uation requirements: 

The (head of the agency) shall submit an . 
on appropriations and committees havin 1 'C.leva1ua:~o~ r 7Port, to (committees 
gram) no later than f 1': g eg~c.o ative JUrl.sd~ction over the pro-

3. 

1. contain the a enc' 0 eac! year. Such report shall--
the program 0; pr~g:a:a:::~~~e~f s~ecif~c and ~e~ailed objectives for 
:elate these objectives to those ~: ~~i~ 1c~~ov~s~ons of this Act, and 

2. ~clude statements of the a enc ' . the program or programs· in ;Qet~nS conclus~ons a~ to effective~ess of 
through the end of the precedi gf,thelstated obJectives, measured 

3 mak ng ~sca year. 
• e recommendations with respect t h 

. tive action deemed necessary or des~r~i cianges o~ additional legis la-
or programs. a e n carry~ng out the program 

4. contain a listing identifyin the . supporting the major conclusron p~~ciPal models, analyses and studies 
5. contain the agency's annual eva~U:~iO~ecommendations, and 

through the ensuing fiscal e f plan for the program or programs 
Congress by the President. Y2~/ or which the budget was transmitted to 

Criticisms of S if i P pec y ng rogram Goals in Legislation. It should be noted that 

important objections have been raised to the notion of the Congress's specifying ex-

plicit legislative program objectives and goals for program evaluation purposes. Dr. 

Harold Orlans, of the Brookings Institution . , reports that complex political and plu-

ralistic forces in the legislative process generate" s . 1 ••• oc~a programs [which] are 

marked by ••• multiple and contending forces •••• ••• Congress must serve more easily br 

amalgam and compromise measures, which offer something to many different groups and 

are lent a semblance of unity by· goals broad enough to embrace th e,. spectrum of interests 

involved." ~/ He substantiates this . , not~on, in part, with comments from Charles 

Schultze, based h' on ~s experiences as the Budg,et Bureau Director responsible for im-

plementing the Prog i PI ramm ng- anning-Budgeting System: 

Marvin, Keith and James L. H d . k Ad . i . e r~c • GAO Helps Congress Evaluate Programs. Publ;c 
~ stration Review, no. 4, July/August 1974:, ~ 331. 

Dr. Orlans bases his conunents, on a stud' h ." 
search in Federal Domestic Programs'" y e p~epared on The Use of Social, Re-
Programs Subconmittee of the H ~ u!lepare for the Research and Technical 
in: Contracting for KnOWledge~US~al° tt~e on Government Operations; They are 
Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1973. pp. i23_l2~~s an Limitation of Social Science Research, 
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"[Schultze] points out how diametrically opposed are the evaluator's need for 

a clear statelli!nt of program goa.ls and the contrary need for vague',less in getting a 

program adopted in the first pla.ce: 

The first rule of the successful political process is, 'Don't force a 
specification of goals or :!nds. v ••• [The] necessary agreement on particular 
policies can often be sec'lred among individuals or groups Who hold quite diver­
gent ends. .., 'lhe Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 • • • was 
enacted precisely because it was constructed to attract the support of three 
groups, each with quite different ends in view. Some saw it a~ the beginning 
of a large program of Federal aid to public education. The parochial school 
interests saw it as the first step in providing • • • financial assistance for 
parochial school children. The third group saw it as an antipoverty measure. 
If there had been any attempt to secure advance agreement on a set of long-
run objectives, important elements of support for the bill wuuld have been 
lost. and its defeat assured. '2:1) 

As a variant of this theme, the Research and Policy Committee of the Committee i 

for Economic Development in a report on Improving Federal Program Performance, notes 

, 

that program objectives and legislative statements of intent are so complex that ade· I 

quate output or achievement measures should be developed only after the program has 

begun and enough time has elapsed to indicate its impacts. 28/ 

B. Better Communication for Effective Evaluation. 

Another issue, frequently treated in the literature, is the need for improved 

comnunication between social program evaluators and agency staff who develop program 

objectives and requirements for evaluation, in order to enhance the co~respondence 

between the capability of evaluators and the expectations for evaluation. Generally' 

reports on the need for better collaboration focus on the following themes: 

.11/ 

! I 
j 

Orlana. op. cit., pp. 124-5, citing: C.L. Schultze The Politics and Economics 
of Public Spending. Washington, D.C., Brookings Institution, 1968. pp. 47-49. 

) 
1 

,1 
Improving Federal Program Performance.. A statement on national policy by the 1]]./ 
research and policy" conunittee of the Committee for Economic 'Development, Septell I 

~/ 

ber 1971: p. 61. ' i 
! . ( 

r t , i 
, i 
, t 
. ! 
I I 
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-~h:re is a need for social scientis 
J01ntly.objectives of program ts and p~ogram administrators to determine 
an RFP 1S published " _29V evaluation .il.nd methodologies f or research before 

-program evaluators who are social . " 
!::de~.r~ports which are not writt:~1~t~S!: freqU~~tlY prepare long, jargon-
. w 1C are often overdue causin F nner w 1ch meets policymakin needs 
evalua tion to prof i t-"'''k .' g ederal agencies to award f d g 

."'" 1ng research u -'t h' un s for program 
quate and sometimes invalid prog n.L s ~ 1ch prepare timely, but often inade-

ram evaluat10nsi 30/ 

-many SOcial SCientists shy away from d . --
theY.do not consider it frUitful for 010g p:ogram evaluation research because 

;:~~~~e:t:~c~~;:n~~e=h:o~O~!~~eS~!:~c!~~::a~~:~i~~~!~s~n!~~ma~!O~n~~!r~~~;ledge 
search and applied research i th ua.10n r:sear£h the way it does basic rep~er 

n e soc1al SC1ences' 
-Federal a.gencies are not 
programs l' and administrat~;~p~rlY organized to 
of social science analyt' 1 0 no~ ~nderstand 

1ca capab1l1ties; and 

, 

administer SOCial ScienCe research 
the complexities and limitations 

, This issue is explored in . 
1t shOuld be noted that. greater deta11 in Part IV of thi 
tive. Reflecting th f.11teratur: on this theme is both v't S repor~. However 
to the Social . e 1rst posit10n: BehaVior Toda 1 uperous ana construc-
sion of the se;~~:~; ~~~Unity, r 7Ports tli~,e fOllowin~ ~n n~~:~~=!~t' distributed 

convent10n of the Ame ' on at a ses-
r1can SOciolmgical Association: 

NSF's Joel Snow OE 's J h E 
b . h ' 0 n vans and Nll1H' 
r~g t future for Social science f . s Kenneth Lutterman pa1nted a 

p11e~ and evaluation research. Ev und1n?, but emphasized priority on a _ 
Ross", from Johns Hopkins i b aluat10n research, suggested Pete P 
to :e~e~rch on nonsense.' '~o:io~~e~y but blunt rebuttal, often amo~nts 
Po11t1c1ans, Rossi claimed, controf~:!St~ught to h~ve the guts to say' so.' 
gram, the community health cent . e concept10n of the povert _ 
Ran~ pro~ram which he dubbed 'a e~A ;t11Ch h7 called Silly, and NSF'; ~~~ 
~oc10log1sts, he explained to the go ~r eng1neers and political scientists' 
s~m:~~~d three ye~rs of their liveg :v~~~~nrepre~entatives, are hesitant' 

. ng wrong ~th SOcial science and gsuc prograrrs. There's 
Rossl. •. "We never get a chance '" the federal government,' said 
the soc1al scientists themselve!~ !;:1~:f~~:dP~oblem. ~e.problems. even 

S al 
y the re1gn1Og politicians ' 

ee so' Pr E . • ogram valuation' R ' 
~ep~rt prepared with the Instructi~ns ~;1~~ o~ Major Issues and Literature, a 

b • nezo, SCience Policy Research D' " e on. Roman L. Hruska By Genev'ieve 
rary of Con 1V1S10n Congress' 1 • 

La ~ f gress, January 31, 1972: 247' 10na Research SerVice, Li-
Ma; ~~ o~~;~en)t Assistance Administration P~~~~;d ~~e~rOduced and distributed by 

, • 'a es Department of Justice, 

For additional' . f 1n ormation on this . 
1ssue, see Part IV of this report. 

------~~----------~------------------------
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-program evaluators muat beeome more sensitive to the poU,.ieal eons.iderations ! . 
which impact on the initiation and use of program evaluation; they should con-
sider. evaluating the political impacts of'a program or at least be sensitjve to 
the political values impacting on a decisionmaker who mayor may not uss the 

evaluation report. ill 

-_ ... _ ... 
The theme of political/bureaucratic barriers and resistance to the use of 

evaluation and social experiments surfaced repeatedly during the Dartmouth/OECD 
Conference on S~cia1 Research and Public policies, September 1974. In summary 

31/ 

it was noted that the same political consensus or conditions whiCh permit the 
conduct of experiments or evaluations produce independent political consensus to 
adopt a prosram even before the results of the research are available. Similarly, 
an evaluation or experilrent which generates positf"\7e results for the j.ntervention 
strategy will noe lead to lar5e-scale adoption of the program if political condi­
tions do not p~rmit it. Good evaluations whiCh yield negative results for pro­
gram effectiveness may not be used because legislators and agency program managers 
don't want to see their pet project cut. Good or bad evaluations whiCh yield 
positive results for program effectiveness may spell the demOse of a progr .. sine, 
the program may be perceived as having achieved its purposes. 

For additional information on these topics see: Campbell, Donald T. Assessint 
the Impact of Planned Social Change, Backg'round Paper for the Dartmputh OEeD Semina: , 
on Social Res.arch and Public policies, Septeaber 13-15, 1974, passim; Weiss, Carol 
H, Where PoliticS and Evaluation Research Meet. Evaluation, v. 1, n. 3, 1973: 
37-45; and Boeckmann, Margaret. Policy ImpactS of the New Jersey Income Mainte­
nance Experiment. A paper presented at the Alrerican Sociological Association 

~eetings, Montreal, August 25-29, 1974, mimeo: 28 pp. 
An in-depth study on how decisionmakers use and do not use scientific and 

technical information, including social science information, is being conducted 
hy N"than Caplan at the Institute for social Research University of Michigan. 
For ill short description, see: Science Is Seldom Put to Good Use by U.S. Officials, 

ISR Newsletter, v. 2., n. 1, Spring 1974: 2, 8. ~ecommend(ltions for social scientists to devote more attention to the broker 
concept in communications -- to obtain a better awareness of policymakers' needs 
and modes of behavior~ decisionmaking requirements, and constraints may be found 
in: Lane, Robert. Social Science Research and Public Policy. Policy Studies 
,journal., v. 1, n. 2, Winter 1972: 111; Jones,Ernest. Law, Political Science, 
Ilnd Policy Studies. PolicY studies Journal, Autumn 1973: 56-71; Elkin Stephen L. 
political Science and the Analysis of Public Policy. Public Policy, v. 22, n. 3, 
Summer 1974: 39!}-422; Shonfie1d, Andrew. The Social Sciences in the Great De­
bate on Science Policy. Minerva, July 1972: 426-438; Horowitz, Irving Louis. 
Social Science Handarins: Policym'ilking as a Political Fomula. Policy Sciences, 
v. 1, F{111 1970: 339-360; and Levit,l, Martin A. and Horst D. Dornbusch. Pure and 
Policy Social Science: Evaluatiotl ~\f policies in Criminal Justice and Education. 

Public Policy, v. 2l~ n. 3, Summer 1973! 383. 

,I 
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c. The Integration of Ptogram E 1 '. va uation Into Program Hanagement. 

Recent congressional reviews of progX'am e\--alua tion In specific agencies and social 

science assessments of ways to improve the use of program evaluation research stress 

that evaluation would b- ' d mare useful if these activities were better 

policy planning a d n program management. 

integrated into 

It is asserted that social scienti t 

gram evaluation researche . s s, pro-rs, and program e 1 ' va uat~on managers must take steps to enhance 

this cross-fertilization o such research. of the conduct and utility f 

1. InCOrporation of E 1 

:~~::~::::~~~.~¥~a~U~a!t~i20n~-fIn~t20~A~g~en~csy~p~r~o~B~r~a~m!J~~~~~~~~~2!~ absence of 1i k Planning and Budgeting. The 
a n between 1 -eva uation ~~search and. decisionmaking 

is probably th . ' especially budgeting, 
e most important impediment to effective use of Buch "evaluation research. 

~an, Horst and Scanlon recently completed an examination of the 
decisionmaking systems of the evaluation and 

Department of Labor and the National 
Health. On the need to Institute of Mental 

incorporate evaluation into decisionmaking in these agencies , 

and by implication into others, they observe: 

[An organizational adjustment i between evaluation planning andsa~e:ded t~ establish] a formal relationshi 
sence of such a relationship th gency s decision processes In th b

P 

raised year f ' e same types of eli • e a -a ter year in different'd i i . va ua.t on questions are 
~~opapers, and legislative propoaalse:_sWo~ contexts -- issue papera,strat­
pene!~~!on by the evaluation system. If t~;hout1any apparent contribution or 

, e agency operations th eva uation information i gra~ part of the d 'i ' e evaluation models will h s ever to 
evaluation planner:c1;ron process. This ~ill require tra~~~to ~e~ome an inte-
of the evaluation ~del:~r~i"na8era, policy-makers -- in th: ~eai:~ :~~f~s~-
Buchanan and Wholey observe that Federal agenci h es ave a responsibilit 

corporating evaluation jnt y . 0 program management 

for in-

systems and that "the establishment o~ 

an evaluat' ~on system usually requires the integration of several systems relating to 

planning, management, and data collection." Such integration nece~sitates 

I 32/ Buchanan, Garth Pamela Horst d ' Planning. Ev 1 i ,an Jon~ Scanlon. Improving Federal Evaluation 
a uat on, v. 1, no. 2, 1973: 90. 

,~ 33/ Bu h F canan, Garth N. and Joseph S. Wholey. Federal Level Evaluation. 

{ 
, ! 

\ 

all 1972: 22 and passim. 
Evaluation, 

____ ----------............ ·.7~7.7.f~t.~ .......... --------------~----------------
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"coordination among several organizational units and sometimes ••• changes in the ad-

ministrative structures themselves," actions which are not easily taken by entrenched 

Washington bureaucrats. Walter Williams, a former chief of the Research and Plans Di-

vision, office of EconomiC Opportunity, evaluated the organizational problems surrounding' 

the failure of major social program evaluations of HEW, HUD, the Department of Labor 
i· 
i. 

and the Office of EconomiC Opportunity in the late 1960s. 34./ He made the following 

administrative recommendations to fashion closer functional authority between research 

and implementation: (paraphrase) 
(1) the central research analyst should be given,more power to generate :research 
requirements and policy analysis required to develop recommendations regarding pro-

'}!!./ 

gram fundin:;; and implementation,; 

(2) the analyst should be given more money to conduct long-range social experi­

mentation research and evaluation; 

(3) more feedback loops should be built between the field and the central office 

to overcome some problems of implementation; 

(4) the central analyst should have capability to fund social science research 
which leads to recommendations on program improvement rather than merely program 

achievement; and 
(5) more attention should be paid to stressing outcome objectives in implementa­

tion rather than input measures. ~ 

I 
, I 

t " 
I ; , 

Williams' major points were summarized in an article reviewing major recent criti­
ques of program evaluation and social expeX'imentation methodology: "(1) the major !, 

failure of social action programs in the 1960s was in not being able to move from 
the design of the program to the implementation of the program, particularly in 
the field, (2) the major deficiency in data was that it was mac<ooagative (showing i : 
how many blacks were below the white age group in certain reading achievement tests) , 
insteacl of micropositive (how do you improve that reading level); (3) the central 
analysis focused too much on what waS happening in Washington and not enough on , , 

]2./ 

what was happening at the local level; and (4) the social science research community 
is not structured to respond to the analytical needs of social agencies - its re­
wa<d st<ucture mitigateS against research directly in suppo<t of policy analysis." , 1 

(Robert B.C. Wegner. Evaluating the Evaluators. Public Administration Review 

(January/February 1973]: 85-6). 
Williams, Walter. Social Policy Research and Analysis: The Experience in the 
Federal Social Agencies. New York, American Elsevier Publishing Company, Inc. 

[1971] pp. 180-1. Weiss'S report on administrative obstacles to effective program evaluation in i I 
the National Institute of Mental Health concludes: 

j '/ 

1 
i i 
, \ 
, , 
i I 

I 
\ 
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2. The Development of Evaluation Work Plan~. A second class of problems dis-

cussed in relati on to incorporating program evaluation into management is tl 
an agenc t d ,e need for 

y 0 eve10p comprehensive work plans for evaluation. Thi 

i i 

. s includes setting 

e eva uated and pr or t1es among programs to b 1 des' . 19n1ng a succession of evaluation 

studies which . d prov1 e answers required to determine the adequacy of the program over 

et. a1. summarized this·:p· roblem time. Wholey, in the 1970 study: 

With few exceptions F d evalua~ini t~eir major s~cia~ ;~~~r:!:~Cies have not had adequate work plans for 

e ac of evaluation work 1 • 
unrelated contracts to evaluate t~eans often resulted in haphazard letting of 
~7d~tudies, formulated their own'qu::~: program. Contractors designed their 

n 1ngs that were not comparable with onhs, and naturally produced data and 
eac other. ~ 

3. LEAA: An Illustration of These Defic' i 1enc es. A congressional investigation 

of the administration of the block grant program of the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration attributes major failures in program planning and evaluation to the ab-

sence of a well-formulated plan for evaluation. Many of the findings of this study 

probably also characterize the social program evaluation 
agencies. Be mechanisms of other Federal 

cause of their generality and potential contribution to additional 1egis-

lative inquiry on evaluation mschanisms these f' d' , 1n 1ngs will he summarized: 

-Although the LEAA has authorit u evaluation studies of th y nder its enabling legislation to "conduct 
the agency h~s done 1itt~eP~~:::ma~d ac:ivities assisted under the title" 
ness of programs or projects fund da ing 1tS own evaluation of the effecti~e-

e with block grant funds. -1]/ 

-One of the major defici~ncies plans i th b LEAA encounters in develo i s at ecause of poor information systems th p ng adequate evaluation 
______ - ' e agency lacks kno~ledge 

made. Among the most important are' () . (4w)e11-defined and relatively stab1~ pr1 clar1(t
y
) of purpose for the study (2) 

an able research staff h' ogram, 3 administrative support, ~nd 
OoJeiss, Carol H Betw hW 0 g1ve a substantial proportion of time to 55.) • een t e Cup and the Lip.... the study." Evaluation, v. I, no. 2, 1973: 

tfuoley~ et. al., Federal Evaluation Policy, op. cit. p. 35. 

U.S. Congress. House Committee on Gove ~!m:~~t~:wo~nforcem~~ Assistance Admin~~~~i~~ra~;~~si ~e Bi 10ck Grant Program 
• • • u y 1971. Washington U S G ~,ear ngs before a Sub-, •• ovt. Print. Off., 1971. 14 p. 3. 

" ••• Whi1e not all of the impediments can be planned away in advance, certain 
basic [organizational] conditions should be present before evaluation grants are 

__ ------------7--'-.. ------------------------~ 
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) i 
about the disbursement of grant funds and the purpos.e:s to which these funds will 
be spent. lhis deficiency should be rectified with an improved grant management 
information system. 'J]../ 

-Equally, if not more important in terms of evaluating management performance 
and capabilities, neither LEAA nor State agencies which administer the programs 
have formulated standards for evaluating program progress, success, or failure. 
Thus, the programs are unevaLJated, unaudited, and incapable of being measured 
as to performance and progress due to the lack of goals or standards. 391 

-Since LEAA does not maintain an inventory of grant programs and lacks a central­
ized evaluation plan and standard, its efforts sometimes duplicate those of other 
agencies. 40/ 

-Many LEAA funds are administered directly by State Planning Agencies, (SPA). 
The lack of program goals and evaluation standards and guidelines prevents SPAs 
from adequately administer~lg and evaluating programs. LEAA has the responsi­
bility for providing SPAs with manuals and guidelines for evaluation but has 
not adequately respond~d to this need. 41/ 

4. The Contribution of Evaluation Work Plans to Evaluations Performed at the 

. : 

State Level. Federal assistance to State and local jurisdictions for developing evalu- ' 

ation plans, objectives, methodologies, and information-dissemination systems seems all' 

]!il Specifically: " ••• LEAA [lacks] knowledge of the purposes, goals, and specifi-, 
cations of the thousands of State and local projects financed by its block grants.: 
This informational "Toid, still unfilled as LEAA completes its fourth year of opera: 
tion, makes LEAA powerless to modify prog~ams to avoid deviations and to follow 
congressional intent. A grant management information system and a reference ser­
vice, both of which should alleviate these and other monitoring problems of LEAA, . 
are currently being devised by outside consultants under contract to the agency." 
(U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Government Operations. Block Grant Program 
of 'The Law Enforcement Ass.istance Administration. Twelfth Report by the Comm. on 
Govenlment Operations. House Report. No.92-l072. May 18, 1972. Washington, U.S, 
Govt. Print. Off., 1972. p. 8.) 

31/ Idem. 

40/ Ibid., p. 61. 

41/ Specifically: Statement of Mr. Ahart. "In the SPA Guide for 1969 (a manual is-: 
sued by LEAA to the State Planning agencies for guidance on application awards, 
and administration of planning and block grants). LEAA stated that it would is­
sue guidelines suggesting appropriate procedures, techniques, and measures for 
ev&,luating the contribution to crime control of the block grant projects and ex- , 
penditures. The guide provided that the State planning agencies, pending issuanc( 
of the guidelines, outline in their 19ti)~ State plans a tentative program for pro-' 
ject evaluation and the measurement of overall plan performance. • • • We were ad­
vised by the LEAA that it had not issued guidelines to the State planning agencie\ , 
on evaluation methods because of a shortage of manpower. Also we noted that on 
occasions, information or guidance has been requested from LEAA on monitoring and. 
evaluation methods, and LEAA has been unable to provide the assistance." (The 
Block Grant Programs of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, (Part 1), : ! 
hearings, op. cit., pp. 143-4 , 

577 ~7_ 
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the more imperative since State and 
local governmental units 

responsibility for program administration 
have been given greater 

and accountabdlity '" 
un~l:!r revenue sharing. 

few agencies have encouraged d 
evelopments in this area., 

notably Housing and Urban De-

A 

velopment llnd the Office of 'U_ J.·u;Jnagemen t 

non-Federal authorities in perfOtming 
and Budget. 42/ I 

--- n a partial effort to assist 

required audit functions the G 1 
Offi ' enera Accounting ce prepared a report in June 

1972, titl~d Standards for AUdit 
of Governmental Or-

ganlzations'L Programs Acti iti 
• v es, and Functions, 54 pages. Thi 

s report does not how­
ever, prtlvide sta~dards for program evaluation. 

The GAO is nm.;r preparing 
evaluation guidebook, expected to be 

released in the Spring 1975. 
a program 

5. Proposals for Comprehensive Evaluation PI 
aus. A number of agencies conducting program evaluation 

research have begun to develop 

guide both internal agency 
coherent evaluation work plans to 

evaluators and extramural evaluators. ,L3/ 
b 1 As will be noted e ow, the Office of Management 

and Budget is now encouraging i 
act vities in this di-

rection. It may be of interest 
to the Congress to inquire into 

agencies are t kin 
a g steps to provide fo~ systematic development 

whether other Federal 

work plans. Wh 1 o ey, et. a1. made a number of 
and use of evaluation 

of their observ. ations are reproduced below: 
recommendations treating this is S sue. ome 

42/ 

!!1/ 

See: Ninth Conference on Mana em 

~~:~t~c:~~ 3Am!:;2~h:P;:;:;:~w~~:~~!~~~::0t"p~~~: ~~~~~u~~:~~t~fNO-
es, r. Jack Carlson OMB' C Hi va uation: Pitfalls and Potential-

~rvi~dG:nera1 ~~counting Offi~:~ r:!O~s!P~!!~:~iO~ ~f iProgram Evaluation, Keith 
e report. Hatry, Harry P et 1 s u y n this respect is the 

~~~2LOC~i4Gov&~ent Officials. W~shi~g~O~ ~r.;cti~l Program Evaluation f9 r State 
• pp. ' •• , e Urban Institute, September 

For an introduction to this topic see R A 
Making Evaluation Effective' A G'id A' Levine and A.P. Williams Jr 
Haalth, Education, and Welf~re ~an~' M ~eport prepared for the De;art~~nt of 
~p. (R-788-HEW/CMU.) Fred Sp~er an; C~:r~a, The RAND Corporation, ~y 1971 40 
P ental Health. The Perspective of National ;8 Winder, National InStitutes of 9 

rogram Needs and Evaluation Activities rogram Development Rnd Administration' 
at American Y<l1ycho10gica1 Asso i ti • Unpublished, February 5 1971 P • 
Federal Evaluation Policy, op. cc~t.~np~~n~~::i~~.sePtember 1971. 'Quota~ionr;;::ted 
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EVALUATION PLAN 

At the beginning of each fiscal year, each agency should develop or update 
8' two to three-year evaluation work plah stating which studies are in progress 
and which are projected. Approval of this plan should be required at the be­
ginning of each fiscal year as a condition for authority to spend evaluation 
funds. This plan should be prepared by the agency-level evaluation staff in 
cooperation with policy makers, budget staff, program managers and operating­
level evaluation straffs. Evaluation planning is a continual process: when 
the agency appropriation is known, the evaluation plan should be reassessed 
in light of firm budget figures. 

Since useful evaluation studies are likely to be costly, agencies should 
place emphasis on feasible 8 tudies of major programs where the 'value of the 
findings would outweigh the costs. 441 

6. Proposals for. a "Pl'eas!,essment of the Evaluability of Programs." As a variant 

of this theme, researchers at,the Urban Institute suggest that the conduct and use of 

program evaluation will be enhanced if federal agency administrators and program evalu-

ation researcl",rrs conduct a "preassessment of the evaluability of a public program." 

The objective of the assessment would be to select appropriate research strategies for 

evaluation. The following questions, addressing the assumptions of the program, its 

data base, and the probable use of the evaluativn in decisionmaking processes, suggest '( 

1 
n sequence of evaluation steps and criteria to be used in determining the "eyaluability ,j 

I' 
of a public program" and priorities among different types of evaluation strategies: 

Are the problems, intended program interventions, anticipated outcomes, and 
the expected impact sufficiently well defined as to be measurable? 

In the assumptions linking expenditure to implementation o~ intervention, 
intervention to the outcome antiCipated, and immediate outcome to the ex­
pected i 11lpact on the problem, is the logic laid out clearly enough to be 
tested? . 

Is there anY9ne clearly in charge of the program? Who? What are the con­
straints on his ability to act? What range of actions migl,tt he reasonably 
take or consider as a result of various possible evaluation findings about 
the measures and assumptions discussed above? ~I 

Federal Evaluation Policy, op. cit., pp. 1l4~5. 

Hurflt, Pamela, Joe N. Nay, .John ):v'o,'Scanlon, and Joseph S. Wholey. Program Manage­
ment and the Federal Evaluator. Public Adminis,tration Review, v. 4, July/August 
1974: 307. (Part of PAR/special "Symposium on Program Evaluation.") (Footnote 
continued on p. 23,) 
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D. The Need for Better Dissemination 
Under Federal Agency AUSPices of Information on Pro ram Evaluations Su 

orted 

Several issues are Subsumed 
under the general heading f 

o the need for improved 
program EHraluation informat' d' , , 

, J.on J.ssemJ.natJ.on systems. A 
mong them are: the need for 

researchers to share experi 
ences in devel ' 

OpJ.ng methodologies to hasten 
program evaluation techniques; to eliminate 

refinement of 

duplicate fU~ding of methodologies and 
evaluations of programs; and to insure 

individuals within an agency and to 
distribution of program evaluation 

reports to 
indiViduals outside of the 

agency whose program 
responsibilities intersect with the 

Howard R. DaVis, chief of the 

Branch of the National Institute 

program being evaluated. 

Mental Health SerVices Research 
and Development 

of Mental Health, has summed 
I up these concerns: 
ncreasing numbers of investi ator 

ment and analysi~ ,in evaluati~n' bStare working vigorously on methods 
are doing D 1" , u one research h dl of measure-
evaluatio~ up J.catJ.on unaVOidably is occurring erI ar y knows what the others 
changing , ;YS tem~ are needlessly re-invented • ncompatible counterparts of 

J.n OrmatJ.on [should] be de 1 '. . . Better methods of ex-
:~~~dP~~son prodUCing evaluation kn:l~~:! :osoo~ as Possible. Not only would 
of what ~:e n~eding to implement evaluation pr: ; at others are dOing, not only 
continued Cf~~~:i~~t~lsewhere, bu

46
t the concepts g o~v~~:t~ valuable perspective 

on. • • • _I on ••• would receiVe 
Perhaps as a partial response t h 

, 0 t is need, the National In~titute of Mental 
awarded a grant to the Pro E ' Health 

gram valuatJ.on Project Min l' . 
tion t ' neapo J.S Medical Research Founda-

, 0 establish, on an e i 
xper mental baSis, E 1 

va uation, the journal in which this 
statement is found. 

The National Advisory Coun '1 
related recommendation fo th cdJ. o~Educational Professions Development 
"Evaluati rea minJ.stration of h made a 
Time mustO~er~:~arch p;ans can fail in implementa;:~n ~pe~ific program evaluation: 
to simulated en to walk'througn' evaluation resea JUs. a~ programs can .fail. 
applYing the ~~orram,data, operational settings and d:c~ :esJ.gns by applyin~ them 
could create a

h 
uatJ.on research design to the actual c s on questions, before 

1 muc more understanding of' program. Such a process 
,a ert decision-makers to potenti 1 b varJ.ous models of evaluation research and 
success. ~ • " op. cit., 24.) a pro lems and results m advance." (Search for 

David, Howard R. 
1972: 3-4. 

Insights: A Solution for Crisis? 
Evaluation, v. I, no. 1, Fall 
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1. Investigatiofi by the General Accounting Office. A number of recent reports 

indicate that far more systematic methods of exchanging information on program eva1ua-

tion may be required. For example, the General Accounting Office published a report 

entitled "Program Evaluation: Legislative Language and a User's Guide to Selected 

Sources,lI in June 1973. This report was prepared to assist GAO researchers obtain pub-

1ished information and program evaluations to which they could refer in performing their 

auditing and evaluation functions for the Congress. The author describes and assesses 

30 on-going research inventory and published information sources established by Federal 

agencies. TIlese, among others, include the National TeChnical Information Service 

(NTIS); the Science Information Exchange (SIE); ERIC, a research report inventory for 

federally funded education research: and MEDLARS and NCHSRD (inventories of research in 

progress or published related to medical and mental ,health services, respectively). 

The report indicates the following inadequacies: 

Despite [the] rapid growth in eval~tion studies, information as to who is 
conducting which studies with What findings is not readily available. No sing1e­
source document or retrieval ~jstem identifies planned, ongoing, and completed 
evaluations. No single source describes the findings and conclusions of completed 
evaluations. In fact, no single functional area (such as health, education, or 
training) has such complete coverage of evaluation studies. Since program evalua­
tion provides perhaps the most comprehensive, objective, and quantitative sources 
of information on governmental program results, it is important to the government 
and to the public that these results be identified and made available. Most non­
defense evaluations are public information and need to be listed and described. 

A number of computer retrieval systems and reference documents listing a 
large number of studies, including evaluation studies, are available. However, i 
knowledge is generally lacking as to which information sources -;lxist, which sources; 
contain'evaluation studies, how comprehensively evaluation studies are described, j 
and how to obtain information from such sources. This chaotic. situation makes it i 
a long-term task to develop, maintain, and distribute a comprehensive list and : 
description of planned, ongoing, and completed evaluation' studies in all functionali 
areas. 47/ 

2. NIMH/UCLA Project ~n Data Bank of Program ~valuation (DOPE). It should be 

noted that the Health Services and Mental Health Development BranCh of the National I j 

Program Evaluation: 
op. cit., p. 1. 

Legislative Language and a User's Guide to Selected Sources, 
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Institute of Mental Health is fund~ng 
~ a joint project with UCLA 

to establish an easily 
accessible computerized information 

system on program evaluation, called the Databank 
of Program Evaluations (DOPE). 

The system, expected to b 
e in operation in early 1975, 

will enable all h researc ers who have access t th ARP 
, 0 e A computer network (of the Ad-

,vanced Research P . 
rOJects Agency) to obtain an abstract of the follOWing 

each information for 
program evaluation report and secondary 

-Citation, 
source document included in th~ system: 

-status of the program success 
-condition treated . ' 
-age'lsex , race and income characteristics 
-samp e size, of the sample population, 
-site, 
-treatment method , 
-characteristics of th e study deSign, 
-what is measured, 
-what measures are used 
-how data is collected, 'and 
-conclusions. 

Evaluation reports will 
.c encompass the following topics: 

delinquency, neu,roses" sexual deviancy, suicide , 
alcohol abuse, divorce, juvenile 

welfare, health problems with mental 
health outcomes, criminality, d 

rug abuse, mental d retar ation, psychoses , sociocultural 
problems, unemployment. and mental 

problems of the aged. Th 
ree types of search are 

being used to identify reports of evaluations: 

unpublished reports recommended by experts in 
each subject field, and (3) materials 

(1) journal articles, (2) published and 

from other computerized data banks, such as 
Medlars, Psycholog~cal Abstracts d S i 

~ ,an oc 0-logical Abstracts. 48/ 

48/ 
Wilner, Daniel M., Rob ert W H ' 
Cedric F. Garagliano Datab ~therington, Ellen B. Gold, Daniel H 
1973: 3-6. (The pr~ject i an of Program Bvaluation~. Evaluation' 

. S supported under grant IR l2-MH-2276.)' 

Ershoff, and 
v. I, no. 3, 
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PART III. IMPROVED COORDINATION OF 
PROGRAM EVALUATION IN THE EXECUTIVE 

AND LEGISLATIVE BRANCHES 

A. l~sues Surroundin the Need to Inco 
ram Evaluation Findin s Into 

~xecutive Branch Budget Processes 
th.is heading of improved coordination of program 

Two topics are included under 

evaluation in the executive branch. 
The first relates to ways to further incorporate 

The second deals 
findings into executive branch budget processes. 

program evaluation 
and use of program evaluation in the 

with improved coordination of the administration 

executive branch. 

req uirements for agencies to incorpora:e program 
The only government-wide 

i 1 A 11 issued 
evaluation data into annua 1 agency budget proposals are found in C rcu ar - , 

The term "program evaluation" is used very 
by the Office of Management and Budget. 

ts and benefits or program accomplishments or out­
loosely in this circular, since cos 

terms or in number of persons affected, 
putS are to be stated directly in dollar 

t rms of real but mostly intangible, program 
rather than in more hard to measure e , 

be submitted for Federal Income Security 
accomplishments. For instance, data to 

Programs consist of three types: 
benefit outlays, number of beneficiaries ~d 

individualS benefited by the outlays and n\~ber 
average monthly benefits, number of 

These data are required of separate target groupS cate­
of primary beneficiaries. 

iving spouse' other survivors; 
d di bled' mothers; surv ' godzed as agee! or retire; sa, , 

unemployed and others. (Sec. 49.) 
These data requirements differ considerably from 

which are designed to determine 
Y Program evaluations, 

requirements for most agenc 
d Evaluation require­d terminated, or continue • 

whothc.u: a program should be modifie , 
v.ield information to determine which among 

ments under Circular A-ll also do not 
t an accepted a particular target group or mee s 

alternative social programs best serves 
been widely criticized as inappropriate 

national need. These requirements have alsO 
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to the budgeting process in both executive and legislative branches since almost no 

attempt is made by the Office of Management and Budget to integrate the results of 

program evaluations and program evaluation information to the annual budget process.'!i.1 

Criticism has been heard also that what information the executive branch does collect 

is withheld from the Congress all too frequently on the grounds of executive privilege. 

Commenting on this point in 1970, (when Office of Management and Budget was called 

the Bureau of the Budget), the Joint Economic Committee said: 

Program Memoranda, containing quantitative evaluation of the benefits and 
the costs of individual programs as well as other evaluative information, have 
been retained ••• on grounds of executive privilege. Special Analytic Studies, 
presenting the results of detailed study of the efficiency and equity consequences 
of alternative means of obtaining objectives, are from time to time released, but 
only after the executive has made a policy decision and then only in a form 
designed not to upset the decision. Program and Financial Plans, with program 
budget projections, are held within the executive on grounds of lack of data 
and the unreliability of estimates. While the list of issues on which the 
Bureau of the Budget is requesting analysis in the planning and budgeting cycle 
has been released to the Congress through the subcommittee, the results of the 
analyses of these issues have been withheld ••• 

••• The lack of congressional access to much of this information and analysis 
seriously hinders legislative efforts to scrutinize and control the budget. The 
widespread use of executive privilege to retain the results of program evaluation 
and analysis is inimical to the development of an open and responsive political 
system in which public policy is made by elected political leaders rather than 
by an anonymous and powerful bureaucracY.~1 

And although OMB asks agencies to describe generally how programs meet national 

objectives, termination o~ requirements for agencies to adhere to the Planning, 

Programming, Budgeting system,'in effect, removed requirements for agencies to analyze 

~I Allen Schick, "An Analysis of Proposals to Improve Congressional Control of 
Spending." .!!! U.S. Congress. Joint Economic Committee. Subcommittee on . 
Budgeting, Management and Expenditures. Improving Congressional Control Over 
the Budget: A Compendium of Materials. March 27, 1973. Washington, U. S. 
Govt. Print. Off., 1973. pp. 223-4. (Committee Print.) 

50 1 U.S. Congress. Joint Economic Committee. Subcommittee on Economy in Government. 
Economic Analysis and the Efficiency of Government. Report. February 9, 1970. 
Washington, D.C., U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1970. p. 9. (Joint Committee Print.) 
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pl:ogram accomplishments and deficiencies in relation to program planning~5l/ 

211 General information on removal of requirements for PPB, stemming from admini­
strative problems and difficulties in obtaining required information, are 
reviewed in: Schick, .Allen. A Death in the Bureaucracy: The Demise of Federal 
PPB. Public Administratil'm Review, vol. 33, Y.arch/April, 1973: 146-156. 
Specific details on requirements for submitting evaluation data in budget 
proposals and on the evolution ofPPD requirements were supplied by Mr. Joel 
Anderson, Office of Management and Budget: 

According to Mr. Anderson the most important OMB directive on program evaluation 
is Bulletin No. 68-9» issued April 12, 1968, supplemented specifically by 
Bulletin No. 68-9, supplement No.1, July 17, 1969, and supplemented generally 
by Circular No. A-II, usually revised and re-issued each year. Bulletin No. 
68-9 and supplement No. 1 treat the Planning-Programming-Budgeting System. 
Circulars A-II treat preparation and submission of annual budget estimates. 

These OMB directives treat program evaluation only very generally within the 
context of "programming" as part budgeting/appropriations submissions to the 
Congress. Effectiveness is treated in this sense from an economic approach. 
'fhe "programsu which are to be evaluated for the purposes of preparing data 
required by these directives are general budget categories, not specific oper­
ational agency programs. 

President Richard M. Nixon issued a. Memorandum to the heads of Federal departments 
and agencies, Hay 25,. 1970, in which he outlined the importance of evaluating 
effectiveness and using program evaluation to underpin agency planning and 
budgeting activities, He outlined general criteria which the required program 
evaluations were to meet. o~m circular A-II, 1971 (With transmittal Memorandum 
No. 38). reflects the need for agencies to meet these general (~riteria in 
preparing budget estimates. However, the criteria outlined in the Circular are 
discretionary and diverge somewhat from the specific requirem~lts under the, 
rescinded PPB guidelines. ("Analysis of Changes in Office of Hanagement and 
Budget Circular No. A-ll, Revised June 1971, Comparison of Old Sec. No. 
24.1-24.6 to 24.1-24.5, p. 3.) 

Program evaluation requirements in the current circular, A-II, Revised, 
Transmittal Memorandum No. SS, June 12, 1972, are simila'.!' to the generalized 
requirements of the 1971 circt~lar. These requirements are outlinerl in 
paragraphs 24.2-24.3 (Analysis and Justification of Programs' and 36.1-2 
Narrative Statements on. Program Performance.) The material requested to 

fulfill requirements for IIAnalysis and Justification of Programs" supports 
t.he first part of the budget. request; material required to meet "Narrative 
Statements on Program and Performance" in the circular is used for detailed 
budget appendix. Mention is made of a number of techniques for conducting 
eva1uati.ons, and for relating program objectives and inputs to program benefits 
and social benefits. However, the Circular seems to leave. it up to the discretion. 
of the agency direc.tor to use techniques which are most appropriate in evaluating [ 
the ef·fectiveness of its prograJlls. 

Specific "evaluation" requirements for programs falling under separate functional 
areas. such as manpower, health, and education, are also detailed in Circular A-1I. 
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B. Pro osals to Give the Office of M 
Responsibilities ana ement 

A number of proposals have been made to give h 
t e Office of Management and 

Budget explicit coordinating and governing i 
respons bilities for program evaluations 

conducted by agencies of the Government. 
Joseph S. Wholey, et. al., examined this 

issue in a 1970 report which analyzed the 
evaluation activities of four F~deral 

agencies. They reported: "The . b 
execut~ve ranch has no system for identifying 

major questions to b 
e answered through evaluation, for ensuring that high priority 

studies were . d carr~e out, or for ensuring that significant 
evaluation findings 

reached appropriate decisionmakers." 
They recommended that: 

. 
the Bureau of the 

Budget (now called OMB) (a) require agencies to develop 
two-to-three year evaluation 

plans and to use evaluation i f 
n ormation in budgetmaking and legislative review; 

(b) evaluate the quality of 1 
eva uation techniques used by different . 

agenc~es; 

(c) conduct cross-agency evaluations " 
to compare the effectiveness of related 

Federal programs in achieving common objectives;" 

for evaluation staff and resources. 52/ . 
and (d) enlarge budget allocations 

C. The Pro osal to Establish a F d 
Office of Mana ement and Bud et e eral Pro ram Evaluation Office in Either the 

or in the Executive Office of the President 
Laurence 

Evaluation in 

E. Lynn, Jr." who served as Assistant Secretary 

the Department of Health, Education and Welfare 

for Planning and 

, between 1971 and 
early 1973, made the most recent proposal in this 

respect. In order to overcome 

Federal Evaluation Policy op cit 24 
been made by the COmmitte~ fo~ E "mi 'D58- 6l • Similar recommendations have 
Federal Program Evaluation op ~~~o ~9 eV~l~pment in its report Improving 
Council on Executive organ1zatfo 'M an y the PreSident's Advisory 
States on Establishment of a Dep:;tme:~o~;n~um for the President of the United 
zation for Social and Economic Pro a.tural Resources [and] Organi-
attachments). February 5, 1971, A:;::~i~i~~luding background memoranda and 
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the many inadequacies of current program evaluation practices, he proposed the creation 

of a Federal Program Evaluation Office in either the office of Management and Budget or 

in the Executive Office of the President to lI[supervise] the evaluation activities of 

federal program agencies, [to conduct] a p~ogram of research on evaluation methods) and 

(to produce] an annual evaluation report. 1I5!3! Specifically the proposed Federal Pro-

gram Evaluation Office (FPEO) would: 

'" determine how to apportion the funds among the FPEO and the agencies in 
accordance with a comprehensive plan f •• f 

•• f he directly responsible for, and retain full authority over, all program 
impact evaluations. Adequate qualified staff would be maintained to do the 
necessary planning, write requests for proposals, review proposals, and most 
important, closely monitor the work of the evaluation contractor or grantee. 

of' be responsible for overseeing the development of plans for program strategy 
evaluations and project evaluations •••• 

••• prepare the annual evaluation report summarizing evaluation findings and 
work in progress •.•• 

••• operate a system for rating the performance of evaluation contractors and 
grantees and for making the ratings available to evaluation officials. 

••• [develop a priority framework] to guide the allocation of evaluation 
resources ••• in recognition of resource limitations, the potential value of 
possible valuations, and the availability of evaluation capacity.~! 

D. Current o~m Initiatives in Program Evaluation 

As noted above, the O~ has stepped up its evaluation activities in order to 

improve the management and USe of evaluation research. In a recent article two O~ 

officials, who were then responsible for directing the agency's program evaluation 

activities, outlined the specific objectives of the present O~ effort. These 

objectives, directed at each Federal agency, are: 

El 

54/ 

Lynn, Laurence E. Jr. A Federal Evaluation Office? Evaluation, v. I, no. 2, 
1973: 29, 62. 

!bid., pp. 62,96. 
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(a) development of built-in evaluation capability from the inception of each 
n~~f~e~era1 program; (b) adequate staff to assure quality of output. (c) 
S.1 C1ent planning to focus attention on the high pay-off areas' (d) fo1low­
procedures to a~sure that results are utilized (e) organizationai ali omel'lts up 
to assuire full 1t;tegration vl.ith the policy decision process and re1at;d and 
support ve activ1ties' and (f) ro b 1 i 
efforts (i -h ' a p per a anc ng of long-term and short-term 

n ouse and external) to meet both quality and timeliness needs.55! 

Briefly, OMB's evaluation activities consist of the following: (1) establishment 

of a Division of Evaluation and Program Implementation under the Associate Director 

for Mana~ement and Operations; the Office is directed by Mr. Clifford W. Graves; 

(2) establishment "on a very informal basis of a panel of senior Federal executives 

to serve as a forum for the mutual exchange of ideas and developments Within the 

Federal evaluation c.ommuni ty; II (3) initiati.on of a " ••• comprehensive survey of 

Federal evaluation programs that ~.rill inventory and 
catalogue ••• such acti·.rities;" 

(4) development of a "cross-agency budget review to 
assess the adequacy of funding 

levels for evaluation programs in a number of Federal agencies;" (5) encouragement 

of all agencies to prepare "formal plans on a periodic basis 

individual {evaluation] studies to high priority topicsj"(6) 

to direct and guide 

review of legislative 

initiatives "to assure that adequate provision is made for evaluation" and for 

establishment of an appropriate evaluation capability for 1 
tle program, (7) incor-

poration of evaluation priorities into the management by objectives effort; and 

(8) monitoring, on a select~ve basis, of 1 . 
eva uation studies of particular interest 

to OMB and the White House.~! 

As a first step in carrying out these responsibilities, the Evaluation and' 

Program Implementation Division f OMB d o con ucted a survey of federal agency 

Federal Program Evaluation From the OMB Perspective, op. Cit., p. 317; each 
of these obJectives is fully described on pp. 314-317. 

Ibid., pp. 312-314. 

;! 
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evaluation activities which provides information on the following points: 

_ person~(s) in the agency responsible for performing different types of 

evaluations; 

- types of activities unde,'taken; 

magnitude of resources available for evaluation; 

characteri~ation of relationships between the production of evaluation 

information and decision processes such as management by objectives, budget 

preparation, and statistical planning; and 

1 i f ti on evaluations conducted. persons who can provide additiona n o~na on 

A draft version of the report was released in June. It is expected that the 

materials will be updated and disseminated more wide].y after additional agencies 

provide responses to the ONB questionnaire ·21I 
E. Issues Relating to the Improvement of Legislative Branch Program Evaluation 

Capabilities 

The absence of a congressional program evaluation capability has repeatedly 

been cited as a major impediment to incorporating program evaluation reports into 

d h (1) that the executive the legislative process. Two frequently mentione t emes are: 

i and assesses the results of program evalua-branch both conducts program evaluat ons 

tiOfts without presenting reports to the Congress or to an objective critic,581 

571 
Survey of Federal Evaluation Activities. By Evaluation and Program Implemen­
tation Staff, Office of Management and Budget, June 1974, draft, loose leaf, 
various pagings. 

.. Evaluation comes too late, after the On this point Schick reports: 
ro ram has arnered strong client support and is built luto the budget base. 

ihegclnssic ~ase is summer Headstart which was serving hundreds of thousands 
of preschoolers when adverse findings were released. Popular pro~rams .. a(;'The 
hurd to terminate no matter what judgments flow from the evalua\.ons. 
Pilot Testing of New Programs: An AnalysiS of Title IV, S. 3984, In: 
Improving Congressional Control of the Budget, op. cit~ p. 278) 
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and (2) the Congress does not have necessary staff expertise to analyze such reports 

even if they were provided. Murray L. Weidenbaum, et. a1. summari~ed these problems: 

Evalcative research is not.,r a virtual monopoly of tbe executive branch, to 
the extent that it is used at all. If Congress is ever to oversee executive 
administration effectively, then it needs professional assistance beyond that 
provided by existing committee staffs. As imperfect as evaluation techniques 
are, at the least they would be a useful supplement to existing ru1es-of~thumb 
and other subjective approaches.22! 

In this Same respect the Joint Economic Committee reported: 

The relationship of the executive and legislative branches pertaining to 
the use of executive analysis and evaluation documents is a serious problem. 
More serious, however, is the failure of the Congress to provide itself with 
an analytical capability. Currently, the Congress has neither an adequate 
capability to interpret or evaluate studies done by the executive and those 
outside of Government nor the necessary capacity to undertake policy analysis 
of its own.601 

Evaluation of public welfare programs would be enhanced, the Joint Economic Committee 

reported in November 1972, by creating an evaluation agency independent of the ad-

ministering agency and reporting directly to the Congress: 

59/ 

• • • Enabling legislation usually assigns the task of evaluation to the program 
administrators. Separation of powers is a well-accepted and venerable principle, 
and its application is as appropriate here as elsel.,rhere. Administrators are 
understandably anxious to depict their programs as successful, and evaluations 
conducted by them (no matter how consc'ientious they may be) cannot escape being 
suspected of bias. An independent agency accountable to Congress, should be 
responsible for evaluation. 6ll 

~~eidenbaum, Muiray L., Dan Larkins and Philip N. Marcus. Ma tching Needs and 
Resources: Reforming the Federal Budget. Washington, D.C., American Enter­
prise Institute for Public Policy Research [1973] p. 11. 

601 U.s. Congress. Joint Economic Committee. Studies in Public Welfare, Paper No. 
3, The Effectiveness of Manpower Training Programs: A Review of Research on 
the Impact of the Poor. A staff study prepared for the use of the Subcomm. on 
Fiscal Policy. November 20, 1972. Washington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1972. 
p. 13. (Joint Comnd.ttee Print.) The other studies in the series are: Paper no. 
1. Public Income Transfer Programs: The Incidence of Multiple Benefits and 
the Issues Raised by Their Receipt, April 10, 1972; Paper No.2, Handbook of 
Public Income Transfer Program: How They Tax the Poor, December 22, 1972; 
Paper No.5, Part 1. Issues in Welfare Administration: Welfare---An Admin­
istrative Nightmare, December 31, 1972. 

211 The Effectiveness of Manpower Training Programs: A Revie~.,r of Research on the 
Impact of the Poor, op. cit., 'p. 15. 
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WHhin the 1l15t year or two proposals were made to provide the Congress with 

u program evaluation capability independent of the executive branch. Host of these 

rcspondQd to alternative ways of meeting some of the recommendations of the Joint 

Study Commit tile on Budge.t Control. (~-;/ One of the contmittee's major observations 

WaS that legi~lative determination of priorities among programs and ot spending levels 

for thcse programs would be strengthened if the Congress coordina~ed more closely the 

appropt'iations pNCMs and the authodzation process (whic.h now fragments legislative 

review of the evaluation of the effectiveness of particular programs, ev~luation of 

the marits of One program agai11st another, and program funding) • .§j/ 

During the 93rd Congress, both Houses directed attention to improving the process 

of determining and evalua.ting budget pricrritie.s to serve national needs and to 

strengthening the review of the budget process and evaluation of Federal programs. 

d d t C t~ol Ac~ P L 93-344. July 23, 1974, 'rhe Congressional Budget an Impoup. me.n on.. L.,.. , 
Under incl.udes two sections which expand legislative program evaluatd.on capabilities. 

section 70], committees are given the authority to conduct evaluations themselves, 

using pilot tests and cost/benefit analyses, if warranted, or to require agencies 

h It t ommittees Section 702 expands the to evaluate programs {lnd report t e resu soc . . 

~ 1 A ti nffice Under this section review and evaluation functions of the ",enera cCOun ng v • 

the GAO is charged with responsibility for assisting committees in evaluating govern­

ment prQgrnms~ including the development of statements of legislative objectives, 

gl 

§1.1 

The committee was create(i in October 1972. pursuant to P.L. 92-599, to recommend 
procedures for improved congressional control over the outlay and receip~ totals 
in the budget and to help establish spending priorities in the budget. The 
committee presented its interim report to the Congress on February 6} 197~. 
"Improved Congressional Control Over Budgetary Outlay and Receipt Totals. 

h II (I Sea saction It. "Tentative Recommendations. Introductory paragrap. ~ 
Interim Report by the Joint Study Committee on Budget Control. Remarks of Hon. 
Mr. Ullman on the floor of the House. Congressional Record, February 7) 1973: 
H. 843.) 
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methods for review anu evaluation of programs" and the anulys:l.s of program results. 

The Act also authorizes the establishment of an Office of Program Review and Eva.luation 

in the General Accounting Office.§il 

Some of the other bills considered during the 93rd Congress included p:t'ovisions 

which '<10uld have made pilot testing mandatory or would have required OHB to inventory 

or to use program evaluation information in preparing budget submittals. (8. 40, Hr. 

Brock; S. 1030, :Hr. Humphrey: S. 758, Mr. Beall; and S. 834, Mr. Muskie. S. 758, in 

particul.ar, would have created a Federal program evaluation liigest.) 

Related to this was a House proposalJ H. Con. Res. 21, introduced by Mr. Conte 

and referred to the Committee on Rules, which would establish a "Joint Select Conmtittee 

on Govemment Program Analysis and Evaluation." The Committee 'Would be authorized to 

evaluate alternative procedures and to evaluate "the efficiency and effectiveness of 

Federal programs and activities by objective, scientifi~, and empidcal analysis •••• tI 

Among the alternative proposals the COmmittee would examine are: 

-"the establishment of an ad hoc, independent, bipartisan commission' to 
study and appraise Federal pr.ograms and activities ••• of the executive branch ••• ;" 

-"an expansion of the role and function of existing agencies and authorities 
(such as the General Accounting Office) 'with:!'n or outside of Congress to perform 
such analyses and evaluations;" 

-"improved staffing of standing cOUlmittees ••• through the addition of review 
specialists and persons scientifically trained and experienced in the area of 
program audit and evaluationsjll and 

-lithe establishment of a central staff or of;fice as an integral part of the 
Congress charged with performing program audits, evaluations, and analyses under 
the supervision of a legislative auditor and under the general supervisory 
control of a joint committee of the Congress ••. !!65/ 

~/ Title VII - Program Review and Evaluation, Conference Report, H.R. 7130, 
Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control Act, passed Senate June 21, 1974. 
P.L. 93-344. 

~I Sec. 1 (b), H. Can. Res. 21, January 3, 1973. 
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F. Issues Surrounding the Role ·of. the GEineral.,AccouIiting 'Office iIi providing the 
Congress with Improved Program EvaluationCapabilit~ 

The General Accounting Office's role in providing the Congress with program 

evaluations independent of the executive branch has received considerable attention 

with the last two years. Several issues are involved: (1) Are the agency's auditing, 

accounting, and program evaluation related activities sufficient to satisfy legisla­

tive requirements for program evaluation and evaluation of the utility of different 

program intervention strategies in meeting legislative goals? (2) Does the agency 

have sufficient author-ity, staffing and appropriate administrative arrangements to 

conduct program evaluations? (3) How can the GAO a?d the 'Congress work more. closely 

in developing program objectives and legislative language which meets requirements 

for the conduct oiprogram evaluation? 

1. Basis of GAO's Statutory Authority 'for program Evaluation. Comptroller 

General Elmer B. Staats, noted the basis of the agency's statutory authority for the 

conduct of program evaluation in a recent article: "While the GAO has always construe~ 

the Budget and Accounting Act and the Legislative: Reorga.nization Act of 1946 to include 

this authority, the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 made it quite explicit. 

This act, in brief, directed that GAO, either on its own initiative or at the request 

of committees of the Congress, make studies of the costs and benefits of existing 

programs."66/ He continued that the agency has actively carried out its responsi-

bilities under these a.cts: 

For the past 5 years, GAO has given high priority to the evaluation.of Federal 
programs to the point where approximately 30 percent of its profess1onal staff 
of 3,250 is no" engaged in evaluations and studies with this objective.~/ 

2. Evolution of GAO's Program Evaluation Activities. Issues have been raised 

reg&.rding the nature of GAO's evaluation actfv,Hies. For instance, Senator Roth, 

~/ 

Staats, Elmer B. Improving Congressional Control Over the Federal Budget. 
GAO Review, Summer 1973: 11. 

Improving Congressional Control OVer the Federal Budget, op. cit.: p.ll. 

The 
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commenting upon responses received in his staff survey of program evaluation practices 

noted: 

A rather small portion of the, executive departments, and an even smaller 
portion of the independent agencies indicated in response to our inquiry that 
GAO was actively or regularly involved in evaluating the substantive accom­
plishments of their programs. They also stated that the Comptroller General's 
interest in their programs was quite often of a fiscal-procedural nature.~/ 

Continuing, he recommended that the GAO's program evaluation responsibilities and 

those of the other congressional information support agencies, including the Library 
'.' l 

of Congress and congressional committee staffs, should be expanded to include more 

program evaluation impact analysis: 

It is clear that GAO has plenty of work to do and does much of:'it, effect'ively. 
However, Congress needs to have more independent evaluation of the impact of 
Federal governmental activity-by GAO". the Library of Congress, its own\com­
mitteeEl,: or perhaps by some other body. The Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1970 clearl'y' assigns to the Comptroller General and the Library of Congress 
additional responsibility to perform substantive evaluations.~/ 

In answering questions posed by critics of GAO's program evaluation efforts" ttt,~ 

Comptroller General admits that "GAO still has much to learn," but that "overall good 

progress is being made." "Evaluation of government program results," he continues, 

"is an art about which ,all of us have much to learn." The agency faces two major 

difficulties in conducting evaluations, "particularly in the social action areas:" 

Not the least of these are (1) the lack of clearly, specifically stated 
program goals and objectives and (2) the lack of reliable data on performance 
and effects or results of'program operations. 70/ 

. . 

In another article Assistant Comptroller General .Ellsworth H. R. Morse reported 

that the agency is attempting to improve training and administrative procedures to 

assist GAO in meeting its program performance and. evaluation responsibilities: 

; 68/ Public Program Analysis and Evaluation for the Purposes of the Executive and the 
Congress, op. cit.: S9026. 

69/' Ideni • 

.1W Improving Congressional Control Over the Federal Budget, op. cit.: 11-12. 
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It is learning much by doing •••• 

It is building an interdisciplinary staff. From a professional staff largely 
of persons with backgrounds in accounting and conventional auditing, GAO is 
shifting to a staff made up of many disciplines--inc1uding engineers, econo­
mists, mathematicians, statisticians, actuaries, systems analysts, persons 
with academic or experience backgrounds in business or public administration, 
and a sprinkling of exp~rfs in other fielos. Over 20 percent of the profes­
sional staff is composed of persons trained in disciplines other than account-
ing and this proportion is growing. ' 

It makes extensive use of consultants in various fields to provide expert 
advice and assistance. 

It contracts work out on occasion. 

It conducts extensive training programs and holds special seminars on program 
evaluation in different fields. • •• Seminars have been held on health, wel­
fare, education, and law enforcement assi~tance. 

It takes advantage of on-going or completed analytical and evaluation 
work of other Federal agencies and outside organizations, such as the Urban 
Institute and the Brookings Institution. It is developing a guide to program 
evaluation studies •••• 

It has assembled an advisory panel of about 20 systems and program analysis 
specialists who are expert in numerous fields of government operations and 
evaluation. 71/ 

Illustrations Provided by the GAO of Its Program Evaluation Activities. 

Assistant Comptroller General Morse has identified examples of different types of 

h h f d 72/ One of these is inserted below to 'program evaluations t e agency as per orme ._ 

illustrate the agency's conception of its activities in this area: 

!J:.I 

Improvement of definition of a programs goals and objectives: 

Title I of Ble Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 authorized 
Federal financial assistance to local educational agencies for programs to help 
meet special educational needs of deprived children in areas with high concen­
trations of children from low-income families. The Federal Office of Education 
required local agencies to establish meal.lurable objecti~es and related pro­
cedures.to evaluate the success of their projects. GAO s audit of this program 
in Illinois showed weak performance on this score. Objectives stated were 

Morse, Ellsworth H. Jr. The Auditor Tekes a Program Evaluation. The Federal 
Accountant, v. XXII, no. 2, June 1973: 6-7. Emphasis in original. 

Most GAO reports are public information. In addition short abstracts are 
published in annual GAO reports. 
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generally vague (e.g., build a varied vocabulary) and were not stated in measur­
able terms by types and degree of changes sought (e.g. rate of increase in vocabu­
lary) ."U./ 

4. Other GAO progtam Evaluation Activities. GAO has also published two reports 

which deal more directly with improving the process of conducting program evaluations. 

These, described in detail in other sections of this report. consist of (1) a list 

9f legislative require~ents for program evaluation, including steps the Congress 

needs to take to stat~ program objectives in a form compatible with evaluation 

capabilities -,and (2) an inventory of agency information systems which include program 

evaluation reports to Support better dissemination of program evaluation reports to 

other ~esearchers and to other agency administrators. The agency is now preparing 

a guidebook of recommended standards for program evaluation. It will be published in 

1975. 

5. Activities and Legislation in Support of Giving GAO More Responsibility for 

Program Evaluation. The General Accounting Office's program evaluation activities 

seem to have increased considerably since passage of the Legislative Reorganization 

Act and the Budget and Impoundment Control Act. Several factors might be considered 

in assessing these expanded responsibilittes and functions. Probably the most 

importan't are: 

-psychological, .:>rganizationa1, and methodological factors which surround the , 

evident transition in the agency from considerine evaluationo as primar'ily easy...:to-

measure auditing activities to conceiving of evaluations as harder-to-measure achieve-

ment, impact and performance activities; 

-steps the agency is taking to enlarge its staff to perform program evaluations 

and to enlarge its staff to include more social scientists to provide the inter-

disciplinary mix required for program evaluation; and 

111 Morse, op. cit., p. 8. 
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~the time lag between establishment of new legislative authority and the estab-

liahment of effective operational procedures to meet new requirements. 

As noted above, under the terms of the Congressional Budget and Impoundment Act, 

passed June 21, 1974, GAO was give" additional authority to ponduct program evaluation 

and to engage in other activities in support of expanding legislative branch program 

evaluation capabilities. The agency is authorized to establish an Office of Program 

Review and EValuation. Among its fUnctions are the following: 

-co review and evaluate Government programs and activities, at the initiative of 

the Comptroller General or at the request of either House or Committees; 

-to assist committees in developing statements of legislative objecti~es and 

goals and methods for assessing and reporting actual program performance in relation 

to such legislative objectives and goals; and 

-to recommend methods of assessment, information which should be reported, respon-

sibilicy ror reporting, frequency of reports, and feasibility of pilot testing; and 

-to review the program evaluation reports and activities of Federal agencies.~1 

.!-~ Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control Act, Title VII, Ope cit. 
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PART IV. THE PROCUREMENT AND CONDUCT OF 
PROGRAM EVALUATION RESEARCH 

In the most general sense, program evaluation is a form of applied social 

science research which uses the interdisciplinary resources and techniques of economics~ 

psychology, sociology, and political science. Some program evaluation research is 

performed in-house by social scientists Ol,~ an agency's staff. These evaluations 

generally are of two types: (1) aUditing activities to assess the allocation and use 

of program funds; and (2) critical syntheses of the findings of tlle evaluation studies 

performed for the agency to generate recommendations for improving the administration 

and operation of a program or to determine ~Yhether to modify .or terminate the programs. 

Evaluations of program performance or of tho effectiveness and impacts of a 

particular program intervention strategy are performed genarally on an extramural 

basis by social scientists or interdisciplinary program evaluation research teams 

funded by the agency. The Office of Management and Budget has defined four general 

types of evaluation research, delineated on the basis of theic purpose and pre-

dominant methodology. These generally correspond to the categories used by Wholey, 

eta al. in their landmark study on this topic. 751 The types are substantive impact 

evaluations; relative effectiveness evaluations; process or management evaluations; 

and project evaluations. The OMB definitions of these types of evaluation are gl.ven 

below: 

Substantive impact evaluations attempt to measure the impact which federal 
programs ·have upon their stated obj ectives. This type of evahlation seeks to 
determine what the program accomplishes, how these accomplishments compare to 
their intended purposes, and their costs. The purpose of such evaluations 'is 
primarily to provide information for use in major policy formulation. 

Relative effectiveness evaluations seek to compare the effectiveness of 
t\-'O or more major program strategies or approaches in attaining ultimate objec­
tives within a national program. These studies are designed to help policy 

75/ Wholey, Joseph S., et a1. Federal Evaluation Policy: Analyzing the Effects of 
Public Programs. Washington, D.C., The Urban Institute [1970J chap .2 • 
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officials and program managers select the most effecti.ve mix of services to 
maximbc programs' total impact, such as the mix of skill training, remedial 
education, and job search assistance in a manpower program. Ho,~ever, these 
studies do not necessat"ily measure the impact of the total program in absolute 
te~s on its objectives. 
. Process or management evaluations are designed to measure the opera.ting 

af.ftcieney of national ptog:t'<.tnIq • They are intended principally to help program 
managct:'Q a.chieve the most efficient deployment: of available resources, rather 
than help policy officials a>rrive at major decisions affecting the scope and 
focus of the national programs. . 

Project eVl,liluations are directed to individual, locally based projects which 
'lrla components (,f a n<lttona.1 program, regarding the impact or efficiency of the 
I;:ocd nntional program. Project evaluations may entail any of the three pre­
c~,ding I:YP~H~ (substantive impact, relative effectiveness, or process evaluation) 
as well a.s pt;'ojeCi;: l;'ll,ting comparing the effectiveness of one or more individual 
projects against othets.JJ! 

Four types of research performer are used to perform extramural evalu~tion re­

senrch activities. The first two are: (1) social sd.entists supported by grant or 

controct to a non-profit making institution; and (2) social scientists at federally 

funded rE!,saarch and davelopment centers. which are Rand D performing organizations 

tll'1uul1y created and exclUSively or substantially fUilded by one or more Federal agencies! 

to provide the agency with Il cer:,:-:alized Rand D capacity needed to develop and 

c:,wllluato its pr.ogrnms. Typical of these are. the Urban Institute and the Institute 

tOr Poverty Research at the University of Wisconsin, whose major functions were to 

$upply expert information Ilnd advice on urban and poverty programs, respectively. A 

thit'cl type of performer consists of university-based social scientists. The fourth 

t1.'O of performer is social scientists Qr interdi:;ciplinary teams (including operations ,.:: •.•..• ' 

resCarchel's and systems analysts, etc.) employed by profit-making research or con- : 

sulting firms working under contracts or grants awarded on a competitive or non-
f 

competitive basiS by an agency. 

~. Issues Relating to the Funding of Program Evalua.tion Research 

}. nlEl Lack of Appropriate Information. The executive branch does not maintain 

--,_. -, ----
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an inventory describing precisely how much money has been obligated for program 

evaluation research. Frequently there ar~ discrepancies in the data systems used. 

For inst~ance, Laurence E. Lynn, J.r., former Assistant Sscreta.ry for Planning and 

EVllluation, Department of Health, Education and l'ielfare, noted in 1972 that liThe 

Department has approximately 125 full-time p~ofessiol1a.l ev~luat01 .. ·s and 40 to 50 

million dollars available for evalUation functions. lin! Accordi.ng to a report cited 

by Albert D. Biderman snd Laure M. Sharp, the costs eOl;' total HEW evaluation research 

amounted to $29.6 million in 1971.1.1/ 

Annual Budget Appendix volumes sometimes report an entry fo1," program evaluation. 

However~ this item is not reported for all social progums listed in the Catalog of 

Federal Domestic Assist~nce. For instance, the Fiscal Year 1974 budget appendix il­

lustrates these discrepancies for three agencies which have large program evaluation 

research obligations: (1) Health Services and Mental Health Administ:r.ation, lists an 

item for research, but not program evaluation; (p. 379); (2) Law Enforcement Assis-

tance Administration lists have no entries for either research or program evaluation 

(p. 627); (3) Manpower Administration, Department of Labor, lists an item entitled 

Planning, evaluation, and research, (p. 631). 

Biderman and Sharp attribute the dearth of information on the funding of program 

evaluation research to the fact that eXisting scientific research reporting categories, 

including those used by NSF, do not include the classification "program evaluation 

research"; and there are no well-established mechanisms within agencies to obtain data 

on the funding of such research: 

111 

]jf 

All available statistical data on the organization, financing, personnel 
and functions of research utilize categories that have no close correspondence 

Lynn, Laurence E. Notes from HEW. Evaluation, Fall, 1972: 26. 

Citing: James G. Abert. Cost and Cost-Effec!:iveness. Paper delivere4 a.t !nter­
national Federation of Operational Research Societie:s Intemational Cost-Effec­
tiveness Conference, Washington, D.C.,_ April 12-15, 1971. (Unpublished.) From: 
Biderman, Albert D. and Laure M. Sharp. The Competitive Evaluation Research 
Industry. Washington, D.C., Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc. [1972] p:21. 
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with the world of SPER.* The primary sources of data on American research 
activities are oriented to the academic science system or to medical and 
technological research and development. SPER falls neatly into none of these. 
That moat: used sOurce for charting trends in American research activity, the 
National Science li'oundation's series. Federal Funds for Science, ie of scant 
use for charting trends in ~PER. Even if cross-tabulations of data of this l 
a~ries were available by field of science, funding agency, and research per- \ 
former. which they arc not, we would have no way of knowing which table cells 1 
would inelude SPERo ~ 

lfuilc, by definition, all SPER is social research, not all of it is reported j 

us sodal science research and; since it is often supported from operational ~ 
program funda, lUI unknown proportion of the total is not reported as science ~ 
0): reseatch at all. Further, allocations to evaluation work are frequently made ~ 
by the executors of federally-financed action programs or projects--state, local 
or private agencies which may be layers removed from the point at which book­
keeping entries are made that are reflected in NSF's Federal Funds for Sc~. 

Although there is considerable literature arising from interests in govern­
ment contracting, including studies of R&D procurements (Report to 'the 
PreSident •••• , 1962), studies have not focused on what until recently has 
been that relatively tiny part of all procurement which involves social scientific 
or related work. Other than those dealing with contracting for developments of 
defense weapon systems, the major studies have dealt primarily with the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration and the Atomic Energy Commission (Senate 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 1965; Orlans, 1967). When government 
financing of social scientific work has been the object of attention of studies 
(and dllt/:\ series), the preoccupatio'ns have been almost exclUSively with the 
forms of fimmc:l..ng which matter most for institutions of higher education and, 
secondarily, for the academically-oriented institutes. The types of organi­
zation/! tihich perform most of the work of SPER have received relatively little 
consideration. 

In the recent large survey to examine the state and future of the Social 
and Behavioral Sciences (Behavioral and Social Sciences Study Committee of the 
National Ac~demy of Sciences and the Social Science Research Council, 1969), for 
example, /:\ comprehensive questionnaire survey was carried out of the research 
fin&¥lce& of /lOl\1.1elflic departments, professional schools and university institutes 
nnd laboratories, but only a small pilot study in one city--scarcely analysed 
or reported-~was performed of social scientists in all other institutions. a 
Th~ Survey Committee contracted with the Bureau of Social Science Research in 

Washington. D.C. for a questionnaire survey of university activities in the 
behavioral and social sciences which were reported in three chapters of this 
report (pp. 155-210). A small pilot survey was also undertaken by the committee 
in thE: Boston, Hassachusetts area to study' the employment of behavioral and 
social scientists in two disciplines (economics and psychology) outside the 
university and government; thi~ was reported in two pages of the report (pp.216-
218).) Such studies as have been done of social scientists in non-academic 
etI1ployment (Radon, 1970; Harcson, 1966) have involved small samples including 
many persons working in non-research roles, so that it would be impossible to 
segregllte out for analysis those active in particular research pursuits, such 
as SPER • ..19I 
.. Social Program Evaluation Research 

1 
I 
I 

d 

The Report on Survey of Federal Program Evaluation Practices, conducted by thej 
staff of Senator William V. Roth, Jr., May 1972, illustrates the difficulties in :! 
trying to obtain comparable figures from Federal agencies even when a well- ,:,1 
formulated questionnaire is used. Quotation from Biderman and Sharp,op.cit. P.16.1~ 
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B. Difficulties of 'Obtairtirtglnformatiort ort Types 'of Petformers of Po ' Ev·aluation Research - r gram 

One of the most important implications of the absence of information is that it 

is impossible to provide precise data on the characteristics of performer, that is in ... 

house, or extramural (either profit-making or non-profit-making research organization). 

A number of attempts have been made; they have involved in-depth surveys or collation 

of scattered in-house report forms. 

Host of these studies indicate that the bulk of the largest awards for evaluation 

are given on a contract, rather than a grant basis, to profit-making or non-profit­

making research organizations rather than to university based social scientists.80/ 

This finding should be weighed against studies which indicate that evaluation studies 

are performed best by social scientists at universities funded on grant, rather than 

a contract basi$.~1 

For example, Abert reports that about 45 percent of the funds HEW awarded in 

1971 for program evaluation went to profit-making research organizations. The 

recipients of other funds are broken down as follows: not-for profit firms, 29 per­

cent; universities, 21 percent, state and Federal government, 4 percent; and individual 

consultants, 1 percent.~1 

In the Spring of 1974, the General Accounting Office conducted a telephone 

survey of federally funded program evaluation on behalf of the Joint Committee on 

CongreSsional Operations. The results follow: 

80/ Biderman and Sharp, OPe cit. 

81
1 This issue was discussed for example at the "Dartmouth/OECD Seminar on Social 

Res~arch and Public Policies," Dartmouth, September 13-1.5 1974 especially i 
a presentation by Howard Freeman, based upon research he 'Illen~ Bernst i an~ 
Patricia Riecker are doing for the Russell Sage Foundati~n. Draft repo:tn 

available from: Illene Bernstein, Department of Sociology Universit of 
;ndinnah and Dr. Freeman, director, Institute for the SocIal SCience~ UCLA 
~~ ;7: ~~~4~~~~.Of the report, see: Evaluation ReviSited, Behavio; TOda;, 

~I Abert in r~derman and Sharp, op.cit., p.23. 
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The r.esponse to our anrvey, which are summarized in the following table were 
for the most part carefully researched and prepared by the agencies listed. A 
f~ of the agencies responded in writing-DOT, Agriculture, OEO, VA, and the 
Special J~tion Office for Drug Abuse Prevention. Problems with the definitions 
of program evaluation were fewer than we expected. We believe the total estimate 
of $130 mi11ion budgeted for program evaluations in Fiscal Year 1974 is fairly 
accurate for those agencies listed, given the limitations of a telephone survey. 

PR~IMINARY ESTIMATES OF FUNDS BUDGETED FOR PROGRAM EVALUATION, RESPONDING AGENCIES, FISCAL 
lEAR 1974 

(In tbousandsof dollars) 

Amounts budgeted for evaluation breakdown of 
total by-

Agency 

Departmental Health, Education and Welfare 
nbpartment of Transportation 
Environmental Pt'otection Agency 
DIIiIPllraaent of the Inted.or 
Deparblumt, of !,abor 
nep.r~enc of Commerce 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Vaterans' Administration 
Depart;lIlc.mt of State (except AID) 
Dcpartmet\t of Agt'icu1 ture 
OffJice of Economic Opportunity 
Depl1rtmelnt of UO!!sing and Urban Development 
Agency for International Development 
Special Aetion Office of Drug Abuse Prevention 

'total 
Percent of total 

Contract 

50.',000 
7,095 
5,756 
3,800 
8,900 
1,031 
1+,337 

38 
13 

2,000 
1,550 
1,300 

528 
869 

87,217 
59.7 

In-~louse Total 

10,000 60,000 
18,875 25,970 

6,667 12,423 
7,584 11,384 

567 9,467 
4,520 5,551 

165 4,502 
3,154 3,192 
3,091 3,104 
1,075 3,075 
1,023 2,573 

327 1,627 
1,098 1,626 

653 1,522 
58,799 146,016 

40.3 

Ai iea unable to give a complete response in the time allotted for this 
pi'ulimi:~ telephone sw;vey: Department of Defense, Department of Justice (Except 
LEAA), Department of Treasury, ~ational Aeronautics and Space Admi~istration.831 

i b kd· by types of contract performer (that is profit the .ll.genc'l did no.t g ve a rea own 

It seems evident t hat a continuing data system be established 0),' non-profit making). 

on fede~all~-funded program evaluation and that it also cate-to collect information ~ 4 

nor:i~c the type. of performer. 

8i' 1:0 U.S. Oons.rt\UJ$., Joint C01llllittee on Congressional operatfio:. ~o~greS~'!~~~gton 
- RCHUUU:cb Support and liilfot:mation Services: A Compendium 0 ter a s. 1~. , 

U.S .. (';Qvc. Pr:int~Off. ['May 19741 p.290. 

C, Specific Issues Relating to Federally Funded Research and Development Centers 
§ls Performers of Program Evaluation Research 

The Congress has not given in-depth examination to the conduct of social pro-

gram evaluation research by federally funded research and development centers (FFRne). 

It is difficult to generalize about these activities, except to say that SOme agencies 

have used them more than others; and that the use of such centers in thetaocial policy 

area is probably declining'..8l!.1 Some information on the pros and cons of the use of 

FFRDCs was provided in a 1971 report by the National Academy of Sciences. A special 

advisory connnittee reported to the Academy on the operations and implications of one 

such center, the Institute of Poverty Research, University of Wisconsin~ sponsored by 

the Office of Economic Opportunity. The findings of this study are specific to this 

particular center but could characterize the activities of other centers. 

According to the Committee, policymakers should consider a number of issues 

which surround the conduct of program evaluation research of this nature: 

- the "danger of c,verselling the fruits of even well-conducted evaluations 

and and field experinrentsj" 

- the "strong partisan political currents" that interact with the conduct 

and use of reports prepared by such centers; 

the need for replication of experiments initially conducted by the center; 

- a "division of responsibility for the conduct of an evaluation or ex-

periment between two or more teams so that the knOWledge of each would serve as 

a check against the oversight or misjud'gments of the others"; 

84/ The Office of Education made extensive use of such centers; they were phased 
out at the end of the fi-scal year 1972. During the period 1971-1973 HEW, 
exclusive of the Office of Education utilized 17 such centers; during the 
period 1972-1974, the agency funded only 13 centers. (U.S. National Science 
Foundation, Federal Funds for Research, Development, and Other Scientific 
ActiVities, Washington. U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1912, p. 46. (NSF 72 ... 317); 
and U.S. National Science Foundation. Federal funds for Research, Development, 
and Other Scientific Activities. Washingtpn, U.S. Govt. Print. oet., 
1974. pp. 51-52. (NSF 74-300). 

~. 
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- the need for "open access to the data for subsequent recalculation, critiaism 

nnd evaluation by independent groups as required;" 

- the need to time appropriately General Accounting Ot'fice and executive 

agency investigations of a center's activities or research progress and preferably 

delay Buch reviews until an evaluation is complete, since lithe threat of [un­

timely] investigations of this sort ••. might discourage investigators of high 

caliber from involving themselves in such policy-related work;" 

- the need for policy makers at all levels of go~ernment to lower expec­

tations about the utility of policy-oriented program evaluation research 'since 

"social science research is able to provide only very limited illumination; "85/ 

and 

- the need to consider a number of trade-offs between the advantages and 

disadvantages of research conducted by policy institutes and to provide the 

institutes with "long-term, relatively unconstrained funding" since Such insti­

tutes cannot do "first-rate independent research [with] hand-to-mouth financing."86/ 

The Commission on Government Procurement, created pursuant to P.L. 91-129, to 

study and recommend to the Congress methods "to promote the economy, efficiency, and 

effectiveness" of procurement by the executive branch, looked at the procurement of 

ilpplied soc:!.al science research and pt"o~r<lm evaluation services. The report. prp.-

son ted to the Congress in December 1972, recommended that FFRDCs be organized and used 

co satisfy needs that cannot be satisfied effectively by other organizational re-

86! 
-~ 

"While social science can help in the design and improvement of programs, good 
policy-mllking requires art, judgment, and weighing of conflicting values. It " 
cnn never be reduced to Isocial] engineering in the familiar sense of the term. 
(Policy and Program R.esearch In a University Setting: A Case. Study. Report of 
the Advisory Connd,ttee for Assessment of University Based Institutes for Research 
on Poverty, Division of BehaVioral Sciences, ~tional Research CouncU. [Wash­
ing-ton. D.c., National Academy of Sciences, 1971] p. 54.) 

IbId., pp. 47-55. 
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sources. 
Any proposal for a neM FFRDC should be revie,~ed and approved 'by the agency 

head and special attention should be gi,rell to th 1 d f ' e met 10 0 termination, including 

ownership of assets, when the need for the FFRDC no longer exists. Existing FFRDCs 

should be evaluated by the agency head 'periodJ.·cally (t.._ hr 
perl~pS every t ee years) for 

continued needs.~ 

D. Issues Relating to Funding' Mechanism' 's (Gr'ants d 
Research - - - an Contracts) in Program Evaluation 

1. Issues Relating to profit- Versus Non-Profit-}mking Perfor~e~. Albert D. 

Biderman and Laure M. Sharp, Bureau of Social Science Research, are conducting an in­

depth study on the performance of program evaluation research by both profit- and nct-

for-profit research institut:tons. Th i i t im 
ern er report, dealing primarily with profit-

making research organizations was printed in 1972. P li 1 f1 1 
re m nary nci~gs raise a number 

of issues reSUlting from the conduct of social program evaluation research performed 

by profit-making organizations. Generally th b h .ey 0 serve t at competitive bidding for 

program evaluation research through the request for proposal (RFP) system is waste-

ful of resources and deleterious to sound research since a large number of organi­

zations go through the expensive process of writing unsuccessful proposals. They 

gave an example, for instance, of a $4 million procurement for which research 

crg:::.nizatiuns spent ~1.3 million in writing proposals.8s1 

They also cited the need to assess the disB,dvantages of the ways in which the 

RFP system tends to overly prespecify tasks or research methodology that a contractor 

should follow.~/ On this same point the National Advisory Council on Education 

87/ S~ary of the Report of the Commission on Government Procurement. (Not the 
~f!J.cidaltRilepodrtd·) waishington, U.S. Govt. Print. Off., December 1972. p. 46. 

o a e a e escr ption of the Commission's findings on performers of re­
search and development, see Chapter 3, pp. 13-23 in Report of the CommiSSion 
on Government Procurement, Vol. 2 (Washington, U.B7 Govt. Print. Off., 1973). 

Biderman and Sharp, oPe cit., pp. 38-39. 

Ibid., passim. 
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Ptole6siona Devalopmen~ reports: 

l-Ti.thin limi.ted evaluation funding on the whole, funds for contract research 
are 80 overbudgetad and in-house staff positions and funds qre ~o underbudge~ed, 
that good, practical conceptalization and monitoring of evaluat~on research. l.S 

thwarted, In some cases even requests-for-proposals must be developed by out­
dde contractors before proposals for research can be cal~ed for. ." .Req~ests­
for-proposale nave often attempted to specify the evaluat~on research des~gn 
:tit that' thlln the questions 0-£ or issues to be addressed, or the final character 
of the research evidence • .2.Qj 

Other iaauefl raised by Biderman and Sharp and the Advisory Council are: the lack 

of time agencies give to writing RFP's since many put out calls for contract program 

eVllluation rcsMt'ch only a few weeks before the fiscal year ends;21.! monopolizq.tion 

of contl'41ctingby a rew profit-making organiza,tionaj overutilization of systems 

etigitH!Cra lind systems analysts 'to perform program evaluation, often using imprecise 

60eJill science tools and techniquesj administrative deficienc~s in profit-making 

orgllnitntionsj the economic efficiency and 'quality of the product obtained from the 

U6C of sole SOUr(:e contracts va. the competitive bid proposal; ani cost overruns in 

twdal R llnd l) ac.tivities performed by not-for-profit organizations • .2!! 

§. •. _.LaS.islative Requirements to Mandate a Certain Percentage of Funding for Program 
F.volua cion 

.... ~h :I J:: "''''P'"1'''_ 

Another funding issue, which seems to warrant resolution, is that of legisla-

t'ively mnndllting hm., much an agency should spend on program evaluation. There are 

two prevnil:l.ng points of view on this issue. One is to continue the practice of 

h i~ ~ fixed percentage of appropriations of a program for hnvins the Congl:ilss nut or .. e '" 

evaluation purposes. A number of su.ggestions have been made about what percentage 

of funda $ho~ltd be ttP ~f,l.ted for this purpose. In an interview given shortly before 

National Advisory Council on Edu~ation Professions Development. 
SuecfHHH TOWlrd po1i<:y on lliiucatit)nnl Evaluation. A report of 
1914. \';i\shingtol1; D.C., Natipnnl Advisory Council on Education 
OQvelopment, op. cit. p. 20. 

'1/ Ibld' l p. 20. -
qu nidnrnmt'l nnd Sharp, op.' cit., passiln. -

Search for 
the ••• , June 
Pro:eessions 
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he left office as S'ecretary of Health, EdUCation and Welfare,Elliot Richardson 

suggested that an allocation of .S percent of appropriations for a program would be 

adequate. 93/ In their study of ~ederal Evaluation Policy, Wholey et. al., suggested 

that the fixed percentage should vary depending on the substance of the program: 

F~nding'levels. A reasonable evaluation budget ••• , this study suggests is 
l~kely to range fl;om €l.S percent to 2 percent of the total program budget. 
IFor programs wfiich do not already include a fixed percentage for evaluation] 
it would appear reasonable ••• to allocate up to 2 percent of manpower program 
fund~, up to O.S percent of vocational educational funds, and up to 0.5 percent 
of T~tle r elementary and secondary education funds to program evaluation.94! 

In his interim report to congressional committee chairman, on "Legislative 

References to ,Evaluation, 19,67-1972," August 11, 1972, the' Comptroller ,General expressed 
", 

another point of view -- that legislation should not specify what percent of the 

appropriations should 'be devoted to evaluation. His statement follows: 

••• [We] question whether a legislative requirement that a fixed percentage of 
program funds or a fixed dollar amount to be spent for program evaluation is 
wise, particularly where the agency may not be in a position to spend the money 
effectively. Rigid personnel regulation imposed by the executive branch can be 
a contributing factorj scarcity of trained personnel has undoubtedly been 
another factor. [In,our studies of evaluation for the Congress) ••• we will give 
special attention to this [issue) in those cases where Congress has enacted 
explicit requirements for program evaluation.95/ 

F. Alternative Institutions for the Conduct of Program Evaluation Research Under 
Federal Agency Auspices 

Although there are nO'precise figures on the composition of performers of social 

program evaluation research for the Government, it seems reasonable to estimate that 

about half of this research is performed by,profit-making research groups or con­

sulting firms, approximately 30 percent by non-profit institutions and 20 percent by 

Conversational Contact ••• with Elliot L. Richardson. 
1972: 15. 

Federal Evaluation Policy, 
I cit., p. 82. 

Evaluation, v. I, no. 1, 

~/ Letter prefacing GAO Report B-16l740, August 11, 1972. 
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universitie.t:t.3i1 As. noted throughout this 1;'eport; 1lUi.ny criticisms have been raised 

about: the. unc.vett quality of evaluation research. These deal especially with method-

ol()gieal wet./.kne,$ses, the tenuous. conceptual link between program evaluation research 

de~;:t.gn and findings on the one hand, and undE!.rstanding of the basic dimensions of 

ht,Unllrl. behavior on the other, and insensitivity to the policy and political constraints 

which impact upon the initiation and implementation of program evaluation reports. 

'these criticiS'/lls p.re lWi/i!d at both university and non-university performers and 

nbo at: in ... house and extramural performers.21.1 program evaluations by non-uhiversity 

riascnrchert> are generally timely f but weak :Ln theory; conceptual framework and method­

ologii:ll1. IInderpinning. 'those performed by university researchers are criticized for 

be ins overdue and insensitive to policy implicati(lns. There seems to be a consensus 

in lin.tch of tho 1;'eccnt literature that the c.onduct and utility of program evaluation 

tMMrch would be il11pt'oved if the Govet:nment adopted a formal policy to in.stitution­

o.lite Il sustllined program evaluation capability in l.'esearch organizations which have 

971 --

Extrapolated from a classification of performers of HEW evaluation research, 1971 
(The. Competitive Evaluation Research Industry, op. cit.: 23.) For further 
dc-tails On funding arId performers see the draft reports of Freeman, and Freeman, 
Bernstein and Rieker, op. cit.: passim. 

1'va.lul.'lt:;lon magl:lz:ine contains several articles on this topic: 

liOn the question of 'contract' evaluations, Garth Buchanan, Pamela 
HQrst~ and John scanlon vote no--that the costs of unsatisfactory evaluations 
producecl by contract a'):e far more, l:eally, than the high dollar cost of in­
house evaluation effo1:ts. In Evaluation's interview with him, Bertram Brown 
votes yeS

t 
becllus!'! the use of Qutside eval.uators has modified the impact of 

udministt'ators who want 'positive' funding attached to evaluations.. Howard 
Dnvl.S, Cutol ~~e;tss, and Lawrence Lynn. Jr. ,ue among others who suggest that 
administt'utots' desire for positive findings has been known to lead to 
positive findi'Ogs, but \o1eis5 is also quick to point qut that, whatever the 
pluses Or mi'Ouses, the instability of most evaluation efforts and the turn­
over of ev~1\1atiQn staffS is bound to lead to the use of consultants in one 
capucity or anothe-r." 
(See 'E1lnlul.ltiot\ v. no. 2, 1973. passim.) 

.. J 
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a strong social science base;981 

Recommendations for improving the institutionalization of program evaluation 

research take two forms. One is that the Government should support the creation of 

research units designed explicitly to provide short and long-range program evaluation 

research for a particular agency or class of problems. The second is a call for 

giving more sustained funding to university researche-rs to enable them to de~elop a 

better capability to do basic, but policy-oriented. social science research. 

Proposals for creating researcQ units to provide evaluation resear~h for a 

particular agency or class qf problems call for institutions. of varying configuration. 

However they could generally be characterized as large-scale non-profit applied social 

science organizations? either independent of an agency or attached to a Federal agency 

like the recently created National Institute of Education, or funded by Rn agency to 

provide it Wd.th information and analysis~ like the Urb;:m Institute, created first to 

serve the Department of Housing 'and Urban Development. This section summarizes several 

of the published arguments for the creation of such units. 

Hendrik D. GideQnse, director of program planning and evaluation of the National 

Center for Educational Research and Development of the U.S. Office of Education, 

proposed, in 1970, that programs for social ~ervices would be improved by the devel­

opment of national research policies and national research organizations to provide 

information, analysis, and program evaluation research for these programs. Many of 

the propositions he set forth for a national research strategy in education contain 

elements which can be generalized to other areas. His points are summarized below: 

-The funds a nation spends. for educational research and development should 

be considered a part of the nation's. general expenditures. for scientific research 

981 For example, see the report of the National Advisory Council on Educational 
Professions, Search for Success, which recommended steps to improve educational 
evaluation research •. Also described in Evaluation Reforms Urged. Behavior Today~ 
v.I, no.2, August 5, 1974:1. ! 
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llt\(l d¢llll!lormt~nt. thl;Ul~ educational :rQ8ca't'oli funds should be subject to the same 

~ i i·~i R'& D Funds £o~ education 
re'll.l(iv (l't'oeerlur.ctS twed for othel;' types 0... 13<: ent .. c . . • 

ahould cOJnpet~ wlthfund; i1lll;H.1nUd fo'!;' oth¢.r a:reaS of R&D; and p~iodties for 

educl1t:ioMl 11. & D ahQ\11d, ehe.t(}iot'o, be estnhHshed on n nationwide. basis. 

... Mnt!atiotl$11. R&D should h~ inte~di$ciplin(lty (incorpQrating rese,arch into 

~.d'l(!nti:onl1l. tee hno l<>SY , soc.i.al. ehanse, quality of inst~uetiont 80nls of learning, 

etc, h thl.Ul) (tUoh t'('Hl.earclt /ithol.lld be conducted by intex;disciplinal:y 

lttrse"'(lcde res(iil.1teh orgnni:eatiot\tf.9Jj 

... '1,\t() ftlCtC:Uc(if no"" discd.'l1Iinate agll:tnst the conduct of effective educntionnl 

reseArch by university bU.~('ld social sc.ientists: the -re'Ynn:n structut'e. of academic 

deptlttm6n.t.$ una sc1f-s~ncr.atedpt'ofessionnl values • 

.. Coals and pdor.itiea fox educution shoul.d inco'tporntemany diverse values 

.and pOiMll of view, not; (,n.\l~ thou,e. beld by social Bcien.t:i.sts or educators; there­

.fote tlU.t1onul. t'Menrch :$t~atesieu should incorporate consideration of these other 

factot'$" 

Gidcon$~ at:rMtH~d chill: developmeut of the then proposed National Institute. of 

i i ~t would coordinate tbe e.ducational research 
Educntiol) would !lIMt thQ$e. edteta $ nee .... 

. aetivit:l~s of uove.t'(ll asencie$. Uow¢ver., be. cautioned that the agency would have to 
It 

r.a\ke t,rtepl.1 to lIIMt nnothet: t;:rittu:ion fi£ effective educ.ational re.seiltch units. 
which ••• CQnstitute the necessary 

~uld h~vu to ttbuUd. the Yloliticul decision stt'uctures 

~l\abl1ns eondidonfot' llUCc,e$ll. II lro! 

1001 G:tdca()n~o'J l(fU\dd~ .0 .. l'oUcy hame"""rTc. for Edtll::ational Resea~ch. 
- ·D~eMbtir 4, 1910\ lOSS. 

Science.. 
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Peter R. Rossi outlined a val:iant of this position when looking at the need to 

create non-profit interdisciplina.ry t'e.s.earch units at universities or resea.rch units· 

unde~ a university consortia mecha.i1ism. ffe noted that. progra.m evaluation resem:ch 

required input .from a numbeJ: of disciplines and used a number of techniques. Such 

research is expensive and renuire.r <>,conoulies of sen Ie. . 0 1 1 " ., ,,; any arge resettrc::.huuits, 
, 

"with a director of resea:cch, his own staff, ••• D" more ot' less integrated ?t'og'taUl of 

research.." and drawing upon t\ nun\he:r: of disciplines would be. able to p:covide resOal:'ch 

needed £0'( the. future. 101/ 'rhese organizations would utilize the talents 01: .tcndemic 

researchers and t;bus: l;'Ould have to Q\rercome a ul.nn.ber of cutrent obstacles to large"" 

scale illt:erd:1,scip1:i:nary sodal science rese.arch; nnd social scientists would lmve to 

be given s. lllodicuU), of nutonomy similar to that pet1llitted in academic. depax;cments. 

Teams of social scientists; with appropriate research support personnel would have to 

be created; and sodal scientists would have to learn to work within the political 

and social constrnin~s inherent in applied social 1:esearch, constraints caused by 

problem definition, the conduct of; research, and the pl:oCedures to publish and 

disseminate research findings.102/ 

The lUost recent proposal along these lines comes from the Social. Science Research 

Council's Committee On Experinlentation as a Method for Planning and Evaluating Social 

Intervention. ~len assessing the capability of existing research Ol:ganizations to 

do policy relevant social experiments, the committee concluded: " ••• these I':lxisting 

organizations possess .little or no capability to design experiments and manage a' 

101/ Rossi, Peter 1[. Obse.t'vations on the Organization of Social Research. In 
Evaluating Social Programs: Th~ry, Practice, and Politics. Edited byl?R. 
Rossi and Walter Williams. NewYorR, Seminar Press, 1972. pp. 267-87. 

102/ Ibid., p. 283. 
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Lln"ible field organization. "l.03/ The committee recommended .an organizational locus 

for l1tu~h t)tuuies: the provision by the Federal Government of relatively small 

inati(:ut1onal grnn(:$ :t'anging in size from $250,000 to $500,000 per year, to between 

nix nnd ten p'tomiaingreseaX'llh institutions or a consortium of institutions to enhance 

existing capAbilitiea. 

Walter Willitmls; a social scientist with long experience conducting and admin-

ili1te.r."lng px:oat'~111 eVl.lluati.on fot the Government described tIle rationale for this • 

pOIid.tion and his vilriation of the rec.ommendation. Williams states that the Federal 

(iovl!l:t'tlmcnt: ahouJ.d alloca te E{ut'Jtained institutional support for this purpose to social 

acitlt')ce 1:1."-8OO1:'<::h orfJa1.~izations independent t;>f tiniversities.104! lie reasons that 

\1l~i\,f!lt(lit;y hU('.Id social science ~ese.arch organizations are incapable of meeting t.:he 

•• ,ctrn:yitiS out.: ••• sound large-scale soc:i.al policy research and policy analysis 
(which) seems to t:equi~e organizations with teseatch credibility. staff con­
tinuity, n 1:'cllsonable degree. of controlovet the allocat:ton of staff resources, 
II strong Eolic¥ commitment. and a flexible incentive structure that rewards 
~iy.et'se sk.ills in terms of pay and status~'1057 

UniverSity baaed sodal scientists, according to much of the recent litet'ature, 

-_ ... , .... , ------

10S/ -

Quo.ted in iUUiafllS, Walter) The Role of Social Sc:lentists Outside the Government 
in the Fed~tal $oci41 PC)Ucy Proc\\ss t a back.ground paper for an Address to be 
Delivet'ed on August 2S t 197/., at the Canadian Sociology and Anthropology Association 
~lMtin8s :i.n ~oront:o, Canaaa. Pratt: p.26. The committee's full report i~ available 
as: Rteck1311. Henry H. and Robert; 'f. Bourch, eds. Social Experimentation: A Method 
for Planning and lWaluating Social Intervention. (Written by a CQnunittee of the 
Soci~l Science Research Council.) New York, Academic Press [1974] 339 p. 

t~ill;l,nm"'l ibid .. p. 36. See. a larger exposition of this position in his liThe 
Cavahilicy of Social Science. Organizations for Performing Large-Scale Eval-
\Iati\tt'!> Resenl:ch, in Peter a.. ROSsi and Walter Willi.ama, eds. Evalu;9-ting Social 
px;ogrD.fllll, Seminar hess., 1972. l'l. 306. 

Williams. 'the Role of SoCial Sci.entista Outside the Government in the Federal 
Social l:"'ol1ct ,P,roe.e,s$. OP. cit., pp. 22-23, eaphattia in the original. On 
eM,a point sc.e; COlemil:n, Jrunem. Methodological hincipJ.es Governing Policy 
RMIM~t'ch ~·n thlili Social SCieMe$.~ a paper presented to the American. Association 
for. the Ad',!at~c(ttl!e.t,(l:; of Science.,. Pe.Ce!!ri&er 29, 1972. 
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do have a potentially substantial role to play in enhanCing the capability of social 

program evaluation research and policy analysis for the Government. According to 

Williams, lithe univeraities ••• probably snould have the ma.jor role in the mor.e 

fundamental policy-oriented research ••• IthoaeJ ••• more baSic studies fwhich] offer 

the traditional incentives of the past ••• "106! Carol Weiss, a.nother social scientist 

with extenSive program evaluation experience has elaborated On this position: 

There may be greater potential in doing research on the processes that gi~e 
rise to social problems, the institutional structures that contribute to their 
origin and persistence, the social arrangements that overwhelm efforts to 
eradicate. them, and the points at which tney are vulnerable to social inter­
vention~ Pivotal contributions are needed in under'standing the dynamics of 
suer. processes and in applying the knowledge, theory, and e:xperience that 
exist to tbeformulation of policy;107/ 

Jll..6/ roid., p. 31. 

Weiss, Where Politics and Evaluation Researdt Me"'t. i 44 - , op. ct., pp. -45. 
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PAR'!: V. J:{ETliODOLOGICAL ISSUES IN 
TIm CONDUCT OF PROGRAM EVALUATION' 

A number of iseueB rai6cd in previous parts ~elate directly to the general 

t:opl<: of eM" sect.ion. 'rheae inel\lde, for example: composition of the inter­

dbeilllinnry team conducting the pt'oS-rt1m evaluation; types ot perfot:1l1
e
r; 

10g1014<1
vo 

la.SUBS- •• pecially in relotion to program objectiv •• , requirements £or 

rH~dot'l'l\ins evaluationa, legislative stntemants regarding funding, and the 

comp.ti1>Uity b.l~.en tM •• ststementS Bnd program ev.lu.tion methodology, proposal, 

to cr .. to progra .. ovalua';on info_tion dissemination Sy ... ms, and admini'trative 

()b8tllCl,e~ to the conduct and use of program evaluation. 

'three additi.onal issues will be treated hare since they are receiving a good 

de.l of attention in tho literature on ev.luation, They .re the .ppropri.tene" of 

evo1".tiou teohnique., especially social experimentation, i .. prov
ed 

techniques of 

(lrttn eoUection and cross-fertilization between develop.cnts in social indicators 

f~.ll!r..i~nt6~ tlnd Non-c?5Pedmental Research De!!,.'!.1m. 

Th'l:'~tl basic typos of research design are used in conducting social program 

oval uot1 Q\\: .0' •• ""eri"..t al, quasi _<""a riment .1. and e""eriment.l designs, 1I0st 

.r1;'1~\et811Y"'IlUppot"ted prot;p:am evaluations pt"obably use non-experimental research 

~ •• ign., which ~.rmit tvO types of evoluatio. methodology. before vers
U

' .fter 

proSt ... tampa.ison , •• d coopa.'s •• s of plaonad performance ver,us .ctual 

p.t,........ No.-e""e.imort,al ev.luation. ate the e.siest .nd cheapest to conduct. 

nQW(!YeTJ they u'Wllly are not planned in advance,mak!ng it difficult to collect 

evproptia'" da.a. One of the major defioie.ct ... of such design' is that 'tbey fail 

to .ontr
o

1 for ....."y of the observed chang .. which occur during the pro gr ... ' s 

thtntlo
th 

ThUll it is difficult to explain wbether the program intervention 

• t .... I\Y ta ••• a tho .hong... 1£ lU\Y, ob •• ned in the participants, at whether the 

~~anges were caused by some other 

pr~gram or its participants. 
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extraneous factor or event ~"11ich affected the 

Quasi-experimental designs include evaluations which project 
versus actual post- pre-pl:ogram data 

program data over a period £ t' 
participants with jurisdicti a ,me or compsre ch.nse, 

in program 
\ 

ons or populations not served by the program. These 

designs have procedures to control for or isolate extraneous factors ~vhich might 

the program intervention 

d 

and utilize a more h 
ata base and logical or sop isticated 

conceptual underpinni h Ho ng t an non-experimental designs. 

influence the outcome of 

wever, they are far less rigorous and explanatory than experimental desi 

Experimental designs, 1 gns. 

e i 

ca led controlled experimentation or social 

xper Jll.entation , are the most costly and diffi 1 

pr 

cu t types of research used in 

ogram evaluation. Th ey also yield the most reliable th and valid results. H 
ey require mandatory owever, 

planning befo-re the pI' ogram is implemented in order 

to build in procedures to collect appropriate data 
group and test population. and to select randomly a control 

See the attached chart for a short description types of of evaluations using thes" tll"'ee 

research designs. '- l. 

Scope and Limits f o Social Experimentation 

report, criticism of program evaluation 

decisionmaking is widespread. and its use in 

As noted throughout this 

For example, Joseph Wholey, 
Urban Institute, and widely a staff member of the 

published in the field of Summ i d evaluation research, has 

ar ze some of these criticisms and their , causes: 

Valid, reliable €tr i ·1 of money Ev 1 .a uat on is very hard to 
inputs a~d ou~p~~;o~:dh~:e real problems in dete~~~~;~a~~~)can cost a lot 
decisionmakers. The doing so in timely enough fashi .~connections between 
the technical feasibi structure of a program can have an ion t.O be useful to 
effects of other oft1ity of separating the effects of thmportant influence on 

by , , ,Our revi~ws h:~e m~~::,,~o~;;iUl i forces not under c::"~~~ir~~ !~o.. the 
certain design characteristics w~; h Federal program evaluation stu:i program. c .severely restrict th i es marked e r reliability 
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I1nd usefulness: Cn) They have been one-shot, one-time efforts, when we need continuous 

evaluation of programs. Cb) They hnve been carried out in terms of national programs .and are 

very weak on process data. (e) They have been small sample studies Horking with grosS averages. when 
we need studies large enough to allow analysis of the wide variations 
w\~ know exist in ,- "5 and performance among projects within programs. 

These srudl.ea have often been accompanied by conclusions and l:ecommendations 
lHIGed on ut\suppo'rtable Ol: unmeasured assumptions and weak. and often 
I;:onfusine dllta. It\ these caseS, the evaluation results should be ignored by 
pollcymnkerll. Othe:r evaluation studies, while competently conceived, al:e 
ao severely constrained by time, money, and an inadequate data base that the 
the resulta at bast have onl)' limited significance for policy changes or • 

),to!rcam impJ:ovemenl:. 1~1 

~; 

I 
\\ 
1\ , 
! 

'j 

\ 
1 

Han;! critics of current pl:ogram e.valuation pract.ices hold that this situation 

would he impt'oV(ul if social programs requiring evaluation. Ivel:e designed and implemented 

in 1" nltlnnel.' whi<:\:\ permitte.d evaluation using controlled experiments or social experi-

menl:O.
Fot 

inal::d.nce, the. Joint EconomiC Commi.ttee conducted a series of investigations 

deali.ns With th~ ttdlllinist'tution and evaluation of public welfare programs. The 

difficulty of adhering to the rigorous criteria l:equired in social expel:imentation 

wus cited as a pd.ndpal deficiency of these programs: 

Improving The Evaluation Process 

l~e robust expenditures for research and evaluation of training programs 
($1.79.4 million from fiscal 1962 through 1972) al:e a disturbing contrast to 
the. anemic set of conclusive and reliable findings. Although some of the data 
may be necessary management information, much of what is ~ollected as a matter 
of course. by prograu\ administrators cannot be used to estimate the impact of 
tra~ning and dete1:ll1ine the effectiveness of the progl:

am
• 

Among th~ most glaring deficiencies are inappropriate control groupS and 
nho'rt obsurvntion periods. An appl:opriate control group is essential if the 
impact of truining is to 'be isolated and distinguished from the influence of 
other facto'ts. Frequently, studies are undertaken without any control group. Whc~ n control group is inclUded in the design, it is almost never established 
at the time that enrollees ental: the training program. Evaluators are called 
in after training hus occurred, nnd are confronted with the almost impossible 
tMk of (tonstructing a control group with the pretraining characteristicS 

und oxpet"icnce of the trainees. Ohservntion periods rarely lnst more than a year and usually less. This 
!ts too shot't to dnte.1:ll1ine how long benefits last or whether they are stable, 

~1~~' ___ 1;---
\iholey, ,lo~e~)h s. What Can We Actually Get From Program Eva)/uation? 

Seiences
J 
v.~, September 1912: 367-9. 

Policy 

o 
H1 

•. ,1 ~4 
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Evaluators are forced to base their estimates of incr~on~, or dccreaoe. sy assumptions about the dUration of earnings 

~~~~:~ ~~;~~:~~·~~:~n~:.U:~: a control group over '~oe:~~:d:;':~~i~: :!d 
timl.' in an (!X

P'in$:f.vc1
Pr to Positihon bfU~I!t d;~/~~~~~~~jo" and evaluation which certainly more uscfu t 11ln mue 0 1 

han bCClIl conducted in the past. d the characteristics of their 
lH·('Cluse tho structure of programs a~ e one with an optimal 

dientele chooge over time'iil s~ng!~ :v~~~:t~~~'p;~v~de reliable information 
denign, c.onductcf,df ationc ps~ ntA ~tan~ardized ongoing evaluation procedure about program e' eet vene .... , 
nhould hI.' e!itah liRh",1. unl 

i dissatisfaction with non-experimental • Although fherl.' seems to be grow ng 

d"signs and considerable enthusiasm for using experimental !u'()grmn C1vnluu:tion ... 

t it i s apparent that a number of ~. ,','D n proD,ram evaluBtion strn 08Y, q(l!)..,f!,flfl", U f" 

(·x{l('('tnt:fon~.l nnd concepts of evaluation must e mo ,e b difi d before this approach can 

he> UfH!d HUcctlt,srully. One problem, .eor instance, is that of political bureaucratic 

rt'II1.r.ttHH!(If' tt~ using cvaluat' on u i of "ny sort -- because of potential negative 

f. 'In "1"',,"OC","8 or 0 committeels pet project. I.!.Y conrWl'lu('n('N' ,or. '~l'" , 

d bI attention to outlin:i.ng \.,rays to overcome RN1~llrchots h(lvQ given consi. era 0 

(If tho bot; t1en,~cks which hampor the utility of social experiments in the nom(' 

P>111l0 of their positions are summarized below. 

Wholey) for instance, notes the need for decisionmakers to be aware of the 

Continuous evaluation, better data, and the need I:'NHliromcmt:8 of experimentation: 

and the need for evaluators to be sensitive to the for lnrger sample populations; 

political nnd time constraints 0 on usino experimentation as an evaluation strategy. 

"~ Rtntas in part: 

l.u1 

lJl/ "'-

There orC important tensions betl~een the evaluator and the program 

Joint f/c::onomic:: Committee. Subcolllllittee on Economy in Government. V. S. Congress. .. '" W hi ton 
Economic Annlysis unq the Efficiency of Government. P~port. as ng , 
\,,$, aovt:. Print. Off. [February 9, 1970J pp.14-15. 

See tor inscnnec, Dondd '1'. Campbell, "Assessing the Impact 
t~h~H)ge)" ll~ckg:round Paper for the Dartmouth/OEOD Seminar on. 
lind Public Policies. 1I September.13··15, l.974. passim • 

• ,!'-"tJ 

of Planned Social 
"Social Resc~arch 

\) 
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offiCial, tensions which arise out of the very notion of experimentation. 
The criteria for selection of Sites, the carefully controlled deSign of the 
experiments, and the random assignment of participants (or communities) to 
treatments are basic to experimental design. The program administrator may 
not see the utility of such ideas, however. Mlat is so wrong, he may wonder, 
about calling an ex:f.sting exemplary program an "experiment II? Or why not 
choose the people most in need of housing to participate in a housing 
allmvance experiment? The evaluator must woo and win the admin'istrator to 
the need for preservil'lg the experimental character of the experiment:. 

Time also pres€nts an enormous problem for the evaluator of experimental 
programs, As soon as there is sufficient legislative support to fund a 
series of e},:periments, there may be enough support to enact such I:i program 
natiomvide. The concern that legislation ~vill be l~nacted before the 
experiments have had time to produce reliable results may lead to pressures 
for the release of early, less reliable findings. The Nel.,r Jersey Income 
}faintenance experiments e~perienced this pressure. Some early tentative 
results from the study were released with reluctance and heavy qualifications. 
If experimentation is to become a major vehicle in policy research, thett 
ways must be found to antiCipate and deal with these types of pressures. 112/ 

Dr. Alice Rivlin, senior fellow, Brookings Institution and chairman of the 

National Academy of Sciencels Committee on Federal Program Evaluation, is one of 

the Nation's foremost authorities on using social experimentation to improve 

;~ program evaluation and ultimately the delivery of effective social services. Her 

~ views are contained in a recent publication: Systematic Thinking for Social Action, 

lVashington, D.C., The Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C., 1971, 150 pages. 

Rivlin discusses the comparative merits of several programs and evaluation 

activities of them, notably the New Jersey negative income tax experim~nt funded 

by OEC, the follow-through of Project Headstart, and performance contract teaching. 

Despite her advocacy of using social experimentation as a tool of program 

evaluation, she outlined major obstacles to its use. These include: changes in 

objec.tives of the program as it is administared; the need for objective evalUation 

of the benefits of a program; problems of the Hm-lthorne effect (that il1, the effect 

of the researcher on the test popUlation or the participants of the program); 

lLt Wholey. What Can We Actually Get From Program Evaluation? Op. Cit: 367-369. 
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<ttlt! lu:hh':,;'J! Qb1~etJonll ttl exp!;rimentat1onj and problems of conducting experiments 

rogtl.wta whom~ 1mpl,l.ct might. not be il1llllediately noticeable. 113/ 

Ni:lWrh:;tmtfl a({" tl: ttlfMul tool fa,;' deciDiOnl'llaking, but that successful social 

the QlH~e(]'9u of a sociitl experimentation strategy, according 

ttl n~vHnl vl,lrJ(w with the typC' of progrAm intervention strategy employed. Overly 

I' lH'hmj! rint'!t: I.l.Qvoc:at<w ot expcr:!m~ntal:ion should be a'Ware that this is not an 

In detail: 

It flCem'l chw"t' that experiments are feasible when the treatment is a 
Ij!mple onl!:~ mtrll ru,I a cIumge in tax: or a payment schedule and 'When the 
outcome ~f ~ ntt!tf(JfJt is m<H'18U1;able behavior of individuals, such ,as h9urs worked 
or d(>U~rfl fJi:trned. The income mnintenance, health insurance. and housing 
de!1Jnf\d ~xu~r1I!l(!\'lt8 are all of tMs type. They pose plenty of problems, but 
nmy t'Cl"t llit\J.y cun be (Hu'r!ed 01.1 t. 

te in 8tHl 1m. open question whether ot not more complex experiments 
~n:;« tCMJlhl{1' .... those in which the treatment is a multi-faceted change. such 
tW th(! :fntroduetlotl of n whol.e new education c.urrict.llum, or where the outcome 
of !nt~rNH: 10 ;) chnn~c .in a t1hole institution. such ,as a 6chool system or a 
hnUldn~ lMtkeL 'These kinds of experiments are far more difficult, and no one 
i'J rmr(' yet thnt they cnn yield valid results. J.14/ 

Uti t;rn''1It (~(H'~ :Io not t,~kcn to make current experiments as useful and as 

tN?hnh}IHI tlfld n pot. (mtiilH}' useful tool may be taken away." 1ll/ 

,r" 

For' .~ revh~\ ... ,lr nth('!r studies tt'ell.tlng utilization of social experimentation 
l'.\~thodt)l('1Jt." in ~wdnl Pt'Offl."nms, see: Wegner~ Robert E. C. Evaluating the 
F\Illlu.{~tt;u.'~. l\uhlic I\dm:tnistr~lti01'! Review {January/february 1973] pp.80-87. 
't'ht' h(H)lw tl'NltiHI in ndd1tiM to RiVlinls are: Kershm~, J. A. Government 
A:fV;\!Mt Pmt(lrt.v. (;h.h~IlSo, 1970; Levine} R. A. The Poor Ye Need Not Have With 
You: t,et'l..fH'nO ft'{lp;! th~ Wnt" Oil Poverty. Call1briQ.8e~ 1970; nnd i-1illiams, t-lalter. 
~{H"·t.ijl PolJ~v R(l:5enrch ;)nd Analysis, New York, 1971. 

".1 ' 
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Le jslative Interest in 
tha Ethics of E i 

during the summer of 
Research to'develop 

guidelines for 
on social science research required under proposed 

this law. m/ 

voiced complaints 

is the absence of i cont nuous. 

As noted in part two of this 

comply with administrative 

made bv p , 
. rogram evaluation 

appropriate datarequi d 
. . re for program 

series much f h 
' 0 t e reporting informat~on 

requirements for Federal 
grant programs 
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information stated in terms of dollars, numbers of 
consists of program output 

people affected, and the like. 
While this information is appropriate to admin-

~nd ouditing, it is not useful for program evaluation since 
iGt~ative catego~iea u Q 

it docs not 
portra.y harder-to-measure perfo1CIllance or impact characteristics. For 

progt'am interventiun strategy providing e.ducation to train unskilled 

workers nnd assist; them to find employment typically requires collection of 

nu!"be .... of pex-sons who obtained jobs after the progr:nn or 
information on the ," .. 

inrptovad scores on Ilchievement teSts. 
These data, which may be collected in. the 

course ot normal administration of the program are not necessarily a good 

indication of the program's success and failure or of impacts on the persons 

h t be considered, such 
i.nvolved. More intangible fac.tors and information may ave 0 

1 Changes in program participants which may 
f..\S psychol,ogical llntl SOciologies 

change outlooks and later payoff in job-hunting and employment opportunities 

available in the area. 

Although generation of data appropriate to measuring a program's performance 

or. impncts is to some extent the responsibility of the program evaluator, many 

d should be built into 
ndministrators and evaluation researchers hold that proce ures 

P~ov~de for continuous collection of the kind of data required for a program to .. .... 

evnl~ntion. They also note that these data requirements should be considered by 

d into authorizing legislation before the program is the COnSrP.8S and incorporate 

ilnplemQnte,' • 

Rasearchers at the Urban Institute treated this issue in a report prepared 

fot" the ~loint ECQnomi~ Committee. 

prog.rnms \olt.lt,"e th.e immediate issue: 

d d below Manpower training Excerpts are repro uce • 

Manpower Training Information Congress Needs and Should Require 

The in£otmation .about the cost-effectiveness of training programs 
presently avai.lable has been found wanting in consistency and us~fu~~e:~~wer 
~'nt step$ can Congr~ss taKe to assure improvement in the future. 
this. it is fi~st necessary to consider the several facets of manpower 

, , 
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training programs over which Congress may exercise its review powers. These 
include: 

* The distributioIl of training services and benefits among target groups 
to insure that national distributional goals are met. 

* The administration of the national programs to determine whether the 
the programs are improving over· time 

* The questions of costs versus benefits to determine whether the 
programs are worthwhile investments from various viewpoints. 

* The use of manpower training programs as economic tools in dealing 
with unemployment and inflation. 

The most valuable information for the purposes of the Congress may well 
be data that permit comparisons to be made from year to year to detect 
trends in identically calculated measures of the programs •. To improve the 
accuracy and consistency of such data, the Congress should require that info~­
mation be gathered in a format similar to that shown in a recent Joint 
Economic Connnittee publication. 118/ The format for distributional d·ata 
sho~m there should be adequate and-could be provided currently by the 
Department of Labor. It would modify the cost and benefit data to include 
for each program: 119/ 

* Average cost-per enrollee. 
* Number of enrollees. 
* Number of completers (by categor-i~s in those programs that have 

multiple categories of completers). 
* Number of employed completers. 
* Average workweek of an employed completer. 
* Increase in income of employed completer. 
All benerit data shouid be accompanied by an explanation of the method 

of determination and a specification of the groups of participants 
(completer, employed completer, dropout, etc.) to which it is applicable. 

••• We recommend that unsupportable assumptions on the value of work 
performed, s'ocial costs, private costs, or projected benefits not be" used in 
the benefit/cost calculations. However, we do recommend that attempts be made 
to me'asure these various elements. 

Each year, the Congress should also request toe Department of Labo~ to 
examine raw cost and effectiveness data accumulated at the appropriate 
administrative level for all projects within the programs' and use these for 
determini~g the'causes of variations. 120/ These data could then serve as the 

i 1 1.' ______ _ 

H 
t'I11!Y 
1-q 
It 
1'119/ 11-
1\201 q-
t \ s..{ 
II 
~~ 
H 
II 

1.··.·1\ i 
1, !,; 

Economic Analysis and the Efficiency of Government. Op.cit., appendix 3: 
Ill~strative Manpower Overview D~ta. 

For the NYC program, measures of its goals of keeping participants in school 
would also be needed. 

For programs like CEP and WIN, the appropriate administrative unit would be the 
individual CEP or WIN project. In the case of MDTA, d:'.ta might be more properly 
accuwulated at the State level.' As decentralization proceeds, the relevant 
administrative unit might become the local prime sponsor of each comprehensive 
manpower program. This should improve the capability for review both in DOL " 
and in the Congress. 
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basis for annual discussions between Congress and the executive branch on 
the improvement of performance within each program. 

If the information provided is to be continuous and. to grow in 
accuracy and consistency, several features must be mandated through legis­
lation. All manpower legislation should include provision for: 

* One standard, comprehensive system of required reporting from the 
local level. * On~,",year follow-up 0:. the wage rate, income, and job stability of 
p. .icipants. 

'" SytitellIatic processing at several administrative levels to provide 
plaqs vs. performance information and relative effectiveness 
information on local projects. 

* Reduction of this information to the formats desired by the Congress. 
••• To enable lIlore knowledgeable use of manpower training programs as 

economic tools, there is great need for validated quantitative models tnat 
describe the impact of trainees from maapower programs on local labor markets. 
It.: 1$ time to stop talking about what effects trainees might have on local 
markets and measure what these effects are in practice, at least on a small 
scale~ Out of such testing could come more definitive advice for both the 
Department of Labor and the Congress about the economic effects of training 
programs. We recommend that Congress direct and earmark sources for data 
collection projects focusing on measurement and analysis of the effects of 
training programs on local labor markets under different conditions. 121 / 

Legislative efforts to improve the collection and use of program evaluation 

related information are refl~cted in Title VIII of P.L. 93-344, the Congressional 

n,;,~get and Impoundment Control Act. Under this Title, the Secretary of the Treasury 

nnd the Director of the Office of Hanagement and Budget are to cooperate with the 

Comptr911~r General and the Congressional Budget Office in developing and using 

budget infot:mation systems which include "program-related information." Such 

budget information is to be furnished to congressional committees. The General 

Accounting Office is also authorized to develop, establish, and maintain an 

up~to-date inventory and director of sources and information systems containing 

fiscal. bud8etary~ and program-related data and infonnation and a brief 

1'l.1j - Nny, Joe N., Scanlon, John W. and ffiloley, Joseph S. Benefits and Costs of 
HanpoWer Training Programs: A Synthesis of ~revious Studies With Reservations 
Bnd Recommendations. In U.S. Congress. Joint Economic Conunittee. Benefit­
Cost Analyses of Federal Programs. A Compendium of Papers. January 2, 1973. 
Wnshington, U.S. Govt. 'Print. Off., 1973: ?p.259-61. 
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description of their contents. 

Cross-fertilization BetllTeen AdVances in Social Indicators 
Improvements of Data Required for Program Evaluation Research and 

A related issue is that of the relationship bet\i1een social indicators and 
requirements for improved data for 

program evaluation. Criteria for the development 

of refined social dp-ta for program 
evaluation purposes closely parallel the \ 

objectives and exp'actations of social indicators research. 
A short review of the 

relationship is given below. 

social indicators are noted. 

In addition, major obstacles to the development of 

It should be further emphasi~ed t~ftt '" ~... many of the 

difficulties of deve20ping social indicators also characterize the refinement of 

program evaluation data. 

According to social' d' 
~n ~cators researchers, social indicators would overcome 

the inadequaCies of tl 
curren y collected social and economic data and would provide 

for the me.asurement 0 t'fi r quan ~ cation of qualitative or "soft" . 1 '" 
Soc~a ractors. l~.y 

Current social indicator research 
activities are deSigned to develop indicators 

which would reflect the following properties: 

(1) They would give a m Ii i 
ore rea st c representation, or a better proJ~ than 

do current data series, f h h 
o t e p enomenc:i or causes and effects which they 

pUrport to represent. Fo it· r ns ance ~t has been said that th i . e expans on 

of food programs for the needy does not adequately indicate whether 

hunger and malnutrition are being eradicated. AI 
ternative data would 

describe the effects of such programs'on such factors as improvements 

in health among populations served by food distribution 
and funding 

For a review of current social indicators .. 
policy issues relating to the~r d I act~v~tiesand an enumeration of 
A R ... eve opment see· G J Kn S 

eview of Research and Policy Issues (In' .•• ezo. ocial Indicators: 
Science Policy R~$earch Divis' C cluding Annotated Bibliography). 
Congress, Multilith 73-39 SP ~oFn'b ongre

9
ssional Research Service, Library of 

., e ruary ,1973, 127 pp. 

1 
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programa. 123/ 

(2) They would differ from currently collected social statistics because they 

would measure disaggtegated and often subjective factors, such as the 

amOunt: of happiness or health in different racial or ethnic groupings 

8catt)red throughout the country. 

(3) 'l'hey would be norllUltive and indicate change$ in the quality of life. The 

tact: that attention is given to the collection of data about the purity 

or impurity of the air, city by city, or region by region, can be in­

terpreted as an indication that the society collecting this information 

recognized purity of air as a social goal. 

(4) They would be comparable, longitudinal, and additive. For instance the 

value of job satisfaction to a particular individual would be measured 

or weighed against the satisfaction or pleasure he derives from having 

ready access to recreational facilities. Time series data, or data 

collected over C1 number of years, would indicate whether one or another 

type of satisfaction is more important at some particular time such as 

in youth, middle age) or old age. 

The objective of developing social indicators, with these properties, is to 

According to ))r. R. Hendelsohn, Director of Community Pediatrics, University of 
Illinois Col.lcge of Hedicine, there are several widely used, but misleading, 
indieators of whether hunger and malnutrition are being conquered. These include: 
expansion of plans for food stamp distribution programs; increased approprtations 
fot' school lunch programs, and increased funding of anti-poverty programs. As 
Ill'!. ,alternative nr. Mendelsohn contends that we should collect and measure the 
possibh short nod long-term effects of such programs. These new data sp-ries 
l40uld include information On! decrease in infant mortality rates be~ween families 
who are supported by (:.hese programs and those that are not; differences in height 
bet\.oen povert), program children and those not- on poverty programs; and prevalence 
of montal reurrdat:ion bet~een those On and off poverty programs. (Testimony of 
th", }tendel$ohn, Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Neel'·s. .!!!. Malnutrition 
and ita Effects. Statement of the Honorable Charles Percy on the Floor of the 
Sl1'llute. Congressiotl.(\l Recotd~ April 30, 1970: p.64l4.) 
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provide program administrators d I' 
, an po 1cymakers with more accurate and valid Social 

data to draw upon in evaluating the progress of social programs a~d 
.. to prepare 

annual balance sheets descr~bing the social state of the Nation and alternative 

solutions to major social problems. 

An indication of the importance f h 
otis issue to the executive. branch is 

indicated by publication f h 
o t e Office of Management and Budget's first soci~l 

indicator report, Social I d' n ~cators, 1973. 124/ 

It should be pointed out, however, that there 
is a continuing debate Within 

the social science communities b 
a out the immediate policy utility of social 

indicators research. S ' 1 
ome SOC1a indicators researchers hold that, imperfect as 

they are, SOCial indicators should be used in 
policy formation. 125/ Others 

suggest that social indicators are not now 
of immedia.te utility to policymaking, 

bu~ that their utility Would be enhanced if more 
research were conducted on 

subjective dimenSions or people's perceptions about the 
quality of life. 1~/ 

Some recommend that the utility of social indicators in 
policymaldng will be 

hastened if greater efforts are made to integrate social indicators research 

124/ 

125/ 

126/ 

US,Si' lOffice of Ma?agement and Budget, Statistical Policy Divis~on 
oc a and Econom~c Statistics Ad iii ~ (with the 

Social Indicators 197'3' SIt m n s~rat on, U.S. Department of Commerce). 
in the United Sta~es. was~i:;t ed S~&~~S~iCS on Social Conditions and Trends 

. on, •• ovt. Print. Office, J.974. 258 pp. 

Fo:.example: Taeuber, Richard C. Social Indicators l' . 
at~ons. Paper presented at the A t 1974 973. Some POlicy Consiuer-
Association, 12 pp.' and Mondale u~U1St F meetings of the American Statistical 
~n F f' , a er • Social Accounting: Evaluation and e utur,e 0 Ruman Services. Evaluation, v.l, 1972: 30. 

For example, see the reviews in' Parke R b . 
SOcial Indicators One Year Late;' A ~ °iert and Sheldon, Eleanor 'Bernert. 
at the meetings of the, secondAn~ua~ .SO~~:le~diA paper prepared for presentation 
the Public Policy and Issues DiVision Am i cators Conference, Sponsored by 
February 21 22 23 1973 ~f hi ' er can Marketing ASSOCiation, , , ,. • .. as ngton D C mimeo 14 
Eleanor Bernert and Parke Robert S'· i ., , pp.; and Sheldon, 
Are Developing Concepts a~d Measu;es ~~~~ Indicators: Social Science Researchers 
in Science~ 34 pp. . anges in Society. Mimeo, forthcoming 
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I1nd t(!tlcflllly Bponsryred programe.valuation activities. 111/ Some researchers have, 

:hI tltct 1 (Iltllted the OM»'a first effort at compiling an annual social re~ort, its 

tHud., !~£.tuLM;£"~t".1973, becaUlH~ the data prp-sented were not interpretated or 

t'lr cvu.lulltt.'d In £lmnntlet which gave policymakel."s any indication of how present 

t'Wrial ('(md!.t1orw or chnngcj/1 in social c()ndit~ons overtime related to the problems 

Some r~co8nition of the need to dovelop social indicators for policy-making 

pur-pon. itll ~cflected in till'll/.! 10'1.111 0pp0l,:tunity and Social Accounting Act, II which 

WlllI Approved in the Senate in both the 9Ist and 92nd Congresses, and was reported 

and tllbbd in tbe 93rd Congt'cs8. 129/ The proposal provided for creation of a 

Council of SQc:!.nl AdV1tJOrS in the Execl.Itive Office of the President. The council 

It\lt}\lldbe r(i$pondble," liccording to Senator Walter F. Mondale, the: bill's prin-

dptll tlIpOntt(H', ufor monitoring, on an on-going basis, specific actual conditions 

ill the country whidl nf.eect: th~ I social opportunity' of our people." "Developing 

tl NYfltem of tJor.:f.a.l indicntors," the Senator continues, "would be a principal task 

of the t.~(Hmcll." Ut::Uizing data generated by the Council of Social Advisors, the 

Ptl!s1d~nt ~()uld b(~ required to report annually lion the Nation I s social status." 

The foll()\Iitlg arellO would r.eceive priority: "education, health, alienaUon, 

poU tied pm: tidpttt:iou. , personal accud ty, and social mobility." 130/ 

12.1/ 
,:::f,~,"l\ 

S~llllt~1d(n;-•• 1t}rt'old E. Making Government Work: Political Versus Technical Obsta­
eles tt'l 80cinl Accounting_ American llehavioral Scientist, v.17, n.4, March/April 
lAM: 585 .. 607; nnd Mondale, op .. cit. 

S. 5. The Full Oppotttmity and Nat;ion81 Goals .and Priorities Act, statement 
on thCl floor at t11<-' Sennt~by Sen. Walter F. Mondale. Con~ress1ona1 Record. 
,t~m\Hl'fY :., 19'1l~ pp. S52-S6. The bill, S • .5 t was reported by the Committee 
,m I~abtlr and Public Wclf'n:te :in July 1973 (Sen. Report No. 93-324), and saw floor 
~rt!on "'b1elt dcl(!t:odorig;tn~l Title n of tbe proposal which proposes to Cl."eate 
iI Congrli83.f.onal Offiee of Goale and Priorities Analysis. 

l",~! Momll'llt.'. W'dter F. Sodal Ad'Vi~rs, Social Accounting and the Presidency. Law 
land c:ot'ttt'lltPorary Probl~_ {Duke University School of Law, Summer 1970 J: 497. 
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Such a system is necessary, 

visibility of the sort that 

Senator Mondale says. II , to give s i oc etal knowledge 
only presidential involvement 

vide Congress d l!sn generate," and to 
an the President with b 

decisions. 
etter data on i\lhich to mak 

e more informed 

Recent lOt 
~ erature and research 

reports on soci I 0 dO 
a number of oth

D ~n ~cators have identified 
er obstacles to th d 

e eveloprnent of social 
program evaluation d . indicators and improved 

ata. These d are escribed next. 
Understanding of 

cause and effect relationships 
society is another criterion underpinning changes in 

pro-

useful for po1icymaking. 
which must be met before 

However, according 

so 0 I c~a indicators can b ecome 

th' e art with respect to the 
development 

sCiences1 is es e i 

to Sheldon and Land" h 
, • •. t e state of 

of explanatory relationships 
[in the social p cally deficient."131/ 

Another of these problems --
is the iSsue of ~nvasion of pri 

or time-series data vacy. 
, in some cases, reqUires 

Longitudinal 

on particularly sensiti 
'Ie questions. 

would resist questions by 
Government 

annual interviews of the same 
persons 

'"t i ~ s entirely conceivable ' 
that individuals 

officials regarding h 
problems, and the like. apPiness, marital 

Furthermore obje ti ' cons have b 
to collection by G een raised in many 

overnment agencies f quarters 
a dis aggregated data Which 

of fundamental ciVi'I' ri"g" hts. vi.olate protectio 
, . A case in point is th d n 
,Federal agency objectives e isagreement with some current 

I· of equalizing employment b 
i,persons object to th y race, religion and s~x. 
!' e establishment f Some 

o goals or quotas 
[ collection and of this nature, and to the 
1,1 POSsible evaluation of th 

o ese data. 
l' Hard-to-measure 
Ii , subjective data are f 
\ requently colI 
j:research. This tech 0 ected by means of . 
)1 n~que, according t Alb survey, 

o ert D. Biderman h 
I.: t'hich shOUld be remedied b ' as serious limi tations 

efore it can be employed 
I}Odicators research: on a large scale in social 
1" i 
Ii 
Ii 
f f 
}' 

~~-~---S-he-1-d-on--'-E-leanor Bernert 

H A Review and Programm i and K.C. Land. SOcial Re i 
.( at c Statement. Policy S i port ng for the 1970's: 
t·( c ences, V.3, 1972: 141. 
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of securing data for indtcator 
'rhe only currently available means i su ...... "ys Although the Nation 

••• d stionna re .. v~ • f 
systems is through inti:n::view an que h'surveys only a small proportion" 
haa vast resources for carrying out s~~ of for ~xample, the Census Bureau. 
these conform to the exacting standar ti ' are incompatible with meeting even 

~ Prevlliling standardS of sur,rey prac ce h ""1s of current grant proposals 
.' • £ lidit I cannot see t ego," d loose criteria 0 va y... . ithout considerable qualitative an 
for social indicator systems being me~ ~ stry 132/ 
quantitative upgrading of the survey n u ••• --

the implementation or policy 

Peter Renroit, a widely published 
Notable objections have also been raised to 

invocation phase of $ocia1 indicators activity. 
more and better social information does not 

student of social indicato~s, notes that 
Political decision-making, based upon 

¥ilv 1e~d to better decision-making. 
neceSsa~ J . dl of 

interests, occurs, he says, regar ess 
bargaining tmd compromise of competing 

by different decision-making bodies. 
the level of sophistication of data generated 

As a cnse in point, he reports that: 
i Chicago primarily because 

Public .hotlsing was placed where i~ was d
n 

no amount of information about 
of political pressures agai~st d~:~:r:n;nd~~ference. 133/ 
social costs was likely to ave , 

d t hat soci,' 1:11 indicators, 
Frank J. popper has warne 

As n variant of this caveat, 

inl lv the choice of indicators aspec ,./ 

lead to elitist decision-making far 

and values upon which 'they we,re based, would 

different in tenor from the democratic 

i of the United States. pluralism characterist c 
As an illustration of this notiong 

\ 
, first social report of the Nixon Administration, !I\ 

To~nrd Balanced Growth, the i 1 riorities race relations, urban \\\! 

popper says: 

133/ -

avoided discussing such issues da~ na~d~~~us~ion onJ the consumer movement did I 

decay and minority dissent, afn
R 

lt~ Nader. ~34/ 
not mention the activities 0 a p --

\lli.ence and Whither. A paper 
~iderman, Albert D. Social Indicators -- 1 S cial Indicators Conference. 

repered for presentation to the First annualS 0 1972 (Washington; D.C., 
~ericnn Marketing Association, February 17-, • 
unpublished): p.17. 

.. ' 1 Questions About Social Indicatorlie 
Renroit, Pater J. pOlit~c~ii no 2 June 1970: 244. 
Pb1iticu1 Quarterly, v. xx , • , ~ 

The Western 

popper, Frank J. 
Autumn 1971: S6. 

The Social Meaning of Social Accounting. Polity, v.4, 
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PART VI. THE POSSIBLE ISSUES OF LEGISLATIVE CONCERN 
RAISED BY INFORMATION PRESENTED IN THE REPORT 

This report was designed to provide legislative staff with background 

information on major issues of current concern in program evaluation. Summa-

rized below ;are the major topics addressEld and the possible issues of legis-

lative concern generated by the information presented in the report. 

I. The Initiation and Use of Program Evaluation 

A. The Need to Clarify Legislative Statements of Program Goals and the 
PUrposes of Evaluation. 

1. Consideration of the neen for the Congress and for Federal agencies 
to examine the merit8 of specifying program goals and objectives more pre­
cisely to pr9mote the development of appt'opriate yardsticks or goals of 
programs to facilitate the conduct of program evaluation. 

2. Consideration by the Congress and especially by authorizing and 
appropriations connni'ttees of the need to clarify and further detail statu­
tory requirements for program evaluation. 

3. Congressional consideration of developing appropriate criteria 
and expectations for the p~~formance of program evaluation, to provide 
for better correspondence between existing program evaluation techniques 
and the vague aj,ms of broad-scale social programs, l<1hich frequently pre­
clude adequate evaluation. 

B. Better Communication for Effective Evaluation. 

1. Possible inquiry. by the Congress into F'ederal agency and social 
scientists' techniques and obligations to provide for improved communications 
between e,valuators and federal administrators to eliminate problems encountered 
in developin~ and conduc~ing program evaluations. 

2. ~os~ib1e congressional inquiry into the incentive and reward system of 
universities which tends to discourage the conduct of program evaluations use­
ful to policy-makers. 

C. The Integration of Program Evaluation Into Program Management., 

:,.. Possible congressional inquiry into the extent to which agencies use 
program evaluation in plapning and budgeting and of ways to further enhance 
the utility of evaluation reports in these activities. 

2. Consideration of the need for agencies to develop comprehensive 
~va1uation work plans, setting priorities for program evaluation and 
t'ecommending program evaluation methodologies most appropriat1ia to the agency's 
objectives; consideration of a "preassess~ent of the ,evaluability of programs." 

3.' Possible congressional encouragement of the development by agency, of 
program eva,luation handbooks for use within the agency and by State and local 
administrators who are given greater evaluation and accountability respon­
sibilities with continuing decentralization of some grant programs and revenue 
sharing. ...... .. ------~ 

.1 
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4. Possible Congressional inquiry into the need for agencies to 
establish inventories of program evaluation research in process and finished, 
to assist agencies in eliminating duplicate program evaluation researches, 
to determine priorities for research, and to assist in promoting develop­
ment of an overall agency evaluation work plan. 

S. Consideration of requiring Government-wide inventories of completed 
progralU evaluations to permit sharing of program evaluation information 
g~thQred ~ith Federal funds, to enhance the evaluation of similar programs 
in other Ilgenr.1es and geographic locales, and to stimulate refinement of the 
methodology of program evaluation. 

6. Consideration or the need for social scientists to be encouraged 
to prepare vrogram evaluation reports in forms most compatible for policy­
making purposes. 

D. The Need for Better Dissemination of Program Evaluation Information 
Supported Under Federal Allency Auspices. 

1. ConSideration of inqui'r.ing into the need for Federal agencies 
to encourage program evaluation information dissemination systems within 
agencies to assist researchers in sharing information on already completed 
evaluations. 

2. Consideration of Congressional inquiry into the need to est03blish a 
Govr.rnment-wide inventory of abstracted program evaluation reports under auspices 
of nn executive or legislative branch agency or incorporated into existing biblio­
gr~lphic devices to assist researchers in sharing information and to expedit.t:! the 
work of administrators who rely upon e,raluations in assessing the merits of a 
Pedernl program. ' 

" 

It. Improved Coordination of Program Evaluation in the Executive an1Legi~lative Branches 

A. the Need to Incorporate Program Evaluation in Executive Branch Budget Processes. 

1. Possible Congressional inquiry into steps the Office of Management and 
Budget should take to further encourage the use 6f program evaluation information 
in prepal."ing budget and program statements, and particularly to encourage Federal 
agencies to collect hard-to-measure, but relevant, social impact data in the 
normal course of administering a program to facilitate evaluation of the program. 

2.. Review, as needed, by the Congress, ()f steps the OMB is taking 
to utilize program. evaluation infotmation in providing for a better evalu­
ntion of how altern~tive programs help meet national needs, and related 
to this, the evaluation of the impacts on theste issues of the OMB re­
organization and "management by objectives" effort. 

3. Congressional 'assessment, as needed, of program evaluation under 
the rev~nue sharing program especially with respect to the effectiveness 
of decentralized accountabili'l, and the quality ~f auditing and evalu­
ation standards and reporting requirements promulgated by the General 
Accounting Office and. the Of!tf.ce of Revenue Sha:ring to generate appropriate 
evaluation inforaation. 

, .' 
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creas!d Consideration by the Congress of proposals to give o~m in­
responsibility for centralizing and overseeing executive branch 

program evaluation activities. 

proPO;~d ;~~:;~iep CongreSSional 7xamination of the merits of the recently 
PreSident or in th~O~~;~ EvafluMat~on Office in the Executive Office of the 

. ce 0 anagement and Budget. 

:EB. lIssues Relating to the Improvement of Legislative B h 
; va uation Capabilities. - ranc Program 

1. Continued congressional c id i 
fashion a better link between th ons erat.on and oversight of ways to 
and ap,propriations to mesh legiS~a~~ocess ~f congressional oversight 
with determination of appropria'te ve rev eW

i 
and. evaluation of programs 

program pr orit~es and funding levels. 
2. Con~ressional consider ti f 

Would abstract on-going and com;l ~ndo establishing a catalogue which 
and social program area l'lith i~f e e program evaluation studies by agency 
1ative information requirements ~~~tiO~ in

h 
a form compatible l'lith legis­

by the General Accounting Offic~ i er y t e General Accounting Office, 
Hanagement and Budget or b n cooperation wi'Ch the Office of 

, y a separate unit. 

C. Issues Surrounding the Rol f h 
Frovidin the/Con ress with 'I e 0 ~; General Accounting Office in 

rove ro ram. Evaluation Ca abilities. 

1. Continued liaison between th Offi f 
Evaluation in the G' .1i,'l"a.l Accountin ~ffi ce 0 Program Review and 
to develop statements of ro g. ce and legislative committees 
for evaluation which are ~om:~:~b~bj~~~ves and legislative requirements 
conduct of program evaluation and ~h lirevailing techniques for the 
for evaluations. e co ection of information required 

• 
III. The Procurement and Conduct of P rogram Evaluation 

~. Possible development of better G 
by the National Science Foundation GAO ~~v~~ment-lrlde reporting systems, 
of program evaluation, reqUiring ~~brnissi f' on the conduct and utility 
uniform categories treating fundi i:>, "~ on 0 material according to 
and methodology. H~rformer, type of evaluation, purpose, 

2. Congressional inquiry it" , 
research, asseSSing the relative '~eri~: f~;rformance of program evaluation 
of the follOwing institutional performers: different types of evaluation 

-federally fUnded research and development centers, 

-universities 

-in-house, and 

-~rofit vs. non-profit making contractors. 

for 3. Congressional inquj,¥,'Y into prob1eI!ls dealin"t> with funding mechanisms 
program evaluation rese h d 'n 

arc; an Possible reviJion of statutes. as suggested 
, 
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by the Commiasion on Government Procurement, with respect to: 

.. cost overruns. 

-independent research and development, 

-sale source contra.ct vs. competitive bidding, 

-monopoly of program evaluation contracting by a few industrial firms, 

-the merits of using profit-making VB. non-profit-making social science 
fir:ms or institutions in performing program evalution research, 

-content and impact of poorly stated RFPs for program evaluation research, and. 

-proper allocation of evaluation functions between in-house and extra­
mural performers. 

4. Congressional inqui~y into the efficacy of designating appropriate 
levels of funding for program evaluation in authorizing legislation. 

,A. !l!~ernative Institutions for the Conduct of Program Evaluation Research. 

1 •. J>oosible inquiry into the merits of establishing program evaluation 
n~8earch unj,ts or institutes either for separate agencies, or for a class 
of social progrnms to support the condHct and utilization of better social 
program evaluation research. 

2. Specifically! t .gressional and Federal agency inquiry into the 
development of alternative program evaluation institutions which would 
mest the following concerns: 

-independence of administration, 

"'bringing a national perspective to bear in development of goals and 
r.eae~rch strategies, 

.. integru.tion qf polic;1.es for program evaluation research into other 
programs andpoliaies fOl; scientific research and developm~nt, 

.. linking of research institutions to client sponsors, distributed through­
ouf; the country, and 

-provision of adequate training and facilities for interdisciplinary, 
policy-oriented research. 

3. (;onsideration by the Congress and funding agencies of developing 
poliCies and progx:ams to promote the training and utilization of poUcy­
orie~ted social science researchers, in addition to discipline oriented 
bUic l1nd applied social scienCE! researchers. 

IV. MethodQltlgical Issues in thE! Conduct of Program Evaluation 

1. Ov(!)rd8ht~ by appropriate committees, of Federal priorities to support 
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the refinement 
espeCially 1"0 of program evaluat 
Foundation. P grams supported by tihon methodOlogy f 

,e Research or USe by F d 
APPlied to Nati e eral agencies 

onal Science 2. Consid 
:~;npCries Of the ;;::i~~d by appropriute 

ogram ev 1 Cons of s legiSlative COmmittees 
!~pccially rel:v~:~i~ns which use ~c::~i e;perimentation and of and Federal 
re;~t questions relat:;et are the iSSues :f :xperimentation m~th rdequirements 

rements co 0 SOCial nvasion of - 0 ology 
of "real t\1orld"mpatible With the c:x~erimentation the privacy, ethicai and 

Conditions n uct of sO'i • need to fashi 
3 ' and Collection 0 c al experiments on legiSlative 

:eni:s f?r C~~:i~:~:~ion of CongreSSional f appropriate COnti~~~~;u;;~:) Simulation 
va~uat~on techniqu~S of data Collection ::ten~ion to bUilding . • 

• Oce ures appropriate ~~to require_ 
or program 4. Cons';:der~t . 

crOSS-fertilize r ~on of Congressiona . 
strengthen the P ogram evaluation 1 and executive b 
evaluators With development of both and I:'·ocial indicato ranch activities to 

appropriate and I areas and to aSsi r~ research to 
Continuous, valid SOC;:l ~~a~rOViding program 

, a. 
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